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Exhibit R 1 
Scenic Resources 2 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 3 

Exhibit R provides an analysis of scenic resources for the Boardman to Hemingway 4 
Transmission Line Project (Project). Specifically, Exhibit R shows the Project—taking into 5 
account Idaho Power Company’s (IPC) proposed mitigation measures near the National Historic 6 
Oregon Trail Interpretive Center and the Birch Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern—is 7 
not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to scenic resources and values identified as 8 
significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land management plans, and federal land 9 
management plans for any lands located within the analysis area described for the Project.  10 

2.0 APPLICABLE RULES AND STANDARDS  11 

2.1 General Standards for Siting Facilities 12 

The Scenic Resources Standard at Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 345-022-0080 provides: 13 

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the Council 14 
must find that the design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into account 15 
mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources and 16 
values identified as significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land 17 
management plans and federal land management plans for any lands located within the 18 
analysis area described in the project order.  19 

(2) The Council may issue a site certificate for a special criteria facility under OAR 345-20 
015-0310 without making the findings described in section (1). However, the Council 21 
may apply the requirements of section (1) to impose conditions on a site certificate 22 
issued for such a facility.  23 

2.2 Site Certificate Application Requirements 24 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r) requires that Exhibit R include the following regarding scenic 25 
resources: 26 

An analysis of significant potential impacts of the proposed facility, if any, on scenic 27 
resources identified as significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land 28 
management plans and federal land management plans for any lands located within the 29 
analysis area, providing evidence to support a finding by the Council as required by OAR 30 
345-022-0080, including:  31 

(A) A list of the local, tribal and federal plans that address lands within the 32 
analysis area.  33 

(B) Identification and description of the scenic resources identified as significant 34 
or important in the plans listed in (A), including a copy of the portion of the 35 
management plan that identifies the resource as significant or important.  36 

(C) A description of significant potential adverse impacts to the scenic resources 37 
identified in (B), including, but not limited to, impacts such as:  38 

(i) Loss of vegetation or alteration of the landscape as a result of 39 
construction or operation; and  40 
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(ii) Visual impacts of facility structures or plumes.  1 

(D) The measures the applicant proposes to avoid, reduce or otherwise mitigate 2 
any significant adverse impacts. 3 

(E) A map or maps showing the location of the scenic resources described under 4 
(B). 5 

(F) The applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for impacts to scenic 6 
resources. 7 

2.3 Amended Project Order Provisions 8 

The Amended Project Order includes the following discussion regarding Exhibit R: 9 

The application should include visual depictions (photo-simulations) of the project’s 10 
impact on scenic resources within the analysis area. It is recommended that visual 11 
simulations include depictions from select viewpoints in protected areas identified in 12 
Exhibit L that may be affected by the proposed facility. Photo-simulations and visual 13 
impacts assessments of permanent structures should include switching 14 
stations/substations, in addition to transmission lines, towers, and roads. For the 15 
purposes of Exhibit R, “local” land use plans include state, county, and city planning 16 
documents or inventories. The applicant shall also describe the measures it will take to 17 
minimize significant adverse impacts to important scenic resources identified by 18 
reviewing agencies.  19 

If the applicant engages a multi-agency workgroup to inventory scenic resources or to 20 
assess visual impacts to scenic resources, incorporate into Exhibit R a description of the 21 
workgroup, its purpose, its membership, and any agreements made by the involved 22 
parties related to potential visual impacts of the proposed facility. 23 

(Amended Project Order, Section III(r)) 24 

3.0 ANALYSIS 25 

3.1 Analysis Area 26 

The analysis area for Exhibit R is the Site Boundary and 10 miles from the Site Boundary (see 27 
Amended Project Order, p. 25). The Site Boundary is defined as “the perimeter of the site of a 28 
proposed energy facility, its related or supporting facilities, all temporary laydown and staging 29 
areas, and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by the applicant” (OAR 345-001-30 
0010(55)). The Site Boundary encompasses the following facilities in Oregon: 31 

• The Proposed Route, consisting of 270.8 miles of new 500-kilovolt (kV) electric 32 
transmission line, removal of 12 miles of existing 69-kV transmission line, rebuilding of 33 
0.9 mile of a 230-kV transmission line, and rebuilding of 1.1 miles of an existing 138-kV 34 
transmission line; 35 

• Four alternatives that each could replace a portion of the Proposed Route, including the 36 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1 (3.7 miles), West of Bombing Range Road 37 
Alternative 2 (3.7 miles), Morgan Lake Alternative (18.5 miles), and Double Mountain 38 
Alternative (7.4 miles); 39 

• One proposed 20-acre station (Longhorn Station);  40 
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• Ten communication station sites of less than ¼-acre each and two alternative 1 
communication station sites; 2 

• Permanent access roads for the Proposed Route, including 206.3 miles of new roads 3 
and 223.2 miles of existing roads requiring substantial modification, and for the 4 
Alternative Routes including 30.2 miles of new roads and 22.7 miles of existing roads 5 
requiring substantial modification; and 6 

• Thirty-one temporary multi-use areas and 299 pulling and tensioning sites of which four 7 
will have light-duty fly yards within the pulling and tensioning sites. 8 

The Project features are fully described in Exhibit B and the Site Boundary for each Project 9 
feature is described in Exhibit C, Table C-24. The location of the Project features and the Site 10 
Boundary is outlined in Exhibit C. The extent of the analysis area for scenic resources (the Site 11 
Boundary plus 10 miles) is identified on the maps provided in Attachment R-2. 12 

3.2 Methods 13 

The methodology used in analyzing the potential significant impacts of the Project on scenic 14 
resources identified as significant or important in local, tribal, and federal land use management 15 
plans involved a comprehensive review of the applicable plans, application of recognized 16 
assessment methods of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and United States Forest 17 
Service (USFS), applying the Energy Facility Siting Council’s (EFSC or Council) definition of 18 
“significant” per OAR 345-001-0010(53)1 and identifying areas that will require mitigation to 19 
reduce visual impacts to levels that are below significant. Section 3.2.1 describes the 20 
consultation process through which the study methodology was developed, and Section 3.2.2 21 
provides a summary of the assessment process. Section 3 of the Visual Resources Impact 22 
Assessment Methodology (Attachment R-1) describes in more detail the steps in the 23 
assessment process.  24 

3.2.1 Visual Resource Workgroup Process 25 

Staff from the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE), BLM, USFS, IPC, and consultants to IPC 26 
and the federal agencies functioned as a visual resources workgroup to define the study 27 
approach on July 27, 2011. IPC’s consultant presented an initial draft of a visual resources 28 
study plan at that meeting. Workgroup participants provided comments on the development of 29 
the study plan. Substantive review questions were resolved at meetings held on May 30, 2012 30 
and June 25, 2012. Each of these meetings were attended by the BLM, USFS, IPC, and 31 
consultants to IPC. ODOE or its contractors attended the June 25, 2012 meeting. Based on the 32 
workgroup’s input and additional requests for information from ODOE, IPC developed the visual 33 
impact methodology described below in Section 3.2.2.  34 

3.2.2 Summary of Visual Impact Assessment Methodology 35 

IPC’s visual impact methodology considers the combined outcome of context of the impact, 36 
impact intensity and the degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed 37 
action to determine whether impacts are potentially significant (see OAR 345-001-0010(53) 38 
defining “significant”). Attachment R-1 includes the complete visual impact assessment 39 
                                                            
1 OAR 345-001-0010(53) defines “significant” as “having an important consequence, either alone or in combination 
with other factors, based upon the magnitude and likelihood of the impact on the affected human population or 
natural resources, or on the importance of the natural resource affected, considering the context of the action or 
impact, its intensity and the degree to which possible impacts are caused by the proposed action. Nothing in this 
definition is intended to require a statistical analysis of the magnitude or likelihood of a particular impact.” 
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methodology developed for Exhibit R (the same methodology was also applied to assess the 1 
visual impacts to protected areas in Exhibit L and recreation sites in Exhibit T). Photosimulations 2 
were developed from a subset of Key Observation Points (KOPs) relevant to scenic resources 3 
analyzed in Exhibit R. These photosimulations were used to inform the visual impact analysis 4 
and are included in Attachment R-4. The visual impact methodology was implemented in a 5 
series of 3 parts, summarized below. 6 

Part 1: Baseline Conditions 7 

Information on existing scenic quality/attractiveness and landscape character was analyzed for 8 
each scenic resource to establish consistent baseline data to support the impact assessment. 9 
Sites were located in lands administered by multiple jurisdictions, including both the BLM and 10 
USFS. The BLM and USFS have established baseline inventory and impact assessment 11 
procedures.  12 

The BLM manages visual resources through the Visual Resource Management (VRM) System 13 
(BLM 1986). Visual values are established through the Visual Resource Inventory  process, 14 
which classifies scenery based on the assessment of three components: scenic quality, visual 15 
sensitivity, and distance. Visual resources are then assigned to management classes with 16 
established objectives: 17 

• Class I Objective: To preserve the existing character of the landscape. The level of 18 
change to the characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention. 19 

• Class II Objective: To retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of 20 
change to the characteristic landscape should be low. 21 

• Class III Objective: To partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level 22 
of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. 23 

• Class IV Objective: To provide for management activities that require major 24 
modification of the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 25 
characteristic landscape can be high. 26 

Within the study area, the USFS manages scenic resources through the Visual Management 27 
System (VMS) established in The National Forest Management, Volume 2, Agricultural 28 
Handbook 462 (1974) to inventory, classify, and manage lands for visual resource values. 29 
Visual resources are managed by the following five visual quality objectives, which describe a 30 
degree of acceptable alteration of the natural landscape:  31 

• Preservation: Allows for ecological changes only. Management activities, except for 32 
very low visual impact recreation facilities, are prohibited. 33 

• Retention: Provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 34 

• Partial Retention: Provides for management activities that remain subordinate to the 35 
characteristic landscape. 36 

• Modification: Allows for management activities that physically dominate the original 37 
character. 38 

• Maximum Modification: Allows for management activities of vegetation and landform 39 
alteration that dominate the characteristic landscape; however, when viewed as 40 
background, the visual characteristics must be those of natural occurrences within the 41 
surrounding area or character type. 42 
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The BLM and USFS systems were adapted to this Project-level assessment to remain 1 
consistent with these procedures within lands administered by either agency. Resources not 2 
administered by either agency were assessed using one of the two procedures based on 3 
whether the resource was located in forested or non-forested areas. Resources located in non-4 
forested areas were analyzed using the BLM methodology, whereas those located in forested 5 
areas were analyzed using the USFS methodology. Baseline inventory procedures are 6 
discussed in detail in Attachment R-3. 7 

Baseline data collected for this analysis included measures of scenic quality/attractiveness, 8 
landscape character, and information on viewer groups and characteristics. Baseline data 9 
collection methods are summarized below. 10 

Scenic Quality / Attractiveness. Scenic quality on BLM-administered lands was quantified 11 
through the scoring of seven key factors: landform, vegetation, water, color, adjacent scenery, 12 
scarcity, and cultural modifications. Ranking is relative to other similar features within the 13 
physiographic province. Each key factor was scored based on guidelines and scoring criteria 14 
described in detail in Exhibit T, Attachment T-4. After the scenic quality evaluation was 15 
completed, scores for each key factor were totaled to derive an overall Scenic Quality 16 
Classification for the resource. Scenic quality was classified as Class A, B, or C, with Class A 17 
receiving a total score of 19 or more, Class B receiving a score from 12 to 18, and Class C 18 
scoring 11 or less. Landscapes ranked as Class A have the highest apparent scenic quality, 19 
while landscapes ranked as Class C have the lowest (BLM 1986). 20 

Baseline conditions for resources located on USFS-administered lands were described in terms 21 
of both “Scenic Attractiveness” and “Scenic Integrity.” Scenic attractiveness pertains to the 22 
“intrinsic scenic beauty of the project area,” and is categorized as: Class A (Distinctive), 23 
B (Typical), or C (Indistinctive). The combination of valued landscape elements such as 24 
landform, water characteristics, vegetation, and cultural features are used in determining the 25 
measure of Scenic Attractiveness. Scenic integrity refers to the degree to which a landscape is 26 
free from visible disturbances that detract from the natural or socially valued appearance (i.e., 27 
valued landscape character). Scenic integrity is evaluated by measuring degree of alteration in 28 
line, form, color, and texture from natural or naturally appearing landscape character by 29 
measuring changes in scale, intensity, and pattern against the attributes of that landscape 30 
character. Based on this assessment, scenic integrity classified as very high, high, moderate, 31 
low, very low, and unacceptably low. 32 

Landscape Character. Landscape character is a descriptive means to assess a landscape. 33 
Attributes of landform, vegetation, waterform, wildlife, spatial character, and cultural or historic 34 
features were described in terms of their relative dominance or prominence to the characteristic 35 
landscape and influence on the “sense of place” (USFS 1995). Because the BLM does not have 36 
a classification system for landscape character, landscape character for all resources was 37 
classified per the USFS system (1995), regardless of jurisdiction or physiography of the 38 
resource. Landscape character classes are described below: 39 

Naturally Evolving: Landscape character expresses the natural evolution of biophysical 40 
features and processes, with very limited human intervention. 41 

Natural Appearing: Landscape character expresses predominantly natural evolution, but 42 
also human intervention including cultural features and processes. 43 

Cultural: Landscape character expresses built structures and landscape features that 44 
display the dominant attitudes and beliefs of specific human cultures. 45 
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Pastoral: Landscape character expresses dominant human-created pastures, “meadows,” 1 
and associated structures, reflecting valued historic land uses and lifestyles.  2 

Agricultural: Landscape character expresses dominant human agricultural land uses 3 
producing food crops and domestic products. 4 

Historic: Landscape character expresses valued historic features that represent events and 5 
period of human activity in the landscape. 6 

Urban: Landscape character expresses concentrations of human activity, primarily in the 7 
form of commercial, cultural, education, residential, transportation structures, and supporting 8 
infrastructure. 9 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups associated with each resource were 10 
evaluated to understand certain characteristics that inform the extent to which potential changes 11 
in landscape character and quality would be perceived (perception of change). This assessment 12 
focuses on understanding characteristics that describe the relationship of the observer to the 13 
potential impact and the landscape context of that relationship. Viewer characteristics assessed 14 
included viewer location (distance), viewer geometry (superior, inferior, or at grade), and viewer 15 
duration or exposure (BLM 1986). The landscape context included consideration of landscape 16 
type—i.e., focal or panoramic.  17 

Part 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment 18 

Likelihood of Impact. Per the Council’s rule OAR 345-001-0010(53), an “important 19 
consequence” is in part determined by the likelihood and magnitude of the impact. In Part 2 of 20 
the analysis, IPC first identified the Project-related actions that could affect the resource, which 21 
included construction and operation of Project facilities including permanent features (and other 22 
actions, such as revegetation or restoration that could be prolonged in time, but not permanent). 23 
Next, IPC evaluated the likelihood and magnitude of the impact, considering such factors as the 24 
duration of the impact, visual contrast and scale dominance, and resource change and viewer 25 
perception. IPC considered all identified impacts to be “likely” to occur. 26 

Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration. The type of Project-related actions that could affect 27 
the resource and the expected duration of their potential impacts were determined. “Impact 28 
duration” was categorized as temporary, short-term, or long-term based on whether an impact 29 
will occur for up to 3 years (i.e., Project construction), for less than 10 years (i.e., restoration), or 30 
for the life of the Project (i.e., transmission towers and roads). Only those actions identified as 31 
long-term are considered potentially significant. Temporary and short-term impacts are 32 
disclosed but are not considered potentially significant because they would not permanently 33 
alter scenic quality or landscape character, or jeopardize the ability of the resource to provide 34 
the scenic value for which it was designated or recognized in relevant land use plans. 35 

Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance. The “magnitude” of impacts 36 
was measured by assessing the level of visual contrast and scale dominance of Project 37 
components relative to the existing landscape. Visual contrast was determined by implementing 38 
the visual contrast rating to evaluate the extent to which basic elements of form, line, color, and 39 
texture of the proposed Project contrast with the existing landscape (BLM 1986). Magnitude of 40 
impacts was classified as low, medium, or high. Medium and high magnitude impacts were 41 
considered potentially significant. Low magnitude impacts are disclosed but are not considered 42 
potentially significant; impacts determined to be of weak visual contrast and subordinate to 43 
existing landscape character would not have the potential to alter scenic quality or landscape 44 
character or be perceived by viewers. 45 
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Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception. The determination of 1 
magnitude was used to evaluate the level of change to scenic quality/attractiveness and 2 
landscape character of the resource (“resource change”) and how that change will be perceived 3 
by viewers (“viewer perception”). Resource change was classified as low, medium, or high 4 
based upon the geographic extent of medium to high magnitude impacts and the extent to 5 
which those impacts alter landscape quality/attractiveness and/or character of the landscape. 6 
The effects of past and present actions were taken into account, and the Project’s overall 7 
contribution to resource change was disclosed. Viewer perception was also considered low, 8 
medium, or high based on the location of the viewer relative to the medium to high magnitude 9 
impact (i.e., elevated, neutral, or inferior vantage point) and whether views are predominantly 10 
peripheral or head-on and episodic, intermittent, or continuous. 11 

Part 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context 12 

Per the Council’s rule OAR 345-001-0010(53), an important consequence also considers the 13 
“context of the action or impact, its intensity, and the degree to which the possible impacts are 14 
caused by the proposed action.” Drawing from impact determinations made in Part 2, 15 
significance criteria addressing each of these components was assessed as described below. 16 

Impact Intensity. The “intensity” of impacts was determined by considering the level of 17 
resource change, either alone or with consideration of how that level of resource change was 18 
perceived by viewers. Impacts were considered to be of high intensity if the level of resource 19 
change was ranked as high, despite whether that level of resource change is perceived by 20 
viewers. Resource change ranked as medium was considered to be of high intensity where 21 
viewer perception of this change was considered high. Impacts judged to be of low intensity 22 
were not considered potentially significant and were not studied further because they would not 23 
have the potential to alter scenic quality or landscape character or be perceived by viewers.  24 

Degree to Which the Possible Impacts are Caused by the Proposed Action. The degree to 25 
which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action is disclosed for resources 26 
determined to be adversely impacted by the Project. The contribution of the Project to adverse 27 
impacts is based on the level of resource change, taking into account baseline conditions (past 28 
or present actions) and direct and indirect impacts of the Project. Per the definition of 29 
“significant” in OAR 345-001-0010(53), an “important consequence” may occur either alone or in 30 
combination with other factors. Accordingly, the degree to which possible impacts may be 31 
caused by the Project are analyzed; however, this aspect of the significance criteria was not 32 
considered a discriminator of significance. Instead, it clarifies the potential role of the Project in 33 
altering baseline conditions by re-stating metrics used to determine resource change. 34 

Context. For those impacts judged to be long-term and medium to high intensity, a 35 
determination of significance was made by considering the context of adverse impacts. The 36 
context of the impact considered the role of scenery as a valued attribute of the resource2 and 37 
the extent to which expected impacts would preclude the ability of the resource to provide the 38 
scenic value for which it was recognized. The consistency of the impact with the standards and 39 
guidelines of relevant land management objectives was considered in this assessment. As 40 
follows, a conclusion of “less than significant” impact could be reached if the valued attributes of 41 
the resource could persist despite a high intensity impact. If, because of medium or high 42 
intensity impacts, the resource would no longer provide the valued scenic attribute(s) for which it 43 
was deemed important, the impact was found to be “significant.” 44 

                                                            
2 For Exhibit R, scenery is considered a valued attribute of all scenic resources identified as significant or important in 
local land use plans, tribal land management plans, and federal land management plans per OAR 345-022-0080. 
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Potential Significance. A conclusion of “less than significant” could be reached if the valued 1 
scenic attributes of the resource could persist. If, because of medium to high intensity impacts, 2 
the scenic resource would no longer provide the valued scenic attribute(s) for which it was 3 
deemed important, the impact was found to be “potentially significant.” 4 

3.3 List of Plans and Identification of Significant or Important Scenic 5 
Resources  6 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r): . . . (A) A list of the local, tribal and federal plans that address lands 7 
within the analysis area. (B) Identification and description of the scenic resources identified 8 
as significant or important in the plans listed in (A), including a copy of the portion of the 9 
management plan that identifies the resource as significant or important. . . .  10 

IPC reviewed local, tribal, state, and federal planning documents listed in Table R-1 to identify 11 
scenic resources recognized in these plans as significant or important. The planning documents 12 
varied in their treatment of scenic resources. In most cases, areas were clearly defined; 13 
however, there were cases where interpretation of language in the planning document did not 14 
support a definitive conclusion regarding the potential significance or importance of a scenic 15 
resource or value (i.e., Umatilla County). In these cases, IPC consulted directly with the relevant 16 
jurisdiction to discuss the intent of the planning document regarding scenic resources. Where 17 
applicable, the outcome of these discussions is described by jurisdiction, below. 18 

The following sections document significant or important scenic resources identified in 19 
applicable land use plans. Relevant land use plans are addressed in the following sequence: 20 
county plans, municipal plans, state plans, tribal plans, and federal plans. 21 

Table R-1 below lists applicable land use plans and corresponding scenic resources identified 22 
as significant or important. The “Map ID” entries in Table R-1 correspond to the label used to 23 
indicate scenic resources in maps provided in Attachment R-2 (Map Figures) and Attachment R-24 
6 (Viewshed Maps). 25 
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Table R-1. Scenic Resources Identified as Significant or Important 

Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan Location of Scenic Resource 
Map ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

COUNTIES  

Morrow 
County, OR 

Morrow County 
Comprehensive Plan 
(1986) and Zoning 
Ordinance, as 
updated through 2011 

N None 
identified 

Natural 
Resources 
Element, p. 96 

Not applicable (N/A) N/A N 

Umatilla 
County, OR 

Umatilla County 
Comprehensive Plan 
(2008) 

Y Wallula 
Gap  pp. 8-11 

On the Columbia River at and 
adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the county; outside 
of the analysis area 

N/A N 

Union 
County, OR 

Union County Land 
Use Plan (1979) and 
Technical 
Supplement (1984) 

Y 

Blue 
Mountain 
Forest 
Wayside1  

Appendix J – 
Scenic Areas 
(p. 99) 

The Blue Mountain Forest 
Wayside is a 0.5-mile-wide 
corridor of land located west of 
La Grande along Interstate 84 
(I-84) within the analysis area. 
The area corresponds to the 
Union County portion of the 
Blue Mountain Forest State 
Scenic Corridor, which also 
includes lands in Umatilla 
County. 

SR U1 Y 

Minam 
River 

Appendix J – 
Scenic Areas 
(p. 99) 

45 miles of the river from Minam 
Lake to the confluence with the 
Wallowa River in the eastern 
part of Union County; outside of 
the analysis area  

N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan Location of Scenic Resource 
Map ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

Baker 
County, OR 

Baker County 
Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan (1993, 
2000), as updated 
through 2012 

Y 

United 
States 
(U.S.) 
Highway 26 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

Grant County line to junction 
with Oregon (OR) Highway 245, 
and east of Unity; outside of the 
analysis area 

N/A N 

OR 
Highway 
245 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

From milepost (MP) 2.46 Unity 
Lake Park Entrance) to MP 
37.03 (Junction Whitney 
Highway) 

SR B3 Y 

OR 
Highway 
203 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

From MP 22.9 (Baker/Union 
County line) to MP 31.09 (Salt 
Creek, east of junction with 
Sunnyslope Lane) 

SR B1 Y 

I-84 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

From MP 317.39 (Pleasant 
Valley Interchange) to MP 
329.24 (1.81 miles southeast of 
Durkee Interchange) within the 
analysis area 

SR B4 Y 

I-84 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

From MP 345.78 (Huntington 
Interchange) to MP 352.0 
(Baker/Malheur County line) 
within the analysis area 

SR B5 Y 

OR 
Highway 86 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

Flagstaff Hill eastward; from MP 
4.81 (east of Sunnyslope Lane) 
to MP 40.64 (Eagle Creek) 

SR B2 Y 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

Baker County 
(cont.) 

Baker County 
Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 
(1993, 2000) 

Y 

OR Highway 86 Appendix I, 
Plate 10 

East of Richland and east of 
Halfway to Copperfield; both 
segments outside of the 
analysis area 

N/A N 

Halfway-
Cornucopia 
Highway 

Appendix I, 
Plate 10 Cornucopia to Carson; 

outside of the analysis area N/A N 

Malheur 
County, OR 

Malheur County 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1982) 

N None identified 

Section 2, pp. 
110-113; 
Section 3, p. 
226  

N/A N/A N 

Owyhee 
County, ID 

Owyhee County 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2010) 

Y 

Bruneau River 
Canyon p. 22 

Upstream from C.J. Strike 
Reservoir in eastern 
Owyhee County; outside of 
the analysis area  

N/A N 

Owyhee 
Mountains p. 22 Location not specified in the 

plan. N/A N 

Morley Nelson 
Snake River 
Birds of Prey 
National 
Conservation 
Area 

p. 22 

Primarily in Ada County, 
north and east of Swan 
Falls; outside of the analysis 
area 

N/A N 

Bruneau Sand 
Dunes State 
Park 

p. 22 
East of C.J. Strike Reservoir 
in eastern Owyhee County; 
outside of the analysis area 

N/A N 

Canyon 
County, ID 

Canyon County 
2020 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2011) 

N None identified  Chapters 6, 
10 N/A N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

Washington 
County, ID 

Washington 
County 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2010) 

N None identified pp. 34-37,  
51-58 N/A N/A N 

Benton 
County, WA 

Benton County 
Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 
(2006) 

Y Rattlesnake 
uplift 

Chapter 3, pp. 
3-14 

West of Richland; outside of 
the analysis area  N/A N 

CITIES  

City of 
Boardman 

City of Boardman 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2003) 

N None identified Chapter V N/A N/A N 

City of Irrigon 

City of Irrigon 
Transportation 
System Plan 
(2005) and 
Development 
Code (2012) 

N None identified Chapters IV-
VI N/A N/A N 

City of Ione 
City of Ione 
Transportation 
Plan (1999) 

N None identified Section 5 N/A N/A N 

City of Umatilla 
City of Umatilla 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2010) 

N None identified pp. 6-7, 21-25  N/A N/A N 

City of 
Hermiston 

City of Hermiston 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1984) and 
Development 
Code, as updated 
through 2012 

N None identified Chapters II, III N/A N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

City of 
Stanfield 

City of Stanfield 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2003) and 
Development 
Code (2003) 

N None identified 
Development 
Code 
Chapters 2-3 

N/A N/A N 

City of Pilot 
Rock 

City of Pilot Rock 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1979), 
Ordinance 489 
(2001) 

N None identified Chapters V, 
VIII N/A N/A N 

City of 
Pendleton 

City of Pendleton 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1983, 
updated in 1990) 

Y Umatilla River 
and tributaries 

Chapter I, p. 
TR-2; Chapter 
II, p. TR-44 

Umatilla River and its 
tributaries within the city 
limits and within the 
analysis area. The Umatilla 
River is located north of the 
City of Pendleton. 

N/A N 

City of La 
Grande 

City of La Grande 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2009), 
Ordinance 3182 
(2009)  

N None identified p. 23 N/A N/A N 

City of Island 
City 

City of Island City 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1984, 2001) 

N None identified Chapter II,  
p. 19 N/A N/A N 

City of Union City of Union Land 
Use Plan (1984) N None identified pp. 16-17 N/A N/A N 

City of North 
Powder 

City of North 
Powder 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1983) 

N None identified N/A N/A N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

City of Haines 

City of Haines 
Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 
(1979) 

N None identified 

p. 3; 
Technical 
Information, 
Chapter 4 

N/A N/A N 

City of Baker 
City 

City of Baker 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1978), as 
updated through 
2012 

N None identified p. 1 plus N/A N/A N 

City of 
Huntington 

City of Huntington 
Comprehensive 
Land Use Plan 
(1987) 

N None identified N/A N/A N/A N 

City of Vale 

City of Vale 
Comprehensive 
Plan (2003) and 
Development 
Code  

N None identified 
Development 
Code, Title 
VIII 

N/A N/A N 

City of Adrian 
City of Adrian 
Comprehensive 
Plan (1978) 

N None identified p. 11, 
Appendix B N/A N/A N 

STATE  

Oregon Parks 
and Recreation 
Department 
(OPRD) 

No master plans 
applicable to 
seven state park 
system units 
within the analysis 
area; however, 
area was identified 
by OPRD. 

Y 
Blue Mountain 
Forest State 
Scenic Corridor 

N/A Corridor is located along I-
84, west of La Grande. SR U1 Y 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

OPRD 
State Scenic 
Waterways 
(OPRD 2012b) 

Y State Scenic 
Waterways N/A Outside of Analysis Area N/A N 

Oregon 
Department of 
Fish and 
Wildlife 
(ODFW) 

Columbia Basin 
Wildlife Areas 
Management Plan 
(2008a; includes 
Coyote Springs 
Wildlife Area) 

N N/A 
Description 
and 
Environment 

N/A N/A N 

Ladd Marsh 
Wildlife Area 
Management Plan 
(2008b) 

N N/A 
Description 
and 
Environment 

N/A N/A N 

Elkhorn Wildlife 
Area Management 
Plan (2006) 

N N/A 
Description 
and 
Environment 

N/A N/A N 

Oregon 
Department of 
Transportation 

Hells Canyon 
Scenic Byway 
Corridor 
Management Plan 
(Eastern Oregon 
Visitors 
Association/ 
Hells Canyon 
Scenic Byway 
Committee,2004)  

N N/A 

III. Intrinsic 
Qualities and 
Context 
Statement 

N/A N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

Oregon 
Department of 
Transportation 

Journey Through 
Time Tour Route 
Management Plan 
(Michael Wetter 
and 
Associates1996) 

N N/A 
Background; 
Vision, Goals, 
Objectives 

N/A N/A N 

No corridor 
management plan N N/A II. Resource 

Inventory N/A N/A N 

Elkhorn Drive 
National Forest 
Scenic Byway 
Management Plan 
(1996) 

N N/A Resource 
Inventory N/A N/A N 

TRIBAL  

Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian 
Reservation 
(CTUIR) 

Comprehensive 
Plan for the 
Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Umatilla Indian 
Reservation 
(2010) 

N None identified 

5. Plan 
Elements: 
Goals & 
Objectives 

N/A N/A N 

FEDERAL   

BLM, Vale 
District, Baker 
Resource Area 

Baker Resource 
Management Plan 
(1989a) 

Y 

BLM-
administered 
lands managed 
as VRM Class I 
and Class II 

pp. 49-50, 
Map 5 

Multiple tracts of BLM-
administered lands within 
the Baker Resource Area 
and within the analysis area 

VRM B1 – 
VRM B7 Y 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

BLM, Vale 
District, Baker 
Resource Area 

Oregon Trail 
Area of Critical 
Environmental 
Concern 
(ACEC) 

pp. 46-49, 
Map 6 

Six parcels of BLM-
administered land in 
Umatilla, Union, and Baker 
Counties 

SR B6 Y 

Powder River 
Canyon ACEC 

pp. 46-49, 
Map 6 

Along Powder River in 
north-central Baker County SR B7 Y 

Powder River Y Powder River 
WSR p. 10 From Thief Valley Dam to 

the Highway 203 Bridge. SR B7 Y 

Oregon National 
Historic Trail 
Management Plan 
(1989b) 

Y 
Oregon 
National 
Historic Trail 

p. 11 

Fourteen properties in 
management area; relevant 
properties include Tub 
Mountain, Birch Creek, 
Powell Creek, Straw Ranch 
I, Straw ranch II, Flagstaff 
Hill 

SR B6 Y 

BLM, Vale 
District, 
Malheur 
Resource Area 

Proposed 
Southeastern 
Oregon Resource 
Management Plan 
and Final 
Environmental 
Statement (2001b) 

Y 

BLM-
administered 
lands managed 
as VRM Class I 
and Class II 

Chapter 2,  
p. 101; 
Chapter 3,  
pp. 274-276; 
Map VRM-
Proposed 
Resource 
Management 
Plan 

Multiple tracts of BLM-
administered lands within 
the Malheur Resource Area 
and within the analysis area 

VRM M1 – 
VRM M8 Y 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC pp. 68-102 

Three tracts of BLM-
administered lands in 
eastern Malheur County, all 
managed as VRM Class II 

VRM M1, 
M2, M4 Y 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

BLM, Vale 
District, 
Malheur 
Resource Area 

Proposed 
Southeastern 
Oregon Resource 
Management Plan 
and Final 
Environmental 
Statement (2001b) 

Y 

Owyhee River 
Below the Dam 
ACEC 

pp. 68-102 

Tract of BLM-administered 
lands in Lower Owyhee 
Canyon in eastern Malheur 
County, all managed as 
VRM Class II 

VRM M5 Y 

Owyhee Views 
ACEC pp. 68-102 

Multiple tracts of BLM-
administered lands adjacent 
to Lake Owyhee in eastern 
Malheur County, all 
managed as VRM Class I 

VRM, M7 Y 

Castle Rock, 
Dry Creek 
Gorge, North 
Fork Malheur 
river, and Leslie 
Gulch ACECs 

pp. 68-102 Outside the Analysis Area N/A N 

BLM, Boise 
District, 
Owyhee 
Resource Area 

Owyhee Resource 
Management Plan 
(1999) 

Y 

BLM-
administered 
lands managed 
as VRM Class I 
and Class II 

p. 44; 
Appendix 
VISL-1; Map 
VISL-1 

Jump Creek Canyon area 
southwest of Marsing, within 
the Owyhee Resource Area 
and within the analysis area 

VRM O1  Y 

Jump Creek 
Canyon ACEC 

pp. 47-48, 81-
85, Map 
ACEC-1 

Portion of Jump Creek 
Canyon area managed as 
VRM Class I 

VRM O1 Y 

Castle Rock, 
Dry Creek 
Gorge, North 
Fork Malheur 
River, and 
Leslie Gulch 
ACECs 

pp. 47-48, 81-
85, Map 
ACEC-1 

Outside the Analysis Area N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

BLM, Boise 
District, 
Cascade 
Resource Area 

Cascade 
Resource 
Management Plan 
(1987a) 

Y 

BLM-
administered 
lands managed 
as VRM Class 
II 

pp. 59, 2-6, 3-
26; Map 3-8 

Oxbow-Brownlee Special 
Recreation Management 
Area (SRMA), along east 
side of Brownlee Reservoir, 
within the analysis area 

VRM C1 – 
VRM C2 Y 

Boise Front 
ACEC 

pp. 31-37, 
Map 4 

Tract of BLM-administered 
lands northeast of Boise in 
Ada and Elmore Counties, 
outside of the analysis area 

N/A N 

BLM, Spokane 
District 

Spokane 
Resource 
Management Plan 
Record of 
Decision (1987b)  

Y Badger Slope  pp. 16-17  
(re: ACECs) 

South of Yakima River 
between Prosser and 
Richland, outside of the 
analysis area 

N/A N 

USFS, 
Wallowa-
Whitman 
National Forest 
(NF) 

Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest 
Land and 
Resource 
Management Plan 
(1990a)  

Y 

NF lands 
managed as 
Visual Quality 
Objective 
(VQO) 
Preservation 
(none in 
analysis area) 
and Retention 

Chapter Four, 
p. 4-42 

Multiple areas of USFS-
administered lands within 
the Wallowa-Whitman 
National Forest and within 
the analysis area 

VQO 1 – 
VQO 6; 
VQO 8 

Y 

USFS,  
Umatilla NF 

Land and 
Resource 
Management 
Plan, Umatilla 
National Forest 
(1990b) 

Y 

NF lands 
managed as 
VQO 
Preservation 
and Retention 
(none in either 
category in 
analysis area) 

pp. 4-22, 49, 
95-198 

No lands with Preservation 
or Retention VQO within 
analysis area 

N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

USFS,  
Umatilla NF 

Wild and Scenic 
River (WSR) 
Study Report and 
Final Legislative 
Environmental 
Impact Statement 
for Eight Rivers 
(1997) 

Y 

Five Points 
Creek; 
Recommended 
for inclusion in 
the WSR 
system; 
Outstanding 
Remarkable 
Values (ORVs) 
include scenery 

p. 11-4 Approximately 1 mile 
northeast of Hilgard N/A Y 

Department of 
Defense, U.S. 
Navy, Naval 
Weapons 
System 
Training 
Facility, 
Boardman 

Integrated Natural 
Resource 
Management 
Plan: Naval 
Weapons System 
Training Facility, 
Boardman, 
Oregon (1999  

N None identified 

N/A; scenic 
resources not 
addressed in 
plan 

N/A N/A N 

Bureau of 
Reclamation 

Owyhee Reservoir 
Resource 
Management Plan 
(1994) 

Y 

The 
Honeycombs, 
Leslie Gulch, 
Painted 
Canyon, Three 
Fingers Gulch, 
Carlton Canyon 

pp. 2-49 
through 2-55 

BLM-administered lands 
adjacent to Owyhee River 
and Owyhee Reservoir 
within the analysis area; 
addressed above under 
BLM Vale District, Malheur 
Resource Area 

N/A Y 

U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 
(FWS), 
Umatilla 
National 
Wildlife Refuge 

Umatilla National 
Wildlife Refuge 
Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan 
(2007) 

N None identified 

N/A; scenic 
resources not 
addressed in 
plan 

N/A N/A N 
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Jurisdiction Plan 

Scenic 
Resources 
Identified? 

(Y/N) 

Name of 
Scenic 

Resource 
Location in 

Plan 
Location of Scenic 

Resource 
GIS ID 

No. 

Analyzed 
in Exhibit 

R? 
(Y/N) 

FWS, McKay 
Creek National 
Wildlife Refuge 

N/A; 
Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan 
in process, no 
plan prepared or 
adopted yet 

N N/A N/A (no 
existing plan) N/A N/A N 

FWS, Deer 
Flat National 
Wildlife Refuge 

N/A; 
Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan 
in process, no 
plan prepared or 
adopted yet 

N N/A N/A (no 
existing plan) N/A N/A N 

1This resource is analyzed as part of the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor administered by OPRD. 
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3.3.1 Land Use Plan Descriptions 1 

The following sections describe the applicable land use plans and the interpretation of the plan 2 
content relative to identification of significant or important scenic resources in the analysis area. 3 
Relevant land use plans are addressed in the following sequence: county plans, municipal 4 
plans, state plans, tribal plans, and federal plans. 5 

3.3.1.1 Counties 6 

The following sections summarize language pertinent to scenic resources or values contained in 7 
land use planning documents for the 10 counties located within the analysis area. IPC’s review 8 
concluded that only Union and Baker County identify significant or important scenic resources 9 
within these planning documents. 10 

Morrow County, Oregon 11 

In the Natural Resources Element of the Morrow County (1986) Comprehensive Plan, under the 12 
heading “Scenic Views; Sites” (p. 96) is the statement, “Addressed in plan (p. 69) but none 13 
identified.” No information on scenic views or sites is found in the indicated location. The Goal 5 14 
Resources section of the plan (p. 119) states: “Morrow County contains a variety of landscapes, 15 
many of which may be considered to be scenic. The County has not, however, designated any 16 
sites or areas as being particularly high in scenic-resources value.” Accordingly, the Morrow 17 
County Comprehensive Plan does not identify any specific scenic resource or value as 18 
important or significant. 19 

Umatilla County, Oregon 20 

The Umatilla County (2008) Comprehensive Plan addresses the 14 statewide planning goals 21 
adopted by the State of Oregon. Chapter 8 of the plan addresses Goal 5 “to conserve open 22 
space and protect natural and scenic resources.” The plan states: “there are areas and views 23 
which are commonly recognized as striking in their effect on those who experience them. 24 
Geological features, green vegetation, and water are major scenic features; human works and 25 
dry, shrub-steppe landscapes are other attractions. So that areas do not lose their eye-catching 26 
attributes, plans attempt to identify ‘commonly recognized’ scenic features, and suggest uses for 27 
these areas that minimize conflicts with the valuable features” (p. 8-11). No specific scenic 28 
resources are identified in this portion of Chapter 8.  29 

Chapter 8 also states that “Umatilla County has a number of outstanding scenic views and 30 
pleasant vistas” (p. 8-10). The Plan establishes a series of policies aimed at the protection of 31 
scenic views in the county. One of the policies states that a site known as the “Elephant Rock” 32 
site (location not defined) shall be studied to determine if there is any scenic significance. 33 
Another policy states that Wallula Gap (a prominent physiographic feature along the Columbia 34 
River where it enters Oregon) has been recognized as a significant scenic resource and the 35 
County shall enact special land use measures to protect this area (p. 8-12).  36 

Wallula Gap is the only scenic resource identified by Umatilla County as important or significant. 37 
Wallula Gap is located more than 10 miles outside the analysis area and will not be addressed 38 
further in this Exhibit. Umatilla County planning staff confirmed they are unaware of any studies 39 
regarding the visual significance of Elephant Rock (Jennings and Alford 2012). Therefore, no 40 
scenic resources for Umatilla County are addressed in this Exhibit. 41 

Union County, Oregon 42 

The Preface of the Union County (1979) Land Use Plan states: “The natural beauty of Union 43 
County is worthy of preservation and should be preserved consistent with the stated purposes 44 
of this Plan” (p. 9). The Plan Policies acknowledge the state planning goal to conserve open 45 
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space and protect natural, cultural, historic and scenic resources, stating “development will 1 
maintain or enhance attractiveness of the area and not degrade resources” (pp. 33–34). The 2 
Recommendations section of the plan (pp. 46–47) contains a heading for Open Space, Scenic 3 
and Historical Areas, and Natural Resources, but none of the five recommendations under that 4 
heading address scenic resources.  5 

There are 15 appendices to the plan, including Appendix J, Scenic Areas (p. 99). Appendix J 6 
notes that “Several areas in the County have been considered by either State or Federal 7 
agencies for inclusion into their respective scenic programs. The only two areas actually 8 
designated are shown on the Plan Map as the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside and the Minam 9 
River, both designated by the Oregon Transportation Commission.” Appendix J describes the 10 
Blue Mountain Forest Wayside (a corridor of land approximately one-half mile wide west of 11 
La Grande, along Interstate (I) 80N, with a purpose to preserve the scenic character of this 12 
portion of the Grande Ronde River and provide a rest area for travelers) and the entire Minam 13 
River from Minam Lake downstream a distance of approximately 45 miles to its confluence with 14 
the Wallowa River (and included in the Oregon Scenic Waterways System). Appendix J also 15 
notes that the Grande Ronde River from its confluence with the Snake River to the junction with 16 
the Wallowa River and the entire Minam River were under study at the time for possible 17 
inclusion into the national Wild and Scenic Rivers (WSR) program. 18 

Union County (1984) supplemented the land use plan to provide additional information about 19 
Goal 5 resources. Section IX of this document addresses Outstanding Scenic Views and Sites 20 
(p. 44). This portion of the supplement likewise indicates the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside and 21 
the Minam River are given special consideration by the Oregon Department of Transportation, 22 
and that no uses conflicting with these protected resources are anticipated.  23 

IPC concludes that Union County has identified the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside and the 24 
Minam River as important scenic resources. The Minam River is located more than 10 miles 25 
outside the analysis area and will not be addressed further in this Exhibit. The Blue Mountain 26 
Forest Wayside is within the analysis area, and the Project effects on the scenic resource are 27 
addressed in the Exhibit.  28 

Baker County, Oregon 29 

Part 2, Section V of the Baker County (1993) Comprehensive Plan addresses open space, 30 
scenic/historic areas, and natural areas. In the findings regarding Goal V Open Spaces and 31 
Scenic Areas, the plan states that “Scenic views and sites are a resource indigenous to Baker 32 
County. Of particular significance are those scenic areas identified by the Oregon Department of 33 
Transportation and mapped on Plate 10 in the Technical Information and Inventory Data for 34 
Land Use Planning in Baker County. The County, in its application of the Goal 5 Administrative 35 
Rule identifies these as 2A resources pursuant to OAR 660-10-000” (p. V-68). Applicable 36 
conclusions and policies indicate that “Natural Areas identified as 2A sites are to be protected to 37 
ensure the preservation of the resource site” (p. V-79) and that “[t]hose resources collectively 38 
known as scenic resources and sights are identified, after review, as not in known conflict with 39 
other land uses and as having no impact areas. The County will promote land uses designed to 40 
conserve the natural splendor of the region” (p. V-82).  41 

The technical information background document referenced above is identified as Appendix I of 42 
the plan. Plate 10 in the appendix provides a schematic map of scenic routes in Baker County. 43 
The map identifies 11 highway segments within the county as scenic routes (Baker County 44 
2010). The segments are part of the following roadways: 45 

• I-84 (2 locations) 46 

• U.S. Highway 26 47 
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• Oregon State Highway (OR) 245  1 

• OR 203 2 

• OR 86 3 

• Halfway-Cornucopia Highway 4 

The designation of these highway segments are maintained in the July 2000 re-adoption of the 5 
Baker County Comprehensive Plan (Baker County 2000), including specific highway milepost 6 
references for each segment. These segments are described in Table R-1 and are addressed 7 
as important scenic resources in this Exhibit.  8 

Malheur County, Oregon 9 

The Malheur County (1982) Comprehensive Plan includes a section titled “Natural Resources of 10 
Unique Significance” (pp. 101–113) that addresses open space, significant natural areas, scenic 11 
areas, wilderness areas, and wild and scenic rivers. The plan content on Scenic Areas states 12 
that “Malheur County has no views and sites specifically identified as scenic areas. However, 13 
there are an abundance of areas which fall within the category of ‘lands valued for their 14 
aesthetic appearance.’ Most of these are components of natural resource lands and are 15 
protected from destruction by the BLM and other managers of resource lands” (p. 110). The 16 
plan also states that the county should consider the aesthetic values of areas when it is making 17 
land use decisions (refer to Exhibit K for discussion of Project compliance with local land use 18 
authorization provisions.) 19 

The plan establishes numerous goals and policies for the respective topical areas. Policies for 20 
Natural and Scenic Areas are that: (1) within the next 3 years, the Planning Department will 21 
review The Nature Conservancy inventory of potential natural and scenic areas and identify 22 
those sites that Malheur County believes are significant and should be protected as natural and 23 
scenic areas; (2) the Planning Department will continue to inventory the location, quality, and 24 
quantity of each area to be protected; and (3) the county will cooperate with agencies 25 
responsible for the management of designated natural and scenic areas and encourage the 26 
expanded protection of these resources on publicly owned land (p. 226). The plan also includes 27 
a subsequent policy that the county will cooperate with the state and the BLM in their efforts to 28 
protect the segments of the Owyhee River designated as a scenic waterway. 29 

Malheur County has to-date not identified any scenic resources as important or significant. 30 
Malheur County planning staff indicated that recent requests for plan and ordinance updates 31 
have not received funding and no update to the plan is anticipated, although the staff will try to 32 
resolve some inconsistencies with the state statutes (Beal 2012). Therefore, no scenic 33 
resources for Malheur County are addressed in this Exhibit.  34 

Owyhee County, Idaho 35 

A stated land use goal in the Owyhee County (2010) Comprehensive Plan is “To protect and 36 
maintain soil, water, air, wildlife and other natural environmental and scenic qualities so that 37 
they may be utilized now and in the future” (p. 14). Section 8 of the plan addresses Scenic and 38 
Natural Areas. The plan notes that “Owyhee County is rich in natural scenic areas. Some of the 39 
more outstanding include the Bruneau River Canyon, Owyhee Mountains, Morley Nelson Snake 40 
River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area, and the Bruneau Sand Dunes State Park” 41 
(p. 22).  42 

Among the areas identified in the plan, the Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey National 43 
Conservation Area and Bruneau Dunes State Park have defined administrative boundaries that 44 
identify the geographic extent of the resource. While the Bruneau River Canyon is a 45 
physiographic feature and does not have administrative boundaries, the geographic extent of 46 
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this feature could be reasonably defined based on the location of the canyon rim. All three of 1 
these features are located more than 10 miles outside the analysis area and are not addressed 2 
further in this Exhibit. 3 

The Owyhee Mountains collectively comprise a physical feature that occupies a large majority of 4 
the area within Owyhee County, as well as adjacent areas in Oregon. While there may be a 5 
common, general understanding of the term “Owyhee Mountains” among residents of the 6 
region, there is no defined boundary and no established construct for the geographic extent of 7 
the area. The plan language is not sufficiently specific to define the Owyhee Mountains as an 8 
important scenic resource to be considered in this Exhibit. IPC also notes that lands in and near 9 
the Owyhee Mountains are predominantly federal lands administered by the BLM, and that 10 
important scenic resources in this area have been identified by applicable BLM VRM 11 
classifications (see Section 3.4.1.5).  12 

Canyon County, Idaho 13 

The Canyon County (2011) 2020 Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for content regarding 14 
designated scenic resources or sites. The plan includes a Natural Resources Component 15 
(Chapter 6) and a Special Areas, Sites and Recreation Component (Chapter 10). 16 

The Natural Resources Component (pp. 43–48) addresses agricultural land, fish and wildlife 17 
habitat, water, air, and mineral resources; it does not include background information or 18 
planning guidance specific to scenic resources. 19 

The Special Areas, Sites, and Recreation Component (pp. 63–72) likewise does not include 20 
background information or planning guidance specific to scenic resources. This chapter 21 
presents an overview of the county’s history, followed by statements of goals, policies, and 22 
implementation actions applicable to a lengthy list of recreation resources. On page 63, the plan 23 
states: “[f]or information regarding natural resource features, ecologic, wildlife or scenic 24 
significance pertaining to special areas or sites, refer to Chapter 6 of this Plan.” As noted above, 25 
however, Chapter 6 does not include information or guidance specific to scenic resources. In 26 
addition, the goals, policies, and implementation actions stated in Chapter 10 refer to special 27 
areas, recreational opportunities and facilities, and various types of cultural resources, but do 28 
not refer specifically to scenic resources or sites. Therefore, the applicable language in 29 
Chapters 6 and 10 of the plan demonstrates the document does not identify significant scenic 30 
resources in the county. 31 

Chapter 10 of the plan does include a six-page table of recreational resources within the county 32 
that are grouped according to the category of opportunity they provide (e.g., archeology, bird 33 
watching, fishing, hiking, historic, and photography). Under the category “Scenic,” the table lists 34 
six resources: the Boise River (which is bordered by lands under private and public ownership); 35 
Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge (under federal ownership); the Lower Dam and Upper Dam 36 
Recreation Areas on Lake Lowell (county ownership); and Guffy Bridge and Lizard Butte (both 37 
also under county ownership). The plan includes a map of Recreation and Special Sites on 38 
which the Boise River and Deer Flat are identified and labeled by name, the Lower and Upper 39 
Dam areas are shown as parks, Guffy Bridge is labeled as a sportsman’s access, and Lizard 40 
Butte is identified as a geologic feature; no resources identified on the map are categorized as 41 
scenic sites. The plan does not prescribe scenic management direction for the recreation 42 
resources listed under the Scenic category. Because the plan does not state or suggest that the 43 
recreational features identified in the Scenic category warranted specific resource protection, 44 
IPC concluded that the plan did not identify them as important scenic resources. 45 

Based on the specific content of the plan, IPC concludes that there are no features within 46 
Canyon County that are identified as important or significant scenic resources.  47 
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Washington County, Idaho 1 

The Washington County (2010) Comprehensive Plan was reviewed for designated scenic 2 
resources or sites. The Natural Resources section of the Plan (pp. 34–37) addresses animal, 3 
vegetation, mineral, and water resources; scenic resources are not discussed in this section of 4 
the plan. The Recreation section of the plan (pp. 51–58) lists 11 objectives in support of the goal 5 
to ensure the availability of adequate recreational facilities; one of the stated objectives is that 6 
the county shall consider properly identifying recreation potential and scenic points of interest. 7 
This part of the plan also states (p. 53) that “Scenery ranges from mountain to desert, for those 8 
artists who paint or use a camera. Indianhead Mountain is a landmark which has been featured 9 
in many photographs and paintings, both by local and nationally known artists.” However, the 10 
plan does not prescribe scenic management direction for the area or indicate interest in 11 
development of a scenic point of interest. Therefore, the plan does not identify it as an important 12 
scenic resource. Based on the specific content of the plan, there are no features within 13 
Washington County that are identified as important or significant scenic resources.  14 

Benton County, Washington 15 

The current Benton County (2006) Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2006 and updated most 16 
recently in March 2015; updates to the plan are scheduled to occur every 7 years (Benton 17 
County 2012), indicating that the next update could be expected in 2022. The plan includes 18 
chapters addressing Natural Resources, Goals, Policies and Actions, and the various plan 19 
elements (e.g., Land Use, Rural Lands, and Parks and Recreation). The topics covered in the 20 
Natural Resources and Parks and Recreation chapters do not include scenic resources. The 21 
plan establishes Goal 40-1 (pp. 3-13): “[t]o conserve as undeveloped and unmarked for 22 
posterity the visually prominent naturally vegetated ridges that define the Columbia Basin 23 
landscape and are uniquely a product of the Ice Age Floods.” The corresponding policies 24 
include a statement that the county encourages public and/or private acquisition of the 25 
prominent ridges within the unincorporated areas of the county to preserve views, protect 26 
habitat, and provide public access to these landscapes. Another policy states that the county 27 
should be open to a variety of means to protect the natural landforms and vegetative cover of 28 
the Rattlesnake uplift, specifically Rattlesnake, Red, Candy, and Badger mountains at or above 29 
elevation 900 feet. The plan content is somewhat ambiguous, but could be considered to 30 
identify these mountains as important scenic resources. 31 

The analysis area includes a small area in the southwestern part of Benton County, extending 32 
westward from approximately I-82 near Plymouth to the boundary with Klickitat County. The 33 
Rattlesnake uplift features referenced above are not included within this portion of Benton 34 
County. No features within the Benton County portion of the analysis area are identified as 35 
important or significant scenic resources. 36 

3.3.1.2 Municipalities 37 

Seventeen municipalities are located within the analysis area. Land use planning information 38 
pertinent to scenic resources is summarized below. Information is presented by county, moving 39 
west to east in Oregon, north to south in Idaho, and finishing with Washington State.  40 

City of Boardman 41 

Boardman is an incorporated community located on the Columbia River in the northwestern part 42 
of Morrow County, with a population of approximately 3,220 persons (Portland State University 43 
2011). The City of Boardman (2003) adopted its Comprehensive Plan and land use regulations 44 
in 1976 and completed an initial review of the plan and regulations in 1988. The current 45 
Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2003. The plan includes 14 chapters; Chapter V, Natural 46 
Resources (p. 11) states: “[d]ue to the City’s topography, vegetation, and existing infrastructure 47 
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development, the City believes there are limited scenic views, none of which could be 1 
considered outstanding.” Therefore, the City of Boardman has not identified any features as 2 
important or significant scenic resources. 3 

City of Irrigon 4 

Irrigon is an incorporated community located on the Columbia River in the northeastern part of 5 
Morrow County, with a population of approximately 1,825 persons (Portland State University 6 
2011). The City of Irrigon  initially developed a comprehensive plan as part of a technical report 7 
that was completed in 1978 and updated in 1991 and 2005 (Oregon Secretary of State 2012). 8 
Chapter V of the plan addresses the Natural Environment, while Chapter VI addresses the 9 
Socio-Economic Environment; neither chapter includes topical coverage for scenic areas or 10 
resources. Chapter IV, Goals and Objectives, includes a goal (p. A-2) to “[c]onserve open space 11 
and protect natural and scenic resources.” The policy statement corresponding to that goal is to 12 
“[e]xamine any publicly owned lands including street ROWs for their potential open space use 13 
before their disposition.” 14 

Comprehensive planning guidance and zoning are integrated into the city’s development code, 15 
which is documented as Title 10 of the Irrigon City Code (Sterling Codifiers, Inc. 2012). The land 16 
use districts defined in Chapter 2 of the development code correspond to the Comprehensive 17 
Plan designations and do not include any districts oriented to scenic resources. Chapter 3 of the 18 
development code establishes community design standards that apply to proposed land use 19 
actions; the standards include provisions that relate to the aesthetic aspects of development, 20 
but not to geographic areas or features for which aesthetic concerns have been identified. 21 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan and development code, there are no 22 
features within the City of Irrigon identified as important or significant scenic resources. City staff 23 
confirmed that no significant scenic resources were identified in the original comprehensive plan 24 
or any subsequent updates (Breazeale 2012).  25 

City of Ione 26 

Ione is a small, incorporated community located in the west-central part of Morrow County, with 27 
a population of approximately 330 persons (Portland State University 2011). The City of Ione 28 
(1999) initially developed a Transportation Plan and implementing regulations that were 29 
approved in 1979 and have been subsequently amended several times. Section 5 of the plan 30 
establishes Plan Goals and Policies for a series of topical areas corresponding to the statewide 31 
planning goals. Section 5 states a policy for Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and 32 
Natural Resources to “[e]xamine any publicly owned lands including street ROWs for their 33 
potential open space use before their disposition; and conserve the area’s natural resources 34 
and protect open space and natural resources which should be preserved from urban 35 
development.”  36 

The Ione zoning ordinance (Ordinance #158, as amended) implements the Transportation Plan 37 
(City of Ione 1999). The ordinance defines land use districts and establishes corresponding 38 
standards for the districts, along with other development standards.  39 

Based on the available information about the content of the comprehensive plan and zoning 40 
code, there are no features within the City of Ione identified as important or significant scenic 41 
resources. 42 

City of Umatilla 43 

Umatilla is a small city with approximately 6,905 residents (Portland State University 2011) 44 
located on the Columbia River in the northwestern part of Umatilla County. The City of Umatilla 45 
Comprehensive Plan (2010) includes an element titled Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, 46 
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and Natural Resources. This element of the plan addresses fish and wildlife resources, aquatic 1 
resources, drylands (sagebrush), ground water, and gravel and historic sites, but includes no 2 
substantive content regarding scenic areas. The Goals, Objectives, and Policies chapter of the 3 
Plan (pp. 6-7) includes a goal “[t]o protect and enhance through proper use and development 4 
the open spaces, scenic and historic areas, and natural resources of the area.” The statements 5 
of objectives and policies corresponding to that goal do not include any specific references to 6 
scenic areas or resources. Consequently, there are no features within the City of Umatilla 7 
identified as important or significant scenic resources. 8 

City of Hermiston  9 

Hermiston is a community of approximately 16,795 residents (Portland State University 2011) 10 
located along I-84 in the northwestern corner of Umatilla County. The City of Hermiston (2012) 11 
initially developed a comprehensive plan and supporting technical report in 1984, and the plan 12 
is updated through amendments to the city development code. Chapter II of the plan documents 13 
Background Information and Findings. Under the heading Other Goal 5 Resources, this chapter 14 
indicates: “[a]ccording to Oregon State Parks and Recreation Division, there are no wilderness 15 
areas, potential or approved Oregon wilderness trails, or state and federal wild/scenic 16 
waterways within the Hermiston UGB. Other Goal 5 resources, including outstanding scenic 17 
views/sites and indigenous energy resources, are discussed in the appropriate sections below.” 18 
(City of Hermiston 1984). Subsequent content in Chapter II addresses air, noise, and water 19 
quality; natural hazards and development limitations; energy resources and conservation; and 20 
open space and recreation, but does not include specific information about scenic sites or 21 
views. 22 

Chapter III of the Plan identifies policies for the respective topical areas. Under the heading E. 23 
Resources (Goals 5, 6, 7, and 13), Policy 7 (p. III-10), the plan states: “The City of Hermiston 24 
will protect natural resources to the maximum degree possible.” The subsequent discussion of 25 
implementing actions references the Open Space designation applied to the 100-year 26 
floodplain, wetlands in the northeastern part of the city, and the Oregon State University 27 
Agricultural Experiment Station. A footnote related to Policy 7 states that “[f]or other Goal 5 28 
resources, see Policy 8: Surface and Groundwater Resources, Policy 9: Aggregate Resources, 29 
Policy 10: Historic Resources, and Policy 16: Parks, Recreation and Open Space.” Policy 16 30 
(p. III-18) indicates that Hermiston will acquire and develop additional parks and will preserve as 31 
open space city-owned land that possesses recreational, scenic, and other environmental 32 
qualities or is subject to natural hazards. 33 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan, there are no features within the City of 34 
Hermiston identified as important or significant scenic resources. 35 

City of Stanfield 36 

Stanfield is an incorporated community with a population of approximately 2,045 residents 37 
(Portland State University 2011) located adjacent to I-84 in the northwestern part of Umatilla 38 
County. The City of Stanfield (2003) initially adopted a comprehensive plan in 1983. The 39 
technical report supporting the comprehensive plan was updated in 1984, and a zoning 40 
ordinance was adopted in the same year. The plan and technical report include 14 goals 41 
corresponding to the 14 statewide planning goals. Comprehensive planning guidance and 42 
zoning are integrated into the City of Stanfield (2003) development code. The land use districts 43 
defined in Chapter 2 of the development code correspond to the comprehensive plan 44 
designations; they include an Open Space District, but do not include any districts oriented to 45 
scenic resources. Chapter 3 of the development code establishes design standards that include 46 
landscaping and screening provisions that relate to the aesthetic aspects of development. The 47 
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development code does not identify geographic areas or features for which aesthetic concerns 1 
have been identified. 2 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan and development code, there are no 3 
features within the City of Stanfield identified as important or significant scenic resources. 4 

City of Pilot Rock 5 

Pilot Rock is an incorporated community with a population of approximately 1,505 residents 6 
(Portland State University 2011) located near the center of Umatilla County. The City of Pilot 7 
Rock (1979) Comprehensive Plan addresses statewide Goal 5 concerning natural resources. 8 
The Goals and Policies section of the Plan (p. V-3) establishes a goal: “[t]o conserve open 9 
space and protect natural, scenic, historic and cultural resources.” The first of eight policies 10 
defined in support of that goal is to “identify open spaces; scenic, cultural and historic areas; 11 
and natural resources which should be preserved from urban development.” The second policy 12 
is: “[t]o distribute open space throughout the urban area to insure visual relief within the urban 13 
environment and to provide sufficient space for passive and active recreation.” Content 14 
elsewhere in the plan does not discuss or identify any specific scenic resources. The Natural 15 
Environment (Chapter VII) and Socioeconomic Environment (Chapter VIII) sections of the plan 16 
each address multiple topical areas, but scenic areas are not included in either chapter. A 2001 17 
update of the plan includes the same content regarding Goal 5 resources (City of Pilot Rock 18 
2001). There are no features within the City of Pilot Rock identified as important or significant 19 
scenic resources.  20 

City of Pendleton 21 

Pendleton is a community of approximately 16,605 residents (Portland State University 2011) 22 
located along I-84 near the center of Umatilla County and is the county seat. The City of 23 
Pendleton initially developed a comprehensive plan as part of a technical report that was 24 
completed in 1983 and updated in 1990. Chapter I of the plan/technical report (p. TR-2) 25 
identifies a goal “[t]o conserve open space and protect natural and scenic resources,” and 26 
directs that “[p]rograms shall be provided that will (1) ensure open space; (2) protect scenic and 27 
historic areas and natural resources for future generations; and (3) promote healthy and visually 28 
attractive environments in harmony with the natural landscape character” (City of Pendleton, 29 
1990). Chapter II of the Plan addresses Nature, and the Open Space section of that chapter 30 
includes a discussion of Scenic Areas. The scenic areas content (pp. TR-44, -45) indicates that 31 
the Umatilla River and its tributaries constitute the most significant scenic area in the city, and 32 
that any urban use that intrudes into the vegetation or alters the banks of the levee may conflict 33 
with the scenic beauty of the waterway. Correspondingly, the plan states that the city needs to 34 
have a permit process to review all development within a specific distance of the floodway to 35 
ensure compatibility of any development along the river and protect and enhance the scenic 36 
values of the waterways.  37 

Based on the specific content of the plan, the Umatilla River and its tributaries within the City of 38 
Pendleton have been identified as an important or significant scenic resource. Pendleton is 39 
located outside of the 10-mile radius for the analysis area; consequently, the Umatilla River is 40 
not addressed in this Exhibit.  41 

City of La Grande 42 

La Grande is a community of approximately 13,095 residents (Portland State University 2011) 43 
located along I-84 near the center of Union County and is the county seat. The City of La 44 
Grande (2009) prepared its original Comprehensive Plan in 1973, and approved updates of the 45 
plan in 1977, 1990, 1999, 2003, 2005, and 2009. The most recent update was documented as 46 
Ordinance Number 3182. The section of the ordinance addressing Statewide Planning Goal 5 – 47 
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Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources includes the following 1 
information (pp. 23-24) regarding Scenic Views and Sites: 2 

The primary scenic resources under jurisdiction by the City are contained in the park 3 
system. There are other scenic attractions in the area but most of these are seen from 4 
La Grande and are not in La Grande. No official scenic viewpoints have been 5 
designated. The City Land Development Code does contain building height restrictions 6 
that serve to preserve views of the surrounding mountains. Developers have the option 7 
to further regulate building heights by deed restriction in areas where views are 8 
important. 9 

The ordinance also discusses the portion of the Grande Ronde River that has been designated 10 
as a federal wild and scenic river and a state scenic waterway and notes that this river segment 11 
is some distance from La Grande and is not within the jurisdiction of the city. 12 

The 2009 update to the plan addressed an expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary and 13 
revisions to Chapter 9 on economic development. The plan was amended in 2013 to address 14 
chapters on Goals 9, 11, and 12 (Boquist 2012; City of La Grande 2009). City staff also 15 
confirmed that La Grande does not have any standards that protect viewsheds.  16 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan, there are no features within the City of 17 
La Grande identified as important or significant scenic resources.  18 

City of Island City  19 

Island City is an incorporated community located just northeast of La Grande in Union County, 20 
with a population of approximately 440 persons (Portland State University 2011). Island City 21 
(1984) initially developed a comprehensive plan in 1980 and replaced the plan in 1984. The 22 
most recent plan update was adopted in 2001 (Oregon Secretary of State 2012). Chapter II of 23 
the plan includes a section addressing Goal V: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas, and 24 
Natural Resources. With respect to Scenic Views and Sites, the plan (p. 19) states “[t]here are 25 
no specifically designated scenic views or sites to protect in the City.” The policy statements 26 
applicable to Goal V indicate that public facilities will be designed and maintained to be visually 27 
attractive and identify concerns (such as maintaining vegetative cover and minimizing the size 28 
of signs) that will be taken into account in protecting visual attractiveness. Based on the specific 29 
content of the comprehensive plan, there are no features within Island City identified as 30 
important or significant scenic resources. 31 

City of Union  32 

Union is an incorporated community located southeast of La Grande in Union County, with a 33 
population of approximately 2,130 persons (Portland State University 2011). The City of Union 34 
(1984) Land Use Plan addresses the applicable statewide planning goals. With respect to 35 
Scenic Views and Sites, the section of the plan addressing Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and 36 
Historic Areas, and Natural Resources (p. 17) states “[n]o specific sites have been identified 37 
within the community by private or governmental sources. The hills flanking Catherine Creek to 38 
the east and Craig Mountain to the west provide a peaceful backdrop for many areas of the 39 
City.” However, there is no language suggesting that the plan intends that these hills should be 40 
accorded any heightened protections. There are no features within the City of Union identified 41 
any important or significant scenic resources. 42 

City of North Powder  43 

North Powder is a small, incorporated community with a population of approximately 440 44 
persons (Portland State University 2011) located at the southern edge of Union County. State 45 
records indicate a comprehensive plan for the city was acknowledged in 1983 (Oregon 46 
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Secretary of State 2012). IPC has not been able to access a record of the plan. The City of 1 
North Powder does not maintain a website and no city documents are on file with the statewide 2 
repository for planning documents at the University of Oregon. IPC’s consultant submitted an 3 
electronic mail request for a copy of the plan in June 2012 and received no response. A 4 
subsequent attempted telephone contact also received no response. City staff ultimately replied 5 
to an October 2012 voicemail message, indicating that the City’s plan had not been updated 6 
since it was adopted however, did plan to update in the near future (Wendt 2012). City staff also 7 
noted that the plan does not include specific language identifying scenic resources. Based on 8 
the available information, there are no features within the City of North Powder identified as 9 
important or significant scenic resources.  10 

City of Haines  11 

Haines is a small, incorporated community located in the northeastern part of Baker County, 12 
with a population of approximately 415 persons (Portland State University 2011). Part 2 of the 13 
City of Haines (1979) Comprehensive Land Use Plan presents goals, policies, and 14 
recommendations. With respect to Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural 15 
Resources, the plan (p. 3) identifies a goal “[t]o conserve open space and protect natural, 16 
cultural, historical and scenic resources.” The goal is accompanied by a policy statement that 17 
the significance of historical sites will be protected and a recommendation that a zoning 18 
ordinance be established to ensure continuation of the town character and visual attractiveness. 19 
A portion of the plan document is titled “Technical Information and Inventory Data for Land Use 20 
Planning.” Chapter 4 of that material addresses Historical, Recreational, Cultural, Scenic, or 21 
Forest Areas; it includes statements that there are no wild or scenic waterways inventoried for 22 
Haines and that there are no designated scenic areas either within the City of Haines or along 23 
U.S. Highway 30 or Anthony Lakes Highway nearby but outside the town.  24 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan, there are no features within the City of 25 
Haines identified as important or significant scenic resources. 26 

City of Baker City 27 

Baker City, the county seat for Baker County, is located along I-84 near the center of the county 28 
and has a population of approximately 9,830 persons (Portland State University 2011). The 29 
introductory section of the City of Baker (1978) Comprehensive Plan restates the statewide 30 
planning goals. With respect to Goal 5, “To conserve open space and protect natural and scenic 31 
resources,” the plan (p. 1) states “Refer to Public Facilities and Services – Parks and Recreation, 32 
Existing Natural Features and Land Use, Land Suitability, Historic Preservation.” None of the 33 
referenced sections of the plan discusses scenic resources or identifies any such features as 34 
significant or important. The city has made many minor revisions to the plan since it was adopted, 35 
most recently in 2012; the revisions have been to implement specific changes in zoning and the 36 
Urban Growth Boundary, and a full update of the plan is not anticipated (Long 2012). 37 

Based on the specific content of the comprehensive plan, there are no features within Baker 38 
City identified as important or significant scenic resources. 39 

City of Huntington 40 

The City of Huntington is a small, incorporated community located in the southeastern corner of 41 
Baker County, with a population of approximately 440 persons (Portland State University 2011). 42 
State records indicate that a comprehensive plan for the city was acknowledged in 1980 and 43 
reviewed in 1998 (Oregon Secretary of State 2012). To date, IPC has been unsuccessful in 44 
attempts to access or obtain a copy of the comprehensive plan. A Transportation System Plan 45 
for the city indicates that a Comprehensive Land Use Plan was approved in July 1987, but it 46 
does not address comprehensive plan contents other than the transportation goal (City of 47 
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Huntington 2001). No other city planning documents are on file with the statewide repository for 1 
planning documents at the University of Oregon. The city does not maintain a website, and 2 
information about city policies and documents appears to have extremely limited availability. 3 
IPC’s consultant submitted an electronic mail request for a copy of the plan in June 2012 and 4 
received no response. A subsequent attempted telephone contact also received no response. 5 
IPC’s consultant again attempted to contact City staff by telephone on October 31, 2012, and 6 
left a voicemail request with the assistant city recorder for a return phone call. No response to 7 
that request has been received to date. 8 

Based on the content of comprehensive plans for other incorporated communities of 9 
comparable size within the analysis area, there are no features within the City of Huntington 10 
identified as important or significant scenic resources. 11 

City of Vale 12 

Vale is an incorporated community with a population of approximately 1,875 residents (Portland 13 
State University 2011) located in the northeastern part of Malheur County and is the county 14 
seat. The city adopted its original Comprehensive Plan in 1977 and completed updates of the 15 
plan in 1992, 1998, and 2003 (City of Vale 2003). Chapter 5 of the plan addresses Natural and 16 
Historic Resources; the discussion in that chapter and the corresponding strategies are limited 17 
to geothermal resources and historic preservation and do not include coverage of scenic 18 
resources. Similarly, Appendix II: Land Capabilities and Natural Resources includes information 19 
about soil characteristics, natural hazards, agricultural land, geothermal energy, and gravel, with 20 
no discussion of scenic resources. The city development code is available online, and the code 21 
does not identify protection of scenic resources as the purpose for any of the zoning districts.  22 

Based on the content of the Comprehensive Plan and development code, there are no features 23 
within the City of Vale identified as important or significant scenic resources.  24 

City of Adrian 25 

Adrian is a small, incorporated community located near the Oregon/Idaho state line in the 26 
northeastern part of Malheur County, with a population of approximately 175 persons (Portland 27 
State University 2011). The City of Adrian (1978) prepared a draft Comprehensive Plan in 1978, 28 
and a plan was adopted in 1980 (City of Adrian 1978; 1998). The draft plan includes a brief 29 
summary of Land Capabilities and Natural Resources (p. 11); Appendix B includes more 30 
detailed description of natural resources including geology, soils, climate, and water resources, 31 
but does not include information about scenic resources. Similarly, Appendix A documents 32 
policy objectives that address environmental quality and wildlife habitat, but does not include 33 
policies regarding scenic resources. 34 

Based on the specific content of the Comprehensive Plan, there are no features within the City 35 
of Adrian identified as important or significant scenic resources.  36 

3.3.1.3 State Plans 37 

State management plans are not specifically referenced in OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r), which 38 
defines the requirements for Exhibit R in an Application for Site Certificate (ASC), or in OAR 39 
345-022-0080(1), which defines the EFSC Scenic Resource Standard. However, per the Project 40 
Order and related communications from ODOE, IPC conducted a review of state management 41 
plans for information pertaining to significant or important scenic resources. This review 42 
included plans for state park system units, several state wildlife areas, state scenic waterways, 43 
and state scenic byways. The results are summarized below. 44 
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State Park System Units 1 

OPRD is the state agency responsible for managing the state park system. The system includes 2 
approximately 186 total units, which are variously classified as state parks, state trails, state 3 
recreation areas or sites, state natural areas or sites, state scenic viewpoints or corridors, state 4 
waysides, and state heritage areas or sites. To date, OPRD (2012a) has completed 5 
approximately 43 master plans addressing approximately 186 state park system units, and is 6 
currently developing master plans for an additional five units. The analysis area for scenic 7 
resources includes seven park system units (Emigrant Springs State Heritage Area, Blue 8 
Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor, Hilgard Junction State Recreation Area, Red Bridge 9 
State Wayside, Farewell Bend State Recreation Area, Lake Owyhee State Park, and Succor 10 
Creek State Natural Area). However, none of these units is addressed in completed or draft land 11 
management plans prepared by OPRD to date. Therefore, with the exception of the Blue 12 
Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor, IPC concludes that these park system units are not 13 
considered significant or important scenic resources, as they have not been identified as such in 14 
applicable state plans. Visual impact analysis for Emigrant Springs State Heritage Area, Hilgard 15 
Junction State Recreation Area, Red Bridge State Wayside, Farewell Bend State Recreation 16 
Area, Lake Owyhee State Park, and Succor Creek State Natural Area are provided in Exhibit L 17 
(Protected Areas). 18 

The OPRD provided the following comment to IPC: 19 

OPRD owns the property in Union County identified as the Blue Mountain Forest 20 
Wayside. The property is managed as a State Scenic Corridor providing the public with 21 
an opportunity to relax and enjoy one of the few examples of mature evergreen forests 22 
along I-84. Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor is composed of intermittent 23 
stands of old-growth ponderosa pine, western larch, lodgepole pine and grand fir and 24 
contains undisturbed examples of native plants and animals. . . . All attempts to locate 25 
this project outside of the viewshed, or at the extreme edge of, allowing for no visibility 26 
should be made to ensure future generations can enjoy this unique area. (Beals 2010) 27 

The Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor and Blue Mountain Forest Wayside are 28 
administered by OPRD. These resources are not mutually exclusive, and as such, will be 29 
collectively referred to herein as the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor. 30 

Based on the comment provided by OPRD, IPC interprets the scenic value of this resource to 31 
be the aesthetic quality of contiguous old growth within the Blue Mountain State Scenic 32 
Corridor. The “natural appearing” character of the resource should be maintained as perceived 33 
from the Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road in the Blue Mountains. 34 

State Wildlife Areas 35 

Portions of five state wildlife areas (Columbia Basin – Coyote Springs, Columbia Basin – Irrigon, 36 
Ladd Marsh, Elkhorn – Auburn, and Rogers) managed by ODFW are located within the analysis 37 
area for Exhibit R. To date, ODFW (2006, 2008a, 2008b) has prepared management plans 38 
addressing the Elkhorn, Coyote Springs, and Ladd Marsh wildlife areas. Each plan includes a 39 
purpose and need statement; a description of the wildlife area environment, including physical 40 
and biological resources, the social environment, and public use; and statements of goals, 41 
objectives, and strategies for ODFW management of the unit. These plans focus on the wildlife 42 
and habitat resources present within the respective wildlife areas and how those resources are 43 
to be managed to meet the defined purposes. Scenic resources or the visual qualities of the 44 
environment are not discussed in the plans, either as an existing resource value or as a 45 
management objective for these areas. Each plan identifies a goal to provide a variety of 46 
wildlife-oriented public recreational and educational opportunities that are compatible with the 47 
wildlife and habitat goals identified for the units, but those opportunities are not associated with 48 
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scenic resources or visual qualities. Accordingly, ODFW has not identified any scenic resources 1 
as significant or important. Visual impact analyses for Columbia Basin – Coyote Springs, 2 
Columbia Basin – Irrigon, Ladd Marsh, Elkhorn – Auburn, and Rogers wildlife areas are 3 
presented in Exhibit L. 4 

State Scenic Waterways  5 

Under the Scenic Waterways Act of 1970, the State of Oregon has designated portions of 19 6 
rivers and 1 lake as State Scenic Waterways. OPRD has administrative responsibility for the 7 
designated river segments. While scenic waterways are located in or near counties within which 8 
the Project will be sited, there are no State Scenic Waterways within the analysis area defined 9 
for Exhibit R. Therefore, this Exhibit does not address any scenic resources based on 10 
identification in management plans for State Scenic Waterways (OPRD 2012b). 11 

State Scenic Byways 12 

The Oregon Scenic Byways Program, administered by the Oregon Department of 13 
Transportation, currently includes 24 highway routes that have been designated as All-American 14 
Roads, National Scenic Byways, Oregon State Scenic Byways, or Oregon Tour Routes (ODOT 15 
2012). Portions of four of those routes are located within the analysis area: the Hells Canyon 16 
Scenic Byway All-American Road and the Journey through Time, Blue Mountain, and Elkhorn 17 
Drive State Scenic Byways. Byway designation occurs as a result of applications submitted by 18 
local sponsor organizations that are reviewed by a Scenic Byways Advisory Committee for 19 
consistency with established statewide criteria. A key provision of the byways program is that 20 
roads designated as byways are to have corridor management plans developed by the local 21 
applicant. IPC reviewed the following management plans prepared for scenic byways within the 22 
analysis area to determine whether they identified scenic resources as significant or important. 23 

Hells Canyon Scenic Byway All-American Road 24 
The Hells Canyon Scenic Byway was designated as a National Forest Scenic Byway by the 25 
USFS in 1992, as an Oregon Scenic Byway in 1996, and as an All-American Road in 2000 26 
(Hells Canyon Scenic Byway Committee 2004). The byway route includes portions of OR 82, 27 
86, and 350, and Forest Road 39 in Union, Wallowa, and Baker counties. The corridor 28 
management plan for the byway identifies five goals for the byway, of which Goal I (p. 6) is to 29 
“[s]howcase the unique, diverse and outstanding scenery in Northeast Oregon.” Objectives 30 
associated with that goal are to (a) apply scenic quality objectives within public land 31 
management actions; (b) complete a viewshed management plan for the byway; (c) work with 32 
county and state highway departments to help capture and maintain the characteristic 33 
landscape of the byway; and (d) develop an interpretation plan that identifies specific 34 
construction actions. The plan describes the intrinsic scenic quality of the area around the 35 
byway as truly outstanding and of national significance, and references general characteristics 36 
such as upland range, lush valleys, wild and scenic rivers, dramatic basalt formations, thick 37 
forests, magnificent peaks, and several man-made elements that add to the scenic quality. 38 
Concerning management and development strategies related to the intrinsic quality 39 
assessment, the plan notes that the USFS, BLM, and Union, Wallowa, and Baker counties have 40 
the primary responsibility to identify, evaluate, protect, document, manage, and review land use 41 
plans for their jurisdiction along the route.  42 

The existing conditions inventory of the plan includes a section addressing visual resource 43 
management and recreation opportunities (Hells Canyon Scenic Byway Committee 2004). With 44 
respect to visual resource management, this section describes the concepts of visual quality 45 
objectives, landscape character type, distance zones, variety classes, and sensitivity levels that 46 
are employed in the USFS and BLM visual resource systems. A review of scenic views and 47 
landmarks references 31 points or features of interest within the surrounding region that can be 48 
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accessed from the byway. Some of these places are defined rather specifically (e.g., Indian 1 
Rock Viewpoint, the Lick Creek Guard Station, and the Wallowa Mountains Visitor Center), 2 
while others are much more general in nature (including all of the communities along the route, 3 
“pastoral views,” and the Wallowa Mountains). 4 

Although the corridor management plan includes discussion of the landscape and scenic 5 
qualities within the byway region, it does not include language that clearly identifies specific 6 
scenic resources as significant or important. The plan recognizes the responsibilities of the 7 
federal land management agencies and the counties for land use planning and appears to defer 8 
to those responsibilities regarding management of scenic quality. Therefore, this plan does not 9 
identify important or significant scenic resources for the purpose of the Exhibit R analysis.  10 

Journey through Time Scenic Byway 11 
The Journey Through Time State Scenic Byway is a 286-mile route through north-central 12 
Oregon. The route extends from the Columbia River at Biggs to Baker City, and includes 13 
segments of U.S. Highways 97 and 26 and OR 218, 19, and 7. The byway was originally 14 
designated as a State Tour Route and subsequently became a State Scenic Byway. 15 
Approximately 10 miles of OR 7 approaching Baker City, at the eastern end of the byway, are 16 
within the analysis area.  17 

A management plan for the Journey through Time Tour Route was prepared in 1996. The plan 18 
focuses on improvements that would be undertaken by participating counties, cities, and other 19 
partner organizations to enhance the experience of people traveling the route (Michael Wetter 20 
and Associates 1996). The plan is not a land management plan and does not grant or imply 21 
authority for land use management for any lands, including those within the highway right-of-22 
way. The plan identifies goals to create jobs, maintain rural lifestyles, protect important values of 23 
the region’s heritage, and build identity for the surrounding region. Objectives to support the 24 
rural lifestyle goal are to interpret industry, support authenticity and attract quality visitors; 25 
objectives to protect important values are to protect historical attractions and educate visitors.  26 

Although the management plan lists 23 “highlights” along the route (some of which are quite 27 
specific, such as the Sherman County Museum in Moro, and others that are quite general, such 28 
as “unusual rock formations”) and includes references to scenic views (e.g., Picture Gorge and 29 
the Strawberry Mountains), it does not identify specific scenic resources or views within the 30 
Project analysis area. Therefore, this plan does not identify important or significant scenic 31 
resources for the purpose of the Exhibit R analysis. 32 

Blue Mountain Scenic Byway 33 
The Blue Mountain State Scenic Byway is a 145-mile route through north-central Oregon, 34 
extending from Arlington on the Columbia River to Baker City. The route includes part of OR 74 35 
and segments of multiple county highways and USFS roads. The eastern end of the byway 36 
overlaps with the Elkhorn Drive Scenic Byway. The Proposed Route crosses the byway twice 37 
near Cecil in western Morrow County, and approximately 30 miles at the western end of the 38 
byway are within the analysis area.  39 

The Blue Mountain Byway was originally designated by the USFS as a National Forest Scenic 40 
Byway in 1989. The USFS (1993) subsequently prepared a Blue Mountain National Scenic 41 
Byway Interpretive Guide to provide direction for development of interpretive services and visitor 42 
accommodations associated with the byway. The route was designated as a state scenic byway 43 
in 1997; however, a corridor management plan for this byway was not prepared following the 44 
1997 state designation. While the USFS interpretive guide is not a management plan for the 45 
byway, IPC nevertheless reviewed the document for potentially applicable information. The 46 
document identifies six goals for interpretation, which include improving public understanding of 47 
national forest programs and activities, recognizing the cooperative aspect of byway 48 
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administration, and encouraging appreciation for cultural resources and history of the region, but 1 
does not address scenic resources (USFS 1993). Similarly, the interpretive guide includes a 2 
resource inventory section that addresses the environment (geology, wildlife, vegetation, water 3 
and fire), heritage sites (the Oregon Trail, several communities, and facilities such as the 4 
Fremont Powerhouse), and uses and events, but not scenic resources.  5 

Based on the results of the review, there is no official management plan for the Blue Mountain 6 
Scenic Byway and that the existing document that most closely resembles a management plan 7 
does not identify any important or significant scenic resources. Therefore, no important scenic 8 
resources specifically associated with the Blue Mountain Scenic Byway are assessed in the 9 
Exhibit R analysis. IPC notes, however, that three locations along the byway within the analysis 10 
area are identified as KOPs in the assessment documented in Attachment R-1. 11 

Elkhorn Drive Scenic Byway 12 
The Elkhorn Drive State Scenic Byway is a 106-mile loop route west of Baker City through parts 13 
of Baker, Union, and Grant counties. The route includes parts of U.S. Highway 30, OR 7, 14 
multiple county highways, and Forest Road 73. The byway overlaps with parts of the Blue 15 
Mountain and Journey through Time Scenic Byways. The eastern part of the byway is within the 16 
analysis area.  17 

The history of the Elkhorn Drive is very similar to that for the Blue Mountain Scenic Byway, as 18 
described above. The Elkhorn Drive was originally designated by the USFS as a National Forest 19 
Scenic Byway in 1989. The route was designated as a state scenic byway in 1997. The USFS 20 
prepared a visitor services and management plan for the Elkhorn Drive National Forest Scenic 21 
Byway in 1994, to provide a strategy for development of visitor services and facilities associated 22 
with the byway. The USFS plan was incorporated into a subsequent addendum prepared for the 23 
Oregon Scenic Byway Committee (Pound and Koon 1996), evidently as part of the application 24 
package for state scenic byway designation. A corridor management plan specific to the state-25 
designated scenic byway was not prepared following the 1997 state designation.  26 

The USFS (1994) management plan identifies five goals for plan implementation; they include 27 
promoting public understanding of ecosystem management and forest ecology, recognizing the 28 
cooperative aspect of byway administration, and encouraging appreciation for cultural resources 29 
and history of the region, but do not address scenic resources. Similarly, the plan includes a 30 
resource inventory section that addresses the environment (location, climate, topography, 31 
geology, water, vegetation, wildlife, and fire), heritage resources (Native Americans, Euro-32 
Americans, and Chinese), sites and features (several communities and facilities such as the 33 
Dooley Highway, Sumpter Valley Dredge, Fremont Powerhouse, and Anthony Lakes Mountain 34 
resort), and uses and events, but not scenic resources.  35 

The Elkhorn Drive Scenic Byway management plan does not identify any important or 36 
significant scenic resources. Therefore, no important scenic resources specifically associated 37 
with the Elkhorn Drive Scenic Byway are assessed in the Exhibit R analysis. IPC notes, 38 
however, that multiple locations along or near the byway within the analysis area are identified 39 
as KOPs in the assessment documented in Attachment R-1. 40 

3.3.1.4 Tribal Plans 41 

The Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR) most recently adopted a 42 
Comprehensive Plan for the Reservation in 2010. The plan indicates the Tribes’ first 43 
comprehensive plan was completed in 1979 and updated in 1996. In the current plan, 44 
substantive policy direction is presented in Chapter 5, Plan Elements: Goals and Objectives. 45 
The chapter addresses 15 elements, including Economy, Land Base Restoration, Community 46 
Development, Natural Resources, and Cultural Heritage (CTUIR 2010). The resources 47 
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addressed in Chapter 5 and other portions of the document do not address scenic resources. 1 
Based on the content of the Comprehensive Plan, the CTUIR have not identified any features 2 
as significant or important scenic resources. 3 

3.3.1.5 Federal Lands 4 

Federal lands within the analysis area primarily include one NF, administered by the USFS, and 5 
extensive areas managed by the BLM. The BLM jurisdiction includes tracts of land remaining 6 
from the original public domain or that have reverted to federal ownership. Smaller areas of 7 
federal lands within the analysis area are under the jurisdiction of the Department of Defense, 8 
Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), and the FWS. 9 

The scenic resource management direction applied to the resources under the jurisdiction of 10 
each agency is summarized in the following subsections.  11 

Bureau of Land Management  12 

The analysis area overlaps with the geographic boundaries of the BLM Vale (Baker and 13 
Malheur Resource Areas), Boise (the Owyhee and Cascade Resource Areas), and Spokane 14 
Districts. The BLM manages scenic resources on the federal lands under its jurisdiction through 15 
application of the VRM system. The VRM system includes procedures for inventorying scenic 16 
values, establishing management objectives for those values through the resource management 17 
planning process, and evaluating proposed activities to ensure their compliance with the 18 
management objectives. The VRM system consists of two stages: inventory and analysis. The 19 
Visual Resource Inventory stage involves rating the visual appeal of a tract of land, measuring 20 
public concern for scenic quality, and determining whether the tract of land is visible from travel 21 
routes or observation points (BLM 1986). Based on this analysis, visual resources are assigned 22 
to an inventory class as described in BLM Handbook H-8410-1, Visual Resource Inventory 23 
(BLM 1986). The results of the visual resource inventory become an important component of 24 
BLM’s Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the area. The RMP establishes how the public 25 
lands will be used and allocated for different purposes, and it is developed through public 26 
participation and collaboration. Visual values are considered throughout the RMP process, and 27 
the area’s visual resources are then assigned to VRM classes with established objectives. The 28 
objectives for VRM classes are as follows (BLM 1986): 29 

• Class I – To preserve the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 30 
characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention. 31 

• Class II – To retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 32 
characteristic landscape should be low. Management activities may be seen, but should 33 
not attract the attention of the casual observer. Any changes must repeat the basic 34 
elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the 35 
landscape. 36 

• Class III – To partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change 37 
to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract 38 
attention, but should not dominate the view of the casual observer. Changes should 39 
repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic 40 
landscape. 41 

• Class IV – To provide for management activities that require major modification of the 42 
existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape 43 
can be high. These management activities may dominate the view and be the major 44 
focus of viewer attention. However, every attempt should be made to minimize the 45 
impact of these activities through careful location, minimal disturbance, and repeating 46 
the basic elements. 47 
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The analysis stage involves determining whether the potential visual impacts from proposed 1 
activities will meet the management objectives established for the area. The BLM utilizes 2 
guidelines described in BLM Handbook H-8431-1 (BLM 2001a) to rate the degree of visual 3 
contrast associated with a proposed activity.  4 

IPC reviewed the following federal plans to identify important scenic resources on BLM-5 
managed lands within the Project analysis area:  6 

• BLM Baker Resource Management Plan (1989a) 7 

• BLM Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan (2001b) 8 

• BLM Owyhee Resource Management Plan (1999) 9 

• BLM Cascade Resource Management Plan (1987a) 10 

• BLM Spokane Resource Management Plan (1987b) 11 

For the purpose of this analysis, VRM Class I and II are considered important scenic resources, 12 
based on the level of visual resource protection afforded to those lands). Discussion of 13 
management direction for scenic resources documented within those plans is summarized 14 
below.  15 

Vale District, Baker Resource Area 16 
BLM-administered lands in Umatilla, Union, and Baker counties are within the Baker Resource 17 
Area of the Vale District. The BLM Vale District issued the current RMP for the Baker Resource 18 
Area in 1989. Chapter 2 of the RMP provides direction for a wide range of resource topics, 19 
including visual resources (BLM 1989a). It also assigns the lands within the Baker area of the 20 
district to 14 geographic unit management allocations, identified as the Lookout Mountain, Burnt 21 
River, Keating, Pedro Mountain, Grande Ronde, Homestead, Pritchard Creek, Oregon Trail, 22 
Unity Reservoir – Bald Eagle Habitat, Sheep Mountain, Hunt Mountain, Powder River Canyon, 23 
Blue Mountain, and Baker County Miscellaneous units, and provides direction for management 24 
of each geographic unit.  25 

In general, RMP guidance for visual resources is to emphasize management of scenic 26 
resources in selected areas of high visitor use and/or high visual quality. The plan indicates the 27 
BLM will use the VRM system to retain or preserve scenic quality, to address visual resource 28 
management issues, and to use the visual resource contrast rating system during project-level 29 
planning to evaluate consistency of proposed management activities with visual resource 30 
management objectives.  31 

As is commonly done in RMPs, the plan assigns VRM class designations to all lands addressed 32 
by the plan. No areas within the Baker Resource Area were assigned to VRM Class I. The RMP 33 
does indicate that lands within the river corridors of the Grande Ronde and Powder Wild and 34 
Scenic Rivers will be inventoried and classified appropriately for the protection of high scenic 35 
values. In addition, the plan states that activities that will result in significant, long-term adverse 36 
effects will not be permitted in areas of high scenic quality such as the Burnt River, Powder 37 
River, or Snake River canyons. Activities in other areas of high visual quality might be permitted 38 
if they do not attract attention or leave long-term visual changes on the land. 39 

The RMP assigns nearly 152,000 acres of the Baker Resource Area (35 percent of the total 40 
acreage) to VRM Class II. Map 5 of the RMP identifies the distribution of Areas of High Visual 41 
Quality, indicated on the map legend Class II. The body of the plan states: “VRM classifications 42 
are shown on Map 5” (p. 45). 43 

The Baker Resource Area RMP designates the Oregon Trail ACEC, including approximately 44 
1,500 acres of land distributed among seven separate, widely scattered parcels located in 45 
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Umatilla, Union, and Baker counties. The Plan indicates that “[n]ew uses incompatible with 1 
maintaining visual qualities or providing public interpretation will be excluded in a mile corridor” 2 
(BLM 1989a). The ACECs included in this assessment include: Blue Mountain Parcel, National 3 
Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center (NHOTIC) Parcel, White Swan Parcel, Straw Ranch 4 
Parcel 2, Straw Ranch Parcel 1, and Powell Creek Parcel. These areas include historic sites 5 
identified in the National Historic Oregon Trail Management Plan (BLM 1989b). This plan 6 
describes the varied landscape settings of the Oregon Trail, ranging from natural to those areas 7 
where man-made intrusions dominate, further stating that “Locations on the Oregon Trail which 8 
have few contemporary intrusions are particularly notable examples of that landscape 9 
encountered by emigrants. These areas should be considered to have a high degree of visual 10 
sensitivity; and the foreground and middleground should be managed for protection of the 11 
historic landscape as a contributing feature of the Oregon Trail.” The plan generally references 12 
applicable VRM classes for the trail; however, these VRM designations are more clearly defined 13 
in the Baker RMP (1989a). 14 

The specific content of the Baker RMP references the Grande Ronde and Powder WSR 15 
corridors and the Burnt, Powder, and Snake River canyons as areas of high scenic values, and 16 
these areas can logically be presumed to be identified as important or significant scenic 17 
resources. The Powder River Final Management Plan / Environmental Assessment (BLM 1994) 18 
indicates the Powder River corridor as possessing “much diversity in vegetation and 19 
topographic land forms”, consistent with the Congressional Record regarding outstandingly 20 
remarkable scenic value of the Powder River. 21 

While administrative boundaries exist for the WSR corridors, the Burnt, Powder, and Snake 22 
River canyons are only identified nominally, and the geographic extent of those areas has not 23 
been defined. Lands within the Baker Resource Area designated as VRM Class I and II are 24 
summarized in Table R-1 and identified on the maps in Attachment R-2 as important scenic 25 
resources. 26 

The Baker RMP and subsequent South Fork Walla Walla River Area Plan Amendment 27 
designates 10 areas totaling 40,244.69 acres as ACEC within the analysis area. For each 28 
ACEC, the RMP identifies in general terms the resource values that are to be protected through 29 
specific management for the area and indicates the types of uses that will be limited or 30 
excluded. The RMP indicates that scenic qualities or visual resources are identified among the 31 
primary reasons for designating six of the ACECs: the Grande Ronde, Powder River Canyon, 32 
Oregon Trail, Sheep Mountain, Homestead, and Walla Walla River ACECs. Accordingly, IPC 33 
considers these six ACECs to be important or significant resources within Baker Resource Area 34 
administered by the BLM.  35 

The Grande Ronde, Sheep Mountain, Homestead, and Walla Walla ACECs are located outside 36 
of the analysis area for Exhibit R, while the Powder River Canyon and Oregon Trail ACECs are 37 
located within the analysis area. These ACECs are identified in Table R-1 and Project impacts 38 
for those resources located within the analysis area are addressed in Section 3.4.2. 39 

Vale District, Malheur Resource Area 40 
Lands administered by the BLM Vale District (Malheur and Jordan Resource Areas) are 41 
managed per the Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan (SEORMP) and Final 42 
Environmental Statement completed in 2001. The Jordan Resource Area includes the southern 43 
part of the Vale District, while the Malheur Resource Area comprises the northern part of the 44 
district. The Project analysis area includes a substantial portion of the Malheur Resource Area 45 
and none of the Jordan Resource Area.  46 

The SEORMP (BLM 2001b) identifies nine planning issues to be addressed in the planning 47 
process, summarizes existing conditions within the planning area, discusses management 48 
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direction for the respective resources within the plan alternatives under consideration, and 1 
assesses the resource impacts that would result from the respective alternatives. The general 2 
objective for visual resources is to manage public land actions and activities in a manner 3 
consistent with VRM class objectives. Additional guidance for visual resources is to emphasize 4 
management of visual resources in selected high-use areas to retain or preserve scenic quality, 5 
to address visual resource management issues, and to use the visual resource contrast rating 6 
system during project-level planning to evaluate consistency of proposed management activities 7 
with visual resource management objectives.  8 

Map VRM-PRMP in the SEORMP displays the assignment of VRM classifications under the 9 
plan. In general, areas with special management direction for resource protection purposes are 10 
to be managed as VRM Class I or II. These include wilderness and wilderness study areas (to 11 
be managed under VRM Class I, subject to change following any Congressional action 12 
releasing wilderness study areas from further wilderness consideration); designated national 13 
WSR areas, and river segments eligible for wild river designation (also VRM Class I); and some 14 
lands with ACEC designation (variable VRM classes). Overall, approximately 309,600 acres in 15 
the Malheur Resource Area (15% of the total acreage) are to be managed as VRM Class I, and 16 
144,400 acres (7% of the total) are to be managed as VRM Class II. Lands within the Malheur 17 
Resource Area currently designated as VRM Classes I and II are summarized in Table R-1 and 18 
identified on the maps in Attachment R-2 as important scenic resources. 19 

The SEORMP also designates 20 areas totaling over 160,000 acres as ACECs. For each 20 
ACEC, the RMP identifies in general terms the resource values that are to be protected through 21 
specific management for the area and indicates the types of uses that will be limited or 22 
excluded. The RMP indicates that scenic qualities or visual resources are identified among the 23 
primary reasons for designating seven of the ACECs: the Castle Rock, Dry Creek Gorge, North 24 
Fork Malheur River, Leslie Gulch, Oregon National Historic Trail (three separate segments), 25 
Owyhee River below the Dam, and Owyhee Views ACECs. Based on the RMP information, IPC 26 
presumes that these seven ACECs are also identified as important or significant resources 27 
among BLM-administered lands in the Malheur Resource Area.  28 

The Castle Rock, Dry Creek Gorge, North Fork Malheur River, and Leslie Gulch ACECs are 29 
located outside of the analysis area for Exhibit R, while the Oregon Trail, Owyhee River below 30 
the Dam, and Owyhee Views ACECs are located within the analysis area. These ACECs are 31 
identified in Table R-1 and Project impacts are addressed in Section 3.4.2.  32 

Boise District, Owyhee Resource Area 33 
BLM-administered lands in Owyhee County, Idaho, are located at the southeastern end of the 34 
analysis area for this Exhibit, within the Owyhee Resource Area of the Boise District. The BLM 35 
issued the current RMP for the Owyhee Resource Area in 1999. (At the time, the area was 36 
managed by the Boise Field Office within the Lower Snake River District. The Owyhee Field 37 
Office of the Boise District currently manages the Owyhee Resource Area.) 38 

The Owyhee RMP (BLM 1999) includes separate sections addressing objectives, management 39 
actions, and allocations for a range of resources and management considerations. With respect 40 
to visual resources, the RMP establishes the following objective for visual resources: “VISL 1: 41 
Manage public lands for visual resource values under VRM Classifications” (p. 44). Subsequent 42 
content in this section summarizes the RMP assignments of VRM class designations to all lands 43 
addressed by the plan, without identifying specific geographic areas considered to have notable 44 
scenic values. Approximately 71,000 acres (6% of the total acreage) are to be managed as 45 
VRM Class I, and 242,000 acres (20%) are to be managed as VRM Class II. The RMP also 46 
allocates 123,000 acres to VRM Class II-IMP; these are wilderness study areas considered to 47 
be non-suitable for wilderness designation that will be managed as VRM Class II unless or until 48 
released from wilderness consideration by Congress, in which case they would be managed as 49 
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VRM Class IV. Figure VISL-1 in the RMP displays the geographic distribution of these 1 
classifications. Lands within the Owyhee Resource Area currently designated as VRM Classes I 2 
and II are summarized in Table R-1 and identified on Figure R-2-5 as important scenic 3 
resources. 4 

The Owyhee RMP also designates 12 areas totaling over 167,000 acres as ACECs. For each 5 
ACEC, the RMP identifies in general terms the resource values that are to be protected through 6 
specific management for the area and indicates the types of uses that will be limited or 7 
excluded. The RMP indicates that scenic qualities or visual resources are identified among the 8 
primary reasons for designating seven of the ACECs: the Owyhee River Bighorn Sheep Habitat 9 
Area, Boulder Creek, Cinnabar Mountain, Jump Creek Canyon, North Fork Juniper Woodland, 10 
Sommercamp Butte, and The Badlands ACECs. Based on the RMP information, IPC presumes 11 
that these seven ACECs are also identified as important or significant resources among BLM 12 
lands in the Owyhee Resource Area.  13 

The Owyhee River Bighorn Sheep Habitat Area, Boulder Creek, Cinnabar Mountain, North Fork 14 
Juniper Woodland, Sommercamp Butte, and The Badlands ACECs are located outside of the 15 
analysis area for Exhibit R, while the Jump Creek Canyon ACEC is located within the analysis 16 
area. This ACEC is identified in Table R-1 and Project impacts are addressed in Section 3.4.2. 17 

Boise District, Cascade Resource Area 18 
Some BLM-administered lands located in Idaho along the eastern side of Brownlee Reservoir 19 
are within the analysis area. These lands are currently managed by the Four Rivers Field Office 20 
of the Boise District. The current RMP applicable to these lands is the RMP for the Cascade 21 
Resource Area (BLM 1987a).  22 

The Cascade RMP (BLM 1987a) indicates that guidelines for visual resource management are 23 
to consider the scenic values of public lands whenever any physical actions are proposed on 24 
BLM-administered lands, and that the degree of alterations to the natural landscape will be 25 
guided by the VRM management classes and criteria. The plan states that objectives for visual 26 
resource management are to protect the scenic values of the public lands, particularly along the 27 
Payette River Scenic Route and along the South Fork of the Payette River, and to manage 28 
specific lands within the resource area under VRM Classes II, III, and IV (no lands are allocated 29 
to VRM Class I). Map 3-8 in the plan displays the allocation of lands to the VRM classes; the 30 
Class II designation applies to a continuous band of lands along the eastern side of Brownlee 31 
and Oxbow reservoirs. This classification corresponds to an area designated elsewhere in the 32 
plan as the Oxbow-Brownlee Special Recreation Management Area. 33 

The specific content of the Cascade RMP references the Payette River Scenic Byway and the 34 
South Fork Payette River as corridors meriting protection of scenic values, and these areas can 35 
logically be presumed to be identified as important or significant scenic resources. Both areas 36 
are well beyond the analysis area for this Exhibit, however. Lands within the analysis area that 37 
overlap with the Cascade Resource Area currently designated as VRM Class II are summarized 38 
in Table R-1 and identified on Figure R-2-4 as important scenic resources. 39 

The Cascade RMP also designates three areas totaling over 77,000 acres as ACECs. For each 40 
ACEC, the RMP identifies in general terms the resource values that are to be protected through 41 
specific management for the area and indicates the types of uses that will be limited or 42 
excluded. The RMP indicates that scenic qualities or visual resources are identified among the 43 
primary reasons for designating one of the ACECs, the Boise Front ACEC. Based on the RMP 44 
information, IPC presumes that this ACEC is identified as an important or significant scenic 45 
resource among BLM-administered lands in the Cascade Resource Area; however, the Boise 46 
Front ACEC is located outside of the analysis area for Exhibit R. Potential Project impacts to 47 
this ACEC are not applicable to the Exhibit R analysis.  48 
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Spokane District 1 
The BLM issued the current Spokane District RMP in 1985 and adopted that plan through a 2 
Record of Decision issued in 1987. With respect to visual resources, the RMP indicates that 3 
visual resources would continue to be evaluated as a part of activity and project planning; the 4 
document does not discuss specific areas with high scenic values and does not indicate where 5 
VRM classes have been assigned to lands within the District (BLM 1985). Similarly, the Record 6 
of Decision indicates that recreational activities and visual resources will be evaluated as part of 7 
specific activity plans and in relation to land use allocations made in the RMP and does not 8 
indicate where VRM classes have been assigned (BLM 1987b).  9 

In 2010, the BLM initiated a planning process to develop a new management plan for the BLM-10 
administered lands in the Spokane District and the San Juan Islands of Washington. A 11 
background document prepared in support of that planning process explains that visual 12 
resource inventory and management classes need to be determined for all Spokane District 13 
BLM-administered lands, because this information has not been updated since a management 14 
framework plan (MFP) was developed in 1982, and much of the MFP documentation has been 15 
lost (BLM 2011a). The same document also notes that the Badger Slope area was designated 16 
for management as VRM Class II through the Southeast Planning Area MFP prepared in 1981.  17 

Based on the specific content of the available planning documentation for the Spokane District, 18 
IPC concludes that the Badger Slope area is the only area within the Spokane District that has 19 
been specifically identified as an important or significant scenic resource, based on the 20 
prescribed VRM classification. This area is located south of the Yakima River between Prosser 21 
and Richland and is well beyond the 10-mile radius for the analysis area.  22 

The Spokane RMP (BLM 1987b) indicates that 12 areas totaling approximately 8,500 acres are 23 
designated as ACECs. Scenic qualities or visual resources are not identified among the primary 24 
reasons for designating any of these ACECs. The Analysis of the Management Situation for the 25 
in-process Eastern Washington and San Juan RMP (BLM 2011a) indicates the Spokane District 26 
includes 16 existing ACECs. Similar to the RMP, however, the resource values identified for the 27 
ACECs do not include scenic values or visual resources for any of the areas. Therefore, based 28 
on the RMP and Analysis of the Management Situation information, no scenic resources on 29 
BLM-administered lands in the Spokane District are included in this Exhibit.  30 

U.S. Forest Service  31 

The analysis area overlaps with the geographic boundaries of the USFS Wallowa-Whitman and 32 
Umatilla NFs. The Proposed Route crosses lands within the Wallowa-Whitman NF. Neither the 33 
Proposed Route nor any alternate corridor segments cross lands within the Umatilla NF, but 34 
some Umatilla NF lands are within 10 miles of the Site Boundary. Therefore, review of area-35 
specific USFS planning direction for scenic resources applies to both the Wallowa-Whitman NF 36 
and Umatilla NF. 37 

The USFS uses a VMS established in The National Forest Management, Volume 2, Agricultural 38 
Handbook 462 (1974) to inventory, classify, and manage lands for visual resource values. In 39 
1995, the visual resource management guidelines and monitoring techniques evolved into the 40 
Scenery Management System (SMS) as described in Landscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for 41 
Scenic Management, Agricultural Handbook 701 (USFS 1995). While the overall visual resource 42 
framework is essentially the same between the two systems, the terminology within the SMS 43 
has been modified slightly, and it also provides best science when combined with VMS because 44 
it provides for assessment of biological, physical, and social/cultural resources within a 45 
geographic area. The Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) covering the forest was 46 
written in 1990, prior to the conversion to SMS, and therefore uses the former VMS provisions 47 
and classifications. Based on an inventory and evaluation of visual resources associated with 48 
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NF lands, VQOs are established to provide a measurable standard or objective form for 1 
management of visual resources. VQOs for areas of land are assigned by combining the variety 2 
class, distance zone, and sensitivity level. Each VQO indicates the acceptable degree of 3 
landscape alteration and classifies land in one of five categories: Preservation, Retention, 4 
Partial Retention, Modification, or Maximum Modification. Each VQO indicates the acceptable 5 
degree of landscape alteration and classifies land in one of five categories: Preservation, 6 
Retention, Partial Retention, Modification, or Maximum Modification.  7 

• Preservation: Allows for ecological changes only. Management activities, except for 8 
very low visual-impact recreation facilities, are prohibited.  9 

• Retention: Provides for management activities that are not visually evident. Under 10 
retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color, and texture that are frequently 11 
found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in their qualities of size, amount, 12 
intensity, direction, pattern, etc., should not be evident. 13 

• Partial Retention: Alterations to the natural landscape may be apparent, but they are 14 
visually subordinate to natural features. Management activities such as timber harvest 15 
and roading may occur but must be designed so they blend into the natural landscape. 16 
This category includes areas where changes in the basic elements (form, line, color, or 17 
texture) caused by a management activity may be evident in the characteristic 18 
landscape. However, the changes should remain subordinate to the visual strength of 19 
the existing character. 20 

• Modification: Management activities may be visually dominant. They must be 21 
harmonious with features of the natural landscape in their size, form, and linear 22 
characteristics. Recreation developments, timber harvest units, and roads are examples 23 
of elements that may be found in a landscape that meets this VQO. Alterations to the 24 
landscape may not be in glaring contrast to natural forms. This applies to areas where 25 
changes may subordinate the original composition and character; however, they should 26 
reflect what could be a natural occurrence within the characteristic landscape. 27 

• Maximum Modification:  Management activities of vegetative and landform alternation 28 
may dominate the characteristic landscape. However, when viewed as background, the 29 
visual characteristics must be those of natural occurrences within the surrounding area 30 
or character type. When viewed as foreground or middleground, they may not appear to 31 
completely borrow from naturally established form, line, color, or texture. Alterations may 32 
also be out of scale or contain detail that is incongruent with natural occurrences as 33 
seen in foreground or middleground. Introduction of additional parts of these activities 34 
such as structure, roads, slash, and root wads must remain visually subordinate to the 35 
proposed composition as viewed in background. 36 

For the purpose of this analysis, lands managed as Preservation or Retention are considered 37 
important scenic resources, based on the level of visual resource protection afforded to those. 38 
The VQOs prescribed within the Wallowa-Whitman NF and Umatilla NF are defined by and 39 
apply only to lands within the denoted Management Areas (MAs). Each MA has a specific 40 
resource emphasis and management objective guidelines to provide protection to the resource. 41 
The Project traverses several areas that have overlapping MAs. The LRMP states that within 42 
the selected acreages where MAs overlap, the VQOs that provide the highest level of visual 43 
quality protection take precedence. IPC addressed and reviewed the applicable VQO for all 44 
management areas crossed by the Proposed Route or an alternate corridor segment.  45 

IPC reviewed the following federal plans to identify important scenic resources on the NFs 46 
within the Project analysis area:  47 

• Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (USFS 1990a) 48 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-44 

• Land and Resource Management Plan, Umatilla National Forest (USFS 1990b) 1 

The scenic resources identified in these plans are discussed below.  2 

Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 3 
With respect to scenic resources, the Wallowa-Whitman LRMP (USFS 1990a) indicates that 4 
“Management of the Forest’s scenic resources is emphasized within the viewsheds of federal 5 
and state highways and major Forest roads. The visible land areas adjacent to selected travel 6 
routes are managed for a variety of VQOs including retention, partial retention and 7 
modification.” The plan establishes a goal for landscape management to “manage all National 8 
Forest lands to obtain the highest possible visual quality, commensurate with other appropriate 9 
public uses, costs and benefits.” Discussion of standards and guidelines for visual resources 10 
addresses the assignment of VQOs and indicates that viewshed plans will be prepared for all 11 
Level I viewsheds. 12 

The plan allocates the lands within the NF to management areas within 17 major categories 13 
(e.g., MA 1, Timber Production Emphasis; MA 4, Wilderness; and MA 5, Phillips Lake Area). For 14 
12 of the 17 management areas, the landscape management prescription is to manage 15 
according to forest-wide standards and guidelines. The landscape direction for the other 16 
management areas references Preservation or Retention VQOs, as applicable to specific 17 
designations (e.g., Preservation for wilderness and WSR segments classified as wild). Appendix 18 
B of the plan also lists Sensitivity Level 1 and 2 travel routes. The “Sensitivity Level” is a 19 
measure of people’s concern for the scenic quality of the National Forests. Three sensitivity 20 
levels are considered: Level 1 (Highest Sensitivity), Level 2 (Average Sensitivity), and Level 3 21 
(Lowest Sensitivity) (USFS 1990a). Landscape adjacent to Sensitivity Level 1 travel routes are 22 
managed such that changes to the landscape are not visually evident (VQO Retention), while 23 
landscapes adjacent to Sensitivity Level 2 travel routes are managed such that changes to the 24 
landscape may be evident but are visually subordinate (VQO Partial Retention).  25 

The discussion of landscape conditions in the plan does not identify specific features or 26 
geographic areas as significant or important scenic resources. Lands within the Wallowa-27 
Whitman NF currently assigned a VQO of Preservation or Retention are summarized in Table 28 
R-1 and identified on Figures R-2-2 and R-2-3 as important scenic resources. 29 

Umatilla National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan  30 
The chapters of the Umatilla LRMP (USFS 1990b) that summarize the current management 31 
situation and the plan’s response to issues, concerns, and opportunities do not address visual 32 
resources. Chapter 4, which documents forest management direction, addresses visual 33 
resource management as a subset of recreation. The discussion of resource objectives 34 
indicates that wilderness areas will be managed for a Retention VQO, and that Retention and 35 
Partial Retention VQOs will be emphasized in sensitive viewshed corridors that include state 36 
highways, key forest travel routes, and major water features. Table 4-5 identifies 13 viewshed 37 
corridors classified as Sensitivity Level 1 (highest concern for scenic quality) and assigned a 38 
Retention VQO for the foreground viewing zone. 39 

The plan also allocates the lands within the NF to 25 categories of management areas. 40 
Management areas that specifically reflect a scenic resource emphasis include A3 Viewshed 1, 41 
A4 Viewshed 2, A7 Wild and Scenic Rivers, and A8 Scenic Area. All lands within one 42 
management area (B1 Wilderness) are assigned a Preservation VQO, and all lands within six 43 
other management areas are assigned a Retention VQO. The visual resource direction for most 44 
of the other management areas specifies a range of VQOs that often includes Retention, as 45 
applicable to specific sites. 46 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-45 

The discussion of visual resource conditions in the plan does not clearly identify specific 1 
features or geographic areas as significant or important scenic resources. IPC understands, 2 
however, that ODOE considers NF lands managed with Preservation or Retention VQOs to be 3 
important scenic resources, based on the level of visual resource protection afforded to those 4 
lands. There are no Umatilla NF lands within the analysis area that are currently assigned a 5 
VQO of Preservation or Retention. Therefore, no Umatilla NF lands are identified in Table R-1 6 
and Figure R-2-2 as important scenic resources. 7 

Department of Defense 8 

The U.S. Navy administers the Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility (NWSTF) Boardman, 9 
commonly known as the Boardman Bombing Range. The range was established through a 10 
federal executive order in 1941. The facility includes more than 47,000 acres located south of 11 
Boardman in Morrow County. It is used for training and testing by the Navy, Oregon National 12 
Guard, and other federal, state, and local agencies (U.S. Navy 2012a). 13 

The Navy has not developed a comprehensive plan for NWSTF Boardman that is comparable to 14 
the BLM and USFS management plans. In compliance with the Sikes Act, however, the Navy 15 
developed and implemented an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for 16 
the facility. An INRMP was adopted in 1999 and a final draft of an updated plan was prepared in 17 
2010 (U.S. Navy 2012b) and an updated plan was approved in 2012 (U.S. Navy 2012a). A draft 18 
Navy environmental assessment of the 2010 updated plan indicates that the INRMP identifies 19 
management goals that include the following: “Goal 1. Protect, conserve and manage the 20 
watersheds, wetlands, natural landscapes, soils, forests, fish and wildlife and other natural 21 
resources, as vital elements of a natural resources program.” The environmental assessment 22 
indicates that the INRMP management direction applies to vegetation management, wildlife, 23 
and fire management, and does not mention scenic resources as an applicable subject for 24 
management direction. Similarly, the resource conditions addressed in the environmental 25 
assessment do not include scenic or visual resources. IPC also reviewed an environmental 26 
impact statement (EIS) addressing military training activities at NWSTF that was issued by the 27 
Navy in September 2012. The EIS describes existing conditions and expected environmental 28 
consequences for 12 resource categories; scenic or visual resources are not represented 29 
among these 12 categories, nor are they addressed in the EIS sections on land use and 30 
recreation or socioeconomics and environmental justice (U.S. Navy 2012a). 31 

Based on the specific content of these Navy documents, there are no features associated with 32 
NWSTF Boardman identified as important or significant scenic resources.  33 

Bureau of Reclamation 34 

Federal lands within the analysis area that are under the jurisdiction of the BOR are limited to a 35 
small portion of the Owyhee River canyon in Malheur County, Oregon. This area consists of 36 
federal lands associated with Owyhee Dam and Reservoir, which are operated by the BOR. The 37 
current management direction for this area is contained in the Owyhee Reservoir Resource 38 
Management Plan (BOR 1994).  39 

The Owyhee Reservoir RMP describes a study area consisting of four management units, which 40 
are the Lower Owyhee River, Lower Owyhee Reservoir, Upper Owyhee Reservoir, and Upper 41 
Owyhee River. RMP Section 1.4 defines the scope of and goals for the plan; it does not 42 
specifically address scenic or visual resources. The visual resources portion of the inventory 43 
chapter states that the visual resource of the entire study area is considered outstandingly 44 
remarkable, and notes that adjacent BLM-administered lands are managed as VRM Class II. 45 
This section of the RMP describes the natural landscape character and human modifications in 46 
each of the four management units. This material references landscape features known as the 47 
Honeycombs, Leslie Gulch, Painted Canyon, Three Fingers Gulch, and Carlton Canyon as 48 
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some of the most outstanding visual features. Several visually dominant peaks and buttes are 1 
also identified.  2 

The RMP direction for visual resources (p. 6-13) identifies a goal to “Preserve, protect and 3 
enhance scenic resources,” and objectives to “minimize development in areas that would 4 
adversely impact special scenic or wilderness characteristics” and to “maintain primitive, 5 
undeveloped character of landscape.” Associated management guidelines and actions address 6 
facility design, removal of trash dumps and other restoration actions, and aesthetic 7 
requirements to be applied to leaseholders.  8 

Interpretation of the specific content of the Owyhee Reservoir RMP suggests that the plan 9 
identifies several specific landscape features as significant scenic resources. With some 10 
exceptions (the general locations of Leslie Gulch and Carlton Canyon are labeled), the specific 11 
locations of these landscape features are not identified on the RMP maps. Moreover, the maps 12 
indicate that the BOR-managed lands comprise a narrow band along the immediate margins of 13 
the Owyhee River and Reservoir, and that the specified landscape features are entirely or 14 
predominantly located on the adjacent BLM-administered lands. Given that the adjacent BLM-15 
administered lands in this area are designated as VRM Class I or II, as discussed above, IPC 16 
assumes that the scenic features referenced in the Owyhee Reservoir RMP are incorporated 17 
within the important scenic resources identified through the BLM Malheur Resource Area 18 
planning direction. Therefore, no additional scenic resources based on the specific content of 19 
the Owyhee Reservoir RMP are identified in Table R-1 and Figure R-2-5. 20 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 21 

The FWS manages three national wildlife refuges that are partially or entirely located within the 22 
Project analysis area. They are the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) in Morrow County, 23 
the McKay Creek NWR in Umatilla County, and the Deer Flat NWR in multiple counties of 24 
southwestern Idaho and southeastern Oregon. The primary mission of the FWS as manager of 25 
the national wildlife refuge system is to provide valuable habitat for fish and wildlife. Various 26 
types of recreation are allowed or provided on many refuges, to the extent they are compatible 27 
with the purposes of a specific refuge.  28 

Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge 29 
The Umatilla NWR, located to the north and northeast of Boardman, Oregon, encompasses 30 
approximately 25,000 acres with a mix of open water sloughs, shallow marsh, seasonal 31 
wetlands, cropland, islands, and shrub-steppe upland habitats. The refuge is popular with bird 32 
watchers, wildlife enthusiasts, and photographers. IPC reviewed the Umatilla National Wildlife 33 
Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan (FWS 2007) to identify potential scenic resources on 34 
FWS-managed lands in the refuge. The plan identifies management direction relative to several 35 
categories of wildlife species, multiple types of habitat present within the refuge, recreational 36 
activities compatible with the refuge purposes, and cultural resources; the plan does not 37 
prescribe management for visual resources or address visual resource conditions. Accordingly, 38 
this plan does not identify any scenic resource or value within the analysis area for inclusion in 39 
this Exhibit.  40 

McKay Creek National Wildlife Refuge 41 
The McKay Creek NWR includes 1,837 acres within and adjacent to McKay Creek Reservoir, a 42 
small BOR water storage facility located between Pilot Rock and Pendleton in Umatilla County 43 
(FWS 2012a). The refuge provides a variety of open water, riparian, and shrub-steppe habitat. It 44 
supports considerable recreational use, primarily for fishing and upland bird hunting. 45 

The FWS recently initiated a process to develop a Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the 46 
refuge. There is no plan that currently manages the McKay Creek NWR. However, the first 47 
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priority of each refuge is to conserve, manage, and if needed, restore fish and wildlife 1 
populations and habitats according to its purpose. Based on the limited documentation available 2 
to date and the lack of a plan specific to this refuge, IPC concludes that the FWS has not 3 
identified any scenic resources or values associated with the McKay Creek NWR, and no such 4 
resources are included in this Exhibit. 5 

Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge 6 
The Deer Flat NWR includes approximately 11,000 acres within two refuge units. The Lake 7 
Lowell Unit consists of approximately 9,000 acres surrounding Lake Lowell, a reservoir located 8 
west of Nampa in Canyon County, Idaho (FWS 2012b). The remaining acreage is within the 9 
Snake River Islands Unit and is distributed among more than 100 islands within a long reach of 10 
the Snake River from near Walter’s Ferry in Idaho to Farewell Bend near Huntington, Oregon. 11 
The refuge provides a variety of habitat types for more than 200 species of birds and 30 species 12 
of mammals, and supports diverse, wildlife-oriented recreational opportunities. 13 

According to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan (FWS 2015), the Deer Flat NWR 14 
should achieve the following purposes: 15 

• Enhance, maintain, and protect refuge habitats (including mudflats, emergent beds, and 16 
open water habitats of Lake Lowell, riparian forests, non-lake wetlands, and shrub-17 
steppe) for the benefit of migratory birds and other wildlife. 18 

• Gather sufficient scientific information to guide responsible adaptive management 19 
decisions. 20 

• Provide visitors with compatible wildlife-dependent and non-wildlife-dependent 21 
recreational opportunities that foster an appreciation and understanding of the NWR’s 22 
fish, wildlife, and plants, and their habitats, and have limited impacts to wildlife. 23 

• Initiate and nurture relationships and develop cooperative opportunities to promote the 24 
importance of the refuge’s wildlife habitat and support refuge stewardship. 25 

Accordingly, FWS has not identified any scenic resources or values associated with the Deer 26 
Flat NWR, and no such resources are included in this Exhibit.  27 

3.3.2 Significant Potential Adverse Impacts 28 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r)(C): A description of significant potential adverse impacts to the 29 
scenic resources identified in (B) including, but not limited to, impacts such as: (i) Loss of 30 
vegetation or alteration of the landscape as a result of construction or operation; and (ii) 31 
Visual impacts of facility structures or plumes.  32 

A visual impact assessment for scenic resources within the analysis area identified in Table R-1 33 
was completed using methodology described in Attachment R-1. The results of the impact 34 
assessment are summarized below and in Table R-2. Detailed analysis records are provided in 35 
Attachment R-3. 36 

The potential visibility of transmission facilities on the landscape, and their potential to result in 37 
impacts to scenic resources and views, depends on a variety of variables that affect a viewer’s 38 
perception of Project features in the landscape (Sullivan et al, 2014). These variables, 39 
collectively known as “visibility factors” include, but are not limited to: 40 

• Physical elements such as topography (landforms) and vegetation; 41 

• Viewer characteristics, such as viewing geometry, duration, and distance; and  42 
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• Project features and setting, such as characteristics of the Project (i.e., form, line color, 1 
and texture; scale dominance) and its backdrop 2 

Figure R-1 illustrates the influence of these visibility limiting factors, specifically that of viewer 3 
characteristics (distance) and project setting (backdrop). As demonstrated in Figure R-1, 4 
perceived visual contrast is expected to attenuate with distance. Likewise, visual contrast will 5 
decrease when Project features are backdropped, as facilities typically blend with the 6 
surrounding landscape. Conversely, greater visibility and contrast of transmission facilities is 7 
expected when facilities are located above the skyline, rather than against a terrain backdrop. 8 
This silhouetting of the facility against the sky is referred to as “skylining”. 9 

In the application of the visual impact assessment, preliminary screening criteria were applied to 10 
filter out those resources where impacts will be of low intensity, and therefore less than 11 
significant, based on visibility factors. Specific visibility factors considered in the screening 12 
included (1) the physical elements of topography and vegetation that could screen views of 13 
Project features, and (2) Viewer characteristics, such as distance. 14 

Impacts to scenic resources that were (1) located outside of the viewshed of Project facilities 15 
(physical visibility limiting factor), and/or (2) were located beyond 5 miles from the Proposed 16 
Route in non-forested areas, were considered to result in low intensity impacts and not 17 
potentially significant. This conclusion was based on the assumption that visual impacts will be 18 
of low magnitude, due to either the screening of views by topography or the perceived 19 
attenuation of visual contrast and scale dominance due to distance beyond 5 miles. As 20 
described in Attachment R-1, low magnitude impacts will result in low resource change and low 21 
viewer response, and would therefore be of low intensity. Scenic resources within forested 22 
areas were considered out to a distance of 10 miles in order to properly consider visibility of the 23 
cleared ROW. These screening criteria and rationale for the thresholds applied to each are 24 
discussed below: 25 

Screening Criteria #1: Impacts to scenic resources located outside of the Project 26 
viewshed would be of low intensity, and less than significant. The Project viewshed is 27 
defined as the portion of the landscape where the Project could theoretically be seen based on 28 
the lack of screening by “viewshed limiting factors” such as topography and vegetation. The 29 
viewshed is developed by modelling potential visibility based on the relationship between the 30 
height of physical features such as topography or vegetation, the height of Project components, 31 
and average eye height of the viewer. The resulting “seen area” or viewshed, represents the 32 
area where one or more Project features could potentially be seen, and is presented as a map 33 
where shaded areas indicate locations theoretically inside of the viewshed (i.e., Project features 34 
are assumed to be visible from that location).  35 

The screening-level viewshed analysis relied on a “Basic Viewshed Model” that assessed 36 
potential visibility based on the relationship between existing topography and Project features. 37 
This model is considered the most conservative, as it does not take into account potential 38 
shielding of Project features by potentially ephemeral features, such as vegetation, or physical 39 
structures (i.e., buildings). 40 

The limitation of this model is that a “positive” signal for visibility will be triggered in an identical 41 
way from the tip of a transmission tower located 5 miles away as it would from a full tower 42 
located 1 mile away. Though actual visibility of these features would be quite different, the 43 
viewshed model (and resulting viewshed map) does not provide a way to differentiate the two. 44 
The result is that potential visibility is over-represented in the viewshed map, as there is no way 45 
to determine what Project feature is triggering a “positive” signal for visibility.  46 
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 1 

Figure R-1. Lattice Structure Potential Visibility Comparison 2 
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Because of the limited interpretation of visibility that can be obtained from a “positive” signal of 1 
visibility (i.e., within the viewshed), basic bare-earth viewshed models are of greatest utility in 2 
determining areas where the Project will not be visible (i.e., outside of the viewshed). 3 
Notwithstanding the need for ground-truthing of the models, the conservative nature of this 4 
model provides a reliable metric to determine locations on the landscape where Project features 5 
will not be visible. 6 

The results of the basic bare-earth viewshed models are presented in Attachment R-6. These 7 
results were used to identify those resources where views of the Project will be shielded by 8 
topography. Resources identified as being outside the modelled viewshed were considered to 9 
have low magnitude impacts, resulting in both low resource change and viewer perception 10 
(Steps 2 and 3 of the impact analysis). As follows, impact intensity was classified as low (Step 4 11 
of the impact analysis), and impacts were considered less than significant (Step 4). Therefore, 12 
scenic resources found to be outside of the basic bare-earth viewshed were not analyzed using 13 
the detailed impact assessment approach. 14 

Screening Criteria #2: Impacts to resources located greater than 5 miles from the Project 15 
in a non-forested setting were assumed to be of low intensity, and less than significant: 16 
Although the “seen area” or viewshed, represents the area where one or more Project features 17 
could potentially be seen, it does not represent an exact measure of the visibility of these 18 
features from scenic resources, or the magnitude of impact that could result. In reality, the ability 19 
of a viewer to discern Project features depends on a variety of visibility factors, including (but 20 
not limited to) the potential visual contrast and scale dominance of the transmission towers or 21 
ROW against the backdrop of the landscape or horizon, existing lighting, the degree of 22 
atmospheric haze or other meteorological conditions, and viewer characteristics such as 23 
position, relative height, and distance (BLM 2013, Sullivan et al, 2014).  24 

Though each of these factors has the potential to limit visibility of Project features, consideration 25 
of one primary visibility limiting factor, distance, is a common and accepted way to predict 26 
potential visibility (Sullivan et al. 2014, Jones and Jones 1979). The degree of perceived visual 27 
contrast and scale dominance of an object is influenced by its distance from the observer. As 28 
viewing distance increases, the Project appears smaller and less dominant. Likewise, as 29 
distance increases, the apparent contrast of color would decrease (BLM 1986). 30 

For the purpose of this analysis, an impact is considered potentially significant only when judged 31 
to be of medium or high magnitude, such that it alters existing scenic quality and/or character 32 
(resource change), and/or is perceived by viewers. Screening criteria #2 considers the impact-33 
reducing influence of distance by establishing a threshold at 5 miles, beyond which impact 34 
intensity is considered low. This threshold was established based on the results of Sullivan et al 35 
(2014), in which the authors conclude that 500-kV lattice tower facilities in non-forested 36 
landscapes would “strongly attract visual attention … and their visual prominence would 37 
interfere noticeably with views of nearby landscape elements” at distances of up to 3 miles. 38 
Beyond that distance, transmission towers would not compete with major landscape elements, 39 
in other words would appear subordinate in the landscape (low impact magnitude per Step 2 of 40 
the impact assessment) (Sullivan et al. 2014).  41 

IPC applied these results by assuming that low intensity impacts will not “strongly attract visual 42 
attention” or “noticeably interfere with views of nearby landscape elements”. IPC extended the 3 43 
mile threshold to 5 miles to account for potential site-specific factors, such as skylining, that may 44 
increase this threshold. As mentioned above, Figure R-3-1 illustrates these concepts by 45 
providing examples of how viewing distance influences the visibility of transmission facilities, 46 
and how visual contrast is affected by the backdrop. Structures located in front of landforms are 47 
likely to blend with the color and textures of that landform resulting in reduced contrast at a 48 
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shorter distance, while structures that are skylined create greater visual contrast against the 1 
horizon at greater distances. 2 

Screening Criteria #3: Impacts to resources located greater than 5 miles from the cleared 3 
ROW in forested areas were considered potentially significant, and were therefore 4 
analyzed in detail: Unlike non-forested areas where visual contrast of the ROW may not be 5 
apparent, potential visual contrast of the cleared ROW is expected to persist for distances 6 
beyond 5 miles due to the potential strong visual contrast and discrete line that may be 7 
introduced by the cleared ROW as it passes through a forested landscape. (Jones and Jones 8 
1976).To address this, the visual impact assessment was completed for scenic resources within 9 
the 5.0 to 10.0-mile area around the Site Boundary in areas where the Proposed Route will be 10 
sited in forested areas. 11 

To determine what resources will have views of the ROW, a top-of-canopy viewshed model was 12 
prepared to better understand the potential visibility of portions of the ROW that cross forested 13 
areas where discrete lines of the cleared ROW may be visible. The Proposed Route was 14 
considered forested between MP 70 to MP 99. The entire Morgan Lake Alternative was 15 
considered forested. No other Alternative Routes were considered forested, and therefore were 16 
not addressed in this analysis. Potential visibility was determined by modelling where the 17 
ground of the cleared ROW could be visible, with potential screening of topography and forest 18 
vegetation incorporated in the model. This model was prepared for portions of the ROW located 19 
in forested areas of the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. Resources determined to have 20 
views of the ROW (within the top-of-canopy viewshed) were analyzed in detail. 21 

In addition to assessing impacts to important scenic resources, as required under the applicable 22 
statutes and rules, the Project Order directs IPC to address scoping comments that ODOE 23 
received from the public. A summary of how IPC addressed scoping comments is provided 24 
below. 25 

1. The visual impact assessment of Project facilities on scenic resources located within the 26 
analysis area are documented in Exhibit R and in Attachment R-3. IPC has not proposed 27 
to install lights on any of the transmission towers. Exterior lighting associated with the 28 
Project will only include limited lighting needed for safety and security purposes at the 29 
stations, and small overhead lighting at the communication stations. 30 

2. The visibility of the stations and communication sites were considered in the visual 31 
impact assessment. Exhibit R provides information regarding visual impacts, including 32 
Project design and siting.  33 

3. Visual impacts in the area of the NHOTIC ACEC were a major consideration of the siting 34 
study for the Project, as is documented in Exhibit B. Exhibit R includes information about 35 
mitigation applied to the Project to reduce visual impacts to the NHOTIC ACEC 36 
(considered an important scenic resource).  37 

4. Because the Project is located more than 20 miles from the John Day River and will not 38 
be visible from the river, potential visual impacts to this resource are not addressed in 39 
Exhibit R.  40 

5. Exhibit R does not specifically address any wilderness areas because there are no 41 
wilderness areas within the analysis area specified for Exhibit R. Roadless areas that 42 
are included within areas identified as important scenic resources are addressed in 43 
Exhibit R. Because no scenic resources were identified in applicable management plans, 44 
site-specific assessments are not provided in Exhibit R. The analysis of numerous 45 
viewpoints located along those scenic byways is presented in the Visual Resources 46 
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Report (Attachment R-1), which provided supporting information for the National 1 
Environmental Policy Act analysis. 2 

Temporary, short-term, and long-term visual impacts from Project components are summarized 3 
below. Note that significant adverse visual impacts are not expected to result from substations, 4 
as no scenic resources are located within 5 miles of these features. Table R-2 summarizes 5 
impact assessment metrics for long-term impacts that will result from Project components 6 
associated with the Proposed Route. For each resource, a Map ID is provided, corresponding to 7 
the label used to identify the location of each resource in Attachment R-2 and Attachments R-8 
6a, 6b, and 6c. Where consideration of impacts from the Project Alternatives are relevant, this 9 
discussion is provided in the narrative below. 10 
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Table R-2. Visual Impact Assessment Results 1 
Sc

en
ic

 R
es

ou
rc

e 
by

 
Ju

ris
di

ct
io

n 
(M

ap
 ID

)1  

D
is

ta
nc

e 
to

 P
ro

po
se

d 
R

ou
te

 

M
ap

 S
he

et
 R

ef
er

en
ce

 
(A

tta
ch

m
en

t R
-2

) 

K
O

P(
s)

2  

Part 1: Baseline 
Characteristics Part 2: Impact Assessment Part 3: Significance Determination 

Sc
en

ic
 Q

ua
lit

y 
/ S

ce
ni

c 
A

ttr
ac

tiv
en

es
s 

C
la

ss
 

La
nd

sc
ap

e 
C

ha
ra

ct
er

3  

O
bs

er
ve

r 
C

ha
ra

ct
er

is
tic

s 
(G

eo
m

et
ry

/E
xp

os
ur

e)
4  

Im
pa

ct
 D

ur
at

io
n5  

M
ag

ni
tu

de
 

R
es

ou
rc

e 
C

ha
ng

e 

Vi
ew

er
 P

er
ce

pt
io

n 

In
te

ns
ity

 R
at

in
g 

C
on

te
xt

6  

C
on

tr
ib

ut
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t t

o 
Im

pa
ct

s7  

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e 

D
et

er
m

in
at

io
n8  

County – Union 
Blue Mountain 
Forest Wayside 
(SR U1) 

Crossed  1 4-5 B Nat 
App T LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 

Significant 

County – Baker 
OR Highway 203 
(SR B1) 3.3 miles 2 5-34; 

5-35 C Nat 
App T  LT Low Low Low Low NA CE Less than 

Significant 
OR Highway 86 
(SR B2)  Crossed 2 5-61; 

5-32 C Nat 
App T  LT Med Med Low Med NP CE Less than 

Significant 
OR Highway 245 
(SR B3) 7 miles 2 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 

Significant8 
Interstate 84, 
Pleasant Valley-
Durkee area  
(SR B4) 

Crossed 2 5-26; 
5-15 B Cult T LT High High Med High NP PE Less than 

Significant 

Interstate 84, 
Huntington to 
Baker/Malheur 
County line  
(SR B5) 

0.2 mile 2 5-34b B Cult T LT High High Med High NP PE Less than 
Significant 
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City of Pendleton 
State of Oregon: Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 

Blue Mountain 
Forest State 
Scenic Corridor 
(SR U1) 

Crossed 1 4-5 B Nat 
App T LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 

Significant 

Federal – BLM, Vale District, Baker Resource Area 
Powder River 
Canyon – Keating 
(VRM B2) 

5.7 miles 2 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 
Significant8 

Burnt River 
Canyon (VRM B3) Crossed 2 5-81 B Nat 

App T LT High Med Low Med NP PE Potentially 
Significant 

Brownlee 
Reservoir West 
(VRM B7) 

2.1 mile 2 5-59 B Nat 
App T; S LT Med Med Low Med NP CE Less than 

Significant 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Blue 
Mountain Parcel 
(SR B6) 

0.9 mile  2 N/A B Nat 
App T; S LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 

Significant 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC – NHOTIC 
Parcel  
(SR B6) 

0.02 mile 2 
5-25c; 
5-25d; 
5-25e 

B Cult T; S LT Med Med Med Med NP CE Less than 
Significant 
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Oregon Trail 
ACEC – White 
Swan Parcel  
(SR B6) 

2.9 miles 2 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 
Significant8 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Straw 
Ranch 2 Parcel 
(SR B6) 

1.1 mile 2 N/A C Nat 
App T LT Low Low Low Low NA CE Less than 

Significant 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Straw 
Ranch 1 Parcel  
(SR B6) 

0.1 mile 2 N/A C Cult T LT Med Med Med Med NP CE Less than 
Significant 

Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Powell 
Creek Parcel  
(SR B6) 

1.2 mile 2 N/A C Cult T LT Med Med Med Med NP CE Less than 
Significant 

Powder River 
Canyon ACEC and 
WSR (SR B7) 

1.4 mile 2 5-34; 
5-35 B Nat 

App T; S LT Med Med Low Med NP CE Less than 
Significant 

Federal – BLM, Vale District, Malheur Resource Area 
Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Birch 
Creek parcel 
(VRM M1) 

0.2  2 8-3 C Hist T; S LT Med Med Med Med NP PE Less than 
Significant 
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Oregon Trail 
ACEC – Tub 
Mountain Parcel 
(VRM M2) 

0.5 mile 2 8-1; 
8-24 C Nat 

App T; S LT Med High Low High NP PE Less than 
Significant 

Sugarloaf Butte  
(VRM M3) 1.6 mile 2 N/A C Nat 

App T; S LT High High Med High NP PE Less than 
Significant 

Five Points Creek 
(WSR1) 2.0 miles  1 N/A A Nat 

App T; S LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 
Significant 

Lower Owyhee 
River 
(VRM M5) 

Crossed  3 8-52 A Nat 
App T; S LT Med Med Low Med P CE Potentially 

Significant 

Succor Creek  
(VRM M8) 3.9 miles  3 N/A C Nat 

App T LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 
Significant 

Federal – BLM, Owyhee Resource Area 
Jump Creek 
Canyon and Jump 
Creek ACEC 
(VRM O1) 

4.9 mile 
(in State 

of Oregon) 
3 12-8 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 

Significant8 

Federal – BLM, Boise District, Cascade Resource Area 
Brownlee 
Reservoir 
Southeast  
(VRM C1) 

0.6 mile 2 N/A B Nat 
App T; S LT Med Med Low Med NP CE Less than 

Significant 

Brownlee 
Reservoir 
Northeast  
(VRM C2) 

6.0 miles 2 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 
Significant8 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-57 

Sc
en

ic
 R

es
ou

rc
e 

by
 

Ju
ris

di
ct

io
n 

(M
ap

 ID
)1  

D
is

ta
nc

e 
to

 P
ro

po
se

d 
R

ou
te

 

M
ap

 S
he

et
 R

ef
er

en
ce

 
(A

tta
ch

m
en

t R
-2

) 

K
O

P(
s)

2  

Part 1: Baseline 
Characteristics Part 2: Impact Assessment Part 3: Significance Determination 

Sc
en

ic
 Q

ua
lit

y 
/ S

ce
ni

c 
A

ttr
ac

tiv
en

es
s 

C
la

ss
 

La
nd

sc
ap

e 
C

ha
ra

ct
er

3  

O
bs

er
ve

r 
C

ha
ra

ct
er

is
tic

s 
(G

eo
m

et
ry

/E
xp

os
ur

e)
4  

Im
pa

ct
 D

ur
at

io
n5  

M
ag

ni
tu

de
 

R
es

ou
rc

e 
C

ha
ng

e 

Vi
ew

er
 P

er
ce

pt
io

n 

In
te

ns
ity

 R
at

in
g 

C
on

te
xt

6  

C
on

tr
ib

ut
io

n 
of

 th
e 

Pr
oj

ec
t t

o 
Im

pa
ct

s7  

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e 

D
et

er
m

in
at

io
n8  

Federal – USFS Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 

VQO 1 0.0 mile 1 N/A B Nat 
App T LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 

Significant 

VQO 2  1 4-4;  
4-24; B Cult T; S LT High Low Low Low NA CE Less than 

Significant 
OR 244 Corridor – 
Red Bridge West  
(VQO 3) 

4.4 miles  1 N/A B Nat 
App T LT Low Low Low Low NA N/A Less than 

Significant 

OR 244 Corridor – 
Red Bridge East 
(VQO 4) 

1.4 miles  1 4-3 B Nat 
App T; S LT Low Low Low Low NA PE Less than 

Significant 

Mt Emily (VQO 6) 5.2 miles  1 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 
Significant8 

OR 237 Corridor 
West (VQO 7) 11.7 miles  2 N/A -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 

Significant8 
OR 203 Corridor – 
Catherine Creek 
(VQO 8) 

8.0 miles  1 5-34; 
5-35 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- Less than 

Significant8 
1 Map ID = The reference label used to indicate location of scenic resources on location and viewshed maps presented in Attachments R-2 and R-6a, R-6b, and R-6c. 
2 KOP = Key Observation Point 
3 Landscape Character Type: Nat App = Naturally Appearing; Cult = Cultural; Hist = Historical 
4 Observer Characteristics: T= Transient; S = Stationary 
5 Duration: LT = Long-term; ST= Short-term 
6 Context: NP = Not Precluded; P = Precluded; NA = Not Analyzed; low intensity impact 
7 Contribution of the Project = Indicates if impacts are caused by the proposed facility (PE: Project Effects), or the combined influence of the Project and other past or 

present actions (CE = Combined Effects) 
8 S = Screened; Impacts are considered Less than Significant based on screening criteria applied to the analysis. 
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3.3.2.1 Union County 1 

Blue Mountain Forest Wayside  2 

The Blue Mountain Forest Wayside is described as an approximately 0.5-mile-wide corridor 3 
located along I-84, west of La Grande (Map ID: U1). The corridor was designated to preserve 4 
the scenic character of this portion of the Grande Ronde River and provide a rest area for 5 
travelers. 6 

The Union County Land Use Plan (1979) identifies the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside 7 
(Wayside). The Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor and Blue Mountain Forest Wayside 8 
are administered by the OPRD. These resources are coextensive, and as such, will be 9 
collectively referred to as the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor for the purposes of this 10 
analysis. 11 

The Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor is located along segments of the Old Emigrant Hill 12 
Scenic Frontage Road in the Blue Mountains. The Blue Mountain Corridor boundary includes 13 
approximately 990 acres within five separate parcels, all of which are within the scenic 14 
resources analysis area. In general, the parcels are relatively long, narrow, linear features. 15 
Visitors typically access the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor via one or more of three I-84 16 
interchanges. 17 

From northwest to southeast, the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor begins in the vicinity of 18 
Deadman’s Pass, as the route climbs Emigrant Hill into the Blue Mountains. The first corridor 19 
parcel spans a stretch of Old Emigrant Hill Road for approximately 0.5 mile near the headwaters 20 
of Mission and Cottonwood creeks. Approximately 2 miles farther east, the second Blue 21 
Mountain Corridor parcel follows I-84 and Old Emigrant Hill Road to the east and south for 22 
about 6.4 miles. This parcel ends just southeast of Emigrant Springs State Heritage Area and 23 
about 2 miles north of the small community of Meacham. 24 

The third Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor parcel begins just south of Meacham and follows 25 
I-84 for 1.4 miles. It then angles south for approximately 3.6 miles along Old Emigrant Hill 26 
Scenic Frontage Road to Kamela, with approximately the last 0.5 mile in Union County.  27 

The fourth Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor segment begins less than 1 mile from the end 28 
of the third parcel, about 0.7 mile southeast of Kamela, following Old Emigrant Hill Scenic 29 
Frontage Road and the Union Pacific Railroad for approximately 2 miles. This Blue Mountain 30 
Corridor parcel is located from 1 to 1.5 miles west of I-84 in Railroad Canyon. 31 

The fifth parcel of the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor begins near Motanic and extends to 32 
the southeast and east for nearly 3 miles. The eastern end of this parcel is just on the east side 33 
of I-84 near Exit 248, about 11 miles northwest of La Grande. This parcel is also located within 34 
Railroad Canyon and follows the course of Dry Creek, Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road, 35 
and the Union Pacific Railroad. Most of this Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor parcel is 36 
roughly parallel to I-84 and is located about 0.5 mile to 1 mile southwest of the highway. 37 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Union County Land Use Plan (1979) identifies the 38 
Blue Mountain Forest Wayside (Wayside) within Union County as an important scenic resource 39 
that is within the analysis area. The Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor and Blue 40 
Mountain Forest Wayside are administered by the OPRD. These resources are not mutually 41 
exclusive, and as such, will be collectively referred to as the Blue Mountain State Scenic 42 
Corridor. This impact assessment for these scenic resources is presented below under 43 
Section 3.4.2.4. 44 
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Union County (1984) supplemented its land use plan to provide additional information about 1 
Goal 5 resources. Section IX of this document addresses Outstanding Scenic Views and Sites 2 
(p. 44), indicating that the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside is given special consideration by the 3 
Oregon Department of Transportation and that no conflicting uses are anticipated. Union County 4 
planning staff indicated there are no planned updates or amendments to the comprehensive 5 
plan at this time (Jenkins 2012).  6 

Though no planning document has been prepared for this resource, the OPRD describes it as 7 
property providing the public with an opportunity to experience one of the few examples of 8 
mature evergreen forests along I-84.3 9 

Existing Conditions. The Blue Mountain Corridor is located in the Maritime-Influenced Zone of 10 
the Blue Mountains Ecoregion. Existing topography is primarily rolling, punctuated by the 11 
straight to curvilinear lines created by steep drainages. Existing vegetation is dominated by 12 
ponderosa pine, western larch, lodgepole pine, and grand fir, and appears nearly contiguous 13 
along the edges of the Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. 14 

The Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road is characterized as a narrow, two-lane road that 15 
winds naturally along the upper portion of a steep valley wall. The roadway runs adjacent to a 16 
heavy-rail line to the south. Views to the southwest across the valley are primarily blocked by 17 
dense vegetation along the perimeter. Intermittent views across the valley are characterized by 18 
a mosaic of open meadows, irregularly shaped forest patches, and a network of forest roads. 19 
Views to the north/northwest of the Frontage Road are dominated by the steep slope of the 20 
valley wall. This steep viewing angle precludes views to the ridgeline along the majority of the 21 
corridor. One notable exception is located at the northern extent of parcel 4, where eastbound 22 
travelers experience temporary views of rock outcroppings along the ridgeline that extend briefly 23 
to the foreground-middleground distance zone. The eastern-most terminus of the scenic corridor 24 
crosses I-84. Primary viewer groups include roadway travelers along Old Emigrant Hill Scenic 25 
Frontage Road. 26 

The landscape character of the Blue Mountain Corridor is largely natural appearing. Scenic 27 
attractiveness classifies as Class B (typical). Scenic Integrity was ranked as high.  28 

Project Location. The Project will cross the fifth parcel of the scenic corridor between Project 29 
MP 94.6 and 94.8 near KOP 4-5 (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-1). A photograph of the crossing 30 
location and simulation is provided in Attachment R-4. Two towers will be sited outside the 31 
scenic corridor and support the line span across the resource. No towers will be placed within 32 
the scenic corridor.  33 

The Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 3.7 miles southeast of the Blue Mountain 34 
Corridor. Project components associated with this alternative route will not be visible from the 35 
Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor due to screening by forest. Therefore, potential 36 
visual impacts to the Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Forest from the Morgan Lake 37 
Alternative are not discussed further in this Exhibit.  38 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 39 
the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles from this site, and are 40 
therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because these Alternative 41 
Routes are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts resulting from a 42 
cleared ROW. The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 43 

                                                            
3 See http://oregonstateparks.org/index.cfm?do=parkPage.dsp_parkPage&parkId=172. 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-60 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 1 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation required; however, in forested sites such as this, IPC will 2 
manage vegetation within the ROW to maintain a maximum height of 20 feet in the area under 3 
the conductors (the wire zone) and 34 feet in the adjacent area (the border zone). This 4 
treatment will result in a somewhat U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW that will soften 5 
the transition from cleared ROW to standing forest.  6 

Visual Impact Assessment.  7 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary impacts will result from construction related 8 
actions, including clearing of ROW and pulling and tensioning sites. Visual impacts will include 9 
an increase of construction-related vehicles and personnel. Such impacts will result in 10 
temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Because vegetation clearing within the ROW 11 
and pulling and tensioning sites will occur within forested areas, restoration will take more than 12 
10 years. Consequently, impacts resulting from vegetation clearing are discussed under long-13 
term impacts. 14 

Long-Term Impacts 15 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission towers and clearing 16 
of forest vegetation required in the ROW and pulling and tensioning sites, and therefore 17 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 18 

• Magnitude of Impact: The ROW, transmission towers, access roads and pulling and 19 
tensioning sites will be situated on the crest of the ridgeline to the north of the fifth parcel 20 
of the scenic corridor, outside of the scenic corridor boundary. Old Emigrant Hill Scenic 21 
Frontage Road will be used as an access road; however, no substantial improvements 22 
to this roadway will occur. Other access roads, including existing roads requiring 23 
improvement and new bladed roads, will be located on the northwest side of the 24 
Proposed Route. Pulling and tensioning sites will be located adjacent to the scenic 25 
corridor. 26 

Due to the screening of forest vegetation, visibility of the towers from the Old Emigrant 27 
Hill Scenic Frontage Road near the northern and southern ends of parcel 4 will be 28 
limited to the tops of some towers. Views would be experienced at a distance of 29 
approximately 0.2 mile. The perimeter of the roadway within all five parcels will remain 30 
forested, which coupled with steep viewing angles from many locations along the 31 
roadway, will limit the portion of the towers visible. Visual contrast will be weak and the 32 
towers will appear subordinate where visible, since they will be partially screened. 33 
Impact magnitude will be low. Cleared areas associated with the ROW and pulling and 34 
tensioning sites will be screened. A simulation of the ROW where it crosses the Old 35 
Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road is provided in Attachment R-4, Figure R-4-1b. 36 

• Viewer Perception: The steep angle of observation will preclude views of Project 37 
features from Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. The perimeter of the roadway will 38 
remain forested, thereby screening structures from view by roadway travelers. Roadway 39 
travelers approaching where the Project crosses the Frontage Road will experience 40 
views of the conductors spanning the road in the foreground. Viewer exposure will be 41 
brief and experienced both head-on and peripherally for all parcels. Therefore, viewer 42 
perception will be low. 43 

• Resource Change: The cleared ROW will not be visible from roadway viewing platforms 44 
within any of the scenic corridor parcels due to steep viewing angles and tall, mature 45 
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vegetation bordering the roadway. Visual contrast of the conductors will be weak. The 1 
Landscape Character will remain primarily natural appearing. Scenic Attractiveness will 2 
remain Class B (Typical). Scenic Integrity will remain high. Valued landscape character 3 
appears unaltered. Deviations may be present, but they mimic the landscape character 4 
so completely that they are not evident. Therefore, resource change will be low. 5 

Significance Determination 6 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 7 
perception. 8 

• Context: To date, no policies or ordinance provisions have been established by OPRD. 9 
Because no management direction has been established for this scenic resource, IPC 10 
has found the Project will not preclude the resource from providing the scenic value for 11 
which it is recognized. Low intensity impacts are consistent with this planning goal. 12 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Low intensity 13 
impacts disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not 14 
the result of other past or present actions. 15 

• Conclusion: Impacts to the Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor and Blue 16 
Mountain Forest Wayside will be of low intensity and less than significant.  17 

3.3.2.2 Baker County 18 

The Baker County Comprehensive Land Use Plan identifies segments of I-84, U.S. Highway 26, 19 
and OR 245, OR 203, and OR 86 within the analysis area as important scenic resources and 20 
values. Expected Project effects to these scenic resources are summarized below. 21 

Oregon State Highway 203  22 

The segment of OR 203 recognized for scenic value extends for about 8 miles, from MP 22.9 (at 23 
the Baker/Union County line) to MP 31.09 (at Salt Creek, east of the junction with Sunnyslope 24 
Lane) (Map ID: SR B1). This segment of OR 203 generally travels in a southwest-northeast 25 
direction and is entirely within the analysis area. The Proposed Route does not cross OR 203 26 
and is located over 3 miles from the southern end of the scenic segment.  27 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. OR 203 is managed per the Baker County 28 
Comprehensive Plan (1993) as a scenic view or site and as a 2A resource pursuant to OAR 29 
660-10-0004. Pursuant to OAR 660-016-0005(2), if a county concludes that there are no 30 
conflicting uses for an identified resource site, resulting in a “2A” designation of the resource, 31 
the county “must adopt policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ensure 32 
preservation of the resource.” To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been 33 
established by Baker County with regard to the scenic segment of OR 203. Therefore, although 34 
recognized by Baker County as a scenic resource, no specific management direction has been 35 
established for the resource.  36 

Baker County has developed a generic policy applicable to preservation of all scenic resources, 37 
which is to “promote land uses designed to conserve the natural splendor of the region” (see 38 
Baker County Comprehensive Plan (1993)). 39 

                                                            
4 It appears that the reference to OAR 660-010-000 is in error and should instead be a reference to OAR 660-016-
0000. 
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Existing Conditions. Surrounding terrain ranges from flat to moderately tall rolling hills in the 1 
foreground, middleground, and background. Dominant lines include flat, horizontal lines along 2 
the horizon and curved, undulating lines from the rolling hills. Vegetation is mostly low-lying 3 
shrubs and grasses that have no discernible line or shape. Vegetation becomes more evenly 4 
distributed in the middleground and foreground. Color complexity is limited to golden grasses 5 
and greens, blues, and grays of the sagebrush. The dominant textures from the vegetation are 6 
fine from grasses and coarse from the sagebrush in the foreground. Vegetation texture 7 
becomes smooth and fine in the middleground and foreground.  8 

The Powder River is visible briefly where the highway crosses the river near KOP 5-35. Here, a 9 
linear band of riparian trees is apparent, primarily in the left side view south of the highway 10 
bridge. The strong, angular lines of the structures located near the river are apparent, but do not 11 
dominate the landscape. The landscape appears large-scale and expansive. Cultural 12 
modifications include a paved-surface road, native-surface two-track roads, several fence lines, 13 
transmission poles and conductors, and a few structures. Despite these human modifications, 14 
overall the landscape surrounding OR 203 has a natural-appearing character. Scenic quality of 15 
the existing landscape of the OR 203 is considered low (class C). 16 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups are primarily motorists traveling along OR 17 
203 traveling approximately 45 mile per hour. Viewers are characterized as transient, with 18 
exposure to the surrounding landscape experienced in motion. 19 

Project Location. The Proposed Route, including towers, access roads, and temporary work 20 
areas, will be located 3.3 miles southeast of OR 203 at its closest point (Attachment R-3, Figure 21 
R-3-2).  22 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered at this site. 23 

Visual Impact Assessment. 24 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 25 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are each located greater than 26 
5 miles from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. This site is 27 
also located >10 miles from the Morgan Lake Alternative, considered forested and therefore 28 
subject to a 10 mile radius analysis area. Because the other Alternative Routes are not forested, 29 
they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. The analysis 30 
presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 31 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: 32 

Temporary impacts will be associated with construction related actions, including clearing of 33 
ROW and pulling and tensioning sites, and will include increase of construction-related vehicles 34 
and personnel. Such impact will result in temporary, localized medium intensity impacts.  35 

Long-Term Impacts 36 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 37 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 38 

• Magnitude of Impact: The weighted bare-earth viewshed indicates the potential visibility 39 
of transmission towers will be limited from all portions of the OR 203 resource, as the 40 
number towers visible at any time from the majority of the resource is low (Attachment 41 
R-6b). Rolling terrain in the foreground will screen views of the towers; however, the tops 42 
of a few towers could be visible against the skyline in the middleground, appearing as 43 
dark lines against the light sky. Viewshed-related impacts to OR 203 will be of low 44 
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magnitude, resulting from the overall low visibility and distance of the transmission 1 
towers from the scenic segment. The towers will introduce weak visual contrast and will 2 
be absorbed by the large scale of the landscape such that they will appear subordinate. 3 
Because access roads are located over 3 miles from this resource, they are not 4 
expected to be discernable due to low visual contrast.  5 

• Viewer Perception: Views of motorists will be directed toward the Project when traveling 6 
southwest but will be facing the opposite direction when traveling northeast. Viewer 7 
duration will be episodic, and viewer perception will be low.  8 

• Resource Change: Because of the low visual contrast of the transmission towers as 9 
viewed from OR 203, the adjacent scenery will not be noticeably altered. The landscape 10 
character and quality will be maintained and resource change will be low.  11 

Significance Determination. 12 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 13 
perception.  14 

• Context: To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been established by 15 
Baker County with regard to the scenic segment of OR 203. Therefore, although 16 
recognized by Baker County as a scenic resource, no specific management direction 17 
has been established for the resource.  18 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Though the 19 
landscape character and quality of the resource will be maintained. Low intensity 20 
impacts disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not 21 
the result of other past or present actions. 22 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to OR 203 will be less than significant. 23 

Oregon Highway 86 24 

OR 86 (Map ID: SR B2) is a designated scenic corridor representing scenic views and sites 25 
considered indigenous to Baker County (Baker County Comprehensive Plan 2000). The 26 
designated scenic segment of OR 86 extends for approximately 36 miles from MP 4.81 (near 27 
Sunnyslope Lane) to MP 40.64 (Eagle Creek). The location of this resource is shown in 28 
Attachment R-2, indicated by a map ID of SR B2. A site-specific map is provided in Attachment 29 
R-3, Figure R-3-3. OR 86 is used as a primary travel corridor between Baker City and the towns 30 
of Richland and Keating. This road is also used by people touring on the scenic byway. This 31 
stretch of the highway experiences average daily traffic volume of approximately 930 vehicles 32 
(ODOT 2012). 33 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The county, in its application of the Goal 5 34 
Administrative Rule, identifies these as 2A resources pursuant to OAR 660-10-000. The 35 
designated scenic segment of OR 86 extends for approximately 36 miles from MP 4.81 (near 36 
Sunnyslope Lane) to MP 40.64 (Eagle Creek).  37 

Pursuant to OAR 660-016-0005(2), if a county concludes that there are no conflicting uses for 38 
an identified resource site, resulting in a “2A” designation of the resource, the county “must 39 
adopt policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ensure preservation of the 40 
resource.” To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been established by Baker 41 
County with regard to the scenic segment of OR 86. Therefore, although recognized by Baker 42 
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County as a scenic resource, no specific management direction has been established for the 1 
resource.  2 

Baker County has developed a generic policy applicable to preservation of all scenic resources, 3 
which is to “promote land uses designed to conserve the natural splendor of the region” (see 4 
Baker County Comprehensive Plan (1993)). 5 

Existing Conditions. OR 86 traverses through high desert, with flat to rolling terrain 6 
characterized by curved, undulating topography. When traveling eastbound on OR 86, the 7 
incline of the roadway as it leaves Baker Valley similarly acts as a “gateway,” providing roadway 8 
travelers the experience of leaving the more developed landscape as they travel toward the 9 
more naturally appearing landscape. When traveling westbound, viewer experience is similar in 10 
that roadway travelers descend from the high desert into the more developed areas of Baker 11 
Valley at the western most terminus of OR 86.The Blue Mountains to the west and Wallowa 12 
Mountains to the east provide distance enclosure to this view. Overall, the landscape 13 
surrounding OR 86 is natural appearing, as landscape development is limited along the scenic 14 
stretch of highway for the majority of its length. An existing 240-kV transmission line is visible to 15 
the north. Scenic quality of the OR 86 scenic corridor is considered low (Class C). 16 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups include roadway travelers commuting 17 
between Baker City and the towns of Richland and Keating or touring on the scenic byway. 18 
Viewers are characterized as transient, with exposure to the surrounding landscape 19 
experienced in motion. 20 

Project Location. The Proposed Route crosses OR 86 less than 1 mile east of the western end 21 
of the scenic segment, between highway MP 5 and 6, near the western terminus at the entrance 22 
to the Baker Valley (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-3). 23 

OR 86 is located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW for the Morgan 24 
Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from this Project feature are not discussed any further in 25 
this document. West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road 26 
Alternative 2, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles from this 27 
site, and are therefore also not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 28 
these Alternative Routes are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts 29 
resulting from a cleared ROW. The analysis below pertains to the Proposed Route. 30 

Mitigation Considered. In evaluating various alternatives for Project siting, IPC concluded that 31 
potentially significant visual impacts from facility structures in the vicinity of the NHOTIC could 32 
result. To address potential impacts, IPC analyzed three design options aimed at reducing 33 
adverse impact to less than significant: (1) applying a natina finish to the lattice structure; (2) 34 
using an H-frame structure with galvanized finish; or (3) using an H-frame structure with a natina 35 
finish. IPC incorporated Option 3 into its revised Project design as planning for the final 36 
indicative design for the Project progressed. This design consideration is relevant to OR 86 as 37 
the transmission structures considered are those that are visible from OR 86. 38 

The final indicative design moved the Proposed Route to the east, outside of the active 39 
agricultural areas based on comments from the local government. To mitigate for potential 40 
visual impacts from this route to the NHOTIC ACEC, VRM II area, and NHOTIC recreation area, 41 
IPC proposes using low stature (100-129 feet) H-Frame structures. Because these transmission 42 
structures are visible from OR 86, this mitigation is considered in the impact assessment for 43 
OR 86. 44 

OR 86 is located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of both the 45 
Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from this Project 46 
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feature are not discussed any further in this document. West of Bombing Range Road 1 
Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and the Double Mountain Alternative 2 
are located greater than 5 miles from this site, and are therefore also not considered in this 3 
visual impact analysis. Likewise, because these Alternative Routes are not forested, they are 4 
not analyzed for potential visual impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 5 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 6 

Visual Impact Assessment.  7 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Construction-related actions will be visible to the north, 8 
including pulling and tensioning sites and construction of new primitive roads and a small (<0.05 9 
mile) segment of new, bladed road. A new bladed road and pulling and tensioning site will be 10 
located to the south. Construction-related actions will be of high magnitude, resulting from the 11 
strong visual contrast in line and texture of these features and close proximity in which they are 12 
viewed. Viewers on OR 86 will experience construction-related impacts episodically as they 13 
pass through this localized impact area. Impacts will be temporary to short-term, lasting for the 14 
duration of construction and rehabilitation of the site (approximately 7 years for grassland and 15 
agriculture). Because short-term impacts are not considered significant, construction-related 16 
actions are not considered further in this analysis. 17 

Long-term Impacts: 18 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission towers, and 19 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 20 

• Magnitude: The proposed 500-kV towers will appear large in scale and co-dominant 21 
within the landscape, including existing 230-kV H-frame transmission structures when 22 
viewed at close distances, thereby introducing moderate visual contrast. Impact 23 
magnitude will be medium. 24 

• Viewer Perception: This medium magnitude impact will be visible for approximately 1 25 
mile when traveling in either direction on the highway. Views of the Project will be 26 
experienced from a neutral or elevated vantage point and are episodic (experienced for 27 
less than 1 minute while traveling a speed of 45 miles per hour), thereby resulting in low 28 
viewer perception.  29 

• Resource Change: Medium magnitude impacts will be manifest at the western terminus 30 
of the scenic segment, thereby aligning with the transition, or “gateway,” rather than 31 
fragmenting or bisecting the resource at its center. The Project will appear dominant and 32 
will lower the scenic quality component score for cultural modification. The Project will 33 
extend the cultural character of the landscape for 0.75 mile when heading eastbound. 34 
When heading westbound, travelers descending into Baker Valley will already be 35 
experiencing the more cultural/agricultural landscape character of the Baker Valley, 36 
therefore no change in the overall existing character is expected. Overall scenic quality 37 
will remain low (Class C), and the resource change will be medium 38 

Significance Determination. 39 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be medium due to low viewer perception and 40 
medium resource change. 41 

• Context: To date, no policies or ordinance provisions have been established by Baker 42 
County. Because no management direction has been established for this scenic 43 
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resource, IPC has found the Project will not preclude the resource from providing the 1 
scenic value for which it is recognized. Additionally, because the impact will be localized 2 
rather than regional in scale, the Project will be consistent with conservation of “the 3 
natural splendor of the region” (see Baker County Comprehensive Plan (1993)). Medium 4 
intensity impacts are consistent with this planning goal. 5 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Medium 6 
intensity impacts disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and 7 
are not the result of other past or present actions. 8 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to OR 86 will be of medium intensity and less than 9 
significant. 10 

Oregon Highway 245 11 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. OR 245 (map ID: SR B3) is a designated scenic 12 
corridor representing scenic views and sites considered indigenous to Baker County (Baker 13 
County Comprehensive Plan 2000). The county, in its application of the Goal 5 Administrative 14 
Rule, identifies this resource as a 2A resource pursuant to OAR 660-10-000. The designated 15 
scenic segment of OR 245 that is applicable to the Project extends for approximately 37 miles, 16 
from the junction with OR 245 to the junction with U.S. Highway 26 near Unity. Approximately 4 17 
miles of this segment are within the analysis area.  18 

Pursuant to OAR 660-016-0005(2), if a county concludes that there are no conflicting uses for 19 
an identified resource site, resulting in a “2A” designation of the resource, the county “must 20 
adopt policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ensure preservation of the 21 
resource.” To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been established by Baker 22 
County with regard to the scenic segment of OR 245. Therefore, although recognized by Baker 23 
County as a scenic resource, no specific management direction has been established for the 24 
resource. Baker County has developed a generic policy applicable to preservation of all scenic 25 
resources, which is to “promote land uses designed to conserve the natural splendor of the 26 
region” (see Baker County Comprehensive Plan (1993)). 27 

Screening: The basic and weighted bare-earth viewshed analysis indicates views of the Project 28 
will be blocked by existing topography (Attachment R-6a, Attachment R-6b). This conclusion 29 
applies to the Proposed Route, Boardman Bombing Range Alternatives 1 and 2, the Morgan 30 
Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative. 31 

Conclusion: Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility, as indicated by 32 
the viewshed models, and the distance of the resource from the Proposed Rote (approximately 33 
7 miles), IPC concludes that impacts to OR 245 will be less than significant. Based on these 34 
screening criteria, potential impacts to OR 245 are not discussed further in this Exhibit.  35 

Interstate 84, Pleasant Valley-Durkee Area (GIS ID No. SR B4) 36 

Interstate-84 between Pleasant Valley and Durkee is identified by Baker County as a scenic 37 
corridor extending for a distance of approximately 12 miles from MP 317.39 (at the Pleasant 38 
Valley Interchange) to MP 329.24 (1.8 mile southeast of the Durkee Interchange) (Map ID: SR 39 
B4).  40 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation.  I-84 between Pleasant Valley and Durkee is a 41 
designated scenic corridor representing scenic views and sites considered indigenous to Baker 42 
County (Baker County Comprehensive Plan 2000). The county, in its application of the Goal 5 43 
Administrative Rule, identifies these as 2A resources pursuant to OAR 660-10-000. The 44 
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designated scenic segment of I-84 extends for approximately MP 317.39 (at the Pleasant Valley 1 
Interchange) to MP 329.24 (1.8 mile southeast of the Durkee Interchange), a distance of about 2 
12 miles. 3 

Pursuant to OAR 660-016-0005(2), if a county concludes that there are no conflicting uses for 4 
an identified resource site, resulting in a “2A” designation of the resource, the county “must 5 
adopt policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ensure preservation of the 6 
resource.” To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been established by Baker 7 
County with regard to the scenic segment of I-84 between Pleasant Valley and 8 
Durkee. Therefore, although recognized by Baker County as a scenic resource, no specific 9 
management direction has been established for the resource. Baker County has developed a 10 
generic policy applicable to preservation of all scenic resources, which is to “promote land uses 11 
designed to conserve the natural splendor of the region” (see Baker County Comprehensive 12 
Plan (1993)). 13 

Existing Conditions. Throughout this highway segment, landforms generally form narrow 14 
valleys with steep sidewalls transitioning to rolling terrain. Generally, surrounding topography 15 
creates some enclosure, limiting expansive views of the surrounding landscape. Old Highway 16 
30 parallels I-84 for most of the segment; the two roadways are never separated by more than 17 
approximately 0.5 mile. An active railroad line is similarly close for more than 10 miles of the 18 
highway segment; existing 69-kV and 138-kV transmission lines are typically within 0.5 mile and 19 
are a nearly continuous visual presence. Other developed land uses are noticeable in the 20 
Durkee area and at several scattered locations along I-84. The landscape character is 21 
considered cultural, as existing development and the adjacent steep to rolling terrain are both 22 
memorable aspects of the landscape. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for the I-84 23 
Pleasant Valley-Durkee corridor is considered medium (Class B). 24 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups include roadway travelers commuting 25 
between towns located along I-84, and those engaged in interstate travel. Viewers are 26 
characterized as transient, with exposure to the surrounding landscape experienced in motion. 27 

Project Location. The Proposed Route roughly parallels the scenic segment of I-84 at a 28 
distance of approximately 1 mile (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-4). The Proposed Route will run 29 
north of I-84 from Project mile 191.9 to 165.0, where acute viewing angles associated with the 30 
steep topography immediately adjacent to I-84 to the northeast will inhibit direct views of the 31 
towers. The Proposed Route crosses I-84 at Project mile 166.0, where it veers south of I-84. 32 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 33 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 34 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Additionally, I-84, 35 
Pleasant Valley to Durkee, is located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 36 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from this 37 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. Because West of Bombing 38 
Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and the Double 39 
Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts 40 
resulting from a cleared ROW. 41 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 42 

Visual Impact Assessment.  43 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: A multi-use area will be located approximately 0.2 mile 44 
southwest of the I-84 overpass at Old Highway 30 and could be temporarily visible from I-84. 45 
Visual impacts resulting from this feature will be of medium magnitude and temporary, lasting 46 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-68 

for the duration of project construction. Temporary impacts associated with construction related 1 
actions, including clearing of ROW and pulling and tensioning sites will include increase of 2 
construction-related vehicles and personnel. Such impact will result in temporary, localized 3 
medium intensity impacts. Short-term impact low intensity impacts may result from clearing of 4 
the ROW through grassland areas. Impacts from ROW clearing will persist until grassland areas 5 
are restored (estimated at approximately 7 years following construction). 6 

Long-term Impacts: 7 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission towers, and 8 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project.  9 

• Magnitude of Impact: Transmission towers associated with the Project will introduce high 10 
magnitude impacts for approximately 1 mile of the 12-mile scenic corridor from 11 
approximately Project mile 160 to 161. Outside of this segment, visual contrast will be 12 
weak, and impact magnitude will be low. Within the 1-mile segment near the crossing of 13 
I-84, the landscape character will appear more urban, and inconsistent with the 14 
remainder of the scenic highway segment due to the dominant appearance of the 15 
transmission towers. Outside of this 1-mile segment of I-84, visual contrast will primarily 16 
be low due to screening from surrounding topography and the steep viewing angle and 17 
peripheral view of the towers experienced by roadway travelers.  18 

In addition to the towers several segments of new, graded access road will be located 19 
between the Proposed Route and I-84 within this segment of scenic highway. While 20 
visible, these roads will appear consistent with existing roads in the area and 21 
subordinate to the large 500-kV transmission towers situated within the Proposed Route.  22 

• Viewer Perception: The Proposed Route will run north of I-84 from Project mile 157 to 23 
160, where acute viewing angles associated with the steep topography immediately 24 
adjacent to I-84 to the northeast will inhibit direct views of the towers. The Proposed 25 
Route crosses I-84 at Project mile 160.5, where it veers south of I-84. The transmission 26 
towers will be visible for approximately 1 mile near the Old Highway 30 overpass 27 
(Attachment R-6a). The structures will appear dominant in the landscape and introduce 28 
strong visual contrast. The structures will be viewed head-on by I-84 travelers traveling 29 
in either direction. The large, geometrical form and smooth texture of the towers will 30 
contrast against the steep valley walls and rolling terrain. Traveling south/southeast on I-31 
84 past the overpass, the proposed 500-kV towers will be partially or fully screened by 32 
topography. Overall viewer perception will be medium. 33 

• Resource Change: An overall, localized change in scenic quality will result from the 34 
increase in cultural modification to the landscape from the Proposed Route. Under 35 
operational conditions, the large 500-kV towers will appear discordant with the existing 36 
landscape and promote strong disharmony where the Proposed Route crosses the 37 
scenic highway. Consequently, the scenic quality score will be reduced by two points for 38 
Cultural Modification, and the scenic quality class will be changed from Class B to C in 39 
this localized area. Resource change will be high. 40 

Significance Determination.  41 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be high resulting from high resource change and 42 
medium viewer perception. 43 

• Context: Because no management direction has been established for this scenic 44 
resource, IPC has found the Project will not preclude the resource from providing the 45 
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scenic value for which it is recognized. Because Project impacts are localized for a 1-1 
mile stretch of the 12-mile corridor and the Project will not result in impacts to scenic 2 
resources at a regional scale, the Project is consistent with Baker County’s policy to 3 
“conserve the natural splendor of the region.” 4 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 5 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 6 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions. As described above, due to 7 
past actions including construction of the interstate, transmission lines, and rural 8 
developments, the pre-Project landscape character is cultural. Although the Project will 9 
lower the scenic quality, it will not alter the character of the landscape from that currently 10 
influenced by past or present actions. 11 

• Conclusion: Impacts to I-84 between Pleasant Valley and Durkee are considered less 12 
than significant.  13 

Interstate 84, Huntington to Baker/Malheur County Line 14 

I-84 between Huntington and the Baker/Malheur County Line is identified by Baker County as a 15 
scenic highway extends from MP 345.78 (at the Huntington Interchange) to MP 352.0 (at the 16 
Baker/Malheur County line), a distance of about 6 miles (Map ID: SR B5).  17 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Baker County Comprehensive Plan (Baker County 18 
2000) designates a scenic segment between Huntington and the Baker/Malheur County Line on 19 
I-84. This segment is recognized for providing “scenic views and sites considered indigenous to 20 
Baker County” (Baker County 2000). The county, in its application of the Goal 5 Administrative 21 
Rule, identifies these as 2A resources pursuant to OAR 660-10-000.  22 

Pursuant to OAR 660-016-0005(2), if a county concludes that there are no conflicting uses for 23 
an identified resource site, resulting in a “2A” designation of the resource, the county “must 24 
adopt policies and ordinance provisions, as appropriate, which ensure preservation of the 25 
resource.” To date, no specific policies or ordinance provisions have been established by Baker 26 
County with regard to the scenic segment of I-84 between Huntington and the Baker/Malheur 27 
County Line. Therefore, although recognized by Baker County as a scenic resource, no specific 28 
management direction has been established for the resource. Baker County has developed a 29 
generic policy applicable to preservation of all scenic resources, which is to “promote land uses 30 
designed to conserve the natural splendor of the region” (see Baker County Comprehensive 31 
Plan (1993)). 32 

Existing Conditions. Throughout this highway segment, landforms generally form narrow 33 
valleys with steep sidewalls transitioning to rolling terrain. Generally, surrounding topography 34 
creates some enclosure, limiting expansive views of the surrounding landscape. An existing 35 
138-kV transmission line crosses the scenic segment of I-84 approximately 1 mile north of 36 
where Durbin Creek Road crosses over I-84. An existing 69-kV transmission line is also present 37 
to the east in this area, such that both existing transmission lines are visible from the scenic 38 
segment of I-84 for approximately 1 mile. Scattered rural developments are also present 39 
throughout the landscape. Overall, the landscape character experienced from this segment of I-40 
84 is cultural. Using the BLM’s visual resource inventory methods per manual H-8410-1 (BLM 41 
1986), the scenic quality of the existing landscape for the I-84 Huntington to Baker/Malheur 42 
County Line corridor is considered medium (Class B). 43 
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Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are primarily interstate travelers driving at high 1 
speeds such that views are primarily focused in the direction of travel with limited views of the 2 
periphery. Passengers may be afforded an opportunity to experience views of landscape. 3 

Project Location. The Proposed Route runs adjacent to the southwest of this entire scenic 4 
segment of I-84, at distances of approximately 0.2 to 0.5 mile (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-5). 5 
The bare-earth viewshed analysis indicates that the proposed transmission towers and 6 
conductors will potentially be visible from all locations along this segment of I-84 (Attachment R-7 
6). Project facilities will generally be seen against a backdrop of low ridges west of the freeway.  8 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 9 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 10 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Additionally, 11 
Interstate 84, Huntington and the Baker/Malheur County Line, is located outside of the 10 mile 12 
viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake 13 
Alternative, and therefore impacts from this Project feature are not discussed any further in this 14 
document. Because West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road 15 
Alternative 2, and the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for 16 
potential visual impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 17 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 18 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered for this resource. 19 

Visual Impact Assessment.  20 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: A multi-use area will be located 0.75 mile west of I-84 near 21 
Huntington; this facility will be located in a depression and will likely be screened from view by 22 
surrounding higher elevation areas, including I-84. Temporary impacts associated with 23 
construction related actions, including clearing of ROW and pulling and tensioning sites will 24 
include increase of construction-related vehicles and personnel. Such impact will result in 25 
temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Short-term impact low intensity impacts may 26 
result from clearing of the ROW through grassland areas. Impacts from ROW clearing will 27 
persist until grassland areas are restored (estimated at approximately 7 years following 28 
construction). 29 

Long-Term Impacts: 30 

• Duration: Long-term impacts will result from the construction and operation of the 31 
transmission towers along the Proposed Route, and new, bladed access roads located 32 
to the east, between I-84 and the Proposed Route. 33 

• Magnitude of Impact: The transmission towers within the Proposed Route will introduce 34 
a high level of contrast due to their proximity and size, such that they will appear 35 
dominant in the landscape. The large, geometrical form and smooth texture of the 36 
towers will contrast against the steep valley walls and rolling terrain. The light, reflective 37 
color will also contrast against the browns, greens, tans, and grey of the vegetated 38 
hillsides and rock crops. Transmission towers will introduce a high magnitude impact. 39 

Access roads will be located as close as 0.1 mile from I-84 and will appear as light-40 
colored lines apparent across the landscape. While visible, these roads will appear 41 
subordinate to the large 500-kV transmission towers situated within the Proposed Route. 42 
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• Viewer Perception: The transmission line and towers will be visible to highway travelers 1 
in the direction of view as well as in the periphery, will be continuous, and will be viewed 2 
from an inferior vantage point. Therefore, viewer perception will be medium. 3 

• Resource Change: The Proposed Route will affect the adjacent scenery of the scenic 4 
corridor such that there will be an overall change in scenic quality of the scenic highway. 5 
Under operational conditions, the large 500-kV towers will appear discordant with the 6 
existing landscape and will promote strong disharmony as the Project parallels the 7 
scenic highway. Consequently, the scenic quality score will be reduced by two points for 8 
Adjacent Scenery, and by three points for Cultural Modification. Consequently, the 9 
scenic quality class will be changed from Class B to C. The landscape character will be 10 
perceived as urban due to the dominant expression of transmission infrastructure. 11 
Resource change will be high.  12 

Significance Determination. 13 

• Impact Intensity: Overall impact intensity will be high based on medium viewer 14 
perception and high resource change. 15 

• Context: Because no management direction has been established for this scenic 16 
resource, IPC has found the Project will not preclude the resource from providing the 17 
scenic value for which it is recognized. The Project will not result in impacts to scenic 18 
resources at a regional scale, and is consistent with Baker County’s policy to “conserve 19 
the natural splendor of the region.” 20 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 21 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 22 
of other past or present actions. 23 

• Conclusion: Impacts to I-84 between Huntington and the Baker/Malheur County Line are 24 
considered less than significant.  25 

3.3.2.3 City of Pendleton 26 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan (1990) 27 
identifies the Umatilla River and tributaries within the city as important scenic resources; these 28 
features are located outside of the analysis area. No specific management direction is provided 29 
in the plan. 30 

Screening. Pendleton is located at the northern edge of the analysis area, as the distance 31 
between the Proposed Route and the Umatilla River is at least 15 miles. No visual impact 32 
analysis was conducted for this resource for the Proposed Route analyzed in this Exhibit. 33 

Likewise, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road 34 
Alternative 2, Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater 35 
than 5 miles from the Umatilla River, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact 36 
analysis. Additionally, the Umatilla River, is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the 37 
cleared ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore 38 
impacts from this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. Because West 39 
of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and the 40 
Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts 41 
resulting from a cleared ROW. 42 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-72 

3.3.2.4 Oregon Parks and Recreation Department 1 

Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor 2 

The analysis for the Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor is presented in Section 3.4.2.1 3 
under Union County (Blue Mountain Forest Wayside). 4 

Impacts to Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic Corridor are considered less than significant.  5 

3.3.2.5 BLM, Baker Resource Area 6 

Powder River Canyon – Keating 7 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Powder River Canyon (Map ID: VRM B2) area 8 
includes multiple parcels of BLM-administered land within the Powder River Canyon that are 9 
managed as VRM Class II, with a total area of approximately 5,500 acres. Per VRM Class II 10 
objectives, the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing landscape 11 
character is retained (BLM 1986).The area also straddles OR 86 (the Baker-Copperfield 12 
Highway). The western end of this VRM polygon is approximately 11 miles east of I-84, 5.7 13 
miles east of the Proposed Route. The eastern end of this area is more than 10 miles from the 14 
Proposed Route. 15 

Screening. The VRM Class II parcels cover the roadway corridor and adjacent terrain near the 16 
Powder River. As indicated by the basic viewshed model (Attachment R6-6a), views of the 17 
Project will be blocked from a large portion of the VRM Class II area due to the incised nature of 18 
the canyon. Visibility is further assumed limited due to the distance of the eastern part of the 19 
VRM II area from the Proposed Route.  20 

Conclusion. Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility, as indicated by 21 
the viewshed models, and the distance of the resource from the Proposed Route and Morgan 22 
Lake Alternative, IPC concludes that impacts to the Powder River Canyon will be less than 23 
significant. The Project will comply with VRM II management objectives, as the Proposed 24 
Route does not cross this resource. 25 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 26 
the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles from this site, and are 27 
therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because these Alternative 28 
Routes are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts resulting from a 29 
cleared ROW. 30 

Burnt River Canyon 31 

Burnt River Canyon (Map ID: VRM B3) includes 10,700 acres of BLM-administered lands in the 32 
Burnt River Canyon area, approximately 2.6 miles west of the community of Durkee. The VRM 33 
Class II management area includes the Burnt River, the surrounding canyon walls, and some of 34 
the upland areas that sit above the canyon. 35 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Burnt River Canyon is managed to meet VRM Class II 36 
objectives by the BLM Vale District, Baker Resource Area (BLM 1986). Per VRM Class II 37 
objectives, the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing landscape 38 
character is retained (BLM 1986).  39 

Existing Conditions. In the eastern portion of the area, the rugged canyon walls rise steeply 40 
from the narrow valley floor, creating a v-shaped canyon that appears enclosed. Smaller side 41 
drainages and tributaries, also appearing v-shaped, create complex forms and lines that appear 42 
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steep, diagonal, and triangular. The landscape appears rugged due to the rough and varying 1 
textures of rock throughout the canyon. Further west, traveling up the canyon, the topography 2 
becomes less steep and appears moderately rugged and less enclosed. Vegetation is limited 3 
and appears primarily as scattered to stippled sagebrush. The Burnt River appears as a small 4 
winding channel of blue-green water with a smooth to rippled surface. The river and riparian 5 
vegetation produce some visual contrast and visual variety with the surrounding brown and grey 6 
canyon walls. Burnt River Canyon Road follows the Burnt River throughout canyon and appears 7 
as a smooth, grey, curved line meandering through the base of the canyon. Other human 8 
development within Burnt River Canyon includes scattered rural development and native 9 
surface and paved roads.  10 

Overall, the landscape has a natural-appearing character. The scenic quality of the existing 11 
landscape for Burnt River Canyon is considered moderate (Class B).  12 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups primarily include local residents traveling 13 
along the Burnt River Road and individuals participating in dispersed recreation throughout 14 
Burnt River Canyon, although this type of activity is likely low. Viewers will primarily be transient, 15 
focusing in the direction of travel. 16 

Project Location. The Proposed Route The Proposed Route will cross the Burnt River Canyon 17 
VRM Class II area in two locations between MP 170.1-171.5 (two towers) and 172.5-173.0 (one 18 
tower) (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-6).  19 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 20 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 21 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. This site is also 22 
located >10 miles from forested portions of the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake 23 
Alternative, and is therefore not analyzed for visual impacts form the cleared ROW. Similarly, 24 
because West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 25 
2, and the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential 26 
visual impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 27 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route 28 

Visual Impact Assessment.  29 

Temporary and Short-Term Impacts: 30 

Temporary impacts associated with construction related actions, including clearing of ROW and 31 
pulling and tensioning sites will include increase of construction-related vehicles and personnel. 32 
Such impact will result in temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Short-term impact low 33 
intensity impacts may result from clearing of the ROW through grassland areas. Impacts from 34 
ROW clearing will persist until grassland areas are restored (estimated at approximately 7 years 35 
following construction). 36 

Long-Term Impacts: 37 

• Duration:  Impacts will primarily result from the proposed transmission towers and new 38 
and improved access roads, and therefore are considered long term.  39 

• Magnitude of Impact: The Proposed Route will cross the Burnt River Canyon VRM Class 40 
II area in two locations between MP 170.1-171.5 (two towers) and 172.5-173.0 (one 41 
tower). Due to the steep, enclosed nature of the canyon and rugged terrain of VRM B3, 42 
visibility of the towers will primarily be limited to the eastern fifth of the resource. The 43 
Project views will be most visible where it crosses Burnt River Canyon Road, the primary 44 
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viewing platform in the area. The roadway will pass under the conductor between MP 1 
171.0 and 171.5. Towers 171/4 and 172/1, both lattice structures measuring 182.5 feet 2 
and 147.5 feet, respectively, will be visible on the ridgeline of the canyon. Where the 3 
towers are visible, they will produce high magnitude impacts resulting from up to strong 4 
contrast due to their size and proximity, geometric shape, smooth surface, and skylining. 5 
In these localized areas, the towers will appear inconsistent with the natural, rugged 6 
surroundings. New and improved access roads will be located along and near the 7 
Proposed Route in this area; however they are not expected to be visible from the 8 
roadway. Work areas and access roads may be visible from high elevation areas 9 
throughout the resource. 10 

• Viewer Perception: High magnitude impacts will be of limited duration and episodic, 11 
primarily experienced from a moving vehicle. Viewer perception will be low. 12 

• Resource Change: Where the Proposed Route crosses the Burnt River Canyon area, 13 
scenic quality will be reduced due to changes in value for cultural modification. Despite 14 
this localized reduction in scenic quality, the natural-appearing landscape character will 15 
be maintained for the majority of the VRM II area and overall scenic quality will remain 16 
moderate (Class B). Resource change will be medium. 17 

Significance Determination 18 

• Impact Intensity: Impacts will be of medium intensity, resulting from medium resource 19 
change and low viewer perception. 20 

• Context: Visual impacts will not be consistent with the purpose of the VRM Class II 21 
designation in the localized area at the northeast corner of the resource where the 22 
Proposed Route crosses the Burnt River Canyon VRM II area. Therefore, the location of 23 
the Proposed Route within the Burnt River Canyon VRM II area will preclude the ability 24 
of the resource to provide the scenic value for which it was designated or recognized in 25 
the applicable land management plan in that area. The Baker RMP (BLM 1989a) will be 26 
amended to change a portion of the Burnt River Canyon VRM II area from VRM Class II 27 
to VRM Class IV. Note that following this Plan amendment, this resource will no longer 28 
be considered a scenic resource, as ODOE does not consider VRM Class IV areas to be 29 
scenic resources.  30 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Medium 31 
intensity impacts disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and 32 
are not the result of other past or present actions. 33 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to Burnt River Canyon VRM II area are considered 34 
potentially significant. It is anticipated that the BLM will amend the Baker RMP (BLM 35 
1989a) to change the designation in the Project area from VRM Class II to VRM Class IV 36 
and consequently the Project will be consistent with the management direction for the 37 
Burnt River Canyon, and Project impacts will be less than significant.  38 

Brownlee Reservoir West 39 

The Brownlee Reservoir West area (Map ID: VRM B7) includes four parcels of BLM-40 
administered lands totaling over 4,200 acres located west of and directly adjacent to Brownlee 41 
Reservoir, northeast of Huntington in southeastern Baker County.  42 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The area managed per VRM Class II extends for more 43 
than 7 miles from north to south and is from about 1 to 3 miles in width (BLM 1989a). Per VRM 44 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-75 

Class II objectives, the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing 1 
landscape character is retained (BLM 1986). 2 

Existing Conditions. The Snake River and Brownlee Reservoir and surrounding canyon are 3 
distinct natural features within the landscape. The uplands above the river are characterized by 4 
rolling terrain with undulating ridgelines and numerous small drainages that dissect the area. 5 
Views are primarily enclosed by the valley; however, on the highlands above the river, more 6 
expansive views of adjacent mountains are visible and the landscape appears large. Human 7 
development includes a bridge, paved and native surface roads, and the reservoir.  8 

Overall, the landscape has a natural-appearing character, as both natural and human 9 
developments (primarily the reservoir) are expressed and exist in harmony. Scenic quality of the 10 
existing landscape for Brownlee Reservoir West is considered moderate (Class B).  11 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers primarily include recreators both on and off the 12 
water and are both transient and stationary. 13 

Project Location. The Proposed Route will be located 2.1 miles from Brownlee Reservoir West 14 
at its closest point at the southern end of the resource. The Project will parallel an existing 138-15 
kV transmission line in this area (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-7). Further north, the Proposed 16 
Route veers northwest, increasing its distance from the resource to beyond 10 miles.  17 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 18 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 19 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. This site is also 20 
located >10 miles from forested portions of the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake 21 
Alternative, and is therefore not analyzed for visual impacts form the cleared ROW. Similarly, 22 
because West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 23 
2, and the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential 24 
visual impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 25 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered at this location. 26 

Visual Impact Assessment.  27 

Temporary and Short-Term Impacts: 28 

Temporary impacts associated with construction related actions, including clearing of ROW and 29 
pulling and tensioning sites will include increase of construction-related vehicles and personnel. 30 
Such impact will result in temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Short-term impact low 31 
intensity impacts may result from clearing of the ROW through grassland areas. Impacts from 32 
ROW clearing will persist until grassland areas are restored (estimated at approximately 7 years 33 
following construction). 34 

Long-Term Impacts 35 

• Duration: Impacts will primarily result from transmission towers and are therefore 36 
considered long-term. 37 

• Magnitude of Impact: Towers associated with the Proposed Route will only be visible 38 
from the higher elevations of Brownlee Reservoir West and will not be visible from the 39 
surface of the reservoir or along the shore. Where visible, visual impacts will be of 40 
medium magnitude, resulting from the partially skylined and consequent moderate 41 
contrast from the transmission towers. Towers will be visible for distances of 2 miles and 42 
beyond. In the northwest portion of the resource, the bare-earth viewshed indicates that 43 
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towers will be visible; however, they will be sited 4 miles or more from Brownlee 1 
Reservoir West, thereby resulting in weak visual contrast. The towers will appear 2 
subordinate at this location due to the large-scale landscape at this distance.  3 

Access roads and other Project features will be greater than 2 miles from the resource 4 
and will appear consistent with the landscape, which includes numerous native surface 5 
roads. 6 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers within Brownlee Reservoir West will primarily be engaging in 7 
reservoir-based recreation activities. As there is no visibility of the towers associated 8 
with the Proposed Route in the valley bottom, viewer perception will be low. Overall 9 
impacts will be of medium intensity, resulting from medium resource change and low 10 
viewer perception. 11 

• Resource Change: The natural-appearing landscape character will be maintained, since 12 
the towers will introduce moderate contrast to a small portion of the resource such that 13 
the landscape will continue to predominantly express natural, not human, evolution. The 14 
adjacent scenery component score will be reduced; however, despite the small reduction 15 
in adjacent scenery, scenic quality will remain moderate (Class B) such that resource 16 
change will be medium. The resource change will result from the combined influence of 17 
the Project and existing 138-kV line, which collectively influence adjacent scenery of the 18 
resource. 19 

Significance Determination. 20 

• Impact Intensity: Impacts will be of medium intensity, resulting from low viewer 21 
perception and medium resource change. 22 

• Context: Medium impacts will not preclude the ability of the resource to provide the 23 
scenic value for which it is protected in the Baker RMP (1989a). Visual values of 24 
Brownlee Reservoir West are managed per VRM Class II objectives. Because of the 25 
limited visibility of the Project from Brownlee Reservoir West, changes to the landscape 26 
within the boundary of the lands managed according to VRM Class II will be negligible. 27 
The contribution of adjacent scenery to the overall scenic quality of the scenic resource 28 
will be reduced; however, the scenic class will remain the same. The Project will conform 29 
to VRM Class II objectives and consequently is consistent with BLM’s management of 30 
visual values of this resource. 31 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 32 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 33 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions, including roads and an 34 
existing 138-kV line, which collectively influence adjacent scenery of the resource. 35 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to Brownlee Reservoir West will be less than significant. 36 

Oregon Trail ACEC  37 

The Oregon Trail ACEC (Map ID: SR B6) includes approximately 1,500 acres distributed among 38 
seven separate, widely scattered parcels located in Umatilla, Union, and Baker counties. One of 39 
the parcels, the Echo Meadows site, is located southwest of Stanfield in Umatilla County. The 40 
remaining six parcels range from a northerly location in the Blue Mountains near Meacham in 41 
Umatilla County to a southerly location near Weatherby in Baker County. The following parcels 42 
of the Oregon Trail ACEC are analyzed below, listed from north to south: 43 
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• Blue Mountain Parcel 1 

• NHOTIC Parcel 2 

• White Swan Parcel 3 

• Straw Ranch Parcel 2 4 

• Straw Ranch Parcel 1 5 

• Powell Creek Parcel 6 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The lands in this ACEC are managed to preserve the 7 
historic resources and visual qualities of these areas. The Baker Resource Area RMP indicates 8 
that “[n]ew uses incompatible with maintaining visual qualities or providing public interpretation 9 
will be excluded in a mile corridor” (BLM 1989a). These ACECs also include historic sites 10 
identified in the National Historic Oregon Trail Management Plan (BLM 1989b). This plan 11 
describes the varied landscape settings of the Oregon Trail, ranging from natural to those areas 12 
where man-made intrusions dominate, further stating that “locations on the Oregon Trail which 13 
have few contemporary intrusions are particularly notable examples of that landscape 14 
encountered by emigrants. These areas should be considered to have a high degree of visual 15 
sensitivity; and the foreground and middleground should be managed for protection of the 16 
historic landscape as a contributing feature of the Oregon Trail.” 17 

The individual parcels within the analysis area and the potential visual effects of the proposed 18 
transmission line on each parcel are described below, starting with the northern-most and 19 
proceeding south. 20 

Oregon Trail ACEC – Blue Mountain Parcel  21 
The Blue Mountain parcel (Map ID: SR-B6) is located in the Blue Mountains, on the northeast 22 
side of I-84 about 12 miles northwest of La Grande in Umatilla County. The parcel measures 80 23 
acres and abuts the Wallowa-Whitman NF. The parcel is accessed via Forest Road 308.  24 

Existing Conditions. The resource is located on a forested ridge east of California Gulch. The 25 
terrain ranges from rolling mountains to highlands, resulting in angles and curved and 26 
converging lines. The terrain is densely covered with mature evergreens; colors are primarily 27 
dark greens, and textures are soft. Views are enclosed due to vegetation. The Oregon Trail runs 28 
through the resource. Human development is limited to forest roads. The landscape character is 29 
natural appearing. Scenic quality of the existing landscape is considered medium (Class B).  30 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are limited due to the lack of recreation facilities 31 
and are restricted to those traveling along Forest Road 308 and occasional visitors of the 32 
Oregon Trail. Viewers are considered transient to stationary. 33 

Project Location. The Proposed Route is located 0.9 mile to the southwest of the Blue 34 
Mountain parcel at its closest point (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-8).  35 

The Blue Mountain Parcel is located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 36 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 37 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 38 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 39 
the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles from this site, and are 40 
therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because these Alternative 41 
Routes are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts resulting from a 42 
cleared ROW. The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 43 
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Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered at this location. 1 

Visual Impact Assessment.  2 

Temporary and Short-Term Impacts: 3 

Temporary impacts associated with construction related actions, including clearing of ROW and 4 
pulling and tensioning sites will include increase of construction-related vehicles and personnel. 5 
Such impact will result in temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Impacts from 6 
vegetation clearing will persist until forested areas are restored; consequently, these impacts 7 
are discussed under long-term impacts.  8 

Long-Term Impacts: 9 

• Magnitude: Existing coniferous vegetation on and around the Blue Mountain parcel will 10 
screen or block many of the potential outward views from this site. In addition, a ridge to 11 
the immediate west of the Blue Mountain parcel and coniferous trees on the west side of 12 
I-84 will partially or entirely screen potential views of the proposed transmission line. The 13 
cleared ROW will not be visible. The Project will introduce weak visual contrast to the 14 
landscape and appear subordinate. Consequently, impacts will be of low magnitude. 15 

• Viewer Perception: Viewer perception will be low, as views of the Project will primarily be 16 
experienced from a neutral or superior vantage point and will be predominantly 17 
intermittent due to the vegetation that will block the towers from view throughout the 18 
ACEC. 19 

• Resource Change: Due to limited visibility, there will be no change to the scenic quality 20 
component scores. The overall scenic quality will remain medium (Class B) and the 21 
natural appearing landscape will be maintained. Resource change will be low. 22 

Significance Determination 23 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 24 
perception. 25 

• Context: Visual quality of the Blue Mountain parcel will be maintained and no new uses 26 
are proposed within the boundary of the Blue Mountain parcel that will reduce visual 27 
quality will be excluded within 0.5 mile of the Oregon Trail. Consequently, the Project will 28 
be consistent with the management direction provided in BLM (1989b) and will not affect 29 
the ability of the resource to persist as designated or recognized in this management 30 
plan. 31 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The 32 
landscape character and quality of the resource will be maintained; however low 33 
intensity impacts disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and 34 
are not the result of other past or present actions. 35 

• Conclusion: Impacts to the Blue Mountain parcel will be less than significant. 36 

Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel  37 
The NHOTIC ACEC parcel is located on the north side of OR 86, approximately 4 miles 38 
northeast of Baker City (Map ID: SR-B6). The NHOTIC parcel is one of the largest of the 39 
Oregon Trail ACEC parcels, measuring 507 acres (BLM 1989b), and is characterized by high 40 
recreational use (BLM 2011b). Facilities at the site include the main NHOTIC building, with 41 
exhibit galleries, a theater and a gift shop; outdoor exhibits, including a pioneer wagon 42 
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encampment, a replica stamp mill, and an historic gold mine; picnic facilities; and 4 miles of 1 
interpretive trails, including a trail to a mile-long stretch of Oregon Trail ruts (BLM 1989b). BLM 2 
(2011b) reported over 66,000 visitors to the NHOTIC site in 2009.  3 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The NHOTIC parcel is managed per VRM Class II 4 
objectives, requiring that the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing 5 
landscape character is retained (BLM 1989b). 6 

Existing Conditions. The landscape to the east and southeast of the NHOTIC parcel consists 7 
of the open terrain of the Virtue Flat area, with flat to gently rolling terrain in the foreground that 8 
subtly transitions to steeper terrain in the middleground. These areas have a relatively even 9 
cover of sagebrush and grassy vegetation. The view to the southeast is dominated by Big 10 
Lookout Mountain and similar mountainous terrain, which becomes the major focal point in the 11 
background of the view. Views to the northeast from the NHOTIC parcel include the rolling 12 
terrain of a small valley that transitions to a steeper, low-relief ridge in the middleground. Views 13 
to the west include the Elkhorn Mountains, a major landform focal to the view, and the 14 
agricultural development within the Baker Valley. Colors in the landscape primarily consist of 15 
varying shades of browns and tans in the valley (based on the time of year), and the gray/blue 16 
hues of the distant mountains. Images of existing conditions are provided in Attachment R-4. 17 

Modifications to the natural landscape character in the foreground include portions of the 18 
NHOTIC trail system, several light fixtures in the parking area, and the Lode Mine building on 19 
the NHOTIC property. The NHOTIC Trail system includes a combination of difficulty levels: 20 
Level 1 (Easy; Barrier-free access), Level 2 (Moderate; Barrier-free access) and Level 3 21 
(Difficult). The paved surfaces of Level 1 and 2 Trails at the NHOTIC are visible in the 22 
foreground from the Visitor Center and Amphitheater. OR 86 is evident beyond the NHOTIC 23 
property, particularly from the trail system to the east. OR 86 is evident by its dark color and 24 
smooth texture relative to the surrounding landscape and by the consistent movement of 25 
automobiles. 26 

An existing 230-kV transmission line is located to the west. This feature is increasingly visible as 27 
one approaches the western boundary of the NHOTIC parcel. Agricultural and residential 28 
development within the Baker Valley to the west is also visible from the NHOTIC parcel.  29 

The landscape character is cultural. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for Oregon Trail 30 
ACEC NHOTIC parcel is considered medium (Class B). 31 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups include recreators and tourists visiting the 32 
recreational facilities at the ACEC. The NHOTIC is located on the top of Flagstaff Hill and has 33 
extensive background views to the west across Baker Valley to the Blue Mountains and to the 34 
southeast across Virtue Flat. A trail network within the NHOTIC parcel provides visitor access to 35 
areas within the ACEC. Viewer experience within the parcel varies. Panorama Point is a lookout 36 
established outside of the NHOTIC parcel but included as a recreation opportunity within the 37 
NHOTIC. This lookout directs view to the west across the valley. Viewers hiking along trails will 38 
experience views in various directions depending on their direction of travel, including views 39 
east toward Baker Valley and the Proposed Route. These views will be from a superior vantage 40 
point where the Proposed Route will be visible in the foreground or middleground distance zone, 41 
depending on location within the ACEC. Viewers could be both transient and stationary. 42 

Project Location. The Proposed Route is located within a mile of the NHOTIC main building 43 
and within 0.02 mile of the western boundary of the NHOTIC parcel (Attachment R-3, Figure  44 
R-3-9). KOPs 5-25c, 5-25d, and 5-25e have views oriented toward the Project; simulated views 45 
from these locations are contained in Appendix R-4. Improvements to existing roads located 46 
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approximately 0.02 mile directly north and west of the western boundary of NHOTIC Parcel will 1 
be made, which will also be visible. A multi-use site is located approximately 3 miles southwest 2 
of the NHOTIC parcel. Because infrastructure related to Baker City and Interstate 84 are located 3 
between the NHOTIC and the multi-use site, this Project feature will not be discernable from the 4 
NHOTIC and is not analyzed further. 5 

The NHOTIC Parcel is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of 6 
both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 7 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 8 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 9 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 10 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 11 
these Alternative Routes are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual impacts 12 
resulting from a cleared ROW. 13 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 14 

Mitigation Considered.  15 

In evaluating various alternatives for Project siting, IPC concluded that potentially significant 16 
visual impacts from facility structures in the vicinity of the NHOTIC could result. To address 17 
potential impacts, IPC analyzed three design options aimed at reducing adverse impact to less 18 
than significant: (1) applying a natina finish to the lattice structure; (2) using an H-frame 19 
structure with galvanized finish; or (3) using an H-frame structure with a natina finish. IPC 20 
incorporated Option 3 into its revised Project design as planning for the final indicative design 21 
for the Project progressed. The final indicative layout sites the Proposed Route to the east of the 22 
active agriculture area, adjacent to the NHOTIC boundary.  Because of the proximity of the 23 
Project to the NHOTIC, IPC further refined their mitigation and design strategy by proposing to 24 
use shorter stature H-Frame structures ranging in height from 100 feet to 129 feet for towers 25 
located directly to the north and west of the NHOTIC. The proposed finish is weathered steel. 26 
The analysis presented in this document addresses the Project taking into account this 27 
mitigation. Photosimulations of mitigated structures are provided in Attachment R-4. 28 

Visual Impact Assessment 29 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Construction-related actions will be visible to the west, 30 
including pulling and tensioning sites and construction of new primitive roads and a small (<0.05 31 
mile) segment of new, bladed road. An improved road and pulling and tensioning sites will be 32 
located to the west. Construction-related actions will be of high magnitude, resulting from the 33 
strong visual contrast in line and texture of these features and close proximity in which they are 34 
viewed. Additional visual contrast will result from the increase in construction vehicles and 35 
personnel and related increase in activity. Viewers situated within the NHOTIC parcel will 36 
experience construction-related impacts for a prolonged period from viewpoints, and transiently 37 
from trails. Impacts will be temporary to short-term, lasting for the duration of construction and 38 
rehabilitation of the site (approximately 7 years for grassland and agriculture). Because short-39 
term impacts are not considered significant, construction-related actions are not considered 40 
further in this analysis. 41 

Long-Term Impacts:  42 

• Magnitude of Impact: The transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route will 43 
be the primary source of visual contrast experienced from the NHOTIC parcel, primarily 44 
due to their scale and proximity. The Baker Valley and mountainous landscape beyond 45 
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will provide a backdrop for the Project and will appear co-dominant with the Proposed 1 
Route and other past human developments (including the existing 230-kV transmission 2 
line). The overall medium magnitude impact will vary depending on viewers’ locations 3 
throughout the NHOTIC parcel. Viewers within the western portion of the ACEC (near 4 
Panorama Point [KOP 5-25c] and level 2 and 3 trails) will be within 0.02 mile of the 5 
Proposed Route, where the towers will introduce moderate contrast and appear co-6 
dominant with OR 86 to the south and the existing 230-kV line and natural features of 7 
Baker Valley and the Blue Mountains to the west.  8 

• Resource Change: The Project will introduce medium magnitude impacts to the entire 9 
ACEC. Because no portion of the Project will be located within the NHOTIC parcel, the 10 
changes to scenic quality within the parcel will result from impacts to the adjacent 11 
scenery of this resource. The Blue Mountains and Baker Valley situated to the west of 12 
the NHOTIC parcel will continue to enhance the visual quality of the parcel; however, 13 
due to the co-dominating 500-kV transmission lines that will be placed between the 14 
NHOTIC parcel and the Blue Mountains, this positive influence will be reduced. Despite 15 
the change to adjacent scenery, the scenic quality of the NHOTIC parcel of the Oregon 16 
Trail ACEC will remain at Class B. Resource change will be medium. 17 

• Viewer Perception:  Views of the Project will be experienced from an elevated vantage 18 
point, where views across the top of the transmission towers could be sustained. As 19 
recreational viewer experience the NHOTIC Parcel from various trails, viewpoints, 20 
interpretive sites, and the visitor center, views will be predominantly peripheral or 21 
intermittent. Because these amenities are distributed throughout the parcel, viewer 22 
exposure to the Project will be variable and medium at most. The number of towers 23 
visible will also vary depending on viewer position within the ACEC. Fewer towers will be 24 
visible from locations near the main NHOTIC building and Level 1 (Easy) trails, situated 25 
west of the Visitor Center (KOPs 5-25d and 5-25e) than from the Level 2 and 3 trails 26 
situated near the western boundary of the ACEC because of rolling terrain throughout 27 
the NHOTIC parcel. Viewer perception will be medium. 28 

Significance Determination 29 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be medium, resulting from medium resource 30 
change and medium viewer perception. 31 

• Context: The NHOTIC parcel was designated to preserve the unique historic resource 32 
and visual qualities (BLM 1989b). Because of this management direction the NHOTIC 33 
parcel is considered an important scenic resource per OAR 345-022-0080. Medium 34 
intensity impacts will not preclude the ability of the resource to provide the scenic value 35 
for which it was designated in the BLM Baker RMP (BLM 1989a). The Oregon Trail 36 
ACEC was designated to preserve the unique historic resource, the Oregon Trail, and 37 
visual qualities within this geographic area. Therefore, it is understood that if the scenic 38 
resources within the geographic boundary of this parcel are maintained and no 39 
development occurs within a quarter mile of the Oregon Trail within the ACEC, the 40 
resource values for which the NHOTIC parcel was designated to protect will persist. It is 41 
also understood that, per BLM Guidance Manual 1613, the designation as an ACEC 42 
serves as a reminder that significant value(s) or resource(s) exist which must be 43 
accommodated when future management actions and land use proposals are 44 
considered near or within an ACEC (BLM 1989a). To address this provision, IPC has 45 
included Project design measures to reduce the intensity of impacts to visual resources 46 
by using low stature H-frame structures ranging in height from 100 feet to 129 feet.  47 
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• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 1 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 2 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions, primarily the existing 230-kV 3 
line and OR 86. The reduction in scenic quality score results primarily from the reduction 4 
in value of the “Adjacent Scenery” key factor. This reduction will not alter the overall 5 
scenic quality of the NHOTIC parcel. Landscape character will remain “cultural,” and 6 
consistent with the influences of other past or present actions within and surrounding the 7 
NHOTIC parcel.  8 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, taking into 9 
account mitigation, will be less than significant. 10 

Oregon Trail ACEC – White Swan Parcel  11 
The White Swan parcel of the ACEC is located 5 to 6 miles southeast of NHOTIC and south of 12 
the Virtue Flat area in Baker County (Map ID: SR-B6). The parcel includes approximately 580 to 13 
600 acres extending for nearly 2 miles along White Swan Road (BLM 2011b). This parcel is 14 
approximately 2.9 miles northeast of the Proposed Route.  15 

Screening: Based on the results of the basic viewshed model (Attachment R-6), the Project will 16 
not be visible from the White Swan Parcel. This conclusion also applies to the West of Bombing 17 
Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, Morgan Lake 18 
Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative, and the cleared ROW of the Proposed Route 19 
and the Morgan Lake Alternative. 20 

Conclusion: Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility and distance 21 
from the Proposed Route, IPC concludes that impacts to the White Swan Parcel will be less 22 
than significant. Additionally, the Project will comply with VRM II management objectives, as 23 
the Proposed Route does not cross this resource. 24 

Oregon Trail ACEC – Straw Ranch 2 Parcel  25 
Straw Ranch Parcel 2 is one of the seven Oregon Trail ACEC parcels within the Baker 26 
Resource Management Area. The ACEC is located approximately 2 miles northeast of Pleasant 27 
Valley and measures approximately 230 to 240 acres (Map ID: SR-B6). The ACEC is not 28 
accessible from existing roads, nor is it crossed by existing transmission lines. There are no 29 
recreational facilities within the Straw Ranch Parcel 2.  30 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Straw Ranch Parcel 2 is managed per VRM Class 31 
II objectives, requiring that the change in landscape character should be low such that the 32 
existing landscape character is retained (BLM 1989a). 33 

Existing Conditions. The natural landscape is characterized by flat to rolling terrain with some 34 
rock outcroppings, including some agricultural and grazing lands. The Blue Mountains are 35 
present to the west and Wallowa Mountains to the east. The landscape is undeveloped in this 36 
area, and the landscape character is natural appearing, despite existing gravel-surfaced roads 37 
and 69- and 138-kV transmission lines located approximately 1 mile to the southwest. Views to 38 
the southwest and south toward the transmission lines are primarily blocked by a ridgeline such 39 
that their visual prominence in the landscape is low. Scenic quality is considered low (Class C). 40 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are lacking due to the lack of recreational 41 
development and access within Straw Ranch Parcel 2 and will be limited to local residents and 42 
individuals using local roads in the area. The moderately sized hills in the area limit views from 43 
the ACEC to the foreground and middleground distance zones. Viewers are classified as 44 
primarily transient. 45 
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Project Location. The Proposed Route is located 1.1 miles to the south of Straw Ranch Parcel 1 
2 (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-10).  2 

The Straw Ranch 2 Parcel is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 3 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 4 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 5 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 6 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 7 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 8 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 9 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 10 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 11 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 12 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource.  13 

Visual Impact Assessment.  14 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result from clearing of the 15 
ROW, and development of small segments of new primitive and bladed roads, and installation 16 
of Project facilities. Temporary construction-related actions will be of low-medium magnitude, 17 
resulting from the weak to moderate visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and 18 
related increase in activity. Low magnitude short-term impact will result from vegetation clearing 19 
in the ROW. Cleared areas are expected to create little to no visual contrast due to screening of 20 
the ground plain be existing topography, or distance. Impacts from ROW clearing are 21 
considered short-tern, as restoration will take up to 10 years. 22 

Long-Term Impacts 23 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and towers, and 24 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 25 

• Magnitude of Impact: Potential views to the southwest and south towards the 26 
transmission towers located within the Proposed Route will be primarily blocked by a 27 
ridgeline approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the ACEC. Views to the west and 28 
northwest toward the Proposed Route will not be blocked; however, the Proposed Route 29 
will be located 4 miles or more from the ACEC. Generally, visibility of the Project will be 30 
higher from elevated areas and lower from the lower elevation valleys within the ACEC. 31 
Existing roads with potential viewers exist both in high and low elevation areas within the 32 
ACEC. 33 

Where visible, the large, geometrical form and smooth texture of the transmission towers 34 
will contrast against the fine to medium rolling and rounded hills. The light, reflective 35 
color will also contrast against the light to medium brown vegetation and rock outcrops. 36 
However, because the towers will be primarily blocked (with only the tops of the towers 37 
visible), the structures are expected to contrast at a weak level against the existing 38 
landscape. Though unobstructed views of the towers will occur, the structures will be 39 
located at a distance of 4 miles or more. The distance of the towers from the resource 40 
will reduce visual contrast to a weak level. Overall magnitude of visual impacts will be 41 
low. 42 
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• Viewer Perception: Viewer perception will be low as views of the Project will primarily be 1 
intermittent due to visual obstructions. Views of the Project will be experienced from a 2 
neutral vantage point. 3 

• Resource Change: Where the Proposed Route will be visible, it will generally follow the 4 
alignment of existing 69- and 138-kV transmission lines and appear consistent with 5 
those structures. Views of the Project will primarily be experienced from a neutral 6 
vantage point and will be intermittent due to the visual obstructions. Therefore, the 7 
adjacent scenery will continue to enhance the overall scenic quality of Straw Ranch 8 
Parcel 2. The landscape will retain its natural-appearing landscape character, as 9 
structures associated with the existing and proposed transmission corridors will be 10 
subordinate to the surrounding large-scale landscape. Scenic quality will remain low 11 
(Class C). Resource change will be low.  12 

Significance Determination 13 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 14 
perception. 15 

• Context: Overall, low intensity impacts will not preclude the ability of the resource to 16 
provide the scenic value for which it was designated or recognized in the BLM Baker 17 
RMP (BLM 1989a). The ACEC was designated to preserve the unique historic resource, 18 
the Oregon Trail, and visual qualities within this geographic area. Therefore, it is 19 
understood that if the scenic resources within the geographic boundary of this ACEC are 20 
maintained, the resource values for which this ACEC was designated to protect will 21 
persist. Therefore, although low intensity impacts to visual resources within this ACEC 22 
will be affected, these impacts will not preclude the ability of the ACEC to provide the 23 
scenic value for which it was designated in the BLM Baker RMP (BLM 1989a). 24 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 25 
quality of the Straw Ranch Parcel 2 under operational conditions is the result of the 26 
combined influence of the Project and other past or present actions, primarily the 27 
existing 69- and 138-kV transmission lines. These modifications in combination all 28 
appear subordinate to the natural-appearing landscape of the resource. 29 

• Conclusion: Impacts to Straw Ranch Parcel 2 will be less than significant. 30 

Oregon Trail ACEC – Straw Ranch 1 Parcel (Hill Creek Road)  31 
The Straw Ranch Parcel 1 is one of the seven Oregon Trail ACEC parcels within the Baker 32 
Resource Management Area and is located about 2.2 miles southeast of Pleasant Valley on the 33 
north side of I-84 (Map ID: SR-B6). The parcel measures approximately 160 acres and has 34 
unimproved road access to the south end of the parcel (BLM 2011b). There are no recreation 35 
facilities within the Straw Ranch Parcel 1.  36 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The ACEC is managed per VRM Class II objectives, 37 
requiring that the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing landscape 38 
character is retained (BLM 1989a). 39 

Existing Conditions. The natural landscape is characterized by flat to rolling terrain with some 40 
rock outcroppings, including some agricultural and grazing lands. Vegetation typically consists 41 
of low grasses and sagebrush that appear green, grey, and brown. The Blue Mountains are 42 
present to the west and Wallowa Mountains to the east. Existing development visible from the 43 
Straw Ranch ACEC Parcel 1 includes I-84 immediately to the south, a gravel quarry to the 44 
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northwest, scattered residential and ranching development, gravel surface roads, and existing 1 
69-kV and 138-kV transmission lines that cross through the southern half of the ACEC parcel in 2 
an east to west direction. The natural landscape features are co-dominant with the 3 
development, and expansive views across the landscape in all directions exist providing some 4 
evidence of the historic landscape of the Oregon Trail. The landscape has a cultural landscape 5 
character. Scenic quality is considered low (Class C). 6 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are limited due to the lack of recreational 7 
development within the ACEC. Primary viewers are assumed to be local residents, driving 8 
through or near the ACEC, and occasional visitors to the Oregon Trail remnants. The 9 
moderately sized hills in the area limit views from the ACEC to the foreground and 10 
middleground distance zones. Viewers are considered transient. 11 

Project Location. The Project will be located within the foreground distance zone. The 12 
Proposed Route will pass the Straw Ranch ACEC Parcel 1 approximately 0.1 mile to the north 13 
(Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-11). New primitive and graded roads associated with the Proposed 14 
Route will also be present immediately north of and approximately 0.4 mile east of the ACEC.  15 

The Straw Ranch 1 Parcel is located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 16 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 17 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 18 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 19 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 20 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 21 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 22 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 23 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 24 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 25 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource. 26 

Visual Impact Assessment.  27 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result from clearing of the 28 
ROW, and development of small segments of new primitive and bladed roads, and installation 29 
of Project facilities. Temporary construction-related actions will be of high magnitude, resulting 30 
from strong visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and related increase in 31 
activity. Medium magnitude short-term impact will result from vegetation clearing in the ROW. 32 
Cleared areas are expected to create little to no visual contrast due to screening of the ground 33 
plain be existing topography, or distance. Impacts from ROW clearing are considered short-tern, 34 
as restoration will take up to 10 years. 35 

Long-Term Impacts: 36 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and towers, and 37 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 38 

• Magnitude of Impact: The transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route will 39 
be the primary source of visual contrast experienced from the ACEC, primarily due to 40 
their size, proximity, and the number of towers that will be visible (Attachment R-6b). The 41 
large, geometrical form and smooth texture will contrast against the fine to medium 42 
rolling, rounded hills and sinuous drainages. The light, reflective color will also contrast 43 
against the light to medium brown vegetation and outcrops. The moderately rolling 44 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-86 

topography behind the towers will provide some backdrop, although portions of some 1 
towers will still be skylined. The Project access roads, though visible, will appear 2 
consistent with the surrounding landscape due to the numerous gravel roads that 3 
already exist within and near the ACEC.  4 

The Project will create moderate visual contrast against the existing landscape and will 5 
appear co-dominant with I-84 to the southwest and the existing transmission line 6 
crossing through the ACEC. This medium intensity impact will be experienced 7 
throughout the entire ACEC.  8 

• Viewer Perception: Viewer perception will be medium, as views of the Project will be 9 
equally head-on and peripheral (depending on the viewer’s location and viewing 10 
direction within the ACEC) and experienced generally from a neutral vantage point.  11 

• Resource Change: The proposed towers will reduce the quality of the scenery 12 
immediately adjacent to the ACEC, but will be consistent with the existing landscape 13 
modification, including the transmission lines that cross the ACEC. Development and 14 
natural landscape features will remain co-dominant aspects of the landscape such that 15 
the cultural landscape character will be maintained and the existing scenic quality of the 16 
ACEC will not be altered. Overall resource change will be medium.  17 

Significance Determination 18 

• Impact Intensity: Medium intensity impacts will result from medium viewer perception 19 
and medium resource change. 20 

• Context: Overall, medium intensity impacts will not preclude the ability of the resource to 21 
provide the scenic value for which it was designated or recognized in the BLM Baker 22 
RMP (BLM 1989a). The ACEC was designated to preserve the unique historic resource, 23 
the Oregon Trail, and visual qualities within this geographic area. Therefore, it is 24 
understood that if the scenic resources within the geographic boundary of this ACEC are 25 
maintained, the resource values for which this ACEC was designated to protect will 26 
persist. Therefore, although medium intensity impacts to visual resources within this 27 
ACEC will be affected, these impacts will not preclude the ability of the ACEC to provide 28 
the scenic value for which it was designated in the BLM Baker RMP (BLM 1989a). 29 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 30 
quality of Straw Ranch Parcel 1 under operational conditions is the result of the 31 
combined influence of the Project and other past or present actions, including I-84, a 32 
gravel quarry, scattered residential and ranching development, gravel surface roads, and 33 
existing 69-kV and 138-kV that collectively contribute to the cultural landscape character 34 
of the resource. 35 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to the Straw Ranch Parcel 1 of the Oregon Trail ACEC will 36 
be less than significant. 37 

Oregon Trail ACEC – Powell Creek Parcel 38 
The Powell Creek parcel (Map ID: SR B6) is one of the seven Oregon Trail ACEC parcels within 39 
the Baker Resource Management Area and is located slightly east of I-84 about 0.6 mile 40 
southeast of Dixie and 5 miles north of Lime. This parcel includes approximately 70 acres and 41 
has direct access via Chimney Creek Road (BLM 2011b). There are no recreation facilities 42 
within the Powell Creek parcel.  43 
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Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Powell Creek parcel is managed per VRM Class II 1 
objectives, requiring that the change in landscape character should be low such that the existing 2 
landscape character is retained (BLM 1989a). 3 

Existing Conditions. The Powell Creek parcel sits slightly above I-84 and the Burnt River, 4 
which are situated at the bottom of a sinuous valley with moderate to steep sidewalls. Colors 5 
are primarily medium to dark brown, tan, and gray. Vegetation is primarily low-growing 6 
sagebrush steppe on the highlands with some surrounding agricultural areas. Existing 7 
development includes I-84 and existing 69- and 138-kV transmission lines located 8 
approximately 0.3 mile to the west of the Powell Creek parcel, and existing gravel-surfaced 9 
roads that travel through the parcel and along the western boundary. This existing development 10 
competes for visual attention with the natural features of the landscape and is co-dominant. The 11 
landscape has a cultural landscape character and provides some evidence of the historic 12 
landscape of the Oregon Trail. Lasting impressions of the landscape include both human 13 
development and natural features. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for the Oregon Trail 14 
ACEC – Powell Creek Parcel is considered low (Class C). 15 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are limited due to the lack of recreational 16 
development within the Powell Creek parcel. Visitors are assumed to be local residents driving 17 
through the area and occasional visitors of the Oregon Trail remnants. The moderately sized 18 
hills in the area limit views from the ACEC to the foreground and middleground distance zones. 19 

Project Location. The Proposed Route is located approximately 1.2 miles from the Powell 20 
Creek parcel (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-12).  21 

The Powell Creek Parcel is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 22 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 23 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 24 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 25 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 26 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 27 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 28 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 29 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 30 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 31 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource. 32 

Visual Impact Assessment. 33 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result from clearing of the 34 
ROW and development of an improved roadway located southwest of the parcel. The roadway 35 
will become more apparent on the landscape as a result of this change, with horizontal and 36 
diagonal lines contrasting at a moderate level against the hillslope. An approximately 735-acre 37 
work area will be located to the southwest along Rye Valley Road and will introduce strong 38 
visual contrast during the temporary construction period. 39 

Overall temporary construction-related actions will be of medium magnitude, resulting from the 40 
moderate visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel and related increase in activity. 41 
Construction of pulling and tensioning sites will be of medium to high magnitude to the 42 
southwest, as these areas are not blocked by topography 43 
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Long-Term Impacts: 1 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and towers, and 2 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 3 

• Magnitude of Impact: Under operational conditions, the skylined towers 186/2, 186/3, 4 
and 186/4 will appear prominent on the ridgeline, as these structures support the span of 5 
the conductor across Rye Valley Lane. Views of the Project will be equally head-on and 6 
peripheral, depending on the viewer’s location and viewing direction from within the 7 
Powell Creek Parcel, and will be experienced from an inferior vantage point. The 8 
Proposed Route introduces a medium magnitude impact, as skylined structures will 9 
attract attention and appear co-dominant with existing development. 10 

• Viewer Perception: Viewer perception will be medium. Views of the Project will be 11 
equally head-on and peripheral, depending on the viewer’s location and viewing 12 
direction in the Powell Creek Parcel, and will be experienced from an inferior vantage 13 
point. 14 

• Resource Change: The transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route will 15 
lower the quality of the Powell Creek Parcel’s adjacent scenery. However, this change 16 
will only result in a small change to the scenic quality scoring and the overall scenic 17 
quality will not change. The cultural landscape character will be maintained. Therefore, 18 
resource change will be medium. 19 

Significance Determination 20 

• Impact Intensity: Overall impact intensity will be medium based on medium resource 21 
change and medium viewer perception. 22 

• Context: The Powell Creek Parcel was designated to preserve the unique historic 23 
resource, the Oregon Trail, and visual qualities within this geographic area. Therefore, 24 
although medium intensity impacts to visual resources within this Powell Creek Parcel 25 
will be affected, these impacts will not preclude the ability of the Powell Creek Parcel to 26 
provide the scenic value for which it was designated in the BLM Baker RMP (BLM 27 
1989a). 28 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 29 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 30 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions, including I-84 located 31 
approximately 0.5 mile to the west, an existing 138-kV line located just west of I-84, and 32 
an existing 69-kV transmission line located just east of I-84. 33 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to the Powell Creek parcel will be less than significant. 34 

Powder River Canyon Wild and Scenic River and ACEC  35 

The Powder River flows through a rugged canyon with scenic geologic formations. Recreation 36 
opportunities include boating in the spring, fishing, and hunting, although access is limited (BLM 37 
1994) (Map ID: SR B7). The Powder River Canyon ACEC is considered an important recreation 38 
resource because of its designation, good opportunities for fishing and hunting, and 39 
irreplaceable high scenic quality of the river canyon. 40 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Powder River is designated as a scenic river for 41 
11.7 miles, covering 2,385 acres, from the Thief Valley Dam to Oregon Highway 203 within the 42 
BLM Vale District (BLM 1989a; BLM 1994). Scenery is identified as an Outstanding Remarkable 43 
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Value. Outstanding Remarkable Values of the WSR are managed per the Powder River Final 1 
Management Plan/Environmental Assessment (BLM 1994). The WSR segment is located within 2 
the Powder River Canyon ACEC. The ACEC measures approximately 5,880 acres. Off-road 3 
vehicle use is limited to designated roads and trails.  4 

Existing Conditions. The WSR segment of the Powder River flows through a rugged, incised 5 
canyon with steep walls, jagged outcrops, and geologic formations recognized for their 6 
outstanding scenic quality. The Powder River meanders through the bottom of the canyon in a 7 
sinuous pattern. Vegetation includes medium-height riparian vegetation at the valley floor. 8 
Colors include browns and black from basalt outcrops, and browns, tans, and greens from 9 
vegetation. Views from within the canyon are enclosed. The portion of the ACEC above the 10 
canyon appears flat to gently rolling with low-growing grass and shrub vegetation that stipples 11 
the landscape. Colors are generally muted tones of tans, greens, and greys. Human 12 
development includes dirt roads within the ACEC and an existing 230-kV transmission line 13 
visible to the. Wind turbines are visible in the distance outside of the ACEC boundary. Although 14 
there is existing development within and visible from the ACEC, the landscape character is 15 
naturally appearing. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for the Powder River Canyon 16 
ACEC is considered medium (Class B). 17 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers will primarily be located near the bottom of the 18 
canyon and be engaged in hunting, fishing, or floating the river, although some off-highway 19 
vehicle (OHV) use may occur in the uplands. Viewers within the canyon are limited by difficult 20 
access. 21 

Project Location. The Project is located approximately 1.4 miles from the upland border of the 22 
Powder River Canyon ACEC (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-13). 23 

The Powder River Canyon ACEC and WSR is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of 24 
the cleared ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore 25 
impacts from this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 26 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 27 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 28 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 29 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 30 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 31 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 32 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 33 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource. 34 

Visual Impact Assessment.  35 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result from the development 36 
of small segments of improved roads, new primitive and bladed roads, and installation of Project 37 
facilities. Overall temporary construction-related actions will be of medium magnitude, resulting 38 
from the moderate visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and related increase 39 
in activity. 40 

Long-Term Impacts: 41 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 42 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the project. 43 
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• Magnitude of Impact: Viewshed modeling indicates that the Project will not be visible 1 
within the canyon; therefore, no impacts to the scenery ORV of the Powder River WSR 2 
will result, and scenic values of that portion of the ACEC will be maintained (Attachment 3 
R-6a).  4 

In the uplands, the proposed 500-kV towers will be visible at a minimum distance of 5 
approximately 1.4 miles. These towers will be placed parallel to the existing 230-kV 6 
transmission line and will be consistent with their form, line, color, and texture. Some 7 
towers will be skylined such that visual contrast will be moderate, and the towers will 8 
appear co-dominant with the existing transmission line. However, the majority of the 9 
views from the upland portion of the ACEC will be experienced at distances over 2 miles 10 
from the towers, where visual contrast will attenuate to a moderate to weak level. Overall 11 
magnitude of visual impacts is considered medium. 12 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers will primarily be located near the bottom of the canyon 13 
where the Project will not be visible. Viewers could have views of the Proposed Route 14 
when accessing the river or driving roadway or OHVs; however, these views will be 15 
peripheral and intermittent and experienced from a neutral vantage point. Therefore, 16 
viewer perception will be low 17 

• Resource Change: The Project will not affect the scenery ORV of the Powder River 18 
WSR. The Project will lower the contribution of adjacent scenery to scenic quality of the 19 
upland portion of the ACEC. However, adjacent scenery has a limited effect on the 20 
quality of the Powder River Canyon ACEC landscape, so this change will only result in a 21 
small change to the scenic quality score, and the overall scenic quality class will not 22 
change. Landscape will continue to appear primarily natural. Therefore, resource change 23 
will be medium. 24 

Significance Determination 25 

• Impact Intensity: Overall impact intensity will be medium based on low viewer perception 26 
and medium resource change. 27 

• Context: The ACEC was designated to preserve scenic values of the Powder River 28 
Canyon. Therefore, it is understood that if the scenic resources within the geographic 29 
boundary of this ACEC are maintained, the resource values for which this ACEC was 30 
designated to protect will persist. Additionally, recreation activities will be focused near 31 
the bottom of the canyon where the Project will not be visible; therefore, visual impacts 32 
will not disrupt recreation activities for which the ACEC is also managed to protect. The 33 
Project will not impact the scenery ORV of the Powder River WSR.  34 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 35 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 36 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions, including the existing 230-kV 37 
transmission line which both will appear subordinate to the natural appearing landscape 38 
character. 39 

• Conclusion: Because the scenic quality of the ACEC and the WSR will be maintained in 40 
accordance with the resource designation and associated management objectives, 41 
medium intensity impacts will be less than significant. 42 
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3.3.2.6 BLM, Malheur Resource Area 1 

Birch Creek 2 

The Birch Creek ACEC (Map ID: VRM M1) includes 119 acres encompassing the Oregon 3 
National Historic Trail. It is located approximately 2 miles south of Farewell Bend, Oregon, west 4 
of I-84. This segment of the trail was historically used as a camping area on approach to the 5 
Snake River at Farewell Bend. Features at the site include a parking turnout, a wagon rut swale 6 
within a fenced exclosure, a short trail adjacent to the ruts, and an interpretive panel. The area 7 
around the ACEC is characterized by a mixture of privately owned rangeland and federal lands 8 
managed by the BLM. The ACEC parcel is bordered by private lands to the east, north, and 9 
west.  10 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The relevant and important values of the ACEC are 11 
historic and scenic. Per the SEORMP, the area will be managed as VRM Class II (BLM 2002). 12 

Existing Conditions. The view to the west from the interpretive panel consists of gently rolling 13 
terrain in the foreground and middleground that subtly transitions to steeper terrain in the 14 
background. Alluvial fans and natural bowls are apparent in the background terrain. Colors in 15 
the landscape include light browns, tans, reds, grays, and blues. Lines in the landscape are 16 
undulating and horizontal with diagonal lines visible in the middleground and background. The 17 
dominant texture from the landform is smooth. Vegetation appears medium to coarse in the 18 
foreground to fine, uniform, and dotted in the foreground and middleground. Cultural 19 
modifications to the natural landscape consist of the Historic Oregon Trail, gravel-surfaced road, 20 
the interpretive site facilities, a residence, and a cell tower. An existing 138-kV line is located to 21 
the west; however, it is not visible from the interpretive area. The Birch Creek ACEC has a 22 
historic landscape character because of the historic Oregon Trail and relative lack of additional 23 
development. The overall scenic quality is considered low (Class C), due to the simplicity and 24 
uniformity of land form, colors and textures of the landscape.  25 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers include tourists and historic trail enthusiasts. 26 
Visitor numbers are limited due to remoteness and lack of recreational facilities. Viewers will 27 
concentrate at the interpretive panel (stationary) and along the Historic Oregon Trail (transient). 28 

Project Location. The transmission line associated with the Proposed Route will be located 0.2 29 
mile northeast of the Birch Creek Parcel (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-14). The Proposed Route 30 
includes the rebuild of 1.1 miles of the existing Quarts to Weiser 138-kV transmission line and 31 
the siting of the Project transmission line within the existing ROW. Between MP 197.6 and MP 32 
198.8, the Proposed Route will be located in the existing IPC 138-kV transmission line ROW. 33 
The 138-kV transmission line will be rebuilt to the southwest of the Proposed Route in a new 34 
ROW.  35 

The Birch Creek ACEC is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of 36 
both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 37 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 38 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 39 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 40 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 41 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 42 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 43 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 44 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 45 
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Mitigation Considered.  In siting the Project at this location, IPC employed measures to reduce 1 
visibility from the ACEC parcel. To accomplish this goal, IPC sited the Project line as far north 2 
as feasible, and will use shorter stature H-frame structures on MP 198 and MP 199. The 3 
existing 138-kV line will be rebuilt to allow for siting of the proposed 500-kV line at this location. 4 
This structure type, combined with constructing towers at lower elevations than the ACEC, will 5 
maximize the proportion of the Project screened from view by existing topography. 6 

Visual Impact Assessment  7 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result from the development 8 
of small segments of improved roads, new primitive and bladed roads, and installation of Project 9 
facilities. Overall temporary construction-related actions will be of high magnitude, resulting from 10 
the strong visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and related increase in 11 
activity. Short-term impacts will result in areas where vegetation clearing is required within the 12 
ROW (i.e., structure work areas). No pulling and tensioning sites will be visible from the Birch 13 
Creek ACEC, as they will be screened by topography. 14 

Long-Term Impacts 15 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and towers, and 16 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 17 

• Magnitude of Impact: Towers located between MP 198 and MP 199 will use shorter 18 
stature H-frame structures ranging in height from 65 to 100 feet (see Figure R-3-14). 19 
This structure type, combined with constructing towers at lower elevations than the 20 
ACEC, will maximize the proportion of the Project screened from view by existing 21 
topography. Impacts are considered to be of low magnitude. 22 

• Viewer Perception: Views from the interpretive panels and trail will primarily be directed 23 
to the northeast, north, and northwest toward the Proposed Route (head-on). Viewers 24 
walking along the trail will experience the landscape in its entirety, with 360-degree 25 
views extending across the basin. For these viewers, the Project will be experienced 26 
intermittently. Project features will be subordinate to the large scale and natural setting 27 
of the landscape. Therefore, viewer perception will be medium. 28 

• Resource Change: Though visible, the transmission towers associated with the 29 
Proposed Route will not substantially lower the quality of the adjacent scenery outside 30 
the Birch Creek Parcel. The landscape character will remain historic due to the 31 
prominence of natural features in the viewshed. The overall scenic quality of the 32 
landscape will remain low (class C). Because the Project has been sited outside the 33 
Birch Creek Parcel, there will be no changes to the landscape within the boundary of the 34 
Birch Creek Parcel. The resource change will be medium.  35 

Significance Determination 36 

• Impact Intensity: Impacts will be of medium intensity based on medium levels of 37 
resource change and medium viewer perception. 38 

• Context: The BLM maintains the visual values of lands they administer through their 39 
VRM System. Visual values of the Birch Creek Parcel are managed per VRM Class II 40 
objectives. Because the Project has been sited outside the Birch Creek Parcel, there will 41 
be no changes to the landscape within the boundary of the Birch Creek Parcel. The 42 
contribution of adjacent scenery to the overall scenic quality of the Birch Creek Parcel 43 
will be slightly reduced; however, the scenic class will remain the same. The Project will 44 
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conform to the VRM Class II objectives and consequently is consistent with BLM’s 1 
management of the Birch Creek Parcel’s visual qualities. 2 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Though 3 
evidence of cultural modification exists within the landscape, impacts disclosed in this 4 
assessment will primarily result from the Project and are not the result of other past or 5 
present actions. 6 

• Conclusion: Because no specific management direction has been established for this 7 
scenic resource, and IPC’s impacts are minimized, IPC has not found the Project to 8 
preclude the resource from providing the scenic value for which it is recognized. Visual 9 
impacts to the Birch Creek ACEC will be less than significant. 10 

Oregon Trail – Tub Mountain 11 

The Oregon National Historic Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Parcel (Map ID: VRM M2) is a long, 12 
narrow geographic area located in northeastern Malheur County. The Tub Mountain Parcel 13 
includes approximately 5,900 acres of BLM-administered lands. The Tub Mountain parcel is 14 
situated between I-84 and U.S. Highway 26; the southern end of the Tub Mountain parcel is 15 
approximately 13 miles north of Vale and 9 miles east of the small community of Jamieson. The 16 
ACEC includes one interpretive site at Alkali Springs, which was the “nooning” spot for wagon 17 
trains leaving Vale (BLM 2002). The ACEC is remote and accessible only by local gravel roads. 18 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The relevant and important values of the ACEC are 19 
historic, cultural, and scenic. The scenic values of the Tub Mountain Parcel are associated with 20 
the integrity of the historical landscape. Because of this designation and management direction, 21 
scenery is considered a valued attribute of the Oregon Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Parcel. The 22 
ACEC is managed per VRM Class II objectives indicating the intent to “retain the existing 23 
character of the landscape” within the Tub Mountain Parcel. The level of change to the 24 
characteristic landscape should be low (BLM 1986). 25 

Existing Conditions. The view to the northwest from t the Tub Mountain Parcel consists of 26 
gently rolling terrain in the foreground and middleground that subtly transitions to steeper terrain 27 
in the background. Alluvial fans and natural bowls are apparent in the background terrain. The 28 
landscape is free of cultural modifications with the exception of a few gravel surfaced roads, the 29 
Alkali Springs interpretive site, and some evidence of grazing and OHV use. Old Oregon Trail 30 
Road travels north-south through the majority of the Tub Mountain Parcel and is a native-31 
surfaced, two-track maintained by Malheur County that is roughly parallel to the Oregon Trail 32 
route. The landscape character is natural appearing. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for 33 
the Oregon Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Parcel is considered low (Class C). 34 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewer groups include local residents driving through or 35 
near the area and recreators such as OHV users or visitors to the Oregon Trail remnants and 36 
interpretive site. Viewers are limited by difficult access and lack of developed recreation 37 
facilities. Views within the Tub Mountain Parcel are enclosed and limited to the foreground and 38 
middleground from lower elevation spots; however, views experienced from higher elevations 39 
extend to the background distance zones throughout the Tub Mountain Parcel. 40 

Project Location. The Proposed Route runs along the eastern and southern boundary of the 41 
ACEC at a distance of 0.5 mile at its closest point. The Proposed Route is approximately 1.5 42 
miles east of the Alkali Springs interpretive site (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-15).  43 
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The Tub Mountain parcel is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW 1 
of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and is therefore impacts from this 2 
Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 3 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 4 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 5 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 6 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 7 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 8 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 9 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 10 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation as considered for this resource. 11 

Visual Impact Assessment.  12 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result primarily from the 13 
development of new bladed roads and installation of Project facilities. Overall temporary 14 
construction-related actions will be of medium magnitude, resulting from the medium visual 15 
contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and related increase in activity. Short-term 16 
impacts will result in areas where vegetation clearing is required within the ROW (i.e., structure 17 
work areas). 18 

Long-Term Impacts: 19 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and towers, and 20 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 21 

• Magnitude of Impact: The transmission towers and conductors will be partially screened 22 
from view by rolling terrain in the foreground. New and improved access roads will be 23 
constructed along the Proposed Route. The transmission towers associated with the 24 
Proposed Route will be the primary source of visual contrast experienced from the 25 
ACEC, resulting in medium magnitude impacts due to their scale, form, and texture. The 26 
large, geometrical form and smooth texture will contrast against the fine to medium, 27 
rolling, rounded hills. The light, reflective color will also contrast against the light to 28 
medium brown vegetation and outcrops.  29 

• Viewer Perception: Views of the Project will be experienced from a neutral vantage point 30 
and will primarily be peripheral and intermittent to viewers traveling along the along Old 31 
Oregon Trail Road or the Oregon Trail route due to topographic screening. Therefore, 32 
viewer perception will be low. 33 

• Resource Change: Viewers from Alkali Springs (KOP 8-1) will have views of the 34 
transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route to the east that will be partially 35 
blocked by vegetation such that the Project will appear co-dominant with the landscape 36 
and produce moderate visual contrast. While traveling along Old Oregon Trail Road or 37 
the Oregon Trail route, the Proposed Route will be generally located to the east, and 38 
most towers will either not be visible or only the top portions will be visible. Some towers 39 
will be skylined and some backdropped depending on location within the Tub Mountain 40 
Parcel, introducing moderate to strong visual contrast for up to approximately 3 miles. As 41 
a result of the proposed 500-kV towers, the landscape character in the western portion 42 
of the ACEC will change from natural appearing to a cultural landscape. Although the 43 
landscape quality will remain low (Class C), the resource change will be high due to the 44 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-95 

change in landscape character. Resource change will primarily result from operation of 1 
the Project; past and present actions do not contribute to change in landscape character.  2 

Significance Determination 3 

• Impact Intensity: Overall impacts will be of high intensity, resulting from high resource 4 
change and low viewer perception. 5 

• Context: The Tub Mountain Parcel was designated to protect the Oregon Trail within a 6 
0.25-mile-wide corridor and maintain integrity of the historical landscape within this 7 
geographic area. The scenic values associated with the historical landscape (rolling hills 8 
covered with sagebrush, grasses, and dust) will remain relatively unchanged. Although 9 
views of the Project will be present, they will be intermittent and not in the primary 10 
viewing direction from the Oregon Trail. The Tub Mountain Parcel and scenic resource is 11 
managed per VRM Class II objectives. The Project was found to meet those objectives. 12 
Therefore, although high intensity impacts to visual resources within the Tub Mountain 13 
Parcel will result from the Project, these impacts will not preclude the ability of the ACEC 14 
to provide the scenic value for which it was designated in the BLM 2002). 15 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 16 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 17 
of other past or present actions. 18 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to the Oregon Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Parcel will be less 19 
than significant.  20 

Sugarloaf Butte 21 

Sugarloaf Butte (Map ID: VRM M3) includes approximately 400 acres of BLM-administered 22 
lands north of Bully Creek Reservoir. The southern edge of this parcel is approximately 2.2 23 
miles north of the reservoir and 12 miles northwest of Vale.  24 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Sugarloaf Butte is managed by the BLM Vale District to 25 
conform to VRM Class II objectives. Per VRM Class II objectives, the change in landscape 26 
character should be low such that the existing landscape character is retained within the 27 
boundary of the VRM Class II management area. 28 

Existing Conditions. Terrain consists of flat to rolling foothills dissected by numerous small 29 
drainages that create sloping soft, horizontal, and undulating lines. Colors are muted tones of 30 
gray, brown, and tan, and textures are smooth and uniform. Vegetation consists of low-growing 31 
grasses stippled with sagebrush that appear tan and green. The landscape appears vast and 32 
open with panoramic views. Human development is limited and primarily includes native surface 33 
roads. The landscape lacks distinct features and variety. The landscape character is naturally 34 
evolving, due to the very limited human intervention. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for 35 
VRM M3 is considered low. Viewers are limited and may include individuals traveling along the 36 
roads or participating in dispersed recreation. 37 

Project Location. Transmission towers and new access roads associated with the Proposed 38 
Route will be located 1.6 miles south of Sugarloaf Butte (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-16).  39 

Sugarloaf Butte is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of both the 40 
Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from this Project 41 
feature are not discussed any further in this document. 42 
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West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 1 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 2 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 3 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 4 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 5 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 6 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 7 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource. 8 

Visual Impact Assessment.  9 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: 10 

Temporary visual impacts will result primarily from the installation of Project facilities. Overall 11 
temporary construction-related actions will be of medium magnitude, resulting from the medium 12 
visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, and related increase in activity. Short-13 
term impacts will result in areas where vegetation clearing is required (i.e., structure work 14 
areas); however impact magnitude will be low due to shielding of the ground plane by existing 15 
topography. 16 

Long-Term Impacts 17 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 18 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the project. 19 

• Magnitude of Impact: The towers will be skylined, resulting in high magnitude impacts 20 
due to moderate to strong contrast and scale dominance when viewed from the north. 21 
Towers will appear as a sequential line of tall, smooth, triangular lattice shapes across 22 
the horizon. 23 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers traveling along roads within Sugarloaf Butte will see the 24 
towers both head-on and peripherally from a neutral vantage point. Dispersed recreators 25 
may see the towers head-on or peripherally and for long and short durations, depending 26 
on the activity. Although viewer perception will be medium based on these criteria, actual 27 
viewer exposure is considered limited due to the remoteness of this resource. 28 

• Resource Change: The Proposed Route will lower the contribution of adjacent scenery 29 
to the overall scenic quality of Sugarloaf Butte. However, adjacent scenery has a limited 30 
effect on the quality of Sugarloaf Butte’s landscape, so this change will only result in a 31 
small change to the scenic quality scoring, and the overall scenic quality will not change. 32 
However, the naturally evolving landscape character will transition to a cultural 33 
landscape such that the resource change will be high. Due to the overall lack of 34 
development in the landscape, the Project is the primary contributor to this resource 35 
change. 36 

Significance Determination 37 

• Impact Intensity: The intensity of the impact is considered high based on high resource 38 
change and medium viewer perception. 39 

• Context: Visual values of the resource are managed per VRM Class II objectives. 40 
Because the Project has been sited outside the geographic area designated as VRM 41 
Class II, there will be no changes to the landscape within this designated boundary. The 42 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-97 

contribution of adjacent scenery to the overall scenic quality of the ACEC will be 1 
reduced; however, the scenic class will remain the same.  2 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 3 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 4 
of other past or present actions 5 

• Conclusion: Because the Project is sited outside of lands managed per VRM Class II 6 
Objectives, the Project conforms to this management standard and consequently is 7 
consistent with BLM’s management of the scenic resource’s visual qualities. Impacts to 8 
scenic resources and values of Sugarloaf Butte will be less than significant. 9 

Oregon Trail – Keeney Pass 10 

The Keeney Pass (VRM M4) area includes approximately 1,015 acres of BLM-administered 11 
lands southeast of Vale managed to per VRM Class II objectives. This area forms a long, 12 
narrow corridor extending for more than 6 miles in a generally northwest-southeast direction. 13 
Similar to the Tub Mountain area discussed above, the VRM M4 area corresponds to the 14 
Oregon Trail – Keeney Pass ACEC designation. The southern boundary of this linear ACEC is 15 
approximately 6.3 miles from the Proposed Route at its closest point.  16 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The area is managed per VRM Class II Objectives per 17 
the SEORMP (BLM 2002).  18 

Screening: The basic bare-earth viewshed analysis indicates the Project will be visible from 19 
various locations within the ACEC. In these locations, the Project will be seen in the background 20 
at a viewing distance of more than 6 miles, and it will be seen against a backdrop of undulating 21 
terrain. With a distance of 6.1 miles from the Proposed Route and the landscape backdrop, 22 
contrast levels created by the Project at other locations in this area will be weak (where visible).  23 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 24 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 25 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 26 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 27 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 28 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. This site is not within the viewshed of forested areas of 29 
the Proposed Route or the Morgan Lake Alternative; consequently, potential impacts from the 30 
cleared ROW are not analyzed. 31 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 32 

Conclusion: Based on screening criteria provided in Section 3.3.2, visual impacts to this 33 
resource were considered less than significant and are not analyzed in detail. Further, 34 
because Project facilities do not cross the VRM Class II area, the Project will be in conformance 35 
with this land management standard. 36 

Five Points Creek 37 

Five Points Creek encompasses 3,763 acres and begins approximately 1 mile northeast of 38 
Hilgard, Oregon. The creek receives light recreation use from hikers and hunters because of its 39 
high quality scenery and remote experience.  40 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Per USFS (1997), Five Points Creek (Map ID: WSR1) 41 
is recommended for inclusion in the WSR System, with a classification of “Wild.” The ORVs for 42 
which this segment has been recognized include scenery. 43 
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Existing Conditions. Five Points Creek is characterized by elevated plateaus of dissected 1 
basalt and eroded canyons. The canyon is 500 to 800 feet deep with steep, rugged walls with 2 
prominent vertical and diagonal lines. Occasional outcrops and a variety of plant communities 3 
add variety to the landscape. The free-flowing creek and its tributaries add movement and 4 
additional scenic interest to the landscape. The area is primitive and undisturbed due to the lack 5 
of human development and low visitor use. Landscape character is naturally evolving, and 6 
scenic integrity is considered very high, as the landscape character is intact. Scenic 7 
attractiveness is considered Class A (Distinctive) due to the steep, incised canyon, variety of 8 
vegetation, free flowing river, and lack of human development features that together provide 9 
positive attributes of variety, unity, vividness, intactness, harmony, and balance that are unique 10 
to the area. 11 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. There is a network of hiking trails within the Five Points 12 
Creek canyon that is accessible from roads from the above plateau. 13 

Project Location. The Proposed Route will be located 2.0 miles southwest of the Five Points 14 
Creek. The western terminus of the Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 2.1 miles 15 
from the Five Points Creek (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-17). 16 

Five Points Creek is primarily located outside of the 10-mile viewshed buffer of the cleared 17 
ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from 18 
this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 19 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 20 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 21 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 22 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 23 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 24 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 25 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 26 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered at this site. 27 

Visual Impact Assessment.  28 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary and short-term impacts from construction and 29 
restoration will be of low magnitude due to distance and screening of activity by existing 30 
topography. 31 

Long-Term Impacts: 32 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 33 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the project 34 

• Magnitude of Impact: The entire river channel is outside of the modeled viewshed of 35 
both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative (Attachment R-6a); however, 36 
the towers and cleared ROW could be visible from the outer edges of the corridor in the 37 
southwestern portion of the corridor, at the top of the canyon. Five Points Creek was 38 
recognized to protect the outstanding scenery within the enclosed creek canyon. 39 
Because the Project will not be visible from within the canyon under the Proposed Route 40 
or Morgan Lake Alternative, the landscape character, scenic integrity, and scenic quality 41 
of the WSR corridor of Five Points Creek will not change and the Project will have minor 42 
to no contributions on visual impacts to the resource. 43 
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• Viewer Perception: Viewers along the river will not have views of the Project. Portions of 1 
the Five Points Creek Wild and Scenic River corridor with Project views are on the top of 2 
the canyon where viewers will be scarce. Therefore viewer perception will be low. 3 

• Resource Change: This segment of Five Points Creek was designated a WSR (wild) to 4 
protect the outstanding scenery within the enclosed creek canyon. Since the Project will 5 
not be visible from within the canyon, the landscape character, scenic integrity, and 6 
scenic quality of the wild corridor of Five Points Creek will not change, and the Project 7 
will have minor to no contributions on visual impacts to the resource. Therefore, 8 
resource change will be low. 9 

Significance Determination 10 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 11 
perception. 12 

• Context: Low intensity impacts will not affect the scenery ORV for which the Five Points 13 
Creek Wild section of river should be managed to protect. 14 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: Since the 15 
Project will not be visible from within the canyon, the landscape character, scenic 16 
integrity, and scenic quality of the wild corridor of Five Points Creek will not change, and 17 
the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative will have minor to no contributions 18 
on visual impacts to the resource. 19 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts under both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake 20 
Alternative will be of low magnitude, resulting in low resource change and low viewer 21 
perception. The ORV of scenery will not be impacted. Impact intensity will be low due to 22 
low resource change and low viewer perception. Therefore, impacts will be less than 23 
significant. 24 

Lower Owyhee River 25 

The Lower Owyhee River (Map ID: VRM M5) resource area is coincident with the Owyhee River 26 
below the Dam ACEC and SRMA, with the exception of the areas located to the north and west 27 
of the ACEC/SRMA. The VRM M5 area measures 11,291.17 acres.  28 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Lower Owyhee River is designated a VRM Class II 29 
area and per VRM Class II objectives, the change in landscape character should be low such 30 
that the existing landscape character is retained within the boundary of the VRM management 31 
area (BLM 1986). 32 

Existing Conditions. The landscape within the Lower Owyhee River area is characterized as 33 
an incised river valley, with dramatic, steep, undulating sidewalls, jagged rock outcroppings, and 34 
a meandering flat, narrow river. Dramatic landforms create irregular, rounded, angular, and 35 
flowing lines. Textures are primarily medium with some rough, patchy rock formations. Colors 36 
are rich and vibrant, consisting primarily of reds, browns, and greys of the rocks and blue water. 37 
Vegetation includes short sagebrush with patches of juniper and moderate to high green and 38 
grey riparian vegetation. The variety of color and texture and dramatic landforms that comprise 39 
this landscape create a memorable landscape that is rare within the region. Views from within 40 
the canyon are enclosed and limited due to the numerous river bends preventing extended 41 
views in any direction. Above the river, the landforms are more rounded with weakly enclosed to 42 
open ridges. Development is limited, consisting primarily of camp sites, OHV roads, one paved 43 
road along the river, and the two developed recreation sites. An existing 500-kV line crosses in 44 
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the southern portion of the VRM Class II area. The landscape has an overall natural-appearing 1 
landscape character.  2 

A ridgeline at the northern portion of the Lower Owyhee River area provides a “gateway” to the 3 
resource. The Owyhee Siphon is visible as it crosses the ridgeline and descends toward the 4 
canyon bottom. This feature introduces strong contrast due to its linear form and bright reflective 5 
surface. Scenic quality of the existing landscape of Lower Owyhee River is considered high 6 
(Class A). An image of the existing landscape, as viewed from the interpretive panel of the 7 
Watchable Wildlife Area located in the northern portion of the resource, is provided in 8 
Attachment R-4, Figure R-4-3a. 9 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers within the Lower Owyhee River primarily include 10 
recreators that are hiking, driving, boating, camping, picnicking, or viewing scenery or wildlife 11 
within the canyon and will be both stationary and transient. 12 

Project Location. The Proposed Route crosses the northern portion of the Lower Owyhee 13 
River area and will be visible from the Lower Owyhee Canyon Watchable Wildlife Area and 14 
Owyhee Lake Road (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-18). A ridgeline at the northern portion of the 15 
Lower Owyhee River area provides a “gateway” to the resource. The Proposed Route is located 16 
on the northern side of this ridgeline; consequently, project visibility is limited to two towers 17 
located approximately 1.0 mile away. 18 

The Lower Owyhee River VRM Class II area is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of 19 
the cleared ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore 20 
impacts from this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 21 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 22 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 23 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 24 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 25 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 26 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 27 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 28 

Mitigation Considered. In evaluating various alternatives for project siting, IPC concluded that 29 
potentially significant visual impacts from facility structures in the vicinity of the Lower Owyhee 30 
River could result. To address potential impacts, IPC analyzed two mitigation options aimed at 31 
reducing adverse impacts to less than significant: (1) relocating the 175-foot tower to an 32 
alternate location (Option 1); and (2) reducing the height of the structure and moving it to an 33 
alternate location (Option 2). In preparing the final indicative design for this document, IPC 34 
moved the Proposed Route to the north to align with the existing utility corridor administered by 35 
the BLM (Figure R-3-18).  Under this Project configuration, the need to mitigate potential 36 
impacts was alleviated. As discussed below, impacts under the Proposed Route considered in 37 
this document were determined to be less than significant, and therefore do not require either 38 
mitigation strategy. 39 
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Visual Impact Assessment.  1 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary and short-term impacts from construction and 2 
restoration will be of low magnitude due to distance and screening of activity be existing 3 
topography. 4 

Long-Term Impacts: 5 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 6 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 7 

• Magnitude of Impact: The Proposed Route crosses the northern portion of the Lower 8 
Owyhee River area and will be visible from the Lower Owyhee Canyon Watchable 9 
Wildlife Area and Owyhee Lake Road. A ridgeline at the northern portion of the Lower 10 
Owyhee River area will screen Project features, with the exception of two towers visible 11 
to the north. Visual contrast will be weak, and structures will appear subordinate to the 12 
landscape. Views will also include the Owyhee Siphon, which currently creates strong 13 
visual contrast with the natural landscape due to its smooth texture and bright reflective 14 
surface. Impact magnitude will be medium, as the majority of Project features will be 15 
screened from view by existing topography. 16 

• Viewer Perception: Views of the Project, as experienced from Owyhee Lake Road and 17 
Springs Canyon Road, will be predominantly head-on, predominantly continuous, and 18 
within the immediate foreground distance zone (up to 0.5 mile). However, this viewer 19 
exposure is limited to less than 5 percent of the resource. Overall views of the Project 20 
will be experienced from a neutral vantage point and will be episodic, as these brief 21 
views of the Project will only be experienced in this limited area. Viewer perception will 22 
be low. 23 

• Resource Change:  24 

Due to the enclosed nature of the canyon, visual impacts will likely be visible from less 25 
than 1 percent of the VRM M5 area, primarily where visitors exit the VRM M5 area. 26 
Because of the localized nature of visual impacts of the Project, scenic quality of the 27 
resource as a whole will remain high (Class A) despite a reduction in the score for 28 
cultural modification. Overall landscape character will remain natural appearing.  29 

Project features will be visible from Owyhee Lake Road and Springs Canyon Road as 30 
they approach the Lower Owyhee River area from the north. Multiple transmission 31 
towers and conductors will be visible from within 0.5 mile. The structures will introduce 32 
strong visual contrast from these locations and be dominant features in the landscape. 33 
Overall scenic quality of the ACEC / SRMA is not expected to change as a result of the 34 
Project. The score for cultural modification will be reduced by two points in a very 35 
localized area to the north, corresponding to where the Project crosses the parcel. As 36 
stated above, this localized impact will not affect the majority of the ACEC, as views of 37 
the Project will be screened by rugged topography. Resource change will be medium. 38 

Significance Determination 39 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be medium due to medium resource change and 40 
low viewer perception. 41 

• Context: Visual impacts will not be consistent with the purpose of the VRM Class II 42 
designation in the localized area at the northeast corner of the resource where the 43 
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Proposed Route crosses the Lower Owyhee River area. Therefore, the location of the 1 
Proposed Route within the Lower Owyhee River area will preclude the ability of the 2 
resource to provide the scenic value for which it was designated or recognized in the 3 
applicable land management plan in that area. The SEORMP will be amended to 4 
change a portion of the Lower Owyhee River area from VRM Class II to VRM Class IV. 5 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The scenic 6 
quality of the resource under operational conditions is the result of the combined 7 
influence of the Project and other past or present actions, primarily the parking lot, 8 
roadway, and Owyhee Siphon.  9 

• Conclusion: The medium intensity and localized impacts to the VRM M5 area are 10 
considered potentially significant. However, the BLM has amended the plan to change 11 
the designation in the Project area from VRM II to VRM IV, and consequently the Project 12 
is consistent with the management direction for the Lower Owyhee River, and Project 13 
impacts are less than significant. Succor Creek 14 

Succor Creek (Map ID: VRM M8) includes 10,800 acres that include the highlands surrounding 15 
the Succor Creek State Natural Area. The VRM M8 area is located adjacent to Succor Creek 16 
Road, approximately 14 miles southwest of Homedale and 4 miles southwest of the Proposed 17 
Route. 18 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Succor Creek has been designated by the BLM as 19 
VRM Class II. The VRM Class II objectives are “to retain the existing character of the 20 
landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low” (BLM 2002). 21 
VRM Class II objectives pertain only to the geographic area designated as VRM Class II and do 22 
not apply to areas outside of that geographic boundary.  23 

Existing Conditions. The Succor Creek landscape includes gentle to medium rolling hills with 24 
butte-like formations and some exposed rock outcroppings. Texture is primarily medium with 25 
some rough, jagged rock outcrops. The landforms are primarily exposed and appear light 26 
brown, tan, and grey. Vegetation is generally sparse and limited to sagebrush/steppe scattered 27 
throughout the landscape in green and grey tones. The landscape appears moderately 28 
enclosed due to the rolling topography, valley bottoms, and moderately steep surrounding 29 
hillsides as well as open areas with panoramic views. Human development is limited to dirt 30 
roads. The landscape character is natural appearing. Scenic quality of the existing landscape 31 
for VRM M8 is considered low (Class C). 32 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers will primarily be limited to local individuals 33 
driving along primitive roads and recreators accessing the Succor Creek State Natural Area and 34 
will therefore be transient. 35 

Project Location. The Proposed Route is located approximately 4 miles southwest of the 36 
Succor Creek at its closest point.  37 

Succor Creek is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared ROW of both the 38 
Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from this Project 39 
feature are not discussed any further in this document. 40 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 41 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 42 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 43 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 44 
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the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 1 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 2 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 3 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered for this resource. 4 

Visual Impact Assessment.  5 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: As demonstrated in the viewshed maps (Attachment R-6a), 6 
visibility of Project features and related construction activity will be limited. Consequently, 7 
temporary and short-term impacts from construction and restoration will be of low magnitude 8 
due to distance and screening of activity by existing topography. 9 

Long-Term Impacts: 10 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 11 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 12 

• Magnitude of Impact: The modeled viewshed indicates that the Project will not be visible 13 
from the majority of the resource. Where visible, the proposed 500-kV towers will 14 
introduce weak contrast and appear subordinate to the larger landscape due to a 15 
distance of 4 miles or more. Therefore, impact magnitude will be low. 16 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers will primarily be traveling along dirt roads, so views will be 17 
peripheral and episodic.; therefore, viewer perception will be low 18 

• Resource Change: The modeled viewshed indicates that the Project will not be visible 19 
from the majority of the resource due to the rolling hills and buttes that compose the 20 
landscape. Where visible, visual impacts from the proposed 500-kV towers will be of low 21 
magnitude, resulting from weak visual contrast, and will appear subordinate to the larger 22 
landscape due to distance, which will not alter the scenery adjacent to the VRM M8 23 
resource. Therefore, the scenic quality scoring and overall scenic quality will not change. 24 
The natural-appearing landscape character will be maintained. Therefore, the resource 25 
change will be low. 26 

Significance Determination 27 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 28 
perception. 29 

• Context: The VRM Class II objectives are “to retain the existing character of the 30 
landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low” (BLM 31 
2002). Low intensity impacts will not alter the existing character of the landscape, and 32 
therefore will be consistent with VRM Class II objectives. 33 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 34 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 35 
of other past or present actions 36 

• Conclusion: Impacts to Succor Creek will be less than significant. 37 
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3.3.2.7 BLM, Owyhee Resource Area 1 

Jump Creek Canyon and Jump Creek Canyon ACEC 2 

The Jump Creek Canyon area (Map ID: VRM O1) includes two parcels of BLM-administered 3 
lands located in western Owyhee County, Idaho.  4 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The majority of the VRM O1 area is managed as VRM 5 
Class II; however, a narrow band along Jump Creek is managed as VRM Class I. The latter 6 
area corresponds to the Jump Creek Canyon ACEC. The VRM area is located approximately 7 7 
miles southwest of Marsing, Idaho. The Proposed Route runs adjacent to the northern edge of 8 
the VRM O1 area, while the southern end of the area is approximately 4.9 miles from the 9 
Proposed Route (in the State of Oregon).  10 

Screening: For the purpose of Exhibit R, potential impacts are only considered for the portion of 11 
the Project located within the State of Oregon. The ACEC is located in Idaho, over 5 miles east 12 
of the Oregon/Idaho border. At this distance, Project components are assumed not to produce 13 
sufficient visual contrast and scale dominance to be considered potentially significant. 14 
Additionally, because the Project does not cross the resource, it will comply with VRM Class I 15 
and Class II management objectives.  16 

Conclusion: Impacts to Jump Creek Canyon and Jump Creek Canyon ACEC are considered 17 
less than significant. 18 

3.3.2.8 BLM, Cascade Resource Area 19 

Brownlee Reservoir Southeast 20 

The Brownlee Reservoir Southeast scenic resource ranges from 1 to 3 miles wide and extends 21 
approximately 14 miles in a north-south direction (Map ID: VRM C1). The nearest communities 22 
are Huntington in Oregon and Eaton in Idaho. 23 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Brownlee Reservoir Southeast area includes four 24 
parcels of BLM-administered lands located to the east of Brownlee Reservoir in Idaho that are 25 
managed as VRM Class II. The reservoir is managed by the Boise District to meet VRM Class II 26 
objectives (BLM 1999). Per VRM Class II objectives, the change in landscape character should 27 
be low such that the existing landscape character is retained (BLM 1986). 28 

Existing Conditions. Brownlee Reservoir Southeast is located on the east side of the Snake 29 
River and has a landscape similar to that described for Brownlee Reservoir West. The Snake 30 
River and Brownlee Reservoir and surrounding canyon are distinct natural features within the 31 
landscape. The reservoir appears as a smooth to rippled, reflective, flat surface that is blue-32 
green in color. Narrow steep valley walls rise above the reservoir with angled to curved lines 33 
and brown and beige colors. Textures of the sidewalls include fine to medium sidewalls and 34 
rough rock outcroppings. Vegetation is primarily limited to low-growing sagebrush and grasses 35 
that appear patchy to stippled and gold, green, and grey in color. The uplands above the river 36 
are characterized by rolling terrain with undulating ridgelines and numerous small drainages that 37 
dissect the area. Views are primarily enclosed by the valley; however, on the highlands above 38 
the river, more expansive views of adjacent mountains are visible and the landscape appears 39 
large. Human development includes trails, native surface roads, and parallel 69- and 138-kV 40 
transmission lines. I-84 and scattered development is visible immediately across the reservoir 41 
southeast of the resource. 42 

Overall, the landscape has a natural-appearing character, as both natural and human 43 
developments (primarily the reservoir) are expressed and exist in harmony. The existing 44 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-105 

transmission lines only cross through a small portion of the resource at its southern end, such 1 
that the natural features are the dominant theme throughout. I-84, though audible, does not 2 
affect visual quality as views of the interstate and associated traffic are shielded by shallow, 3 
rolling topography and riparian vegetation. Scenic quality of the existing landscape for the VRM 4 
B3 is considered moderate (Class B).  5 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are both transient and stationary and include 6 
recreators both on and off the water. 7 

Project Location. The Proposed Route will be located 0.6 mile from the Brownlee Reservoir 8 
Southeast, to the west across the reservoir, at its closest point at the southern end of the 9 
resource (Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-20). Further north, the Proposed Route veers northwest, 10 
increasing its distance from the resource.  11 

Brownlee Reservoir Southeast is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared 12 
ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from 13 
this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 14 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 15 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 16 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 17 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 18 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 19 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 20 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 21 

Visual Impact Assessment.  22 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary visual impacts will result primarily from the 23 
installation of Project facilities. Overall temporary construction-related actions will be of medium 24 
magnitude, resulting from the medium visual contrast of construction vehicles and personnel, 25 
and related increase in activity. Short-term impacts will result from vegetation clearing will be of 26 
low magnitude, as views of the ground plane are generally shielded by topography and 27 
vegetation. 28 

Long-Term Impacts: 29 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 30 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 31 

• Magnitude of Impact: Towers associated with the Proposed Route will be highly visible 32 
from the southern portion of the resource where the Project runs behind the Farewell 33 
Bend State Recreation area and follows I-84. The transmission towers associated with 34 
the Proposed Route will be the primary source of visual contrast experienced from the 35 
Brownlee Reservoir Southeast area, primarily due to their size, proximity, and the 36 
number of towers that will be visible. The large, geometrical form and smooth texture will 37 
introduce moderate contrast against the fine to medium, rolling, rounded hills to the 38 
south. The light, reflective color will also contrast against the light to medium brown 39 
vegetation and outcrops. The scale of the structures will appear smaller between MP 40 
197.9 and MP 199.1, as H-frame structures in this segment will range in height from 65 41 
feet to 100 feet. Access roads along the ROW will be visible, but will appear consistent 42 
with the numerous native surface roads that existing in the surrounding area.  43 
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Views of transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route backdropped by light-1 
colored terrain will be visible from the southern portion of the Brownlee Reservoir 2 
Southeast. From this area, the Brownlee Reservoir and development along its southern 3 
shore and I-84 will appear co-dominant with the Project, which will introduce a moderate 4 
level of contrast due to the relatively close distance of the backdropped transmission 5 
line. Views of the Project will be equally head-on or peripheral, depending on where the 6 
viewer is located within the Brownlee Reservoir Southeast, and experienced from both 7 
inferior and neutral vantage points. The Project features will also be visible from the 8 
higher elevations in the central portion of the resource; however, the Proposed Route 9 
will be approximately 5 miles away from this portion of the resource; consequently, the 10 
towers will largely blend with the landscape and result in weak visual contrast. Overall 11 
magnitude of visual impacts is considered medium. 12 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers within the Brownlee Reservoir Southeast will primarily be 13 
engaging in reservoir-based recreation activities. As there is no visibility of the towers 14 
associated with the Proposed Route in the valley bottom, viewer perception will be low. 15 

• Resource Change: The proposed 500-kV towers will reduce the adjacent scenery to the 16 
south of the Brownlee Reservoir Southeast; however, this reduction will be relatively 17 
small due to the hills that will backdrop the towers. Overall scenic quality will not change 18 
and the landscape character will retain its cultural character. Resource change will be 19 
medium.  20 

Significance Determination 21 

• Impact Intensity: Overall intensity of impacts will be medium based on low viewer 22 
perception and low resource change. 23 

• Context: Impacts will not preclude the ability of the resource to provide the scenic value 24 
for which it was designated or recognized in the Cascade RMP (1999). Because the 25 
Project has been sited outside of the Brownlee Reservoir Southeast, there will be no 26 
changes to the landscape within the boundary of the lands managed according to VRM 27 
Class II. The contribution of adjacent scenery to the overall scenic quality of the scenic 28 
resource will be reduced; however, the scenic class will remain the same. 29 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The Project is 30 
one of many contributors to the scenic quality and character of the landscape and has a 31 
moderate contribution to the overall condition of the landscape. 32 

• Conclusion: The Project will conform to VRM Class II objectives and consequently is 33 
consistent with BLM’s management of the Brownlee Reservoir Southeast’s visual 34 
qualities. Visual impacts on the VRM C1 scenic resource will be less than significant. 35 

Brownlee Reservoir Northeast 36 

The Brownlee Reservoir Northeast (VRM C2) includes three parcels of BLM-administered lands 37 
along the east side of Brownlee Reservoir.  38 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. Brownlee Reservoir Northeast is managed per VRM 39 
Class II objectives.  40 

Screening. The Proposed Route is located between 6.0 and 9.4 miles east of this resource. 41 
The basic bare-earth analysis shows no potential Project visibility within the Brownlee Reservoir 42 
Northeast area (Attachment R-6a).  43 
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Brownlee Reservoir Northeast is located outside of the 10 mile viewshed buffer of the cleared 1 
ROW of both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative, and therefore impacts from 2 
this Project feature are not discussed any further in this document. 3 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 4 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 5 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 6 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 7 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 8 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 9 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 10 

Conclusion. Because of the low likelihood of visibility, IPC concludes that impacts to Brownlee 11 
Reservoir Northeast (VRM C2) will be less than significant. Additionally, the Project will 12 
comply with VRM II management objectives, as the Proposed Route does not cross this 13 
resource. 14 

3.3.2.9 USFS, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest 15 

VQO 1  16 

The VQO 1 area is a linear corridor measuring approximately 185 acres. This area overlaps with 17 
a portion of the Blue Mountain Forest Wayside identified by Union County, and Blue Mountain 18 
State Scenic Corridor managed by OPRD; however, it includes some additional areas along the 19 
Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road that are not included within the Union County 20 
designation (Map ID: VQO 1). 21 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO 22 
Retention. The Retention VQO provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 23 
Under Retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently 24 
found in the characteristic landscape. “Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, 25 
pattern, etc., should not be evident” (USFS 1974). 26 

Existing Conditions. The Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road is characterized as a 27 
narrow, two-lane road that winds naturally along the upper portion of a steep valley wall. The 28 
roadway runs adjacent to a heavy-rail line to the south. Views to the southwest across the valley 29 
are primarily blocked by dense vegetation along the perimeter. Intermittent views across the 30 
valley are characterized by a mosaic of open meadows, irregularly shaped forest patches, and a 31 
network of forest roads. Views to the north/northwest of the Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage 32 
Road are dominated by the steep slope of the valley wall. This steep viewing angle precludes 33 
views to the ridgeline along the majority of the corridor. Existing vegetation is dominated by 34 
ponderosa pine, western larch, lodgepole pine, and grand fir and appears nearly contiguous 35 
along the edges of the Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. 36 

Landscape Character of VQO 1 is “natural appearing.” Scenic Integrity was ranked as “high,” as 37 
the valued landscape character appears unaltered. Scenic Attractiveness is Class B (Typical). 38 
Viewers are roadway travelers along the Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. 39 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers are roadway travelers along the Old Emigrant 40 
Hill Scenic Frontage Road. 41 

Project Location. The Project, including access roads and pulling and tensioning sites, will be 42 
situated on the crest of the ridgeline to the northeast of the resource (Attachment R-3, Figure R-43 
3-21). The Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 5.6 miles southeast of VQO 1. 44 
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Project components associated with this alternative will not be detectable from VQO due to 1 
screening by vegetation and topography. Because the Morgan Lake Alternative does not cross 2 
VQO 1, it will be in conformance with applicable management standards of “retention” for this 3 
area (USFS 1990a). Potential visual impacts of the Morgan Lake Alternative on VQO 1is not 4 
discussed further in this document. 5 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 6 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 7 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 8 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 9 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 10 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 11 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 12 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation was considered; however, in forested sites such as this, 13 
IPC will manage vegetation within the ROW to maintain a maximum height of 20 feet in the area 14 
under the conductors (the wire zone) and 34 feet in the adjacent area (the border zone). This 15 
treatment will result in a somewhat U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW that will soften 16 
the transition from cleared ROW to standing forest.  17 

Visual Impact Assessment.  18 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary impacts will result from construction related 19 
actions, including clearing of ROW and pulling and tensioning sites, and development of access 20 
roads. Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road will be used as an access road; however, no 21 
substantial improvements to this roadway will occur. Other access roads, including existing 22 
roads requiring improvement and new bladed roads, will be located on the northwest side of the 23 
Proposed Route. Visual impacts will include an increase of construction-related vehicles and 24 
personnel. Such impacts will result in temporary, localized medium intensity impacts. Because 25 
vegetation clearing within the ROW and pulling and tensioning sites will occur within forested 26 
areas, restoration will take more than 10 years. Consequently, impacts resulting from vegetation 27 
clearing are discussed under long-term impacts. 28 

Long-Term Impacts: 29 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and ROW, and 30 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 31 

• Magnitude of Impact: The steep angle of observation will preclude views of Project 32 
features from Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. The perimeter of the roadway will 33 
remain forested, thereby screening structures from view by roadway travelers. Roadway 34 
travelers approaching where the Project crosses the frontage road will experience views 35 
of the conductors spanning the road in the foreground. Visual contrast of the conductors 36 
will be weak. Two pulling and tensioning sites will be located adjacent to the scenic 37 
corridor between Project MP 91.0- MP 91.9. The cleared ROW will not be visible from 38 
roadway viewing platforms within any of the scenic corridor parcels due to steep viewing 39 
angles and tall, mature vegetation bordering the roadway. Overall magnitude of impact 40 
will be low, as Project features will be primarily located outside of the viewshed of the 41 
Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. 42 

• Viewer Perception: Steep slopes and tall, mature vegetation abut the road such that the 43 
viewing angle is severe, limiting the extent of views. Additionally, the Proposed Route is 44 
primarily sited on the northeast side of the ridgetop, predominantly outside of the 45 
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viewshed of the road. Viewer exposure will be brief and experienced both head-on and 1 
peripherally for all parcels. Therefore, viewer perception will be low. 2 

• Resource Change: The landscape will remain primarily natural appearing. Scenic 3 
attractiveness will remain Class B (Typical). Scenic integrity will remain high. Valued 4 
landscape character appears unaltered. Slight deviations may be present that are visible 5 
from Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road. Therefore, resource change will be low. 6 

Significance Determination 7 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 8 
perception. 9 

• Context: Impacts will be of low intensity and not visually evident; therefore VQO of 10 
retention will be achieved. 11 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 12 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 13 
of other past or present actions 14 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to VQO 1 will be low intensity and less than significant. 15 

Note that the Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 5.6 miles southeast of VQO 1. 16 
Project components associated with this alternative will not be detectable from VQO 1 due to 17 
screening by vegetation and topography. Because the Morgan Lake Alternative does not cross 18 
VQO 1, it will be in conformance with applicable management standards of “retention” for this 19 
area (USFS 1990a). Potential visual impacts of the Morgan Lake Alternative on VQO 1 are not 20 
discussed further in this Exhibit. 21 

VQO 2 22 

The VQO 2 identifier applies to approximately 4,800 acres of the Wallowa-Whitman NF 23 
spanning I-84. The area is located in northwestern Union County, is approximately 8 miles long, 24 
and is typically 1 to 2 miles wide (Map ID: VQO 2). The USFS-operated Oregon Trail 25 
Interpretive Park (KOP 4-32) and Blue Mountain Crossing Sno-Park (KOP 4-4) recreation sites 26 
are located within VQO 2. 27 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. USFS Wallowa-Whitman NF VQO 2 is managed by the 28 
Wallowa-Whitman NF as VQO Retention. Per the VQO Retention designation, activities may 29 
only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently found in the characteristic landscape. 30 
“Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc., should not be evident.” 31 
(USFS 1974). VQO 2 overlaps with the first parcel of the Blue Mountain Forest State Scenic 32 
Corridor and includes USFS-managed lands within the viewshed of Sensitivity Level 1 (highest 33 
concern for scenic quality) travel routes, including I-84, the railroad along Old Emigrant Hill 34 
Frontage Road, and the Oregon Trail Interpretive Park trail system, per the Wallowa-Whitman 35 
NF LRMP. Per the LRMP, “Sensitivity Level 1 indicates that landscapes adjacent to the travel 36 
route are managed in such a manner that management activities are not visually evident 37 
(Retention)” (USFS 1990a). 38 

Existing Conditions. The existing topography varies from flat to rolling, with some steep slopes 39 
adjacent to creeks that dissect the surrounding terrain. Undulating mountains in the background 40 
distance zone add some height and size to the landscape and create a slightly enclosed 41 
landscape. Tall, coniferous trees cover the VQO consistently and add to the visual variety and 42 
scenic quality of the landscape and limit views to the foreground from most locations. Color 43 
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complexity comprises light and dark browns, dark greens and olives, and dark and light grays 1 
from the road. Human development in the landscape primarily includes transportation corridors, 2 
including I-84, existing transmission lines, and USFS-managed recreation sites. These 3 
developments introduce linear and geometrical features that are typically smooth in texture.  4 

Landscape Character of VQO 2 is “cultural.” Scenic integrity is medium, as the valued 5 
landscape character appears slightly altered. Noticeable deviations remain visually subordinate 6 
to the landscape character. Scenic Attractiveness is Class B (Typical). Viewers include roadway 7 
travelers along I-84, Old Emigrant Hill Scenic Frontage Road and recreators at the Blue 8 
Mountain Sno-Park and Oregon Trail Interpretive Park trail system. 9 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Viewers include roadway travelers along Old Emigrant 10 
Hill Scenic Frontage Road and recreators at the sno-park and Oregon Trail Interpretive Park. 11 

Project Location. The Proposed Route will cross through VQO 2 in two locations between MP 12 
94.4 and MP 95.0, in the first parcel of the Blue Mountain State Scenic Corridor (Attachment  13 
R-3, Figure R-3-22). Towers 95/3 (165 feet height) and 95/4 (155 foot height) would be sited 14 
within the parcel. 15 

The Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 3.0 miles southeast of VQO 2. The ROW 16 
associated with this alternative will largely be undetectable from the VQO 2 area due to 17 
screening from vegetation and topography. Because the Morgan Lake Alternative does not 18 
cross VQO 2, it will be in conformance with applicable management standards of “retention” for 19 
this area (USFS 1990a). Potential visual impacts resulting from the Morgan Lake Alternative on 20 
VQO 2 is not discussed further in this document. 21 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 22 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 23 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 24 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 25 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 26 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 27 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 28 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered; however, in forested sites such as this, IPC 29 
will manage vegetation within the ROW to maintain a maximum height of 20 feet in the area 30 
under the conductors (the wire zone) and 34 feet in the adjacent area (the border zone). This 31 
treatment will result in a somewhat U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW that will soften 32 
the transition from cleared ROW to standing forest.  33 

Visual Impact Assessment.  34 

Temporary and Short-term Impacts: Temporary impacts will result from construction related 35 
actions, including clearing of ROW and pulling and tensioning sites, and development of access 36 
roads. Access roads, including existing roads requiring improvement and new bladed roads, will 37 
be located on the northwest side of the Proposed Route. Visual impacts will include an increase 38 
of construction-related vehicles and personnel. Such impacts will result in temporary, localized 39 
medium intensity impacts. Because vegetation clearing within the ROW and pulling and 40 
tensioning sites will occur within forested areas, restoration will take more than 10 years. 41 
Consequently, impacts resulting from vegetation clearing are discussed under long-term 42 
impacts. 43 
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Long-Term Impacts: 1 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and ROW, and 2 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 3 

• Magnitude of Impact: The Project will be most visible along the western boundary of the 4 
VQO where both the towers and the cleared ROW will be visible. However, the viewer 5 
platforms within the VQO (sno-park, interpretive park trails, and I-84) are almost entirely 6 
out of the viewshed due to topographic or vegetative screening. Additional views of the 7 
Project will likely be visible from the higher elevation areas near the southern tip of the 8 
VQO. The cleared ROW will be the most visible, appearing as a wide, continuous line 9 
against the fairly continuous tree canopy. Steep observation angles and tall, mature 10 
trees located between I-84 and the Proposed Route will provide screening and prevent 11 
continuous views of the Project. Where detectable, impact magnitude will be high. 12 

• Viewer Perception: Viewers traveling along I-84 will have intermittent, peripheral views of 13 
the Project while traveling at high speeds; therefore, viewer perception will be low. 14 

• Resource Change: The landscape will retain its cultural character. Scenic attractiveness 15 
will remain Class B (Typical). Scenic integrity will remain medium as the transmission 16 
towers and ROW will be consistent with a cultural landscape character and the 17 
designated transmission corridor. Therefore, the resource change will be low. 18 

Significance Determination 19 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low due to low resource change and low viewer 20 
perception. 21 

• Context: Impacts will be of low intensity and not visually evident; therefore VQO of 22 
Retention will be achieved. 23 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 24 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 25 
of other past or present actions 26 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts to VQO 2 will be low intensity and less than significant. 27 

Note that the Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 0.7 mile southeast of VQO 2. 28 
Project components associated with this alternative will not be detectable from the VQO 2 area 29 
due to screening from vegetation and topography, and the siting of the Morgan Lake Alternative 30 
in non-forested areas. Because the Morgan Lake Alternative does not cross VQO 2, it will be in 31 
conformance with applicable management standards of “retention” for this area (USFS 1990a). 32 
Potential visual impacts of the Morgan Lake Alternative on VQO 2 are not discussed further in 33 
this Exhibit. 34 

OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West 35 

OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West (Map ID: VQO 3) includes five parcels of NF lands within 36 
foreground viewing distance along the corridor of OR 244, also known as the Union-Hilgard 37 
Highway. OR 244 generally follows the Grande Ronde River in this area. These parcels are 38 
located west of the Red Bridge State Wayside, and include approximately 283 acres. 39 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO 40 
Retention. The Retention VQO provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 41 
Under Retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently 42 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-112 

found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, 1 
pattern, etc., should not be evident” (USFS 1974). 2 

Existing Conditions. VQO 3 is located in the Maritime-Influenced Zone of the Blue Mountains 3 
Ecoregion. The landscape is common for the ecoregion and is characterized by a mostly wide, 4 
flat alluvial plain bordered by low, moderately steep ridges. The Grande Ronde River flows 5 
through the parcels and appears wide and meandering with a smooth to rippled texture and 6 
blue-green color. Gravel bars line the shoreline, appearing as coarse-textured, light-colored 7 
bands. The river valley terrain is steep to moderately steep, transitioning to rolling topography, 8 
dissected by numerous drainages that create v-shaped valleys with diagonal and directional 9 
lines. Colors are primarily browns and greys, with a hint of red. Tall, mature coniferous and 10 
deciduous trees are present throughout OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West. In the uplands, 11 
trees and shrubs line the drainages and are present in clumps along the hillsides. Human 12 
development primarily consists of scattered rural development, trails, and native surface and 13 
paved roads, including OR 244, which runs through three of the parcels and appears smooth, 14 
wide, flat, winding, and grey in color. 15 

Landscape Character of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West is natural appearing. Scenic 16 
integrity was classified as medium, as the valued landscape character appears unaltered. 17 
Scenic attractiveness is considered Class B (typical), resulting from the moderately steep 18 
terrain, evenly scattered to clumped mature vegetation, and large, winding river that introduce 19 
attributes of variety, harmony, and balance that are positive yet common for the area. Primary 20 
viewer groups include individuals traveling along OR 244.  21 

Project Location. The Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative are both located 22 
approximately 4.4 miles east of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West at its closest point 23 
(Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-23). The Project will not cross through OR 244 Corridor – Red 24 
Bridge West under either siting scenario.  25 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered; however, in forested sites such as this, IPC 26 
will manage vegetation within the ROW to maintain a maximum height of 20 feet in the area 27 
under the conductors (the wire zone) and 34 feet in the adjacent area (the border zone). This 28 
treatment will result in a somewhat U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW that will soften 29 
the transition from cleared ROW to standing forest.  30 

Visual Impact Assessment.  31 

Temporary, Short-term, and Long-Term Impacts: 32 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line and ROW, and 33 
therefore will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 34 

• Magnitude of Impact: Project components will result in no visual contrast against the 35 
landscape of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West under the Proposed Route or the 36 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and impact magnitude will be low. 37 

• Viewer Perception: No visual changes to landscape character, scenic integrity, or scenic 38 
quality of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West will be evident under the Proposed Route 39 
or the Morgan Lake Alternative, and resource change will be low. 40 

• Resource Change: Views of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West are experienced from 41 
OR 244. No Project components will cross through OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West 42 
under the Proposed Route or the Morgan Lake Alternative; therefore, views of the OR 43 
244 corridor scenery will not be affected, and viewer perception will be low. 44 
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Significance Determination 1 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low based on low resource change and low 2 
viewer perception. 3 

• Context: Therefore, no visual changes to landscape character, scenic integrity, or scenic 4 
quality of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West will be evident, and the Project will 5 
conform to VQO Retention management objectives. 6 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 7 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 8 
of other past or present actions 9 

• Conclusion: Impacts to OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge West (VQO 3) will be less than 10 
significant. 11 

OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge East 12 

OR 244 Corridor Red Bridge East encompasses three parcels of NF lands within the OR 244 13 
corridor (Map ID: VQO 4). These parcels total approximately 588 acres and are located to the 14 
east of the Red Bridge State Wayside. Bird Tracks Campground, operated by the USFS, is 15 
located within the OR 244 Corridor Red Bridge East resource. 16 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge East (VQO 4) is 17 
managed by the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest as VQO Retention. OR 244 is identified in 18 
the Wallowa-Whitman National Forest LRMP as a Sensitivity Level 1 (highest concern for scenic 19 
quality) travel route. Per the LRMP, “Sensitivity Level 1 normally indicates that landscapes 20 
adjacent to the travel route are managed in such a manner that management activities are not 21 
visually evident (Retention)”. 22 

The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO Retention. The Retention VQO provides 23 
for management activities that are not visually evident. Under Retention, activities may only 24 
repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently found in the characteristic landscape. 25 
Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, pattern, etc., should not be evident.” 26 
(USFS 1974). 27 

Existing Conditions. OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge East is located in the Maritime-Influenced 28 
Zone of the Blue Mountains Ecoregion. The landscape is common for the ecoregion and is 29 
characterized by a mostly wide, flat alluvial plain bordered by low, moderately steep ridges. The 30 
Grande Ronde River flows through the parcels and appears wide and meandering with a 31 
smooth to rippled texture and blue-green color. Gravel bars line the shoreline, appearing as 32 
coarse-textured, light-colored bands. The river valley terrain is steep to moderately steep, 33 
transitioning to rolling topography, dissected by numerous drainages that create v-shaped 34 
valleys with diagonal and directional lines. Colors are primarily browns and greys, with a hint of 35 
red. Tall, mature coniferous and deciduous trees are present throughout the VQO. In the 36 
uplands, trees and shrubs line the drainages and are present in clumps along the hillsides. 37 
Human development includes campsites, bathrooms associated with Bird Tracks Campground, 38 
trails, and OR 244, which is the most apparent human development and appears smooth, wide, 39 
flat, winding, and grey in color.  40 

Landscape character of OR 244 Corridor Red Bridge East is naturally appearing, as 41 
experienced from OR 244. Scenic integrity is moderate, as the valued landscape character 42 
appears unaltered. Scenic attractiveness was classified as Class B (typical), resulting from the 43 
moderately steep terrain, evenly scattered to clumped mature vegetation, and large, winding 44 
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river that introduce attributes of variety, harmony, and balance that are positive yet common for 1 
the area.  2 

Viewer Groups and Characteristics. Primary viewer groups include individuals traveling along 3 
OR 244 or camping or picnicking. Views are experienced from either a stationary or moving 4 
vantage point. 5 

Project Location. The Proposed Route is located approximately 1.4 miles east of OR 244 6 
Corridor – Red Bridge East at its closest point and will not cross through this resource 7 
(Attachment R-3, Figure R-3-24). The Morgan Lake Alternative is located 1.2 miles east and 8 
also does not cross this resource. 9 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 10 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 11 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 12 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 13 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 14 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 15 

The analysis presented below pertains to the Proposed Route. 16 

Mitigation Considered. No mitigation considered; however, in forested sites such as this, IPC 17 
will manage vegetation within the ROW to maintain a maximum height of 20 feet in the area 18 
under the conductors (the wire zone) and 34 feet in the adjacent area (the border zone). This 19 
treatment will result in a somewhat U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW that will soften 20 
the transition from cleared ROW to standing forest.  21 

Visual Impact Assessment.  22 

Temporary, Short-term, and Long-Term Impacts: 23 

• Duration: Impacts will be primarily associated with the transmission line, and therefore 24 
will be long-term, extending for the life of the Project. 25 

• Magnitude of Impact: The Project will not cross through OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge 26 
East under either the Proposed Route or the Morgan Lake Alternative. Therefore, project 27 
components will result in no visual contrast against the landscape of this resource, and 28 
impact magnitude will be low under both routes. 29 

• Viewer Perception: Views of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge East are experienced from 30 
OR 244. No Project components will cross through this resource; therefore, views of the 31 
OR 244 corridor scenery will not be affected and viewer perception will be low for both 32 
the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative. 33 

• Resource Change: No visual changes to landscape character, scenic integrity, or scenic 34 
quality of OR 244 Corridor – Red Bridge East will be evident, and the Project will 35 
conform to VQO Retention management objectives and the protection of Sensitivity 36 
Level 1 (highest concern for scenic quality) travel route (OR 244). Resource change will 37 
be low for both the Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative. 38 

Significance Determination 39 

• Impact Intensity: Impact intensity will be low for both the Proposed Route and the 40 
Morgan Lake Alternative due to low resource change and low viewer perception.  41 
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• Context: Because no project components will cross through OR 244 Corridor – Red 1 
Bridge East, views of the OR 244 corridor scenery will not be affected and this scenic 2 
resource will remain intact such that it will continue to provide the scenic values to OR 3 
244 for which it was designated. 4 

• Degree to which the possible impacts are caused by the proposed action: The impacts 5 
disclosed in this assessment are caused by the proposed facility, and are not the result 6 
of other past or present actions 7 

• Conclusion: Visual impacts will be low intensity and less than significant for both the 8 
Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative.  9 

Mt. Emily 10 

Mt Emily includes approximately 1,060 acres around Mt. Emily that are classified as VQO 11 
Retention (Map ID: VQO 6). This parcel is located approximately 9 miles from the Proposed 12 
Route and includes the Grandview Picnic Area and Indian Trail Canyon.  13 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO 14 
Retention. The Retention VQO provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 15 
Under Retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently 16 
found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, 17 
pattern, etc., should not be evident.” (USFS 1974). 18 

Screening. The Proposed Route and the Morgan Lake Alternative are located approximately 19 
5.2 and 5.9 miles, respectively, from Mt. Emily. This area includes mature forest habitat and 20 
high-relief terrain, indicating that views outward toward the Proposed Route and the Morgan 21 
Lake Alternative will likely be screened in many locations. Bare-earth viewshed analysis 22 
indicates the transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route will potentially be visible 23 
from the southern part of the VQO 6 area (Attachment R-6a); however, the ROW viewshed 24 
analysis indicates this Project feature will not be visible (Attachment R-6c). 25 

The Morgan Lake Alternative is located approximately 3.0 miles southeast of VQO 2. The ROW 26 
associated with this alternative will largely undetectable from the VQO 2 area due to screening 27 
from vegetation and topography. Because the Morgan Lake Alternative does not cross VQO 2, it 28 
will be in conformance with applicable management standards of “retention” for this area (USFS 29 
1990a). Potential visual impacts resulting from the Morgan Lake Alternative on VQO 2 is not 30 
discussed further in this document. 31 

West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, 32 
Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Double Mountain Alternative are located greater than 5 miles 33 
from this site, and are therefore not considered in this visual impact analysis. Likewise, because 34 
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2, and 35 
the Double Mountain Alternative are not forested, they are not analyzed for potential visual 36 
impacts resulting from a cleared ROW. 37 

Conclusion. Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility and the distance 38 
from the Project, IPC concludes that visual impacts in VQO 6 will be less than significant. 39 
Additionally, the Project will comply with the Retention VQO, as the Proposed Route does not 40 
cross this resource. 41 
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OR 237 Corridor West 1 

OR 237 Corridor West (Map ID: VQO 7) includes two parcels of NF lands within the foreground 2 
area along the OR 237 corridor west of North Powder and south of the Elkhorn Wildlife Area. 3 
The two parcels include approximately 336 acres and are classified as VQO Retention.  4 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO 5 
Retention. The Retention VQO provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 6 
Under Retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently 7 
found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, 8 
pattern, etc., should not be evident.” (USFS 1974). 9 

Screening. This area is located approximately 12 miles from the Proposed Route and is 10 
therefore outside of the analysis area. Consequently, no visual analysis was performed.  11 

Conclusion. Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility and the distance 12 
from the Project, IPC concludes that visual impacts in OR 237 Corridor West will be less than 13 
significant. Additionally, the Project will comply with the Retention VQO, as the Proposed 14 
Route does not cross this resource. 15 

OR 203 Corridor – Catherine Creek 16 

OR 203 Corridor – Catherine Creek (Map ID: VQO 8) includes approximately 590 acres of NF 17 
land in two parcels along OR 203 near Catherine Creek State Park. These lands are classified 18 
as VQO Retention and are approximately 8 miles east of the Proposed Route.  19 

Relevant Land Use Plan Designation. The Wallowa-Whitman NF manages this area per VQO 20 
Retention. The Retention VQO provides for management activities that are not visually evident. 21 
Under Retention, activities may only repeat form, line, color and texture that are frequently 22 
found in the characteristic landscape. Changes in qualities of size, amount, intensity, direction, 23 
pattern, etc., should not be evident.” (USFS 1974). 24 

Screening. Bare-earth viewshed analysis indicates the Project will not be visible from this area 25 
(Attachment R-6a). 26 

Conclusion. Because of the combination of both the low likelihood of visibility, and the distance 27 
from the Project, IPC concludes that visual impacts in OR 203 Corridor – Catherine Creek will 28 
be less than significant. Additionally, the Project will comply with the Retention VQO, as the 29 
Proposed Route does not cross this resource. 30 

3.3.3 Mitigation 31 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r)(D): The measures the applicant proposes to avoid, reduce or 32 
otherwise mitigate any significant adverse impacts. 33 

3.3.3.1 Project Design 34 

The use of certain design measures may reduce the potential visibility and visual impacts of 35 
transmission lines. Those measures typically include the type of structures used to support the 36 
transmission line; the types of materials used for the structures, conductors, and other 37 
hardware; and the color and texture of the surface finishes on these facilities. Similar measures 38 
are sometimes considered for station equipment, access roads, and other support facilities. The 39 
effectiveness of such measures depends on the environmental setting, particularly existing 40 
landscape features and their associated color and texture, backdropping, and relative scale of 41 
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other landscape features. The following general project design features aimed at reducing visual 1 
impacts were applied to the Project. 2 

Transmission Structure Design 3 

Exhibit B describes characteristics of the Project facilities, including the proposed transmission 4 
structures, conductors, stations, access roads, and other supporting facilities. IPC has followed 5 
standard utility practice in proposing to use lattice towers constructed of galvanized steel to 6 
support the 500-kV line. IPC has incorporated measures to reduce potential visual contrast of 7 
transmission facilities by using deglared galvanized steel, a finish treatment that provides a 8 
duller appearance than is typically associated with galvanized steel. The deglared steel is 9 
darker, less reflective, and better able to recede into the landscape when seen against a terrain 10 
backdrop. In addition, the conductors will have a non-specular finish that will reduce reflectivity 11 
and the potential for glare. To reduce visual impacts related to transmission structure design, 12 
IPC proposes that the Council include the following condition in the site certificate providing that 13 
IPC will use dull-galvanized steel and non-specular conductors: 14 

Scenic Resources Condition 1: During construction, the site certificate holder 15 
shall use dull-galvanized steel for lattice towers and non-specular conductors. 16 

Vegetation Management 17 

IPC’s draft Vegetation Management Plan (Exhibit P1, Attachment P1-4) describes vegetation 18 
management measures aimed at reducing visual impacts from the Project. These measures 19 
comply with applicable regulatory requirements (e.g., the North American Electrical Reliability 20 
Corporation, the Western Electricity Coordinating Council, and the U.S. Department of Labor, 21 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements). IPC will implement best 22 
management practices designed to limit the area of vegetation clearing and ground disturbance 23 
to that required to safely and efficiently install the Project facilities. In addition to such practices, 24 
IPC will employ specific measures to reduce visual impacts of the ROW in forested areas by 25 
“tapering” vegetation along the edge of the ROW. “Tapering” entails trimming vegetation to 26 
produce a more gradual change in vegetation height along ROW edges, thereby softening the 27 
transition from cleared ROW to standing forest. IPC will accomplish this by maintaining 28 
vegetation within the ROW at a maximum height of 20 feet in the wire zone (the area under the 29 
conductors and extending 10 feet outside the outermost conductors), and a maximum height of 30 
34 feet in the adjacent border zone area (approximately 87 feet on either side of the wire zone). 31 
This measure will result in a U-shaped vegetation profile within the ROW, rather than a distinct 32 
wall of vegetation at the edge of the ROW. To maintain the minimum required safety 33 
clearances, tree removal in hilly, forested areas will be limited in areas where mature trees will 34 
come within 50 feet of the conductors. Forested portions of the ROW located under high spans 35 
across canyons or ravines will be left intact, thereby reducing visual contrast of ROW clearing.  36 

To ensure the protective measures set forth in the draft Vegetation Management Plan are 37 
incorporated into the final Vegetation Management Plan and to ensure compliance with the final 38 
Vegetation Management Plan, IPC proposes that the Council include the following condition in 39 
the site certificate providing for the same: 40 

Fish and Wildlife Condition 5: Prior to construction, the site certificate holder 41 
shall finalize, and submit to the department for its approval, a final Vegetation 42 
Management Plan. The protective measures described in the draft Vegetation 43 
Management Plan in ASC Exhibit P1, Attachment P1-4, shall be included as part 44 
of the final Vegetation Management Plan, unless otherwise approved by the 45 
department. 46 
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Fish and Wildlife Condition 18: During construction, the site certificate holder 1 
shall conduct all work in compliance with the final Vegetation Management Plan 2 
referenced in Fish and Wildlife Condition 5. 3 

Fish and Wildlife Condition 28: During operation, the site certificate holder 4 
shall conduct all work in compliance with the final Vegetation Management Plan 5 
referenced in Fish and Wildlife Condition 5. 6 

3.3.3.2 Site-Specific Mitigation  7 

As discussed above, in the absence of mitigation, the Project may cause significant adverse 8 
impacts to two important scenic resources within the analysis area: the Oregon Trail ACEC – 9 
NHOTIC Parcel and the Birch Creek ACEC. Based on this conclusion, IPC developed site-10 
specific measures to avoid, reduce, or otherwise mitigate these potentially significant impacts so 11 
that the Project can ultimately be constructed, operated, and maintained without a significant 12 
adverse impact.  13 

Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel 14 

History of Siting and Mitigation Considerations 15 
In evaluating various alternatives for Project siting, IPC concluded that potentially significant 16 
visual impacts from facility structures located directly west of the NHOTIC (corresponding to the 17 
Flagstaff Alternative) could result. To address potential impacts, IPC analyzed three design 18 
options aimed at reducing adverse impact to less than significant: (1) applying a natina finish to 19 
the lattice structure; (2) using an H-frame structure with galvanized finish; or, (3) using an H-20 
frame structure with a natina finish. These mitigation strategies were considered for six 21 
transmission tower structures located directly west and within 1,200 feet of the NHOTIC 22 
boundary. Because of the terrain backdrop, IPC selected the H-frame structure with the 23 
weathered steel surface treatment, as it was expected to reduce the visual contrast below that 24 
of the standard galvanized structures. The H-frame structure type was selected because these 25 
structure types can be designed with a lower overall height than either lattice towers or 26 
monopoles and can appear similar in character to the wood H-frame structures often used for 27 
transmission lines of 115-kV to 230-kV. H-frames also may appear to have a narrower profile, 28 
depending on the relationship of the viewer to the structure. The heights of the towers shown in 29 
the simulations prepared from KOP 25c were 145 feet for H-frame structures (as opposed to 30 
195 feet for lattice structures). Considering this mitigation, preliminary conclusions regarding 31 
visual impacts to the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II 32 
area assumed medium intensity impacts, resulting from both medium resource change and 33 
viewer perception. Medium intensity impacts were determined not to preclude the resource from 34 
providing the visual qualities that currently exist within the ACEC, or as influenced from the 35 
surrounding landscape. IPC concluded visual impacts, considering this mitigation and design, 36 
would be less than significant. 37 

In preparation of final indicative layout for the Proposed Route, IPC explored additional Project 38 
mitigation and siting options near the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation 39 
site, and VRM II area to address concerns expressed by Baker County regarding construction 40 
and operation of the Project in active agricultural areas and visual impacts experienced from 41 
residential areas located to the south of the NHOTIC. The mitigation and siting options 42 
considered included the following: (1) combining the existing 230-kV line and the proposed 43 
Project’s 500-kV line on a double circuit; and (2) considering the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative, re-44 
routing the Project to the north of the Flagstaff Alternative and along the southern border of the 45 
Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area. Below, IPC 46 
discusses the double-circuit option and the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative. 47 
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Double Circuit Option 1 
At the request of BLM and local government officials, IPC considered potentially locating the 2 
500-kV conductors on the same structures as the existing 230-kV line below the NHOTIC. This 3 
mitigation was considered for structures located directly west and within 1,200 feet of the 4 
NHOTIC boundary. The tower height used for the double-circuit option measured approximately 5 
178 feet. Though the double-circuit structure reduced the overall footprint of the existing and 6 
proposed transmission structures, it did not measurably reduce overall visual impacts 7 
experienced from the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM 8 
II area, as the greater height of the structures would increase visibility of the structures from 9 
areas within the resource. Moreover, IPC analyzed the simultaneous loss of the Project and the 10 
230-kV line and estimates the consideration of a simultaneous loss of both transmission circuits 11 
would result in a 175 MW reduction in the Project’s capacity rating. This reduction undermines 12 
the Project objective of adding approximately 1,000 MW of capacity to the Idaho-Northwest 13 
transmission path. For these reasons, the double-circuit option was not carried forward for 14 
consideration. 15 

Proposed Route/Flagstaff Gulch Alternative 16 
The Proposed Route (also referred to as the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative) relocated the Project to 17 
the north, moving the Project outside of active agricultural areas to the south of the Oregon Trail 18 
ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area, thereby locating structures 19 
at the toe slope of the adjacent hillside. Though visual impacts were reduced for viewers from 20 
the south, the resulting alignment placed Project features approximately 0.1 mile closer to the 21 
Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area.  22 

The original siting and design for the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative incorporated lattice structures. 23 
Preliminary review of lattice structures indicated potentially significant visual impacts to the 24 
Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area could result 25 
from the large scale of the structures and the visual clutter of the lattice structure when viewed 26 
at close proximity. In response, IPC considered mitigation options that would reduce impacts to 27 
less than significant to incorporate into the Project’s final indicative design.  28 

IPC engaged the BLM on June 24, 2016, to discuss general mitigation goals and options that 29 
could achieve those goals. Given the proximity of Project structures to the Oregon Trail ACEC – 30 
NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area (including the Panorama Point 31 
viewpoint), IPCs primary goal was to reduce visual clutter created by the lattice structure. 32 
Typically, when transmission towers are placed within a half mile or less from observer 33 
locations, the monopoles will occupy a smaller field of view than lattice thereby reducing overall 34 
contrast and scale dominance (BLM 2013). H-frame structures can achieve the same goal 35 
provided they are oriented parallel to the viewer such that the entirety of the structure does not 36 
occupy the field of view. 37 

IPC considered the use of both mono-poles and H-frame structures for the Flagstaff Gulch 38 
Alternative. Mono-poles, though believed to have cleaner lines when viewed at close proximity, 39 
generally require a greater number of towers located closer together than H-frames or lattice 40 
towers. In this instance for the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative, mono-poles were dismissed due to 41 
the relatively tall height and broad diameter that would be required to support a 500-kV line. The 42 
large stature of these structures could result in greater overall contrast by increasing skylining. 43 
Additionally, it was concluded that monopoles could appear less harmonious with the more rural 44 
landscapes of the analysis area. 45 

As noted, IPC also considered using the H-frame structure type to minimize visual clutter in the 46 
immediate foreground. Because the Flagstaff Gulch Alternative necessitated four dead-end 47 
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(DE) structures, IPC proposed to use all H-frame “family” tower structures, incorporating two-1 
legged tangents and 3-legged dead-end structures. The H-frame “family” mitigation was applied 2 
to towers 145/5,146/1(DE), 146/2, 146/3 (DE), 146/4 (DE), 146/5, 147/1, 147/2(DE), and 147/3. 3 
This approach allowed for the use of shorter-stature structures ranging in height from 100 feet to 4 
129 feet for towers located directly to the west of the NHOTIC. The proposed finish is weathered 5 
steel (or an equivalent coating). As demonstrated by the analysis, IPC concluded visual impacts 6 
to the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area from the 7 
Proposed Route (Flagstaff Gulch Alternative), as mitigated, will be less than significant. 8 

To ensure no adverse visual impacts will occur to the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, 9 
NHOTIC recreation site, and VRM II area, IPC proposes that the Council include the following 10 
condition in the site certificate incorporate the mitigation measures discussed herein: 11 

Scenic Resources Condition 2: During construction, to avoid significant 12 
adverse impacts to the scenic resources at the National Historic Oregon Trail 13 
Interpretative Center, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project using 14 
tower structures that meet the following criteria between approximately Milepost 15 
145.1 and Milepost 146.6: 16 

a. H-frames; 17 
b. Tower height no greater than 130 feet; and 18 
c. Weathered steel (or an equivalent coating). 19 

Additionally, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project using tower 20 
structures that meet the following criteria between approximately Milepost 146.6 21 
and Milepost 146.7: 22 

a. H-frames; 23 
b. Tower height no greater than 154 feet; and 24 
c. Weathered steel (or an equivalent coating). 25 

Birch Creek ACEC 26 

Preliminary impact assessments concluded the Project would result in less than significant 27 
visual impacts because the Proposed Route was sited outside of the VRM II area. Feedback 28 
from ODOE stated: 29 

the department disagrees with IPC’s determination of less than significant impact based 30 
solely on the proposed B2H facility being sited outside of the Birch Creek ACEC VRM 31 
Class II objective area. The department does not have adequate information to 32 
otherwise make a recommendation to Council regarding the significance of any impact 33 
to the scenic resources and values identified in the BLM’s management plan for the 34 
Birch Creek ACEC. The department requests that IPC consider potential mitigation 35 
measures such as alternative structure finishes (e.g., natina finish), and alternative 36 
structure types (e.g., H-frame), and then prepare visual simulations and re-conduct the 37 
impact assessment to scenic resources at Birch Creek ACEC to include such mitigation 38 
measures. 39 

In response, IPC explored the potential for H-frame structures with varying finishes to reduce 40 
visual impacts to less than significant, while addressing ODOEs concern that:  41 

the identified scenic resource value of Birch Creek ACEC goes beyond the boundaries 42 
of the ACEC itself, and incorporates the “landscape integrity” of the area, including the 43 
hills and views north of Farwell Bend and the Snake River. 44 

IPC concluded that the H-frame structures would not be sufficient to mitigate impacts, and that 45 
visual impacts to views to the north of the ACEC would remain. To address this concern, IPC 46 
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explored alternative routes south of the ACEC and further to the north, where siting of the 1 
Project at lower elevations would allow topographic features to screen views of the Project. 2 

The Southern Route headed south just west of MP 195, at structure 196/1. The route was 3 
located on the west and south sides of a ridgeline; as a result, the structures were screened 4 
from view by this topographical feature. The Southern Route rejoined the Proposed Route south 5 
of MP 201.6. This siting scenario was successful in eliminating visual impacts to the Birch Creek 6 
ACEC, particularly by eliminating views of the structures to the north. However, the Southern 7 
Route presented an additional siting constraint in that it crossed lands identified as Sage 8 
Grouse Core Area (Category 1) and Core Area Exclusion. 9 

To address this constraint, alternative routes located to the north of the Birch Creek ACEC were 10 
examined. The Northern Route proposal sought to eliminate views of transmission structures 11 
entirely by siting the Project in lower elevations to the north. This Route headed northeast from 12 
the Proposed Route at MP 197.3. After approximately 0.4 mile, the Route veered southeast to 13 
parallel the Proposed Route. The Northern Route reconnected with the Proposed Route at 14 
approximately MP 199.6. This Route was successful in screening Project features from view of 15 
the ACEC; however, it presented additional operational challenges in that it was sited within 16 
active agricultural areas and in close proximity to existing residents.  17 

To address these constraints, IPC developed the Birch Creek North Route. The Birch Creek 18 
North Route, now incorporated into the Proposed Route analyzed in this document, includes the 19 
rebuild of 1.1 miles of the existing Quarts to Weiser 138-kV transmission line and the siting of 20 
the Project transmission line within the existing ROW. Between MP 197.6 and MP 198.8, the 21 
Proposed Route will be located in the existing IPC 138-kV transmission line ROW. The 138-kV 22 
transmission line will be rebuilt to the southwest of the Proposed Route in a new ROW. H-frame 23 
structures ranging in height from 65 to 100 feet will be used between MP 198 and MP 199. This 24 
structure type, combined with constructing towers at lower elevations than the ACEC, will 25 
maximize the proportion of the Project screened from view by existing topography. Though 26 
visible, the transmission towers associated with the Proposed Route will not substantially lower 27 
the quality of the adjacent scenery outside the Birch Creek Parcel. As demonstrated by the 28 
analysis, IPC concludes that visual impacts to the Oregon Trail ACEC – Birch Creek Parcel from 29 
the Proposed Route (Birch Creek North Route), as mitigated, will be less than significant. To 30 
ensure no adverse visual impacts will occur to the Oregon Trail ACEC – Birch Creek Parcel, 31 
IPC proposes that the Council include the following condition in the site certificate to incorporate 32 
the mitigation measures discussed herein: 33 

Scenic Resources Condition 3: During construction, to avoid significant adverse 34 
impacts to the scenic resources at the Birch Creek Area of Critical Environmental 35 
Concern, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project using tower 36 
structures that meet the following criteria between approximately Milepost 199.1 37 
and Milepost 197.9: 38 
a. H-frames; and 39 
b. Tower height no greater than 100 feet. 40 

3.3.3.3 Other Considerations – Owyhee River Crossing 41 

In evaluating various alternatives for Project siting, IPC concluded that potentially significant 42 
visual impacts from facility structures in the vicinity of the Lower Owyhee River could result. To 43 
address potential impacts, IPC analyzed two mitigation options aimed at reducing adverse 44 
impacts to less than significant: (1) relocating the 175-foot tower to an alternate location (Option 45 
1); and (2) reducing the height of the structure and moving it to an alternate location (Option 2). 46 
In preparing the final indicative design, IPC moved the Proposed Route to the north to align with 47 
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the existing utility corridor administered by the BLM (Figure R-3-18). Under this Project 1 
configuration, the need to mitigate potential impacts was alleviated. As discussed below, 2 
impacts under the Proposed Route considered in this document were determined to be less 3 
than significant, and therefore do not require either mitigation strategy. 4 

The Proposed Route analyzed in this document includes a new location for crossing the 5 
Owyhee River. This Route was developed by the BLM to avoid crossing the Lower Owyhee 6 
River WSR Study Area. The new route also moved this portion of the Project into the BLM Vale 7 
District Utility Corridor. Under this Project configuration, two structures will be visible from the 8 
Lower Owyhee Canyon Watchable WA interpretive site (KOP 8-52). These structures will be 9 
sited approximately 0.75 to 1.0 miles from the interpretive site and will appear subordinate to the 10 
surrounding landscape. Tower 250/4 does not exist under the New Owyhee River Crossing 11 
Route, nor would any towers be sited (or visible) where this tower is placed. This revised siting 12 
is sufficient to reduce impacts to the Owyhee River Below the Dam ACEC/SRMA to less than 13 
significant. However, because the VRM Class II management area extends farther north than 14 
the ACEC/SRMA, and this area is still crossed by the Project, the New Owyhee River Crossing 15 
Route is not sufficient to bring the Project into conformance with Class II objectives of the VRM 16 
M5 area.  17 

The BLM’s land use planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 state, “an amendment shall be 18 
initiated by the need to consider a Proposed Action that may result in a change in the scope of 19 
resources uses or a change in the terms, conditions, and decisions of the approved plan.” 20 
Therefore, an RMP amendment to modify the Southeastern Oregon RMP regarding visual 21 
resources management in order to grant a ROW for the Proposed Route across BLM-22 
administered lands managed under the Southeastern Oregon RMP will be necessary. 23 
Amending the RMP will result in changing the portion of VRM Class II lands crossed by the 24 
Proposed Route to VRM Class IV lands, which will allow major modification of the landscape 25 
character rather than requiring the landscape character to be retained. The change of current 26 
planning direction will be determined by the BLM as part of the National Environmental Policy 27 
Act process for this project, and IPC anticipates that the BLM will change the designation of the 28 
Lower Owyhee River area crossed by the Project from VRM Class II to VRM Class IV.  29 

3.3.3.4 Design Option Considered but Dismissed 30 

Public comments requested information on the possibility of mitigating potential visual impacts 31 
by undergrounding the proposed transmission line, either as a standard approach or in select 32 
locations. Underground installation presents substantial challenges to Project design, 33 
construction, and maintenance discussed in detail in, Exhibit BB, and Attachment BB-3. Such 34 
systems also create reliability issues, as outage durations are typically longer and create needs 35 
for reactive power compensation. On a per-mile basis, underground installation is approximately 36 
12 to 17 times more expensive than is overhead installation. Based on these limitations, IPC 37 
does not consider underground installation to be a viable option for the Project.  38 

3.3.4 Map of Scenic Resources 39 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r)(E): A map or maps showing the location of the scenic resources 40 
described under (B). 41 

An overview of scenic resources within the analysis area is shown in Attachment R-2 and more 42 
detailed maps are provided for each resource in the scenic impact summary sheets in 43 
Attachment R-3. 44 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-123 

3.3.5 Monitoring Program 1 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r)(F): The applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for 2 
impacts to scenic resources. 3 

The vegetation management measures discussed above will occur as a standard component of 4 
long-term Project maintenance activities and include ongoing monitoring to determine when 5 
vegetation treatment is needed at specific locations along the Project. Aside from changes to 6 
the surrounding vegetation, visual impacts typically do not change over time and monitoring will 7 
not result in a change to IPC operation and maintenance procedures. Accordingly, IPC does not 8 
propose any additional monitoring activities for visual impacts independent from monitoring 9 
associated with long-term Project maintenance activities. 10 

4.0 IDAHO POWER’S PROPOSED SITE CERTIFICATE CONDITIONS 11 

IPC proposes the following site certificate conditions to ensure compliance with the Scenic 12 
Resources Standard, among other EFSC standards: 13 

Prior to Construction 14 

Fish and Wildlife Condition 5: Prior to construction, the site certificate holder 15 
shall finalize, and submit to the department for its approval, a final Vegetation 16 
Management Plan. The protective measures described in the draft Vegetation 17 
Management Plan in ASC Exhibit P1, Attachment P1-4, shall be included as part 18 
of the final Vegetation Management Plan, unless otherwise approved by the 19 
department. 20 

During Construction 21 

Scenic Resources Condition 1: During construction, the site certificate holder 22 
shall use dull-galvanized steel for lattice towers and non-specular conductors. 23 

Scenic Resources Condition 2: During construction, to avoid significant 24 
adverse impacts to the scenic resources at the National Historic Oregon Trail 25 
Interpretative Center, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project using 26 
tower structures that meeting the following criteria between approximately 27 
Milepost 145.1 and Milepost 146.6: 28 
a. H-frames; 29 
b. Tower height no greater than 130 feet; and 30 
c. Weathered steel (or an equivalent coating). 31 
Additionally, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project using tower 32 
structures that meeting the following criteria between approximately Milepost 33 
146.6 and Milepost 146.7: 34 
a. H-frames; 35 
b. Tower height no greater than 154 feet; and 36 
c. Weathered steel (or an equivalent coating). 37 

Scenic Resources Condition 3: During construction, to avoid significant 38 
adverse impacts to the scenic resources at the Birch Creek Area of Critical 39 
Environmental Concern, the site certificate holder shall construct the Project 40 
using tower structures that meeting the following criteria between approximately 41 
Milepost 199.1 and Milepost 197.9: 42 
a. H-frames; and 43 
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b. Tower height no greater than 100 feet. 1 

Fish and Wildlife Condition 18: During construction, the site certificate holder 2 
shall conduct all work in compliance with the final Vegetation Management Plan 3 
referenced in Fish and Wildlife Condition 5. 4 

During Operation 5 

Fish and Wildlife Condition 28: During operation, the site certificate holder 6 
shall conduct all work in compliance with the final Vegetation Management Plan 7 
referenced in Fish and Wildlife Condition 5. 8 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 9 

Exhibit R demonstrates the design, construction, and operation of the Project—taking into 10 
account IPC’s proposed site-specific mitigation measures for the NHOTIC and Birch Creek 11 
ACECs—are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources and values 12 
identified as significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land management plans, and 13 
federal land management plans for any lands located within the analysis area. 14 

6.0 COMPLIANCE CROSS-REFERENCES 15 

Table R-3 identifies the location within the ASC of the information responsive to the application 16 
submittal requirements OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r), the Scenic Resources Standard at OAR 345-17 
022-0080, and the relevant Amended Project Order provisions.  18 

Table R-3. Compliance Requirements and Relevant Cross-References 19 
Requirement Location 

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(r) 
(A) A list of the local, tribal and federal plans that address lands within the 
analysis area. 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.1 

(B) Identification and description of the scenic resources identified as 
significant or important in the plans listed in (A), including a copy of the 
portion of the management plan that identifies the resource as significant or 
important. 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.1 
and 
Attachment R-5 

(C) A description of significant potential adverse impacts to the scenic 
resources identified in (B), including, but not limited to, impacts such as: 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.2 

(i) Loss of vegetation or alteration of the landscape as a result of construction 
or operation; and 
(ii) Visual impacts of facility structures or plumes. 
(D) The measures the applicant proposes to avoid, reduce or otherwise 
mitigate any significant adverse impacts. 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.3 

(E) A map or maps showing the location of the scenic resources described 
under (B). 

Exhibit R, 
Figure R-2-1 
through 
Figure R-2-5  

(F) The applicant's proposed monitoring program, if any, for impacts to 
scenic resources. 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.5 

OAR 345-022-0080 
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Requirement Location 
(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the 
Council must find that the design, construction and operation of the facility, 
taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse 
impact to scenic resources and values identified as significant or important in 
local land use plans, tribal land management plans and federal land 
management plans for any lands located within the analysis area described 
in the project order.  

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.2  

(2) The Council may issue a site certificate for a special criteria facility under 
OAR 345-015-0310 without making the findings described in section (1). 
However, the Council may apply the requirements of section (1) to impose 
conditions on a site certificate issued for such a facility.  

Not applicable 

Amended Project Order Provisions 
The application should include visual depictions (photo-simulations) of the 
project’s impact on scenic resources within the analysis area. It is 
recommended that visual simulations include depictions from select 
viewpoints in protected areas identified in Exhibit L that may be affected by 
the proposed facility. Photo-simulations and visual impacts assessments of 
permanent structures should include switching stations/substations, in 
addition to transmission lines, towers, and roads. For the purposes of Exhibit 
R, “local” land use plans include state, county, and city planning documents 
or inventories. The applicant shall also describe the measures it will take to 
minimize significant adverse impacts to important scenic resources identified 
by reviewing agencies.  

Exhibit R, 
Attachment R-4 
Section 3.4.2, 
and 
Section 3.4.3 

If the applicant engages a multi-agency workgroup to inventory scenic 
resources or to assess visual impacts to scenic resources, incorporate into 
Exhibit R a description of the workgroup, its purpose, its membership, and 
any agreements made by the involved parties related to potential visual 
impacts of the proposed facility. 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.3.1 

7.0 RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 1 

Table R-4 provides IPC’s responses to the public comments cited in the Amended Project 2 
Order. 3 

Table R-4. Public Comments 4 
Public Comments Location 

Commenters expressed concern about the visual impacts of towers and lights 
associated with the transmission line towers and related and supporting 
facilities. Exhibit R should address potential visual impacts of the proposed 
facility, and should discuss proposed mitigation measures (including the use 
of lattice versus monopole structures, co-location with existing lines, 
coating/painting options, placement of transmission towers below ridgelines, 
and a discussion about the use of underground installation in areas of high 
sensitivity).  

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.2 
and  
Section 3.4.3 

Commenters expressed particular concern about avoiding visual impacts in 
the area of the National Oregon Historic Trail Interpretive Center in Baker 
County. Exhibit R should address this area specifically and discuss proposed 
alternative routes and mitigation measures to reduce visual impacts.  

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.2 
and 
Section 3.4.3 
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Commenters also expressed concern about visual impacts on the John Day 
River, wilderness and roadless areas, and designated scenic byways. Exhibit 
should include analysis of visual impacts and proposed mitigation measures 
for these areas, unless visual impacts to a particular area are already included 
in Exhibit L (Protected Areas). 

Exhibit R, 
Section 3.4.2 
and 
Attachment 
R-1 

8.0 REFERENCES 1 

Baker County (Baker County Planning Department). 1993. Baker County Comprehensive Land 2 
Use Plan. Ordinance 83-2. Originally adopted March 9, 1983. Baker County Planning 3 
Department. Baker City, Oregon. 4 

Baker County. 2000. Baker County Comprehensive Land Use Plan. Ordinance 2000-04. 5 
Adopted July 5, 2000. Baker County Planning Department. Baker City, Oregon. 6 

Baker County. 2010. Baker County Applicable Criteria for Project Order in Response to Idaho 7 
Power’s Notice of Intent to site a 500 KV Transmission Line. Scoping comment letter 8 
dated September 22, 2010 submitted to Oregon Department of Energy. 9 

Beal, J. 2012. Personal communication with J. Beal, Malheur County Planning Department, 10 
November 1. 11 

Beals, A. Oregon Parks and Recreation Department. 2012. Personal Communication between 12 
Alice Beals (Oregon Parks and Recreation Department) and Sue Oliver (Oregon 13 
Department of Energy); October 8, 2012. 14 

Benton County. 2006. Benton County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2006 Update. Benton 15 
County Planning Department. Available online at: 16 
http://www.co.benton.wa.us/pView.aspx?id=1450&catid=45 17 

Benton County. 2012. Comprehensive Planning. Benton County Planning Department. 18 
Available online at: http://www.co.benton.wa.us/pView.aspx?id=1425&catid=45 19 

BLM (Bureau of Land Management). 1985. Final Spokane Resource Management Plan/ 20 
Environmental Impact Statement. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 21 
Management, Spokane District Office. August. Available online at: 22 
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/files/Spokane_ProposedRMP_1985.pdf 23 

BLM. 1986. Visual Resource Inventory. BLM Handbook H-8410-1. Accessed March 10, 2016. 24 
Available online at: 25 
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/uploads/Media_Library_BLM_Policy_H-8410.pdf 26 

BLM. 1987a. Proposed Cascade Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 27 
Statement. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Boise District 28 
Office. August. Available online at: 29 
http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/planning/cascade_resource_management.html 30 

BLM. 1987b. Spokane Resource Management Plan Record of Decision, Rangeland Program 31 
Summary (RPS). U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, 32 
Spokane District Office. May. Available online at: 33 
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/files/Spokane_ROD_Rangeland.pdf 34 

BLM. 1989a. Baker Resource Management Plan Record of Decision, Rangeland Program 35 
Summary (RPS). BLM Vale District Office, Baker Resource Area. July. Available online 36 
at: http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/files/Baker_RMP.pdf 37 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-127 

BLM 1989b. The Oregon National Historic Trail Management Plan. 1 

BLM 1994. Powder River Final Management Plan/Environmental Assessment. Accessed 2 
January 04, 2017. Available at: https://www.rivers.gov/documents/plans/powder-plan-3 
ea.pdf 4 

BLM. 1999. Owyhee Resource Management Plan (RMP). U.S. Department of the Interior, 5 
Bureau of Land Management, Lower Snake River District, Boise Field Office. December 6 
30. Available online at: 7 
http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/fo/owyhee/planning0/planning.htmlBLM. 2001a. Visual 8 
Contrast Rating. BLM Handbook H-8431-1. Accessed on December 11, 2007. Available 9 
online: http://www.blm.gov/nstc/VRM/8431.html. 10 

BLM. 2001b. Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final 11 
Environmental Statement. U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, Vale District Office. 12 
Available online at: http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/vale/plans/seormp.php 13 

BLM. 2002. Southeast Oregon Resource Management Plan and Record of Decision 14 
(BLM/OR/WA/GI-03/020+1792). 15 

BLM. 2011a. Analysis of the Management Situation, Eastern Washington and San Juan 16 
Resource Management Plan. U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 17 
Management, Spokane District Office. Available online at: 18 
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/spokane/plans/ewsjrmp/maps/php 19 

BLM. 2011b. Baker Field Office Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 20 
Statement. U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, Baker Resource Area, Vale District. 21 
Baker City, Oregon. 22 

BLM. 2012. Vale District Recreation Sites. Available online at: 23 
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/vale/recreation/activities. 24 

BLM. 2013. Best Management Practices for Reducing Visual Impacts of Renewable Energy 25 
Facilities on BLM-Administered Lands (BLM/WY/PL-13/013+1340) 26 

Boquist, M. 2012. Personal communication with M. Boquist, City of La Grande Planning 27 
Division, November 4. 28 

BOR (Bureau of Reclamation). 1994. Owyhee Reservoir Resource Management Plan. Bureau 29 
of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Region, Central Snake Projects Office. April. Available 30 
online at: http://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/rmp.html 31 

Breazeale, J. 2012. Personal communication with J. Breazeale, Irrigon City Manager, November 32 
5. 33 

Canyon County. 2011. Canyon County 2020 Comprehensive Plan. Canyon County 34 
Development Services Department. May 31. Available online at: 35 
http://www.canyonco.org/dsd.aspx?id=1116 36 

City of Adrian. 1978. Draft Comprehensive Plan, City of Adrian. February 1978. Published by 37 
Malheur County Planning Department. Vale, Oregon. 38 

City of Adrian. 1998. Adrian Transportation System Plan. January 1998; Chapter 7 updated 39 
June 2001. Adrian, Oregon. 40 

City of Baker City. 1978. Comprehensive Plan City of Baker. March 13. Baker City, Oregon. 41 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-128 

City of Boardman. 2003. Comprehensive Plan. Available online at: 1 
http://www.cityofboardman.com/comprehensive.html 2 

City of Haines. 1979. Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Haines, Oregon. Haines, Oregon. 3 

City of Hermiston. 1984. City of Hermiston Comprehensive Plan. Hermiston, Oregon. 4 

City of Hermiston. 2012. City of Hermiston Code of Ordinances. Available online at: 5 
http://www.hermiston.or.us/specialord_tableVII and 6 
http://www.hermiston.or.us/ord_titleVX156.03 7 

City of Huntington. 1987. Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Huntington, Oregon. July 28. 8 

City of Huntington. 2001. City of Huntington Transportation System Plan. June 2001. 9 
Huntington, Oregon. 10 

City of Ione. 1987. City of Ione Comprehensive Plan. Ione, Oregon. June. 11 

City of Ione. 1999. City of Ione Transportation System Plan. June 1999. Ione, Oregon. 12 

City of Irrigon, Oregon. 1978. City of Irrigon Comprehensive Plan. Irrigon, Oregon.  13 

City of Irrigon. 2005. City of Irrigon Transportation System Plan. Adopted March 22, 2005. 14 
Irrigon, Oregon. 15 

City of Irrigon. 2012. Irrigon, Oregon City Code. Irrigon, Oregon. July 17. Available online at: 16 
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=563  17 

City of Island City. 1984. Island City, Oregon Comprehensive Land Use Plan. May 14, 1984. 18 
Island City, Oregon. 19 

City of La Grande. 2009. City of La Grande Comprehensive Plan. Adopted 1977, Amended 20 
1983, 1990, 1999, 2003, 2005, and 2009. City of La Grande Ordinance Number 3208, 21 
Series 2013. La Grande, Oregon. Available online at: 22 
http://cityoflagrande.org/muraProjects/muraLAG/lagcity/?LinkServID=97481322-C409-23 
86DB-21D8C2DD524B14E7&showMeta=0  24 

City of La Grande. 2009. Ordinance Number 3182. Approved October 21, 2009. La Grande, 25 
Oregon. 26 

City of North Powder. 1983. City of North Powder Land Use Plan. Adopted 1983. May 2. North 27 
Powder, Oregon. 28 

City of Pendleton. 1990. Comprehensive Plan, City of Pendleton. Adopted January 27, 1983; 29 
Updated May 1, 1990. Pendleton, Oregon.  30 

City of Pilot Rock. 1979. City of Pilot Rock, Oregon Comprehensive Plan, Implementation 31 
Measures and Technical Report. February 1979. Pilot Rock, Oregon. 32 

City of Pilot Rock. 2001. Ordinance No. 489: An Ordinance Adopting the City of Pilot Rock 33 
Comprehensive Plan. August 7, 2001. Pilot Rock, Oregon. 34 

City of Stanfield. 2003. City of Stanfield Comprehensive Plan. Adopted 1983, Revised 2003. 35 
Stanfield, Oregon.  36 

City of Umatilla. 2010. City of Umatilla Comprehensive Plan. December 1977, as amended 37 
through December 14, 2010. City of Umatilla Planning Department. Umatilla, Oregon. 38 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-129 

City of Union. 1984. City of Union Land Use Plan. April 9, 1984. Union, Oregon. 1 

City of Vale. 2003. City of Vale, Oregon Comprehensive Plan. Vale, Oregon. 2 

CTUIR (Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Nation). 2010. Comprehensive Plan for the 3 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. 4 

FWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 2007. Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 5 
Conservation Plan. Prepared by Mid-Columbia River National Wildlife Refuge Complex. 6 
Available online at: http://www.fws.gov/umatilla/refuge-planning.html 7 

FWS. 2012a. McKay Creek National Wildlife Refuge [website]. Available online at: 8 
http://www.fws.gov/mckaycreek/  9 

FWS. 2012b. Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge [website]. Available online at: 10 
http://www.fws.gov/deerflat/  11 

FWS. 2015. Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement: 12 
Canyon, Payette, Owyhee, and Washington Counties, Idaho, and Malheur County, 13 
Oregon. Available at: 14 
https://www.fws.gov/uploadedFiles/Region_1/NWRS/Zone_2/Deer_Flat/Documents/Dee15 
r%20Flat%20ROD%20033015.pdf 16 

Hells Canyon Scenic Byway Committee. 2004. Hells Canyon Oregon Scenic Byway Corridor 17 
Management Plan. January. 18 

Jenkins, H. 2012. Personal communication from H. Jenkins, Union County Planning 19 
Department, November 7. 20 

Jennings, R., and J. Alford. 2012. Personal communication from R. Jennings and J. Alford, 21 
Umatilla County Land Use Planning Department, November 1 and 5. 22 

Jones & Jones. 1976. Measuring the Visibility of H.V. Transmission Facilities in the Pacific 23 
Northwest. Final Report to the Bonneville Power Administration, United State 24 
Department of Interior. Seattle, Washington. 25 

Long, J. 2012. Personal communication with J. Long, Baker County Planning Department, 26 
November 6. 27 

Malheur County. 1982. Malheur County Comprehensive Plan. Adopted July 1982. Vale, 28 
Oregon. 29 

Michael Wetter and Associates. 1996. Journey through Time Tour Route Management Plan. 30 
Prepared for the Travel Information Council, the Oregon Department of Transportation 31 
and the North Central Region. April. Salem, Oregon. 32 

Morrow County. 1986. Morrow County, Oregon Comprehensive Plan. Acknowledged by the 33 
LCDC January 30, 1986. Morrow County Planning Department. Heppner, Oregon. 34 

Portland State University. 2011. Revised Population Estimates for Oregon and Its Counties and 35 
Incorporated Cities: July 1, 2010. Portland State University, Population Research 36 
Center. Portland, Oregon. 37 

Pound, Connie M., and Ken Koon. 1996. Addendum to Elkhorn Drive National Scenic Byway 38 
Plan. Prepared for the Oregon Scenic Byway Committee. December 1996. 39 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-130 

ODFW (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife). 2006. Elkhorn Wildlife Area Management 1 
Plan. October. Salem, Oregon.  2 

ODFW. 2008a. Columbia Basin Wildlife Areas Management Plan. October. Salem, Oregon. 3 

ODFW. 2008b. Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area Management Plan. April. Salem, Oregon. 4 

ODOT (Oregon Department of Transportation). 2012. Oregon’s Scenic Byways. Available online 5 
at: http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/SCENICBYWAYS/Pages/index.aspx 6 

OPRD (Oregon Parks and Recreation Department). 2012a. OPRD Park Plans. Available online 7 
at: http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/PLANS/Pages/masterplans.aspx 8 

OPRD. 2012b. Scenic Waterways Program. Available online at: 9 
http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/RULES/pages/waterways.aspx 10 

Oregon Secretary of State. 2012. Oregon Blue Book: Incorporated Cities. Available online at: 11 
http://bluebook.state.or.us/local/cities 12 

Owyhee County. 2010. Owyhee County Comprehensive Plan. Adopted by Resolution 02-04. 13 
February 11, 2002; Amended by Resolution 10-21, August 9, 2010. Available online at: 14 
http://www.owyheecounty.net/docs/adminforms/Owyhee%20County%20Comp%20Plan015 
80910.pdf 16 

Sullivan, R. G., Abplanalp, J. M., Lahti, S., Beckman, K. J., Cantwell, B. L., Richmond, P. 2014. 17 
Electric Transmission Visibility and Visual Contrast Threshold Distances in Western 18 
Landscapes. 19 

Sterling Codifiers, Inc. 2012. Irrigon, Oregon City Code. Available online at: 20 
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=563 21 

Umatilla County. 2008. Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan. Umatilla County Planning 22 
Department. 1983, Amended. Available online at: 23 
http://www.co.umatilla.or.us/planning/pdf/Umatilla_County_Ccomp_Plan.pdf 24 

Union County. 1979. Union County Land Use Plan. La Grande, Oregon. 25 

Union County. 1984. Land Use Plan Supplement: Goal 5 Resources. June. La Grande, Oregon. 26 

USFS (United States Forest Service). 1974. Agriculture Handbook Number 462 – National 27 
Forest Landscape Management, Volume 2, Chapter 1, The Visual Management System. 28 

USFS. 1990a. Land and Resource Management Plan, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. U.S. 29 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Pacific Northwest Region. Available online at: 30 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/wallowa-31 
whitman/landmanagement/planning/?cid=stelprdb5259879 32 

USFS. 1990b. Land and Resource Management Plan, Umatilla National Forest. U.S. 33 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. Pacific Northwest Region. Available online at: 34 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/uma/projects/ 35 

USFS. 1993. Blue Mountain National Scenic Byway Interpretive Guide. U.S. Department of 36 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Umatilla National Forest. November. 37 

USFS. 1994. Elkhorn Drive Scenic Byway Visitor Services and Management Plan. U.S. 38 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest. April. 39 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

 AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page R-131 

USFS. 1995. Landscape Aesthetics, a Handbook for Scenery Management. Agriculture 1 
Handbook Number 701.  2 

USFS. 1996. Elkhorn Drive National Forest Scenic Byway Management Plan, Addendum to the 3 
Elkhorn Drive National Scenic Byway Plan 4 

USFS. 1997. Wild and Scenic River Study Report and Final Legislative Environmental Impact 5 
Statement for Eight Rivers". Final Environmental Impact Statements (ID). Paper 16. 6 
Available online at: http://digitalcommons.usu.edu/idaho_finalimpact/16. Accessed on: 7 
December 15, 2015. 8 

U.S. Navy. 2012a. Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility Boardman Environmental Impact 9 
Statement. August 2012. Available online at: http://nwstfboardmaneis.com/Home.aspx 10 

U.S. Navy. 2012b. Environmental Assessment, Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 11 
for Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility Boardman, Boardman, Oregon. U.S. Navy, 12 
naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest and Naval Air Station Whidbey Island.  13 

Washington County. 2010. Washington County Comprehensive Plan. Rural/Natural Resource 14 
Plan Element. Available online at: 15 
http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/LongRangePlanning/ 16 
Publications/index.cfm 17 

Wendt, B. 2012. Personal communication with B. Wendt, City of North Powder, October 30. 18 



Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

ATTACHMENT R-1 
VISUAL RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 
 













































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

ATTACHMENT R-2 
MAP FIGURES 









Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

ATTACHMENT R-3 
SCENIC RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT  



































































































































































































































































































































































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

ATTACHMENT R-4 
PHOTOSIMULATIONS 
 

 























Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

ATTACHMENT R-5 
EXCERPTS FROM MANAGEMENT PLANS 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

















































































































































































































































































































































































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit R 

  AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE  

 

ATTACHMENT R-6 
VIEWSHED MAPS (Map Set 6a, 6b, and 6c) 
 

 

 

 

 









PROJECT AREA

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")M

")M

")M

")F

")M

")M

")M
")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M
")C

")M

")M

")C

")C

")C

#0

SR B6

SR U1

SR U1

WSR1

SR U1

VQO 8

VQO 8

VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 4

VQO 2

VQO 6

VQO 1

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N  R E S E R VAT I O N

!w2-16

!w2-17

!w
3-5

!w
3-7

!w
3-12

!w 3-13

!w 3-20

!w
3-21

!w
3-24 !w

3-31!w
3-34

!w4-3

!w

4-4

!w
4-5

!w4-6

!w
4-16

!w 4-19

!w
4-24

!w4-26 !w
4-27

!w4-28

!w

4-32

!w

4-40

!w 4-51/52

!w
4-55

!w2-18

!w2-22
!w 2-20

!w
2-23

!w
3-14

!w

3-42

!w4-56

!w4-23

!w
4-54

WEST OF BOMBING
RANGE ROAD

ALTERNATIVES 1/2

MORGAN LAKE
ALTERNATIVE

!

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

Walla
Walla

Pendleton

Heppner

Condon

La
Grande

Enterprise

Boardman Hermiston

Stanfield

Cecil

Echo

Ione

Rieth

Lexington
Pilot Rock

Hilgard Island
City

Union

Telocaset

ST207

ST221

ST237

ST82

ST244

ST204

ST129

ST206

ST19

ST207

ST3

ST74

ST203

ST206

ST11

ST14

£¤12

£¤395

£¤730

§̈¦84

McKay
Reservoir

Cold Springs
Reservoir

Lake
Wallowa

G I L L I A M

M O R R O W

U M A T I L L A

U N I O N

K L I C K I T A T

B E N T O N

W A L L A

W A L L A
Y A K I M A

A S O T I N

W A L L O W A

O R E G O N
W A S H I N G T O N

LONGHORN

60

40

20

70

10

30

110

80

90

120

50

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Viewshed (West of Bombing
Range Road Alternatives Only)

Area Where One or More
Towers May Be Visible to 10-
miles

Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

USFS VQO Retention

Project Features

Proposed Route

Alternative Route

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

#0 Station

Land Status

Other Federal or State
Lands or Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6a\Attachment R-6a Viewshed_WoBRR.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 4

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6a
Scenic Resources

Viewshed
West of Bombing Range Road Alternatives 1/2



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")M

")M

")M

")F

")M

")M

")M
")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M
")C

")M

")M

")M
")C

")C

")C

")C

#0

SR B6

SR U1

SR U1

VQO 8

VQO 8

VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 4

VQO 2

VQO 6

VQO 1

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N  R E S E R VAT I O N

!w2-16

!w2-17

!w
3-5

!w
3-7

!w
3-12

!w 3-13

!w 3-20

!w
3-21

!w
3-24 !w

3-31!w
3-34

!w4-3

!w

4-4

!w
4-5

!w4-6

!w
4-16

!w 4-19

!w
4-24

!w4-26 !w
4-27

!w4-28

!w

4-32

!w

4-40

!w 4-51/52

!w
4-55

!w2-18

!w2-22
!w 2-20

!w
2-23

!w
3-14

!w

3-42

!w4-56

!w4-23

!w
4-54

!

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

WEST OF BOMBING
RANGE ROAD

ALTERNATIVES 1/2

MORGAN LAKE
ALTERNATIVE

SR U1

WSR 1

Walla
Walla

Pendleton

Heppner

Condon

La
Grande

Enterprise

Boardman Hermiston

Stanfield

Cecil

Echo

Ione

Rieth

Lexington
Pilot Rock

Hilgard Island
City

Union

Telocaset

North
Powder

ST207

ST237

ST82

ST244

ST204

ST206

ST19

ST207

ST237

ST3

ST203

ST74

ST206

ST11

ST14

£¤12

£¤395

£¤730

§̈¦84

McKay
Reservoir

Cold Springs
Reservoir

Lake
Wallowa

B A K E R

G I L L I A M

M O R R O W

U M A T I L L A

U N I O N

W H E E L E R

K L I C K I T A T

B E N T O N

W A L L A

W A L L A
A S O T I N

W A L L O W A

O R E G O N
W A S H I N G T O N

LONGHORN

60

40

20

130

70

10

30

110

80

90

120

50

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Viewshed (Morgan Lake
Alternative Only)

Area Where One or More
Towers May Be Visible to 10-
miles

Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

USFS VQO Retention

Project Features

Proposed Route

Alternative Route

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

#0 Station

Land Status

Other Federal or State
Lands or Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6a\Attachment R-6a Viewshed_Morgan Lake.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 5

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6a
Scenic Resources

Viewshed
Morgan Lake Alternative



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")C")M

")M

")M

")M

")F

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M")C

#0

VRM M4

VRM O1

VRM M5

VRM M7

VRM M8

VRM M7

B O I S E
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

!w8-4

!w
8-5

!w 8-16

!w 8-18

!w
8-21

!w
8-25

!w
8-31

!w
8-33

!w8-37

!w
8-41

!w
8-51

!w8-52 !w 8-55

!w8-62

!w8-74
!w

8-75

!w8-84
!w8-85

!w8-88 !w8-90

!w 8-91

!w 8-93

!w8-94

!w
12-8

!w
12-26

!w
8-96

!w
8-97

!w
8-102

!w 8-95

!w

12-28

!w 12-27

!w
12-29

!w8-101

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

^

DOUBLE
MOUNTAIN

ALTERNATIVE

ST67

ST55

ST45

ST201
ST21

ST52

ST44

ST16

ST55

ST51

ST78
ST78

£¤20

£¤20

£¤20

£¤95

£¤20

§̈¦84

Beulah
Reservoir

Warm Springs
Reservoir

Lake
Lowell

Black Canyon
Reservoir

Lake Owyhee
Reservoir

Upper
Cow Lake

Lower
Cow Lake

Arrowrock
Reservoir

Lucky
Peak Lake

C J Strike
Reservoir

Anderson Ranch
Reservoir

H A R N E Y

M A L H E U R A D A

B O I S E

C A N Y O N

E L M O R E

G E M

O W Y H E E

P A Y E T T EWestfall
Ontario

Harper

Adrian

Homedale

Marsing
Nampa

Oreana

ID
AH

O

O
RE

G
O

N

HEMINGWAY

230

250

270

260

290

Boise

Vale

Emmett Idaho
City

Caldwell

Murphy

Mountain
Home

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Viewshed (Double Mountain
Alternative Only)

Area Where One or More
Towers May Be Visible to 10-
miles

Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

BLM VRM Class I

BLM VRM Class II

Project Features

Proposed Route

Alternative Route

Proposed Route Not In
Oregon

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

#0 Station

Land Status

Other Federal or State
Lands or Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

^ State Capital

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6a\Attachment R-6a Viewshed_Double Mountain.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 6

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6a
Scenic Resources

Viewshed
Double Mountain Alternative



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")M

")M

")M

")F

")M

")M

")M
")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M
")C

")M

")M

")C

")C

")C

#0

SR B6

SR U1

SR U1

WSR1

SR U1

VQO 8

VQO 8

VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 4

VQO 2

VQO 6

VQO 1

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N  R E S E R VAT I O N

!w2-16

!w2-17

!w
3-5

!w
3-7

!w
3-12

!w 3-13

!w 3-20

!w
3-21

!w
3-24 !w

3-31!w
3-34

!w4-3

!w

4-4

!w
4-5

!w4-6

!w
4-16

!w 4-19

!w
4-24

!w4-26 !w
4-27

!w4-28

!w

4-32

!w

4-40

!w 4-51/52

!w
4-55

!w2-18

!w2-22
!w 2-20

!w
2-23

!w
3-14

!w

3-42

!w4-56

!w4-23

!w
4-54

!

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

WEST OF BOMBING
RANGE ROAD

ALTERNATIVES 1/2

MORGAN LAKE
ALTERNATIVE

La
Grande

ST207

ST221

ST237

ST82

ST244

ST204

ST129

ST206

ST19

ST207

ST3

ST74

ST203

ST206

ST11

ST14

£¤12

£¤395

£¤730

£¤12

§̈¦84

McKay
Reservoir

Cold Springs
Reservoir

Lake
Wallowa

G I L L I A M

M O R R O W

U M A T I L L A

U N I O N

K L I C K I T A T

B E N T O N

W A L L A

W A L L A
Y A K I M A

A S O T I N

W A L L O W A

Boardman Hermiston

Stanfield

Cecil

Echo

Ione

Rieth

Lexington
Pilot Rock

Hilgard Island
City

Union

Telocaset

Walla
Walla

Pendleton

Heppner

Condon

Enterprise

O R E G O N
W A S H I N G T O N

LONGHORN

60

40

20

70

10

30

110

80

90

120

50

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Visibility (Proposed Route Only)
# of Towers Visible to 10-miles

High

Low or Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

USFS VQO Retention

Project Features

Proposed Route

Alternative Route

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

#0 Station

Land Status

Other Federal or State Lands or
Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6b\Attachment R-6b Visibility_Proposed Route.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 1

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6b
Scenic Resources

Potential Tower Visibility
Proposed Route



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")C

")M
")F

")M

")M

")M")F

")M

")M
")C

")M

")C

")M

")M

")C

")M SR B2

SR B5

SR B1

SR B4

SR B3

VRM M1

VRM M2

SR B7

SR B6

SR B6

SR B6
SR B6

VRM B3

VRM B1

VRM B2

VRM B2

VRM B6

VRM B7

VRM B5

VRM B4
VRM B4

VRM B4
VRM B4

VQO 7

VQO 7

VRM C2

VRM M3

VRM C1

VQO 7

PAY E T T E
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

M A L H E U R
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

!w

5-32/33

!w
5-25a-e

!w
4-10

!w
5-5

!w5-10

!w
5-15

!w 5-17

!w5-18

!w 5-26
!w

5-29

!w 5-30

!w
5-16/31

!w
5-34

!w 5-35

!w 5-36

!w
5-41

!w
5-43

!w
5-44

!w5-57

!w 5-59

!w 7-1

!w8-1

!w8-3

!w
8-8

!w
8-24

!w
8-34

!w
5-60

!w 5-61

!w
4-59

!w5-66

!w 5-67
!w5-68 !w 5-69

!w
4-60

!w5-81

!w
8-100

!w
5-75

!w
4-17

!w
5-84

!w5-13

!w8-103
!w8-99

!w
5-76

!w
5-82

!w 7-6

!w5-34b

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

PROPOSED ROUTE
(230-KV REBUILD)

PROPOSED ROUTE
(138-KV REBUILD)

Baker
City

ST201

ST203

ST71

ST7

ST55

ST86

£¤26

£¤95

£¤395
£¤95

£¤30

£¤26

£¤395

£¤395

§̈¦84

Phillips
Reservoir

Unity
Reservoir

Paddock Valley
Reservoir

Crane Creek
Reservoir

Brownlee
Reservoir

Payette
Lake

Cascade
Reservoir

L Payette
Lake

B A K E R

G R A N T

M A L H E U R

U M A T I L L A U N I O N

A D A M S

B O I S E

G E M

P A Y E T T E

W A S H I N G T O N

W A L L O W ATelocaset

Keating

Lime

Brogan

Jamieson

Canyon
City

Council

Cascade

Weiser

Payette

I D
A

H
O

O
R

E
G

O
N

160

130

200

210

140

170

220

180

150

Rye
Valley

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Visibility (Proposed Route Only)
# of Towers Visible to 10-miles

High

Low or Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (line)

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

BLM VRM Class II

USFS VQO Retention

Project Features

Proposed Route

Proposed Route (138-kV
Rebuild)

Proposed Route (230-kV
Rebuild)

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

Land Status

Other Federal or State Lands or
Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6b\Attachment R-6b Visibility_Proposed Route.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 2

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6b
Scenic Resources

Potential Tower Visibility
Proposed Route



!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

")C")M

")M

")M

")M

")F

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M

")M")C

#0

VRM M4

VRM O1

VRM M5

VRM M7

VRM M8

VRM M7

B O I S E
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

!w8-4

!w
8-5

!w 8-16

!w 8-18

!w
8-21

!w
8-25

!w
8-31

!w
8-33

!w8-37

!w
8-41

!w
8-51

!w8-52 !w 8-55

!w8-62

!w8-74
!w

8-75

!w8-84
!w8-85

!w8-88 !w8-90

!w 8-91

!w 8-93

!w8-94

!w
12-8

!w
12-26

!w
8-96

!w
8-97

!w
8-102

!w 8-95

!w

12-28

!w 12-27

!w
12-29

!w8-101

!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

!H

^

DOUBLE
MOUNTAIN

ALTERNATIVE

ST67

ST55

ST45

ST201
ST21

ST52

ST44

ST16

ST55

ST51

ST78
ST78

£¤20

£¤20

£¤20

£¤95

£¤20

§̈¦84

Beulah
Reservoir

Warm Springs
Reservoir

Lake
Lowell

Black Canyon
Reservoir

Lake Owyhee
Reservoir

Upper
Cow Lake

Lower
Cow Lake

Arrowrock
Reservoir

Lucky
Peak Lake

C J Strike
Reservoir

Anderson Ranch
Reservoir

H A R N E Y

M A L H E U R A D A

B O I S E

C A N Y O N

E L M O R E

G E M

O W Y H E E

P A Y E T T EWestfall
Ontario

Harper

Adrian

Homedale

Marsing
Nampa

Oreana

Vale

Emmett Idaho
City

Caldwell

Murphy

Mountain
Home

ID
AH

O

O
RE

G
O

N

HEMINGWAY

230

250

270

260

290

Boise

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)

Visibility (Proposed Route Only)
# of Towers Visible to 10-miles

High

Low or Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points

Scenic Resources (polygon)

Visual Management Areas

BLM VRM Class I

BLM VRM Class II

Project Features

Proposed Route

Alternative Route

Proposed Route Not In Oregon

!H Ten-mile Marker

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

#0 Station

Land Status

Other Federal or State Lands or
Indian Reservation

Private

Other Features

Cities or Towns

^ State Capital

!H County Seat

! Other

Roads

Interstates

Highways

Major Roads

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6b\Attachment R-6b Visibility_Proposed Route.mxd

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 3

!F
0 10

Miles Attachment R-6b
Scenic Resources

Potential Tower Visibility
Proposed Route



PROJECT AREA

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

")M

")F

")M

")M
")M

")M
")C

")M

")C ")M

")M

")C

MORGAN LAKE
ALTERNATIVE

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

Viewshed analysis includes the portion of the Proposed
Route from MP 70 to 99 for comparison purposes

§̈¦84

§̈¦84

£¤30

£¤395

ST237

ST244

ST237

ST82

ST203

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N

R E S E R VAT I O N

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N

R E S E R VAT I O N

!w(
3-12

!w(
3-21

!w(
3-24

!w(3-31

!w(
3-34

!w(
4-3

!w(

4-4

!w(
4-5

!w(4-6

!w(

4-16

!w( 4-19

!w( 4-24

!w(4-26 !w(
4-27

!w( 4-28

!w(

4-32

!w(
4-40

!w(

4-51
!w(

4-52

!w(4-55

!w( 3-14

!w(

3-42

!w(

4-56

!w(
4-23

!w(
4-54

SR B6

SR U1

SR U1

SR U1 WSR 1

VQO 8

VQO 3

VQO 3 VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 4
VQO 4

VQO 2VQO 1
VQO 2

VQO 6

U M A T I L L A
C O U N T Y

U N I O N
C O U N T Y

Pilot Rock

Hilgard
Island City

Union

La Grande

70

100

10
110

80

90

120

MUA
UM-07

LDFY
UM-01

MUA
UM-05

MUA
UM-06

MUA
UM-04

MUA
UN-01

CS
UN-01

CS
UN-02
ALT

MUA
UN-02

CS
UM-02

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)
Estimated ROW Clearing in
Forested Land (width
exaggerated for map scale)

Viewshed
Area Where Full ROW
Clearing in Forested Land
May Be Visible to 10-miles
Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points
Scenic Resources (polygon)
USFS VQO Retention

Project Features
Proposed Route
Alternative Route

!H Ten-mile
! Mile

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

Land Status
Other Federal or State
Lands or Indian Reservation
Private

Other Features
Cities or Towns
!H County Seat
! Other

Roads and Railroad
Interstates
Highways
Major Roads
Railroad

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6c\Attachment R-6c Viewshed_Forest

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 1

!F0 4

Miles
Attachment R-6c

Scenic Resources
Viewshed

Proposed Route
Forested Area ROW Clearing



!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

!H

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!H

")M

")F

")M

")M
")M

")M
")C

")M

")C ")M

")M

")C

MORGAN LAKE
ALTERNATIVE

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

W A L L O W A - W H I T M A N
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

U M AT I L L A
N AT ' L  F O R E S T

Viewshed analysis includes the portion of the Proposed
Route from MP 70 to 99 for comparison purposes

§̈¦84

§̈¦84

£¤30

£¤395

ST237

ST244

ST237

ST82

ST203

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N

R E S E R VAT I O N

U M AT I L L A
I N D I A N

R E S E R VAT I O N

!w(
3-12

!w(
3-21

!w(
3-24

!w(3-31

!w(
3-34

!w(
4-3

!w(

4-4

!w(
4-5

!w(4-6

!w(

4-16

!w( 4-19

!w( 4-24

!w(4-26 !w(
4-27

!w( 4-28

!w(

4-32

!w(
4-40

!w(

4-51
!w(

4-52

!w(4-55

!w( 3-14

!w(

3-42

!w(

4-56

!w(
4-23

!w(
4-54

SR B6

SR U1

SR U1

SR U1 WSR 1

VQO 8

VQO 3

VQO 3 VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 3

VQO 4
VQO 4

VQO 2VQO 1
VQO 2

VQO 6

U M A T I L L A
C O U N T Y

U N I O N
C O U N T Y

Pilot Rock

Hilgard
Island City

Union

La Grande

70

100

10
110

80

90

120

MUA
UM-07

LDFY
UM-01

MUA
UM-05

MUA
UM-06

MUA
UM-04

MUA
UN-01

CS
UN-01

CS
UN-02
ALT

MUA
UN-02

CS
UM-02

Scenic and Visual Resource
Features

Scenic Resources Analysis
Area (10-mile buffer of Site
Boundary)
Estimated ROW Clearing in
Forested Land (width
exaggerated for map scale)

Viewshed
Area Where Full ROW
Clearing in Forested Land
May Be Visible to 10-miles
Not Visible

Scenic Features

!w Key Observation Points
Scenic Resources (polygon)
USFS VQO Retention

Project Features
Proposed Route
Alternative Route

!H Ten-mile
! Mile

")C Communication Station

")F Light-Duty Fly Yard

")M Multi-Use Area

Land Status
Other Federal or State
Lands or Indian Reservation
Private

Other Features
Cities or Towns
!H County Seat
! Other

Roads and Railroad
Interstates
Highways
Major Roads
Railroad

Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project

December 2016

Source(s): BLM, Esri, IPC, ODFW, NPS, USGS, NGA, NASA, CGIAR, N Robinson, NCEAS, NLS, OS, NMA,
Geodatastyrelsen and the GIS User Community

Z:\UtilServ\Boardman_Hemingway\Reports\002_Oregon_Energy_Siting_Council\03_Final
ASC\Exhibits\R_Scenic\Maps\Maps\Attachment R-6c\Attachment R-6c Viewshed_Forest Clearance_Morgan

O R E G O N

Map
Area

Map 2

!F0 4

Miles
Attachment R-6c

Scenic Resources
Viewshed

Morgan Lake Alternative
Forested Area ROW Clearing


	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 APPLICABLE RULES AND STANDARDS 
	2.1 General Standards for Siting Facilities
	2.2 Site Certificate Application Requirements
	2.3 Amended Project Order Provisions

	3.0 ANALYSIS
	3.1 Analysis Area
	3.2 Methods
	3.2.1 Visual Resource Workgroup Process
	3.2.2 Summary of Visual Impact Assessment Methodology

	3.3 List of Plans and Identification of Significant or Important Scenic Resources 
	3.3.1 Land Use Plan Descriptions
	3.3.1.1 Counties
	3.3.1.2 Municipalities
	3.3.1.3 State Plans
	3.3.1.4 Tribal Plans
	3.3.1.5 Federal Lands

	3.3.2 Significant Potential Adverse Impacts
	Table R-2. Visual Impact Assessment Results
	3.3.2.1 Union County
	3.3.2.2 Baker County
	3.3.2.3 City of Pendleton
	3.3.2.4 Oregon Parks and Recreation Department
	3.3.2.5 BLM, Baker Resource Area
	3.3.2.6 BLM, Malheur Resource Area
	3.3.2.7 BLM, Owyhee Resource Area
	3.3.2.8 BLM, Cascade Resource Area
	3.3.2.9 USFS, Wallowa-Whitman National Forest

	3.3.3 Mitigation
	3.3.3.1 Project Design
	Fish and Wildlife Condition 18: During construction, the site certificate holder shall conduct all work in compliance with the final Vegetation Management Plan referenced in Fish and Wildlife Condition 5.
	3.3.3.2 Site-Specific Mitigation 
	3.3.3.3 Other Considerations – Owyhee River Crossing
	3.3.3.4 Design Option Considered but Dismissed

	3.3.4 Map of Scenic Resources
	3.3.5 Monitoring Program


	4.0 IDAHO POWER’S PROPOSED SITE CERTIFICATE CONDITIONS
	5.0 CONCLUSIONS
	6.0 COMPLIANCE CROSS-REFERENCES
	Table R-3. Compliance Requirements and Relevant Cross-References

	7.0 RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
	Table R-4. Public Comments

	8.0 REFERENCES
	ATTACHMENT R-1 VISUAL RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE
	Table R-1-1. The Definition of Significance (per Council’s Rule OAR 345-001-0005(53)) and Interpretation in Exhibit R)
	2.3 Analysis Area
	2.4 Resources Considered in the Analysis
	2.5 Visual Impact Assessment Procedure
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Table R-1-2. Rating Criteria for Key Factors Used to Assess Scenic Quality per BLM Visual Resource Management System

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment 
	Table R-1-3. Criteria Used to Determine Impact Duration
	Table R-1-4. Criteria Used to Determine Magnitude
	Table R-1-5. Criteria Used to Determine Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Table R-1-6. Criteria Used to Determine Impact Intensity
	Table R-1-7. Criteria Used to Determine Context
	Table R-1-8. Criteria Used to Determine Potentially Significant Adverse Impacts



	3.0 REFERENCES 

	ATTACHMENT R-2 MAP FIGURES
	ATTACHMENT R-3 SCENIC RESOURCES IMPACT ASSESSMENT
	1.0 BLUE MOUNTAIN FOREST WAYSIDE/BLUE MOUNTAIN FOREST STATE SCENIC CORRIDOR
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	2.0 OREGON ROUTE 203 (FROM MP 22.9 TO MP 31.09)
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Route 203 Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Route 203 Scenic Quality Rating: Project Conditions
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	3.0 OREGON ROUTE 86 (MP 4.81 TO MP 40.64) 
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Route 86 Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Route 86 Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	4.0 INTERSTATE-84 PLEASANT VALLEY-DURKEE AREA
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	I-84 Pleasant Valley-Durkee Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-Project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	I-84 Pleasant Valley-Durkee Scenic Quality Rating: Post-Project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	5.0 INTERSTATE 84, HUNTINGTON TO BAKER/MALHEUR COUNTY LINE
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	I-84 Huntington to Baker/Malheur County Line Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	I-84 Huntington to Baker/Malheur County Line Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	6.0 BURNT RIVER CANYON
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Burnt River Canyon area Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Burnt River Canyon area Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Magnitude
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	7.0 BROWNLEE RESERVOIR WEST
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Brownlee Reservoir West Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Brownlee Reservoir West Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	8.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC) – BLUE MOUNTAIN PARCEL
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Blue Mountain Parcel Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Blue Mountain Parcel Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	9.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN – NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAIL INTERPRETIVE CENTER PARCEL
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance 
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Context
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	10.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN – STRAW RANCH PARCEL 2 
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC - Straw Ranch Parcel 2 Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC - Straw Ranch Parcel 2 Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	11.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC) – STRAW RANCH PARCEL 1
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC - Straw Ranch Parcel 1 Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC - Straw Ranch Parcel 1 Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	12.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN – POWELL CREEK PARCEL
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Powell Creek Parcel Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Powell Creek Parcel Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	13.0 POWDER RIVER CANYON AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN; WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Powder River Canyon ACEC Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Powder River Canyon ACEC Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	14.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN / SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA – BIRCH CREEK PARCEL
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Birch Creek Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Birch Creek Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Magnitude
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	15.0 OREGON TRAIL AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN – TUB MOUNTAIN PARCEL AND OREGON TRAIL SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA – TUB MOUNTAIN PARCEL
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Oregon Trail ACEC – Tub Mountain Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	16.0 SUGARLOAF BUTTE
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Sugar Loaf Butte Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Sugar Loaf Butte Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Intensity Rating
	Step 5. Significance Determination
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	17.0 FIVE POINTS CREEK (DESIGNATED WILD)
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity 
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	18.0 LOWER OWYHEE RIVER VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASS II AREA
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Lower Owyhee River Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Lower Owyhee River Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT – IMPACT DURATION  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	19.0 BROWNLEE RESERVOIR SOUTHEAST
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Brownlee Reservoir Southeast Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Brownlee Reservoir Southeast Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating
	Indicator
	Context Criteria

	Summary and Conclusion

	20.0 OREGON ROUTE 244 CORRIDOR – RED BRIDGE EAST
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	21.0 OREGON ROUTE 244 CORRIDOR – RED BRIDGE WEST
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	22.0 SUCCOR CREEK AREA
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	Succor Creek area Scenic Quality Rating: Pre-project

	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Succor Creek Succor Creek area Scenic Quality Rating: Post-project
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	23.0 U.S. FOREST SERVICE WALLOWA-WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST VISUAL QUALITY OBJECTIVE 1
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	24.0 U.S. FOREST SERVICE WALLOWA-WHITMAN NATIONAL FOREST – INTERSTATE 84 TRAVEL CORRIDOR VISUAL QUALITY OBJECTIVE 2
	PART 1: Establish Baseline Conditions
	PART 2: Impact Likelihood and Magnitude Assessment
	Magnitude of Impact – Impact Duration
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Impact Duration
	Magnitude of Impact – Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Visual Contrast and Scale Dominance
	Magnitude of Impact – Resource Change and Viewer Perception  
	Indicator
	Criteria used to Determine Resource Change

	PART 3: Consideration of Intensity, Causation, and Context
	Impact Intensity
	Intensity Rating

	Summary and Conclusion

	25.0 REFERENCES

	ATTACHMENT R-4 PHOTOSIMULATIONS
	ATTACHMENT R-5 EXCERPTS FROM MANAGEMENT PLANS
	1.0 Inventory of Management Plans
	2.0 Excerpts of Management Plans
	2.1 County Comprehensive Plans
	2.1.1 Union County Land Use Plan Excerpts
	2.1.2 Baker County Comprehensive Plan and Inventory Report Excerpts

	2.2 City Comprehensive Plans
	2.2.1 City of Pendleton Comprehensive Plan Excerpts

	2.3 Federal Management Plans
	2.3.1 BLM Vale District, Baker Resource Management Plan (1989) Excerpts
	2.3.2  BLM Vale District, Oregon National Historic Trail Management Plan (1989)
	2.3.3 BLM Vale District, Southeast Oregon Resource Management Plan (2002) Excerpts 
	2.3.4 South Fork Walla Walla River Area Plan Amendment (1992)
	2.3.5 Powder River Final Management Plan / Environmental Assessment (1994) Excerpts
	2.3.6 BLM Boise District, Owyhee Resource Management Plan (1999) Excerpts
	2.3.7 BLM Boise District, Cascade Resource Management Plan (1987) Excerpts
	2.3.8 USFS Wallowa-Whitman National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (1990) Excerpts
	2.3.9 BOR Owyhee Reservoir Resource Management Plan (1994) Excerpts



	ATTACHMENT R-6 VIEWSHED MAPS (Map Set 6a, 6b, and 6c)



