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Exhibit S
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Exhibit S provides information on the historic, cultural, and archaeological resources that may
potentially be impacted by the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project (Project).! The
information in Exhibit S demonstrates that the Project will comply with the Oregon Energy Facility
Siting Council’s (EFSC or Council) Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Standard,
Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 345-022-0090, by showing that the construction and operation
of the Project, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse impacts
to: historic, cultural, or archaeological resources that are listed or eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP); archaeological objects, or archaeological sites.

Information concerning the location of archaeological sites or objects are exempt from public
disclosure under Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 192.501(11).? Therefore, such information,
including archaeological survey reports, is provided confidentially to the Oregon Department of
Energy (ODOE).

2.0 APPLICABLE STATUES, RULES, AND AMENDED PROJECT
ORDER PROVISIONS

2.1 EFSC Administrative Rules
2.1.1  Site Certificate Application Requirements

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s) provides Idaho Power Company (IPC) must include information in
Exhibit S or confidential submissions of the following information regarding historic, cultural, and
archaeological resources:

(A) Historic and cultural resources within the analysis area that have been listed, or
would likely be eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places.

(B) For private lands, archaeological objects, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(a), and
archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c), within the analysis area.

(C) For public lands, archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c), within the
analysis area.

(D) The significant potential impacts, if any, of the construction, operation and retirement
of the proposed facility on the resources described in paragraphs (A), (B) and (C) and a
plan for protection of those resources that includes at least the following:

1 This Exhibit includes desktop data regarding cultural resources identified within the Site Boundary, as well as a high
level summary of field survey data collected to date. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) is yet to concur
with findings of field surveys. Therefore, IPC’s analysis of potential significant adverse impacts to cultural resources is
not considered final for SHPO purposes but this Exhibit is considered complete for ODOE purposes. IPC will submit
more complete field survey data in support of its Application for Site Certificate in a manner and on a schedule
agreeable to ODOE.

2 OAR 345-021-0010(s) provides that “information concerning the location of archaeological sites or objects may be
exempt from public disclosure under ORS 192.502(4) or ORS 192.501(11),” and that the applicant “shall submit such
information separately, clearly marked as ‘confidential,” and shall request that the Department and the Council keep
the information confidential to the extent permitted by law.”

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-1
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(i) A description of any discovery measures, such as surveys, inventories, and
limited subsurface testing work, recommended by the State Historic Preservation
Officer or the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of Interior for the
purpose of locating, identifying and assessing the significance of resources listed
in paragraphs (A), (B) and (C).

(ii) The results of the discovery measures described in subparagraph (i), together
with an explanation by the applicant of any variations from the survey, inventory,
or testing recommended.

(iii) A list of measures to prevent destruction of the resources identified during
surveys, inventories and subsurface testing referred to in subparagraph (i) or
discovered during construction.

(E) The applicant's proposed monitoring program, if any, for impacts to historic, cultural
and archaeological resources during construction and operation of the proposed facility.

2.1.2 General Standards for Siting Facilities

Subsection (1) of the Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Standard at OAR 345-
022-0090(1)2 provides IPC must demonstrate that the construction and operation of the Project,
taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to:

(a) Historic, cultural or archaeological resources that have been listed on, or would likely
be listed on the National Register of Historic Places;

(b) For a facility on private land, archaeological objects, as defined in ORS
358.905(1)(a), or archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c); and

(c) For a facility on public land, archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c).

2.2 Amended Project Order Provisions
The Amended Project Order includes the following discussion:

The application shall include map(s) showing important historic trails located within the
Cultural Resources analysis area, including the segments of the Oregon Trail that are
listed or eligible for listing on the National Register, and discuss measures to avoid or
mitigate for impacts to historic trails. SHPO has advised that the proposed transmission
line crosses many land forms that are generally perceived to have a high probability for
possessing archaeological sites and buried human remains.

As discussed previously, the applicant has proposed a “phased survey” approach for
data collection during the site certificate review process. The Department understands
that the entirety of the site boundary for the proposed facility may not have yet been
surveyed for cultural resources. Nevertheless, Exhibit S shall include as much
information as possible about the field surveys conducted to date for cultural resources
on state, private, and federal lands, and the schedule for future surveys.

The application shall include the survey methodology, qualifications of survey personnel,
survey areas, and the results of all surveys. At the time of this writing, the applicant and

3 Subsections (2) and (3) of the Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Standard apply to power generation
facilities and special criteria facilities, respectively. Since the Project does not include a power generation or special
criteria facility, subsections (2) and (3) of OAR 345-022-0090 do not apply to the Project.

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-2
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state and federal agencies have been participating in a cultural resources workgroup.
Include in Exhibit S (or as attachments to Exhibit S), the description of the workgroup, its
membership, its purpose, and copies of any work plans that the workgroup has
developed governing survey methodologies. Provide a copy of any programmatic
agreements or memorandums of understanding related to cultural resources.

Exhibit S should include analysis of how the evidence provided supports a finding by the
Council that the proposed facility meets the Council’s cultural resources protection
standard. Provide proposed site certificate conditions for the Council’'s consideration
related to requirements for the applicant to complete all unfinished surveys within the
project’s site boundary prior to construction. The proposed site certificate conditions
should also address submittal requirements for reporting future survey results, obtaining
SHPQO'’s approval of pre-construction cultural resource survey documents, and the
applicant’s proposed approach to document approval of final results by agencies or the
Council prior to commencing construction activities.

(Amended Project Order, Section IlI(s)).

The NOI listed the following tribes as “being expected to have an interest in the Project’s
Proposed Corridor”: Burns-Paiute Tribe, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of Duck Valley Indian
Reservation, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR),
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation, Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated
Tribes of the Colville Reservation, Fort McDermitt Shoshone-Paiute Tribes, Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Indian Reservation, and the Klamath Tribes.

In June 2012, the applicant contacted the Legislative Commission on Indian Services
(CIS) regarding tribes, tribal lands, and tribal resources potentially affected by the B2H
facility. In its response, the CIS identified three federally recognized tribal governments
in Oregon that should be consulted regarding the proposed facility: Confederated Tribes
of the Umatilla, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs, and Burns Paiute Tribe. In
addition, the CIS recommended the applicant contact with out-of-state tribal
governments, as the traditional territory of these tribes extends into Oregon near the
proposed facility. These tribes are the Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation, the
Nez Perce Tribe, and the Colville Confederated Tribes. The response from the CIS shall
be included as an attachment to Exhibit S.

The affected tribes, as identified by the CIS, provide technical review and
recommendations in reference to the Council’s Historic, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources Standard (OAR 345-022-0090). The application shall include evidence of
consultation with affected tribes regarding archaeological and cultural sites and materials
that may be found on the proposed facility site.

The Department understands that the project will require approval from federal agencies,
and that federal agencies are engaging in formal government-to-government
consultation with affected Indian tribes under the requirements of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). To the extent it aids in establishing compliance with the
applicant’s obligations under this siting process, the applicant may rely on the evidence
resulting from the tribal consultations required by the NHPA. A Programmatic Agreement
(PA) to govern compliance with the NHPA has been proposed and is currently under
development between multiple federal agencies, the Oregon, Washington, and Idaho

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-3
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SHPOs, IPC, the CTUIR, and possibly other potentially affected tribes. As of the date of
publication of this amended Project Order, the PA has not been finalized nor executed.*

The CTUIR provided detailed written comments to the NOI regarding impacts to First
Food resources, habitat fragmentation, introduction of weed species, effects to historic
properties, insufficient noise and visual analysis in the application, cumulative impacts,
cultural resource impacts, and Umatilla Indian Reservation impacts. If a concern
expressed by the CTUIR or other tribal government is under Council jurisdiction and not
elsewhere addressed in the application for site certificate, the applicant may address the
issue(s) in Exhibit BB. Any permits or easements required by the CTUIR or other tribal
governments are outside of the Council jurisdiction and are the responsibility of the
applicant.

(Amended Project Order, Section V).

2.3 Applicable Oregon Revised Statutes

231

Definitions

With respect to compliance with the identified statutes related to historic, cultural, and
archaeological resources, the following definitions apply:

“Burial” means “any natural or prepared physical location whether originally below, on or
above the surface of the earth, into which, as a part of a death rite or death ceremony of
a culture, human remains were deposited” (ORS 358.905(1)(e)).

“Funerary objects” means “any artifacts or objects that, as part of a death rite or
ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed to have been placed with individual
human remains either at the time of death or later” (ORS 358.905(1)(f)).

“Human remains” means “the physical remains of a human body, including, but not
limited to, bones, teeth, hair, ashes or mummified or otherwise preserved soft tissues of
an individual” (ORS 358.905(1)(q)).

“Indian tribe” means “any tribe of Indians recognized by the Secretary of the Interior or
listed in the Klamath Termination Act, 25 U.S.C. [United States Code] 3564 et seq., or
listed in the Western Oregon Indian Termination Act, 25 U.S.C. 3691 et seq., if the
traditional cultural area of the tribe includes Oregon lands” (ORS 97.740(4) (incorporated
by reference in ORS 358.905(1)(d))).

“Object of cultural patrimony” means “an object having ongoing historical, traditional or
cultural importance central to the native Indian group or culture itself, rather than
property owned by an individual native Indian, and which, therefore, cannot be alienated,
appropriated or conveyed by an individual regardless of whether or not the individual is a
member of the Indian tribe. The object shall have been considered inalienable by the
native Indian group at the time the object was separated from such group” (ORS
358.905(1)(h)(A)). The term does not include “unassociated arrowheads, baskets or
stone tools or portions of arrowheads, baskets or stone tools” (ORS 358.905(1)(h)(B)).

“Professional archaeologist” means “a person who has extensive formal training and
experience in systematic, scientific archaeology” (97.740(6)).

4 The PA was finalized after the date of the Amended Project Order (see Exhibit S, Attachment S-5).

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-4
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e “Sacred object” means “an archaeological object or other object that: (A) Is
demonstrably revered by any ethnic group, religious group or Indian tribe as holy; (B) Is
used in connection with the religious or spiritual service or worship of a deity or spirit
power; or (C) Was or is needed by traditional native Indian religious leaders for the
practice of traditional native Indian religion” (ORS 358.905(1)(k)).

2.3.2 Indian Graves and Protected Objects

ORS 97.745 provides protection for Indian graves and protected objects, including cairns,
burials, human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony of
any native Indian. It describes acts prohibited in relation to the above resources, the applicability
of the statute, and the notification procedures for when suspected Indian human remains are
discovered. The statute states:

(1) Except as provided in ORS 97.750, no person shall willfully remove, mutilate, deface,
injure or destroy any cairn, burial, human remains, funerary object, sacred object or
object of cultural patrimony of any native Indian. Persons disturbing native Indian cairns
or burials through inadvertence, including by construction, mining, logging or agricultural
activity, shall at their own expense reinter the human remains or funerary object under
the supervision of the appropriate Indian tribe.

(2) Except as authorized by the appropriate Indian tribe, no person shall:

(a) Possess any native Indian artifacts, human remains or funerary object having
been taken from a native Indian cairn or burial in a manner other than that
authorized under ORS 97.750.

(b) Publicly display or exhibit any native Indian human remains, funerary object,
sacred object or object of cultural patrimony.

(c) Sell any native Indian artifacts, human remains or funerary object having been
taken from a native Indian cairn or burial or sell any sacred object or object of
cultural patrimony.

(3) This section does not apply to:

(a) The possession or sale of native Indian artifacts discovered in or taken from
locations other than native Indian cairns or burials; or

(b) Actions taken in the performance of official law enforcement duties.

(4) Any discovered human remains suspected to be native Indian shall be reported to
the state police, the State Historic Preservation Officer, the appropriate Indian tribe and
the Commission on Indian Services.

2.3.3 Archaeological Objects and Sites

ORS 358.920 identifies prohibited acts on public and private lands in Oregon, relative to
archaeological resources. It states that disturbances to archaeological sites or objects on public
or private lands must be completed under a permit issued under ORS 390.235 and provides
direction for disposition of those archaeological materials and any human remains and
associated funerary objects. The section is not applicable to the disturbance of Native American
cairns, which is covered by the provisions of ORS 97.740 to 97.760. The statute states:

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-5
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(1)(a) A person may not excavate, injure, destroy or alter an archaeological site or object
or remove an archaeological object located on public or private lands in Oregon unless
that activity is authorized by a permit issued under ORS 390.235.

(b) Collection of an arrowhead from the surface of public or private land is
permitted if collection can be accomplished without the use of any tool.

(c) It is prima facie evidence of a violation of this section if:

(A) A person possesses the objects described in paragraph (a) of this
subsection;

(B) A person possesses any tool that could be used to remove such
objects from the ground; and

(C) A person does not possess a permit required under ORS 390.235.

(2) A person may not sell, purchase, trade, barter or exchange or offer to sell, purchase,
trade, barter or exchange any archaeological object that has been removed from an
archaeological site on public land or obtained from private land within the State of
Oregon without the written permission of the landowner.

(3)(a) A person may not sell, trade, barter or exchange or offer to sell, trade, barter or
exchange any archaeological object unless the person furnishes the purchaser a
certificate of origin to accompany the object that is being sold or offered. The certificate
shall include:

(A) For objects obtained from public land:

(i) A statement that the object was originally acquired before
October 15, 1983.

(ii) The location from which the object was obtained and a brief
cumulative description of how the object had come into the
possession of the current owner in accordance with the provisions
of ORS 358.905 to 358.961 and 390.235.

(iii) A statement that the object is not human remains, a funerary
object, sacred object or object of cultural patrimony.

(B) For objects obtained from private land:

(i) A statement that the object is not human remains, a funerary
object, sacred object or object of cultural patrimony.

(i) A copy of the written permission of the landowner to acquire
the object.

(b) As used in this subsection, “certificate of origin” means a signed and
notarized statement that meets the requirements of paragraph (a) of this
subsection.

(4)(a) If the archaeological object was acquired after October 15, 1983, from public
lands, any object not described in paragraph (b) of this subsection is under the
stewardship of the state and shall be delivered to the Oregon State Museum of
Anthropology. The museum shall work with the appropriate Indian tribe and other
interested parties to develop appropriate curatorial facilities for artifacts and other

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-6



© 0 N O a b~ wNPRk

=Y
o

e el el e
abhwN R

B e
w N o

[N
(o]

20

21
22

23
24
25
26
27

28
29
30
31
32
33

34
35
36
37

38
39
40

41
42

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit S

234

material records, photographs and documents relating to the cultural or historic
properties in this state. Generally, artifacts shall be curated as close to the community of
their origin as their proper care allows. If it is not feasible to curate artifacts within this
state, the museum may after consultation with the appropriate Indian tribe or tribes enter
into agreements with organizations outside this state to provide curatorial services; and

(b) If the object is human remains, a funerary object, a sacred object or an object
of cultural patrimony, it shall be dealt with according to ORS 97.740, 97.745 and
97.750.

(5) A person may not excavate an archaeological site on privately owned property
unless that person has the property owner's written permission.

(6) If human remains are encountered during excavations of an archaeological site on
privately owned property, the person shall stop all excavations and report the find to the
landowner, the state police, the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Commission
on Indian Services. All funerary objects relating to the burial shall be delivered as
required by ORS 358.940.

(7) This section does not apply to a person who disturbs an Indian cairn or burial. Any
person who disturbs an Indian cairn or burial for any reason shall comply with the
provisions of ORS 97.740 to 97.760.

(8) Violation of the provisions of this section is a Class B misdemeanor.

Archaeological Sites and Historical Material

ORS 390.235 sets forth the permit requirements and rules for excavation or removal of
archaeological or historical materials as follows:

(1)(a) A person may not excavate or alter an archaeological site on public lands, make
an exploratory excavation on public lands to determine the presence of an
archaeological site or remove from public lands any material of an archaeological,
historical, prehistorical or anthropological nature without first obtaining a permit issued
by the State Parks and Recreation Department.

(b) If a person who obtains a permit under this section intends to curate or
arrange for alternate curation of an archaeological object that is uncovered
during an archaeological investigation, the person must submit evidence to the
State Historic Preservation Officer that the Oregon State Museum of
Anthropology and the appropriate Indian tribe have approved the applicant's
curatorial facilities.

(c) No permit shall be effective without the approval of the state agency or local
governing body charged with management of the public land on which the
excavation is to be made, and without the approval of the appropriate Indian
tribe.

(d) The State Parks and Recreation Director, with the advice of the Oregon
Indian tribes and Executive Officer of the Commission on Indian Services, shall
adopt rules governing the issuance of permits.

(e) Disputes under paragraphs (b) and (c) of this subsection shall be resolved in
accordance with ORS 390.240.

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-7
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(f) Before issuing a permit, the State Parks and Recreation Director shall consult
with:

(A) The landowning or land managing agency; and

(B) If the archaeological site in question is associated with a prehistoric or
historic native Indian culture:

(i) The Commission on Indian Services; and
(i) The most appropriate Indian tribe.

(2) The State Parks and Recreation Department may issue a permit under subsection
(2) of this section under the following circumstances:

(a) To a person conducting an excavation, examination or gathering of such
material for the benefit of a recognized scientific or educational institution with a
view to promoting the knowledge of archaeology or anthropology;

(b) To a qualified archaeologist to salvage such material from unavoidable
destruction; or

(c) To a qualified archaeologist sponsored by a recognized institution of higher
learning, private firm or an Indian tribe as defined in ORS 97.740.

(3) Any archaeological materials, with the exception of Indian human remains, funerary
objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony, recovered by a person granted
a permit under subsection (2) of this section shall be under the stewardship of the State
of Oregon to be curated by the Oregon State Museum of Anthropology unless:

(a) The Oregon State Museum of Anthropology with the approval from the
appropriate Indian tribe approves the alternate curatorial facilities selected by the
permittee;

(b) The materials are made available for nondestructive research by scholars;
and

(c)(A) The material is retained by a recognized scientific, educational or Indian
tribal institution for whose benefit a permit was issued under subsection (2)(a) of
this section;

(B) The governing board of a public university listed in ORS 352.002, with the
concurrence of the appropriate Indian tribe, grants approval for material to be
curated by an educational facility other than the institution that collected the

material pursuant to a permit issued under subsection (2)(a) of this section; or

(C) The sponsoring institution or firm under subsection (2)(c) of this section
furnishes the Oregon State Museum of Anthropology with a complete catalog
of the material within six months after the material is collected.

(4) The Oregon State Museum of Anthropology shall have the authority to transfer
permanent possessory rights in subject material to an appropriate Indian tribe.

(5) Except for sites containing human remains, funerary objects and objects of cultural
patrimony as defined in ORS 358.905, or objects associated with a prehistoric Indian
tribal culture, the permit required by subsection (1) of this section or by ORS 358.920

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-8
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shall not be required for forestry operations on private lands for which notice has been
filed with the State Forester under ORS 527.670.

(6) As used in this section:
(a) “Private firm” means any legal entity that:
(A) Has as a member of its staff a qualified archaeologist; or

(B) Contracts with a qualified archaeologist who acts as a consultant to
the entity and provides the entity with archaeological expertise.

(b) “Qualified archaeologist” means a person who has the following qualifications:

(A) A post-graduate degree in archaeology, anthropology, history,
classics or other germane discipline with a specialization in archaeology,
or a documented equivalency of such a degree;

(B) Twelve weeks of supervised experience in basic archaeological field
research, including both survey and excavation and four weeks of
laboratory analysis or curating; and

(C) Has designed and executed an archaeological study, as evidenced by
a Master of Arts or Master of Science thesis, or report equivalent in scope
and quality, dealing with archaeological field research.

(7) Violation of the provisions of subsection (1)(a) of this section is a Class B
misdemeanor.

2.4 Additional Regulatory Context

As described in detail in Exhibit C, a substantial portion of the Project is located on private lands
(69 percent or 186 miles); however, the Project also crosses stretches of land managed by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), the Department of
Defense/United States Army Corps of Engineers (DOD/USACE), the State of Oregon, and the
United States Forest Service (USFS) (24 percent or 65.4 miles across BLM-managed land, 0.2
percent or 0.5-mile across BOR-managed lands, 4 percent or 10.5 miles across DOD/USACE-
managed lands, 3 percent or 7.1 miles on National Forest System lands, and 0.4 percentor 1.1
miles across State lands [Exhibit C, Table C-1]). The BLM is the lead federal agency
responsible for completing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental
analysis, which will address, among other things, cultural, historical, and archaeological impacts
of the Project and compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). Although compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA does not equate to compliance
with the EFSC standards, studies conducted in support of Section 106 compliance are utilized
to support compliance with EFSC standards.

2.4.1 Section 106 Cultural Resources Working Group and Consulting Parties

Here, consistent with Section 106, the BLM has convened a cultural resources working group,
comprising representatives of the Oregon State Office and Vale District Office of the BLM and
its contractor; USFS; Bonneville Power Administration (BPA); the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP); Oregon and ldaho SHPOs; ODOE; CTUIR; CTUIR Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO); Shoshone Paiute Tribe; Shoshone Bannock Tribe; Malheur,
Baker, Union, Umatilla, and Morrow Counties; Oregon Commission on Historic Trails; Oregon-
California Trails Association; Stop Idaho Power; and IPC. In addition to the working group, 32

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-9
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consulting parties have been identified for the Project, including federal, state, and local
agencies; IPC; tribes; historic preservation groups; and, public community groups and
individuals with an interest in the Project. These are listed below:

e BLM e BPA
e USACE e BOR
e U.S. Department of the Navy, Naval e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS),
Weapons Training Facility Boardman Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge
e USFS, Regional Office e USFS, Wallowa-Whitman National
Forest
e U.S. National Park Service (NPS), Ice e NPS National Lewis and Clark Trail
Age Floods National Geologic Trall Offices
* NPS, Pacific Northwest Region e ACHP
e |daho SHPO e Oregon SHPO
e Washington SHPO e ODOE?®
e Burns Paiute Tribe e CTUIR
e Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall e Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck
Valley Indian Reservation
e Baker County e Morrow County
e Union County e Lewis and Clark Trail Heritage
Foundation

< National Trust for Historic Preservation Oregon-California Trails Association
e Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council City of Baker City

e IPC e Private Individual

e Halt Idaho Power e Poison Creek Neighborhood Group

To date, the Cultural Resources Working Group has provided an open forum for identifying and
resolving issues related to cultural resources. Through in-person meetings and conference calls,
the cultural resources working group defined the size and boundaries of the analysis area for
the Project; reviewed, commented upon, and/or approved archaeological and historic properties
study plans; and prepared a PA. The study plans are provided here as Attachments S-1
(Archaeological Survey Plan [ASP]) and S-2 (Visual Assessment of Historic Properties Study
Plan [VAHP]). The PA is provided as Attachment S-5.

2.4.2 Oregon Tribes Identified by Legislative Commission on Indian Services

IPC contacted the Oregon CIS with a request to identify all tribes potentially affected by the
construction and operation of the facility. A copy of this correspondence is provided as
Attachment S-3. The Commission identified the CTUIR, the Confederated Tribes of Warm
Springs, and the Burns Paiute Tribe. These tribes have been invited to participate in the
activities of the Cultural Resources Working Group. In addition, the Commission recommended
coordination with additional tribes located outside of the state of Oregon, including the Yakama
Indian Nation, the Nez Perce Tribe, and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian
Reservation.

The BLM has initiated government-to-government consultation with the following Indian tribes
that may be affected by the Project and invited them to be consulting parties to the PA: CTUIR,

5 ODOE's involvement in the Section 106 Cultural Resources Working Group was intended to facilitate the use of the
federal Section 106 for compliance with ODOE'’s state regulatory requirements.
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Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian Reservation, Nez Perce Tribe, Yakama
Nation, Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, Burns Paiute Tribe, Fort McDermitt
Paiute and Shoshone Tribe, Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, and
the Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs. The CTUIR, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck
Valley Indian Reservation, the Burns Paiute, the Fort McDermitt Paiute and Shoshone-Bannock
Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation have expressed interest in the Project and a desire to
review studies conducted on their ancestral lands.

3.0 ANALYSIS

Analyses for the Project have been completed or are in the process of being completed through
several different studies and documents listed below. Those that have been completed are
included as attachments to this Exhibit. Some of the studies are sensitive in nature and are
included under separate confidential cover. These are not considered part of the public record
because they contain confidential material regarding the extent and nature of protected cultural
and historic resources. The studies or documents include:

e PA;

e ASP;

e VAHP (survey plan for aboveground resources);

e Cultural Resources Technical Report (“Technical Report”) — Confidential (for
archaeological resources);

< High Probability Areas Assessment — Confidential (for archaeological resources);

 Enhanced Archaeological Survey (testing of high probability areas, resource boundary
probing, and NRHP-eligibility testing) — Confidential (for archaeological resources);

 Reconnaissance Level Survey — Visual Assessment of Historic Properties (RLS) —
Confidential (for aboveground resources);

* Intensive Level Survey — Visual Assessment of Historic Properties (ILS) — Confidential
(for aboveground resources);

e Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP) and Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP)
(drafts); and

» National Historic Trails (NHT) Study.

With the exception of the NHT Study, all documents are applicable to the entirety of the Project,
regardless of land ownership. The NHT Study focuses on NHTs on federal lands within 5 miles
of the Project centerline. Other trails on all lands within 5 miles of the Project centerline are
addressed by the Technical Report, RLS, and ILS.

3.1 Analysis Area

The analysis area for Exhibit S includes all areas within the Site Boundary, which is defined as
“the perimeter of the site of a proposed energy facility, its related or supporting facilities, all
temporary laydown and staging areas, and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by
the applicant” (OAR 345-001-0010(55)). The Site Boundary encompasses the following facilities
in Oregon:

e The Proposed Route, consisting of 270.8 miles of new 500-kilovolt (kV) electric
transmission line, removal of 12 miles of existing 69-kV transmission line, rebuild of 0.9
mile of a 230-kV transmission line, and rebuild of 1.1 miles of an existing 138-kV
transmission line;

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE Page S-11
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« Four alternatives that each could replace a portion of the Proposed Route, including the
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1 (3.7 miles), West of Bombing Range Road
Alternative 2 (3.7 miles), Morgan Lake Alternative (18.5 miles), and Double Mountain
Alternative (7.4 miles);

e One proposed 20-acre station (Longhorn Station);

e Ten communication station sites of less than Ys-acre each and two alternative
communication station sites;

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

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

The Project features are fully described in Exhibit B and the Site Boundary for each Project
feature is described in Exhibit C, Table C-24. The location of the Project features and the Site
Boundary is outlined in Exhibit C.

In order to address visual effects to aboveground resources, the analysis area for aboveground
resources is extended to include areas within 5 miles of the Proposed Route centerline and with
a view of the Project.

3.2 Methods

The effort to complete IPC’s cultural resources inventory is guided by four main goals aimed at
ensuring compliance with the EFSC standards. These goals include (1) identification of historic,
cultural, and archaeological resources within the Site Boundary; (2) interpretation of those
identified resources within a regional context; (3) evaluation of identified resources for protection
under the EFSC standard; and (4) assessment of potential Project impacts on protected
resources. A description of the discovery measures, such as surveys, inventories, and limited
subsurface testing work that IPC is undertaking for the purpose of locating, identifying, and
assessing the significance of resources listed in paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) of OAR 345-021-
0010(1)(s), is described in detail in the sections below. Studies that have and will be conducted
are summarized in Table S-1. Resources that are addressed by these studies can be
categorized as archaeological or aboveground resources. Those studies that have been
completed are included as attachments to this exhibit.
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Table S-1. Cultural Resource Studies Completed or To Be Completed

Study

Description

Completed/
To Be Completed

Archaeological Resources

Archaeological Survey
Plan (ASP)

Survey plan for archaeological studies.

Completed (2012)

Cultural Resources
Technical Report/
Archaeological Survey
(Technical Report)

Report of archaeological resources identified
in archaeology survey area (i.e. Project
footprint). Preliminary report completed 2017.
Will be updated with results of the Enhanced
Archaeological Survey after the site certificate,
prior to construction. To avoid unnecessary
ground disturbance of archaeological
resources, the enhanced archaeological
survey will be conducted within the selected
route only.

After site certificate,
prior to construction

High Probability Areas
Assessment

Identifies areas of high sediment deposition or
poor ground surface visibility with increased
likelihood of subsurface archaeological
resources. High Probability Areas will be
systematically probed subsurface during the
Enhanced Archaeological Survey.

Completed (2017)

Enhanced
Archaeological Survey

Report of subsurface probing in high probability
areas, site boundary probing, and NRHP-
eligibility testing. Anticipated to be presented as
update or amendment to Technical Report. To
avoid unnecessary ground disturbance of
archaeological resources, the enhanced
archaeological survey will be conducted within
the selected route only.

After site certificate,
prior to construction

Aboveground Resources

Visual Assessment of
Historic Properties
Study Plan (VAHP)

Survey plan for aboveground resources.

Completed (2013)

Reconnaissance Level
Survey — Visual
Assessment of Historic
Properties (RLS)

Report of previously recorded built
environment resources (buildings, structures,
and trails) as well as archaeological sites with
above-ground features (such as cairns) within
the indirect analysis area (5 miles from route
centerline).

Completed (2015)

Intensive Level Survey
— Visual Assessment of
Historic Properties (ILS)

Report providing detailed analysis of those
properties from the RLS that have sufficient
integrity, for which an NRHP criterion might
apply, and have the potential to be affected by
the Project.

Completed (2017)

National Historic Trails
Study (NHT Study)

Report of federally designated National
Historic Trails resources on federal lands in
indirect analysis area (5 miles from route
centerline).

Completed (2014)

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE
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The cultural resources study was initiated by a Class | record search and literature review
conducted at the Oregon SHPO, CTUIR THPO, the USFS, and the appropriate BLM offices, to
identify previous cultural resource surveys and previously recorded archaeological sites and
objects within the Site Boundary. Additional data were obtained from IPC. Following completion
of the background research, an ASP and a VAHP were prepared to guide survey and
documentation of archaeological and aboveground resources.® The ASP and VAHP are
provided as Attachments S-1 and S-2, respectively. An archaeological survey and an RLS and
ILS of aboveground resources have been completed in compliance with these plans. A
comprehensive Cultural Resources Technical Report (confidential Attachment S-6),
documenting the results of the record search, literature review, and archaeological inventory, is
provided in confidential Attachment S-6. The RLS and ILS reports (confidential Attachments S-7
and S-10, respectively) documenting implementation of the VAHP have also been completed.

3.2.1 Class | Literature Review

The Class | literature review presented in the technical report (confidential Attachment S-6) for
the Project provides an in-depth discussion of the environmental and cultural contexts of the
analysis areas, including an overview of prehistory, ethnography, and history. This document
also contains a summary of existing cultural resources data based on the results of the
background research within 2 miles of the Proposed Route centerline. The RLS (confidential
Attachment S-7) and ILS (confidential Attachment S-10) expand on this data up to 5 miles from
the Proposed Route centerline.

As part of the Class | literature review, a literature review, site file search, and map review were
conducted online and at the Oregon SHPO, CTUIR THPO, USFS, and BLM offices to identify
previous cultural resource surveys and previously recorded cultural resources within the
background research analysis area. Additional information was provided by IPC. These
previous surveys and their resource data form the foundation for the field studies. Data sources
from previous large-scale survey efforts near the analysis area provided the most substantive
pre-field data. The results of the literature review, together with the results of field surveys
discussed below, are documented in the Cultural Resources Technical Report provided in
confidential Attachment S-6, the RLS provided in confidential Attachment S-7, and the ILS
provided in confidential Attachment S-10.

Record searches at federal, tribal, and state agencies in Oregon were conducted multiple times
between January 2011 and December 2016. The record searches for archaeological resources
focused on collecting information regarding previously recorded cultural resources within 2 miles
of the Proposed Route centerline, for a study area width of 4 miles. The records searches for
aboveground resources focused on collecting information within 5 miles of the Proposed Route
centerline, for a study area width of 10 miles. The searches gathered information on previously
recorded cultural resources, NRHP-eligible or -listed properties, historic cemeteries, historic
trails, and previously surveyed areas. Data were collected for both archaeological and historic
sites and included site location, age, type, ownership, NRHP status, and a brief description of
site attributes. The purpose of the record searches was to establish a basis for the type and
frequency of archaeological and historic sites to be encountered during the course of the Project
surveys. Record searches were conducted for the Project on multiple occasions to adjust for

6 Both the ASP and VAHP describe IPC’s discovery and analysis methods in support of BLM’s NHPA and NEPA
processes, as well as the EFSC process. As a result, the plans may use terminology and/or references to study areas
driven by the federal agency reviews. For Exhibit S, however, IPC has distilled relevant survey results to provide
ODOE and EFSC with only the information required to demonstrate that the Project will meet EFSC standards.
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route changes. Additional sources of information included the Oregon Historic Trails website
(http://www.oregonhistorictrailsfund.org), U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral Resource
Data System, Oregon Historic Sites Database, General Land Office plats, and early USGS and
state maps.

3.2.2 Archaeological Field Surveys

The ASP outlines archaeological field methodology, including archaeological survey methods
and resource recordation procedures. The ASP was developed in cooperation with the BLM and
the Section 106 Cultural Resources Work Group; a copy of the plan is included here as
Attachment S-1.

3.2.2.1  Archaeological Survey

Upon completion of the literature review, an archaeological survey was initiated within the Site
Boundary. The archaeological survey is being conducted in two phases. Phase 1 has been
completed, and consisted of an intensive pedestrian inventory of the entire Site Boundary to which
IPC has right of entry. Any additional surveys required to complete an inventory of 100 percent of
the selected route, as well as any necessary subsurface inventory or evaluation efforts, will be
conducted during Phase 2. All survey efforts are and will be carried out according to the methods
and standards required by the Oregon SHPO Guidelines for Conducting Field Archaeology in
Oregon (Oregon SHPO 2007). On state and private lands, statutes and regulations may apply,
including but not limited to ORS 97.740-760 (Indian Graves and Protected Objects), ORS
358.905-955 (Archaeological Objects and Sites), and ORS 390.235. All inventory methods on
federal land follow those prescribed by the federal land-managing agency’s protocols (primarily
BLM and USFS). Individuals conducting archaeological field investigations meet professional
gualifications as defined in ORS 390.235(6)(b) as well as Archaeology and Historic Preservation:
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines, “Professional Qualifications Standards” (48
[190] Federal Register 44738-44739 [9-29-83, Part 1V]). These qualifications are required by the
Oregon SHPO under ORS 390.235(6)(b) for individuals or groups conducting research as a result
of federal or state permits and licenses in the State of Oregon. Prior to any future subsurface
inventory or evaluation efforts that require Archaeological Resources Protection Act permits, BLM
is required to consult with participating tribes.

Per Oregon SHPO guidelines, the analysis area was examined with intensive surface inventory
methods using pedestrian transect intervals of 65 feet (20 meters [m]) or less. The survey area
for the Proposed Route and alternatives covers 250 feet (75 m) on either side of the centerline
for the 500-foot (150-m)-wide Site Boundary. The survey corridor for new access roads or
unsurfaced roads requiring reconstruction or widening is 100 feet (30 m) on either side of the
centerline. The survey convention for ancillary features, such as laydown areas and the
communication facilities, includes a buffer of 150 feet (45 m) around the footprint of the
proposed activity. Survey is not required for existing roads that occur outside of the Project site
boundary.

Survey standards include identification of areas of archaeological sensitivity; identification of
visible archaeological sites or other indicators of the presence or absence of sites; identification
and documentation of the extent of prior significant ground disturbance; identification of potential
archaeological issues requiring consideration during Project planning; and the determination,
when possible, of sites that meet established criteria of eligibility for the NRHP. Project
components, including the Proposed Route, access roads requiring improvement or new
construction, laydown areas, communication facilities, and other related transmission
infrastructure, are subject to inventory. Exceptions are areas that have been subjected to
extensive disturbance (e.g., paved roads and highways, parking lots, and lawns), areas deemed
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hazardous (e.g., loose talus slopes, slippery bedrock exposures, deep streams), or excessively
steep (35°+) slopes.

3.2.2.2 Enhanced Archaeological Survey

Since certain environmental conditions and modern disturbances may obscure surface evidence
of past human activities, enhanced survey measures, including subsurface shovel probes, will
be included where necessary as a second phase of the archaeological survey effort. Prior to
excavation of any shovel probes, a probing plan detailing the approach to subsurface survey will
be submitted to state and federal agencies for consultation and approval, and all appropriate
federal and state permits will be obtained. Excavation or removal (collection) of archaeological
resources from any federally managed land (e.g., BLM, USFS, or other federal agencies)
necessitates an Archaeological Resource Protection Act permit from the federal land manager.
Subsurface probing on non-federal public lands, inclusive of any state, county, or municipal
lands, will be conducted under a State of Oregon Archaeological Excavation Permit per

ORS 390.235(1)(a) and OAR 736-051-0080 to -0090. Subsurface probing is planned to occur
prior to ground-disturbing construction activity.

Oregon State guidelines allow for shovel probing to assist in: (1) the identification of cultural
resources during surface survey (site discovery probes); and (2) as a method of subsurface
reconnaissance to test for the presence/absence of cultural remains and cultural site boundary
definition (site boundary probes). Identifying cultural site boundaries during survey is important
because a site’s location relative to the Project is critical to assessing Project effects and
developing appropriate mitigation measures. When cultural site boundaries cannot be defined
based on surface evidence alone, subsurface probing has the potential to provide crucial data to
guide Project design and resource management decisions. Both site discovery probes and
cultural site boundary probes may be employed as necessary to assist with resource
identification and assessment.

Much of the surveyed Site Boundary was found to have acceptable ground surface visibility to
confidently identify surface expressions of archaeological resources. In areas of poor ground
surface visibility or areas with increased potential for subsurface archaeological deposits due to
sedimentation, shovel probing will be conducted. Twenty-seven of these “high probability areas”
where site discovery probes will be conducted have been identified along the Proposed Route,
two have been identified along the Double Mountain Alternative, and four have been identified
along the Morgan Lake Alternative (see confidential Attachment S-4). These areas were
identified regardless of land ownership, and include BLM, USFS, and private lands. No such
areas were identified along the West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.

To avoid unnecessary disturbance of archaeological resources, Site Boundary probing and
NRHP-eligibility testing will be conducted at archaeological resources within the selected route
only and prior to ground-disturbing construction activity.

3.2.3 Historic Properties and Trails Inventory

IPC has prepared a VAHP (Attachment S-2) in consultation with the Section 106 Cultural
Resources Working Group. The VAHP, which guided the survey of aboveground resources
potentially affected by the construction and operation of the facility, is provided as Attachment
S-2. Consistent with the VAHP, IPC prepared a confidential RLS (confidential Attachment S-7)
and confidential ILS (confidential Attachment S-10), filed with ODOE as separate, confidential
documents, in accordance with ORS 192.501(11). The reports include a delineation of the
indirect Area of Potential Effect (APE), existing historic resource data, survey objectives, field
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investigation methods, RLS and ILS data (as appropriate), recommendations, and references.
For the purposes of Exhibit S, the APE is also referred to as the indirect analysis area.

The RLS was designed to provide an inventory of buildings, structures, districts, objects, and
trails within the indirect APE by systematically documenting intact resources by location, theme,
and chronological period. The survey is focused on properties over 45 years old, including
houses, barns and farms, churches, public buildings, schools, commercial structures, industrial
structures, cemeteries, landscapes, historic linear features such as trails, rail lines and roads, as
well as archaeological sites with aboveground features. Background research was conducted
before, during, and after fieldwork and included examination of individual properties and the
analysis area as a whole. Examples of sources being used in the survey work include the
Oregon SHPO Historic Sites Database, historic USGS quadrangle maps and aerial
photographs, Sanborn maps, Metsker maps, plat maps, tax records, county histories, historical
societies, preservation groups, local government agencies, local citizens, local libraries, and
museums.

As noted in the VAHP, the visual assessment of historic properties is conducted in phases and
includes both the RLS (Phase 1) and ILS (Phase 2). An RLS interim report was completed in
December 2012 and was revised in coordination with the Cultural Resources Working Group in
August 2013, October 2014, and then finalized in September 2015. The RLS report focuses on
information collected during fieldwork, such as architectural characteristics, a resource’s
approximate construction date, and any applicable NRHP criteria. This report makes
recommendations on properties that should be eliminated from further study because they are
unlikely to be eligible for the NRHP, fail to meet NRHP criteria, lack integrity, and/or the Project
has no potential to affect. The RLS also provides a catalog of properties used to identify
individual or concentrations of historic resources that are worthy of further study. The ILS
(Phase 2) analyzes those properties from the RLS that have sufficient integrity and for which an
NRHP criterion might apply and that have the potential to be affected by the Project. The history
of each property was documented and then comparatively analyzed against the historic context
of the survey area. This provides a framework for determining whether the resource meets any
of the NRHP Criteria of Evaluation.

Fieldwork for the ILS was conducted between October 2014 and October 2016. The report
includes the background information compiled for the inventory plan, a revised historic context,
recommendations concerning resource eligibility for the NRHP, as well as recommendations for
avoidance, effect minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to below significant
adverse levels consistent with the EFSC Standard for Historic, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources (OAR 345-022-0900). The ILS also addresses aboveground resources in Project
areas that have been re-routed since completion of the RLS in 2015.

3.2.4  Cultural Resources Technical Report

A Cultural Resources Technical Report documenting the implementation of the ASP has been
prepared and is included as confidential Attachment S-6, filed with ODOE as a separate,
confidential document, in accordance with ORS 192.501(11). This report summarizes the
results of the Class | literature review (within 2 miles of Proposed Route centerline) and the
Class Ill archaeological survey, and documents identification of areas of archaeological
sensitivity; identification of visible archaeological sites or other indicators of the presence or
absence of sites; identification and documentation of the extent of prior significant ground
disturbance; identification of potential archaeological issues requiring consideration during
Project planning; and the recommendation, when possible, of sites that meet established
criteria of eligibility for the NRHP. The entire Site Boundary of the Project has been
inventoried with the exception of areas to which access has been denied, or that have
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previously been subjected to extensive disturbance (e.g., paved roads and highways, parking
lots, and lawns), areas deemed hazardous (e.g., loose talus slopes, slippery bedrock
exposures, deep streams, and electrical substations), or excessively steep (35°+) slopes.
Areas of denied access will be subject to complete survey after receipt of the site certificate,
prior to facility construction. Areas that have been surveyed are depicted on Figures S-2
through S-6 in Section 3.5.2.

3.2.5 Programmatic Agreement

A PA for managing historic properties that may be affected by the Project was prepared by
BLM, acting as the designated lead federal agency and in consultation with the Section 106
Cultural Resources Working Group. The intent and applicability of the PA is for compliance with
the NHPA and Section 106; however, studies and consultations completed under the direction
of the PA may support the EFSC permitting process. The PA is included as Attachment S-5.
Signatories to the PA include BLM, USFS, BPA, USACE, BOR, Oregon SHPO, Idaho SHPO,
Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (SHPO), CTUIR THPO, and
ACHP. Invited signatories to the PA include NPS and IPC. Concurring parties may include
ODOE, Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian Reservation, CTUIR, Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, Nez Perce Tribes, Confederated Tribes of
the Colville Reservation, Burns Paiute Tribe, Fort McDermitt Paiute and Shoshone Tribe, the
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Indian Reservation, the Confederated Tribes of the
Yakama Nation, the Oregon-California Trails Association, Oregon Historic Trails Advisory
Council, FWS, and the Lewis and Clark Heritage Trail Foundation. The final PA has been
signed by all required parties.

The large scope of the Project necessitates a phased approach to the cultural resources study
given that access has been restricted to some properties, thus precluding completion of all
necessary studies prior to this application for site certificate.

The PA allows for identification of cultural resources as well as NRHP site evaluation and effect
determinations on the Proposed Route and all alternative routes. The final determinations of
Project effects to historic properties and the resolution of adverse effects will be outlined in a
HPMP, per the PA. Although the HPMP required by the PA will be submitted by BLM for review by
all PA parties, it is anticipated to be specific to compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. In order
to comply with the EFSC permitting process, an ODOE-specific HPMP for private and state lands
has been drafted and is included as Attachment S-9. Approaches to identification and effect
determinations are similar between the two HPMPs; however, the ODOE-specific HPMP also
addresses archaeological resources and objects on private lands, regardless of NRHP-eligibility
status.

3.3 Historic and Cultural Resources

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s): ...The applicant shall include information in Exhibit S or in
confidential submissions providing evidence to support a finding by the Council as required
by OAR 345-022-0090, including: (A) Historic and cultural resources within the analysis area
that have been listed, or would likely be eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic
Places.

This section identifies historic and cultural resources within the Site Boundary that have been
listed, or have been determined or recommended eligible for listing, on the NRHP. Based on the
results of background research and field surveys, 97 sites and site components in the analysis
area (including the indirect analysis area) are either listed on the NRHP or have been
recommended as eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. Forty-five of the resources are within the
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Site Boundary, 43 of the resources are in the indirect analysis area, and 9 of the resources are
in both the Site Boundary and indirect analysis area. The Oregon NHT is the only NHT within
the Site Boundary and is crossed 17 times by the Site Boundary in four counties, including
SHPO's Alkali Spring Segment in Malheur County. While some segments of the Oregon NHT
are NRHP-listed, no Oregon NHT listed segments are within the Site Boundary.

Table S-2, below, summarizes historic and cultural resources within the Site Boundary and/or
Indirect Analysis Area, including archaeological sites, currently determined or recommended
eligible for listing on or already listed on the NRHP, by site number (where assigned), site type,
and county. These resources have been identified through background research and field
surveys conducted for the Project. Segments of the Oregon NHT and other Oregon Trail
segments are listed multiple times, as the trail is crossed multiple times by the Project and
Indirect Analysis Area. The 96 resources that are NRHP-listed or —eligible include 18 pre-
contact sites, 7 multicomponent (pre-contact and historic) sites, 64 historic sites, and 3 TCPs.

Table S-3 lists the resources identified within the Site Boundary and indirect analysis area that
have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. For the purposes of impact analysis, these
unevaluated resources will be treated as NRHP-eligible until determined otherwise. This listing
of 167 resources includes 125 pre-contact sites, 7 multicomponent sites, 33 historic sites, and 2
sites of indeterminate age or cultural affiliation. Only unevaluated resources within the selected
route will be further analyzed or tested to determine NRHP eligibility. This will occur prior to
ground-disturbing construction activity.

The Project will cross areas with a high probability for containing cultural resources, including
state and national historic trails. Historic trails of concern, as listed in ORS 358.057, include the
Oregon Trail, Lewis and Clark National Trail, Cutoff to the Barlow Road, Meek’s Cutoff,
Nathaniel Wyeth Route, Upper Columbia Route, and Wyeth and Lee Trail. These trails are
depicted in Figure S-1. Thorough documentation and evaluation of these and other historic
roads and trails has been included in archaeological and historic studies, including the Cultural
Resources Technical Report (confidential Attachment S-6), the RLS (confidential Attachment S-
7), the ILS (confidential Attachment S-10), and the NHT study (Attachment S-8). Trails are a
significant focus of planning and mitigation efforts.
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Table S-2. Cultural Resources Listed or Eligible for the NRHP in the Analysis Area’

Site #

Site Class

Site Type

Route

Site Boundary/
Indirect Analysis Area

County

NRHP
Status

126CSF-12
B2H-MO-047

Historic

West Extension Irrigation

Canal

Proposed Route

Site Boundary/
Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Eligible

35MW00224

Historic

Well Spring site -

Homestead, Oregon Trail

Proposed Route/
Double Mountain
Alternative

Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Listed

35MWO00230
B2H-MO-004

Historic

Emigrant Cemetery

Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
Road Alternative 1,
West of Bombing
Range Road
Alternative 2

Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Listed

3B2H-CH-01
B2H-MO-007

Historic

Oregon Trail - Well
Spring Segment

Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
Road Alternative 1,
West of Bombing
Range Road
Alternative 2

Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Listed

4B2H-EK-02

Historic

Oregon Trail Segment

Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
Road Alternative 1,
West of Bombing
Range Road
Alternative 2

Site Boundary

Morrow

Eligible

4B2H-EK-04

Historic

Railroad & Utility Line

Proposed Route

Site Boundary

Morrow

Eligible

5B2H-SA-01

Historic

Oregon Trail Segment

Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
Road Alternative 1,
West of Bombing
Range Road
Alternative 2

Site Boundary

Morrow

Eligible

CFR 1064

Historic

Vey Ranch/Century Farm

Proposed Route

Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Eligible

CFR 1093

Historic

Thomson-Myers
Farm/Century Farm

Proposed Route

Indirect Analysis Area

Morrow

Eligible
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Site Boundary/ NRHP
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area| County Status
SL-MO-003 TCP Nisxt Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Morrow | Eligible
Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
SL-MO-001, TCP Sand Hollow Road Alternative 1, Site Boundary/ Morrow | Eligible
SL-MO-005 Battleground West of Bombing Indirect Analysis Area 9
Range Road
Alternative 2
Proposed Route, West
of Bombing Range
. Road Alternative 1, Site Boundary/ -
SL-MO-004 | TCP Sisupa West of Bombing Indirect Analysis Area Morrow | Eligible
Range Road
Alternative 2
B2H-UM-006 |Historic Daly Wagon Road Proposed Route S't‘? Boundary/_ Umatilla |Eligible
Indirect Analysis Area
CFR 1098 Historic gglr'rlr?nd Farm/Century Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Umatilla |Eligible
Egsni(z]ned Historic Historic Lookout Tower |Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Umatilla |Eligible
g;‘g%e Unit 12 Pre-Contact | Rock Feature Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Umatilla |Eligible
gsg%e Unit 12 Pre-Contact |Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Umatilla |Eligible
UP-102 Historic Two log cabins Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Umatilla |Eligible
Multi- Proposed Route,
35UN00052 Quarry & Homestead Morgan Lake Site Boundary Union Eligible
component :
Alternative
. Lithic Scatter, Proposed Route, .
35UN00074 Multi- Homestead, Grave, Morgan Lake S't? Boundary/' Union Eligible
component . . Indirect Analysis Area
Campground, & Trail Alternative
35UNO00g7 | Mult- Temporary Camp & Morgan Lake Site Boundary Union  |Eligible
component |Ranching Alternative
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Site Boundary/ NRHP
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area| County Status
. : Proposed Route, :
35UN00299 | Historic Mt. Emily Logging Mor%an Lake Site Boundary/ Union  |Eligible
Railroad . Indirect Analysis Area
Alternative
35UNO00517 Historic Oregon_Trall - Blue Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Mountain Segment
6B2H-RP-09 |Historic Cairn(s) & Trall Proposed Route Site Boundary Union Eligible
Oregon Trail Interpretive
B2H-UN-001 | Historic gitrﬁéﬁg'\(/ﬁ:x;"a Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Segment
Proposed Route/
B2H-UN-004 | Historic Old Railroad Grade Morgan Lake Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Alternative
B2H-UN-178 | Historic S{:QIS;migaélt?Sp Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
B2H-UN-219 | Historic 11102 Island Ave Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
B2H-UN-220 | Historic 11106 Island Ave Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Proposed Route/
CFR 1003 Historic Gekeler Farm Morgan Lake Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Alternative
Proposed Route/
CFR 1166 Historic Smutz Farm Morgan Lake Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Alternative
Proposed Route/
CFR 1169 Historic Muilenburg Farm Morgan Lake Indirect Analysis Area |Union Eligible
Alternative
L Meeker Oregon Trail Pr(_)ppsed Route/ . . .
0503050143SlI | Historic Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Listed
Monument .
Rebuild
L Kiwanis Oregon Trail Prc_)p_osed Route/ . . -
0503050144S] | Historic Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
Monument Rebuild
28015 Historic Building(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Listed
35BA01366 Historic Oregon Trail Segments | Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
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Site Boundary/ NRHP
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area| County Status
3B2H-CH-05 Oregon Trail ACEC - Site Boundarv/ Eligible
B2H-BA-285 |Historic Straw Ranch 1 and 2 & |Proposed Route ; i Baker 9!
: NS Indirect Analysis Area (Trail)
(Trail) Utility Line
4B2H-EK-06 | Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-07 | Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-15 |Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-18 |Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-19 | Historic (Sjsg&n’:gg[WR&N/UPRR Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-29 | Historic Wagon Road Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
4B2H-EK-31 |Historic Benson Reservoir Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
Baker City Historic Proposed Route/
B2H-BA-178 | Historic o Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Listed
District .
Rebuild
B2H-BA-281 | Historic Ore_gon Trail ACEC - Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
White Swan segment
Oregon Trail ACEC - Site Boundarv/
B2H-BA-282 | Historic Virtue Flat Oregon Trail |Proposed Route . I Baker Eligible
; Indirect Analysis Area
(Flagstaff Hill )
Proposed Route/
B2H-BA-283 | Historic Virtue Flat Mining Area | Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
Rebuild
B2H-BA-284 | Historic Sct)?:;eh;use and Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-288 | Historic Durkee School Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-289 | Historic iﬁﬁrriﬂ Heart Catholic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-290 | Historic ZfSSeRoad School Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-291 | Historic Oregon Trail ACEC - Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
Swayze Creek segment
B2H-BA-296 | Historic E::]%ersgﬁ(ke Springs Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
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Site Boundary/ NRHP
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area| County Status
B2H-BA-298 | Historic CHzgmglsetiad/Ranchmg Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-327 |Historic Goodale's/Sparta Trall Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
B2H-BA-337 |Historic Oregon Trail ACEC - Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Baker Eligible
Powell Creek segment
B2H-DM-07 Historic Nitzlander Homestead Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker Eligible
2B2H-SA-08 |Pre-Contact |Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML00747 Historic (I‘D'Ltfrr;Ub Spring and Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Malheur |Eligible
Multi- Quarry, Refuse Scatter, Eligible
35ML01619 & Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |(Pre-Contact
component
Water Conveyance Component)
35ML01674 Historic Vine's Ditch Proposed Route S't‘? Boundary/' Malheur |Eligible
Indirect Analysis Area
S Vale to Juntura . -
35ML01675 Historic OSL/UPRR Segment Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML01676 Pre-Contact | Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML01677 Pre-Contact | Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML01682 Pre-Contact | Temporary Camp Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML01684 Pre-Contact |Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
35ML16175 Abandoned Vale to
Historic Juntura OSL Grade Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area |Malheur |Eligible
B2H-MA-002
(UPRR)
3B2H-SA-16 e , -
B2H-MA-047 | Historic IPC Utility Line & Water Proposed Route S't? Boundary/_ Malheur El'g'.ble .
(Utility Line) Conveyance Indirect Analysis Area (Utility Line)
3B2H-SA-26 | Pre-Contact |Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
. - Eligible
3B2H-SA-27 Mult- Lithic Scatter & Refuse Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |(Pre-Contact
component |Scatter
Component)
3B2H-SA-28 |Pre-Contact |Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
3B2H-SA-30 |Pre-Contact |Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
3B2H-SA-31 | Pre-Contact |Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
3B2H-SA-32 | Pre-Contact | Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
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Site Boundary/ NRHP
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area| County Status
3B2H-SA-46 L : Site Boundary/ .
B2H-MA-001 Historic Vale Oregon Main Canal |Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Malheur |Eligible
3B2H-SA-48 Structure & South Canal Site Boundarv/
B2H-MA-044 | Historic - Owyhee Irrigation Proposed Route : i Malheur |Eligible
. Indirect Analysis Area
(Canal) Project
4B2H-EK-41 |Historic Oregon Trail Segment Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
4B2H-EK-42 | Pre-Contact |Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
4B2H-EK-46 | Historic Vale Oregon Main Canal |Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
4B2H-EK-47  |Historic I\_/:tlgrgregon Main Canal Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
Multi- Eligible
4B2H-EK-48 Quarry & Refuse Scatter |Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |(Pre-Contact
component
Component)
4B2H-EK-49 |Pre-Contact |Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
. i Eligible
4B2H-EK-50 Mult- Lithic/Tool Scatter & Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |(Pre-Contact
component |Refuse Scatter C
omponent)
4B2H-EK-51 |Pre-Contact |Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
4B2H-EK-52 | Pre-Contact |Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
4B2H-EK-53 | Pre-Contact |Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
6B2H-SA-04 | Pre-Contact |Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible
B2H-MA-010 . Proposed Route/
(see also Historic ﬁ;eugncigi:r:él '?n(felri? - Tub Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Malheur |Eligible
35ML00747) 9 Rebuild
A N Oregon Trail ACEC - Site Boundary/ .
B2H-MA-041 | Historic Alkali Springs Segment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Malheur |Eligible
: : Proposed Route/
B2H-MA-042 | Historic Oregon Trail ACEC-Birch Existing 138 kV Indirect Analysis Area |Malheur |Eligible
Creek segment Rebuild
B2H-SA-39 Historic Mussell Ditch Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur |Eligible

1 This table lists all currently NRHP-listed or recommended NRHP-eligible cultural resources in the Site Boundary or indirect Analysis Area, as
determined by background research and field surveys. NRHP eligibility recommendations are pending SHPO concurrence.
ACEC - Area of Critical Environmental Concern; TCP — traditional cultural property; UPRR — Union Pacific Railroad
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1 Table S-3. Unevaluated Cultural Resources in the Analysis Areat

Site Boundary/
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
Proposed Route, West of
Bombing Range Road
ﬁGCSF—Resource Historic Survey Marker? Alternative 1, West of Site Boundary Morrow
Bombing Range Road
Alternative 2
Proposed Route, West of
£1126CSF-Resource Historic Road Bombing Range Road Site Boundary Morrow
Alternative 2
35MW00001 Pre-Contact Midden Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Morrow
35MWO00002 Pre-Contact (?amp’ shell midden, Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Morrow
lithic scatter
35MW00011 Pre-Contact Midden Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Morrow
Proposed Route, West of
Bombing Range Road
35MW00227 Historic Road Alternative 1, West of Site Boundary Morrow
Bombing Range Road
Alternative 2
35MW00245 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Morrow
35MwW00248 Pre-Contact Rock Cairns Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Morrow
6B2H-MC-35 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Morrow
JDRS-79 Historic Road Proposed Route Site Boundary Morrow
35UM40072 Historic Grave assoplated with Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Umatilla
Oregon Tralil
6B2H-MC-13 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-14 Historic Refuse & Structure Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-15 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-18 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-19 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-20 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-22 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-23 Pre-Contact Hunting Blind Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-24 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
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Site Boundary/

Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
6B2H-MC-25 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-30 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-MC-31 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-RP-11 Pre-Contact gﬁ\rgrdn(s) & Hunting Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-RP-12 Pre-Contact CB:ﬁlr']rg(S) & Hunting Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-RP-14 Pre-Contact gggtrt]é?) & Lithic Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-TH-01 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-TH-02 Pre-Contact (Bil?rl]?(s) & Hunting Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-TH-03 Historic Survey Marker? Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
6B2H-TH-04 Undetermined Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
B2H-BS-40 Historic Homestead Proposed Route Site Boundary Umatilla
UP-103 Historic Buckhorn Cabin Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Umatilla
UP-106 Historic Historic Cabin Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Umatilla

L , . Proposed Route/ Morgan . . -
01S3700E00001 |Historic Logging Railways Lake Alternative Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
Map E8:Rugg Cabin.
gIZ_SSEO(())(I)E:;BOOl Historic T2S, R36E, S13. Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
(Report # 16245)
02S3600E15001 |Historic Cabin Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
02S3600E23001 |Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
02S3600E23002 |Multicomponent |Cabin, Rock Wall Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
09/1708-N39 Pre-Contact Unknown Proposed Route Site Boundary Union
35UN00252 Pre-Contact Rock Cairns Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00304 Historic Sh(_aepherder Cairn, Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
lithic scatter
35UN00307 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Hunting Blind- Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00308 Pre-Contact Elk Site - 2 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
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Site Boundary/

Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
35UNO00309 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Rock Shelter - Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00310 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Rock Walls - 1|Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00311 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn -1 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00312 Pre-Contact Elk Site - 7 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00313 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn - 3 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00314 Pre-Contact _EI2khorn Hunting Blind Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00315 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn - 4 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00316 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn - 5 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00317 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn - 6 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00318 Pre-Contact Elkhorn Cairn - 7 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00319 Pre-Contact Elk Site - 14 Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00351 Pre-Contact gllijé\r/]?;jeﬁf(:k Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00356 Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00375 Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00388 Pre-Contact gg;:;elzreature & Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00393 Pre-Contact sRé)actI:e?hgnment, lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00395 Pre-Contact Z?gc:rﬁ:rl‘rtns, rock Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00396 Pre-Contact Rock Features Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00410 Pre-Contact Rock Feature Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00418 Pre-Contact Rock Feature Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00435 Historic 8;?1?/%2)“61” (in Ladd Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00443 Pre-Contact ?gﬁﬁ?ggROCk Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  [Union
35UN00450 Pre-Contact Stacked Rock Feature |Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00459 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00481 Historic Rock Alignment(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Union
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Site Boundary/

Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
35UN00483 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Union
35UN00493 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00499 Pre-Contact Rock alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Union
35UN00543 Historic Cairn(s) Morgan Lake Alternative Site Boundary Union
35UN00582 C , : . .
(02S3600E20009) Historic Cabin Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Union
35UN00624 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Burial Proposed Rogte/ Morgan Indirect Analysis Area Union

Lake Alternative
6B2H-MC-06 Pre-Contact ggggé?) & Lithic/Tool Proposed Route Site Boundary Union
6B2H-MC-07 Historic Homes_tead & Proposed Route Site Boundary Union
Ranching
6B2H-RP-08 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Morgan Lake Alternative Site Boundary Union
6B2H-RP-10 Historic Cairn(s) Morgan Lake Alternative Site Boundary Union
B2H-BS-45 Multicomponent Lithic Scatter & Proposed Rogte, Morgan Site Boundary Union
Refuse Scatter Lake Alternative
Proposed Route, Morgan . .
B2H-BS-46 Pre-Contact Temporary Camp Lake Alternative Site Boundary Union
B2H-SA-24 Undetermined Rock Alignment(s) Morgan Lake Alternative Site Boundary Union
28167 Historic Structure Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
Historic structure
0503050240sI Historic complex, refuse Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
scatter
0503050330SI Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
05030503318l Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
0503050334SI Pre-Contact Slti)gcrl:rr?:rl]rtn' rock Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
05030503528l Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
0503050489SI Rock Cairn and lithic : .
(BK 572) Pre-Contact scatter Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
Rock cairns, rock
14S44E14-2 Pre-Contact allgnm(.ent, lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
scatter; Three Stone
Rock Stacks
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Site Boundary/

Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
35BA00078 Pre-Contact 7 rock alignments Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA00084 Pre-Contact Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
35BA00118 Pre-Contact Sm_all rock shelter and Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker

lithic scatter
35BA00158 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
35BA00159 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
35BA00372 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
35BA00374 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA00381 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA00382 Pre-Contact SR(?;[I:e(;alrn, lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
35BA00386 Pre-Contact Rock Cairns Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA00388 Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA00544 i . Proposed Route/ Existing . .
(0503050138S|) Pre-Contact Rock Alignment 138-kV Rebuild Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
Historic component
35BA00863 Historic includes structural Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
remains
35BA00889 Pre-Contact Pritchard Rock Blind |Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
35BA00913 Pre-Contact Rock Alignment Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA01229 Pre-Contact 2 rqck shelters and Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
lithic scatter
35BA01242 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
35BA01377 Pre-Contact SR;;lt(e?a'm and lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Baker
Hunting blind rock
35BA01423 Pre-Contact stacks. . |dentified by Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
CTUIR informant near
ODOT borrow pit
35BA01507 Historic Three rock pile graves Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
with metal crosses
Clay Pit graves. Three
35BA01508 Pre-Contact graves defined by rock |Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker

piles
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Site Boundary/
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
35BA01517 Pre-Contact Single rock Stf"le Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
feature/guy wires/pole
35BA01518 Pre-Contact ggngeStaCked rock Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
3B2H-CH-09 Pre-Contact Stone Cairn, ithic and Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
tool scatter.
3B2H-DM-11 Multicomponent Lithic Scatter & Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
Refuse Scatter
3B2H-DM-15 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
3B2H-SA-14 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
4B2H-EK-08 Historic Mining Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
4B2H-EK-10 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
4B2H-EK-26 Historic Railroad Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
Lithic/Tool Scatter,
4B2H-EK-32 Multicomponent |Ranching Complex, & |Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
Water Conveyance
4B2H-EK-38 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-MC-02 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-MC-05 Pre-Contact Cairn(s) Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-RP-03 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-SA-07 Historic Homestead Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-SA-08 Historic Road Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
6B2H-SA-14 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Baker
B2H-JF-04 Pre-Contact sRc?aﬁlt(ecr:alm and lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
SL-BA-008 Pre-Contact Unnamed grave (TS, Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
R41E, S25)
Wagon Trail (T11S,
SL-BA-010 Historic R42E, S32) (report Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Baker
#17966)
35ML01382 Multicomponent I;é?hcsgga;‘;et{e% Proposed Route Site Boundary Eﬁfﬁé’ur
0503040078SI Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
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Site Boundary/
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
05030402168l Pre-Contact sRé)actI:e?hgnment, lithic Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Malheur
35ML00086 Pre-Contact Holtz Pictographs Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
35ML00550 Pre-Contact Ali-Alk Rock shelter Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
35ML00552 Pre-Contact élilr-lglsk Stacked Stone Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
35ML00891 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML00959 Pre-Contact Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML01459 Pre-Contact Rockshelter Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
35ML01515 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML01516 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML01518 Historic Refuse Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML01522 Pre-Contact Open Camp Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
35ML01548 Pre-Contact SM Site-1 (Stacked Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
Rock Feature)

35ML01549 Pre-Contact SM Site-2 (Stacked Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
Rock Feature)

35ML01550 Pre-Contact SM Site-3 (Stacked Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
Rock Feature)

35ML01552 Pre-Contact SM Site-5 (Stacked Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Malheur
Rock Feature)

35ML01553 Pre-Contact SM Site-6 (Stacked Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur
Rock Feature)

35ML01641 Historic Refuse Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur

35ML01679 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur

35ML01680 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur

35ML01681 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur

35ML01959 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area  |Malheur

35ML01960 Pre-Contact Rock Cairn Proposed Route Indirect Analysis Area Malheur
Utility Line & Water

3B2H-SA-16 Historic Conveyance (Canal Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
component only.)

4B2H-EK-43 Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
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Site Boundary/
Site # Site Class Site Type Route Indirect Analysis Area County
B2H-BS-58 Multicomponent Lithic Scatter & Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
Refuse Scatter
B2H-BS-59 Multicomponent Lithic Scatter & Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
Refuse Scatter
B2H-BS-65 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-BS-72 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-BS-73 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-BS-74 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-EE-37 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-EE-38 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-SA-29 Pre-Contact Lithic Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-SA-37 Historic Water Conveyance Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-SA-42 Pre-Contact Quarry Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur
B2H-SA-44 Pre-Contact Lithic/Tool Scatter Proposed Route Site Boundary Malheur

! This table lists all currently unevaluated cultural resources in the Site Boundary, as determined by background research and field surveys.

Some of these sites may be determined eligible for listing as site evaluations are conducted.

2 Survey markers are protected under ORS 209.150 and must not be disturbed.
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3.4 Archaeological Objects and Sites

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(B): For private lands, archaeological objects, as defined in
ORS 358.905(1)(a), and archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c), within the
analysis area.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(C): For public lands, archaeological sites, as defined in
ORS 358.905(1)(c), within the analysis area.

The following sections discuss the archaeological resources that have been identified through
background research and field surveys on private and public lands within the analysis area that fall
within the definition of either an archaeological object under ORS 358.905(1)(a) or an archaeological
site under ORS 358.905(1)(c). For private and public lands, archaeological objects are defined in
ORS 358.905(1)(a) and archaeological sites are defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c). “Archaeological
object” means an object that: (A) is at least 75 years old; (B) is part of the physical record of an
indigenous or other culture found in the state or waters of the state; and (C) is material remains of
past human life or activity that are of archaeological significance including, but not limited to,
monuments, symbols, tools, facilities, technological by-products and dietary by-products. For private
and public lands, archaeological sites are defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c). “Archaeological site” means
a geographic locality in Oregon including, but not limited to, submerged and submersible lands and
the bed of the sea within the state’s jurisdiction, that contains archaeological objects and the
contextual associations of the archaeological objects with (i) each other; or (ii) biotic or geological
remains or deposits. Archaeological sites and objects include historic properties, unevaluated
properties, and sites found to be not significant or not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.

The field surveys have identified 181 newly recorded sites, updated 16 previously recorded
resources, and identified 129 newly recorded isolated finds (IFs) within the Project Site Boundary.

The newly recorded sites include 60 pre-contact sites, 8 multicomponent sites, 111 historic
sites, and 2 undetermined sites. The sites are dominated by pre-contact lithic and tool scatters
and cairns, as well as historic refuse scatters, water conveyance features, and mining localities.
One of the historic sites is within an area that is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and
Double Mountain Alternative, while another two historic sites are within areas overlapped by the
Proposed Route and both West of Bombing Range Road alternatives.

The Class | literature review identified 60 sites, including 2 traditional cultural properties (TCPSs)
and 17 IFs that are located within the Site Boundary. The Proposed Route crosses 57 of the
sites, some multiple times. Six of those sites are also crossed by the West of Bombing Range
Road Alternatives 1 and 2, while another 7 are also crossed by the Morgan Lake Alternative.
Three sites are only crossed by the Morgan Lake Alternative. None of the previously recorded
sites are within the Double Mountain Alternative. All 17 of the previously recorded IFs are within
the Proposed Route. Two of those IFs are also within the Morgan Lake Alternative in areas
where the routes overlap. None of the previously recorded IFs are within the Double Mountain
or West of Bombing Range 1 or 2 alternatives.

As noted above, only 16 of the previously recorded sites were updated by the field surveys,
including 6 pre-contact sites, 4 multicomponent sites, and 6 historic sites. Three of the
previously recorded sites were found to extend into the Site Boundary as a result of field
surveys (i.e., the initial background research showed the resources outside of the Site
Boundary, but field surveys expanded the resource’s boundary into the Site Boundary). Thirteen
of the updated sites are within the Proposed Route, two are within the Morgan Lake Alternative,
and one is within both the Proposed Route and Morgan Lake Alternative. None are within the
Double Mountain Alternative or either of the West of Bombing Range Road alternatives.
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Of the resources not identified by the field surveys, 22 were likely not re-located during field surveys
due to poor surface visibility or destruction of the sites. Another ten were within survey areas where
access was denied by landowners. One site, 35ML00475 (0503040078Sl), is believed to be misplotted
in the SHPO database and recorded by Tetra Tech as one of two “newly recorded” sites. Two sites
were determined to have been mistakenly entered in SHPO's database as cultural resources (these
were determined to be survey areas rather than sites). One site extends into Oregon, but is managed
by the Idaho SHPO and is therefore not addressed here (the site is addressed in the Project’s Idaho
survey reports). No information pertaining to the two TCPs could be obtained from CTUIR or BLM and
therefore could not be fully addressed by the field surveys. Twelve of the resources are documented as
along existing roads that did not require survey, per the PA. Seven of the resources were identified in
the Class | research through review of historic maps and other documents (i.e., “potential resources”)
and no archaeological evidence of the resources was observed during the surveys. Thus, these
potential resources could not be ground-truthed. Five of the resources had not been formally recorded
and were instead documented by the survey as “new resources.”

All newly recorded and updated previously recorded archaeological resources are detailed in the
Technical Report (confidential Attachment S-6). Table S-4 summarizes the 197 sites. (Note: one newly
recorded historic site is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double Mountain Alternative and
is therefore presented in the counts for both; two newly recorded historic sites are overlapped by the
Proposed Route and both West of Bombing Range Road alternatives and are therefore presented in
the counts for all three; and one previously recorded pre-contact site is overlapped by the Proposed
Route and Morgan Lake Alternative and presented in the counts for both.)

Table S-4. Identified Archaeological Sites by Class and Route Segment in the
Analysis Area'!

Pre-
Contact Historic Multi- Unknown
Route Segments Site Site? | component | Site Type | Total
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 1 7 0 0 8
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 16 21 0 1 38
Proposed Route, Union County 4 8 2 0 14
Proposed Route, Baker County 9 36 2 0 47
Proposed Route, Malheur County 33 33 5 0 71
Total 63 105 9 1 178
Alternative Routes
Double Mountain Alternative 2 2 0 0 4
Morgan Lake Alternative 2 11 1 15
X\{;srtng{isgr{lbmg Range Road 0 2 0 0 5
X\{teesrt]gzi\l?ggbmg Range Road 0 5 0 0 5

1 This table lists archaeological sites present within the Site Boundary, as identified by background research
and field surveys, excluding previously recorded resources that were not re-located during field studies.

2 One historic site is overlapped by both the Proposed and the Double Mountain Alternative route and is therefore
presented twice in the counts for historic archaeological sites. Two historic sites are overlapped by the Proposed
Route, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, and West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 and are
therefore presented three times in the counts for historic archaeological sites. One pre-contact site is overlapped
by the Proposed Route and Morgan Lake Alternative and is therefore presented twice in the counts for pre-
contact archaeological sites.
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3.4.1

Record searches and field surveys indicate that of the archaeological sites identified in the
analysis area, 129 are located on private land. Private land was determined with use of the BLM's
"BLM OR Management Ownership Dissolve Polygon" layer, published on October 14, 2015.
These spatial data provide information related to surface jurisdiction of lands located in the states
of Oregon and Washington. “Private land” was determined by using the property status values of
“Private Individual or Company,” “Private Non-Industrial Owner,” and “Private Urban Lands” within
the BLM OR Management Ownership Polygon layer. These sites are summarized below in Table
S-5. Thirty-five of the sites are pre-contact, 87 are historic, 5 are multicomponent, and 2 are of
unknown time period. The Morgan Lake Alternative is the only alternative route with sites on
private land. A site-specific list of recorded sites is provided in the Cultural Resources Technical
Report (confidential Attachment S-6).

Table S-5. Identified Archaeological Sites on Private Land by Class and Route
Segment in the Analysis Areal

Archaeological Sites and Objects on Private Lands

Pre-Contact | Historic Multi- Unknown
Route Segments Site Site component | Site Type | Total
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 1 5 0 0 6
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 16 20 0 1 37
Proposed Route, Union County 3 5 2 0 10
Proposed Route, Baker County 6 30 2 0 38
Proposed Route, Malheur County 7 16 0 0 23
Total 33 76 4 1 114
Alternative Routes
Double Mountain Alternative 0 0 0 0 0
Morgan Lake Alternative 2 11 1 1 15
X\fte;srtnc;;\l?é)r;bmg Range Road 0 0 0 0 0
X\{;srtng{i\l?é)r;bmg Range Road 0 0 0 0 0

1 This table lists all previously and newly recorded archaeological sites, by site class, identified on private lands
within the Site Boundary, as determined during completion of background research and field surveys. Private
Land was determined with use of the Bureau of Land Management "BLM OR Management Ownership Dissolve
Polygon" layer, published on 10-14-2015. This spatial data provides information related to surface jurisdiction
of lands located in the states of Oregon and Washington. “Private land” was determined by using the property
status values of “Private Individual or Company,” “Private Non-Industrial Owner,” and “Private Urban Lands”

within the BLM OR Management Ownership Polygon layer.

3.4.2

Archaeological Sites on Public Lands

Record searches and field surveys indicate that, of the newly recorded and updated
archaeological sites in the analysis area, 73 are located on public land, summarized below in

Table S-6. (Note, one historic site is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double

Mountain Alternative and is therefore counted twice in the table’s total.) Public land was
determined with use of the BLM OR Management Ownership Polygon geographic information
system (GIS) layer published on October 14, 2015. This layer provides information related to
surface jurisdiction, and category of lands located in the states of Oregon and Washington.
“Public land” was determined by using the federal status value of "PD - Public Domain" within
the BLM OR Management Ownership Polygon layer. Four of these sites are within the Double
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Mountain Alternative portion of the analysis area, two are within the Morgan Lake Alternative

portion, and 68 are within the Proposed Route. The Double Mountain Alternative and Proposed
Route share one historic site. Sites include 33 pre-contact sites, 35 historic sites, and 5
multicomponent sites. A site-specific list of recorded sites is provided in the Cultural Resources
Technical Report (confidential Attachment S-6).

Table S-6. Identified Archaeological Sites on Public Land by Class and Route

Segment in the Analysis Area?

Pre-Contact | Historic Multi- Unknown
Route Segments Site Site component | Site Type | Total
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 0 0 0 0 0
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 0 1 0 0 1
Proposed Route, Union County 1 0 0 0 1
Proposed Route, Baker County 3 11 0 0 14
Proposed Route, Malheur County 26 21 5 0 52
Total 30 33 5 0 68
Alternative Routes
Double Mountain Alternative 2 2 0 0 4
Morgan Lake Alternative 1 1 0 0 2
X\{;srzg;\?grfbmg Range Road 0 0 0 0 0
West of Bombing Range Road 0 0 0 0 0

Alternative 2

1 This table lists all previously and newly recorded archaeological sites, by site class, identified on public lands
within the Site Boundary, as determined during completion of background research and field surveys. Public
Land was determined with use of the Bureau of Land Management "BLM OR Management Ownership
Polygon" geographic information system (GIS) layer published on 10-14-2015. This layer provides information
related to surface jurisdiction, and category of lands located in the states of Oregon and Washington. “Public
land” was determined by using the federal status value of "PD - Public Domain" within the BLM OR

Management Ownership Polygon layer.

20ne historic site is overlapped by both the Proposed and Double Mountain Alternative route and is therefore
presented twice in the total counts for historic archaeological sites.
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3.4.3 Traditional Cultural Properties

As noted above, two TCPs were identified by the Class | literature review. Both are mapped in
SHPO'’s database as encompassing a portion of the Site Boundary.

Sand Hollow Battleground is the site of the largest battle of the Cayuse War, involving the First
Oregon Rifle Regiment and the Umatilla, Cayuse, Palouse, and Walla Walla tribes (Minthorn
2006; Mitchell 2003). Sisupa is the site of a campsite between the Columbia River and lone
(Hunn et al. 2015). No information regarding the two TCPs could be obtained from the CTUIR or
BLM. Although minimal information regarding the locations was gleaned from Mitchell (2003),
Minthorn (2006), and Hunn et al. (2015), the significance of the sites to the tribes and the
gualities that make them TCPs are not detailed in these sources.

3.5 Significant Potential Impacts

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(D): The significant potential impacts, if any, of the construction,
operation and retirement of the proposed facility on the resources described in paragraphs (A),

This section addresses the significant potential impacts, if any, of the construction and
operation of the Project on the cultural resources described in paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) of
OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s) and a plan for protection of those resources. Significant impacts may
occur as a result of direct or indirect (i.e., visual) disturbance of NRHP-listed or -eligible
cultural resources or any archaeological sites or objects on any lands. NRHP-eligibility
determinations of resources and acceptance of archaeological resources identified thus far are
pending review and concurrence by SHPO. Final impact analyses will follow completion of the
enhanced archaeological survey, NRHP-eligibility and archaeological site boundary testing,
and SHPO concurrence with findings. Required information will be provided in amended or
new reports submitted as separate confidential documents, in accordance with ORS
192.501(11), at a later date, but prior to ground-disturbing construction activity.

3.5.1 Cultural Resources Inventory Methodology

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(D)(i): A description of any discovery measures, such as surveys,
inventories, and limited subsurface testing work, recommended by the State Historic
Preservation Officer or the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of Interior for the
purpose of locating, identifying and assessing the significance of resources listed in
paragraphs (A), (B) and (C).

A description of discovery measures, planned or currently underway, including surveys,
inventories, and limited subsurface testing work, as recommended by the SHPO and the NPS for
the purpose of locating, identifying, and assessing the significance of resources listed in
paragraphs (A), (B), and (C) of OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s), is presented above in Section 3.2 and in
the ASP (Attachment S-1) and VAHP (Attachment S-2). Continued survey efforts will focus on
high probability areas, confirming archaeological site boundaries, and 100 percent inventory of
any modifications to existing and new access roads, laydown service areas, communication
stations, tensioning and pulling sites, guard structures, or other Project alterations identified
subsequent to the initial survey. For those unevaluated sites that cannot be avoided by Project
activities, a resource-specific evaluation or testing plan consistent with the HPMP will be
developed after completion of the archaeological survey (including inaccessible areas and
subsurface testing) to determine the NRHP eligibility of the sites.
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3.5.2 Cultural Resources Survey and Inventory Results

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(D)(ii): The results of the discovery measures described in
subparagraph (i), together with an explanation by the applicant of any variations from the
survey, inventory, or testing recommended.

This section addresses the results of the surveys and inventories that were recommended by the
Cultural Resources Working Group. Work completed to date includes (1) the compilation of the
background research data, as outlined in Section 3.2.1; (2) the preparation of an ASP and VAHP,
as discussed in Section 3.2.2 and Section 3.2.3, respectively; (3) progress on the Phase 1
archaeological survey, discussed in Section 3.2.2.1 and presented in Table S-7, below; (4)
completion of the Phase 1 RLS and Phase 2 ILS for aboveground resources, discussed in
Section 3.2.3; and (5) preparation of a PA for managing cultural resources, discussed in

Section 3.2.5.

3.5.2.1 Archaeological Resources

Six pedestrian survey sessions of accessible private and public lands were conducted between
the spring of 2011 and the summer of 2016. The first survey session occurred between May and
August 2011, the second session between October and November 2011, the third session
between May 2012 and August 2012, the fourth session between June and July 2013, the fifth
session between April and May 2014, and the sixth session between June and September 2016.
The pedestrian surveys covered approximately 198.2 linear miles (72.7 percent) of the
Proposed Route in Oregon, 482.2 miles (71.9 percent) of the associated access roads, and
2,558.1 acres (70.1 percent) of the attendant facilities (Longhorn Station, communication
stations, multi-use areas, and pulling and tensioning sites). The surveys also covered
approximately 7.4 linear miles (100 percent) of the currently proposed Double Mountain
Alternative, 20.9 miles (94.6 percent) of the associated access roads, and 108.2 acres

(99.5 percent) of the attendant facilities. For the Morgan Lake Alternative, the surveys covered
approximately 15.9 linear miles (85.8 percent) of the route, 53.2 miles (85.5 percent) of the
associated roads, and 262.5 acres (85.7 percent) of the related and supporting facilities.
Approximately 3.7 linear miles (100 percent) of the West of Bombing Range Road 1 Alternative,
3.5 miles (80 percent) of the associated roads, and 26.7 acres (99 percent) of the related and
supporting facilities have been surveyed. Approximately 3.7 linear miles (100 percent) of the
West of Bombing Range Road 2 Alternative, 4.7 miles (84.5 percent) of the associated roads,
and 18.86 acres (98.6 percent) of the related and supporting facilities have also been surveyed.
Areas that have been surveyed and areas that have not yet been surveyed are depicted, by
county, in Figures S-2 through S-6. Table S-7 includes the status of the archaeological survey by
Project segment. The Phase | archaeological survey is complete for the Proposed Route and
alternative routes, where access was obtained (69.2 percent of the Proposed Route, 85.9 percent
of the Morgan Lake Alternative, and 100 percent of the Double Mountain and both West of
Bombing Range Road alternatives).
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Figure S-2. Surveyed Areas of the Site Boundary, Morrow County
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Figure S-6. Surveyed Areas of the Site Boundary, Malheur County
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Table S-7. Summary of Phase 1 Archaeological Survey

Surveyed Percent
County Total Miles Miles Complete
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 47.46 23.16 48.8%
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 40.88 23.63 57.8%
Proposed Route, Union County 39.89 26.50 66.4%
Proposed Route, Baker County 69.22 57.94 83.7%
Proposed Route, Malheur County 75.16 67.04 89.2%
Alternative Routes

Double Mountain Alternative 7.40 7.40 100%
Morgan Lake Alternative 18.47 15.87 85.9%
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1 3.73 3.73 100%
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 3.73 3.73 100%

For the Proposed Route and all alternatives, the transmission line corridor survey areas were
500 feet wide (250 feet on either side of centerline of right-of-way), while the road corridors were
200 feet wide (100 feet either side of road centerline), consistent with the ASP and PA. This
translates to a total of 29,770.98 acres surveyed between May 2011 and September 2016.
Unsurveyed portions of the APE were inaccessible due to landowner restrictions at the time of
survey or health and safety concerns.

As noted in Section 3.4, archaeological survey efforts have resulted in the new recording of 310
archaeological resources (sites and IFs) and the updating of 16 previously recorded resources.
They include 66 pre-contact sites, 12 multicomponent sites, 117 historic sites, 2 undetermined
sites, 90 pre-contact IFs, 5 multicomponent IFs, and 34 historic IFs. One of the historic sites is
within an area that is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double Mountain Alternative,
while another 2 historic sites are within areas overlapped by the Proposed Route and both West
of Bombing Range Road alternatives. One of the previously recorded pre-contact sites is
overlapped by the Proposed Route and Morgan Lake Alternative. Thirty-two of the previously
recorded resources were not identified during field surveys either due to poor ground surface
visibility, destruction of the resources, or inaccessibility. Another 25 resources within accessible
survey areas were also not identified due to varying issues:

e One previously recorded site, 35ML00475 (0503040078SlI), is believed to be misplotted
in the SHPO database and has been recorded by Tetra Tech as one of two “newly
recorded” sites. It has been recommended that if the mapped location cannot be
avoided, the likely misplotted location of 35ML00475 be revisited and subsurface
probing conducted to confirm the absence of the resource at that location.

« Another two previously recorded sites, Geothermal Sites 5132 and 5133, were
mistakenly entered in SHPO'’s database as cultural resources. No further management
of these non-resources is recommended.

e Seven resources were identified in the Class | research through review of historic maps
and other documents, but no archaeological evidence of the resources were observed
during the surveys. It has been recommended that no further management of these
resources is necessary.

e One previously recorded site is managed by the Idaho SHPO (the resource boundary
extends into Oregon, while the datum and trinomial are in Idaho) and is addressed by
the Project’s Idaho survey reports.
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e Two TCPs, Sand Hollow Battleground and Sisupa, are within the Site Boundary;
however, no information could be obtained from the CTUIR or BLM. As such, it has been
recommended that these resources be directly avoided and construction of Project
elements in their viewsheds be avoided.

e The remaining 12 previously recorded resources within the Site Boundary are
documented as along existing roads that did not require improvement for use by the
Project. As such, survey was not required at these resource locations and no impact to
the resources are anticipated. No further management of the resources is considered
necessary as long as the Project is not altered to require ground disturbance at the site

locations.

Resources that were identified during the field surveys are summarized below in Table S-8. (Note,
one historic archaeological site is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double Mountain
Alternative and is therefore presented in the counts for both; two historic sites are overlapped by
the Proposed Route and both West of Bombing Range Road alternatives and are therefore

presented in the counts for all three.)

Table S-8. Archaeological Sites and Isolated Finds?

Archaeological Isolated
Route Segments Sites? Finds Total
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 8 1 9
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 38 9 47
Proposed Route, Union County 9 4 13
Proposed Route, Baker County 46 32 78
Proposed Route, Malheur County 68 73 141
Total 169 119 288
Alternative Routes
Double Mountain Alternative 4 5 9
Morgan Lake Alternative 15 4 19
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1 2 0 2
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 2 0 2

I This table lists archaeological sites and isolated finds present within the Site Boundary, as identified
during field surveys, excluding previously recorded resources that were not re-located during field studies.
20ne site is overlapped by both the Proposed and Double Mountain Alternative route and is therefore
presented twice in the total counts for Archaeological Sites. Two sites are overlapped by the Proposed
Route, West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, and West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 and
are therefore presented three times in the counts for in the total counts for Archaeological Sites. One
updated previously recorded site is overlapped by both the Proposed and Morgan Lake Alternative routes
and is therefore presented twice in the total counts for Archaeological Sites.

Table S-9 summarizes the archaeological site and IF types that were identified in the analysis
area. Pre-contact sites largely consist of lithic and tool scatters, followed by stone cairns (some
associated with lithic scatters and hunting blinds), quarries, and temporary camps. Historic sites
and site components represent a wide variety of activities. Many are domestic or roadside
refuse scatters, followed by water conveyance features; several mining sites are also
represented, as are homesteads, agricultural and ranching-related sites, and road and trail
segments. The 32 previously recorded resources that were not identified during field surveys
either due to ground surface visibility, destruction, or inaccessibility included 18 sites and 14 IFs.
The sites include 5 pre-contact lithic scatters, 1 pre-contact open camp, 1 pre-contact quarry, 2
multicomponent sites, 2 historic buildings (which will be addressed by the ILS), 1 historic cairn,
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2 historic refuse scatters, 2 historic road segments, 1 historic rock alignment, and 1 historic
survey marker. The multicomponent sites include 1 pre-contact lithic scatter with a historic
homestead, grave, campground, and trail and 1 pre-contact lithic/tool scatter with a historic
refuse scatter. The IFs include 2 pre-contact bifaces, 6 pieces of pre-contact debitage, 1 piece
of pre-contact groundstone, 1 pre-contact tool, one multicomponent IF (pre-contact debitage
with historic refuse), 1 historic piece of agricultural machinery with refuse, 1 piece of historic
logging material, and 1 piece of historic refuse. It is unclear at this time if these resources still
exist at their mapped location. These 32 previously recorded resources that were not identified
are not included in Table S-9; however, it has been recommended that these locations be
avoided. If avoidance is infeasible, it has been recommended that the surveyed resource
locations be revisited and subsurface probing conducted to confirm the presence or absence of
each resource and an NRHP-eligibility recommendation made based on that work. For those
resources that were in inaccessible survey areas, the resource locations will be surveyed when
access is granted by landowners and NRHP-eligibility recommendations made. Site-specific
information on sites and IFs are provided in the Cultural Resources Technical Report
(confidential Attachment S-6).

Table S-9. Identified Site and IF Types within the Analysis Area’

Resource Type | # Resource Type | #
Pre-Contact Sites Historic Sites (Continued)
Cairn(s) 16 Road 7
Cairn(s) & Hunting Blind 3 Structure 3
Cairn(s) & Lithic Scatter 1 Structure & Water Conveyance 2
Cairn(s) & Lithic/Tool Scatter 2 Survey Marker 1
Hunting Blind 1 Trail Segment 4
Lithic Scatter 9 Trail Segment & Utility Line 1
Lithic/Tool Scatter 24 Utility Line 5
Quarry 6 Utility Line & Water Conveyance 1
Temporary Camp 3 Water Conveyance 20
Multicomponent Sites Undetermined Sites
Cairn(s), Quarry, & Homestead 1 Cairn(s) 1
Lithic Scatter & Refuse Scatter 3 Rock Alignment 1
Lithic/Tool Scatter & Refuse Scatter 3 Pre-Contact IFs
Lithic/Tool Scatter, Homestead, & Refuse .
1 Biface(s) 4
Scatter
|C_:IthIC/TOO| Scatter, Ranching, Water 1 Biface(s) & Debitage 3
onveyance
Quarry & Refuse Scatter 1 Core(s) 6
Quarry, Refuse Scatter, & Water 1 Core(s) & Debitage 5
Conveyance
. Core(s), Debitage, & Tested
Temporary Camp & Ranching 1 Cobble(s) 1
. e Core(s), Debitage, & Utilized
Historic Sites Flake(s) 2
Agriculture 11 Debitage 49
Agriculture & Other 1 Debitage & Tested Cobble(s) 1
Agriculture, Ranching 1 Debitage & Tool(s) 2
Cairn(s) 1 Debitage & Utilized Flake(s) 3
Cairn(s) & Trail 1 Other 1
Farmstead 1 Projectile Point(s) 10
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Resource Type # Resource Type #

Homestead 5 Utilized Flake(s) 6
Logging/Railroad 1 Multicomponent IFs

Mining 14 Debitage & Refuse 3
Railroad 3 Debitage, Preform(s), & Refuse 1
Railroad & Utility Line 1 Debitage, Tested Cobble(s), & 1

Refuse

Ranching 7 Historic IFs

Refuse Scatter 24 Agriculture 3
Refuse Scatter & Structure 1 Other 2
Refuse Scatter & Survey Marker 1 Refuse 29

1 This table lists archaeological sites and isolated finds present within the Site Boundary, as identified
during field surveys, excluding previously recorded resources that were not re-located during field studies.

Of the archaeological resources identified within the analysis area, new or updated, 42 sites
have been recommended as NRHP-eligible (including one historic road identified only by the
ILS). Two of the NRHP-eligible sites are overlapped by the Proposed Route and both West of
Bombing Range Road alternatives. Another 86 sites have been recommended as not eligible for
listing on the NRHP. Fifty-four sites could not be evaluated for NRHP eligibility based solely on
the current survey findings. Twelve sites include components or unassociated features where
each component or feature has a differing NRHP-eligibility recommendation (i.e. one
component recommended NRHP-eligible, while the other is recommended as not eligible). Four
additional sites include survey markers that, while not NRHP-eligible, are protected by state
laws. One of these protected sites is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double
Mountain Alternative. Two of the sites include a separate site component or feature that has
been recommended as not eligible for listing on the NRHP, while one includes a site component
that could not be evaluated. All of the IFs identified by the surveys have been preliminarily
recommended as not eligible for listing on the NRHP; however, future shovel probing of these
localities may reclassify these resources as potentially NRHP-eligible sites. All NRHP eligibility
recommendations are considered preliminary and require the concurrence of the SHPO. None
of the identified archaeological resources are listed on the NRHP. The recommendations are
summarized in Table S-10. (Note, one state-protected site is overlapped by both the Proposed
Route and Double Mountain Alternative and is therefore presented in the counts for both; two
sites listed as NRHP-eligible are overlapped by the Proposed Route, West of Bombing Range
Road Alternative 1, and West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 and are therefore
presented three times in the counts for these routes; one unevaluated site is overlapped by the
Proposed Route and Morgan Lake Alternative and is therefore presented in the counts for both.)

It has been recommended that sites and components recommended as NRHP-eligible be
avoided. If avoidance is infeasible, it is recommended that data recovery, additional research,
and/or consultation with local Native American tribes be conducted. Similarly, survey markers,
although not eligible for listing on the NRHP, are protected by State laws and should be
avoided. Unevaluated sites and components require subsurface testing, additional research,
and/or further consultation to determine their significance. These sites are considered potentially
NRHP-eligible for the purposes of impact analyses and should be avoided. If avoidance is not
feasible, then the sites should be evaluated following completion of the recommended
treatments. Treatments, such as testing and data recovery, are discussed in the ODOE-specific
HPMP (Attachment S-9) and will be detailed in future associated resource-specific mitigation
plans.
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Table S-10. NRHP Eligibility Recommendations for Archaeological Sites Identified
within the Analysis Area’

Route Segments | Eligible? 3 |Protected? 34| Not Eligible | Unevaluated? 3
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, Morrow County 5 0 2 1
Proposed Route, Umatilla County 1 1 18 18
Proposed Route, Union County 2 0 5 5
Proposed Route, Baker County 8 1 22 15
Proposed Route, Malheur County 29 2 19 20
Total 45 4 66 59
Alternative Routes
Double Mountain Alternative 0 1 3 0
Morgan Lake Alternative 2 0 10 5
XY;sr;(;{ingblng Range Road 2 0 0 0
X\{teesrtn(;f[isgr;bmg Range Road > 0 0 0

1 This table lists archaeological sites within the Site Boundary that were located during field studies. It
does not include previously recorded resources that were not re-located.”

216 sites include multiple components with differing NRHP-eligibility recommendations or protection
statuses. Where this occurs, the site has been included in the count of the more protective
recommendation. These include one site listed as NRHP-eligible, but with one eligible and one
unevaluated component; eight sites listed as eligible, but one eligible and one not eligible component; five
sites listed as unevaluated, but with one unevaluated and one not eligible component; two sites listed as
protected, but with a not eligible component and a protected survey/project marker (one of these is
overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double Mountain Alternative); and one site listed as
protected, but with an unevaluated component and a protected survey/project marker.

3One site is overlapped by both the Proposed and Double Mountain Alternative route and is therefore
presented twice in the total counts for protected sites. Two sites are overlapped by the Proposed Route,
West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 1, and West of Bombing Range Road Alternative 2 and are
therefore presented three times in the total counts for eligible sites. One updated previously recorded site
is overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Morgan Lake Alternative and is therefore presented twice
in the total counts for unevaluated sites.

4 Protected resources consist of survey or agency project markers that are protected by state laws, but
are not considered NRHP-eligible.

3.5.2.2  Aboveground Resources

In addition to examining the analysis area, the RLS also addresses an indirect analysis area for
visual, audible, and atmospheric impacts on aboveground cultural resources. Aboveground
resources consist of historic built environment resources (i.e., buildings), historic trails and
monuments, pre-contact cairns/rock features, and pre-contact rock art. The RLS indirect
analysis area (also known as the APE) consists of 5 miles or to the visual horizon, whichever is
closer, on either side of the centerline of the Proposed Route and alternatives. This area was

7 As used here, “re-located” refers to “re-finding” a previously recorded resource, not moving something to a new
location.
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reduced to focus on areas where a resource could be visually affected by the Project, based
upon a GIS bare-earth viewshed analysis.

The RLS fieldwork identified 764 built environment resources in Oregon (this includes multiple
crossings of historic trails and pre-contact resources, such as quarries and cairns). These
results are detailed in confidential Attachment S-7. Table S-11 summarizes the resources
identified by the RLS fieldwork within the Site Boundary and the indirect analysis area. Fifteen of
the resources are within the Site Boundary of the Proposed Route. None of the resources are
within the Site Boundary of the Double Mountain Alternative.

Table S-11. Aboveground Resource Types ldentified by the RLS

In Site In Site
Resource Type Count! | Boundary? Resource Type Count! | Boundary?
Building 606 1 Quarry/Workshop 3 0
Cabin 5 0 Railroad 3 3
Cabin & Rock Wall 1 0 Rock Alignment 13 0
Cairn(s) 11 0 Rock Alignment & Lithic 2 0
Scatter
Cairn(s) & Rock 2 0 Rock Art 3 0
Alignment
Cairn(s), Rock 1 0 Rock Feature 9 0
Alignment, & Lithic
Scatter
Cemetery 2 0 Rock Pile & Lithic Scatter 2 0
Historic District 2 0 Rock Shelter 4 0
Historic Structure 1 0 Site 31 1
Complex
Homestead 1 0 Spring 1 0
House Pits 2 0 Structure 6 0
Hunting Blind 2 0 Survey District 1 1
Lewis and Clark Trail 1 0 Trail 1 0
Logging/Railroad 2 1 Trail - Oregon Trail 2 0
Monument
Midden 2 0 Trail - Oregon Trall 5 2
Segment
Midden, Lithic Scatter 1 0 Trail - Oregon Trail, 2 2
Meek's Cutoff Segment
Mining 1 0 Transportation 1 0
Object 10 0 Unidentified Goal 5 4 0
Resource
Pre-Contact Camp 1 0 Utility Line 1 1
Quarry 2 0 Water Conveyance 5 3
Quarry/Lithic Scatter 9 0

! The “count” includes aboveground resources present within the Site Boundary and the RLS indirect
analysis area, as identified during RLS field surveys. Numbers do not reflect aboveground resources
directly within the Site Boundary.

2 All resources within the Site Boundary are within the Proposed Route. No resources identified by the
RLS are within the Site Boundary of the Double Mountain Alternative.
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The majority of identified resources in Oregon date from the 1890s to the 1930s. The resource
base is indicative of the expansion and economic development of communities such as Baker
City, La Grande, North Powder, Huntington, and Pilot Rock. A smaller number of resources date
from the 1940s to present. The least number of resources date from the 1840s to 1880s or do
not have recorded dates. Most built environment resources in Oregon tended to be related to
domestic and commercial uses, with smaller numbers of resources related to agriculture,
government, industry, recreation and culture, religion, and transportation. The two most
prevalent building materials used among the surveyed resources were brick and wood. Other
building materials included concrete, metal, stone, stucco, and synthetic siding. The stylistic
attribution of built environment resources ranges in diversity and period depending upon
location. Most resources situated in towns, for instance, tended to draw from Victorian, Period
Revival, nineteenth and twentieth century American Movements, Modern Period, and the
Classical Revival stylistic traditions. Vernacular, utilitarian, and resources that lacked attribution
tended to be situated in rural locations.

The RLS identified eight locations where segments of a historic trail or associated trail feature
were present either within the Site Boundary or within the visual indirect analysis area used in
the RLS. One of these (a Meek’s Cutoff segment) is crossed by both the Proposed Route and
the Double Mountain Alternative. The trail segments are summarized in Table S-12.

Table S-12. Historic Trail Segments Identified by the RLS?

Site Boundary/

Route NRHP-Eligibility Indirect RLS Analysis
Segments Description Status Area
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, | Lewis and Clark Trail Eligible/Significant  |Indirect RLS Analysis Area
Morrow County
Proposed Route, | Oregon Trail Whiskey Unevaluated Indirect RLS Analysis Area

Union County Creek (B2H-UN-005)

Proposed Route, | Oregon Trail Straw Ranch |Eligible/Contributing |Site Boundary
Baker County (B2H-BA-285)
Oregon Trail Goal 5 Unevaluated Indirect RLS Analysis Area
Segment (2 segments)
(B2H-BA-337)

Proposed Route, | Trail (0503040050SI) Unevaluated Indirect RLS Analysis Area
Malheur County |Meek Cutoff (2 segments) |Not Contributing Site Boundary

Alternative Route

Double Mountain | Meek Cutoff (1 segment) |Not Eligible Indirect RLS Analysis Area
Alternative (B2H-MA-003)

1 This table lists historic trail segments and associated features present within the Site Boundary and
indirect analysis area, as identified during field surveys for the RLS.

Of the resources identified by the RLS, the majority (384) have been evaluated as likely NRHP-
eligible as contributing elements to a district or potential district. An additional 187 have been
evaluated as not contributing (i.e., elements that would not be NRHP-eligible individually or
within a district or potential district) and 119 have not been evaluated for NRHP eligibility. Two
sites, one evaluated as non-contributing and another that could not be evaluated, are
overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double Mountain Alternative. The remaining
resources have been evaluated as either NRHP-eligible, are NRHP-listed (individually or as a
district), or have been determined to have not been built during the historic period. Table S-13
summarizes the NRHP eligibility of the aboveground resources identified by the RLS as within
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the Site Boundary and the RLS’ indirect analysis area. (Note, two resources, one non-
contributing and one unevaluated, are overlapped by both the Proposed Route and Double
Mountain Alternative and are therefore presented in the counts for both. Both of these are within
the RLS’ indirect analysis area.) Only 15 of the identified aboveground resources are within the
Site Boundary of the Proposed Route. These include 3 NRHP-eligible/Contributing resources in
Baker (2) and Morrow (1) counties; 2 NRHP-ineligible/Non-Contributing resources in Malheur
County; and 10 unevaluated resources in Morrow (2), Union (2), Baker (2), and Malheur (4)
counties. No aboveground resources are within the Site Boundary of the Double Mountain
Alternative.

Table S-13. Aboveground Resources Identified by the RLS?

Route NRHP Eligibility Evaluation
Segments EC | ES | NC2 | NP [NRB | NRD | NRHD | NRI | NS | UN?| Total
Proposed Route
Proposed Route, 16 1 24 0 0 0 0 1 0 9 51
Morrow County
Proposed Route, | 65 0 45 6 0 0 0 1 0 3 120
Umatilla County
Proposed Route, 80 3 77 13 5 1 0 8 1 45 233
Union County
Proposed Route, | 218 | 2 39 23 0 1 2 6 0 43 334
Baker County
Proposed Route, 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 26
Malheur County
Total | 384 | 6 187 | 42 5 2 2 16 1 119 | 764
Alternative Route
Double Mountain | 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
Alternative

1 This table lists aboveground resources present within the Site Boundary and the RLS indirect analysis
area, as identified during field surveys for the RLS. Numbers do not reflect aboveground resources
directly within the Site Boundary.

2Two resources are overlapped by both the Proposed and Alternative routes and are therefore presented
twice in the total counts for Aboveground Resources.

EC - Eligible Contributing (not likely eligible individually, but would be as part of a group)
ES - Eligible Significant (likely individually eligible)

NC — Not Contributing (not likely eligible as a group or individually)

NP — Not to period (not built within the historic period-end of study)

NRB — Individually listed on the NRHP and listed as Contributing to a District (NRD)
NRD — National Register District (the district itself as a unit/single entity)

NRHD - Included within a NRHP Historic District (NRD)

NRI — Individually listed on the NRHP (not in a district)

NS — Listed as part of an NRI, but not the focal building-an associated feature.

UN — Unevaluated (usually archaeological or has not been visited yet)

The RLS recommended that built-environment resources, unevaluated resources, NRHP-

eligible resources, NRHP-listed resources, and Goal 5 resources with the potential to have
indirect visual effects from the Project be assessed in the ILS to confirm whether they are

NRHP-eligible and, if so, whether they would be potentially affected.

The potential for effects to resources was estimated during fieldwork based on maps of the Site
Boundary and observations of existing conditions that included considerations such as
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topography and vegetation. For those unevaluated and eligible resources that have not been
formally determined eligible, additional research and fieldwork was conducted to verify eligibility.
For those historic properties that are either listed in the NRHP or have been formally determined
eligible for the NRHP, Project effects will be assessed utilizing the methods outlined in the
VAHP (Attachment S-2). This visibility analysis may include utilizing Project simulations as a
means for assessing Project effects to historic properties. For archaeological sites with
aboveground features, an additional level of screening analysis and research was performed
prior to assessing the Project effects to these resources. Many of the archaeological sites with
aboveground features remain unevaluated as they consist of features that lack diagnostic
components to verify dating and/or cultural affiliation. In these instances, an effects analysis was
performed to provide an estimate of Project effects. For these resources, it is recommended that
ODOE or SHPO consult to ensure that these resources are appropriately considered.

The majority of eligible and/or NRHP-listed properties are located in towns like North Powder,
Pilot Rock, La Grande, and Island City that are far enough from the Project that there will be no
view of the Project because of topography or surrounding development. The GIS bare-earth
model as well as fieldwork was used to verify that these communities would experience little to
no view of the Project. In these cases, there will either be no potential for an effect (because the
Project is not at all visible) or no adverse effect (because the Project is so distant that any
change to the setting will be extremely minor). Due to the layout of the street grid in Baker City,
minimal effects from the east edge of the Baker City Historic District are anticipated. Additional
effects analysis for this resource occurred during the ILS. Huntington, which contains one
property listed on the NRHP, will be assessed for potential impacts as a historic grouping (as
there appears to be insufficient integrity as a district).

The ILS study included 217 resources in Oregon. These resources included NRHP-listed
resources as well as historic resources that were recommended for additional study or NRHP
evaluation, or were unevaluated resources, archaeological sites with aboveground features, or
were newly identified following a updated literature search and data gap analysis to cover
portions of the Project APE that were not previously identified. Of the 217 resources, 141 were
evaluated for Project effects while 76 were eliminated from the study for various reasons.

Of the 76 eliminated from the study, twenty resources are not in the APE for the EFSC study,
and 3 have insufficient location information to be evaluated and thus were no longer considered
in the study. An additional 30 resources were eliminated from the analysis because they were
found to be not eligible. Twenty-two resources retain no aboveground features. One resource,
a small segment of canal, was combined with another resource that evaluated the same canal
closer to the Project.

The 141 resources advanced for additional analysis were eligible for the NRHP, listed on the
NRHP, or unevaluated and analyzed for project effects. Thirty-nine of these resources would
have no view of the Project and would not be indirectly affected by the Project. No adverse
effects are anticipated for 67 resources. Potential adverse effects are anticipated for 23
resources.

Twelve resources require further consultation and research before making a recommendation
on Project effects. These include 35MW1, 35MW2, 35MW11, SL-MO-003, SL-MO-004, UP-102,
UP-103, UP-106, Unassigned Site (Lookout), Range Unit 12 Site 1, Range Unit 12 Site 2, and
SL-MO-001 (SL-MO-005). It should be noted that remote impact assessments were performed
for sites where property owner access was denied. These remote impact assessments were
performed for 35MW245, 35MW248, 35UM472, Elkhorn cairn concentration, 35UN304,
35UN307, 35UN375, 35UN388, 35UN393, 35UN396, 35UN410, 35UN418, 35UN493,
35UN499, and 35UN624.
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VAHP forms are provided for the 99 resources that will have a view of the Project. Some
resources are grouped onto a single VAHP form based on their geographic proximity and
shared integrity of setting, feeling, and association; this resulted in a total of 54 VAHP forms,
provided in confidential Attachment S-10.

The Project will have no adverse effect on 67 resources and will have potential indirect adverse
effects on 23 resources. The Project will cross 5 historic properties with the potential for direct

adverse effects. A list of sites with potential adverse effects and proposed mitigation measures
is provided in Table S-14. The majority of potential adverse effects could occur to stacked rock

features/cairns. Due to the difficulty in dating and attributing cultural origin, additional

consultation with ODOE or SHPO is recommended as an interim step towards determining if
mitigation would be appropriate.

Table S-14. Project Effects to and Proposed Mitigation of Aboveground Resources

ID Number Resource Name Effect Proposed Mitigation
CFR 1064 Vey Ranch Potential Adverse NR Nomination, Public
Effect Interpretation Funding
35MW1 Midden Further research Consultation
and consultation
necessary
35MW2 Camp, shell midden, lithic | Further research Consultation
scatter and consultation
necessary
35MW11 Midden Further research Consultation
and consultation
necessary
SL-MO-001, Sand Hollow Battle Further research Consultation
SL-MO-005 Ground - (Associated and consultation
Report #26196) necessary
35MW248 Rock Cairns Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
SL-MO-003 Map A2: Nisxt Further research Consultation
(Associated Report and consultation
#26592) necessary
SL-MO-004 Map B2, C2, C3: Sisupa Further research Consultation
(Associated Report and consultation
#26196) necessary
UP-102 Two Log Cabins Further research Consultation
and consultation
necessary
UP-103 Buckhorn Cabin Further research Consultation
and consultation
necessary
UP-106 Historic Cabin Further research Consultation
and consultation
necessary
Site Historic Lookout Tower Further research Consultation

and consultation
necessary
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ID Number

Resource Name

Effect

Proposed Mitigation

Range Unit 12 Rock Cairn Further research Consultation
Site 1 and consultation

necessary
Range Unit 12 Rock Cairn Further research Consultation

Site 2

and consultation
necessary

B2H-UM-006 Daly Wagon Road Potential Adverse Public Interpretation
Effect Funding, Print/Media
Publication
35UN459 Rock Cairn Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
35UN493 Rock Cairn Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
B2H-BA-282 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse Design Modification,
Virtue Flat segment and Effect Public Interpretation
Flagstaff Hill Funding, Print/Media
Publication
B2H-BA-285 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse Design Modification,

(3B2H-CH-05)

Straw Ranch 1 and 2

Effect

Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication

B2H-BA-327 Goodale’s/Sparta Trail Potential Adverse Design Modification,
Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
0503050334S] Rock cairn, rock Potential Adverse Consultation
alignment Effect
14S44E14-2 Rock cairns, rock Potential Adverse Consultation
alignment, lithic scatter; Effect
Three Stone Rock Stacks
35BA372 Rock Cairn Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
35BA388 Rock Alignment Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
35BA1423 Hunting blind rock stacks. | Potential Adverse Consultation
Identified by CTUIR Effect
informant near ODOT
borrow pit
B2H-MA-041 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse Design Modification,
Alkali Springs Segment Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
B2H-MA-042 Oregon Trail ACEC-Birch | Potential Adverse Design Modification,
Creek segment Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
35ML550 Ali-Alk Rock shelter Potential Adverse Consultation

Effect
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ID Number Resource Name Effect Proposed Mitigation
35ML1549 SM Site-2 (Stacked Rock | Potential Adverse Consultation
Feature) Effect
35ML1550 SM Site-3 (Stacked Rock | Potential Adverse Consultation
Feature) Effect
35ML1552 SM Site-5 (Stacked Rock | Potential Adverse Consultation
Feature) Effect
35ML1553 SM Site-6 (Stacked Rock | Potential Adverse Consultation
Feature) Effect
35ML552 Ali-Alk Stacked Stone Potential Adverse Consultation
Rings Effect
35ML1959 Rock Cairn Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
35ML1960 Rock Cairn Potential Adverse Consultation
Effect
3.5.2.3 Aboveground Resources: Oregon Trail-ILS

This section provides an overview of resources associated with the Oregon Trail that
summarizes identification and evaluation efforts during the ILS and an analysis of potential
Project impacts. The resources discussed in this section are also mentioned in the resource
counts and tables in previous parts of Exhibit S but are presented in summary form here to
provide a unified discussion.

The evaluation of segments, sites, and side trails associated with the Oregon Trail was
performed consistent with the currently proposed Multiple Property Documentation Form
(MPDF) for the Oregon Trail, Oregon 1840-1880 as well as Guidance for Recording and
Evaluating Linear Cultural Resources (Oregon SHPO 2013). The MPDF has been approved by
the Oregon State Advisory Commission on Historic Preservation but has yet to be approved by
the Keeper of the National Register. The draft MPDF provides a framework for evaluating the
various property types associated with the Oregon Trail in the State of Oregon that could be
buildings, structures, objects, or sites as well as districts. The MPDF also considers the Oregon
Trail a linear historic district (in its totality) that contains contributing and non-contributing
resources located within its historic boundaries. The Oregon Trail is also considered to be
significant at the national level and has been designated as an NHT (see Attachment S-8).

The MPDF discusses several Property Types associated with the Oregon Trail and specifically
discusses the associated resources that fall under this typology. The following is a list of MPDF
Property Types and associated resources located within the Project APE: river crossings, fords,
and ferries; intersecting routes; Indian agencies/reservations; Euro-American towns; springs;
mountain ascents and descents; valleys; landmarks; battle sites; and important camping sites.

Consistent with both the Guidance for Recording and Evaluating Linear Cultural Resources and
the Project Study Plan, the Oregon Trail analysis consisted of a literature review, survey and
field recordation through a RLS and ILS, photographs and maps, evaluation, integrity
assessment, and Project impacts assessment. Table S-15 lists 28 resources associated with
the Oregon Trail that were assessed during fieldwork; 25 resources were assessed as a part of
the aboveground resources analysis, two with the archaeological resources analysis, and one in
both studies (Table S-15). Of the 28 Oregon Trail resources, 3 were identified as being within
the Site Boundary (B2H-BA-285, 4B2H-EK-41, and 5B2H-SA-01). Seventeen NRHP-eligible
Oregon Trail-related resources were recommended for the visual impacts assessment and
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following that analysis eight resources had the potential to be adversely affected by the Project

(Table S-16).
Table S-15. List of Oregon Trail-Related Resources
ID Number
(Archaeology Eligibility
ID)! Resource Name Recommendation? APE Status
B2H-MO-002 Willow Creek UN (not evaluated) |Notin APE No further
Campground work
B2H-MO-004 Emigrant Cemetery EC (contributing Proposed Impact
(35MW230) resource to Well Route/ West of | Analysis
Springs Segment — | Bombing
pending NRHP Range Road
revision) Alternative 1/2
B2H-MO-007 Oregon Trail (Well NRHP-Listed Proposed Impact
(3B2H-CH-01; Springs Segment)* Route/West of |Analysis
4B2H-VIZ-EK-01; Bombing
and 35MW224) Range Road
Alternative 1/2
B2H-MO-008 Oregon Trail: Unnamed |EC (1 contributing |Proposed Impact
(3B2H-SA-05) segment segment (Sand Route/West of |Analysis
Hollow); 1 non- Bombing
contributing Range Road
segment (Lindsay |Alternative 1/2
Feedlot Lane)
SL-MO-001; SL- |Sand Hollow Battle Previously Proposed Consultation
MO-005 Ground — (Associated determined eligible |Route/West of |Required
Report #26196) (resource is also a |Bombing
historic property Range Road
with religious and | Alternative %
cultural
significance)
4B2H-EK-02 Oregon Trail Segment EC Proposed See
(Unnamed) Route (Site Attachment-
Boundary) 6
5B2H-SA-01 Oregon Trail Segment EC Proposed See
(Unnamed) Route (Site Attachment-
Boundary) 6
B2H-UN-001 Oregon Trail Interpretive |EC Proposed Impact
(35UN517) Park ACEC — California Route Analysis
Gulch/Blue Mountain
B2H-UN-005 Oregon Trail: Whiskey NC (non- Proposed No Further
(O-BK-UN-1) Creek Segment contributing Route/ Work
segment) Morgan Lake
Alternative
35UN435 Oregon Trail (in Ladd UN No View of No Further
Canyon) Project Work
35UM365 Meacham Pioneer NC No View of No Further
Memorial Cemetery Site Project Work
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ID Number
(Archaeology Eligibility
ID)! Resource Name Recommendation? APE Status
35UM472 Grave Associated with UN Proposed Impact
Oregon Trall Route Analysis
0503050143sI Meeker Oregon Trail NRHP (Listing Proposed Impact
Monument Pending) Route/Existing |Analysis
230kV Rebuild
0503050144siI Kiwanis Oregon Trail EC Proposed Impact
Monument Route/Existing |Analysis
230kV Rebuild
B2H-BA-281 Oregon Trail ACEC -- EC Proposed Impact
White Swan Route Analysis
B2H-BA-282 Oregon Trail ACEC - EC (NRHP listing Proposed Impact
Virtue Flat (Flagstaff Hill, |pending) Route/ Existing | Analysis
NHOTIC) 230-kV
Rebuild
3B2H-CH-05 Oregon Trail ACEC -- EC Proposed Impact
B2H-BA-285 Straw Ranch 1 and 2 Route Analysis
(near Pleasant Valley &
Durkee)
B2H-BA-286 Signature Rock UN (Could not Proposed No Further
relocate — search Route Work
area is several
square miles)
B2H-BA-291 Oregon Trail ACEC -- EC Proposed Impact
(35BA1366) Swayze Creek (near Route Analysis
Plano Road) (includes
Sisely Creek Segment)
B2H-BA-296 Rattlesnake Springs EC (RLS) No View of No Further
Landmark Project Work
B2H-BA-327 Goodale’s/Sparta Trail EC (area assessed |Proposed Impact
overlaps with B2H- |Route/ Existing | Analysis
BA-282) 230-kV
Rebuild
B2H-BA-337 Oregon Trail ACEC — EC Proposed Impact
Powell Creek Segment Route Analysis
(Chimney Creek)
4B2H-EK-41 Oregon Trail Segment EC Proposed See
(Unnamed) Route Attachment-
6
B2H-MA-003 Meek Cutoff NC (non- Proposed No Further
contributing Route/ Double |Work
segment) Mountain
Alternative
B2H-MA-010 Oregon Trail ACEC -- EC Proposed Impact
(see also Tub Mountain Route/Existing |Analysis
35ML747) 138-kV
Rebuild
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ID Number
(Archaeology Eligibility
ID)! Resource Name Recommendation? APE Status
B2H-MA-041 Oregon Trail: Alkali EC Proposed Impact
Springs Segment Route Analysis
B2H-MA-042 Oregon Trail ACEC — EC Proposed Impact
Birch Creek Route/Existing |Analysis
138-kV
Rebuild
B2H-MA-007 Dalles Military Road NC Not in APE No Further
Work

1 Some Oregon Trail Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) segments are listed in the OHSD by different

names than in the BLM’s Oregon National Historic Trail Management Plan (1989). This table lists the BLM name first
with the OHSD name in parentheses.
2NRHP eligibility evaluations: EC=Eligible/Contributing, ES=Eligible/Significant, NC=Not Eligible, UN=Unevaluated

Table S-16. Project Impacts to and Proposed Mitigation for Oregon Trail

Resources
ID Number Resource Name Effect Proposed Mitigation
SL-MO-001, Sand Hollow Battle Potential Adverse Consultation
SL-MO-005 Ground - (Associated Effect
Report #26196) (for its
associations with
Oregon Trail)
5B2H-SA-01 Oregon Trail (Unnamed | Potential Adverse | See Attachment-6
Segment) Effect (Site
Boundary)
B2H-BA-282 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse Design Modification,
Virtue Flat segment and | Effect Public Interpretation
Flagstaff Hill* Funding, Print/Media
Publication
3B2H-CH-05 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse Design Modification,
B2H-BA-285 Straw Ranch 1 and 2 Effect (Site Public Interpretation
Boundary) Funding, Print/Media
Publication
See Attachment-6
B2H-BA-327 Goodale's/Sparta Trail Potential Adverse | Design Modification,
Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
B2H-MA-041 Oregon Trail ACEC - Potential Adverse | Design Modification,
Alkali Springs Segment | Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
B2H-MA-042 Oregon Trail ACEC- Potential Adverse | Design Modification,
Birch Creek segment Effect Public Interpretation
Funding, Print/Media
Publication
4B2H-EK-41 Oregon Trail Segment Potential Adverse | See Attachment-6

Effect (Site
Boundary)
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In addition to considering the potential for site-specific impacts, an analysis that considers the
potential cumulative impacts to Oregon Trail Resources was prepared. Utilizing various Oregon
Trail GIS data sets from the NPS, Oregon SHPO, and BLM, data were collected on a
cumulative basis to provide a general indication of potential cumulative visual impacts from
within the Project indirect APE based on a bare earth digital elevation model. There are some
notable limitations in using this data. First, the bare earth model is based only on the
topographic screening a viewer would experience in the absence of intervening vegetation,
buildings/structures and/or hazy atmospheric conditions. For approximately 29 miles between
Emigrant Springs State Heritage Area and La Grande, Oregon, for instance, most views of the
Project would be obscured by tall evergreen tree vegetation and rolling topography. Additionally,
the model does not gauge the number of towers that would be visible or the extent of tower
heights that would be visible from the length of the Oregon Trail.

The data were compiled to illustrate the potential for cumulative indirect impacts but is not truly
reflective of the magnitude of impacts. As noted in Table S-15, impacts to individual Oregon Trail-
related resources vary by individual site due to a number of variables including distance,
intervening topography, vegetation, atmospheric conditions, and the built environment. In addition,
in many instances, the physical setting and/or landscape surrounding the Oregon Trail has been
diminished through the introduction or roads, electrical distribution and transmission lines,
fencelines, and other forms of development. Depending upon the extent of alterations to the
existing setting, Project-related impacts are reduced if they occur in previously altered physical
settings. An additional consideration is the historical integrity of the Oregon Trail and its related
resources as its presence on the landscape has been diminished over time, thus creating a
discontiguous historic district with contributing and non-contributing segments and sites.

As an overview of the cumulative impacts analysis, of the 177.97 miles of the Congressionally
Designated Route of the Oregon NHT, 43.89 miles would have a potential view that is within
0.5 mile of the Site Boundary. For “Contributing Trail Segments” or segments of the Oregon
Trail that have been previously identified by surveys or listed on the National Register,
approximately 89.35 miles of these segments lies within the 5-mile APE and about 27.43 miles
would have a potential view that is within 0.5 mile of the Site Boundary.

While the cumulative effect data provide a general indication of the magnitude for indirect
impacts, the site-specific analysis performed during the ILS and included in Table S-15 is more
precise in its assessment of impacts and informs Project planning in an effort to avoid, reduce,
or mitigate impacts. Due to the generalized nature of the cumulative impacts data, IPC
proposes site-specific mitigation measures in Table S-19.

3.5.3 Direct Impacts to Cultural Resources

Direct impacts may occur as a result of direct disturbance of NRHP-listed or -eligible cultural
resources or any archaeological sites or objects on any lands.

As noted above, archaeological survey efforts have resulted in the recording or updating of 326
archaeological resources. These resources include 67 pre-contact sites, 12 multicomponent sites,
112 historic sites, 2 undetermined sites, 90 pre-contact IFs, 5 multicomponent IFs, and 38 historic
IFs. Some of these resources are also aboveground resources, such as pre-contact cairns and
homesteads. An additional four aboveground resources without archaeological components are
also within the Site Boundary. The Proposed Route will impact 299 of the identified resources,
while the Double Mountain Alternative will impact 9 of the resources, the Morgan Lake Alternative
will impact 22 of the resources, and both West of Bombing Range Road alternatives will impact 2
of the resources.
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An additional 32 previously recorded resources were not identified during field surveys either due
to poor ground surface visibility, destruction of the resources, or access issues. Two additional
resources are TCPs for which no information could be obtained. Additional resources may exist
within inaccessible, areas. Only the Double Mountain and both West of Bombing Range Road
alternatives have been 100 percent surveyed. Of the archaeological sites and aboveground
resources identified by the surveys, 45 have been recommended as NRHP-eligible. However,
the NRHP eligibility of one of those resources is based on a ditch segment recorded east of the
Site Boundary during surveys for a prior route alignment. Although mapped by SHPO as within
the Direct APE, no evidence of the resource was observed during survey of the current
alignment and Site Boundary. Therefore, impacts to only 44 NRHP-eligible sites are considered
here. None of the identified resources are listed on the NRHP. NRHP-eligibility determinations
of resources and acceptance of archaeological resources identified thus far are pending review
and concurrence by SHPO. Additional archaeological sites and objects that may be NRHP-
eligible may exist within inaccessible parcels of the analysis area.

Ground disturbance within the boundaries of the 44 NRHP-eligible archaeological sites within
the Site Boundary, any of the 325 archaeological sites and objects identified by surveys, or
either of the two TCPs will be considered direct impacts to cultural resources. These will be
permanent impacts since archaeological resources are non-renewable resources. Similar
permanent direct impacts may occur at the locations of the 32 previously recorded resources
that were not identified during field surveys if their locations cannot be accessed for survey or it
cannot be confirmed that those in surveyed areas no longer exist. Since there is always
potential for unidentified archaeological resources to exist, even in areas surveyed for cultural
resources, additional permanent direct impacts may also occur as a result of ground
disturbance in unidentified archaeological resources.

These direct impacts will be mitigated through IPC’s proposed measures to prevent destruction
of historic, cultural, and archaeological resources (see Section 3.5.5), HPMP and IDP (see
Section 3.6), and site certificate conditions (see Section 5.0).

Table S-17 summarizes the type, timing, duration, and mitigation measures related to the
Project’s potential permanent direct impacts to historic, cultural, and archaeological resources.
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Table S-17. Type, Timing, Duration, and Mitigation Measures Related to
Permanent Direct Impacts to Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources

Type of Type of Timing of Duration
Disturbance Impact Impact of Impact Mitigation Measures

Ground disturbance |Permanent | Construction, | Permanent | IPC will take prudent and

to identified NRHP- | direct Operation feasible measures to avoid

eligible resources, identified cultural resources

archaeological sites, during the micrositing process

and archaeological (see Section 3.5.5.2)

objects. Avoidance areas will be
marked and monitored during
construction, as detailed in the
PA, HPMP, and Site
Certificate Conditions (see
Sections 3.6 and 5.0). Where
avoidance is infeasible,
resource-specific treatment
measures will be developed,
per the PA and HPMP (see
Sections 3.6 and 4.0).

Ground disturbance |Permanent | Construction, | Life of the |IPC will complete

to unidentified direct Operation Project archaeological survey of

NRHP-eligible or inaccessible parcels after

-listed resources, receipt of the site certificate,

archaeological sites, but prior to initiation of

and archaeological construction (see Sections 4.0

objects in and 5.0).

inaccessible areas.

Ground disturbance |Permanent | Construction, | Life of the |As part of the Enhanced

to unidentified direct Operation Project Archaeological Survey, IPC

NRHP-eligible or
-listed resources,
archaeological sites,
and archaeological
objects in surveyed
areas.

will conduct shovel probing at
the locations of previously
recorded resources mapped
within the footprint of the final
design and not identified
during survey to confirm their
presence or absence.
Additionally, IPC will
implement the final HPMP with
IDP (see Section 5.0). Both
will occur after receipt of the
site certificate, but prior to
initiation of construction.
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Type of Type of Timing of Duration
Disturbance Impact Impact of Impact Mitigation Measures

Ground disturbance |Permanent | Construction, | Life of the |As part of the Enhanced

to unidentified direct Operation Project Archaeological Survey, IPC

NRHP-eligible or will conduct shovel probing at

-listed resources, high probability areas after

archaeological sites, receipt of the site certificate,

and archaeological but prior to initiation of

objects in high construction (see Section 4.0).

probability areas.

Disturbance of Permanent | Construction, | Life of the | BLM will continue government-

known TCPs. direct Operation Project to-government consultations
with the CTUIR regarding the
TCPs within the Site Boundary
to determine the nature of the
resources and appropriate
mitigation. Results will be
implemented in the
Construction POD.

3.5.4 Indirect Impacts to Cultural Resources

Indirect impacts may occur as a result of new construction within the viewshed of NRHP-listed
or —eligible aboveground resources, such as trails, buildings, and cairns, as well as TCPs.
Impacts will only occur for those resources where the viewshed, setting, and landscape
contributes to the NRHP eligibility of the resource.

The RLS fieldwork identified 764 built environment resources in Oregon (this includes multiple
crossings of historic trails and pre-contact resources, such as quarries and cairns). The majority
(384) were evaluated as likely NRHP-eligible as contributing elements to a group of resources.
An additional 187 were evaluated as not contributing (i.e., elements that would not be NRHP-
eligible individually or as a group) and 119 were not evaluated for NRHP eligibility. The
remaining resources were evaluated as either NRHP-eligible, are NRHP-listed (individually or
as a district), or were determined to have not been built during the historic period. The ILS
studied 217 resources from the RLS. Of these, 141 were evaluated for Project effects while 76
were eliminated from the study because they were not eligible for the NRHP, identified as not
located in the APE, or removed from the study because they did not contain aboveground
features or had incomplete locational data.

The 141 resources advanced for additional analysis of Project effects were recommended as
eligible for the NRHP, are listed on the NRHP, or are unevaluated. NRHP-eligibility
determinations of resources are pending review and concurrence by SHPO. Thirty-nine of these
resources would have no view of the Project and would not be indirectly affected by the Project.
An additional 12 resources require additional research and consultation. No adverse effects are
anticipated for 67 resources. Potential adverse effects are anticipated for 23 resources.

Additional resources may exist within inaccessible areas of the Site Boundary and indirect
analysis area. Additional aboveground resources that may be NRHP-eligible may exist within
inaccessible portions of the analysis area.

New construction of the proposed transmission line within view of NRHP-eligible or —listed
aboveground resources as well as three identified TCPs (one in the indirect analysis area and
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two in the Site Boundary) will be considered indirect impacts to cultural resources if the
surrounding view and setting contribute to the NRHP eligibility of those resources. These will be
considered permanent impacts given the anticipated lifetime of the Project. Additional indirect
impacts may also occur as a result of new construction within view of unidentified NRHP-eligible
resources in inaccessible areas where aboveground resources may exist.

These indirect impacts will be mitigated through IPC’s proposed measures to prevent
destruction of historic, cultural, and archaeological resources (see Section 3.5.5) and site
certificate conditions (see Section 5.0).

Table S-18 summarizes the type, timing, duration, and mitigation measures related to the
Project’s potential temporary indirect impacts to historic, cultural, and archaeological resources.

Table S-18. Type, Timing, Duration, and Mitigation Measures Related to
Permanent Direct Impacts to Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources

Type of Type of Timing of Duration
Disturbance Impact Impact of Impact Mitigation Measures

New construction Permanent | Construction, | Permanent | IPC will take prudent and

within viewshed of indirect. Operation feasible measures to avoid

NRHP-eligible and — construction within the viewshed

listed resources of identified NRHP-eligible and —

whose surrounding listed cultural resources during

setting contributes to the micrositing process (see

their NRHP eligibility. Section 3.5.5.2). Where
avoidance is infeasible,
resource-specific treatment
measures will be developed, per
the PA and HPMP (see Table S-
14, Sections 3.6 and 4.0).

New construction Permanent | Construction, | Permanent | IPC, in coordination with BLM,

within viewshed of indirect. Operation will continue to consult with the

TCPs. Oregon SHPO regarding the
TCPs within the Site Boundary
and indirect analysis area to
determine the nature of the
resources and appropriate
mitigation.

3.5.5 Impacts on and Mitigation for Traditional Cultural Properties

Impacts on the two TCPs identified by the Class | literature review may be direct and/or indirect.
The nature and qualities of the resources are unclear at this time and can only be determined
through consultation. While an ethnographic study of the resources has been provided by the
CTUIR to the BLM as part of the federal Section 106 process, the study has not been released
to the applicant or its contractor. Depending on what qualities of the sites are significant to the
CTUIR, ground disturbance by the Project within the boundaries of the TCPs may result in direct
impacts to the properties, similar to archaeological sites within the Site Boundary. Construction
of aboveground features within the TCP boundaries and within the viewsheds of the properties
may also result in indirect impacts.

The applicant anticipates that SHPO, on behalf of the EFSC, will consult with the CTUIR
regarding the Project impacts on Sisupa and Sand Hollow Battleground. Such consultations
would occur following submission of this application and prior to issuance of the site certificate.
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Results of the consultations would be conveyed to the applicant, as appropriate, and impacts
will be addressed as described in the HPMP. If avoidance is not possible, the Applicant
anticipates that consultations would be continued with their involvement and appropriate
mitigation measures identified in coordination between the CTUIR, SHPO, BLM, and IPC.
Mitigation measures may include signage or informational publications for the purposes of
public education regarding the Sand Hollow Battleground and/or Sisupa from the Native
American perspective. Other measures may include visibility minimizing design of transmission
line towers or avoiding ground disturbance at specific locations within the overall TCP
boundaries.

3.5.6 Measures Designed to Prevent Destruction of Historic, Cultural, and
Archaeological Resources

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(D)(iii): A list of measures to prevent destruction of the resources
identified during surveys, inventories and subsurface testing referred to in subparagraph (i)
or discovered during construction.

This section provides a list of measures to prevent destruction of the resources identified during
surveys, inventories, and subsurface testing referred to in subparagraph (i) or discovered during
construction. Measures for avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts will be included in
the final application and have also been incorporated into IPC’s proposed site certificate
conditions (see Section 5.0).

If construction will adversely affect any significant archaeological resources or objects on state
or private lands such as properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the NRHP, mitigation will be
required. Mitigation of sites on state or private lands is addressed in the draft HPMP
(Attachment S-9). A separate HPMP will address properties listed, or eligible for listing, on the
NRHP on federal land. Final versions of each HPMP will provide site-specific mitigation
measures for impacted resources based on the Project’s final design. Mitigation may include,
but not be limited to, one or more of the following measures: a) avoidance through the use of
relocation of structures through the design process, realignment of the route, relocation of
temporary workspace, or changes in the construction and/or operational design; b) data
recovery, which may include the systematic professional excavation of an archaeological site or
the preparation of photographic and/or measured drawings documenting standing structures;
and, c) the use of landscaping or other techniques that will minimize or eliminate effects on the
historic setting or ambience if that aspect is important to a site’s eligibility. To minimize
unauthorized collecting of archaeological material or vandalism to known archaeological sites,
all workers will attend mandatory training on the significance of cultural resources and the
relevant federal regulations intended to protect them (see Section 5.0).

3.5.6.1 Inadvertent Discovery Plan

Project construction activities, as well as natural and human-caused erosion, vandalism, and
looting, could expose and damage previously unidentified cultural resources within the Project
Route or expose characteristics in unevaluated sites that were previously unknown and
undocumented.

As part of the HPMP, IPC has established procedures to be followed by IPC personnel and their
contractors in the event that previously unreported and unanticipated cultural resources, human
remains, or funerary objects are found during Project construction in accordance with Oregon
State law. These procedures will serve as the primary guidance tool for IPC and its contractors
to comply with federal and state laws and regulations. The IDP is incorporated in the HPMP
(see Attachment S-9) and specifies what steps will be taken if a subsurface cultural resource is
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discovered during construction, including stopping construction in the vicinity of the find,
notification of the appropriate land management agency, identification of a qualified
archaeologist to conduct an evaluation of the find, and the development of an approved data
recovery program or other mitigation measures. If human remains are discovered, construction
will be halted and the IDP followed, including notification of the appropriate County Coroner.

3.5.6.2 Avoidance Measures

Prudent and feasible measures will be taken to avoid or reduce adverse impacts on
archaeological sites or objects as well as NRHP-eligible and -listed resources. Such measures
will be developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies and tribes and may include
avoidance through the use of relocation of structures through the design process, realignment of
the route, relocation of temporary workspace, or changes in the construction and/or operational
design. Avoidance areas will be flagged prior to construction activities. Flagging will be removed
once construction is completed in an area.

3.6 Proposed Monitoring Program

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)(E): The applicant's proposed monitoring program, if any, for
impacts to historic, cultural and archaeological resources during construction and operation
of the proposed facility.

Discussion of an archaeological monitoring program and other mitigation measures is included
in a draft ODOE-specific HPMP (Attachment S-9) developed for the Project and this amended
preliminary application for site certificate. A final HPMP and resource-specific treatment plans
will be prepared after sites are fully inventoried and evaluated for eligibility. The final HPMP and
resource-specific treatment plans will address all resources determined NRHP-eligible or -listed
as well as all archaeological resources, regardless of landownership, to avoid significant impact.

3.7 Future Work

The information in Exhibit S is based on the results of comprehensive background research and
field surveys completed to date. Following issuance of the site certificate and prior to ground-
disturbing construction activity, IPC will perform cultural and historical pedestrian surveys on any
parcels not yet surveyed at the time of issuance of the site certificate or where a change in Project
location or design requires additional survey. In some cases, IPC may not obtain access rights
until after issuance of the site certificate. The enhanced archaeological survey will also be
completed following the issuance of the site certificate and prior to construction. The enhanced
archaeological survey will be conducted within the selected route only and include subsurface
probing in high potential areas, resource boundary subsurface probing, and subsurface testing for
NRHP evaluation of unevaluated resources. All such surveys, as well as any mitigation measures,
will be conducted in compliance with applicable conditions to the site certificate, and follow the PA,
EFSC standards, and Oregon SHPQO's Guidelines for Conducting Field Archaeology in Oregon
(2013) and State of Oregon Guidelines for Reporting on Archaeological Investigations (2015). The
planned path forward to complete these activities is shown in Table S-19.
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Table S-19. Path Forward to Fulfill Requirements for Historic, Cultural, and
Archaeological Resources Identification, Evaluation, and Impact Assessment

Description of
Task

Compliance Strategy
for Surveyed Parcels
(approximately 89% of
lands within Project
Site Boundary)

Compliance Strategy
for Inaccessible
Parcels (approximately
11% of lands within
Project Site Boundary)

Documentation

Identification of
Archaeological

Survey of accessible
parcels completed

IPC will complete
archaeological survey of

Cultural resources
technical report

Resources between 2011 and 2014. | inaccessible parcels after | (confidential
Additional surveys of receipt of site certificate, | Attachment S-6)
inaccessible parcels and | but prior to initiation of
subsurface probing of construction.
high potential areas will Identification measures
occur prior to ground- may include sub-surface
disturbing construction probing in areas where
activities. surface visibility is poor

and possibility of
encountering resources
is high.
Visual RLS completed in 2012; RLS completed in 2012; | RLS (confidential

Assessment of
Historic
Properties

ILS completed in 2017.

ILS completed in 2017.

Attachment S-7)
and ILS
(confidential
Attachment S-10)

Evaluation of
Historic, Cultural,
and
Archaeological
Resources

IPC has provided
preliminary NRHP-
eligibility
recommendations for
resources identified in the
Project Site Boundary. To
avoid unnecessary
ground disturbance of
archaeological resources,
subsurface testing and
evaluation of potentially
affected unevaluated
resources will be
conducted within the
selected route only, after
receipt of the site
certificate and prior to
ground-disturbing
construction activities.

Evaluation of potentially
affected resources on
inaccessible parcels will
be completed after
receipt of site certificate,
but prior to initiation of
construction. Evaluation
may include site testing
and Native American
consultations.

Cultural resources
technical report
(confidential
Attachment S-6),
RLS (confidential
Attachment S-7),
and ILS
(confidential
Attachment S-10).
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Description of

Compliance Strategy
for Surveyed Parcels

(approximately 89% of
lands within Project

Compliance Strategy
for Inaccessible
Parcels (approximately
11% of lands within

Task Site Boundary) Project Site Boundary) Documentation
Analysis of For surveyed parcels, Analysis of potential Cultural resources
Potential Impacts | IPC has analyzed impacts to affected technical report
to Historic, potential Impacts to significant resources and | (confidential
Cultural, and significant Historic, high potential areas on Attachment S-6),
Archaeological Cultural, and inaccessible parcels will | Amended Cultural
Resources Archaeological be completed after Resources

Resources, provided in evaluation of such Technical Report
the 2017 Cultural resources, following (incorporating
Resources Technical receipt of the site boundary and
Report, the RLS, and ILS | certificate, but prior to NRHP-eligibility
submitted for SHPO initiation of construction. | testing; prior to
review and concurrence. | The ILS has addressed ground-disturbing
Final impact analyses for | unevaluated resources construction
archaeological resources | from the RLS. Final activities),
are pending the impact analyses for Enhanced
enhanced archaeological | archaeological resources | Archaeological
survey and NRHP- are pending the Survey (prior to
eligibility testing of enhanced archaeological | ground-disturbing
identified unevaluated survey and NRHP- construction
resources that will occur | eligibility testing that will | activities), RLS
within the selected route | occur within the selected | (confidential
only and after receipt of route only and after Attachment S-7),
the site certificate, but receipt of the site and ILS
prior to ground-disturbing | certificate, but prior to (confidential
construction activities. ground-disturbing Attachment S-10).
construction activities.
Mitigation of IPC has prepared a draft | IPC’s final HPMP with HPMP (with IDP)
Impacts to ODOE-specific HPMP, IDP, documenting (Attachment S-9)

Historic, Cultural,
and
Archaeological
Resources

documenting proposed
mitigation, monitoring,
and IDP, which discusses
both surveyed and
inaccessible parcels. The
final HPMP will be
submitted to SHPO and
agencies for review and
concurrence.

proposed site-specific
and general mitigation,
monitoring, and

discovery procedures.

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE

Page S-69



© 00N O O £y w N -

NNNNNNRPRPRPRRPREPRRRERRPRE
OB WNRPOOONOUAWNERO

N
o]

W WNNN
= O O 0

BB W WWWwWwwWwww
PO OWO~NOOhWN

N
N

b
H W

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit S

4.0 IDAHO POWER’'S PROPOSED SITE CERTIFICATE CONDITIONS

IPC proposes the following site certificate conditions to ensure compliance with the relevant
EFSC standards which are relevant to the analysis of cultural resources (see Section 2.1):

Prior to Construction

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 1: Prior to
construction, the site certificate holder shall conduct cultural and historical
pedestrian surveys on any parcels not surveyed at the time of issuance of the
site certificate or where a change in Project location or design requires additional
surveys.

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 2: Prior to
construction, the site certificate holder shall finalize, and submit to the
department for its approval, a final Historic Properties Management Plan
(HPMP). The final HPMP shall include the following, unless otherwise approved
by the department:

a. The areas that were surveyed for historic, cultural, and archaeological
resources;

b. The location of all facility components and related and supporting facilities;
c. The areas that will be permanently and temporarily disturbed during
construction;

d. The protective measures described in the draft HPMP in ASC Exhibit S,
Attachment S-9;

e. The State Historic Preservation Officer's National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP)-eligibility determinations and archaeological resources findings; and

f. The results of the cultural and historical pedestrian surveys referenced in
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 1.

Prior to Construction at Any Particular Location

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 3: Prior to
construction at a particular location, the site certificate holder shall, where
applicable, conduct enhanced archaeological surveys comprised of subsurface
probing in high potential areas, resource boundary subsurface probing, and
subsurface testing for NRHP evaluation of unevaluated resources.

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 4: Prior to
construction at a particular site, the site certificate holder shall submit to the
department for its approval a supplement to the final HPMP referenced in
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 2. The HPMP
supplement shall include the following, unless otherwise approved by the
department:

a. The results of the enhanced archaeological surveys referenced in Historic,
Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 3; and

b. Any actions the site certificate holder will take to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
impacts to historic, cultural, or archaeological resources in the relevant area.

During Construction

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 5: During
construction, the site certificate holder shall conduct all work in compliance with
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the final HPMP referenced in Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources
Condition 2 and any HPMP supplements referenced in Historic, Cultural, and
Archaeological Resources Condition 4

Within One Year After Construction Is Completed

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 6: Within one
year after construction is completed, the site certificate holder shall finalize, and
submit to the department for its approval, a final Cultural Resources Technical
Report. The final Cultural Resources Technical Report shall include the following,
unless otherwise approved by the department:

a. Relevant information in the draft Cultural Resources Technical Report in ASC
Exhibit S, Attachment S-6;

b. The results of the cultural and historical pedestrian surveys referenced in
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 1; and

c. The results of the enhanced archaeological surveys referenced in Historic,
Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 3;

d. The results of all cultural resource monitoring required by the HPMP
referenced in Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 2 and
any HPMP supplements referenced in Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological
Resources Condition 4; and

e. The results of all cultural resources testing or data recovery conducted as a
result of unanticipated discoveries, as required by the HPMP referenced in
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 2 and any HPMP
supplements referenced in Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources
Condition 4.

Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Condition 7: Within one
year after construction is completed, the site certificate holder shall finalize, and
submit to the department for its approval, a final Intensive-Level Survey. The
relevant information in the draft Intensive Level Survey in ASC Exhibit S,
Attachment PS-10, shall be included as part of the final Intensive Level Survey,
unless otherwise approved by the department.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS

Exhibit S includes the application information provided for in OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s). Further,
the evidence set forth in Exhibit S establishes that the construction and operation of the Project,
taking into account mitigation, including the HPMP and future resource-specific treatment plans,
are not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to: historic, cultural, or archaeological
resources that have been listed on, or would likely be listed on the NRHP; archaeological
objects or sites on private land; or archaeological sites on public land, consistent with the
Historic, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Standard.

6.0 COMPLIANCE CROSS-REFERENCES

Table S-20 identifies the location within the application for site certificate of the information
responsive to the application submittal requirements in OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s); the Historic,
Cultural, and Archaeological Resources Standard at OAR 345-022-0090; and the relevant
Amended Project Order provisions.
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Table S-20. Compliance Requirements and Relevant Cross-References

Requirement | Location

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(s)

Exhibit S. Information about historic, cultural and archaeological

resources. Information concerning the location of archaeological sites or

objects may be exempt from public disclosure under ORS 192.502(4) or

ORS 192.501(11). The applicant shall submit such information

separately, clearly marked as “confidential,” and shall request that the

Department and the Council keep the information confidential to the

extent permitted by law. The applicant shall include information in Exhibit

S or in confidential submissions providing evidence to support a finding

by the Council as required by OAR 345-022-0090, including:

(A) Historic and cultural resources within the analysis area that have been | Exhibit S,

listed, or would likely be eligible for listing, on the NRHP Section 3.3

(B) For private lands, archaeological objects, as defined in ORS Exhibit S,

358.905(1)(a), and archaeological sites, as defined in ORS 358.905(1)(c), | Section 3.4.1

within the analysis area

(C) For public lands, archaeological sites, as defined in ORS Exhibit S,

358.905(1)(c), within the analysis area Section 3.4.2

(D) The significant potential impacts, if any, of the construction, operation |Exhibit S,

and retirement of the proposed facility on the resources described in Section 3.5

paragraphs (A), (B) and (C) and a plan for protection of those resources

that includes at least the following:

(i) A description of any discovery measures, such as surveys, Exhibit S,

inventories, and limited subsurface testing work, recommended by the Section 3.5.1

State Historic Preservation Officer or the National Park Service of the

U.S. Department of Interior for the purpose of locating, identifying and

assessing the significance of resources listed in paragraphs (A), (B) and

(©).

(ii) The results of the discovery measures described in subparagraph (i), | Exhibit S,

together with an explanation by the applicant of any variations from the Section 3.5.2

survey, inventory, or testing recommended.

(iii) A list of measures to prevent destruction of the significant resources | Exhibit S,

identified during surveys, inventories and subsurface testing referred to | Section 3.5.5

in subparagraph (i) or discovered during construction

(E) The applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for impacts to Exhibit S,

historic, cultural and archaeological resources during construction and Section 3.6

operation of the proposed facility

OAR 345-022-0090

(1) Except for facilities described in sections (2) and (3), to issue a site

certificate, the Council must find that the construction and operation of

the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in

significant adverse impacts to:

(a) Historic, cultural or archaeological resources that have been listed Exhibit S,

on, or would likely be listed on the NRHP; Section 3.3 and
Section 3.5

(b) For a facility on private land, archaeological objects, as defined in Exhibit S,

ORS 358.905(1)(a), or archaeological sites, as defined in ORS Section 3.4.1 and

358.905(1)(c); and Section 3.5
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Requirement Location

(c) For a facility on public land, archaeological sites, as defined in ORS Exhibit S,

358.905(1)(c). Section 3.4.2 and

Section 3.5

(2) The Council may issue a site certificate for a facility that would Not applicable, see

produce power from wind, solar or geothermal energy without making Section 2.1.2

the findings described in section (1). However, the Council may apply footnote 4

the requirements of section (1) to impose conditions on a site certificate
issued for such a facility.

(3) The Council may issue a site certificate for a special criteria facility

Not applicable, see

under OAR 345-015-0310 without making the findings described in Section 2.1.2
section (1). However, the Council may apply the requirements of section | footnote 4
(1) to impose conditions on a site certificate issued for such a facility.

Amended Project Order Provisions

The application shall include map(s) showing important historic trails Exhibit S,

located within the Cultural Resources analysis area, including the
segments of the Oregon Trail that are listed or eligible for listing on the
NRHP, and discuss measures to avoid or mitigate for impacts to historic
trails. SHPO has advised that the proposed transmission line crosses
many land forms that are generally perceived to have a high probability
for possessing archaeological sites and buried human remains.

Section 3.3, Figure
S-1,

Section 3.4,
Attachment S-4
(High Potential
Areas
[confidential]), and
Attachment S-8
(NHT Study)

As discussed previously, the applicant has proposed a “phased survey”
approach for data collection during the site certificate review process.
The Department understands that the entirety of the site boundary for
the proposed facility may not have yet been surveyed for cultural
resources. Nevertheless, Exhibit S shall include as much information as
possible about the field surveys conducted to date for cultural resources
on state, private, and federal lands, and the schedule for future surveys.

Section 3.2, Figure
S-2 through Figure
S-8, and Tables S-1
through S-14

The application shall include the survey methodology, qualifications of
survey personnel, survey areas, and the results of all surveys. At the
time of this writing, the applicant and state and federal agencies have
been participating in a cultural resources workgroup. Include in Exhibit S
(or as attachments to Exhibit S), the description of the workgroup, its
membership, its purpose, and copies of any work plans that the
workgroup has developed governing survey methodologies. Provide a
copy of any programmatic agreements or memorandums of
understanding related to cultural resources.

Section 2.4.2,
Section 3.2.2,
Section 3.2.3,
Section 3.2.5,
Attachment S-1
(ASP),

Attachment S-2
(VAHP),
Attachment S-5
(PA), Attachment S-
6 (Cultural
Resources
Technical Report
[confidential]),
Attachment S-7
(RLS [confidential]),
and Attachment S-
10 (ILS
[confidential])
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Requirement Location
Exhibit S should include analysis of how the evidence provided supports | Exhibit S,
a finding by the Council that the proposed facility meets the Council’s Section 3.3,
cultural resources protection standard. Provide proposed site certificate | Section 3.4,

conditions for the Council’s consideration related to requirements for the
applicant to complete all unfinished surveys within the project’s site
boundary prior to construction. The proposed site certificate conditions
should also address submittal requirements for reporting future survey
results, obtaining SHPQO'’s approval of pre-construction cultural resource

Section 3.5, and
Section 4.0; Exhibit
BB, Attachment BB-
4 (List of IPC's
Proposed Site

survey documents, and the applicant’s proposed approach to document | Certificate
approval of final results by agencies or the Council prior to commencing | Conditions)
construction activities.

The Notice of Intent to File an Application for Site Certificate (NOI) listed | Exhibit S,
the following tribes as “being expected to have an interest in the Section 2.4.1 and
Project’s Proposed Corridor”: Burns-Paiute Tribe, Shoshone-Paiute Section 2.4.2
Tribes of Duck Valley Indian Reservation, CTUIR, Confederated Tribes

of Warm Springs Reservation, Nez Perce Tribe, Confederated Tribes of

the Colville Reservation, Fort McDermitt Shoshone-Paiute Tribes,

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of Fort Hall Indian Reservation, and the

Klamath Tribes.

In June 2012, the applicant contacted the Legislative Commission on Exhibit S,

Indian Services (CIS) regarding tribes, tribal lands, and tribal resources
potentially affected by the B2H facility. In its response, the CIS identified
three federally recognized tribal governments in Oregon that should be
consulted regarding the proposed facility: Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs, and Burns Paiute
Tribe. In addition, the CIS recommended the applicant contact with out-
of-state tribal governments, as the traditional territory of these tribes
extends into Oregon near the proposed facility. These tribes are the
Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation, the Nez Perce Tribe, and
the Colville Confederated Tribes. The response from the CIS shall be
included as an attachment to Exhibit S.

Section 2.4.2 and
Attachment S-3

(Native American
Correspondence)

The affected tribes, as identified by the CIS, provide technical review
and recommendations in reference to the Council’s Historic, Cultural and
Archaeological Resources Standard (OAR 345-022-0090). The
application shall include evidence of consultation with affected tribes
regarding archaeological and cultural sites and materials that may be
found on the proposed facility site.

Exhibit S,
Section 2.4.1 and
Section 2.4.2
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Exhibit S

Requirement Location
The Department understands that the project will require approval from Exhibit S,
federal agencies, and that federal agencies are engaging in formal Section 2.4.1,
government-to-government consultation with affected Indian tribes under | Section 2.4.2,
the requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). To Section 3.2.5,

the extent it aids in establishing compliance with the applicant’s
obligations under this siting process, the applicant may rely on the
evidence resulting from the tribal consultations required by the NHPA. A
Programmatic Agreement (PA) to govern compliance with the NHPA has
been proposed and is currently under development between multiple
federal agencies, the Oregon, Washington, and Idaho SHPOs, IPC, the
CTUIR, and possibly other potentially affected tribes. As of the date of
publication of this amended Project Order, the PA has not been finalized
nor executed.

Section 4.0, and
Attachment S-5
(PA)

The CTUIR provided detailed written comments to the NOI regarding
impacts to First Food resources, habitat fragmentation, introduction of
weed species, effects to historic properties, insufficient noise and visual
analysis in the application, cumulative impacts, cultural resource
impacts, and Umatilla Indian Reservation impacts. If a concern
expressed by the CTUIR or other tribal government is under Council
jurisdiction and not elsewhere addressed in the application for site
certificate, the applicant may address the issue(s) in Exhibit BB. Any
permits or easements required by the CTUIR or other tribal governments
are outside of the Council jurisdiction and are the responsibility of the
applicant.

Exhibit S,

Section 3.3 through
Section 3.6,
Attachment S-4
(High Potential
Areas
[confidential]),
Attachment S-6
(Cultural Resources
Technical Report
[confidential]), and
Attachment S-9
(Draft HPMP with
IDP)

7.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM REVIEWING AGENCIES AND

THE PUBLIC

Table S-21 identifies the location within the application for site certificate of the information

responsive to the comments set forth in the Amended Project Order.

Table S-21. Reviewing Agency and Public Comments

Comments Related to General Standard of Review

(OAR 345-022-0000) Location
Numerous commenters expressed concern about visual and other Exhibit S,
impacts on national and Oregon historic trails in general, and to the | Section 3.2.3,
National Oregon Historic Trail Interpretive Center in Baker County Section 3.3,
in particular. Exhibit S should discuss potential impacts and Figure S-1,
proposed mitigation measures for the project’s potential effects on Section 3.5.2,

historic trails.

Table 5-8, Table 5-11,
Attachment S-7 (RLS
[confidential]),
Attachment S-8 (NHT
Study), and Attachment
S-10 (ILS [confidential])
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Comments Related to General Standard of Review

(OAR 345-022-0000) Location

Exhibit S should include discussion of the results of cultural Exhibit S, Section 3.5,

resource surveys, potential impacts during construction and Attachment S-4 (High

operations, proposed mitigation measures, and cultural resource Potential Areas

protection plans for cultural resources under Council jurisdiction [confidential]),

(Note that the actual survey reports should be submitted as Attachment S-6

confidential material under separate cover). (Cultural Resources
Technical Report
[confidential]),
Attachment S-7 (RLS
[confidential]),

Attachment S-8 (NHT
Study), Attachment S-9
(Draft HPMP with IDP),
and Attachment S-10
(ILS [confidential])

The CTUIR commented that the project should avoid resources of Exhibit S, Section 3.3

cultural and religious significance to CTUIR, including tribal trails, through Section 3.6,
CTUIR-named places, villages, camps, traditional hunting areas, Attachment S-4 (High
gathering and digging areas, and archaeological sites. Exhibit S Potential Areas
should include discussion of the potential impacts to resources of [confidential]),

concern to the CTUIR and other tribes identified by the Commission | Attachment S-6

on Indian Services. To the extent that protection of those resources | (Cultural Resources
is under Council jurisdiction, Exhibit S should also include proposed | Technical Report
mitigation and protection measures. [confidential]), and
Attachment S-9 (Draft
HPMP with IDP)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Summary

Idaho Power Company (IPC) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line Project (Project), a 305 mile-long, single-circuit 500-kilovolt (kV)
overhead electric transmission line and related facilities. The Project will begin at the proposed
Grassland Substation near Boardman, Oregon, and terminate at the existing Hemingway
Substation near Melba, Idaho (Figure 1-1). In addition, 5.3 miles of 138-kV and 69-kV
transmission lines will be relocated and/or rebuilt. IPC’s proposed Project provides additional
capacity connecting the Pacific Northwest and Intermountain regions of southwestern Idaho to
alleviate existing transmission constraints and ensure sufficient capacity to meet present and
forecasted load requirements. The proposed Project route crosses federal, state, and private
lands.

IPC has applied to the United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for a right-of-way
(ROW) grant and to the United States Forest Service (USFS) for a special-use permit for the
use of public lands along portions of the Project. These entities are or will be conducting an
independent environmental review of the proposed Project as part of their respective
evaluations of the IPC applications for Project permits. The BLM and USFS will be preparing a
joint Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) under the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA) to document the environmental review of the Project. In addition, the Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) will be providing some of the funding for the Project. The Project is
also subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 United States
Code [USC] 470) and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part
800).

IPC will submit an Application for Site Certificate (ASC) for the Project to the Oregon
Department of Energy (ODOE) through the state’s Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC). To
receive a Site Certificate, the Project must satisfy the regulatory requirements contained in the
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 345-021-0010(s) [Contents of An Application, Exhibit S]
and OAR 345-022-0090 [General Standards for Siting Facilities: Historic, Cultural and
Archaeologicall.

IPC and its environmental consultant, Tetra Tech, are assisting the BLM and USFS and the
cooperating federal and state agencies and tribes in meeting NEPA, NHPA, and EFSC
requirements. Tetra Tech, on behalf of IPC, retained URS Corporation to conduct a Visual
Effects on Historic Properties study according to the methods and standards required by
Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM, the BPA, the USFS, the Oregon and Idaho State Historic
Preservation Offices (SHPOSs), as well the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) of the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation (CTUIR). Tetra Tech may elect to
engage other firms as necessary to complete this work.

The federal government, the State of Oregon, and other affected government agencies all
require the proposed Project be adequately analyzed to determine environmental effects
associated with the Project’s implementation, including effects to historic properties and their
visual settings.
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The Project, including road construction (i.e., new roads in addition to widening and improving
existing roads), staging areas, substations, and the installation of large overhead transmission
towers and conductors, may directly or indirectly affect built environment historic properties
(e.g., ranches, homesteads, or mines). The Project may also directly or indirectly affect
National Historic Trails (NHT), NHT variants from the original trail, other historic trails, and
associated resources (e.g., stage stations and/or grave sites). Many of the routes manifest the
westward emigration that dominated the mid-nineteenth century, while other historic routes
document the evolution of trails and variants to other forms of transportation, including wagon
and automobile roads, from the late nineteenth through mid-twentieth centuries. While some
historic trails have been recognized as a part of the National Historic Trail program by the
National Park Service (NPS), other historic trails affected by the Project may also be classified
as historic properties under the NRHP criteria. Trail segments that lack integrity will be
considered non-contributing elements to the trail, and will not be subject to further study.

The Project may also directly or indirectly affect prehistoric sites eligible under criteria other than
D only, as well as Traditional Cultural Properties (TCP) and properties of religious and cultural
significance to tribes. Eligibility, effect, and treatment of these types of properties will be
addressed through consultation between the BLM and the appropriate tribe or interested party.

1.2 Study Purpose

The purpose of this Visual Assessment of Historic Properties (VAHP) Study Plan is to outline
the methods proposed to:

1) conduct a reconnaissance and intensive level inventory of the Area of Potential Effects
(APE) of above ground resources inclusive of the proposed route and alternatives being
evaluated for NEPA and EFSC;

2) identify NHTs, NHT variants from the original trail, other historic trails* and associated
resources (e.g., stage stations and/or graves sites), other historic transportation related
sites and features, TCPs, properties of religious and cultural significance to tribes,
historic structures, canals and ditches, home- and ranchsteads, and historic structures;

3) evaluate the historic resources by applying the National Register of Historic Places
Criteria for Evaluation;

4) conduct a visual assessment of historic properties, in addition to historic trails, identified
during the historic resources inventory, and analyze potential Project effects.

The preliminary results of the study will be distributed to the BLM, BPA, USFS, tribes, and other
consulting parties for consultation on eligibility and effect. The final results of this study will be
documented as a report submitted to the BLM and USFS to assist in the preparation of the
NEPA EIS and Section 106 of the NHPA compliance documents. The report will also be filed as
a part of Exhibit S of the ASC to satisfy the regulatory requirements of the ODOE.
Recommendations from this study will contribute to the development of the Historic Properties
Management Plan (HPMP). This Plan is being developed pursuant to the Section 106
Programmatic Agreement (PA) for the Project which will include measures to avoid, minimize, or
resolve adverse effects to historic properties identified and evaluated in the VAHP study.

! “Other historic trails” may include trails that are designated at the state level and that are administered by the
Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council (OHTAC).
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The VAHP study is part of a series of studies to consider the Project’s impacts to various types
of historic properties and/or visual resources that may also have cultural values, recreational
values, and archaeological and historical significance. The study, therefore, is designed to be
coordinated with, and complementary to these other studies including:

e Literature Review

e Visual Resources Assessment Study
e Archaeological Survey Plan

e Ethnographic Studies

It should be noted that this study does not identify or evaluate archaeological sites, but will
identify those previously recorded sites (either by this project or during previous investigations)
that have the potential to be visually affected by the Project and that are eligible under National
Register criteria other than or in addition to Criterion D. These resources include, but are not
limited to rock cairns, petroglyphs, stone circles, and other historic properties of religious and
cultural significance. Due to the sensitive nature of these sites, it is anticipated that the BLM
and USFS will undertake tribal consultation to identify and evaluate these resources, and
assess potential impacts to these resources.

2.0 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

2.1 State Requirements

It is anticipated that IPC will submit an ASC for the Project to the Oregon Department of Energy
(ODOE) through the state’s EFSC. To receive a Site Certificate, the Project must satisfy the
regulatory requirements contained in OAR 345-021-0010(s) [Contents of An Application, Exhibit
S] and OAR 345-022-0090 [General Standards for Siting Facilities: Historic, Cultural and
Archaeological]. EFSC relies on the Oregon SHPO as the state reviewing agency to assist
EFSC with determining whether standards under OAR 345-022-0090 are met. The Project could
affect historic, cultural and archaeological resources within the Project area; therefore, the
Project’s EIS and the EFSC ASC must include an assessment of the potential impacts.

It is also anticipated that the state and federal regulatory processes will be coordinated between
the applicable federal and state agencies. The BLM and USFS are developing a PA with the
Oregon and ldaho SHPOs, CTUIR THPO, BPA, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP) in addition to other consulting parties to allow the Project to move forward under the
NEPA and NHPA processes. ODOE—-EFSC is also an invited signatory to this agreement.

2.2 Federal Requirements

The BLM is the designated lead federal agency for the Project under NEPA and for compliance
with Section 106 of the NHPA and will coordinate the preparation of an EIS for the Project. Tetra
Tech will prepare a VAHP report for the BLM that will analyze the potential for the project to
impact historic properties and NHTs and to provide supporting documentation to comply with
NEPA, Section 106 of the NHPA, and Oregon EFSC.

The Section 106 process stipulates that the responsible lead federal agency, in this case the
BLM, establishes the undertaking (permitting of the Project), identifies consulting parties,
identifies historic properties, and assesses Project effects on those historic properties. Section
106 requires the BLM to consider the effect the Project might have on historic properties before
approving the Project and granting a ROW or special-use permit. Historic properties are defined
at 36 CFR 800.16(1)(1) as “any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object
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included in, or eligible for inclusion in, the NRHP maintained by the Secretary of the Interior.”
The BLM develops appropriate measures to resolve adverse effects to those historic properties
in consultation with the Oregon and Idaho SHPOs, CTUIR THPO, the ACHP, the BPA, the
USFS, American Indian tribes, IPC, and other consulting parties. When completed, the NHPA
process will provide mitigation measures applicable to the route and associated facilities, such
as access roads and staging areas. A PA is currently in preparation. Once the PA is signed by
the applicable signatory parties, the Section 106 process, with the stipulated consultation
requirements, resource identification efforts, and any mitigation measures contained or
anticipated in the agreement, would be implemented.

In accordance with the National Trails System Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-543, as amended
2009), the BLM and NPS have developed management plans to identify and protect the NHTs
and associated sites and resources (BLM 1986a; NPS 1998). It is the responsibility of the BLM
to protect and interpret trail resources under its jurisdiction (BLM 1986a). Implementing these
responsibilities includes, but is not limited to, regular monitoring of the resource, keeping the
NPS informed, defining boundaries, erecting and maintaining trail markers, providing and
maintaining facilities, issuing and enforcing regulations, maintaining the scenic/historic integrity,
avoiding the destruction of segments, and mitigating unavoidable effects (BLM 1986a).

2.2.1 Criteria for Evaluating Historic Properties

In order to be eligible for or listed in the NRHP, a resource must maintain integrity and be
judged significant under one or more of the four National Register Criteria. More specifically,
and as noted in 36 CFR 60.4, the resource must

1) possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association: and

2) possess at least one of the following National Register Criteria which includes:

A) an association with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history; or

B) an association with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C) embodying the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or

D) that have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important in history or
prehistory.

Additional criteria considerations may also apply in special instances to properties that have
been moved, religious properties, cemeteries, individual graves or birthplaces, reconstructed or
commemorative properties, and properties that have achieved significance within the past 50
years. Due to the Project’s extended construction timeframes all previously recorded resources
that are 50 years old, or will have achieved 50 years of age at the time of the completion of the
construction, will be assessed for their eligibility to the NRHP.

All resources may be eligible under any one or more of these criteria. For example, a historic
building that has sufficient integrity to convey its historic associations may be eligible under
Criterion B for its association with a significant person and Criterion C as an excellent example
of a particular style of architecture. Guidelines for applying the criteria are provided in How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, Bulletin 15 (NPS 1997a) and Guidelines for
Evaluating and Registering Archeological Properties, National Register Bulletin 36 (NPS 2000).
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During implementation of the VAHP study, archaeological resources, commonly determined
eligible solely under Criterion D for their data potential, will not be evaluated.

2.2.2 Assessing Project Effects

For those properties that are determined as eligible, federal agencies are required to apply the
“criteria of adverse effect” to determine whether the project will affect historic properties (36
CFR 800.5). Adverse effects are found when an undertaking alters, directly or indirectly, any of
the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NRHP in a
manner that would diminish the property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, or association. Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic
property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation of
the property’s eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include reasonably
foreseeable effects that are caused by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther
removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR 800.5(1)).

This Project differs from some other types of projects as it introduces conspicuous features (e.g.
transmission line towers) on the landscape that can indirectly affect certain elements of a
historic property’s integrity such as setting, feeling, and association. This study plan provides
the methodology by which these indirect effects to historic properties will be analyzed.

3.0 HISTORIC CONTEXT

This chapter provides a brief overview to an approach for developing the applicable historic
contexts for the Project APEs. A historic context typically consists of prevailing historic themes
and chronological periods of development within a given geographic area to assist in
understanding cultural resources within the APEs (see section 4.1) of the Proposed Project and
Alternatives. When the VAHP Study is prepared, the historic context will use the identified
historic resources in addition to published ethnographic data, historic documents, previously
recorded oral histories, and secondary sources to develop a more complete history of the
resources within the Project APEs.

In order to assess the significance of a historic property and formally evaluate it for listing in the
NRHP, a historic context must first be established to demonstrate how a particular resource
relates to a local or regional history. The historic context will focus on American Indian and
European American land use within the vicinity of the Project APEs. Although the majority of
built environment resources are likely to date to the twentieth century, a few mid to late-
nineteenth century resources, such as farms and ranches, the Oregon Trail, and the route of the
forced march of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes to Fort Simcoe, do exist within the APEs. The
historic context reaches farther back than the dates of anticipated resources to provide
information on trends and themes that influenced development patterns found today. It should
be noted that this research, for the purposes of the study plan, will be organized by geographic
area and then topically subdivided into chronological period and then historical theme consistent
with the NPS approach to historic contexts (NPS 1997a; NPS 1997b).

3.1 Anticipated Historic Properties

3.1.1 Historic Period Themes, Ethnohistoric Occupation, and Associated
Resource Types

From the period of early historic contact through the 1960s, the landscape in the vicinity of the
Project has been shaped by a number of broad historic themes. These themes include, but are
not limited to; American Indian land use, early historic contact between American Indian tribes
and Euro-American settlers, the fur trade, tribal and Euro-American relations, trails and
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transportation, community growth and town building, rural electrification, railroads and
highways, mining, agriculture and timber, homesteading, ranching, and irrigation.

In addition to these broad historic themes, the Project crosses an area that is layered with a
number of cultural and ethnic patterns of occupation. The Project, for instance, crosses the
aboriginal and ethnohistoric ranges of the Northern Paiute, Bannock, Nez Perce, Cayuse,
Umatilla, Shoshone, and Walla Walla people. Also, the Project occurs in an area that retains
important cultural associations with Basque, Chinese, and Latino settlers and workers. All of
these groups, in addition to Euro-American settlers, have shaped the historic landscape and will
be discussed in the historic context.

Resources constructed during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and associated with the
aforementioned themes are listed in Table 3-1. This table is not inclusive of all resources that
may be encountered during the survey but provide preliminary indication of resource types in
the Project APEs.

Table 3-1. Historic Themes and Anticipated Resource Types

Theme Resource Category Resource Type

Agriculture: Ranching, Homesteads and Barns, granaries, poultry houses, root
Farming, and Forest Ranches, (Agricultural cellars, cool houses, stock sheds, water
Management Uses) towers, smokehouses, chicken coops,
irrigation networks and canals, historic
rock alignments/sheep fences, cisterns,
wells, corrals, dendroglyphs, cairns,
stock driveways, and line shacks.
Residences (Rural Gothic, Queen Anne,

Homesteads and

Ranches (Domestic
Uses)

Colonial Revival, Bungalow, English
Cottage, Craftsman, vernacular), migrant
houses and camps, sheepherder cabins

Forest Management

Ranger’s Station/Cabins, Warehouses,
Recreational Cabins, bunkhouses,
Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) era
resources, fire lookouts, and
communication sites

Trails and Transportation

Road Networks

culverts, bridges, viaducts, retaining
walls, road cuts, right-of-ways, CCC-era
buildings and features, road projects,
and diversion canals,.

Trail Networks

Trails, stagecoach stations

Railroads

Culverts, bridges, viaducts,
embankments, railbeds, stations, and
construction camps

Aviation

Airports--runways, taxiways, hangars,
control towers, warm up pads. Airways—
beacons, radio ranges

Industry and Commerce

Mining

Adits, ditches, open pits, headframes,
tailings, assay, generator house, power
plant, rock cairns, tailings, mills, and
camps

Manufacturing

Concrete plant, hydroelectric plant,
electrical transmission/distribution lines

Commercial hubs

Stores, warehouses, hotels, stables, gas
stations

Timber

Sawmills, water impoundments, log
flumes, camps, and springboard stumps
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Theme Resource Category Resource Type

Ethnohistoric Resources Assorted TCPs, cambium peeled trees,
Basque/Greek sheepherder cabins and
camps, dendroglyphs, tribal allotment
homesteads, Chinese sites, work camps

Theme Resource Category Resource Type
Settlement and Community | Cities, towns and Houses, residential subdivision, grid plan
crossroads town, schools, courthouse, jail, churches,
communities office buildings
Prehistoric Resources Assorted Petroglyphs, rock circles, cairns,

prehistoric trails

3.1.2 Multi-Component Resources with Important Visual Contexts

It is anticipated that some historic properties that have been previously recorded as
archaeological resources may maintain characteristics that also make them eligible under
National Register Criteria A, B, and/or C. With many of these properties containing multiple
occupations or uses through time, historic contexts will play a critical role in identifying and
assessing the importance of each component.

It is also anticipated that these resources may have visual settings that contribute to their overall
significance. Resources such as rock cairns, rock circles, and petroglyphs, for instance, often
occur in areas where their physical context or setting is an important character-defining feature.
The historic (or prehistoric) context surrounding these resources, however, is often known only
to Tribes with associations to the area. Tribal consultation by the BLM and other federal
agencies for this project will play a role in developing a better understanding of the contexts
(physical, cultural, and historical) behind these resources. Ethnographic and traditional use
studies conducted by/for the applicable tribes would also assist in developing the context for
these resources.

4.0 METHODS

4.1 Area of Potential Effects and Project Setting

In consultation with the other agencies and consulting parties and through the PA, the BLM has
established an APE for indirect visual effects as five miles or to the visual horizon, whichever is
closer, on either side of the centerline of the proposed alignment and alternative routes. In rare
instances, the indirect visual effects APE may extend beyond the file-mile convention to
encompass properties that have visually sensitive resources. For the purposes of this Project,
indirect effects include, but are not limited to, effects that change the characteristics that make
the property eligible for inclusion in the National Register, as well as the introduction of visual,
atmospheric, or audible elements that alter any of the characteristics of a historic property that
gualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish the
property’s integrity. This study is, however, specifically directed towards visual effects. Other
indirect effects outside of visual will be analyzed through the Project’s Draft Environmental
Impact Statement or evaluated through Section 106 consultation. Those aspects of integrity that
are most likely to be indirectly affected by visual effects include setting, feeling, and association.
The Project’s potential to contribute to cumulative effects will also be analyzed consistent with
36 CFR 800.5(1). In several areas, for instance, the Project will be placed immediately beside
existing transmission lines and may affect historic properties in a cumulative manner. The
instances in which this occurs are listed in Table 4-1.

Tetra Tech January 2013 8












Final Visual Assessment of Historic Properties Study Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

more photographs taken, and each resource noted on a field map with latitude, longitude, and
UTM coordinates recorded. The information collected in the field will include the address,
historic name, original use (when readily evident), preliminary eligibility recommendations,
construction date, materials, style, plan type, and number of contributing and non-contributing
resources, and any additional location information, as well as comments that make note of any
loss of historic integrity. Data collected in the field will be entered into the appropriate OHSD,
IHSI, or ASI forms. While there are some differences in the types of data needed to complete
respective data entry into the OHSD, IHSI, or ASI forms, field crews will ensure that the
appropriate information is collected in the field and entered into the appropriate database. The
data collected and entered into the database will be consistent with the respective state’s
requirements for conducting built environment and archaeological surveys.

For a resource identified during the RLS that retains integrity (including integrity of the setting),
is 45 years old or older?, may be eligible under any of the NRHP criteria for evaluation, and that
has the potential to be indirectly affected by the Project, the resource® will be subject to
additional analysis so that NRHP eligibility can be ascertained during the ILS. Prior to the
finalization of the RLS, the preliminary results of the survey will be shared with the BLM, BPA,
USFS, appropriate SHPOs/THPO, and consulting parties as an interim summary report so that
the relative effectiveness of the methodologies can be gauged and adjusted.

4.4.2 Intensive Level Survey (ILS)

The ILS is a detailed look at each individual resource, and records in-depth information
collected from a physical examination of the resource and includes research about the
resource’s property and ownership history. It identifies the resource’s potential eligibility for the
NRHP, either individually or as a contributing resource to a historic or archaeological district.
Field crews conducting the ILS will record information about each resource that is consistent
with the survey guidelines of Oregon and Idaho. This will include sufficient photographs to
record the characteristics that potentially make the resource eligible for the NRHP. A site plan
that records the physical layout of the property and its relationship to the Project also will be
prepared.

To complement this more intensive field recordation, additional research will be undertaken to
better understand the resource’s history. This will include SHPO/USFS/BLM files, historic maps
(such as GLO, Metsker’s, and Sanborn Fire Insurance maps), newspapers, and other applicable
resources such as census records, genealogical records, biographical encyclopedias, city
directories, oral histories, family histories, or tribal consultation. The ILS also will contain a list of
literature cited that will include any primary and secondary sources consulted for the specific
history of the resource as well as the resource’s historic context. After taking into account the
overall integrity and historical significance of the resource, a final recommendation concerning a
resource’s eligibility for the NRHP will be made. This information will be entered into the OHSD
or onto IHSI.

Once the ILS is completed, an interim summary report with recommendations concerning the
eligibility of resources for the NRHP will be forwarded to the BLM, SHPOs/THPO, and
consulting parties for review. The SHPOs/THPO would then review the findings and either

% The 45 year criterion was chosen to take into account the effects that could be present during the full Project
construction period.

% It should be noted that the RLS and ILS will be coordinated with the archaeological investigations to ensure that
multi-component resources (see Section 3.1.2) are correctly identified and evaluated.
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USFS, Tribes, SHPOs/THPO, and the consulting parties with preliminary information about the
integrity of resources and the potential extent of Project effects. The BLM and USFS will review
the documents and distribute to other agencies, tribes, and consulting parties in accordance
with the PA to determine the eligibility of resources for the NRHP and the effects upon historic
properties.

Once the BLM and USFS have taken into account the views of the BPA, Tribes, SHPOs/THPO
and consulting parties, a Draft VAHP Report will be prepared. The Report will include the full
results of the RLS and ILS Interim Summaries and the Effect Assessment for compliance with
Section 106 of the NHPA and to also satisfy the requirements of Oregon’s EFSC. The Draft
Report will at a minimum include the following:

e Literature review, Background Research, and Historic Context

e Regulatory Background

e Methods of Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties and Effect Analysis
e RLS Results

e ILS Results and NRHP Eligibility Recommendations

» Visual Effect Assessment and Effect Recommendations

e Recommendations for Avoidance, Effect Minimization, and/or Resolution of Adverse
Effects

e An appendix that includes VAHP field forms for all applicable properties

The completed Draft VAHP Report will be reviewed by the BLM and USFS prior to submission
to the BPA, respective Tribes, SHPOs/THPO and consulting parties. Once the BLM and USFS
has reviewed and approved the report, it will be submitted to the respective SHPOs/THPO for
concurrence and to the Tribes and consulting parties for comment in accordance with the PA.
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Boardman to Hemingway Programmatic Agreement

FINAL
PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT
AMONG
THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
THE U.5.D.A, FOREST SERVICE
THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION
THE U.5. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION
THE OREGON STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
THE IDAHO STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATEION OFFICER
THE WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION {SHPO)
THE CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF THE UMATILLA INDIAN RESERVATION,
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFiCER
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
IDAHO POWER COMPANY

REGARDING COMPLIANCE WITH
THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY 500 KV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT

WHEREAS, Idaho Power Company (Proponent) has proposed to construct, operate, maintain and
eventually decommission the Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project {Undertaking),
an approximately 300-mile-long transmisslon line stretching from near Boardman, Oregon to near
Melba, ldaho across multiple federal, state and local jurisdictions and across the ancestral lands of
several indlan tribes, requiring permits from multiple federal agencies; and

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management {BLM]}, In consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Officers {SHPOs} / Tribal Historic Preservation Officer {THPO), determined that a phased process for
compliance with Section 106 of the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended {54 USC
§306108), through a Programmatic Agreement (PA) s appropriate, as specifically permitted under 36
Code of Federal Regulation {CFR) 800.4{b}){2), such that the identification and evaluation of historic
properties, determinations of specific effects on historic properties, and consultation concerning
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects will be carried out in phases as part of
planning for and prior to the Issuance of any Notices to Proceed (NTP) as detailed in stipulation XI1; and

WHEREAS, the Proponent intends to construct, operate and maintain and eventually decommission the
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project according to general parameters contained in the
project Plan of Development (POD) for the Undertaking which shali be appended to and made a part of
the Record of Decision (ROD) authorizing the right of way (ROW) grant; and
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WHEREAS, the BLM is considering the issuance of a ROW grant for the construction, operation and
maintenance, and eventual decommissioning of the Undertaking, and the ROW grant will incorporate
this PA by reference; and '

WHEREAS, this PA, and the Historic Properties Management Plan {HPMP) that will be developed
pursuant to this PA, will be incorporated into the approved project POD; and

WHEREAS, the BLM is a multiple use agency responsible for permitting and issuing a ROW grant and the
vrotection of culfural resources on federal public lands as authorized under the Federal Lands Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 USC §1701) and the Proponent has requested a 30-year,
renewable ROW grant from the BLM for the Undertaking; and

WHEREAS, portions of this Undertaking will occur on lands managed by the United States Department
of Agriculture Forest Service (USFS), and USFS has designated that the BLM wiil serve as lead federal
agency for Section 106 of the NHPA compliance pursuant to 36 CFR 800, the regulations impiementing
Section 106 of the NHPA of 1966, as amended {54 USC §306108) and is a Signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, portions of this Undertaking will occur on lands managed by the Bureau of Reclamation
{Reclamation) and the Reclamation has designated that the BLM will serve as lead federal agency for
Section 106 of the NHPA compliance pursuant to 36 CFR 800, the regulations implementing Section 106
of the NHPA and is a Signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Bonneville Power Administration {BPA), owner of the Boardman to lone transmission
line and proposed Longhorn substation, may market and distribute power transmitted by the
Undertaking, has agreed to fund a portion of the environmental and cultural compliance and permitting
of the line, may participate in the construction of the line, has designated the BLM to serve as lead
faderal agency to serve as the agency official who shall act on its behalf, fulfilling any BPA
responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA regarding the Undertaking, and is a Signatory to this PA;
and

WHEREAS, the Portland and Walla Walia Districts, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), with the
Portland District serving as the lead district per a Memorandum of Agreement with the Walla Walla
District, will evaluate a permit application for the Undertaking to place structures in, under, or over
navigable waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 USC §403)
and for the placement of dredged or filled material in the Waters of the U.S. pursuant to Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1344; 33 CFR 323) and the issuance of a permit under either statute wili
be a federal action associated with the Undertaking that requires compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA, and USACE has designated that the BLM will serve as lead federal agency for Section 106 of the
NHPA compliance pursuant to 36 CFR 800, and is a Signatory to this PA; and '

WHEREAS, the BLM has determined the Undertaking may have direct, indirect and cumulative effects
on properties listed in, or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and
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WHEREAS, the BLM has notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP} pursuant to
Section 106 of the NHPA and the implementing regulations (36 CFR 800.6(a}(1)) and the ACHP has
elected to participate in consultations and is a Signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Undertaking crosses both Oregon and Idaho, and the SHPOs for each state are
participating in this consultation and are Signatories to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Undertaking does not physically cross into Washington but the Area of Potential Effect
(APE) for indirect effects on one of the alternatives extends into Washington and the Department of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) is a Signatory to this PA; and;

WHEREAS, the APE for indirect effects extends onto the Umatilla Indian Reservation (UIR), and the
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla indian Reservation (CTUIR) THPO is a Signatory to this PA;

WHEREAS, the National Park Service (NPS} has been invited to participate in this consultation in its
capacity as administrator of the Oregon National Historic Trail and the Lewis and Clark National Historic
Trail, as this Undertaking may affect segments of the Oregon National Historic Trail and the Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail, and is an Invited Signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Proponent has participated in consultation per 36 CFR 800.2-(c){4), agrees to carry out
the terms of this agreement under BLM oversight, and is an Invited Signatory to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Undertaking may have an adverse effect under NHPA Section 106 on the Oregon
National Historic Trail, the Oregon-California Tralls Association {OCTA) is committed to protect emigrant
trails by working with government agencies and private interests, OCTA has been invited to participate
in consultation and is a Concurring Party to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Undertaking may have an adverse effect under NHPA Section 106 on some of Oregon’s
16 legislatively designated historic trails, as well as some National Historic Trails (NHT) in Oregon; and
the Governor's Oregon Historic Trails Advisory Council (OHTAC) is committed to evaluating and
recording trail conditions and making recommendations for marking, inferpretation, education, and
protection for Oregon's Historic Trails; and OHTAC has been invited to participate in consultation and is
a Concurring Party to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Undertaking does not physically cross into Washington but the APE for indirect effects on
one of the alternatives extends into Washington and the Umatilla National Wildlife Refuge and the US
Fish and Wildlife Service has been‘invited to participate in consultation and may be a Concurring Party
to this PA; and '

WHEREAS, the BLM has initiated government-to-government consultation with the following Indian
tribes that may be affected by the proposed Undertaking and invited them to he concurring parties to
this PA: The CTUIR; Shoshone-Paiute Tribes of the Duck Valley Indian Reservation; Nez Perce Tribe;
Yakama Nation; Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation; Burns Patute Tribe; Fort McDermitt
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Paiute and Shoshone Tribe; Shoshone~Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation; and the
Confederated Tribes of Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon. These Tribes understand that,
notwithstanding any decision by these tribes, the BLM will continue to consult with them throughout
the implementation of this PA pursuant to 36 CFR 800.2(c); and

WHEREAS, the BLM recognizes that historic properties may also include Traditional Cultural Properties
{TCPs). Per NPS Bulletin 38, a TCP is defined as a type of historic property that is eligible for inclusion in
the National Register because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community
that are rooted in that community’s history and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural
identity of the community. A community may include a Native American tribe, a local ethnic group, or
the people of the nation as a whole. TCPs may include historic properties that Native American
communities consider to be traditional ecologicat knowledge properties or of traditional religious and
cultural importance; and

WHEREAS, the CTUIR, ShoShone-Paiute Tribes of the Buck Valley Indian Reservation, the Burns Paiute,
the Fort McDermitt Paiute and Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation have
expressed interest in the Undertaking and desire to review studies conducted on their ancestral lands;
and

WHEREAS, it is the position of Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) that the execution of this PA can
assist the Energy Facility Siting Council {EFSC), to which ODOE serves as technical staff, in determining
whether the Undertaking complies with EFSC's Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Standard at OAR -
345-022-0090 during its review of the site certificate application for the Undertaklng, and ODOE is a
Concurring Party to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the project does not physically cross into Washington but the APE for indirect effects on one
of the alternatives extends into Washington and the Undertaking may be visible from Lewis and Clark
Historic Trail in both Oregon and Washington and the Lewis and Clark Heritage Trail Foundation
Washington and Qregon state chapters have been invited to consult on this PA and are Concurring
Parties to this PA; and

WHEREAS, the Navy was invited to be a Concurring Party to this PA and has opted not to sign this

PA, and should any portion of the undertaking be proposed to occur on Naval Weapons Systems
Training Facility (NWSTF) Boardman in Morrow County, Oregon, the U.S. Navy will serve as the lead
federal agency for that portion of the Undertaking for Sectlon 106 of the NHPA compliance pursuant to
36 CFR 800, the regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA; and

WHEREAS, reference to “parties to this agreement” shall be taken to include the Signatories to this PA,
Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties. Tribes and other parties consulting under Section 106 of the
NHPA may decline to sign this document; however, the decision not to sign shall not preclude their
continued or future participation as consulting parties to this Undertaking; and
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WHEREAS, all parties agree that the PA will serve as the definitive document delineating Section 106
procedures to be followed for the undertaking, if actual or construed discrepancies arise between the
PA's requirements and direction found in other documents, or appendices to the PA, the requirements
set forth in the main body of the PA will be followed; plans/documents completed prior to execution of
the PA wili not necessarily require revision due to these circumstances; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the Signatories to this PA agree that the proposed Undertaking will be implemented
in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effect of the Undertaking
on historic properties and to satisfy all NHPA Section 106 responsibilities for all aspects of the
Undertaking.

STIPULATIONS

The BLM will ensure that the following stipulations are carried out:

L Area of Potential Effects (APE)
A. Defining the APE

The BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreement, has defined and documented the
APE based on potential direct, indirect and cumulative effects. The APE will apply to all lands
regardless of management status that may be affected by the transmission line corridor,
staging areas, access roads, borrow areas, transmission substations, or other related
transmission infrastructures for this Undertaking. The APE, as defined and documented, is a
baseline for survey and inventory.

1. Direct Effects—The following definition of direct effects APE takes into account ground-
disturbing activities associated with the Undertaking:

a. The direct effects APE for the above ground transmission line will be 250 feet on either
side of centerline (500 feet total} for the ROW and extend the length of the
Undertaking, approximately 300 miles.

b. The direct effects APE for new or improved access roads will be 100 feet on either side
of centerline (200 feet total). Existing crowned and ditched or paved roads will be
excluded from inventory.

¢. The direct effects APE for existing unimproved service roads will be 50 feet on either
side of centerline {100 feet total).

d. The direct effects APE for the staging areas, barrow areas, substations and other
ancillary areas of effects will include the footprint of the facility and a buffer of 200 feet
around the footprint of the proposed activity.

e, The direct effects APE for pulling/tensioning sites that fall outside the ROW will be a 250
foot radius around these points.

SEPT. 30, 2016 ‘Page 5 of 28



LIS, I S TR R

~J

10
11

12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24

25

26
27
28
29

30

31
32
33
34

35
36
37

f. The direct effects APE for borehole locations needed for geotechnical studies conducted
as part of detailed engineering will include a 250 foot radius area centered on the
borehole location if outside the transmission line direct effects APE.

g. The direct effects APE for operation and maintenance activities will be the same as the
APEs described in a.-f. above and within the area of the ROW grant.

2. Indirect Effects

a. The APE for indirect effects on historic properties will include, but not be limited to, the
visual, audible and atmospheric elements that could adversely affect NRHP listed or
eligible properties. Consideration will be given to all qualifying characteristics of a
historic property, including those that may have been identified subsequent to the
original evaluation of the property’s eligibility for the NRHP.

b. The indirect effects APE for the Undertaking will extend generally for five miles or to the
visual horizon, whichever is closer, on either side of the centerline of the proposed
alignment and alternative routes.

¢. Studies for previous 500 kV lines have identified noise created by corona and
electromagnetic fields as possible indirect effects for transmission lines. These same
studies indicate that these effects are greatest immediately under the line and within
the APE for direct effects. Although they may on occasion be measured as far as 300
feet from the centerline of a 500 kV line, data gathered for this Undertaking indicate
that the noise created by corona and electromagnetic fields will be limited to within the
inventoried indirect effects APE.

d. Where the indirect APE includes TCPs, NHTs, and other classes of visually-sensitive
historic properties, additional analyses may be required and the indirect APE may need
to be modified accordingly, These areas will require analysis on a case by case basis.

3. Cumulative Effects

a. Theidentification of the APEs will consider cumulative effects o historic properties as
referenced in 36 CFR 800.5, Cumulative effects may be direct and/or indirect, or
reascnably foreseeable effects caused by the Undertaking that may occur over time, be
farther removed in distance or be cumulative.

B. Madifications o the APE

1. An APE may be modified where tribal consideration, additiona field research or literature
review, consultation with parties to this agreement, or other factors indicate that the
qualities and values of historic properties that lie outside the boundaries of the APEs may
be affected directly, indirectly and/or cumulatively.

2. Any party to this agreement may propose that the APEs be modified by submitting a
written request to the BLM providing a description of the area to be included, justification
for modifying the APE(s}, and map of the area to be included. The BLM will notify the
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SEPT. 30, 2016




(=] ~ > Lo R

(3N
o

P e
W ™~ =

14

15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35
36
37

S e e e e e e T

SEPT. 30, 2016

Boardman to Hemingwa Programmatlc Agreement 5

parties to this agreement of the proposal with a writien description of the modification
requested within 15 days of receipt of such a request. From the date of notification, the -
BLM will consult with the parties to this agreement for no more than 30 days to reach
consensus on the proposal,

3. if the parties to this agreement cannot agree to a praposal for the modification of the APEs,
then the BLM will consider their concerns and will render a final decision within 30 days
after the consultation period closes,

4. For all modifications to the APE(s) the BLM will provide a written record of the decision to
the parties to this agreement.

5. Amending the APEs will not require an amendment to the PA.

6. Minor changes to the APE during construction of the Undertaking that may require
additional fieldwork, regardless of land ownership, may be handled through the BLM ROW
grant variance process in accordance with stipulation VILC.4.c.

Identification of Cultural Resources

A. For the purposes of this document cultural resources are defined as archaeological, historical
or architectural sites, structures or places that may exhibit human activity or occupation
and/or may be sites of religious and cultural significance to tribes {excerpted from BLM
Manual 8100,

B. All cultural resources within the APEs that will have achieved 50 years of age or more at the
time of the completion of construction, defined as “the cessation of all construction activities
associated with the Undertaking”, or shall have achieved “exceptional significance” {National
Register Bulletin 15, Criteria Cansideration G) shall be identified and evaluated.

C. The BLM will ensure that work undertaken to satisfy the terms of this PA and to adequately
identify and document cultural resources that may be affected by this Undertaking and as
described herein, will be consistent with ACHP and NPS guidance. The BLM will also ensure
that all identification, evaluation, assessment and treatment of cultural resources will be
canducted by, or under the direct supervision of, persons with applicable professional
qualifications standards set forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Archaeology
and Historic Preservation (48 FR 44716 Federal Register, September 29, 1983) and the federal
agency or SHPOs/THPO guidance or permitting requirements,

D. The Proponent will directly fund all fieldwork, analysis, reporting, treatment and curation.
Fieldwork will be conducted only after the Proponent has obtained the appropriate federal,
tribal and state permits for such fieldwork, Depending on land ownership, the appropriate
federal or state agency will require fieldwork authorizations to conduct inventories on public
lands upon receipt of an application from the Proponent and within the timeframes stipulated
in the land-managing agency’s procedures. The CTUIR THPO will require fieldwork
authorizations to conduct inventories on tribal lands.
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E. The Proponent will conduct the identification effort and inventory of cultural resources in
order to identify historic properties for this Undertaking through the following series of steps
including a literature review and phased field surveys. Details on these surveys are found in
the Archaeological Survey Plan {Appendix A) and the Visual Assessment of Historic Properties
{VAHP) Study Plan {Appendix B).

SEPT. 30,

201

Class | Literature Review—The Proponent will conduct a literature review/record search
and include a review of cultural resource investigations and all cultural resources previously
identified within a corridor two miles wide on either side of the transmission centerline
{four miles total) and will include the proposed and alternative routes to be considered for
detailed analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS).

The Proponent will also conduct a literature review and record search for the indirect APE,
which will comprise a corridor five miles wide on either side of the transmission centerline
(10 miles total) and will include the proposed and alternative routes to be considered for
detailed analysis in the DEIS. The literature review for the indirect APE will at minimum
consist of review of ethnographic literature, General Land Office {GLO) and other available
historic maps, an electronic search of the National Register information System [NRIS), the
Oregon Historic Sites Database, Archaeological Survey of Idaho Database, the ldaho Historic
Sites Inventory forms, the Washington Information System for Architectural and
Archaeological Records Data (WISAARD), the CTUIR THPO site database, local landmarks
and registers, and an Investigation of historic and contemporary aeriat photography.
Information on cultural resources existing in the indirect APE that may require further
analysis will also be saught from parties to this agreement.

Class il Sample Inventory—The Proponent will undertake a Class Il pedestrian inventory to
document cultural resources within the 15 percent sample area of the direct effects APE for
the Proponent’s proposed alignment and analyzed DEIS alternatives. The 15 percent
sample survey will consist of a series of one-mile long by 500-feet-wide units, centered on
the centerline of the Proponent’s proposed alignment and DEIS alternatives, The Class |l
survey will also record the location of areas judged to have high potential for buried
cultural resources which may require further subsurface probing, as discussed under
stipulation IL.E.7.

Indiract Effects APE Inventory—The Proponent will identify cultural resources, within the
indirect APE that may be affacted by the visual, atmospheric and audible elements of the
Undertaking.

The visual elements of the Indirect APE will be identified using Geographic Information
Systems {GIS) viewshed analysis and field verification. Details regarding the process for
indirect visual effects are provided in the VAHP Study Plan (Appendix B). The BLM will
consult with tribes to identify TCPs and properties of religious and cultural significance
within the APE as described in stipulation V1.

Page 8 of 28
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A reconnaissance level survey will be conducted to identify potential historic properties,
including cultural landscapes. The preliminary results report wili be distributed to the
federal agencies that are parties to this agreement, SHPOs, THPO and tribes for |
consultation on eligibility as per stipulations V. and VI, At their discretion, any federal
agency may decline receipt and review of the report by notifying the BLM in writing prior
to report distribution, Intensive level surveys (VAHP) will be conducted on select properties
upon consultation with the appropriate parties to this agreement {the BLM to determine
based on location, state and/or jurisdiction, property awnership, etc.). The reconnaissance
and intensive leve! surveys (VAHP) will be documented in reports.

Once historic properties are identified, the BLM will seek additional information from
relevant technical studies (such as the noise and electromagnetic field studies) as well as
consult with parties to this agreement to assess indirect effects from atmospheric or
audible elements that may diminish the integrity of the property’s significant historic
features (36 CFR 800.5(a)(2){v)}). '

. Initial Class lll Intensive Level Inventory—The Proponent will complete a 100 percent Class

Il inventory to document cultural resaurces within the direct effects APE of the BLM-final
selected a!iernative(s) and all roads and facilities related to the Undertaking on lands -
where access has been granted, including afl federal, state, and private lands. Previously
surveyed areas from the Class Il inventory will count toward the 100 percent inventory. This
survey will also record the location of areas judged to have high potential for buried
cultural resources which may require further subsurface probing, as discussed under
stipulation I1.E.7.

. Class lll Intensive Level Inventory of Geotechnical Testing APE—The Proponent will

complete Class 1Ml surveys around each proposed borehole location for areas outside the
direct effects APE. See stipulation LA.1.f.

. Preconstruction Class Hi Intensive Level Inventory—The BLM shall ensure that Class I

inventory is completed by the Proponent for areas within the direct effects APE that have
not been subject to previous Class |Il inventories. See stipulation XII. These will include any
areas where access was previously denied or where there are modifications to the
Undertaking, such as modified access roads or lay-down yards that are identified after the
ROD has been issued. Prior to conducting this Class It inventory, a record search will be

conducted to obtain currently available data,

. Subsurface Investigations for Purposes of identifying Cultural Resources—The BLM will

employ reasonable and good faith efforts to identify historic properties, in accordance with
ACHP guidance titled Meeting the “Reasonable and Good Faith” Identification Standard in
Section 106 Review. There will be neither collection of artifacts nor disturbance of ground
during initial Class If and Class il intensive level pedestrian cultural resources surveys.
Wherever possible, existing information and-professional judgment will prevail in an effort
1o be efficient, pragmatic and protect the resources during the identification of historic
properties. A sampling strategy model, including a provision for reporting the results and
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validity of the methods, may be employed. The sampling strategy will be tailored to

account for results of previous strategies employed in the region.

Areas identified as possessing a high potential for buried cultural resources located within
the direct APE may be subjected to subsurface probing to determine the presence or

absence of cultural resources, where ground disturbing activities will occur. Sel

areas with a high potential for buried deposits, which include factors such as proximity to

lection of

water, deep soils, geclogical features, etc. which may be coupled with low surface visibility,
will be based on professional judgment, in consultation with the consulting parties , and

comparison with existing site context in the area.

The BLM will develop a research design and sampling strategy for the subsurfa

ce

investigation, in consultation with the Proponent, and parties to this agreement, prior to
undertaking any such investigation. The details of the research design and sampling

strategy for the subsurface investigation will be encompassed within the HPMP. The BLM
will consult with indian tribes and parties to this agreement regarding the potential areas

proposed for this testing.

7. Subsurface Investigations Alternatives—For certaln classes of resources, less invasive
technologlies, such as remote sensing, may be appropriate. Such methods may be

coensidered as an alternative to subsurface testing.

F. The BLM will make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify properties of rel

igious and

cultural significance to Indian tribes, through tribal participation. Identification of historic

properties of religious and cultural significance to Indian tribes will occur through
government-to-government consuitation and ethnographic studies.

The BLM will make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify TCPs as discussed in National
Register Bulletin #38, Guidelines for Evaluating and Dacumenting Traditional Cultural

Properties, of the NPS guidance, through the consultation and/or through ethnog

raphic

studies. Reports identifying such historic properties will be prepared with the participation of

the associated group.

G. The BLM will ensure that the Proponent completes draft and final reports for the

steps of

stipulation 1. The BLM will send the reports out to the parties to this agreement for review as
described in stipulation V. Review times will be 30 days unless otherwise agreed to.

M.  Evaluation and Determination of Eligibility

A. The BLM, in consultation with the appropriate parties to this agreement in each state, will
determine the NRHP eligibility of cultural resources within the APEs, pursuant to 36 CFR
800.4{c}(1), and 36 CFR 60.4 NRHP evaluations may be conducted in phases as project plans

are refined. Initial evaluations may be followed by more thorough evaluations usi

ng NRHP

Criteria A-D and NP$ Bulletin 15 as the APEs become better defined. Cultural resources may
remain unevaluated if there is no potential for effect from the Undertaking. Cultural resources
that possess some or all of the characteristics of both archaeclogical and built environment

SEPT. 30, 2016
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resources, such as cultural landscapes and trails, shall be evaluated according to the provisions
of stipulations C. through G. of this section.

B. Determinations of eligibility will be consistent with applicable SHPO/THPO guidelines in each
respective jurisdiction, in effect at the time of the signing of this PA. Determinations of
eligibility require concurrence by the SHPO/THPO as detailed in stipulation H.H.

C. Archaeological Resources

1. Initial evaluations for archaeological resources may rely on surface observations,
additional research or remote sensing. If a site is recommended as “eligible” during the
initial evaluation and will be affected by the Undertaking, subsurface investigations (i.e.
archaeological testing) may be required to make a final determination of NRHP eligibility,
but shall be undertaken only after consultation with affected tribes.

2. Determinations of eligibility will be based on reasonable and good faith efforts using
available knowledge and data such as existing surface manifastations of the site and
cultural context from other site investigations, as well as the environmental and
palecenvironmental setting. Subsurface investigation may be considered as a tool to
determine eligibility on an as needed basis but must be prudent and minimize disturbance
of cultural deposits. The research design and sampling strategy outlined under stipulation
l1.E.7 wilt include provisions for the determinations of eligibility, Such testing will only
occur in areas that cannot be avoided and will be directly impacted by the Undertaking.

3. Incases where surface observations, additional research or remote sensing are not
sufficient to provide an initial recommendation of NRHP eligibility, the recorder will
recommend the resource as requiring further investigation to assess eligibility. Further
subsurface investigations will be undertaken in the event that final design will directly
impact the resource, per stipulation ILE.7.

Subsurface investigation strategy shall include an assessment of the depositional
environment and objectives for subsurface testing; methods to be employed for
subsurface testing and prohing; proposed disposition of materials associated with
subsurface testing and probing; provisions for reporting and consuitation on results of
testing. If the site is found ineligible, the evaluation will be reported per the procedures
established in stipulation lil.G. If the site is found to be eligible, then effects will be
assessed as outlined in stipulation IV, and a mitigation plan will be prépared, as applicable
per stipulation VI1.C.2.

Subsurface investigation strategy shall be subject to review and consultation per the
terms of stipulations V. and VI, of this agreement.

4. In cases where surface ohservations are adequate to support a recommendation that the
resource is “not eligible” for listing in the NRHP, this evaluation will be reported per the
procedures established in stipulation IIL.G,

SEPT 30 2016 Page 11 of 28
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D. Built Environment

The BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreemeht, will determine NRHP eligibility of
built environment resources (e.g., buildings, structures, objects, districts, and sites with above
ground components), pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4{c)(1).

1, Initial assessment of eligibility for built environment resources will take into account the
resources’ age and integrity {location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling and
association) per the guidance provided in NRHP Bulletin 16A, and per other applicable NP5
and state guidance.

2. Resources determined NRHP eligible per Initial assessment and assessed as affected by the
Undertaking per the procedures established in stipulation IV. of this PA will be reassessed
to verify their eligibility in terms of the resources’ association with the NRHP criteria of
significance. This secondary assessment may involve additional research into the history,
events and people associated with the resource, as well as more detailed recordation of the
resources’ physical attributes and character-defining features.

. Historic Trails

The BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreement, will determine the National
Register eligibility of historic trails, trail segments and associated sites pursuant to 36 CFR
800.4{c}{1). Historic trails will be evaluated for eligibility as historic properties including linear
resources along with assoclated trail sites such as camps, associated markers, glyphs or other
trail elements, For designated National Historic Trails, such as the Oregon Trail, the trail
elements, as well as trail segments, will be evaluated as contributing or non-contributing in
terms of National Register eligibility based on their integrity (primarily for feeling, association,
location and setting).

BLM may seek input and utilize existing information and strategies from other agencies and
groups, such as the NPS and trail associations, as weli as consulting parties in determining the
National Register eligibility of sites and trail segments.

. Traditional Cultural Properties

Like all historic properties, to be considered eligible a Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) must
be a district, site, building, structure, or object that meets at least one of the four criteria
established by the NRHP, it must also be associated with cultural practices or beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that community's history, and {b} are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community. TCPs apply to groups of every
ethnic origin that have properties to which they ascribe traditional cultural value (NRHP
Bulletin 38), '

To identify TCPs, the BLM will rely on NRHP Bulletin 38 and other NPS guidance, and
consultation with indian tribes, ethnic groups or communities ascribing traditional significance
to an area. The BLM will make its determinations of eligibility based on consultation and

Page 12 of 28
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1 information from literature reviews, ethnographies, traditional use studies, field inventories,
2 oral histories, interviews, and other farms of research.
3 G. Properties of Religious and Cultural Significance to Indian Tribes
4 Federal agencies are required to consult with Indian tribes to identify properties of religious
5 and cultural significance and to determine if they are eligible for the NRHP {NHPA Section
6 101(d)(6}(B) and 38 CFR 800.2(c)(2}). The BLM acknowledges that Indian tribes possess special
7 expertise in assessing the efigibility of properties that may possess religious and cultural
8 significance to them (NHPA Section 101(d}(6){A) and 36 CFR 800.4(c){1)). Unlike TCPs, the
9 determinations of NRHP eligibility of such properties are not tied to continual or physical use
10 of the property (ACHP Handbook on Consultation with Indian Tribes, 2012).
11 To identify properties of religious and cultural significance, the BLM will rely on consultation
12 with indian tribes, The BLM will make its determinations of eligibility based on consultation
13 and information from literature reviews, ethnographies, traditional use studies, field
14 inventories, oral histories, interviews, and/or other forms of research.
15 H. Reporting on Initial and Final Recommendations of NRHP Eligibility
16 1. The BLM will distribute recommendations of initial NRHP eligibility to the appropriate
17 parties to this agreement in each state for review and comment following 36 CFR 800.4{c).
18 After a 30 day review period, the BLM will consider all comments and consult with parties
19 to this agreement before submitting its determinations of eligibility, with all comments and
20 responses, to the applicable SHPQs/THPO for concurrence. The BLM will then seek
21 consensus on its determinations of eligibility with the appropriate SHPOs/THPO for all
22 properties regardless of ownership,
23 a. If the applicable SHPOs/THPO, tribes, and BLM agree that the cultural resource is
24 eligible, an assessment of effects will be completed In accordance with stipulation IV.
25 b. If the applicable SHPOs/THPO, tribes, and BLM agree that the cultural resource is
26 ineligible, then the resource will receive no further consideration under this PA.
27 c. If the applicable SHPOs/THPO, tribes, and BLM do not agree on eligibility, the BLM wil!
28 discuss issues of eligibility with the parties to this agreement and continue to consult to
29 reach consensus. If agreement cannot be reachad within 30 days, then the BLM will
30 obtain a determination of eligibility from the Keeper of the NRHP pursuant to 36 CFR
31 ' 800.4{c}{2} and 36 CFR 63. The Keeper's determination will be final. The BLM will
32 distribute the Keeper's comments to the appropriate parties to this agreement in each
33 state,
34 2. The BLM will distribute the results of the final evaluations to parties to this agreement for
35 review and comment following 36 CFR 800.4(c). After a 30 day review period, the BLM will
36 submit the final determinations of eligibility, with all commaents to the applicable
37 SHPOs/THPO for concurrence. The BLM will then seek consensus on the final determination
38 of eligibility with the appropriate SHPOs/THPO for all properties regardless of ownership.

SEPT 30 2016 Page 13 of 28
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Assessment of Effects

A. The BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreement, will assess the direct, indirect and

cumulative effects of this Undertaking on historic properties consistent with 36 CFR 800.4{d)
and identify effects on each historic property within the APEs in accordance with the criteria
established in 36 CFR 800.5(a){1)-(2), and provide the parties to this agreement with the
results of the finding following 36 CFR 800.11(e){4)-(6), as outlined under stipulation V. The
assessment of effects will serve as the basis for the development of the Historic Properties
Management Plan {HPMP) for those properties determined to have the potential to be
adversely affected by the Undertaking.

. The BLM will consult with the parties to this agreement to seek ways to avoid or minimize

adverse effects to historic properties. If historic properties cannot be avoided, subsurface
investigation may be necessary for archaeological sites within the direct effects APE which
may be adversely affected. Determination of the site boundaries in relation to the direct effect
APE, and actual area of ground disturbance, may be undertaken through subsurface
investigation to aid in developing alternative design and/or mitigation strategies. If adverse:
effects cannot be avoided, the BLM will consult with the parties to this agreement to
determine appropriate mitigation measures to be detailed in the HPMP.

. The Proponent has developed a VAHP Study Plan, (Appendix B) in consultation with federal

agencies party to this agreement, SHPOs, THPO and tribes, to assess whether the Undertaking
will introduce visual effects that may alter the characteristics that qualify the historic property
for the NRHP or that may diminish the integrity of the property’s setting, feeling and/or '
association. The guidelines for canducting the assessment of visual effects of the Undertaking
are located in the VAHP. The inventory will focus on indirect visual effects. Other potentiél
indirect effects, including but not limited to atmospheric and audible elements, will be
addressed as per stipulation IV.A. above.

. The Proponent will prepare maps indicating the extent of electromagnetic fields, corona and

noise generated by the proposed Undertaking as well as the distribution of identified historic
properties in the APE, The BLM will employ these maps in the agency’s assessment of effects
and will consult with parties to this agreement per the procedures outlined in stipulation V.

. The BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreement, will broadiy assess cumulative

effects under Section 106 in order to identify all reasonably foreseeable, potentially adverse
effects, such as effects due to increased access, as a result of the Undertaking (26 CFR 800.5
(a}(1)). Potential cumulative or reasonably foreseeable effects will be based on the APEs for
direct and indirect effect and be addressed in the HPMP,

. The BLM will provide all assessments of effect to historic properties in writing to the parties to

this agreement. Review will proceed according to the procedures and timeframes established
in stipulation V.

. Disagreement regarding assessments of effect will be handled according to the procedures

established in stipulation XIV.
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Reporting and Review of Documentation

A. Consistent with the terms and conditions of this PA, the Proponent will prepare reports of

cultural resource activities {(inventory, evaluation, mitigation/treatment, monitoring and
related cultural resource actions) Including associated site records and organize them for
distribution and review following these general guidelines:

1. Organization of reports by geographic/administrative boundaries: The Proponent will
prepare separate reports, as applicable, for those cultural resource inventories and
evaluations involving cultural resources and/or historic propertles and the built
environment {a) within the state of Oregon {excluding fands within the Umatilla Indian
Reservation); (b} within the state of Idaho; and (c) on lands within the Umatilla Indian
Reservation, utilizing the guidelines in the respective jurisdictions in effect at the time of
the signing of this PA. '

a. The Proponent will prepare reports {including report revisions) of activities within the
state of Oregon (excluding the Umatilla Indian Reservation) for the BLM's distribution to
the Oregon SHPQ, federal agencies, applicable parties to this agreement and tribes.

b. The Proponent will prepare reports (including report revisions) of activities within the
state of Idaho for the BLM’s distribution to the Idaho SHPO, federal agencies party to
this agreement and tribes.

¢. The Proponent will prepare reports (including report revisions) of activitles, cultural
resources and/or historic properties on CTUIR tribal lands for the BLM's distribution to
both the THPO and Chairman of the CTUIR.

2, Reports shall clearly identify land ownership and administrative jurisdiction for both (a)
lands covered by the report and (b) cultural resources/historic properties discussed in the
report(s}.

. At the conclusion of the phases of fieldwork described under stipulation II.E, as well as any

variances undertaken, as described in stipulation VIL.C.4.¢, the Proponent will submit the draft
report for the phases to the lead BLM office for distribution to the appropriate parties to this
agreement in each state.

. Each report will follow appropriate state guidelines and formats including recommendations

of eligibility and effect that are in effect at the time of the signing of this PA. Reports will
include appropriate site inventory forms and recommendations on the NRHP eligibility of
cultural resources (36 CFR 800.4(c)).

. The BLM will consolidate comments received from parties to this agreement on the repaorts .

and submit comments to the Proponent within 60 days of recelpt of all comments. The
Proponent will produce a revised report addressing these comments within 30 days of receipt.
Additional time may be necessary depending on the extent of the revisions.

. Comments received by the BLM within 30 calendar days of receipt of the report wili be

considered, Comments may address issues such as the adequacy of inventory, methods of

SEPT. 30, 2016 Page 15 of 28



assessment and reporting, the eligibility of historic properties identified during each phase (36

1
2 CFR 800.4(c)), and the effects of the Undertaking on any historic properties {36 CFR 800.4{d)
3 and 36 CFR 800.5). Reviewers will notify the lead BLM office if the 30 day review time frame
4 cannot be met and request an extension from the BLM. Within 10 days of receipt of a request
5 for an extension, the BLM will determine if the request will be granted and send written
6 natification to the requesting party. After 30 days, provided there is no request for extension,
7 the BLM will submit all comments to the Proponent for the Proponent to address per the
8 process outlined in stipulation V.D.
9 F. Forreports that are not time sensitive or are in excess of 200 pages, the BLM may expand
10 review times beyond 30 calendar days.
11 G. The BLM will submit revised reports to the appropriate agencies, SHPOs/THPQ, tribes and
12 parties to this agreement for their records.
13 H. Versions of reports redacted (see stipulation VIiL.) by the BLM for sensitive information, such
14 as site-specific locations and names, may also be distributed to other parties to this
15 agreement, who do not fall under the applicable professional qualifications standards set
16 forth in the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Archaeology and Historic Preservation {48
17 FR 44716 Federal Register, September 29, 1983) for review and comment.
18 L The BLM will prepare a HPMP per the terms specified in stipulation Vil
19 J. Prior to any eventual decommissioning of the Undertaking, the Proponent will prepare a plan
20 for protecting historic properties per the terms in stipulation VII.C,5.
21 K. The Proponent will provide a state specific, final summary report for each respective
22 SHPO/THPO documenting all changes to previous report findings and additional cultural
23 resources-related work nat included in the pre-construction raports. The report format will be
24 identified in the HPMP. A summary report may also be provided to parties to this agreement
25 in accordance with stipulation VI, The summary report will be produced no {ater than three
26 years after the final surveys and will be consldered the final Class Il inventory report(s).

27 Vi. Consultation

28 A. Through government-to-government consultation with Indian tribes, based on the U.S.

29 Constitution and Federal treaties, statutes, executive orderts and policies, the BLM, in

30 consultation with appropriate federal agencies, will make a good faith effort to identify

31 properties that have traditional refigious and cultural importance to Indian tribes and to

32 determine whether they are historic properties, Discussion of these properties may be

33 submitted as a separate report, such as an ethnographic study, Ethnographic studies are not
34 required, but may be requested by tribes. Confidentiality concerns expressed by tribes for

35 properties that have traditional religious and cultural importance will be respected and will be
36 protected to the extent allowed by law. See stipulation VIII.

SEPT. 30, 201 ' Page 16 of 28
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B. BLM will ensure that tribes and parties to this agreement will be kept informed as to the

development of the Undertaking and engaged in review and comment on all pertinent
documents associated. The BLM will seek, discuss and consider the views of the consulting
parties throughout the Section 106 process. Such consultation méy take a variety of forms in
order to accommodate the consultation process with different tribes and parties to this
agreement. The consultation will occur through previously established protocols, Memoranda
of Understanding and/or forums established for the Undertaking. BLM will consult with tribes
and parties to this agreement during the identification of cultural resources, the
determination of NRHP eligibility, determination of effect and avoidance and mitigation steps
of the process. While the nature of consultation is fluid and the input may vary from tribes

‘and parties to this agreement, in general, the procedures and schedule for review of

documents outlined in stipulation V. will.be followed.

VIl.  Historic Properties Management Plan (HPMP)

A. The BLM will begin to draft an outline of the HPMP in consultation with the parties to this

agreement following execution of the PA that includes mitigation options for anticipated
general classes of historic properties that may be affected by the Undertaking. This outline
may include options for treatment of specific properties, as discussed under stiputation
VII.C.2, if the details of the historic property are available and the exact effects have been
determined. The final HPMP, including profection measures, property-specific titigation
plans, and monitoring plans will be finalized prior to the NTP.

B. The draft HPMP will characterize historic properties identified within the APE and will be used

as a guide to address pre-construction and post-construction freatment measures to avoid,
minimize and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties identified through subsequent
phases of the Undertaking. The draft HPMP will also broadly identify classes of historic
properties, retevant research, and potential data gaps in research for classes of propertles
present in the APE. A range of resource-specific (e.g. historic trails) strategies, will include but
not be limited to, mitigation and monitoring, to address reasonably foreseeable direct,
indirect and/or cumulative adverse effects that may be caused by the Undertaking. The -
mitigation measures will be commensurate with the nature of the effect and the significance
of the resource, and shali take into account the views of the parties to this agreement and the
public. The BLLM will consult with the parties to this agreement to obtain written comments
and recommendations for proposed treatment measures to be included in the HPMP per the
procedures established in stipulations V. and VI, BLM, in consultation with the parties to this
agreement, will develop a process for review and acceptance of mitigation to be outlined in
the HPMP,

C. Wherever feasible, avoidance and preservation in place shall be the preferred treatment for

historic properties located within the APE. Avoidance may include design changes or
relocation of specific components of the Undertaking and/or use of fencing or barricades to
limit access to identified historic properties. For historic properties that cannot be avoided the
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HPMP will include the foflowing plans and provisions to minimize or mitigate direct, indirect
and/or cumulative adverse effects to historic properties that may result at any time during the
Undertaking,

1. Protection Measures

The HPMP shall include measures to protect identified historic properties from adverse effects
that may result from the Undertaking. These measures may include but not be limited to
placement of barricades and fencing, notices to law enforcement, seasonal restrictions, and
other appropriate measures,

2. Mitigation Pians

d.

SEPT. 30, 2016

All historic properties adversely affected by the Undertaking will be subject to property-
specific mitigation plans to be drafted after issuance of the ROD to resolve adverse
effects as determinations of effect for these properties are made pursuant to stipulation
IV. The mitigation plans will be included in the final HPMP.

Mitigation plans shall include appropriate measures to resolve adverse effects to the
qualities of the historic property that make it eligible for listing in the NRHP. All
mitigation plans will be consistent with Secretary of Interior Standards for
archaeological, historical and architectural documentation; the ACHP Section 106
archaeology guidance and other guidance from the appropriate SHPOs/THPO.

For effects to archaeological sites that will he mitigated through data recovery,
mitigation plans shall include but not be limited to a research design that articulates
research questions; data needed to address research questions; methods to be
employed to collect data; laboratory methods employed to examine collected materials;
and proposed disposition and curation of collected materials and records.

Mitigation plans for direct effects to historic properties eligible for listing in the NRHP
under criteria other than or in addition to criterion D shall articulate the context for
assessing the properties’ significance, an assessment of the character-defining features
that make the property eligible for listing in the NRHP, and an assessment of how the
proposed mitigation measures will resolve the effects to the property.

Mitigation plans for indirect effects to historic properties eligible under any NRHP
criteria shall include an assessment of the character-defining features that make the
property eligible for listing in the NRHP; the nature of the indirect effect; an evaluation
of the need for long-term monitoring; and an assessment of how the proposed
mitigation measure(s) will resolve the effects to the property.

Mitigation plans for direct, indirect, and cumulative effects to historic properties may
include, but will not be limited to:

1) Completion of NRHP nomination forms

2) Conservation easements
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3) Purchase of land for long-term protection of historic properties
4) Partnerships and funding for public archaeology projects
5) Partnerships and funding for Historic Properties interpretation
6) Print or media publication

3. Monitoring Plan

A Monitoring Plan will be developed as a subsection of the HPMP for implementation
during construction, operation, and maintenance,

a. This plan will address monitoring for compliance with stipulations of the HPMP, as well
as a potential strategy to avoid, minimize, or mitigate direct, indirect and/or cumulative
adverse effects to historic properties at any time during the Undertaking,

b. All monitoring plans shall identify monitoring objectives and the methods necessary to
attain these objectives, and In particular address those areas determined under the
inventory to show a high praobability for buried cultural deposits.

Monitoring shall, as appropriate, include archaeological inspection of construction
activities by personnel either meeting the Secretary of Interior Professional Qualification
standards or working under the direct supervision of a person meeting the standards.
Provisions for tribal monitors will meet the above qualifications as well, per the
discretion of consulting tribes,

¢. Any cultural resources, human remains or funerary ob}ects discovered at any time
_during construction, construction monitoring, or operation and maintenance activities
will be treated in accordance with the tnadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) contained within
the HPMP.

4. Operations and Maintenance

The HPMP shall include operations and maintenance to address all activities related to the
functioning of the Undertaking after construction and reclamation are completed and prior
to decommissioning. During operations and maintenance, the ROW grant holder will be
required to follow all the terms, conditions, and stipulations concerning historic properties
which are included in the POD as part of the ROW grant.

a. The HPMP wiil identify those stipulations necessary to ensure the consideration of
historic properties throughout the life of the ROW grant.

b. The BLM will be responsible for ensuring that the stipulations in the BLM ROW grant are
enforced for the life of the ROW grant. Federal or state agencies issuing a permit for the
Undertaking will take responsibility for permit enforcement under their jurisdiction.-
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¢. The HPMP will identify a variance review process for construction, operations and
maintenance, to address any changes in procedures that could have an adverse effect
on historic properties in the ROW. The Proponent will submit a request for variance
review to the BLM through BLM’s third party Compliance Inspection Contractor for any
proposed changes in use of equipment, additional work areas, access roads, ancillary
features, reroutes or other changes that may result in ground disturbing activities
outside of the previously surveyed APE. At a minimum the variance area will be checked
to ensure that it falls within an area where the following have been completed:

o C(lass | literature review in accordance with stipulation II.E. 1,

s Class Il inventory in accordance with stipulation IL.E.4

* Determinations of Eligibility in accordance with stipulation IIL.G.
¢ Assessment of Effects in accordance with stipulation IV,

s Protection, Mitigation and Monitoring plans in accordance with stipulation
VII.C.1-3.

Where BLM determines that additional inventory is needed through the variance
request process, no ground disturbance will be authorized in the variance area until the
above items and any mitigation measures are completed, in consultation with parties to
this agreement, and BLM approves the variance,

Additional inventory and evaluation undertaken for these variances will be reported as
s00n as feasible and sent to the BLM for review in accordance with stipulation V.B, as
part of the Class |l inventory. Any variance reports will also be included in the
comprehensive report outlined in stipulation V.L. Such decumentation will tier to the
previous background context in the existing reports so that only new information such
as site forms, eligibtlity determinations, etc. will be included.

The BLM will develop a list of operation and malntenance activities in consultation with
parties to this agreement that will NOT be subject to additional Section 106 review, and
will identify the types of activities that wili require additional Section 106 review.

BLM administration of the ROW grant shall include appropriate BLM cultural resource
specialists to participate in ROW grant review and to review compliance with
stipulations or changes in procedures that may affect historic properties in the ROW.

5. Decommissioning

The POD will contain a stipulation to develop a decommissioning plan to address the
potential effects of decommissioning on histeric properties, Prior to decommissiening, the
BLM, in consultation with the parties to this agreement, will assess the direct, indirect and
cumulative effects of decommissioning this transmission line and associated facilities on
historic properties and to seek ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects under
the plan.

SEPT. 30, 2016 Page 20 of 28
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B. Reporting

The HPMP shall provide for the preparation of reports as called for during the implementation
of plan activities, including but not limited to monitoring reports, Historic American Buildings
Survey / Historic American Engineering Record / Historic American Landscapes documentation,
and archaeological data recovery documentation, if applicable.

The BLM will ensure that the Proponent completes draft and final reports as called for under
the implementation of the HPMP. The BLM will send the reports out to the parties to this
agreement for review as described in stipulation V. Review times will be 30 days unless
otherwise noted.

. HPMP and Mitigation Plans Review

1. The BLM shall submit the draft HPMP to the consulting parties for review. Distribution and
review of the HPMP and associated documents shall proceed according to the terms
outlined in stipulaticn V. of this agreement,

2. After consuitation with the parties to this agreement to address comments and/or
objections, and acceptance by the SHPOs/THPO, the BLM will finalize the HPMP.

3, Any party to this PA may object at any time to any actions proposed or the manher in which
the terms of the HPMP are implemented. The objecting party must submit in writing to the
BLM the reasons for, and a justification of, its objections. The BLM will consult with the
party and the parties to this agreement to resolve the objection within 30 days. If the BLM
determines that such objection cannot be resolved, the BLM will follow the procedures
defined in this PA under stipulation XIV.

. The HPMP will be finalized prior to the NTP to resolve adverse direct, indirect and/or

cumulative effects to historic properties that may result from this Undertaking.

. The Proponent, in consultation with the Signatories, will conduct a formal review of the HPMP

and assoclated mitigation plans annually during the period of construction and every five (5)
years thereafter thraughout the life of this agreement.

. Any party to this agreement may suggest an amendment to the HPMP and should submit the

contents of the amendment in writing to the BLM. The BLM will consider the amendment
within 30 days of receipt and consult with the parties on the amendment. An amendment to
the HPMP will not require an amendment to the PA. After consultation with the parties to the
agreement, the BLM will determine if an amendment will be incorporated into the HPMP by
the Proponent.

Confidentiality of Cultural Resources Information

A, The parties to this agreement acknowledge that certain information about cultural resources

may be protected from public disclosure under NHPA {54 USC §307103), ARPA (43 CFR 7.18),
Idaho state law {Idaho Cade § 9-340E(1),(2) and Oregon state law (ORS 192.501(11)). Parties
to this agreement will ensure that all acticns and documentation prescribed by this PA are

SEPT. 30, 2016 Page 21 of 28





















































































































































































































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit S

CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT S-6
CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE
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CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT S-7
RECONNAISSANCE LEVEL SURVEY — VISUAL ASSESSMENT OF
HISTORIC PROPERTIES REPORT

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE
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ATTACHMENT S-8
NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAILS STUDY

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE



























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/HCD/NATREG/docs/sachp_docs/BakerCounty_OregonTrailWhiteSwan_FlagstaffHill_OregonTrailMPD_SACHPDraft.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/HCD/NATREG/docs/sachp_docs/BakerCounty_OregonTrailWhiteSwan_FlagstaffHill_OregonTrailMPD_SACHPDraft.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/HCD/NATREG/docs/sachp_docs/UnionCounty_BlueMountainCrossingSegment_ORTrailMPDSACHPDraft.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/oprd/HCD/NATREG/docs/sachp_docs/UnionCounty_BlueMountainCrossingSegment_ORTrailMPDSACHPDraft.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/files/Baker_RMP.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/planning/Owyhee-RMP.html
http://www.blm.gov/or/plans/files/SEORMP-ROD.pdf
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/vale/plans/bakerrmp/draftrmp.php



http://psu.uidaho.edu/blm/reports/FY11/blm-ORTR811.pdf.
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.1039.File.dat/M6280%20NSHT%20Management_Final_091212%20(2).pdf
http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/wo/Information_Resources_Management/policy/blm_manual.Par.1039.File.dat/M6280%20NSHT%20Management_Final_091212%20(2).pdf
http://www.oregonpioneers.com/CooleyDiary.htm
http://contentdm.lib.byu.edu/cdm/pageflip/collection/TrailGuides/id/2978/type/compoundobject/show/111/cpdtype/document/pftype/image#page/145/mode/1up
http://contentdm.lib.byu.edu/cdm/pageflip/collection/TrailGuides/id/2978/type/compoundobject/show/111/cpdtype/document/pftype/image#page/145/mode/1up
http://www.ohs.org/education/oregonhistory/historical_records/dspDocument.cfm?doc_ID=1BF84041-C34D-A5C6-E1A9F41054B9AA7B
http://www.ohs.org/education/oregonhistory/historical_records/dspDocument.cfm?doc_ID=1BF84041-C34D-A5C6-E1A9F41054B9AA7B



http://www.nps.gov/nts/legislation.html
http://octa-trails.org/learn/people_places/site_blue_mt_crossing.php
http://octa-trails.org/learn/people_places/site_blue_mt_crossing.php
http://www.oregonhistorictrailsfund.org/trails/meek-cutoff-1845/
http://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc1.b3327318;view=1up;seq=7
http://www.oregongeology.org/sub/milo/ohmi-baker.htm
http://www.tomlaidlaw.com/clickable/burnt.html



http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5260139.pdf



























































































































































































































































































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit S

ATTACHMENT S-9
DRAFT ODOE HISTORIC PROPERTY MANAGEMENT PLAN (WITH
INADVERTENT DISCOVERY PLAN)

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE




















































































































































































Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Exhibit S

CONFIDENTIAL ATTACHMENT S-10
INTENSIVE LEVEL SURVEY — VISUAL ASSESSMENT OF HISTORIC
PROPERTIES REPORT

AMENDED PRELIMINARY APPLICATION FOR SITE CERTIFICATE
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