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Attachment A-3: 

DSL Concurrence  



PacifiCorp
Attn: John Aniello

825 NE Multnomah, Suite 170# 

Portland, OR 97232

Re: WD #2015- 0187 Wetland Delineation Report for Table Rock

Substation

Jackson County-, T36S R2W Sec. 5, Tax Lots 600, 700, 701

Salem, OR 97301- 1279

503) 986- 5200

FAX (503) 378-4844

www.ore-0on,gov/ dsl

Urgayrromw

Jeanne P. Atkins

Secretary of State



work with Department staff on appropriate site design before completing the city or
county land use approval process. 

Thank you for having the site evaluated. Please phone me at 503- 302-3290 if you have

any questions. 

ZT=- 

ec: Leandra Cleveland, HDR Engineering, Inc. 
Jackson County Planning Department (Maps enclosed for updating LWI) 
Omar Ortiz, Corps of Engineers

Bob Lobdell, DSL
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USGS Topographic Map  
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Roads..............................................©2006-2010 Tele Atlas
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Hydrography.................National Hydrography Dataset, 2010
Contours............................National Elevation Dataset, 2010
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Site Plan Drawings  
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Attachment D: 

Recent Aerial Photo  
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1 Introduction 
Pacific Power is proposing a project (Sams Valley Substation) to improve system 
reliability in the Medford, Grants Pass, and Crescent City areas. The project would 
involve construction, operation, and maintenance of a new 500 kV/230 kV substation in 
Jackson County, Oregon.   

Construction of the proposed substation would result in discharge of fill material into 
3.5 acres of waters of the state (wetlands). This discharge would require Pacific Power to 
gain authorization from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for a Department of 
the Army (DA) Standard Individual Permit (IP) pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  Pacific Power prepared this alternatives analysis to provide 
information to USACE to assist them with a permit decision under Section 404 of the 
CWA. 

1.1 Regulatory Setting 
This impact analysis is provided in accordance with Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA 
[40 C.F.R. 230]. Pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA, any activity requiring a removal/fill 
IP must undergo an analysis of alternatives in order to identify the Least Environmentally 
Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) using guidelines established by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), known as the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines. Under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines,  USACE must consider a number of 
factors when making its permit decisions, including whether there are practicable 
alternatives to the proposed discharge. USACE is prohibited from issuing a permit for the 
discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable waters if “there is a practicable 
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have a less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences.“ (40 C.F.R. 230.10[a]).  An alternative is “practicable” if “it 
is available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing 
technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purposes.” (40 C.F.R. 230.10[a][2]).    

If a project is not water dependent (e.g., a port or marina facility that requires access to 
or locating in special aquatic sites to fulfill the basic purpose) and the project proposes to 
discharge into a special aquatic site (e.g., including sanctuaries and refuges, wetlands, 
mud flats, vegetated shallows, coral reefs, and riffle and pool complexes), the guidelines 
require USACE to presume that a less environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
exists, unless the permit applicants can clearly demonstrate otherwise (40 CFR 
230.10[a][2]).  Therefore, the applicants must clearly refute the regulatory presumption 
that a less environmentally damaging practicable alternative exists for a permit to be 
issued.   

The EPA’s guidelines suggest a sequential approach to project planning that considers 
mitigation measures only after the project proponent shows that no practicable 
alternatives are available that could achieve the basic purpose and result with less 
environmental impacts.  Once it is determined that no practicable alternatives are 
available, the guidelines then require that appropriate and practicable steps be taken to 
minimize potential adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem (40 CFR 230.10[d]).  Such 
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steps may include actions to control the discharge location, define the material to be 
discharged, determine the fate of material after discharge or describe the method of 
dispersion, and list actions related to technology, plant and animal populations, or human 
use (40 CFR 230.70-230.77).  

In addition to the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, USACE is required to analyze 
alternatives pursuant to NEPA.  Under NEPA, the range of alternatives is governed by 
the rule of reason, which provides that a decision document is required to set forth those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  A decision document must consider 
a reasonable range of alternatives as defined by the specific facts and circumstances of 
the proposed action. Alternatives must be feasible and consistent with the statement of 
purpose and need.  If alternatives have been eliminated from detailed study, the decision 
must briefly discuss the reasons for their elimination. Under NEPA, feasible alternatives 
must be addressed at the same level of detail as a proposed project.  In addition, under 
NEPA, the alternatives analysis should present the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project and the alternatives "in comparative form, thus sharply defining the 
issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and 
the public." (40 C.F.R. § 1502.14).  

2 Project Description 
2.1 Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action is to construct, operate, and maintain a new 500 kV/230 kV 
substation in Jackson County, Oregon north of Medford (Figure 1). The substation would 
be located on private land, at the intersection of a new 230 kV line and the existing 
Dixonville-Meridian 500 kV transmission line (Figure 2). The substation would occupy 
approximately 20 acres and consist of a fenced, secured, and graveled yard containing 
transformers and switches. Existing vegetation on site would be cleared and the site 
would be filled, graded, and insulating rock would be installed. Appropriate erosion and 
sediment control measures and best management practices will be implemented (e.g., 
silt fence) during construction. The site would be graded such that stormwater would flow 
into collector basins and would be conveyed through a series of storm drains into 
retention basins constructed in the northwest and southwest corners of the site. The site 
would be accessed via an existing entrance at the intersection of Tresham Lane and 
Oregon Route 234. The existing entrance would be improved, the access road would be 
extended around the western substation boundary, and it would connect to an existing 
access road south of the substation. Access improvements would include a 14-foot travel 
way, on average, with additional area for drainage and maneuverability as needed. 
Improvements would involve removing vegetation, blading to shape existing road 
surface, and placing surfacing aggregate (i.e., road rock or riprap) to stabilize the 
entrance and road surfacing. An existing culvert that spans the construction entrance will 
be replaced during access road improvement. The culvert is located within a non-
jurisdictional roadside ditch. Construction of the substation is planned for 2018.  

 

2 | April 13, 2016 



Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
 Sams Valley Substation 

 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2. System Map 
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2.2 Purpose and Need Statement 

2.2.1 Project Purpose 
The purpose of the project is to construct, operate, and maintain a new 500 kV/230 kV 
substation to provide system reliability to reduce the possibility of large-scale load 
dropping in Medford, Grants Pass, and Crescent City in the event of an outage.  The new 
substation will facilitate the development of the new transmission line, help meet new 
power demands due to regional growth, and act as a redundant path for power in the 
event another local transmission line is damaged or experiences disruption of service. It 
will improve and strengthen the power grid for the entire region, including the more than 
88,000 Jackson County and 41,000 Josephine County customers of Pacific Power.  

The basic purpose for the project is “energy transmission,” and is, therefore, not water 
dependent.  The discharge of fill material is proposed to occur in wetlands that are 
considered to be a “special aquatic site” under EPA guidelines. The presumption is that a 
practicable alternative site or project design that does not affect special aquatic sites is 
available. 

2.2.2 Project Need 
System modeling indicates that a new 500 kV/230 kV substation, which interconnects a 
new 230 kV line to the existing Dixonville-Meridian 500 kV line, is necessary to increase 
capacity and improve reliability in the Southern Oregon region as part of the North 
American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) reliability standards and the Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) system operating standards.  

Current modeling indicates that the current system is at risk of unacceptable failure 
based on a lack of redundant paths of power in the region. If any of the existing 
transmission lines that surround the project were to fail, including the 230 kV Grants 
Pass-Dixonville line, 230 kV Meridian-Whetstone line, and 230 kV Meridian-Lone Pine 
No. 1 and No.2 lines, other lines in the system would become overloaded, leading to 
additional line failures, a loss of supply to existing substations, and significant load 
shedding (i.e., the need to drop customers).  Therefore, a new substation, located at the 
intersection of a new 230 kV line and the existing Dixonville-Meridian 500 kV line, is 
necessary for redundancy.  

New infrastructure must be sited with security in mind. Therefore, concentration and/or 
expansion of existing substations are not feasible. Risk assessments were performed by 
Pacific Power using the WECC method of evaluating overall Homeland Security risks. 
Results of these studies indicate that co-locating a new 500/230kV substation with the 
existing Meridian Substation would result in a greater risk to the regional supply of power 
than a new, separate facility built miles away. By locating infrastructure facilities in 
multiple sites which are separated miles apart, risk to the overall system is reduced, as a 
security event in one location will not impact multiple facilities which are intended to 
operate redundantly.  Therefore, concentration of critical infrastructure in a single 
location is not recommended in terms of security and reliability. Co-locating the new 500-
230 kV substation with the existing Whetstone Substation would result in similar security 
risks and is not recommended. 
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3 Alternatives Analysis 
3.1 Methods 

This section describes how alternatives were selected and evaluated for practicability 
and how the LEDPA was chosen for advancement into the Sams Valley Reinforcement 
Project Environmental Assessment (EA). The first tier of screening (Section 3.2, 
Alternatives Development) identified reasonable alternatives that are feasible from a 
constructability standpoint and are capable of meeting the overall project purpose and 
need. The second tier of screening (Section 3.3, Practicability Evaluation) evaluated the 
practicability of each alternative in terms of cost, logistics, and aquatic and environmental 
impacts, in order to determine the LEDPA. Both tiers of screening were performed 
through desktop analysis using the following GIS data layers: 

• National Hydrography dataset (NHD) 

• National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 

• Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Fish Distribution dataset (2010) 

• National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Essential Fish Habitat for Salmon in 
Oregon  dataset (2001) 

• Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) Species Occurrence dataset (2014) 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Hazard Area dataset 

• National Land Cover Database (NLCD 2011) 

• Google Earth Pro Aerial Imagery (1994-2015) 

• Jackson County Zoning Data 

• Jackson County Tax Assessor, Property Data Online 

Detailed field wetland delineation was performed for the Proposed Action alternative 
(Site 1) only. A copy of the wetland delineation report has been provided to USACE as 
an attachment to the Joint Permit Application packet.  

3.2 Alternatives Development 

3.2.1 Siting Requirements and Assumptions 
In selecting substation site alternatives, Pacific Power determined that the following 
assumptions regarding substation design and siting would be necessary to meet the 
overall project purpose and need.  

Design 

The new substation must be 500 kV/230 kV to provide a means of interconnection for 
a new 230kV line and the existing Dixonville-Meridian 500 kV line. 

In addition, the substation footprint (size, shape, and configuration) is fixed and 
cannot be modified to fit into smaller or narrower, oddly-shaped parcels. This is 
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because the substation design must accommodate the amount of space needed for 
the terminations for any incoming and outgoing 500 and 230 kV lines. These 
terminations are pre-defined and cannot be reduced in size. In addition, required 
clearances between bus work, current transformers/potential transformers, etc., limit 
how many possible configurations are available. The proposed substation has been 
designed to fit into the smallest footprint possible and there are no additional design-
changes that would result in a smaller substation footprint.    

Security 

A new substation that interconnects a new 230 kV line and the existing Dixonville-
Meridian 500 kV line is necessary to meet security and redundancy requirements of 
NERC and WECC. As described in Section 2.2.2, Project Need, system modeling 
indicates that concentration and/or expansion of existing substations is not feasible. 
Co-locating the new 500-230 kV substation with the existing Meridian or Whetstone 
Substations would result in greater security risks when compared to a separate 
facility and is not recommended. Therefore, co-location of the substation with existing 
substations was not considered an option when selecting potential sites.  

Location 

Reasonable substation alternatives must be located within close proximity (less than 
1 mile) to the intersection of the existing 500 kV and the new 230 kV transmission 
line (Figure 3). Unless the substation is located directly underneath this intersection, 
additional tap line connections would be required between the substation and 500 
kV/230 kV lines. These connecting tap lines would substantially increase costs 
associated with construction, right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, and residential 
displacements. In addition, tap lines would require numerous permits, approvals, and 
easements that would introduce uncertainty into the project. For these reasons, sites 
located far away (more than 1 mile) from the 500 kV/230kV intersection were 
considered unreasonable per the Oregon PUC requirements for ensuring reasonable 
costs to the rate payers and were excluded from consideration in this analysis.  

A total of eight substation siting alternatives, including the proposed alternative 
substation site evaluated in the EA, were identified as reasonable alternatives capable of 
meeting the project’s overall purpose and need, while also satisfying the above listed 
substation design and siting requirements. Each of the substation alternatives are 
described below and are shown in Figure 3 through Figure 10.   

3.2.2 Site 1 (Proposed Alternative) 
Site 1 is located directly under the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, just south of the Sams 
Valley Hwy at Tresham Lane (Figure 3). This project site would allow Pacific Power to 
connect the substation directly to the overhead lines and eliminate the need for additional 
connections along transmission line corridors, or real estate acquisition. The site would 
be accessed via an existing entrance at the intersection of Tresham Lane and Oregon 
Route 234. Site 1 has been used as pastureland and is now vacant.  The site has no 
residences and is zoned for exclusive farm use (EFU).  Rock Creek and the buffer for 
Rock Creek occur west of Site 1.  
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Pacific Power has had a presence at Site 1 since the late 1960s. Site 1 occurs within 
three parcels, one of which was purchased in 1967 (taxlot 600), when the existing 
230 kV transmission line was built.  A switching station of less than an acre was built on 
the site in 1967. The second parcel at the site (taxlot 701) was purchased in 1989, with 
the 500 kV transmission line being built around the same time period.  The switching 
station remained on the site until the early 1990’s.  The final parcel at the site (taxlot 700) 
was purchased by Pacific Power in 2015.   

Site 1 has been investigated at greater detail than the other prospective sites.  Existing 
data shows one ephemeral stream within Site 1, but does not show a wetland. Field 
delineation identified three palustrine, emergent wetlands along with one mapped 
jurisdictional ditch at the site; the NHD mapped ephemeral stream was not observed in 
the field.   

3.2.3 Site 2 
Site 2 is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, just 
north of the intersection of Sams Valley Hwy and Tresham Lane (Figure 4). Since the 
substation at this site is situated directly underneath the existing 500 kV line, a tap line 
connection to the 500 kV line would not be required. One new tap line connection 
between the substation and the new 230 kV line would be needed. The 230 kV tap line 
would run parallel to the existing 500 kV line, would be approximately 2,217 feet in 
length, and would require a 125-foot-wide ROW corridor. A crossover structure would be 
required where the 230kV tap line crosses over the existing 230kV transmission line. 
Access to the site would be provided via roads constructed off of Sams Valley Hwy. Both 
the substation site and the ROW corridor for the tap line occur on EFU zoned parcels. 
Existing residences are located within the substation site and the tap-line ROW corridor. 
Existing data shows one perennial stream within Site 2, but does not show a wetland.   

3.2.4 Site 3 
Site 3 is located approximately 1,750 feet west of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, just 
south of the Sams Valley Hwy (Figure 5). The substation at this site would require tap 
line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV lines. The 500 kV tap line would consist 
of a looped system, with the tap line looping into the southeast corner of the substation 
and looping out of the northeast corner of substation. The 230 kV tap line would extend 
from the southwest corner of the substation and would be routed directly south to the 
proposed 230 kV line. The tap lines would require a 250-foot-wide ROW corridor, for the 
500 kV line, and a 125–foot-wide corridor for the 230 kV line.  Multiple corner structures 
would be required to accommodate angles in the tap line routes, and a crossover 
structure would be required where the proposed 230 kV tap line crosses over the existing 
230 kV transmission line. Access to the site would be provided via roads constructed off 
of Sams Valley Hwy.  

The substation site is located on EFU zoned parcels, without residential properties, and 
has multiple mapped streams, including Rock Creek (perennial, fish bearing). The site is 
also located within a FEMA regulated, 100-year floodplain. Existing data does not show 
mapped wetlands within Site 3.  The ROW corridor for the tap line crosses EFU and 
Rural Residential (RR-5) zoned parcels that contain residences and mapped aquatic 
resources including streams, wetlands, and floodplains. 
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3.2.5 Site 4 
Site 4 is located approximately 2,500 feet north of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, on the 
north side of the Sams Valley Hwy (Figure 6). The substation at this site would require 
tap line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV lines. The 500 kV tap line would 
consist of a looped system, with the tap line looping into the southeast corner of the 
substation and looping out of the northeast corner of substation. The 230 kV tap line 
would extend from the southwest corner of the substation, would be routed across the 
existing 500 kV line, and then south to the 230 kV line near the 500 kV/230 kV 
intersection. The tap lines would require a 250 foot–wide-ROW corridor for the 500 kV 
lines, and a 125-foot-wide corridor for the 230 kV line.  Multiple corner structures would 
be required to accommodate angles in the tap line routes, and a crossover structure 
would be required where the proposed 230 kV tap line crosses over the existing 230 kV 
transmission line. Access to the site would be provided via roads constructed off of Sams 
Valley Hwy. Both the substation site and the ROW corridor for the tap line occur on EFU 
zoned parcels containing residences. Existing data does not show mapped streams or 
wetlands within Site 4.  Only the tap line ROW contains mapped aquatic resources.  

3.2.6 Site 5 
Site 5 is located approximately 2,000 feet west of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, on the 
south side of the proposed 230 kV corridor (Figure 7). The substation at this site would 
require tap line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV lines. The 500 kV tap line 
would consist of a looped system, with the tap line looping into the southeast corner of 
the substation and looping out of the northeast corner of substation. A short 230 kV tap 
line would extend from the ROW into the northwest corner of the substation. The tap 
lines would require a 250 foot–wide-ROW corridor for the 500 kV lines, and a 125-foot-
wide corridor for the 230 kV line.  In addition, the existing 115kV line would need to be 
re-routed around the northern boundary of the substation. Multiple corner or crossover 
structures would be required to accommodate angles in the tap line routes and 
transmission line crossings. Access to the site would be provided via roads constructed 
off of Sams Valley Hwy, as well extensions of existing access roads to the east.  

The substation site is located on EFU zoned parcels, without residential properties. 
Existing data shows two ephemeral streams within the site, but does not show wetlands.  
The ROW corridor for the tap line crosses EFU and open space reserve (OSR) zoned 
parcels that contain one residence and multiple mapped aquatic resources including 
streams, wetlands, and floodplains. 

3.2.7 Site 6 
Site 6 is located approximately 4,400 feet northwest of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, 
on the north side of Sams Valley Hwy (Figure 8). The substation at this site would require 
tap line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV lines. The 500 kV line would consist 
of a looped system, with the tap line looping into the southeast corner of the substation 
and looping out of the northeast corner of substation. Two corner structures would be 
required, one for the incoming line and one for the outgoing line, to accommodate angles 
in the tap line route.  The 230 kV tap line would extend from the southwest corner of the 
substation and would be routed directly south to the proposed 230 kV line. The tap lines 
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would require a 250-foot-wide ROW corridor for the 500 kV lines, and a 125-foot-wide 
corridor for the 230 kV line. Multiple corner structures would be required to accommodate 
angles in the tap line routes, and a crossover structure would be required where the 
proposed 230 kV tap line crosses over the existing 230 kV transmission line. Access to 
the site would be provided via roads constructed off of Sams Valley Hwy.  

Both the substation site and the ROW corridor for the tap line occur on EFU zoned 
parcels. Existing data does not show mapped streams or wetlands within Site 6.The 
ROW corridor for the tap line crosses residential properties and multiple mapped aquatic 
resources including streams, wetlands and floodplains.   

3.2.8 Site 7 
Site 7 is located approximately 4,000 feet southwest of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, 
just south of the existing 115kV and proposed 230 kV ROW corridor (Figure 9). The 
substation at this site would require tap line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV 
lines.  The 500 kV tap line would consist of a looped system, with the tap line looping into 
the southeast corner of the substation and looping out of the northeast corner of 
substation.   A short 230 kV tap line would extend from the right-of-way into the 
northwest corner of the substation. The tap lines would require a 250-foot-wide-ROW 
corridor for the 500 kV lines, and a 125-foot-wide corridor for the 230 kV line.  In addition, 
the existing 115kV line would need to be re-routed around the northern boundary of the 
substation. Multiple corner or crossover structures would be required to accommodate 
angles in the tap line routes and transmission line crossings. Access to the site would be 
provided via roads constructed off of Sams Valley Hwy, as well as extensions of existing 
access roads to the east. 

The substation site is located on an EFU zoned parcel, with no residential properties; 
however, a road that provides access to a neighboring residential property crosses 
through the parcel. Existing data does not show mapped streams or wetlands within 
Site 7. The ROW corridor for the tap line crosses EFU and OSR zoned parcels 
containing residential properties and multiple mapped aquatic resources including 
streams, wetlands, and floodplains.  

3.2.9 Site 8 
Site 8 is located approximately 5,500 feet southwest of the 500 kV/230 kV intersection, 
just south of the existing 115kV and proposed 230 kV ROW corridor (Figure 10). The 
substation at this site would require tap line connections to both the 230 kV and 500 kV 
lines. The 500 kV line would consist of a looped system, with the tap line looping into the 
southeast corner of the substation and looping out of the northeast corner of substation. 
Two corner structures would be required, one for the incoming line and one for the 
outgoing line, to accommodate angles in the tap line route.  The 230 kV tap line would 
extend from the northwest corner of the substation and would be routed directly north to 
the proposed 230 kV line. The tap lines would require a 250-foot-wide ROW corridor for 
the 500 kV lines, and a 125-foot-wide corridor for the 230 kV line. Multiple corner or 
crossover structures would be required to accommodate angles in the tap line routes and 
transmission line crossings. Access to the site would be provided via roads constructed 
off of Sams Valley Hwy, as well as extensions of existing access roads to the east. 
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The substation site is located on an EFU zoned parcel, without residential properties. 
Existing data does not show mapped streams or wetlands within Site 8. The ROW 
corridor for the tap line crosses EFU and OSR zoned parcels containing residential 
properties and multiple mapped aquatic resources including streams, wetlands, and 
floodplains. 
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Figure 3. Proposed Sams Valley Substation Site Alternative 1 
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Figure 4. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 2 
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Figure 5. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 3 
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Figure 6. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 4 
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Figure 7. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 5 
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Figure 8. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 6 
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Figure 9. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 7 
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Figure 10. Proposed Sams valley Substation Site Alternative 8 
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3.3 Practicability Evaluation 
The practicability test, described in Subpart B Section 230.10(a) of the Guidelines in 
40 CFR Part 230, is one step in identifying the LEDPA. The term practicable means 
“available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing 
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.” In addition, due to the fact 
that the project constitutes a non-water dependent use, the applicant must clearly refute 
USACE’s presumption that there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge 
that would have a less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the 
alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences. 

In accordance with Section 404(b)(1) guidelines, all eight of the substation site 
alternatives were evaluated for practicability and aquatic and environmental impacts. In 
evaluating the practicability of the alternatives, cost and logistics were the primary focus 
since technological constraints are not an issue. For the purpose of this analysis, 
logistics is defined as the coordination of efforts related to project permits and approvals, 
land purchases, residential displacements, and ROW easements. Aquatic impacts 
included impacts to wetlands and waters. Environmental impacts included impacts to 
land use; private property; floodplains; cultural, historic, or archaeological resources; and 
threatened or endangered species.     

3.3.1 Screening Criteria 
The following screening criteria were used to determine the LEDPA. Criteria #1-Cost and 
Criteria #2-Logistics relate to the practicability of each alternative whereas Criteria #3-
Aquatic Impacts and Criteria #4-Environmental Impacts relate to the environmental 
damage associated with each alternative.      

3.3.1.1 Criteria #1: Cost 

Costs associated with land acquisition, ROW easements, residential displacements, and 
construction should be considered when choosing the new substation location to avoid 
prohibitively or unreasonably expensive development costs. Costs associated with 
development of the substation itself include the cost of purchasing the land on which the 
substation will be built, the cost of residential displacements, and construction costs (i.e., 
equipment purchase and installation). Additionally, substation alternatives that require 
tap lines would incur additional costs for ROW easements, residential displacements, 
and construction. The following assumptions regarding land values, property values, and 
construction costs were used in estimating the cost of each substation alternative.  

Land Acquisition and ROW Easements 

Costs associated with land acquisition and ROW easements were estimated using an 
average land value of $6,000 per acre. This value is based on a review of current listings 
in the Jackson County area for vacant EFU zoned parcels.  

At each of the substation sites, approximately 30 to 50 acres of land acquisition would be 
required for development of the substation. In most cases, the parcels on which the 
substation is to be built would be purchased in their entirety from existing landowners. 
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However, in some cases, large parcels would likely be subdivided prior to purchase, to 
enable the applicant to only purchase what they need and save money. Under Jackson 
County’s Land Development Ordinance (2005), Chapter 4.2.12(A), land divisions on EFU 
zoned parcels are allowed for non farm uses, including utility facilities, provided that the 
new parcel is not larger than the minimum size necessary for the use, and a minimum 
setback of 200 feet from residual farm land is provided. Therefore, when estimating 
substation costs associated with land purchases, large parcels with only small portions 
needed for the substation were assumed to be subdivided prior to purchase. The 
200-foot setback only applies to subdivided parcels; parcels that are not subdivided are 
subject to smaller setback requirements (30 feet from property lines),  

Tap lines would require the purchase of ROW easements (assuming 250-foot-wide ROW 
for the 500kV line and 125 feet for the 230kV line) and the acreage of ROW easements 
needed would depend on the number and length of tap lines required for each 
alternative. Similar to the cost of land purchases, ROW easements would be calculated 
as a percentage (50 percent) of the fee value ($6,000 per acre) for the partial interest 
required. For example, a 1 acre easement would cost $3,000 ($6,000/acre x 1 acre 
easement x 50 percent).  

Residential Displacements  

Costs associated with residential displacements were estimated using a median home 
value of $230,100 for each residence. This value represents the median home value in 
Jackson County, OR, as of December 2015 (Zillow home value index).  Residences that 
are located on parcels purchased for development of the substation would be 
permanently displaced.  Residences located within tap line ROW easements could also 
be displaced, if necessary. For any residences that would be displaced, the landowners 
would be compensated based on fair market value as determined by a Licensed Oregon 
Appraiser and relocation assistance would be provided in accordance with the Uniform 
Relocation Act.   

Construction Costs 

The cost to construct each of the substation alternatives would be largely influenced by 
the amount of tap line required for each alternative. This is because the cost to construct 
the substation itself would be relatively uniform across all alternatives, with only minor 
differences in cost being incurred due to permitting or access needs at each site. The 
base cost to construct the substation itself (without a tap line) would be approximately 
$50 million for materials and construction services. Construction of a tap line, including 
equipment purchase and installation, typically costs approximately $3 million per mile for 
a 500 kV line and $1.25 million per mile for a 230 kV line. 

3.3.1.2 Criteria #2: Logistics 

The substation should be sited with logistics in mind to minimize the number of permits, 
approvals, acquisitions, or easements needed, thereby reducing associated schedule 
and budget concerns. Logistical constraints were evaluated for each substation 
alternative based on the presence of mapped environmental resources at each site, the 
number of residential structures or property boundaries crossed by each of the 
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substation alternatives, and other local permitting considerations such as land divisions 
for large parcels or road crossing permits.  

Some of the more common permits and approvals considered include a development 
permit, land division, or road crossing permit. In addition, sites that cross aquatic sites 
such as streams, wetlands, or floodplains require additional permits from the County (i.e., 
floodplain development or stream crossing permit), the State (removal/fill permit) and 
possibly consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service or NMFS for impacts to protected 
fish species.  

Substation alternatives that require tap lines require an additional 250-foot-wide ROW for 
the 500 kV line and 125 feet for the 230 kV line. ROW easements would need to be 
acquired for each parcel crossed, and existing residences that occur within the ROW 
could potentially be displaced. The greater the distance between the substation and the 
500 kV line, the greater the impact to adjacent land uses and property owners, due to 
additional ROW easements. Additionally, ROW acquisitions and residential 
displacements would introduce uncertainty into the project, and would have implications 
for schedule and cost. Therefore, locating the substation as close as possible to the 
existing 500 kV and proposed 230 kV intersection would minimize these logistical 
constraints. 

3.3.1.3 Criteria #3: Aquatic Impacts  

Alternatives must have similar or fewer impacts to aquatic resources as compared to the 
proposed action (Alternative 1). The proposed action alternative would impact 
approximately 3.5 acres of wetland.  Therefore, alternatives to the proposed action must 
result in fewer than 3.5 acres of wetland impacts.   

Wetland and water field delineation was performed for the proposed action alternative 
(Site 1), but was not performed for the remaining substation alternatives 2 through 8. 
Therefore, reasonable assumptions were made in determining the presence or absence 
of wetlands and waters at each of the non-delineated substation sites. Any mapped 
streams or wetlands from the NHD and NWI datasets were assumed to be present. In 
addition, substation sites containing wetland signatures when viewed from an aerial 
photograph were assumed to potentially contain wetlands. Wetland signatures were 
mapped at each of the substation sites based on aerial photo interpretations (ranging 
from 1994 to 2015) and are shown on Figure 3 through Figure 10.  

3.3.1.4 Criteria #4: Environmental Impacts 

Alternatives that are found to have fewer aquatic impacts when compared to the 
proposed alternative must not result in other significant adverse environmental 
consequences, such as impacts to surrounding land owners and land uses, threatened 
or endangered species, fish and wildlife, floodplains, or cultural or historic resources. To 
minimize impacts to these environmental resources, the substation should be sited to 
avoid residential and commercial buildings, incompatible land uses, floodplains, fish-
bearing streams, cultural and historic resources, threatened and endangered species 
and designated critical habitat. In addition, locating the substation as close as possible to 
the existing 500 kV and proposed 230 kV intersection would minimize the amount of land 
required, thereby reducing the amount of ROW acquisitions, residential displacements, 
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and land use impacts, and reduce the likelihood of encountering other sensitive 
environmental resources, such as floodplains and fish-bearing streams.   

A substation tap line would require an additional 250-foot-wide ROW for the 500 kV line 
and 125 feet for the 230 kV line. Existing residences that occur within the ROW would be 
displaced, and existing land uses would be permanently converted to a ROW utility use. 
Vegetation within the ROW would be maintained to satisfy transmission line clearance 
and safety requirements, and would require the removal of any incompatible vegetation 
within the ROW, such as tall-growing trees..  The greater the distance between the 
substation and the 500 kV line, the greater the impact to adjacent land uses, property 
owners, and vegetation, due to additional ROW easements.  

The environmental impacts associated with the proposed alternative form a baseline to 
which all other alternatives will be compared.  The proposed substation alternative Site 1 
does not contain any mapped floodplains or known occurrences of threatened or 
endangered species. There would be no residential displacements under the proposed 
alternative, and no fish-bearing streams would be crossed. Therefore, alternatives that 
result in any residential displacements or impacts to floodplains, fish bearing streams, 
threatened or endangered species, or designated critical habitat would have greater 
impacts compared to the proposed substation alternative.  

3.3.2 Results 
The cost, logistical constraints, and environmental and aquatic impacts associated with 
each of the substation alternatives are summarized in Table 1. None of the substation 
alternatives contained threatened or endangered species or designated critical habitat, 
therefore, those parameters are excluded from Table 1. The sections that follow Table 1 
provide a detailed description of each alternative's ability to meet the screening criteria 
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Table 1. Comparison of Substation Site Alternatives 

Impacts Site 1 (Proposed 
Action) Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 Site 8 

Cost 

Substation 
Construction  

$50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 

Tap Line Construction  $0 $524,858 $2,708,143 $2,232,150 $3,250,758 $5,718,704 $5,889,915 $7,358,381 

Land Purchase $120,000 $222,000 $173,160  $239,820  $319,740 $240,000  $240,000  $240,000  

ROW Easements $0 $19,080 $81,180 $71,490 $96,300 $172,380 $174,720 $218,220 

Residential 
Displacement Cost 

$0  $460,200  $460,200  $690,300 $0  $920,400 $230,100 $460,200 

Total Cost $50,120,000 $51,226,138 $53,422,683 $53,233,760 $53,666,798 $57,051,484 $56,534,735 $58,276,801 

Price Difference from 
Site 1 (Proposed 
Action) 

n/a 

$1,106,138 $3,302,683 $3,113,760 $3,546,798 $6,931,484 $6,414,735 $8,156,801 

Percent Difference n/a +2% +7% +6% +7% +14% +13% +16% 

Logistics 

Land Purchased for 
Substation (acres/# 
parcels) 

17.74 acres/1 parcel1 37 acres/ 
2 parcels 

28.86 acres/ 
2 parcels 

39.97 acres/ 
1 parcel 

53.29 acres/ 
2 parcels 

40 acres/ 
1 parcel 

40 acres/ 
1 parcel 

40 acres/ 
1 parcel 

Tap Line ROW 
(acres) 

0 6.36 27.06 23.83 32.10 57.46 58.24 72.74 

# ROW Easements 
Needed for Tap Line  

0 3 15 6 11 27 15 14 

230 kV Tap Line 
Length (feet) 

0 2,217 788 3,659 152 1,927 195 153 

500 kV Tap Line 
Length (feet) 

0 0 4,438 2,404 5,658 9,262 10,285 12,887 

Aquatic Impacts 

Wetland Impacts 
(acres) 

3.5 6.162 0.702 6.352 3.292 1.502 0.732 02 
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Impacts Site 1 (Proposed 
Action) Site 2 Site 3 Site 4 Site 5 Site 6 Site 7 Site 8 

Stream 
Impacts3(linear feet) 

0 646 (P) 2,710 
(P/F,I,E)  

- 1,240 (E) - - - 

Environmental Impacts 

Residential 
Displacements due to 
Substation Siting  

0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Potential Residential 
Displacements due to 
Tap Line Easements 

0 0 2 2 0 4 1 2 

Total Land Use 
Impact (acres for 
substation and tap 
line ROW combined) 

30.48 43.36 55.92 63.80 84.95 97.46 97.68 112.74 

1 Two additional parcels at Site 1 were previously purchased by Pacific Power in 1967 and 1989, respectively. 2Wetland impacts are estimated from wetland signatures 
in aerial imagery and have not been field verified 

3Stream types: E=ephemeral, P=perennial, I=intermittent, F=fish bearing 
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3.3.2.1 Site 1 

Cost 

Development of the  substation at Site 1 would cost approximately $50,120,000. This 
includes the base cost to construct the substation itself (without any tap lines) and the 
cost to purchase one additional parcel (taxlot 700) that is adjacent to two parcels, which 
have been owned by Pacific Power since 1967 and 1989, respectively. . Since the 
substation at this site would be located directly underneath the intersection of the existing 
500 kV and proposed 230 kV transmission lines, additional costs for tap line construction 
would not be incurred. In addition, ROW costs associated with easements and residential 
displacements would not be incurred for development of Site 1.  

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for development of the substation at Site 1 include a 
local development permit and a removal/fill permit for wetland impacts. The substation 
would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the areas zoning designations cross, and 
would be subject to administrative review and approval by the Jackson County Planning 
Commission. Impacts to wetlands present onsite would require a USACE/ Department of 
State Lands (DSL) removal/fill permit and compensatory mitigation for impacts. One 
parcel, totaling 17.7 acres, was already purchased for the substation However the parcel 
was vacant and did not require any residential displacements.  

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 1 contains a mapped ephemeral stream (NHD), but does not contain mapped NWI 
wetlands. However, wetland signatures are present in aerial photographs of the site. 
Field delineation was performed for the site during the summer of 2014, followed by a 
second visit in the summer of 2015. Approximately 3.5 acres would be permanently filled 
for development of the substation (Figure 3). No streams were found to occur at the site, 
however, a roadside ditch that borders the southern side of Sams Valley Highway was 
determined to be jurisdictional by DSL (Ditch 1). The jurisdictional ditch occurs outside of 
the substation and would not be impacted during construction or operation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from wetland impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 1 would 
primarily relate to land use. Under this alternative, approximately 30.48 acres of existing 
EFU land would be purchased for development of the substation, and permanently 
converted to a utility use. However, property acquisitions and ROW easements would not 
be required, therefore, residences would not be physically displaced. Additionally, the 
site is in close proximity (500 feet or less) to three adjacent residential buildings and 
active farmland, which could affect visual quality and land value. There are no floodplains 
or fish-bearing streams that occur within the site. There are no threatened or endangered 
species known to occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at 
the site. Existing vegetation is predominantly herbaceous and would be relatively easy to 
clear during construction.  
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Practicability Finding 

Site 1 is considered practicable given its low cost and limited logistical constraints 
relative to other alternatives evaluated. Approximately 3.5 acres of wetland impacts 
would occur under this alternative, however, other environmental impacts to surrounding 
land uses, residences, floodplains, and fish-bearing steams would be limited, especially 
when compared to other alternatives. Impacts to wetlands would require compensatory 
mitigation to satisfy USACE/DSL permitting requirements.  

3.3.2.2 Site 2 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 2 would cost approximately $51,226,138 including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements.  
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct, $222,000 to purchase the 
land, and $460,200 for two residential displacements. The 230 kV tap line would cost 
$524,858 to construct and $19,080 for ROW easements. The cost of a substation at 
Site 2 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by approximately $1,106,138, 
which represents a 2 percent increase. Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 2 would include a local development permit, road 
crossing permit, and possibly a removal/fill permit for impacts to wetlands and waters. 
The substation and tap line would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the areas zoning 
designations cross, and would subject to administrative review and approval by the 
Jackson County Planning Commission. A road crossing permit would be needed for the 
tap line crossing of Sams Valley Highway (OR-234). Based on the high potential for 
wetlands and waters to be found at both the substation site and within the tap line ROW 
corridor, a wetlands and waters determination would be needed to confirm the presence 
or absence of wetlands and waters prior to construction. If wetlands and waters are 
found to occur, a removal/fill permit would be required. Two parcels, totaling 37 acres 
total, would need to be purchased for the substation, resulting in two residential 
displacements, which would require negotiations with property owners and relocation 
assistance. In addition, the tap line crosses 3 parcels and would require an additional 
6.36 acres of ROW easements.  

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 2 contains one mapped perennial stream (NHD), but does not contain mapped NWI 
wetlands. The aerial image of site 2 shows a possible wetland signature, near the 
southwest corner of the site and extending off-site into the area between Sams Valley 
Highway and Tresham Lane. Approximately 6.16 acres of wetlands were mapped within 
the substation boundary at Site 2 using aerial imagery to detect wetland signatures 
(Figure 4). Construction of the substation itself (not including tap lines) would result in 
permanent impacts to approximately 646 linear feet of the mapped perennial stream, and 
could potentially result in permanent impacts to mapped wetlands (up to 6.16 acres).    

In addition, the tap line corridor for Site 2 crosses mapped streams and wetlands, 
including the delineated wetland at Site 1. Construction of the tap line could result in 
temporary impacts to wetlands and waters from ground disturbance caused by 
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construction vehicles and equipment. Clearing within the tap line ROW could also impact 
riparian or wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 2 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, at least two residences would be 
displaced, and approximately 37 acres of existing (EFU) farmland would be permanently 
converted to a utility use for development of the substation. Incompatible land uses 
within the tap line ROW (6.36 acres) would also be converted to a utility use, if 
necessary. The substation is in close proximity (500 feet or less) to three adjacent 
residential buildings and active farmland, which could affect visual quality and land value. 
In addition to the visual impact of the substation, the overhead tap line would also result 
in visual impacts for adjacent land uses. There are no floodplains or fish-bearing streams 
that occur within the site. There are no threatened or endangered species known to 
occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at the site.  With the 
exception of some large trees in the northwest corner of the site existing vegetation is 
predominantly herbaceous and would be relatively easy to clear during construction.  

Practicability Finding 

Site 2 would be practicable, in light of cost and logistics. Although the costs to construct 
would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by $1,245,218, and logistical 
constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW easements, and potential 
wetland and waters permitting would introduce uncertainty into the project and would 
have implications for schedule and cost, increased costs and logistical constraints would 
not be sufficient to make this alternative impracticable. However, when compared to the 
proposed alternative (Site 1), Site 2 is likely to result in greater wetland, stream, land use 
and ROW impacts. Therefore, Site 2 would not constitute a less environmentally 
damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.3 Site 3 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 3 would cost approximately $53,422,683 including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements. 
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct and $173,160 to purchase the 
land. The 500 kV and 230 kV tap lines would cost $2,708,143 to construct, $81,180 for 
ROW easements, and $460,200 for two potential residential displacements.  The cost of 
a substation at Site 3 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by 
approximately $3,302,683, which represents a 7 percent increase. 

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 3 would include a local development permit, 
floodplain development permit, road crossing permit, and removal/fill permit for impacts 
to waters. The substation and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the 
areas zoning designations cross, and would be subject to administrative review and 
approval by the Jackson County Planning Commission. A road crossing permit would be 
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needed for the tap line crossing of Sams Valley Highway (OR-234). Site 3 is located 
within the 100-year floodplain, which requires a Jackson County floodplain development 
permit. Assuming that mapped streams including one perennial, three intermittent, and 
one ephemeral occur on-site, impacts to water resources present on site would require a 
USACE/DSL removal/fill permit and compensatory mitigation for impacts. In addition, 
based on the high potential for wetlands to be found at both the substation site, a 
wetlands and waters determination would be needed to confirm the presence or absence 
of wetlands prior to construction. If wetlands are found to occur, a removal/fill permit 
would be required for wetland impacts as well. 

The site overlaps a fish bearing perennial stream, Rock Creek, which is designated as 
essential fish habitat (EFH) for coho and Chinook. The NMFS may need to be consulted 
for impacts to EFH. Summer steelhead populations within Rock Creek are classified by 
the State of Oregon as a species of concern, but are not threatened or endangered. 
ODFW would review and comment on the USACE/DSL permit application. 

Two parcels, totaling 28.86 acres total, would need to be purchased for the substation. In 
addition, the tap line crosses 15 parcels and would require an additional 27.06 acres of 
ROW easements and two potential residential displacements, which would necessitate 
negotiations with property owners and relocation assistance.  

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 3 contains five mapped streams (NHD), including one perennial/fish-bearing (Rock 
Creek), three intermittent, and one ephemeral. The substation site does not contain 
mapped NWI wetlands, however, the aerial image of site 3 shows a possible wetland 
signature in the southern half of the site. Approximately 0.70 acre of wetlands was 
mapped within the substation boundary at Site 3 using aerial imagery to detect wetland 
signatures (Figure 5). Construction of the substation itself (not including tap lines) would 
result in impacts to approximately 2,710 linear feet of mapped streams, including 
750 feet of a perennial, fish-bearing stream (Rock Creek), and could potentially result in 
permanent impacts to mapped wetlands (up to 0.70 acres).  

In addition, the tap line corridors for Site 3 cross mapped streams and wetland features. 
Construction of the tap line could result in temporary impacts to wetlands and waters 
from ground disturbance caused by construction vehicles and equipment. Clearing within 
the tap line ROW could also impact riparian or wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 3 include 
impacts to floodplains, fish species and habitats, land use, and ROW. Under this 
alternative, at least two residences would potentially be displaced and approximately 
28.86 acres of existing EFU land would be permanently converted for development of the 
substation. Incompatible land uses within the tap line ROW (27.06 acres) would also be 
converted to a utility use, if necessary.  The substation is in close proximity (500 feet or 
less) to two adjacent residential buildings and active farmland, which could affect visual 
quality and land value.  In addition to the visual impact of the substation, the overhead 
tap lines and tower structures would also result in visual impacts for adjacent land uses. 
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The substation itself (not including tap lines) would be sited within a 100-year floodplain 
and would permanently impact approximately 750 linear feet of a fish-bearing stream 
(Rock Creek) containing designated EFH. Potential fish species within Rock Creek 
include coho, chinook, and summer steelhead. Filling or diverting the stream channel 
could compromise the quality of in-stream habitat for these species, both within the 
project site and downstream from the project site. Development within the floodplain 
could also reduce the beneficial functions of the floodplain (flood storage), and increase 
the flood risk on adjacent properties. Although there are no threatened or endangered 
species known to occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at 
the site, impacts to EFH may require consultation with NMFS. 

Extensive clearing of riparian vegetation could impact local wildlife species through 
displacement and fragmentation of habitat. The tap line corridors would also cross Rock 
Creek and the 100-year floodplain, however, impacts to these resources resulting from 
the tap lines would be minimal as overhead structures would avoid direct ground 
disturbance in these areas. Limited vegetation clearing may be needed within the 
riparian zone of Rock Creek to meet clearance and safety requirements for the tap lines.  

Practicability Finding 

Site 3 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and aquatic or environmental 
impacts. The costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
$3,503,863 and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW 
easements, floodplain development, permitting for stream impacts and agency 
consultations for protected fish species would introduce uncertainty into the project and 
would have implications for schedule and cost. Compared to the proposed alternative 
(Site 1), Site 3 would likely result in fewer wetland impacts, but larger stream impacts. In 
addition, Site 3 would result in greater environmental impacts from land use conversion, 
residential displacements, removal or modification of riparian habitat and in-stream fish 
habitat, and floodplain development relative to the proposed alternative. Therefore, Site 3 
would not constitute a less environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed 
alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.4 Site 4 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 4 would cost approximately $53,233,760 including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements. 
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct, $239,820 to purchase the land 
and $230,100 for one residential displacement. The 500 kV and 230 kV tap lines would 
cost $2,232,150 to construct, $71,490 for ROW easements, and $460,200 for two 
potential residential displacements.  The cost of a substation at Site 4 would exceed the 
cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by approximately $3,113,760, which represents a 
6 percent increase. 

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 4 would include a local development permit, road 
crossing permit, and possibly a removal/fill permit for impacts to wetlands and waters. 

30 | April 13, 2016 



Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis 
 Sams Valley Substation 

 

The substation and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the areas 
zoning designations cross, and would be subject to administrative review and approval 
by the Jackson County Planning Commission. A road crossing permit would be needed 
for the tap line crossing of Sams Valley Highway (OR-234). Based on the potential for 
wetlands and waters to be found at both the substation site and within the tap line ROW 
corridors, a wetlands and waters determination would be needed to confirm the presence 
or absence of jurisdictional wetlands and waters prior to construction. If jurisdictional 
wetlands and waters are found to occur, a USACE/DSL removal/fill permit would be 
required.  

One 39.97-acre parcel would need to be purchased for the substation, resulting in one 
residential displacement, which would necessitate negotiations with the property owner 
and relocation assistance. In addition, the tap lines cross six parcels, would require an 
additional 23.83 acres of ROW easements, and would result in at least two potential 
residential displacements, which would require negotiations with property owners and 
relocation assistance. 

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 4 does not contain any mapped wetlands or waters. However, aerial imagery of 
Site 4 shows possible wetland signatures in the southern half of the site.  Approximately 
6.35 acres of wetlands were mapped within the substation boundary at Site 4 using 
aerial imagery to detect wetland signatures (Figure 6). Construction of the substation 
itself (not including the tap lines) could potentially result in permanent impacts to mapped 
wetlands (up to 6.35 acres).    

In addition, the tap line corridors for Site 4 cross mapped streams and wetlands, 
including the delineated wetland at Site 1. Construction of the tap line could result in 
temporary impacts to wetlands and waters from ground disturbance caused by 
construction vehicles and equipment. Clearing within the tap line ROW could also impact 
riparian or wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 4 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, at least one residence would be 
displaced for development of the substation, and additional two residences would 
potentially be displaced for the tap line ROW, and approximately 39.97 acres of existing 
EFU land would be permanently converted to a utility use. Incompatible land uses within 
the tap line ROW (23.83 acres) would also be converted to a utility use, if necessary. The 
substation is in close proximity (500 feet or less) to five adjacent residential buildings and 
active farmland, which could affect visual quality and land value. In addition to the visual 
impact of the substation, the overhead tap lines and tower structures would also result in 
visual impacts for adjacent land uses. There are no floodplains or fish-bearing streams 
that occur within the site.  There are no threatened or endangered species known to 
occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at the site. 

Practicability Finding 

Site 4 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and other environmental 
factors. The costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
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$3,305,250 and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW 
easements, and potential wetland and waters permitting would introduce uncertainty into 
the project, and would have implications for schedule and cost. In addition, Site 4 is likely 
to result in greater wetland, land use and ROW impacts when compared to the proposed 
alternative (Site 1). Therefore, Site 4 would not constitute a less environmentally 
damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.5 Site 5 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 5 would cost approximately $53,666,798including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, and ROW easements. The substation itself would 
cost $50,000,000 to construct and $319,740to purchase the land. The 500 kV tap lines 
would cost $3,250,758 to construct and $96,300 for ROW easements.  The cost of a 
substation at Site 5 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by approximately 
$3,546,798, which represents a 7 percent increase. 

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 5 would include a local development permit, 
floodplain development permit, land division permit, and possibly a removal/fill permit for 
impacts to wetlands. The substation and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 1" 
or "Type 2" use in the areas zoning designations cross, and would be subject to 
administrative review and approval by the Jackson County Planning Commission. One of 
the tap line tower structures is located within the 100-year floodplain, which requires a 
Jackson County floodplain development permit. Based on the potential for wetlands to be 
found at the substation site, a field determination would be needed to confirm the 
presence or absence of wetlands prior to construction. If jurisdictional wetlands are found 
to occur, a USACE/DSL removal/fill permit would be required.  

Two parcels, totaling 53.29 acres, would need to be purchased for the substation. Due to 
the large size of one parcel, a land division would likely be required to avoid purchasing 
more land than is needed for the substation. In addition, the tap lines cross 11 parcels 
and would require an additional 32.10 acres of ROW easements.  

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 5 contains two mapped ephemeral streams (NHD), but does not contain any 
mapped NWI wetlands. However, aerial imagery of Site 5 shows possible wetland 
signatures in the western half of the site. Approximately 3.29 acres of wetlands were 
mapped within the substation boundary at Site 5 using aerial imagery to detect wetland 
signatures (Figure 7). Construction of the substation itself (not including tap lines) would 
result in permanent impacts to approximately 1,240 linear feet of the mapped ephemeral 
streams, and could potentially result in permanent impacts to mapped wetlands (up to 
3.29 acres).   

In addition, the tap line corridors for Site 5 cross mapped streams, waterbodies, and 
wetland features. Construction of the tap line could result in temporary impacts to 
wetlands and waters from ground disturbance caused by construction vehicles and 
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equipment. Clearing within the tap line ROW could also impact riparian or wetland 
vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 5 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, approximately 53.29 acres of land 
zoned for EFU or OSR would be permanently converted to a utility use. Incompatible 
land uses within the tap line ROW (31.66 acres) would also be converted to a utility use, 
if necessary. The substation is in close proximity (500 feet or less) to active farmland, 
which could affect visual quality and land value. In addition to the visual impact of the 
substation, the overhead tap lines and tower structures would also result in visual 
impacts for adjacent land uses. One tower structure would be located within the 100-year 
floodplain, however, floodplain impacts resulting from tower installation would be minimal 
and beneficial floodplain functions (flood storage) would remain similar to existing 
conditions. Extensive vegetation clearing within the southernmost 500 kV tap line ROW 
could impact local wildlife species through displacement and fragmentation of habitat. 
There are no threatened or endangered species known to occur within the site, and 
designated critical habitat does not occur at the site. 

Practicability Finding 

Site 5 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and other environmental 
factors. The costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
$3,725,673 and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW 
easements, floodplain development, and permitting for stream or wetland impacts would 
introduce uncertainty into the project, and would have implications for schedule and cost. 
Although Site 5 would likely result in fewer wetland impacts and similar or larger stream 
impacts when compared to the proposed alternative (Site 1), land use and ROW impacts 
would be greater than the proposed alternative. Therefore, Site 5 would not constitute a 
less environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.6 Site 6 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 6 would cost approximately $57,051,484 including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements. 
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct and $240,000 to purchase the 
land. The 500 kV and 230 kV tap lines would cost $5,718,704 to construct, $172,380 for 
ROW easements, and $920,400 for four potential residential displacements. The cost of 
a substation at Site 6 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by 
approximately $6,931,484, which represents a 14 percent increase. 

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 6 would include a local development permit, land 
division, road crossing permit, and possibly a removal/fill permit for impacts to wetlands. 
The substation and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the areas 
zoning designations cross, and would be subject to administrative review and approval 
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by the Jackson County Planning Commission. A road crossing permit would be needed 
for the tap line crossing of Sams Valley Highway (OR-234). Based on the potential for 
wetlands to be found at the substation site, a field determination would be needed to 
confirm the presence or absence of wetlands prior to construction. If jurisdictional 
wetlands are found to occur, a USACE/DSL removal/fill permit would be required.  

One parcel would need to be purchased for the substation. Due to the large size of the 
parcel, a land division permit would likely be required to avoid purchasing more land than 
is needed for the substation. In addition, the tap lines would cross 27 parcels, require an 
additional 57.46 acres of ROW easements, and result in four potential residential 
displacements, which would require negotiations with property owners and relocation 
assistance. 

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 6 does not contain any mapped wetlands or waters; however, aerial imagery of 
Site 6 shows possible wetland signatures along drainages that intersect through the 
middle of the site. Approximately 1.50 acre of wetlands was mapped within the 
substation boundary at Site 6 using aerial imagery to detect wetland signatures 
(Figure 8). Therefore, construction of the substation itself (not including tap lines) could 
potentially result in permanent impacts to mapped wetlands (up to 1.50 acres).   

In addition, the tap line corridors for Site 6 cross mapped streams and wetlands. 
Construction of the tap line could result in temporary impacts to wetlands and waters 
from ground disturbance caused by construction vehicles and equipment. Clearing within 
the tap line ROW could also impact riparian or wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 6 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, four residences would potentially be 
displaced from the tap line ROW and approximately 40 acres of existing EF) land would 
be permanently converted to a utility use for development of the substation. Incompatible 
land uses within the tap line ROW (57.46 acres) would also be converted to a utility use, 
if necessary. The substation is in close proximity (500 feet or less) to active farmland, 
which could affect visual quality and land value. In addition to the visual impact of the 
substation, the overhead tap lines and tower structures would also result in visual 
impacts for adjacent land uses. The tap line corridors would cross a perennial fish 
bearing stream (Rock Creek) and the 100-year floodplain, however, impacts to these 
resources would be negligible as overhead structures would avoid direct ground 
disturbance in these areas.  A limited amount of vegetation clearing may be needed 
within the riparian zone of Rock Creek, which could have a minor impact on some 
riparian wildlife species through displacement and fragmentation of habitat. There are no 
threatened or endangered species known to occur within the site, and designated critical 
habitat does not occur at the site. 

Practicability Finding 

Site 6 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and other environmental 
factors. The costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
$7,223,864, and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW 
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easements, and a potential removal/fill permit would introduce uncertainty into the 
project, and would have implications for schedule and cost. Compared to the proposed 
alternative (Site 1), Site 6 would likely result in fewer wetland and water impacts. 
However, Site 6 would result in greater land use and ROW impacts relative to the 
proposed alternative. Therefore, Site 6 would not constitute a less environmentally 
damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.7 Site 7 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 7 would cost approximately $56,534,735including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements. 
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct and $240,000 to purchase the 
land. The 500 kV and 230 kV tap lines would cost $5,889,915 to construct, $174,720for 
ROW easements, and $230,100 for one potential residential displacement. The cost of a 
substation at Site 7 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by approximately 
$6,414,735, which represents a 13 percent increase. 

Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 7 would include a local development permit, land 
division permit, and possibly a removal/fill permit for impacts to wetlands. The substation 
and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in the areas zoning designations 
cross, and would be subject to administrative review and approval by the Jackson 
County Planning Commission. Based on the potential for wetlands to be found at the 
substation site, a field determination would be needed to confirm the presence or 
absence of wetlands prior to construction. If jurisdictional wetlands are found to occur, a 
USACE/DSL removal/fill permit would be required.  

One parcel would need to be purchased for the substation. Due to the large size of the 
parcel, a land division permit would likely be required to avoid purchasing more land than 
is needed for the substation. In addition, the tap lines would cross 15 parcels, require an 
additional 58.24 acres of ROW easements, and result in one potential residential 
displacement, which would require negotiations with property owners and relocation 
assistance. The substation would also impact driveway access to one residential 
property located east of the substation, which would require additional negotiations and 
compensation.  

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 7 does not contain any mapped wetlands or waters, however aerial imagery of Site 7 
shows a possible wetland signature in the northeast corner of the site. Approximately 
0.73 acre of wetlands was mapped within the substation boundary at Site 7 using aerial 
imagery to detect wetland signatures (Figure 9). Therefore, construction of the substation 
itself (not including tap lines) could potentially result in permanent impacts to mapped 
wetlands (up to 0.73 acre).   

In addition, the tap line corridors for Site 7 cross mapped streams and wetlands, 
construction of the tap line could result in temporary impacts to wetlands and waters from 
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ground disturbance caused by construction vehicles and equipment. Clearing within the 
tap line ROW could also impact riparian or wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 7 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, at least one residence would 
potentially be displaced from the tap line ROW, and approximately 40 acres of existing 
EFU land would be permanently converted to a utility use for development of the 
substation. Incompatible land uses within the tap line ROW (57.68 acres) would also be 
converted to a utility use, if necessary. The substation is in close proximity (500 feet or 
less) to one adjacent residential building and active farmland, which could affect visual 
quality and land value. In addition to the visual impact of the substation, the overhead tap 
lines and tower structures would also result in visual impacts for adjacent land uses. The 
tap line corridors would cross a perennial fish bearing stream (Rock Creek) and the 100-
year floodplain, however, impacts to these resources would be negligible as overhead 
structures would avoid direct ground disturbance in these areas.  A limited amount of 
vegetation clearing may be needed within the riparian zone of Rock Creek, which could 
have a minor impact on some riparian wildlife species through displacement and 
fragmentation of habitat. Extensive vegetation clearing within the substation site and the 
southernmost 500 kV tap line ROW could impact local wildlife species through 
displacement and fragmentation of habitat. There are no threatened or endangered 
species known to occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at 
the site. 

Practicability Finding 

Site 7 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and other environmental 
factors. the costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
$6,659,930, and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions, ROW 
easements, and a potential removal/fill permit would introduce uncertainty into the 
project, and would have implications for schedule and cost. Compared to the proposed 
alternative (Site 1), Site 7 would likely result in fewer wetland and water impacts. 
However, Site 7 would result in greater land use and ROW impacts relative to the 
proposed alternative. Therefore, Site 7 would not constitute a less environmentally 
damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

3.3.2.8 Site 8 

Cost 

Development of the substation at Site 8 would cost approximately $58,276,801 including 
costs for construction, land acquisition, ROW easements, and residential displacements. 
The substation itself would cost $50,000,000 to construct and $240,000 to purchase the 
land. The 500 kV and 230 kV tap lines would cost $7,358,381 to construct, $218,220 for 
ROW easements, and $460,200 for two potential residential displacements. The cost of 
a substation at Site 8 would exceed the cost of Site 1 (Proposed Action) by 
approximately $8,156,801, which represents a 16 percent increase. 
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Logistics 

Permits and approvals required for Site 8 would include a local development permit and 
land division. The substation and tap lines would constitute a permitted "Type 2" use in 
the areas zoning designations cross, and would be subject to administrative review and 
approval by the Jackson County Planning Commission.  

One parcel would need to be purchased for the substation. Due to the large size of the 
parcel, a land division permit would likely be required to avoid purchasing more land than 
is needed for the substation. In addition, the tap lines would cross 14 parcels, require an 
additional 72.74 acres of ROW easements, and result in two potential residential 
displacements, which would require negotiations with property owners and relocation 
assistance. 

Aquatic Impacts 

Site 8 does not contain any mapped wetlands or waters, therefore, construction of the 
substation itself (not including the tap line) is not anticipated to result in permanent 
impacts to streams or wetlands. However, since the tap line corridors for Site 8 cross 
mapped streams and wetlands, construction of the tap line could result in temporary 
impacts to wetlands and waters from ground disturbance caused by construction 
vehicles and equipment. Clearing within the tap line ROW could also impact riparian or 
wetland vegetation.   

Environmental Impacts 

Aside from aquatic impacts, other environmental impacts associated with Site 8 primarily 
relate to land use and ROW. Under this alternative, two residences would be potentially 
displaced from the tap line ROW and approximately 40 acres of existing EFU land would 
be permanently converted to a utility use for development of the substation. Incompatible 
land uses within the tap line ROW (72.74 acres) would also be converted to a utility use, 
if necessary. The overhead tap lines and tower structures would result in visual impacts 
for adjacent land uses. 

 The tap line corridors would cross a perennial fish bearing stream (Rock Creek) and the 
100-year floodplain, however, impacts to these resources would be negligible as 
overhead structures would avoid direct ground disturbance in these areas.  A limited 
amount of vegetation clearing may be needed within the riparian zone of Rock Creek, 
which could have a minor impact on some riparian wildlife species through displacement 
and fragmentation of habitat. Extensive vegetation clearing within the substation site and 
the southernmost 500 kV tap line ROW could impact local wildlife species through 
displacement and fragmentation of habitat. There are no threatened or endangered 
species known to occur within the site, and designated critical habitat does not occur at 
the site. 

Practicability Finding 

Site 8 would not be practicable, in light of costs, logistics, and other environmental 
factors. The costs to construct would be higher than the proposed alternative (Site 1) by 
$8,495,021, and logistical constraints associated with property acquisitions and ROW 
easements would introduce uncertainty into the project and would have implications for 
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schedule and cost. Compared to the proposed alternative (Site 1), Site 8 would result in 
fewer wetland and water impacts. However, Site 8 would result in greater land use and 
ROW impacts relative to the proposed alternative. Therefore, Site 8 would not constitute 
a less environmentally damaging alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1.  

4 Conclusion 
When compared to the proposed alternative (Site 1), all other alternatives would result in 
greater environmental impacts related to land use and ROW. Wetland mapping at Sites 2 
and 4 indicates that these alternatives are likely to result in greater wetland impacts than 
the proposed alternative. Additionally, Site 3 would result in greater impacts to streams, 
floodplains, and fish habitat when compared to the proposed alternative. Therefore, none 
of the alternatives to the proposed action would qualify as a less environmentally 
damaging alternative. Therefore, the proposed alternative at Site 1 is the least 
environmentally damaging alternative.  

Sites 3 through 8 would not be practicable due to unreasonably high costs associated 
with tap line construction, or significant logistical constraints that would introduce 
uncertainty into the project and would have implications for schedule and cost. The 
proposed alternative (Site 1) and Site 2 would be practicable, in terms of costs and 
logistics. However, Site 2 is likely to result in greater wetland, stream, land use and ROW 
impacts. Therefore, Site 2 would not constitute a less environmentally damaging 
alternative to the proposed alternative at Site 1. The proposed alternative at Site 1 is 
determined to be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA). 
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Table J-2.1A. Wetlands 

Map Tile Route 
Nearest Mile 

Post 
Feature ID 

Size (Total 
Acres) 

Cowardin 
Class 

Characteristics 

J-2.11 

Grants Pass–
Sams Valley 
Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.4 WL-01 0.0006 PEM Fringe wetlands along irrigation ditch. 

J-2.28 

Grants Pass–
Sams Valley 
Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

17 WL-02 0.166 PEM 
Wetland in drainage channel that receives 
backflow from artificial pond. 

J-2.28 

Grants Pass–
Sams Valley 
Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

17 WL-03 0.453 PEM 
Wetland in shallow depression adjacent 
artificial pond. 

J-2.27 

Grants Pass–
Sams Valley 
Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

16.1 
WL-04A 
WL-04B 

0.537 PEM 
Wetlands in shallow depressions to either 
side of access road. 

J-2.30 
Dixonville-Sams 
Valley 500kV 

Sams Valley 
Substation 

WL-05 0.09 PEM Wetland in depression within hay meadow. 

J-2.35 Proposed Route 4.2 WL-06 0.521 PEM 
Wetland in shallow depression on floodplain 
(possible vernal pool). 

J-2.35 Proposed Route 4.1 WL-07 0.005 PEM 
Wetland in broad ditch excavated for quarry 
operations. 

J-2.35 Proposed Route 4, 4.1 

WL-08A 
WL-08B 
WL-08C 
WL-08D 

0.054 PEM 
Wetlands in series of shallow depressions on 
floodplain; area appears to have been 
impacted/modified by quarry operations. 
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Map Tile Route 
Nearest Mile 

Post 
Feature ID 

Size (Total 
Acres) 

Cowardin 
Class 

Characteristics 

J-2.30 
Dixonville-Sams 
Valley 500kV 

Sams Valley 
Substation 

WL-B 4.68 PEM 

Large depressional/slope wetland located in 
pastureland predominantly consisting of 
emergent vegetation. Wetland extends 
offsite to the west of the Project site 
boundary. 

J-2.30 
Dixonville-Sams 
Valley 500kV 

Sams Valley 
Substation 

WL-C 0.09 PEM 
Small depressional/slope wetland located in 
pastureland predominantly consisting of 
emergent vegetation. 

 
PEM: Palustrine Emergent 
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Table J-2-1B. Other Waters 

Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.1 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

0.1 WB-1 10 Perennial Natural drainage 

J-2.3 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

1.0 WB-2 3 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.3 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

1.0 WB-3 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.3 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

1.2 WB-4 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.3 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

1.4 WB-5 6 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.4 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

2.1 WB-6 4 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.4 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

2.2 WB-7 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.2 WB-8 2 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.3 WB-9 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.6 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.6 WB-10 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.6 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.9 WB-11 5 Ephemeral Artificial ditch 

J-2.6 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

4.1 WB-12 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.6 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

4.1 WB-13 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.4 WB-14 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

3.2 WB-15 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.8 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.1 WB-16 4 Ephemeral Artificial ditch 

J-2.8 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.1 WB-17 4 Ephemeral 
Artificial ditch w/ 
culvert 

J-2.7 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

4.7 WB-18 2 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.8 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.1 WB-19 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.7 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.2 WB-20 0.5 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.9 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.6 WB-21 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.2 WB-22 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.1 WB-23 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.3 WB-24 4 Intermittent Artificial ditch 

J-2.11 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.4 WB-25 4 Intermittent 
Artificial ditch w/ 
culvert 

J-2.9 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.6 WB-26 4 Perennial 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.12 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.1 WB-27 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.4 WB-28 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.16 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.6 WB-29 0.5 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.24 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.9 WB-30 3 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

15.1 WB-31 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.18 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.2 WB-32 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.18 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11 WB-33 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.18 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11 WB-34 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.18, J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.3 WB-35 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.4 WB-36 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.3 WB-37 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.5 WB-38 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.6 WB-39 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.20 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.3 WB-40 2.5 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.5 WB-41 2 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-42 2 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-42B 2 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-43 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-44 3 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-44B 3 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.23 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 WB-45 1 Ephemeral 
Natural drainage w/ 
culvert 

J-2.20 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12 WB-46 15 Perennial Natural drainage 

J-2.20 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12 WB-47 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.20 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12 WB-48 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.27 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

16.3 WB-49 2 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.28 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

16.8 WB-50 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.31 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

1.6 WB-51 1 Ephemeral Natural drainage 

J-2.35 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

4.1 WB-52 10 Perennial Artificial channel 

J-2.30 
Dixonville-Sams 
Valley 500kV 

Sams Valley 
Substation 

Ditch 2-4 Ephemeral 

Roadside ditch has 
indicators of bed and 
bank conditions. 
Likely drains to the 
west to Rock Creek. 
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Table J-2-1C. Wetlands (Not Delineated) 

Map 
Tile 

Route 
Nearest Mile 

Post 
Feature ID 

Size (Total 
Acres) 

Cowardin 
Class 

Characteristics 

J-2.32 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

2.2 NSWL-61 Data Gap PFO/PSS NWI mapped wetland. 

J-2.32 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

2.2 NSWL-62 Data Gap PEM NWI mapped wetland. 

J-2.33 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

3.3 NSWL-65 Data Gap PFO/PSS NWI mapped wetland. 

J-2.34 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

3.5 NSWL-66A Data Gap Riverine NWI mapped wetland. 

J-2.34 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

3.5 NSWL-66B Data Gap Riverine NWI mapped wetland. 

J-2.34 
Sams Valley-Whetstone 
Reconductored 230kV 

3.6 NSWL-66C Data Gap Riverine NWI mapped wetland. 

 
PFO: Palustrine Forested, PSS: Palustrine Scrub/Shrub, PEM: Palustrine Emergent 
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Table J-2-1D. Other Waters (Not Delineated) 

Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.2 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

0.6 NSWB-01 Data Gap 
Ephemeral 

 
NHD Flowline 

J-2.2 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

0.7 NSWB-02 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.2 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

0.8 NSWB-03 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.3 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

1 NSWB-04 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.4 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

2.5 NSWB-05 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

2.9 NSWB-06 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.5 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

2.9 NSWB-07 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.6 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

4 NSWB-08 Data Gap Canal/Ditch NHD Flowline 

J-2.8 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.1 NSWB-09 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.8 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

5.2 NSWB-10 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6 NSWB-11 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.1 NSWB-12 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.10 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.2 NSWB-13 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.11 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

6.7 NSWB-14 Data Gap Artificial Path NHD Waterbody 

J-2.12 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.1 NSWB-15 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.12 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.2 NSWB-16 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.12 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.5 NSWB-17 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.12 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.5 NSWB-18 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.13 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.6 NSWB-19 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.13 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.8 NSWB-20 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.13 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.9 NSWB-21 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.13 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

7.9 NSWB-22 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.4 NSWB-23 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.4 NSWB-24 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.5 NSWB-25 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.6 NSWB-26 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.8 NSWB-27 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.8 NSWB-28 Data Gap Perennial NHD Flowline 

J-2.14 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

8.9 NSWB-29 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.15 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.2 NSWB-30 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.15 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.3 NSWB-31 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.16 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.6 NSWB-32 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.16 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.7 NSWB-33 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.16 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

9.8 NSWB-34 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.17 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

10.7 NSWB-35 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.18 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.2 NSWB-36A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.18 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

11.2 NSWB-36B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.19 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12 NSWB-37 Data Gap Perennial NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.5 NSWB-38A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.6 NSWB-38B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.20 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.3 NSWB-39A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.6 NSWB-39B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.3 NSWB-39C Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.7 NSWB-40 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.8 NSWB-41 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.9 NSWB-42 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.9 NSWB-43A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.21 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

12.9 NSWB-43B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 NSWB-44 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.2 NSWB-45 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.3 NSWB-46A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.3 NSWB-46B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.4 NSWB-47 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.22 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.7 NSWB-48 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.24 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

13.9 NSWB-49 Data Gap Perennial NHD Flowline 

J-2.24 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.3 NSWB-50 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.24 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.3 NSWB-51 Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.7 NSWB-52A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.7 NSWB-52B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.7 NSWB-52C Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.9 NSWB-53A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.9 NSWB-53B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.9 NSWB-54A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.25 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

14.9 NSWB-54B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.26 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

15.3 NSWB-55 Data Gap Perennial NHD Flowline 

J-2.26 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

15.6 NSWB-56A Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.26 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

15.6 NSWB-56B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.26 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

15.6 NSWB-57 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.29 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

17.7 NSWB-58 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 
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Map Tile Route Mile Post Feature ID Width (Feet) Flow Duration Characteristics 

J-2.29 
Grants Pass–Sams 
Valley Double Circuit 
230/115kV 

17.7 NSWB-59 Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.32 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

2.1 NSWB-60A Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.32 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

2.1 NSWB-60B Data Gap Ephemeral NHD Flowline 

J-2.33 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

2.8 NSWB-63A Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.33 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

2.8 NSWB-63B Data Gap Intermittent NHD Flowline 

J-2.34 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

3.2 NSWB-64 Data Gap Perennial NHD Flowline 

J-2.35 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

3.9 NSWB-67 Data Gap Pond NHD Water Body 

J-2.36 

Sams Valley-
Whetstone 
Reconductored 
230kV 

4.6 NSWB-68 Data Gap Pond NHD Water Body 
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Table J-2-1E. Wetland Impacts 

Feature ID 
Impacts (Acres) 

Permanent Temporary 

Wetland B 3.40 – 

Wetland C 0.09 – 

Grand Total 3.49 – 

 

 

 

 

 



EXHIBIT J: WETLANDS AND OTHER JURISDICTIONAL WATERS 

Sams Valley Reinforcement Projects   Request for Amendment to Site Certificate 

 

Attachment J-3. Transmission Line Study 
Area Wetland Delineation Report 

  



EXHIBIT J: WETLANDS AND OTHER JURISDICTIONAL WATERS 

Sams Valley Reinforcement Projects   Request for Amendment to Site Certificate 

 

This page intentionally left blank 

 



Sam’s Valley Transmission Project 
Jackson and Josephine Counties, Oregon 

 
Aquatic Resource and Wetland Delineation Report 

 

 
 

Prepared for: 

HDR Engineering, Inc. 

1001 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 1800 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

 

Prepared by:  

Kurt Flaig and Troy Rintz  

Western Ecosystems Technology, Inc. 
456 SW Monroe Avenue, Suite 106 

Corvallis, Oregon 97333 
 

December 22, 2017 
 



Sam’s Valley Transmission Project 

 
WEST, Inc. i December 22, 2017 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

1.0 INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Landscape Setting and land Use ................................................................................ 1 

2.0 Site alterations ................................................................................................................. 2 

3.0 Precipitation data and analysis ........................................................................................ 2 

4.0 METHODS ...................................................................................................................... 3 

5.0 Description of All wetlands and non-wetland waters ........................................................ 5 

5.1 Wetlands .................................................................................................................... 5 
5.2 Non-Wetland Waters .................................................................................................. 5 
5.3 National Hydrography Dataset Features Examined and Dismissed as Potential 

Waters of the US ........................................................................................................ 5 

6.0 DEVIATION FROM LOCAL WETLAND INVENTORY OR NATIONAL WETLAND 
INVENTORY .................................................................................................................. 5 

7.0 MAPPING METHOD ......................................................................................................12 

8.0 DISCLAIMER .................................................................................................................12 

9.0 LITERATURE CITED .....................................................................................................13 

 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. Summary of precipitation between August 2017 and October 2017 in Medford, 
Oregon……………………………………………………………………………………… 2 

Table 2. Wetlands documented along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road 
corridor. .......................................................................................................................... 6 

Table 3. Waterbodies documented along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access 
road corridors. ................................................................................................................ 7 

Table 4. National Hydrography Dataset features examined but rejected as Waters of the 
U.S. along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridors. ..................... 9 

 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Sam’s Valley Transmission Project Study Area in Josephine and Jackson 
Counties, Oregon. .......................................................................................................... 4 

 
 
 



Sam’s Valley Transmission Project 

 
WEST, Inc. ii December 22, 2017 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A. Figures Depicting Locations of Wetlands 

Appendix B. Figures Depicting Locations of Waterbodies 

Appendix C. Figures Depicting Locations of Non-Wetlands 

Appendix D. USACE Wetland Datasheets 

Appendix E. Wetland Photographs 

Appendix F. Waterbody Photographs 

Appendix G. SDAM Dataforms 

Appendix H. Figures Depicting Locations of NWI 

Appendix I. Figures Depicting Locations of Soil Survey 

Appendix J. Figures Depicting Locations of Tax Lot 

 

  



Sam’s Valley Transmission Project 

 
WEST, Inc. 1 December 22, 2017 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

PacifiCorp is proposing development of the Sam’s Valley Transmission Project, an upgrade 
utility line (reconductoring) to an approximately 22-mile (mi; 35.4-kilometer [km]) long section of 
existing transmission line (Figure 1). This upgrade follows existing utility corridors and will 
originate at the existing Grant’s Pass substation, located approximately 2.5 mi (4.0 km) east of 
Grants Pass, Oregon, and terminates at the existing Whetstone substation, located 
approximately 3.5 mi (5.6 km) west of White City, Oregon. The proposed transmission line and 
access roads will collectively be referred to as the Study Area. The Study Area consists of a 
transmission line corridor of 135 feet (ft; 41.1 meters [m]), based on the existing 75-ft (22.9-m) 
ROW and newly added 60-ft (18.3-m) ROW, with an associated 50-ft (15.2-m) access road 
corridor (25 ft [7.6 m] to either side of the centerline).  The Study Area crosses lands managed 
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Medford Field Office, as well as private lands. HDR 
Engineering, Inc. (HDR) has been contracted to prepare environmental review documents for 
the transmission project.  
 
HDR has subcontracted Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEST) to conduct biological 
reviews and surveys to support HDR’s environmental review documents. This report 
summarizes the 2017 aquatic resources surveys and wetland delineation conducted by WEST 
within the proposed Study Area. 

1.1 Landscape Setting and land Use 

The Study Area extends east from Grants Pass along the foothills immediately north of 
Interstate 5, to a point northeast of Gold Hill, where it continues east and then south, dropping 
into Sam’s Valley and crossing the Rogue River (Figure 1). The foothills area comprises the 
western and central portions of the Study Area (approximately 15.5 mi [25 km]), and features 
moderate to steep slopes and deeply incised drainages. The area is dominated by oak 
woodland and savannas with interspersed grassland. Dominant overstory species in oak 
woodland include Oregon white oak (Quercus garryana), California black oak (Quercus 
kelloggii), and madrone (Arbutus menziesii). Scattered ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) and 
Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) also occur in the overstory. Oak stands support shrub 
cover of varying density and composition, but poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) is the 
dominant shrub species. Other common shrub species include buckbrush (Ceanothus 
cuneatus) and whiteleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida). Much of the upper slopes and 
ridgetops above the Project corridor are composed of chaparral communities, primarily 
dominated by buckbrush and manzanita (Arctostaphylos spp.). Land use in the approximately 
15.5-mile foothills section of the Study Area includes livestock grazing, timber harvesting, hay 
production, and rural residential development. Portions of the Study Area along this section 
have been burned by wildfires in recent history. Riparian areas along the major drainages in the 
Project area are dominated by bigleaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), white alder (Alnus 
rhombifolia), and Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia). Major drainages include Evans Creek, Ward 
Creek, and Sardine Creek, all draining south into the Rogue River.  
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East of the foothills section the Study Area descends into Sam’s Valley, extending for 
approximately 5 miles (8 km) along low rolling hills and the eastern side slope of Lower Table 
Rock Preserve, a unique volcanic plateau owned by The Nature Conservancy (TNC). This 
portion of the Study Area is mostly composed of oak savanna with interspersed meadows used 
for hay production and livestock grazing. The remaining (easternmost) section of the Study 
Area, comprising approximately 1.7 miles (2.7 km), extends into the Rogue River valley and 
floodplain (Figure 1). Land use along this portion includes crop and livestock production, on the 
north side of the river, and an active quarry operation on the south side of the Rogue. The Study 
Area south of the river, within and adjacent to the quarry, is mostly composed of disturbed 
grassland.  

2.0 SITE ALTERATIONS 

Most of the Study Area has been altered through one or a combination of the following: livestock 
grazing, timber harvest operations, wildfire, mining operations (i.e., quarrying), and/or land 
conversion from native woodland and grassland to agricultural lands including hay production 
and crops. Wetlands 7 and 8a-d are located on the south side of the Rogue River floodplain, 
within an area of active quarry operations. These wetlands may have been created as a result 
of quarry activities as considerable surface disturbance, including excavation, has occurred in 
this area. Additionally, six of the waterbodies (potential WUS) identified within the Study Area 
have been excavated for irrigation purposes (see Table 2).   

3.0 PRECIPITATION DATA AND ANALYSIS 

Table 1 summarizes precipitation data recorded in Medford, Oregon. The monthly percent of 
normal precipitation for each of the 3 months preceding the field investigation was 35% of the 
normal for the month of August, 53% of the normal for September, and 79% of the normal for 
October (Table 1). In the two weeks prior to the November 7-10 field work (October 24-
November 6), there was a total of 0.52 inches (in; 1.32 centimeters [cm]) of precipitation. 
Precipitation recorded over the 4 days that field work was conducted was as follows: November 
7 – none; November 8 – 0.1 in (0.25 cm); November 9 – 0.16 in (0.41 cm); November 10 – 0.44 
in (1.1 cm).     
 
Table 1. Summary of precipitation between August 2017 and October 2017 in Medford, Oregon. 

Category August 
cm/in 

September 
cm/in 

October 
cm/in 

2016-2017 Water 
Year Totals 

cm/in 
Recorded Precipitation 0.36/0.14 0.76/0.30 2.26/0.89 52.3/20.61 
WETS Average 1.02/0.40 1.45/0.57 2.87/1.13 46.6/18.35 
Percent Normal Recorded 35% 53% 79% 112% 
Source: WETS tables from AgACIS 2017 (Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport). 
 
Based on WETS averages and precipitation data, precipitation was 112% of normal for the rain-
year (November 1, 2016 – October 31, 2017) preceding the November 2017 field investigation 
(Table 1). 
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4.0 METHODS 

A field investigation to document aquatic resources and wetlands within the Study Area was 
conducted from November 8-10, 2017. Prior to conducting fieldwork, US Geological Survey 
(USGS) 7.5 minute topographic maps (Grants Pass, Rogue River, Gold Hill, Sams Valley), soil 
survey information from the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), USFWS National 
Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps, and USGS National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) maps for the 
Study Area were reviewed. All portions of the proposed Project were covered on foot and using 
a Utility Task Vehicle to investigate and delineate wetlands and water resources identified in the 
desktop analysis and to investigate the potential presence of other wetlands and water 
resources not identified in the desktop review. A survey corridor of 135 feet (ft; 41.1 meters [m]), 
based on the existing 75-ft (22.9-m) ROW and newly added 60-ft (18.3-m) ROW, was utilized 
for the transmission line and a 50-ft (15.2-m) corridor (25 ft [7.6 m] to either side of the 
centerline) was used for access roads.  
 
Wetlands were delineated in accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands 
Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987), the Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region 
(Version 2.0) (US Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 2010), and OARs 141-90-0005 through 
141-090-0055 (Oregon Department of State Land [ODSL] 2013) for wetland delineation. 
Wetland plant indicator status was determined using the State of Oregon 2016 Wetland Plant 
List (Lichvar et al. 2016). The delineated wetlands were classified according to methodologies 
set forth in Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al. 1979). All 
drainage features within the survey area, including those identified in the NHD dataset, were 
examined for inclusion as potential waters of the US (WUS) and waters of the state of Oregon. 
This field review was focused on the presence of a definable bed and bank, ordinary high water 
mark (OHWM), surface connection to navigable waters, evidence of periodic flow, and/or 
presence of areas that meet the Corps criteria for wetlands. Additionally, drainage features were 
evaluated using guidance provided in OAR 141-085-0510 through 141-085-530 (ODSL).     
 
Paired plots (wetland and upland) were evaluated for each wetland identified (Appendix A). 
Plots were located in areas that best represented the vegetation, soils, and hydrology of the 
site. Depending on the size and complexity of each wetland, one to several data points were 
used to delineate it. All wetlands and potential WUS were photographed (Appendix E and 
Appendix F, respectively). Wetland limits and sample points were surveyed using a Trimble Geo 
7x global positioning system (GPS) with sub-foot accuracy. 
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Figure 1. Sam’s Valley Transmission Project Study Area, Josephine and Jackson Counties, Oregon. 
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5.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALL WETLANDS AND NON-WETLAND WATERS 

5.1 Wetlands  

A total of seven wetlands, comprising twelve wetland polygons, were delineated along the 
proposed Project corridor. All of the seven wetlands were classified as Palustrine Emergent 
(PEM) wetlands. Descriptions for the seven wetlands are provided in Table 1. Figures depicting 
the locations of wetlands and waters of the US are provided in Appendix A and B. USACE 
wetland datasheets are provided in Appendix D. Wetland photographs are provided in Appendix 
E. 
   

5.2 Non-Wetland Waters  

Fifty-two drainage features, including some of the waterbodies identified in the NHD desktop 
review, were determined to be non-wetland waters (Table 2). Many of these waterbodies, 
particularly those in the steep foothills in the western portion of the transmission line corridor, 
had marginally defined channels often less than one ft (0.3 m) in width. Flow regime for each 
potential WUS was determined in the field using the Streamflow Duration Assessment method 
for the Pacific Northwest (SDAM; Nadeau 2015). Based on this analysis, four non-wetland 
waters were identified as “perennial”, two as “intermittent”, and forty-six as “ephemeral” (Table 
2). Figures depicting waterbody (and wetland) locations are provided in Appendix A and B. 
Photographs of all non-wetland waters identified along the Project corridor are provided in 
Appendix F. SDAM dataforms are provided in Appendix G.     

5.3 National Hydrography Dataset Features Examined and Dismissed as Potential 
Waters of the US 

A total of 74 features identified in the NHD review as waterbodies were examined in the field 
and rejected as potential WUS. A list of all the features examined, their locations, and the 
rational for exclusion as WUS are provided in Table 3. The determinations were based on the 
absence of a defined bed and bank, OHWM, evidence of periodic flow, wetlands, and surface 
connection to navigable waters. Due to the large number of NHD features identified as non-
WUS, a photograph appendix was not included. Photographs are available upon request.       

6.0 DEVIATION FROM LOCAL WETLAND INVENTORY OR NATIONAL 
WETLAND INVENTORY 

The Study Area is located in rural Josephine and Jackson counties and there is no Local 
Wetland Inventory-mapping for this area (ODSL 2017). The NWI maps showed two polygons 
within the Study Area, located along the east side slope of Lower Table Rock Preserve 
(Appendix C). Although hydrophytic vegetation was present, hydric soils (clay; 10YR 5/2 with no 
redox) and indicators of hydrology were absent.  
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Table 2. Wetlands documented along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridor. 
Wetland 

Sample Point 
ID 

Cowardin 
Classification Dominant Plant Species Description 

Wetland Size 
(hectares/ 

acres) 

WL-1a-b PEM 
Cyperus squarros, Phalaris 

arundinacea Fringe wetlands along irrigation ditch. 0.0003/0.0006 

WL-2 PEM Typha latifolia, Eleocharis palustris 
Wetland in drainage channel that receives 

backflow from artificial pond.  0.067/0.166 

WL-3 PEM Eleocharis palustris Wetland in shallow depression adjacent 
artificial pond. 0.183/0.453 

WL-4a-b PEM Juncus effusus Wetlands in shallow depressions to either 
side of access road. 0.216/0.537 

WL-6 PEM Polygonum aviculare, Plagiobothrys 
scouleri 

Wetland in shallow depression on floodplain 
(possible vernal pool). 0.211/0.521 

WL-7 PEM Salix laevigata, Eleocharis palustris Wetland in broad ditch excavated for quarry 
operations. 0.002/0.005 

WL-8a-d PEM Hordeum jubatum, Eleocharis palustris 
Wetlands in series of shallow depressions on 

floodplain; area appears to have been 
impacted/modified by quarry operations. 

0.022/0.054 
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Table 3. Waterbodies documented along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road 
corridors.  

Waterbody ID 

Waterbody 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Type Flow Regime1 OHWM 
Width (ft) 

WB-1 TL/AR Natural drainage Perennial 10 
WB-2 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 3 
WB-3 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-4 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-5 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 6 
WB-6 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 4 
WB-7 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-8 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 2 
WB-9 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-10 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-11 AR Artificial ditch Ephemeral 5 
WB-12 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-13 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-14 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-15 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-16 AR Artificial ditch Ephemeral 4 
WB-17 AR Artificial ditch w/ culvert Ephemeral 4 
WB-18 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 2 
WB-19 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-20 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 0.5 
WB-21 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-22 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-23 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-24 TL Artificial ditch Intermittent 4 
WB-25 AR Artificial ditch w/ culvert Intermittent 4 
WB-26 TL/AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Perennial 4 
WB-27 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-28 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-29 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 0.5 
WB-30 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 3 
WB-31 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-32 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-33 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-34 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-35 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-36 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-37 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-38 TL Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-39 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
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Table 3. Waterbodies documented along the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road 
corridors.  

Waterbody ID 

Waterbody 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Type Flow Regime1 OHWM 
Width (ft) 

WB-40 TL Natural drainage Ephemeral 2.5 
WB-41 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 2 
WB-42 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 2 
WB-42b AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 2 
WB-43 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-44 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 3 
WB-44b AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 3 
WB-45 AR Natural drainage w/ culvert Ephemeral 1 
WB-46 AR Natural drainage Perennial 15 
WB-47 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-48 AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-49 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 2 
WB-50 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-51 TL/AR Natural drainage Ephemeral 1 
WB-52 TL Artificial channel Perennial 10 

1Flow regime determined using Streamflow Duration Assessment Method for the Pacific Northwest (SDAM; 
Nadeau 2015).  
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Table 4. National Hydrography Dataset features examined but rejected as Waters of the U.S. along 
the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridors.  

Non-WUS ID 
(Photo ID) 

Non-WUS 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Rational for Rejection as WUS 

5370 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5639 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5638 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5380 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5381 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5382 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5383 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5384 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5388 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5389 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5390 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5395 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5396 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5400 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5401 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5407 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5406 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5409 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5412 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5415 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5430 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5432 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 
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Table 4. National Hydrography Dataset features examined but rejected as Waters of the U.S. along 
the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridors.  

Non-WUS ID 
(Photo ID) 

Non-WUS 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Rational for Rejection as WUS 

5433 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5434 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5435 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5436 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5438 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5439 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5440 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5445 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5443 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5542 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5441 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5469 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5468 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5478 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5475 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5480 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5490 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5491 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5492 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5493 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5494 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5495 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 
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Table 4. National Hydrography Dataset features examined but rejected as Waters of the U.S. along 
the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridors.  

Non-WUS ID 
(Photo ID) 

Non-WUS 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Rational for Rejection as WUS 

5496 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5497 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5498 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5501 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5525 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5453 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5448 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5450 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5449 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5461 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5460 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5459 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5458 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5457 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5456 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5455 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5540 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5543 AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5545 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5535 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5533 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5532 TL No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 
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Table 4. National Hydrography Dataset features examined but rejected as Waters of the U.S. along 
the Sam’s Valley transmission line and access road corridors.  

Non-WUS ID 
(Photo ID) 

Non-WUS 
Location: 

Transmission 
Line (TL) or 

Access Road 
(AR) Corridor 

Rational for Rejection as WUS 

5551 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5553 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5552 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5554 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5555 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5557 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5559 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

5565 TL/AR No defined bed and bank or OHWM; no evidence of periodic flow; no 
surface connection to navigable waters. 

 

7.0 MAPPING METHOD 

The boundaries of all wetlands were surveyed by walking the perimeters of the wetlands with a 
hand-held global positioning system (GPS) with sub-foot accuracy (Trimble Geo 7X). Locations 
of sample points were also documented with the GPS unit.   

8.0 DISCLAIMER 

This report documents the investigation, best professional judgement, and conclusions of the 
principal investigator, WEST. It is correct and complete to the best of WEST’s knowledge. It 
should be considered a Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination of wetlands and other waters 
and used at HDR’s risk unless it has been reviewed and approved in writing by the Oregon 
Department of State Lands in accordance with OAR 141-090-0005 through 141-090-0055 
(ODSL 2013). 
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