RECLAMATION

Managing Water in the West

Draft Environmental Assessment
Prineville Reservoir Repeater Tower

o AT ET OF fay Ty

Y \

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Lower Columbia Area Office
Portland, Oregon

April 2005



Proposed Repeater Tower Location Map
i A Prineville Reservair, Crooked River Project, Chregon
h Fremasd Frgmas 1

= == [Pyayues] Thadl
|
— iy gy
:m—h.-r

e

¥ S ] e B B
il R L
il e el

D s Ps e

Dndas # Ll s proeer

¥ 3060 00 LRe I 0o9
]

Prineville Reservoir

Campground

Fmgiomn
Tt ol Ll blasagemum Frowsille Danas
Vismatet ood Bpm bamrarmsm, L' ded v ol PTELD
Fenparad br B deSsniters #%400T
Alniar 79 T




TABLE OF CONTENTS

Location map
Acronyms and Abbreviations
Chapter 1 Purpose and Need
Chapter 2 Alternatives
Chapter 3 Affected Environment and
Environmental Consequences
Geology and Soils
Vegetation
Biological Soil Crusts
Visual Resources
Fish and Wildlife
Threatened and Endangered Species
Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
Indian Trust Assets
Indian Sacred Sites
Historic Properties
Paleontological Resources
Cummulative Impacts
Chapter 4 List of Preparers

Chapter 5 References

Frontispiece
ii

1

10
12
14
16
17
19
19
20
21
21
23

25



AGL
BLM
CEQ
DBH
EA

EO
ESA
FAA
Fire

ft.
FWS
GIS
NEPA
ODFW
OID
OPRD
Reclamation
Reservoir
RMP
Sheriff
SWA
VRM
WSR

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

Above Ground Level

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management
Council on Environmental Quality

Tree diameter at breast height in inches
Environmental Assessment

Presidential Executive Order

Endangered Species Act

Federal Aviation Administration

Crook County Fire Department

Feet

U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
Geographic Information System

National Environmental Policy Act

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Ochoco Irrigation District

Oregon Parks and Recreation Department

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
Prineville Reservoir

Resource Management Plan

Crook County Sheriff’s Office

State Wildlife Area

Visual Resource Managment

National Wild and Scenic River



CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE AND NEED

1.0 Introduction

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has identified inadequacies in the available
radio communications coverage at Arthur R. Bowman Dam and Prineville Reservoir
(Reservoir). The Reservoir is a popular destination for land and water recreational
activities; the lack of comprehensive radio communication throughout the Reservoir area
poses a risk to the visiting public from potentially delaying the response time to
emergencies should they occur because of inadequate communication facilities. To
remedy this problem, Reclamation and its managing partners are proposing to improve
the emergency communication system at Prineville Reservoir. The managing partners,
for the purposes of this EA, are Oregon Parks and Recreation Department (OPRD),
Ochoco Irrigation District (OID), Crook County Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff), Crook County
Fire Department (Fire), and Crook County Road Department. Each of the agencies has
responsibilities to provide public services including safety and emergency response
assistance in the Reservoir area.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to evaluate the potential
environmental and social impacts of the proposed project and to inform the public,
regulatory agencies, and other interested parties. The EA findings and public comments
will form the basis for a decision regarding the proposed action. Reclamation has
analyzed the alternatives and mitigation measures to minimize environmental impacts.
This document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (40
CFR Part 1500).

1.1 Purpose and Need

Reclamation and the managing partners have had ongoing difficulties due to deficiencies
in the radio communication coverage at Prineville Reservoir. The topography of the
Crooked River canyon inhibits radio contact at some locations at the Reservoir causing
the managing partners to have inadequate communication capabilities. Reclamation and
the managing partners need to have reliable communication between staff persons
working around the Reservoir and with emergency services in Prineville. They cannot
rely on radio communication throughout the Reservoir area and local cell phone service
is limited. The radio tower is necessary in order to increase public and worker safety at
the Reservoir.

1.2 Background

Deficiencies in the communication capabilities at the Reservoir were identified as a
concern in documents dating back to 1997 (Reclamation 1997). The lack of adequate



emergency communications at Bowman Dam and Prineville Reservoir was again
identified in 1999 during an Emergency Action Planning exercise between Reclamation,
the managing partners, BLM and other local emergency responders. In discussions with
the managing partners it was determined that the most economical solution would be to
expand the capacity of the existing Crook County Sheriff Emergency Communications
System and allow each of the participants a separate radio frequency for their existing
radio networks. The Sheriff Department operates and maintains the existing system and
could easily accommodate the enhanced repeater network. The Sheriff’s Office became
the lead entity among the managing partners for locating potential sites, negotiating with
landowners, and subcontracting services for the project’s development and construction.
Reclamation and the managing partners determined that a suitable tower site location
would need to have 1) available road access, 2) a broad range of radio coverage from the
site, 3) the lowest possible visual and natural resource impacts, and 4) proximity to
electrical power. Positioning the tower close to power lines was eventually eliminated as
a criterion when a solar powered tower option was evaluated and determined to be
feasible.

The use of satellite phones was considered and eliminated because satellite phones are
not adequate for the continuous communication requirements of the emergency response
community. The managing partners have existing radio communication systems that
provide the capacity for heavy continued use. This capacity and capability is necessary
to service the daily demands of these agencies and to perform under intense emergency
conditions. The enhanced repeater system of the Crook County Sheriff Department will
meet this type of demand. Satellite phones will not provide this level of sustained service
and are prone to operational dropouts during excessive traffic demands.

In 2001, the Crook County Sheriff ‘s Department funded a study to explore potential
location and equipment requirements for a stand alone repeater system that would
provide adequate radio coverage to the dam and the control house, campground sites
downstream on the Crooked River, and other critical areas within the Reservoir
boundary. Testing was conducted with a portable radio repeater and mobile hand held
units to determine the radio coverage area of each site. The initial field tests identified a
site on Taylor Butte to the North of Bowman Dam’s left abutment on BLM lands.
However, this site had several drawbacks. There is no direct access to the area, no
electricity, and the site overlooks Powder House Cove where there would have been
unacceptable visual resource impacts.

On September 19, 2003, Reclamation entered into a contract with the Sheriff’s Office to
assist the project with funding. Other partners also committed to assisting in the cost of
the project through the execution of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that was
developed between August 03 and November 04. During the course of the MOA
development, the BLM determined that their communication requirement for coverage
below Arthur Bowman Dam would be met through reliance on temporary use of satellite
phones or through temporary access to the enhanced communication system.
Reclamation and the five remaining partners executed the MOA on January 19, 2005.



While work on the MOA was underway, the Crook County Sheriff had located a site on
private land. The Pilot Butte location was at the upper East end of Prineville Reservoir
and negotiations were conducted to secure a site during December of 2003. Ownership
of this property changed hands during the course of negotiations and the new owner
could not agree to terms with the County. The Pilot Butte site was then eliminated from
consideration. The Sheriff identified another site on private land at Coyote Butte
approximately 5 miles due east of Prineville Reservoir. On February 13, 2004, the
landowner notified the County that he was not interested in concluding a lease for the
site.

On February 18, 2004, a meeting was held with all partners. It was determined that no
other suitable sites could be located on private property around Prineville Reservoir.
Additional field tests were conducted on February 25, 2004 and a site was identified
within the Prineville Reservoir boundary on the north side, just upstream of the Arthur
Bowman Dam right abutment. This site was within the Prineville Reservoir boundary
and had existing access and electrical power at the proposed location. The site set back
from the vertical walls of the reservoir canyon and would not be visible from the Crooked
River below the dam.

In May of 2004, the County applied to the BLM for right-of-way access to use
Remington Road on the public land for access to the proposed repeater tower site. BLM
has granted the access. The Sheriff’s Office will also require a lease permit from
Reclamation to construct, operate and maintain the enhanced repeater system the
Prineville Reservoir site.

The repeater tower project has undergone changes since the tower was first proposed.
The initial concept included a power line from the tower that would connect with an
existing power line west of the proposed tower site. The power line component of the
project was subsequently replaced with a solar power design to minimize impacts to the
environment. Reclamation and the managing partners may consider alternative back up
power source options in the future to supplement the solar powered operation.

1.3 Public Involvement

Reclamation contacted local residents, landowners, public agencies, the Prineville Resort
operators, and local media by letter on November 10, 2004. The public was asked to
identify issues of environmental or social significance to Reclamation by December 20,
2004. One response letter was received from Crook County supporting the project. The
scoping letter and the County’s response is in Appendix A of this EA.

The Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon was contacted by
letter on October 15, 2004 and no comment has been received (Appendix A).



CHAPTER 2
ALTERNATIVES

2.0 Introduction

This chapter describes the alternatives being considered and evaluated in this EA. It
includes the preferred alternative and the no action alternative. NEPA requires federal
agencies to analyze the no action alternative (40 CFR Sec. 1502.14) to clearly contrast
and define the consequences of proposed project and alternatives on the human
environment. Due to the preliminary investigations of alternative sites and feasible
communication options that can accomplish the need for this project (described in
Section 1.2), only one action alternative is analyzed in detail. This EA will address
Reclamation’s preferred alternative of contributing funds, and granting use of federal
property, to enhance the Prineville Reservoir radio communication system for public
benefit.

2.2 No Action Alternative

If the No Action Alternative is selected the Preferred Alternative would not be
implemented. The radio communication tower would not be situated and constructed as
described in the preferred alternative. Reclamation and the managing partners would
continue to work towards increasing public safety at Prineville Reservoir with the
methods currently available. In the future, improvements in cell phone coverage or other
communication improvements may expand the available communication options for
comprehensive and reliable communication at the Reservoir.

2.3 Preferred Alternative

Reclamation is proposing to: 1) grant Crook County Sheriff’s Office the right to use a site
located on Federal land administered by the Bureau of Reclamation, 2) to contribute
funding for the construction costs of one repeater tower, and 3) fund one-sixth of the
tower’s annual operation costs.

2.3.1 Location and Access

The site of the proposed tower is on Reclamation administered lands on a cliff above the
north side of Prineville Reservoir (T 17S, R 16E, Sec. 11, NW1/4 NE1/4, WM ). ltisa
0.13-acre square; approximately 700 feet back from the rim of the cliff face, near
Reclamation’s boundary with BLM. The site is sparsely vegetated with several small
junipers (less than 6 inches DBH), sagebrush, grasses, bare ground, and rocks
(photographs 1 and 2).

Access to the proposed site is from Remington Road across BLM lands; no additional
roads are required. The county submitted a right-of-way application to BLM to provide
access to the proposed communications tower location. BLM approved the right-of-way
application in November 2004. The BLM right-of-way permit issued to Crook County



sets out the limitations on road maintenance, which will be performed by the County or
their contractor.

Portions of Remington Road are paved, improved gravel, and unimproved dirt road.
Sections of Remmington Road are in need of some minimal improvement in order for
trucks and heavy equipment to reach the tower site during construction. Remmington
Road extends across BLM lands in T16S, R16E, Section 35 and T17S, R16E, Section 2
where the road is unsurfaced and passes through clay and scattered rock outcrops. The
slope of the road ranges from gentle to steep grades. Many sections are about 12 to 14
feet wide. Some segments will require refilling the deep ruts to make the road accessible
for vehicles to transport construction equipment and materials. There will be some minor
grading and stabilization as necessary to permit safe travel where terrain or erosion has
rendered the road impassable for vehicles larger than a standard size pickup. There is no
intention to improve the road for other recreational vehicle or pedestrian trail usage.

2.3.2 Description of facilities

The specific design of the tower and size of the building will be determined by the system
supplied by the successful bidder. However, certain design elements will be required.
The proposed tower will not exceed 100 feet, will be an open lattice tower with a non-
reflective coating, and will include a small equipment building. The perimeter of the site
will be enclosed with a chain link security fence. The Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) does not require lights on antennas less than 199 feet above ground level (AGL);
therefore, this tower will not have lights. The tower design will not include supporting
guy wires. A building will be required to hold the electrical equipment and batteries for
the solar electrical system. If a stand by generator is required in the future the generator
and fuel source, such as a propane tank, would need to be located within the 75 by 75
foot compound. There is no expectation that a standby generator will be required at this
time.

2.3.3 Construction

Construction of is tentatively planned for July 2005. All work is to be accomplished
within the site footprint and adjacent road area. The subcontractor will not be permitted
to stockpile supplies or operate equipment on nearby areas. Clearing of juniper trees and
shrubs will be necessary to create a flat area for the tower base and a small building to
house the electronic equipment. Heavy equipment sufficient to make the site level and
to excavate for the tower’s base will be required. This is expected to include a light
industrial backhoe, small track excavator, dump truck and other small support equipment
such as generators, air compressor and toolboxes. Placement of concrete for the tower
will require concrete delivery from commercial concrete trucks. Delivery of the tower
components and building unit would entail flat bed trucks. Construction of the security
fence will also require trucks for light construction equipment and supplies.

2.3.4 Operation and Maintenance



In an agreement between the parties involved, the Sheriff’s office will have the
responsibility of operating and maintaining the repeater tower and all necessary
components of the communication equipment at the site. Each agency involved will pay
one sixth of the annual costs to keep the tower operable. The current number of partners
determined that each party would contribute one sixth of the operation and maintenance
costs as determined each year by the Sheriff Department. Such costs will include repair
and replacement parts for radio and solar energy equipment, maintaining the site and road
access. If other partners join the system in the future, the proportional cost to each
partner would then change.

e -
Photograph 1. View looking north toward the proposed communication tower site.

Note the level ground surface and sparse vegetation. Prineville Reservoir
Communication Tower — Crooked River Project — Oregon - May 3, 2004.



Photograph 2. Cliff forming bedrock outcrop about 700 feet south of the proposed
tower site, note Prineville Reservoir in background. Prineville Reservoir Communication
Tower — Crooked River Project — Oregon - May 3, 2004.



CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

3.0 Introduction

This chapter describes the natural and social resources that could be affected by a
decision to implement each alternative. These resources are visual resources, geology
and soils, vegetation, wildlife, Threatened and Endangered species, environmental
justice, socioeconomics, historic properties, Indian sacred sites, and Indian trust assets.
Reclamation also considered, but eliminated from detailed analysis, the following
resources because there are no potential impacts: wetlands, floodplains, hydrology, air
quality, noise, and hazardous waste. Where mitigation measures are included in the
Preferred Alternative they are described with the associated resource. Cummulative
impacts of the Preferred Alternative are addressed in Section 3.12.

3.1 Geology and Soils
3.1.1 Affected Environment

On May 3, 2003 a Reclamation geologist conducted a site visit to evaluate the geologic
conditions of the proposed tower site. The following information is excerpted from the
geologist’s report:

The site is underlain by bedrock composed of Teriary Clarno and John Day
formations (Waters and Vaughn 1968). The volcanic rocks were derived
from a vent complex that is exposed about 2000 feet east of the tower site.
The volcanic vent rocks are composed primarily of welded ash-flow tuffs
that are of rhyolitic composition. The rhyolite is generally hard and
resistant to erosion, forming the prominent cliffs above Prineville Reservoir
about 700 feet south of the site. The ridge north of the site is composed of
Late Tertiary basaltic flows of the Columbia River Basalt Group (Waters
and Vaughn 1968). A volcanic cinder cone of probable Early Quaternary
lies near the top of the ridge. The cone is composed of loose to slightly
welded black to red cinders and agglutinate capped by a small relatively
thin basaltic flow. A quarry (gravel pit) has been developed on the
southeast side of the cinder cone.

Surface deposits consist of colluvium derived from erosion and weathering
of the underlying bedrock rock and erosion and deposition of detritus from
upland areas. Individual fragments within the colluvium are composed of
various rock types ranging from cinders to welded ash-flow tuffs. A single
hand dug test pit was excavated about 3 feet from the center of the proposed
tower site. From the ground surface to about 1.5 feet, the material was
loose, tan, dry silty sand, with angular gravel and cobble-sized clasts. From
1.5 to about 2.5 feet, the colluvium was coarser, consisting of angular
cobbles in a silty sand with a gravel matrix. Scattered boulders up to 3 feet



in diameter were noted on the ground suface. Hand excavation became
difficult beyond 2.5 feet. Soil development in the area is very limited and it
is presumed the surface of the weathered rock is probably no greater than
2.5 to 5 feet from the ground surface. Based on the nearby exposures, the
top of the bedrock will be rough and irregular and may vary in elevation up
to a few feet across the site (Reclamation 2004).

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Without implementation of the preferred alternative, there will be no impacts to
geological resources. No surface or subsurface soil or rocks will be disturbed.

Preferred Alternative

Reclamation’s geologist concluded that the site is suitable for communication tower and
appurtenant structures. The colluvium is at least 2.5 feet thick and can be excavated
using common excavation methods. Beyond 2.5 feet bedrock may be encountered and, in
order to create a flat or uniform surface for the concrete mat, some weathered bedrock,
overhangs, or protrusions may have to be removed. The bedrock at the site should be
adequate for drilling and setting the rockbolt anchors (Reclamation 2004). Soils at the
site will be disturbed throughout the 0.13 acre site.

3.2 Vegetation
3.2.1 Affected Environment

The proposed repeater tower site is located in a shrub-steppe vegetation community.
There are approximately 482 acres of shrub-steppe at Prineville Reservoir in the uplands
surrounding the Reservoir (Reclamation 2003b). Vegetation occurs on approximately
50% of the ground surface and is dominated by western juniper, sagebrush, and lIdaho
fescue. The remaining 50% of the ground surface is bare ground and rock. The site has
been disturbed by heavy cattle grazing and off road driving. Ecological indicators of site
disturbance include the presence of cheatgrass and rabbitbrush and compacted soil (BLM
2004). Table 1 provides a list of plant species found at the proposed repeater tower site.

Vascular Plants on Proposed Project Site

Grasses

Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum
Bottlebrush squirreltail Elymus elymoides
Idaho fescue Festuca idahoensis
June grass Koeleria cristata
Thurber's needle grass Stipa thurberiana
Forbs

Yarrow Achillea millefolium



Pale alyssum
Rockcress

Aster

Freckled milkvetch
Eriastrum
Buckwheat
Bitteroot

Daisy

Shrubs

Big sagebrush
Gray rabbitbrush
Green rabbitbrush
Broom snakeweed

Trees
Western juniper

Alyssum alyssoides
Arabis sp.

Aster sp.

Astragalus lentiginosus
Eriastrum sp.
Eriogonum sp.

Lewisia rediviva
Townsendia sp.

Artemisia tridentata
Chrysothamnus nauseosus
Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus
Gutierrizia sarothrae

Juniperus occidentalis

Table 1. Plant species identified on the proposed tower site.
Field survey conducted by BLM on September 13, 2004 (BLM 2004).

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences

No Action Alternative

There will no impacts and no changes to the site if the no action alternative is

implemented.

Preferred Alternative

The maximum area of disturbance to the site is 0.13 acres at the tower site during
construction and the potential for some minor vegetation removal to make basic
necessary road improvements to the access road. Several juniper trees and other plants
will be removed. Gravel will be used to stabilize the disturbed areas around the tower
and building and to provide for sufficient parking area within the compound.

3.3 Biological Soil Crusts
3.3.1 Affected Environment

Biological soil crusts are formed by living organisms and their byproducts creating a
crust of soil particles bound together by organic materials. Crusts are predominately
composed of cyanobacteria, green and brown algae, mosses, and lichens. These crusts
affect processes that occur at the land surface or soil-air interface and include soil
stability, nitrogen fixation, nutrient contribution to plants, moisture retention and
infiltration, seedling germination, and plant growth (Belnap et al. 2001). Soil crusts were
once widespread in eastern Oregon deserts but have been disturbed by human use, off-
road vehicles, and livestock. Much of Reclamation’s lands around Prineville Reservoir
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have a long history of disturbance from a variety of factors and no longer include a high
occurrence of biological soil crusts (Reclamation 2003a). On September 13, 2004, the
BLM Prineville District assisted Reclamation with technical support to evaluate the
proposed project site for the presence or absence of biological soil crusts.

In an undisturbed condition, biological soil crust would cover almost all of the
interspaces between vascular plants and rocks. The BLM staff reported that at the
proposed project site biological soil crusts are confined mainly to the ground around the
bases of rocks, trees, and shrubs covering less than 15% of the ground surface.
Cyanobacteria, an important component of biological soil crusts, are more widespread
and are probably found at a low level throughout the site. Mosses are dominant in most
of the patches of crust, and lichens, the most diverse component of the crusts, are found
scattered on the site growing on soil, moss, or organic matter. No threatened,
endangered, or sensitive species of lichens were present at the site (BLM 2004).

Several stages of biological crust development are present at the site. Following ground
disturbance, the colonization of cyanobacteria is the initial step towards the formation
biological crust and is present throughout the site. Mosses and certain lichens will grow
where the cyanobacteria has stabilized the soil. The mosses were prevalent on the
patches of biological soil crust at the proposed project site, but these indicator lichens
were not well established. Later stages of biological crust formation are characterized the
presence of slowly developing lichens which become layered on the mixture of soil
particles and cyanobacteria, along with mosses and other lichens. Some of the biological
crust at the site are inhabited by these lichens and are likely remnant patches of the crust
that occurred throughout the unvegetated portions of the site prior to significant
disturbance. They may be 100 years old or older (BLM 2004).

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The biological soil crusts at the proposed project site are in varying stages of recovery. If
left undisturbed, the cyanobacteria already present will be expected to develop into the
early stage of crust formation in 3 to 5 years. At the bases of trees and shrubs and dead
grass clumps mosses (5 species) and lichens (2 species) are present and would continue to
proliferate at the site over approximately the next 10 years. The recovery of plant and
biological soil communities is simultaneous and dependant of the stability of the soils,
precipitation, and disturbance factors. Based on BLM experience with disturbed
rangeland, it will likely take decades for the ecology of this site to recover fully (BLM
2004). The No Action alternative will not interrupt the process of biological soil crust
formation and recovery that is already occurring at the site.

Preferred Alternative

Constructing the proposed repeater tower and site facilities will result in the loss of
biological soil crust that covers approximately 15% or 0.002 acres of biological soil crust.

11



The use of heavy construction equipment and removal of native soils will inhibit site
recovery from disturbance and compaction of organisms currently in and on the soil.
After construction, the site will remain relatively undisturbed except for occasional
maintenance and repair activities. The permanent loss of ground cover by the the tower
and the appurtenant facilities will remove these areas from possible restoration.
Eventually, if climate and soil conditions are favorable, areas of the site may recover
some of the former vascular plant and biological soil crust communities. The natural
restoration potential of this site is evident by the re-establishment of characteristic
biological soil crust species after past cattle and off-road vehicle use have significantly
damaged this resource. Mitigation measures will be used to encourage natural
restoration of the site to the maximum extent possible.

3.3.3 Mitigation

Routine maintenance of the proposed tower site, conducted by the Sheriff’s Office, will
include monitoring for weeds and spot-treating weeds with herbicide if they are present.
The BLM will continue to administer grazing allotments on Reclamation lands at
Prineville Reservoir, consistent with BLM resource management planning and inter-
agency agreements; but this site will be protected by any further livestock or vehicle
impacts by the security fence included in the proposed project design.

3.4 Visual Resources
3.4.1 Affected Environment

Prineville Reservoir is located in the high rimrock dessert of central Oregon, a region
dominated by open grasslands, juniper stands, basalt outcrops, and brown and reddish
soils. The landscape surrounding the reservoir is dominated by steeply sloping hills with
occasional peaks and buttes in the distance. The downstream portion of the Reservoir
lies within the Crooked River Canyon and is bounded on either shore by steeply sloping
canyon walls. Near the dam, the canyon walls tower 800 feet above the reservoir at full
pool resulting in dramatic scenery. A 8-mile reach of the Crooked River between
Bowman Dam and mile marker 12 of State Highway 27 (Chimney Rock segment) was
designated by Congress in October 1988 as a National Wild and Scenic River (WSR) and
was classified as a recreational river area. Outstandingly remarkable values included
scenic, recreation, and fishery values. This 8-mile reach was also designated as a
component of the National Back Country Byway System in 1989. The Lower Crooked
River Backcountry Byway covers 43 miles of paved and gravel roads from the city of
Prineville south to the convergence with State Highway 20.

The majority of the area surrounding the Reservoir has a natural character that appears to
be minimally altered by human activities and development. The best opportunities to
view the landscape features are from the Reservoir water surface and shoreline recreation
sites. In general, development visible from the reservoir includes access points, recreation
facilities, Bowman Dam, and some private homes (Reclamation 2003).
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I-D_hotograph 3. View of the proposed tower site from Highway 27 southeast of Bowman
Dam. The arrow indicates the approximate location. If constructed, the tower would be
set back from the rim approximately 700 feet.

3.4.2 Environmental Impacts
No Action Alternative

If selected, the no action alternative would have no impacts on the visual resources in the
area of Prineville Reservoir.

Preferred Alternative

Reclamation is committed to minimizing impacts to visual resources by ensuring that any
new facilities will be compatible with the rural environment of the reservoir and
surrounding area (Reclamation 2003b). In 2003, Reclamation completed the Prineville
Reservoir Resource Management Plan (RMP), which addresses the potential for impacts
to visual resources on Reclamation lands at Prineville Reservoir. The RMP provides
detailed goals, objectives, and management actions specifically concerned with
protecting the quality of the scenery at the Reservoir; including, designing developments
to complement and be subservient to the surrounding landscape wherever possible, and
using BLM’s Visual Resource Management (VRM) contrast rating method to assess
proposed projects for impacts to visual resources. The contrast rating method is a tool to
analyze the degree of visual contrast created between a project and the existing
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environment. The BLM has identified VRM objectives on the BLM lands adjacent to the
Reservoir and WSR which are predominantly to manage for low levels of change to the
characteristic landscape. Management activities and developments may be seen but
should not attract the attention of the casual observer (i.e. VRM Class 2) (BLM 2003).

To determine the likelihood that the proposed repeater tower would result in impacts to
the visual quality of the Reservoir and WSR two types of analyses were conducted.
Reclamation performed a visibility assessment with a Geographic Information System
(GIS) using 3-D analytical tools. This analysis uses surveyed observation points across
the reservoir and the proposed tower site and locates them on a digital surface model.
Lines of sight displaying visible and non-visible segments from observation points to the
proposed tower location were calculated with respect to the digital surface model. The
visibility analysis took into account the heights of the proposed tower (100 ft.) and an
observer (6 ft.). Additionally, a viewshed map was generated based on the digital surface
model. The GIS study found that throughout most of the Reservoir’s water surface and in
the WSR the tower would not be visible. The tower will likely be partially visible from
portions of the southern shoreline including Powder House Cove. From points north of
Reclamation’s lands where the terrain is more level the tower is also likely to visible in
some locations.

To further characterize the degree of change and the predominance the proposed tower
could have on visual resources at the Reservoir, BLM and Reclamation also conducted a
visual contrast rating analysis from the southern shore of the Reservoir. The analysis
considers the structure’s form, line, color, texture, and distance in describing the visual
impacts. From Powder House Cove the proposed tower site is approximately 1 mile
away. Using juniper trees and utility poles located at and near the rim of the cliffs on the
north side of the reservoir as references, and considering the distance of the set back
from the rim is about 700 feet, it is unlikely that the entire tower will be seen from
Powder House Cove. Some upper portion of the 100 foot tall tower may be visible
above the rim from some locations. The scale of the landforms in the foreground will
dwarf the tower overall, but its vertical shape will contrast with the especially strong
horizontal line formed by the top of the cliffs. The contrast of the grey metal color of the
structure will be partially mitigated by the open lattice tower design. No lights or
reflectors will be used at the site.

3.5 Fish and Wildlife
3.5.1 Affected Environment

Prineville Reservoir supports a diverse community of wildlife. The water, wetlands,
canyon walls, and upland sagebrush and juniper tree habitat supports over 70 species of
birds, mammals, reptiles and amphibians (Clowers 2004). The ODFW, manager of the
State Wildlife Area (SWA) since 1962, monitors wildlife and game species throughout
the Reservoir. ODFW funds and implements fish and wildlife habitat improvement
projects, such as installing and repairing fences, planting forage for deer and elk,
blocking unauthorized off road vehicle trails, and planting shoreline vegetation for fish
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species. Reclamation is funding an intensive, 2-year monitoring and survey effort of
vegetation and wildlife at the Reservoir. This study, being conducted by Raven
Research, is in its second year and has provided valuable information on the occurrence,
behavior, and abundance of many wildlife species at the Reservoir. Appendix B contains
a list of species observed at the Reservoir in 2003-2004. Most of these species are
attracted to the water surface for all or some of their activity at the Reservoir.

The location of the proposed project is on a flat bluff (elevation 3850 ft.) above the
reservoir in Western juniper woodland habitat with sage brush and grasses. A 2004 site
survey of the proposed project site by Raven Research did not find any indication of
significant use by wildlife species. There are no aquatic habitats in the area of the
proposed communication tower. Two raptor nests occur near the site; a golden eagle nest
to the west adjacent to the Crooked River downstream of the Reservoir and a prairie
falcon nest to the south on an outcrop of the canyon wall. In 2004 the golden eagle pair
fledged 1 chick by June 27, and the prairie falcons hatched 3 chicks which had fledged by
July 12 (Clowers 2004). Reptiles and mammals such as bobcats, coyotes, rodents, lizards,
and snakes may be present occasionally.

Bird strikes at communication towers can be lethal, especially for species of birds that
migrate at night. The proliferation of communication towers has heightened awareness
of this problem. Design features of communication towers which are especially
associated with bird strikes are tower height, lighting, and use of guy wires (Manville
2000). Towers greater than 199 feet ABL are required by the FAA to have lights to warn
pilots and prevent aircraft collisions. On September 14, 2000, the FWS issued voluntary
“Service Interim Guidelines for Recommendations on Communications Tower Siting,
Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning” (Guidelines). These Guidelines offer
twelve measures to reduce impacts to avian species associated with communication
towers. The Prineville radio repeater tower conforms with these guidelines where they
are applicable to the proposed tower.

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

There would be no changes at the site and no new disturbances if the Preferred alternative
IS not implemented.

Preferred Alternative

Implementing the Preferred alternative would cause disturbance to an area slightly less
than 1/4 acre. The impact of the loss of this small area of potential cover and forage
habitat is not significant to terrestrial or avian species that may travel through this
location. The surrounding lands support an extensive area of similar sagebrush, juniper,
and grassland habitat. However, the construction activity and the 100 foot tower
structure could each have some potential to be temporarily disruptive because of
equipment and vehicle noise.
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The preferred alternative meets the FWS Guidelines for communication towers because
the tower height would be less than 199 feet ABL, it would not be lighted, or be
supported with guy wires. To minimize the loss of habitat, the size of the tower site is the
minimum size required. The tower cannot be collocated with other communication
towers or on an existing structure, as recommended in the Guidelines, because no suitable
structures or other towers are located within the needed radio coverage area.

Reclamation and the Sherriff’s Office investigated other possible locations to site the
tower which would have met the needs of the Reclamation and the managing partners,
but no other locations were feasible.

3.5.3 Mitigation

Summer is the preferred construction season; from about October to April, in most years,
access is nearly impossible due to slick mud or snow. The Sheriff’s Office will contract
the construction work with a private construction firm. No Reclamation staff or
contractors will be involved in the construction work. Reclamation will restrict the
Sheriff’s Office from beginning construction of the proposed project until either Raven
Research has verified that there are no nesting birds or other sensitive wildlife at or
nearby the site during the 2005 season. Based on the 2004 monitoring season, it is likely
that construction would commence during July or August of 2005.

3.6 Threatened and Endangered Species
3.6.1 Affected Environment

On July 21, 2004 Reclamation requested information from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) regarding the presence of ESA listed species in the vicinity of the
proposed tower site. Reclamation received the requested information on September 13,
2004. The FWS indicated that the bald eagle (threatened) is present in the local area of
the proposed project. There were no other local ESA endangered, threatened or
candidate species reported by FWS. Correspondence between FWS and Reclamation can
be found in Appendix A of this EA.

Prineville Reservoir supports one bald eagle nesting pair. A paucity of suitable nest trees,
the tenaciously territorial pair that currently occupies the Reservoir, and heavy
recreational use during the breeding season has prevented any increase in the number of
breeding pairs (Clowers 2004). The current nest is located on BLM lands on the south
side of the Reservoir approximately 2 miles southeast of the proposed project. The nest
has produced 1 to 2 chicks per year in 5 out of nine years since the nest has been
monitored (Issacs and Anthony 2004). In the Northwest, bald eagle breeding activities
begin in January and fledging typically occurs in July. Young eagles generally remain
near the nest for several weeks afterwards. In 2004, Raven Research, under contract with
Reclamation, conducted intensive monitoring of the nest. The chicks had fledged by July
11 and within 4 weeks both adults and juveniles had moved upstream and were no longer
observed in the vicinity of the nest. The adults foraged for fish from the Reservoir,
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mainly upstream of the nest tree in the SWA, the adults and juveniles then dispersed in
that direction quickly after fledging occurred. It is likely that heavy summer recreational
use in the lower Reservoir, especially along the shoreline near the nest tree, has
discouraged the eagles from using more of this area for foraging and prompted them to
disperse rapidly from the nest tree (Clowers 2004).

The same bald eagle pair also remains at the Reservoir, roosting in the SWA, during the
winter to forage and maintain their reservoir-wide territory. Other eagles have been
observed communally roosting several miles upstream of the Reservoir during the winter
months.

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

If the No Action alternative is chosen there would be No Effect to bald eagles at
Prineville Reservoir. A decision not to implement the Preferred Alternative will not
improve or degrade habitat for bald eagles or their prey species or disturb their activities.

Preferred Alternative

The proposed project is located far enough away from the local bald eagles (>2 miles)
that it will not negatively influence, or interfere with their habitat or behavior. Recent
monitoring efforts by Reclamation have documented that the existing resident breeding
pair concentrates most of their activity east of Bear Creek and largely on the south side of
the Reservoir and in the SWA. Construction of the repeater tower site would occur no
earlier than July 15 to reduce the possibility of disturbance to eagles from construction
noise and activity. The bald eagles at Prineville will be monitored throughout the 2005
nesting season. If there is a change in the behavior or site use patterns of the eagles
during the 2005 season Reclamation will require the Sheriff’s Office to alter the
construction schedule accordingly and Reclamation will consult with USFWS if there is a
potential that the proposed action will affect bald eagles. Therefore, Reclamation has
determined the proposed project will have No Effect on bald eagles.

3.7 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

The February 11, 1994 Presidential Executive Order 12898 (EO) defines environmental
justice as “disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of
its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations.” The EO
is intended to protect minority and low-income communities from discriminatory projects
or practices which can result in a more hazardous or degraded human environment
caused by a Federal action. Federal agencies are directed to analyze the effects of
Federal actions on minority and low-income communities and to avoid those impacts to
the extent that is practicable.

3.7.1 Affected Environment
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Prineville Reservoir is located in Crook County, Oregon. According to the U.S. census
the county’s population was 19,182 in 2000 and was estimated to be 20,600 in 2003
(Table 2). From 1990 to 2000 the county’s population grew 35.9% which was 15.5%
more growth than was seen statewide in the same period. U.S. Census Bureau reports
that white persons are 93.0% of the population. In each other race category, the census
data reports that minority populations comprise a smaller percentage of the Crook County
population than in the State overall. Economically, Crook County residents have lower
median and per capita incomes than across Oregon. The unemployment rate is 10.4%
and the percentage of people living in poverty is 11.3%, which is slightly lower than the
statewide 11.6%.

U.S. Census Bureau Statistic Crook County Oregon
Total Population, 2000 19,182 3,421,399
Percent change, 1990 — 2000 35.9% 20.4%
Total Population, 2003 estimate 20,600 3,559,596
% White 93.0 86.6

% Black or African American <0.5 1.6

% American Indian and Alaska Native 1.3 13

% Asian 04 3.0

% Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander <0.5 0.2

% Person of Hispanic or Latino origin* 5.6 8.0
Median household income, 1999 $35,186 $40,916
Per capita money income, 1999 $16, 899 $20,940
% Persons below poverty , 1999 11.3 11.6
Persons per square mile, 2000 6.4 35.6

Table 2. U.S. Census Bureau statistics for Crook County, Oregon.
*Hispanics may be of any race and are included in applicable race categories.
Source: http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/41/41031.html)
3.7.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative
The purpose of the communication tower is to increase public safety at Prineville
Reservoir by improving the effective communication system at the Reservoir. The No
Action Alternative would indefinitely delay this improvement. The consequences of this
alternative will affect the visiting public equally regardless of race or income.

Preferred Alternative

The Preferred alternative will not cause disproportionately adverse social, economic, or
human health impacts to the local minority or low-income populations. Providing more
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effective and reliable methods of communicating with emergency services in Prineville
and between the workers at the Reservoir increases public safety equally among for all
visitors. The site of the proposed project was chosen based on pre-established criteria

and the unsuccessful attempt to find a private landowner willing to locate the tower on

private property.

3.8 Indian Trust Assets

Indian trust assets are legal interests in property held in trust by the United States for
Indian tribes or individuals. Examples of trust assets are lands, minerals, hunting and
fishing rights, and water rights. The United States has an Indian trust responsibility to
protect and maintain rights reserved by or granted to Indian tribes or Indian individuals
by treaties, statues, and Executive orders, which are sometimes further interpreted
through court decisions and regulations. This trust responsibility requires Reclamation to
take all actions reasonable and necessary to protect trust assets.

3.8.1 Affected Environment

No Indian owned lands, federally recognized Indian reservation, or ceded lands have
been identified within the work area where traditional use rights are retained by a
federally recognized Indian tribe.

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences

No Action Alternative

No Indian trust assets would be impacted by implementation of no action alternative
because there would be no change to the site.

Preferred Alternative

No Indian trust assets would be impacted by the Preferred Alternative because none are
located in or affected by the proposed repeater tower project.

3.9 Indian Sacred Sites

3.9.1 Affected Environment

Executive Order 13007 defines Indian sacred sites as “any specific, discrete, narrowly
delineated location on Federal land that is identified by an Indian tribe, or Indian
individual determined to be an appropriately authoritative representative of an Indian
religion, as sacred by virtue of its established religious significance to, or ceremonial use
by, an Indian religion.” If the locations of sacred sites are disclosed to an agency, the
agency is responsible to seek to avoid damage to the sites, to consult about any actions
that may potentially affect disclosed sites, and to accommodate access for traditional
religious practitioners. Presence of a disclosed site does not preclude implementation of
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damaging actions or denial of access, when necessary to meet broader agency
responsibilities or public need. If sites are present but not disclosed to the agency, then
the agency is not accountable for inadvertent damage.

In October 2004, Reclamation notified the Warm Springs Tribes of the proposed action
and asked that they inform the agency if there were Indian sacred sites in or near the
proposed project area. To date, no response has been received from the Tribes.

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

No impacts to Indian sacred sites would occur, since no new actions with the potential to
affect sites, if any are present, would be implemented.

Preferred Alternative

As indicated above, Reclamation has not been informed that Indian sacred sites are in or
near the proposed project location. If no such sites are present, there will be no effect. If
sacred sites are present within the construction zone, then it is likely that the
characteristics necessary to their continued use would be destroyed. If they survived,
they would no longer be accessible for use.

3.10 Historic Properties
3.10.1 Affected Environment

On July 11, 2004, a Reclamation archeologist completed an archeological survey of the
repeater tower location and also the route for an electrical service line that was under
consideration at that time. Vegetation was sparse and surface visibility excellent. No
archeological sites or isolated artifacts were found. The BLM completed an
archeological clearance of the access route across BLM lands to the repeater tower
location, and have provided a use permit to the County. In October, 2004, Reclamation
notified Ms. Sally Bird, Warm Springs Tribes tribal archeologist, of the proposed action
and requested that she notify the agency if any archeological sites or locations of
importance to the Tribes were present. At this time, no response has been received from
the Tribes. Until otherwise informed, Reclamation will therefore assume that the Tribes
do not have knowledge of resources at this location, or have made the decision to not
inform Reclamation of known resources.

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

There would be no potential to impact historic properties, since no new actions would be
implemented.
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Preferred Alternative

Since no resource sites have been identified in or near the potential impact area of the
undertaking, then implementation of the preferred alternative would have no effect on
historic properties.

3.11 Paleontological Resources

3.11.1 Affected Environment

Eastern Oregon is rich in paleontological materials, with the John Day basin recognized
to have some of America’s more important Oligocene, Miocene, and Pliocene epoch
deposits. Fossil materials have been found in Clarno and John Day geological formations
extending in John Day and Crook Counties. No general paleontological inventories have
occurred to see if fossils are present elsewhere at the reservoir where the proper
geological conditions exist. However, plant fossils materials have been reported in
sedimentary members of the underlying Clarno Formation exposed further east in the
reservoir basin area.

As indicated under Section 3.1 (Geology and Soils), a Reclamation geologist examined
the radio tower location as part of the project investigation. He noted no paleontological
materials during his investigation, and assessed the location as having very poor potential
for undetected fossil materials. The bedrock at the site is probably part of the upper
welded tuff (pyroclastic) member of the John Day Formation, which is essentially a
volcanic rock of magmatic origin and would therefore not contain fossilized remains.

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action

No impacts to paleontological resources would occur, since no new actions with the
potential to affect resources would occur, and no resources are likely to be present.

Preferred Alternative

Since geological and soil conditions at the location are not fossiliferous, there is
essentially no potential for undetected paleontological resources. Therefore, there would
be no effects to paleontological resources.

3.12 Cumulative Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines a cumulative impact as “the
impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when

added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative
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impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time” (CEQ Implementing Regulations 40 CFR part 1508.7). At
Prineville Reservoir, there are no similar existing structures and no future projects to
construct additional communication towers are planned by Reclamation or its managing
partners. Communication towers may be sited and constructed on adjacent private lands
by private communication companies in the future. To date, Reclamation is unaware of
any such plans.

The cumulative impacts of additional development at Prineville Reservoir are addressed
in the Prineville Reservoir Resource Management Plan and Master Plan: Finding of No
Significant Impact and Final Environmental Assessment (RMP/EA) issued in June 2003
(Reclamation 2003a). The RMP/EA outlines planned development of Reclamation
administered lands at Prineville Reservoir over a period of 10 or more years and analyzes
the potential cumulative impacts on each resource addressed. This repeater tower was
not specifically addressed in the RMP, but the cumulative impacts on natural resources
resulting from development at Prineville Reservoir are described in the RMP/EA. The
cumulative impacts to natural resources of the tower structure are not outside the scope of
the analysis presented in the RMP/EA.
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APPENDIX A

PuUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

November 19, 2004, Reclamation’s public scoping letter and distribution list
December 2, 2004, Crook County comment letter

AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

July 21, 2004, Reclamation’s letter to FWS
September 13, 2004, FWS ESA species list
October 15, 2004, letter to Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Indian Reservation of Oregon
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAL OF RECLAMATION
Pacific Moribewrst Beglon
Lavwer Codiamibsia Arra (ilice
B NE Mulirurmabi Street, Suise 101140
Portlesl, Oragon $T2A2-2135

NNV 19 2

Subject: Commenis requested on the proposed Prineville Reservoir Emergency Radio
Communication Tower

Ladies and Gentlemen:

The Burean of Reclamation has identified inndequacies in the available radio communications
coverage at Arthur R. Bowman Dam and Prineville Reservoir (Reservoir). To remedy this
problem, Reclamation and its managing partners are proposing to improve the emergency
communication system al Prineville Reservoir. The managing partners are Oregon Parks and
Recreation Department, Ochoco Irrigation District, Crook County Sheriff™s Office, Crook
County Fire Department, and Crook County Road Depariment. Each of the agencies has
responsibilities to provide public services including safety and emergency response in the
Reservoir area. Prineville Reservoir is a popular destination for Innd and water recreational
activities. The lack of comprehensive radio communication throughout the Reservoir arca poses
a potential nisk to the visiting public.

Reclamation is proposing to: 1) grant Crook County the right to use a site located on Federal
land, 2} to contribute funding for the construction costs of one repeater tower, and 3) fund one-
sixth of the tower"s annual operation costs. The location for the proposed repeater tower is on
Remington Road on the north side of Prineville Reservoir (sec enclosed location map). The
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has granted Crook County's request to access the site from
Remington Road through BLM administered lands. A repeater tower located at this site will
increase radio communication coverage between Arthur R. Bowman Dam, portions of Prineville
Reservoir, and recreation sites downstream of the dam with Crook County emergency response
services in Prineville. The tower will consist of a 100-foot tall open lattice structure, one small
service building and a security fence. Solar power is planned as the primary energy source, but
other sources may be considered to supplement solar power if necessary, The communications
improvements will not provide for commercial cell phone service and the proposed site will not
be nvailable for other tower development.

Reclamation cannot make a final decision to implement this activity until a Mational
Enwvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of the proposed federnl action is evaluated. In
scoordance with NEPA, Reclamation is required to identify environmental and social issues that
may be of concern or potentinlly significant in the area within which the project may occur. We
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are secking your nssistance to identify any possible social and environmental impacts or
concermns that may result if the proposed repealer tower project 15 implemented

You written commeenis should be submitted by December 20, 2004 to the above address. 1f you
have questions, please contact me at 503-872-2795, or Ms. Tanya Sommer, our Natural Resource
Specialist, at Y03-872-2846 or at (sommergpn.ushr. gov
Sincerely,
i o 3
/ i
Kt M, [Hadocr
| % .

'R Ronald J Eggers v

Enclosure

Area Manager

Mr. Steve Memminger
Prineville Reservoir State Park
19300 S. Juniper Canyon Road
Prineville, OR 97754

Mr. Brian Ferry

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
2042 S.E. Paulina Highway

Prineville, OR 97754-9701

Mr. Larry Rasmussen

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2600 S.E. 98™ Avenue, Suite 100
Portland, OR 97266

Mr. Robert Towne

Bureau of Land Management
3050 N.E. 3" Street
Prineville, OR 97754
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Mr. Boyd Goodpaster
402 E. Yakima Avenue, Suite 600
Yakima, WA 98901

Mr. Jim Hensley

Crook County Sheriff’s Office
308 N.E. Second Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Ms. Sherri Miyazaki
2804 226™ Avenue, S.E.
Sammamish, WA 98075

The Bulletin
1526 N.W. Hill Street
Bend, OR 97701-1999



Mr. Bill Zelenka

Crook County Planning Department
300 East Third Street

Prineville, OR 97754-1999

Mr. Wayne Shuyler

Oregon State Marine Board

435 Commercial Street, NE, Suite 400
Salem, OR 97309-5065

Mr. Mathew & Ms. Laura Hawes
Prineville Reservoir Resort
19600 S.E. Juniper Canyon Road
Prineville, OR 97754

Mr. Ken and Ms. Marjorie Goodpaster
30054 Elisha Road
Molalla, OR 97038

Mr. Larry & Ms. Joy Rose
1610 Bonnie Street, S.W.
Albany, OR 97321-1852

Mr. Gary Ervin
6381 N.E. Wainwright Road
Prineville, OR 97754
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Central Oregonian
558 North Main
Prineville, OR 97754-1199

Mr. Scott Cooper

Crook County Commissioner
County Courthouse

300 East Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754-1999

Mr. Chuck and Ms. Dorothy Abernathy
62969 Florence Drive
Bend, OR 97701

Mr. Barron Bail

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
3050 N.E. Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Ms. Janet Hutchison

Bureau of Land Management
3050 N.E. Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754



Mr. Gordon & Ms. Sandra Bergquam
Lakeview Cove

P.O. Box 1215

Prineville, OR 97754

Ms. Julie Schiedler

Bottero Park Improvement District
12276 S.E. Vista Loop

Prineville, OR 97754
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Crook County

300 N.E. 3rd Streed + Prineville, Oregon 97754
Phone (241} 4476555 » FAX (541) 416-389)

December 2, 2004 i
[
i 1
IW‘I' Ef‘ {
LLS. Dept. of Interior Wﬁj ﬁ, ?
Bureay of Reclamation Jliﬂ}ﬂ-
Pacific Northwesi Region f |
Lower Columbin Area Office '

825 NE Multnomah Street, Sulte 1110 |
Portland, Oregon, 97232-21135

RE: Comments on proposed Prineville Reservoir Emergency Radio Communication Tower

Dear Sir or Madam:

The Crook County Court, the governing body for Croak County, a political subdivision of the
State of Oregon, submits the following comments in support of the proposed placement of a
mdio communication tower on the north side of Prineville Reservols.

Crook County strongly supports this project,

Atpuﬂ,ih:h:tnf:bwﬁmdmwﬂrhmmdutmmmm
cnforcement agents are umable to maintain radio commumication with each sther and with
efferjency responders from other arcas, The inability to communicate places officers of risk and
the public using the reservoir st risk. The installation of 2 communications tower i expected to
resolve this problem. In doing so, it may well in time save lives of both public safety officers
mﬂlhnm:mﬁugwhﬁcmnmmuhﬁyurhwurmmrupmﬂ maintain the
peace.

As you kmow, the interoperability of communications is akso a priority of the federal povernment
in the wake of Sept. 11, 2001. It goes without saying that before communication can be
interopernble, it must first exist! The installation of this tower is a first step toward resolution of
the greater national objective.

nmm“mmnmammmaymmﬂmuﬂm
infrastructure which is entitbed 1o extraordinary protection. Such protection cannot be provided

Scott B Cooper, Judge » Mike McCabe, County Commissioner » Mike 1. Mohan, County Commissioner
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without an adequate communication system. The construction of this tower iz not only desired to
serve local needs but is essential to achieving federal Homeland Security objectives,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Seett# L

Scott R. Cooper
Crook County Judge

Ce: Commissioner Mike McCabe
Commissioner Michael J. Mohan
ShenfT Rodd Clark
Jeff Wilson, County Counsel
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United States Department of the Interior 7/
BLIREAL OF RECLAMATION '
Faaiflie Mot Eegeon
Lirees Colupmbaia Ares CETice

1308 ME Lisyd Boubrvard, Sulie 730
Portland Ceegen 57212

ENV-1.00

JL 21 AN

MEMORANIHM Pesimst '

¢

L=
To:  State Supervisor, U5, Pish and wildlife Scrvice, Oregon mmﬂmmﬁ;ﬁoﬂ'—"m——
Avemue, Saite 100, Portland, O 9723606 mil

Attn Kemper M. MeMasier grid - .00 5F

From: Iemald J. Eggens 4 |

Avea Magager ) BONMD J. EGGERS

Subject: Feguest for List of Threatened snd Endangerad Species Under the Endangened
Species Act for the Propossd Prineville Reservolr Repeater Tower, Crook County,
Onegen

The Burean of Reclamation, in partnership with Creok County, the Busess of Land

M pemeni, Ochoon Enigaison District, and Chregon Parks end Recresticm Department, is
propoitng io install o repester iower of Prineville Reservoir. The proposed repeater towar would
e primnrily for mdio communication for emergency sorvica {fine, smbulance, shenifTh personmel
nd Boween dan operstors. The proposed tower sile ansd the power lize alignment are on
Roclamation lands located in Crock Cousty, COregon! T1 75, RI1SE, Section 11 NI/

As past of Reclamations Matioasl mmnmdeh
rogquired by the Fodoral Endanpered Specics Act (ESA) of 1973, we are formally requesting

inferenation on any listed or proposed endangerad sl throatoncd spockes thal msy be present in
the project area. 'We requesi thal your specios lisi cover the kocation lisied shove.

W would approciste receiving the ESA spocies 1ist ni your earlies! convemionon. Please send
your response and sy other correapondence related ho ihis project to me b the above address. 1§
you have eny questions reganding this peojoct, please comlact My Teays Soeumer at $00-E72-
R4, -

Bz LOAAGS0, LCA-G500, LCA-G502
EFC-3200, EREO-3000

W TSsermer K Blakney-rmughn 77T W04 M0 T T048
bemeritrvaighswiLISF A WS pecies Lt Regeesi-Crool Ca - 7- 1904
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office
21600 SE 98th Avenue, Sulte 100 -
PII"'IIIIH. quu 07266 r"'.I‘:'IITF:dI -i::
Phone: (503) 231-6179 FAX: (503) 231-6195 | e n o ey |
3 o I
Rrpdy T M0 53041 (0}
ikt bire: S wpud
TS Mo, (415 -ﬁiw%?nﬁ
| V00
Ropald Eggers ~
U$. Burcan of Reclamation 62 &0}
B2E ME Mulmomnh Sireet, Suiio 1110
Portland, Ot 97232-2135
Subject: Prineville Reservoir Radio ter T Project
nllnhml:l-? i
Diear Mr. Bggers:
This is in 15 memorandum, dated Jul EIEWI. information om lsted
o T e o 04 g mion
Prineville Reservoir H.q-nwhwﬁnjunmﬂmk . The Fish and Wildlife

Service (Service) received your correspondence on July 26, 2004,

Wi have attached a list (Enclosire A) of threatened and mdtn:ﬂlp-nu

Iﬂmh#ﬂnraummﬂhﬂmg‘:nr ower Project, Thl:glﬂlhm:

m;:ﬂﬂlliﬂlﬂjﬁhﬂ.lﬂl L5 Ejﬂ;}nfd?w Spmin{..ﬁ. Aﬂmw}ﬂ]ml-
of LEan

under the Act are outlined in ‘Enck N

mmﬂmnmmmm-mwwwmm and the
mmmulmhtmh muay be conservad. Lhdﬁim?{ml}-ﬂ?{.murm
and purssant to 50 qur.ﬂm is required o atilize thear suthorities o carmy out
wwﬂhhhmummmﬂmﬂm% may affect
threatened and endangered spec u..mﬂnrmml h.lblul. .Miﬂﬂ Assessment is roquired
for construction pro {wuhnr impacts) which are major
Federl actions nfﬂwhu.m environment as defined in the
National Emvironmental l..'I'.S l:'.. -I]-J! ﬂh':_lwlhﬂacu other than
Bi hﬂﬁmﬁm huﬂ: lhq.r dﬁnlmﬂm'mpmpnndhh
o delemmine w cr and
l!mmnnd-ad m.;w:n ibed in Enclosure B, as

I BLM determines, based on the Biological Assczsment or evaluation, that threafened and
ﬁuﬁuﬂlﬁpﬁﬂh critical habitat may hmgﬁhgﬂm BLM & required 1o
ith the Service following the requirements of 50 which implement the Act,

Promed w0 Chilarins ree B0 ponl oY CrmT papar
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Enclosure A includes a list o f:mﬂdllnipmimmﬂ:mﬁﬂ:rm isting. The list reflects
to the candidate species list published May 4, 2004, in the F Register (Vol. 69, No.
76) and the addition of * of concem.” Elmmm:pecmhnwmptﬂuummdw
mmwmmch:dulfﬁr on as it is possible candidates could be listed prior to
proj letion. Species of concemn are those taxa whose conservation status is of concem (o
ﬂuﬂﬁu\mww;mwnnwiwmm but for which further information
still needed.

H‘a ect affect only candidate species or species of concern, BLM is not
p;:.‘:ilmnﬁ ﬁjmnmlﬂ‘nmldlhﬂnnrmﬂlﬂﬂhthﬂ%u However,
mpacts to these species in order to prevent future
a:rnilm. Therefore, |fﬂrly mlmanufthn %MWMH is likely to adversely
mmm‘wwﬂwmﬂ may wish to request technical assistance
8O

You should be aware that another of our Trust Resources, miyi:?rhrds.mmﬂ'ﬂngmﬂum
m from collisions with communications towers. Further information of this issue can be
from the following web sites:

Mnummmdﬁ&:mx (Click on “issues")

Please refer to the approved Service Guidance on the Siting, Construction, Operation
and Decommissioning of Communications Towers. We recommend its 10 your
mm?mgm, We also recommend the Service tower site evaluation form, which you may

1} maﬂh“;mmmmmnnﬁmuu your proposed project to endangered species and
migratory 4

Your interest in endangered specics is appreciated. The Service encourages BLM o mvmm

unities for incorporating conservation of threatened and mdn,g;ﬂﬁl ics into proj
ﬁb as a means of complying with the Act. I you have de;rnw
nlmm under the Act, please contact Kevin Maurice at (503) l-ﬁl‘ﬁl

comespondence should include the above referenced file number. For questions reganding
ﬂmﬂmmm&mmmMqumﬂsmmmmu

500, Portland, Oregon 97232, (503) 230-5400

Sincercly,

T3 Jowcain

i Kemper M. McMasier
State Supervisor

Enclosures
1-7-04-5P-0508

Ena:m, Orepon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Salem, Oregon.
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Enclosure A

FEDERALLY LISTED AND PROPOSED ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES,
CANDIDATE SPECIES AND SPECIES OF CONCERN THAT MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE
AREA OF THE PRINEVILLE RESERVOIR RADIO REPEATER TOWER PROJECT

LISTED SPECIES"

Columbin spotiod ﬂ

%Hllﬂ cuckoo™

1-7-04-5P-0506

Haliaeens leucocephals
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E&mmm Chcorhynchis mykiss gibbsi

e S R

Plants )

Henderson ricegrass Achnatherum hendersonii

Wnllmm ricegrass Achnatherum wallowaensis
mu-npmru ..-lﬂmﬂa-' m&m

D:lmpmmsmmkﬂyﬂm

Little mousetail nrinimu I:?

Howell's thelypody ssp. howellii

VE) - Listed Endeongered {T) - Listad Thrvatonad FCH) - Eriticat Habiia! has boww desipnaind for this species

(PI} - Propousd Enddangered  ('T) - Propared Thrembessel  (PCH) - Criviend Habitar kar boen propased i thiv species

FRE - Snapeectod §T - Morusensed

Sprcter of Canrern - Fara whase roapervanan sransn i of (eadeen 10 L Service (many previosaly dngwn an Corepony § candidates], b for
wehih forzhir imermarion i amill aended

r

UL & Dvpariment of buierior, Fink and Wildiife Service, Ocoabar 11, 2000, Essgn pernd and Thecotsned Widife snd Flanty, 30 CFR
%00 el IT 12

Fosdaral Regisrer Vol 60, No. 110, Jeby 12, 1995 - Final Rule - Bald Fagle

Federal Regiuier Fol 47, Ko. 86, My 4, J004, Notice of Revire - Candidare ar Propesed Animals and Plaats

Fiarsl Bagister Fol 66, Mo, 143, July 15, 3001, 13-Momih Finding fir « Petition Tis List the Felfowhillnd Cucloo
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ENCLOSURE B
FEDERAL AGENCIES RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER SECTION 7(a) and ()
OF THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

SECTION T(a}-Consultation/Conference
Requires:

1} Federal agencies io utilize their authorities to carry out programs to conserve endangersd
and threatened species; '
2) Consultation with FWS when a Federal action may affect a listed endangered or
threatened specics to insure that any action suthorized, funded or carried out by a Faderal
agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or result in the
destruction o adverse modification of Critical Habitat. The process is initiated by the
Federal agency after they have determined if their action may affect (adversely or
beneficially) a lsted species; and

3) Conference with FWS when a Federal action is likely to jeopardize the contimsed
existence of 8 proposed species or result in destruction or adverse modification of proposed

SECTION T(c}-Blological Assessment for Major Construction Projects’

Requires Federal agencics or their designees to prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) for
construction projects only. The purpose of the BA is to identify proposed and/or listed species
which arefis likely to be affectsd by & construction project. The process is initiated by a Federal
Bgency in requesting & list of proposed and listed threatened and endangered species (list attached).
The BA should be completed within 180 days after its initiation (or within such a time period as is
mustunlly agreeable). If the BA is not initisted within 90 days of receipt of the species list, the
accurncy of the species list should be informally verified with our Service.  No irmeversible
commitment of resources is to be made during the BA process which would foreclose reasonable
and prudent altematives o protect endangered species. Planning, design, and administrative actions
muay be taken; however, no construction may begin,

To complete the BA, your agency or its designee should: (1) conduct an on-site inspection of
the area to be affected by the proposal which may include a detailed survey of the area to determine
if the specics is present and whether suitable habitat exists for either expanding the existing
pepulation or for potential reintroduction of the species; (2) review literature and scientific data to
determune species distribution, habitat needs, and other biological requirements; (3) interview
experts including those within FWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, State conservation
depariments, universities, and others who may have data not yet published in scientific literature;
(4) review and analyze the effects of the proposal on the species in terms of individuals and
populations, including consideration of cumulative effects of the proposal on the species and its
babitat; (5} analyze allernative actions that may provide conservation measures and (6) propase o
report documenting the results, including a discussion of study methods used, any problems
encountered, and ather relevant information. The BA should conclude whether or not a listed
species will be affected. Upon completion, the report should be forwarded to our Portland Office.

' A comstruction praject {or other undertaking baving simillsr physical irmpacts) which is s major Federal action
sipnificantly affecting the quality of the burman enviroanseat as referred o in NEPA (42 USIC, 4332, (1)), O projects
peher ihat consoaction, i B suggentod that & bialogical evalustion simlar o the biological smseizment be underiskes i

39



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAL OF RECLAMATION
Pacific Northweit Region
Lowwer Codumbia Arca Office
§25 NE Mulinomah Streed, Swiie 1110
Portland, Chegon $7EY22 135

0CT 15 2

Ms. Sally Bird, Tribal Archeologist

Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon
PO Box C

Warm Springs, Oregon 97761-3001

Subject: Proposed Radio Communication Tower at Prineville Reservoir
Dear Ms. Bind:

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) is proposing to execule a Right of Use
Agreement with Crook County to construct, operate, and maintain a 100-foot tall radio
communication lower at Princville Reservoir. Construction of the tower would increase
public safety af Prineville Reservoir by providing Crook County emergency services,
Ochoco Irrigation District, and Prineville State Park staff with communications that are
more relinble than presently available. At present, radio signals are blocked or
interrupted when made from many areas on the reservoir or surrounding lands, which can
dangerously delay reporting of emergencies and obtaining assistance.

The site of the proposed tower is on Reclamation lands on the top of the liffs
overlooking the valley on the north side of Prineville Reservoir in T 175, R 16E, Sec. 11,
NW1/4 NEL/M4, WM, as shown on the enclosed map, This location is preferred because
there is existing road sccess, it provides maximum range of radio coverage, and seems to
offer a minimum of environmental and visual impact. An archeological survey was
completed of the location in July, and no archeological materials or sites were observed.
A copy of the report memo is enclosed. The proposed radio tower facility would have a
T5-foot square footprint enclosed by a secunity fence, and consist of one 100-foot open
lattice tower with non-reflective coating and one small service building. The tower and
building would be constructed over a concrete slab, The facilities would be accessible
from Remmington Road across Bureau of Land Management administered lands, It
would be solar powered, so no power line would be installed.

Before we make a final seloction of the repeater station’s location, we request your
assistance o defermine if there are resources of interest to the Confedemted Tribes of the
Warm Springs that could be affected by construction of the tower. In particular, we
would like o determine if you have knowledge of Indian sacred sites (per Executive
Order 13007), archeological sites, or traditional cultural properties important to the Warm
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Springs Tribes in or near the tower location, 1f you have knowledge of such sites or
reason (o believe that they could be present, please inform us so we can begin more
detailed discussion and further involve you and your stafl. You can direct questions or
information to Ms. Lynne MacDonald, Regional Archeologist, Bureau of Reclamation,
1150 North Curtis Road, Suite 100, Boise, ID, 83706-1234 or call her at 208-378-5316.

Sincerely,

',--_—-—i'

Ronald J.
Area Manager

be: Lynne MacDonald (PMN-6511)

wio encl
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APPENDIX B

LIST OF PRINEVILLE RESERVOIR WILDLIFE SPECIES
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PRINEVILLE RESERVOIR FINAL REPORT 2004

Species List

Raptors

Bald cagle {Haliaectus leucocephalus)
Guolden cagle (Aquila chrysactos)

Crprey (Pandion halisetus)

Western red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis)
Cooper's hawk ( Accipiter cooperii)
Sharp-shinned hawk { Accipiter striatus)
Prairie aloon (Fako mexicames)

American kestrel (Falco sparverius)

Dher Birds

White pebican (Pelecanus erthrorhynchos)
Great-blue heron { Ardea herodias)
Western Canada goose (Branta canadensis mo ffini)-
Malkard (Anas platyrinmcos)

American wigeon {Anas americana)
Northemn shoveler (Anas clypeata)
Green-winged teal (Anas crecea)
Ring-necked duck (Aythya collaris)
Common goldeneye (Bucephaln elanguls)
Common merganser (Mergus merganser)
Ring-bilked gull (Lorus delawarensis)
California gull (Larus californicus)
Belted kingfisher (Ceryle akyon)

Western grebe {Aechmorphorus occidentalis)
Clark’s grebe {Aechmorphorus clarkii)
Homed grebe (Podiceps aurilas)
Pied-billed grebe (Podilymbus podiceps)
Common loon (Gavia mmmir)

Spotted sandpiper (Actitus macularia)
Killdoer (Charadrius vocifisrus)

Greater vellowlegs (Tringa melanoleuca)
Long-billed dowitcher (Limnodromus scowpaceus)
Least sandpiper (Calidris minutilla)
Baird"s sundpiper (Calidris bairdii)
Turkey vulture (Cathartes aura)

Western raven (Corvus porax simuatus)
Black-billed magpic ( Pica hudsonia)
Pimyon jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus)
Northern flicker ( Colaptes aurntus)
Common nighthawk (Chordeiles minor)
Spotied towhee (Pipilo maculatus)
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Species List

Other Birds (cont.)

American robin {Turous migratorius)

Townsend's solitaire (Myadestes townsendi)

Mountain biechird (Sialia currucoides)

Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus) :
Red-winged blackbird (Agelarius phoniceus nevadensis)
Rock dove (Columba liva)

Mourning dove (Zenaida macroura)

Ashthroat flyeatcher (Myiarchus cinerncens)

" Western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis)

Say’s phocbe (Sayomis saya)

Gray flycatcher (Empidonax wrightii)

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius lodovicinnus)

Rock wren (Salpinctes obsobetus)

Canyon wren (Catherpes mexicanus)

Sparrow spp.

Warbler spp—

Swallow spp.

Swilt spp.

Muammials

Bobeat (Lynx rufus)

Coyote (Canis latrans)

American beaver (Castor Canndensis)

Morthern river otter (Lontra Canadensis)

Muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus)

Mountain cottontail { Silvilagus nuttallii)

California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi)
Belding's ground squirrel {Spermophilus beklingi)
Golden-mantled ground squirrel {Spermophilus laterallis)
Least chipmunk (Tomais minimus)

Herps

Western toad (Bufo boreas)

Gireat-hasin gophersnake (Pituophis catenifer deserticola)
Western yellow-bellied racer (Colubar constrictor mormon)
Great-basin fence lizard (Sceboporus oceidentalis longipes)

The above list reflects all species recognized and noted between /30003 and 11/9/04 at
Prineville Reservoir by Raven Research in the course of this study.
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