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Big Picture
What are the key process decisions facing the Board?

1) What are the key upcoming substantive issues?

2) L-T Strategy Delivery Date?
3) What are you comparing and how?

4) What level of detail and information certainty is needed?

5) What is the target date for your PROCESS decision?
Let's begin exploring the options

No Decisions Today - We'll talk Offline Before Next Meeting
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Why are “Tough” Decisions Difficult?

Common psychological traps and biases examples:

Concession Aversion: We distort the value of an offer so as
to overvalue the loss and undervalue the gain.

Construal Biases: We think that others hold more extreme
views than they do.

Sunk Costs: We tend to “throw good money after bad,”
favoring alternatives for which we have already incurred
substantial costs, even though these costs are gone and,
therefore, the same for all alternatives.

There are no facts about the future!



Why are Group Decisions More Difficult?

1) Focus on two options: right or wrong

2) Focus on a few criteria

3) Focus on positions instead of interests

4) Desire to convince - not explore

5) Rabbit Holes

6) Explaining decisions to constituencies not at the table

/) Disagreement over facts, risk, or the future
8) Not knowing how/when to reach a decision
9) Internal power dynamics

s 10) Concerns surrounding implementation



1) What are the Key Upcoming Substantive Issues?

LAND: What are the next steps?

FRE: What are the next steps?

ASRP: What level of implementation over what timeline
should the Board include in any comparative analyses, and
how should non-habitat restoration actions (All-H, predation,
etc.) be dealt with in the Chehalis Basin Strategy?
Skookumchuck Dam: What are the next steps?

North Shore Levee, CFAR, Local Projects, Erosion
Management, Floodplain Acquisition: What specific
elements of these programs should be included in every
package for further analysis?



Issues, contd.

= Climate Change/Modeling: Does the Board want to update the
projections for the basin with the new climate information that
will be coming out in 20237 If yes, do climate change or EDT
modeling assumptions need to change for ASRP? Modeling:
H&H (Riverflow2D vs HecRas), climate change modeling
(ensemble vs ranges), fish modeling (EDT and NOAA life cycle)?

= Benefit/Cost Analyses: Does the Board want a comparative
benefit-cost and socioeconomic/E.]. evaluation of the LAND and
FRE? Relative costs and flood benefits, or should it include
modeled impacts to aquatic species through EDT and/or NOAA
life cycle modeling, etc.? When?



2) L-T Strategy Delivery Date?

EIS Track

1) Before SEPA EIS?

1)

2) Before FEIS? 2)

3) After SEPA EIS? 3)

4) After FEIS?

5) As Long as it Takes? 4)
Other Tracks?

1)
2)
3)

Budget Track

End of This Biennium?
During Next Biennium?
During Subsequent
Biennium?

As Long as it Takes?



Where are We Going and When: Phased CBS Strategy

Late 2025-2026 (est.)

Final Political :
) 7/23 As Long as it

EIS? Reality? .
’ fakes:

Mid-Term Action Implementation and Release of the Final
Integrated Long-Term Strategy

Beginning with the 2023-25 biennium until all final elements of the Strategy Integrated Strategy Full Implementation

have been decided on and long-term funding sources are identified, est. late with Ongoing Monitoring and Adaptive
2025-2026 Management
» Continued and scaled project implementation Late 2025-2026 (est.) until TBD
« Advancement of scientific and technical information, exploratory  Long-term funding portfolio secured

analyses, and evaluation of options « Formation of new governance structures, as needed
» Board decisions (provisional as needed) on: + Scaled and accelerated implementation

o Flood damage reduction approach - Monitoring and adaptive management

o Appropriate long-term investment levels « Periodic reporting on the Strategy's performance

o Implementation prioritization and sequencing + Ongoing coordination with basin partners

o Finalized outcomes measures
o Identification of possible new governance structures

Funding portfolio identified

Continued program development



Update Timeline

Conceptual
Schedule
meant for
preliminary
discussion
purposes
only

5/3/23




A “what-if” discussion designed to explore the scheduling implications if
the FCZD provides a revised project submittal for the SEPA and NEPA EISs in
early (Q1) 2024, followed by a revised mitigation submittal 2-4 months later.

Dates are fluid and interdependent
Hypothetical schedule - Nothing more

Discussion aid to begin scheduling discussions surrounding timing
options for an integrated long-term strategy.



e FCZD stated they will provide a revised project submittal in early (Q1) 2024,
followed by a revised mitigation submittal 2-4 months later (Q2) 2024.

e Ecology generally assumes 12 months to get from Draft to Final i.e., early
2025, based on the above.

e Major Assumptions:

o If new information requires new analysis, the timeline could be
extended for new modeling or monitoring to determine impacts.

o Major aspects of the LAND are not at a stage to be included
quantitatively, i.e., they don’t have sponsors or funding.

o SEPA requires a SUPP EIS if there are substantial changes to a proposal
that could result in significant adverse environmental impacts not
addressed in the draft.



e Corps is not currently able to make any timeline commitments.

o Additional modeling of proposed mitigation actions to incorporate ESA
Section 7 and tribal treaty rights comments may be necessary before FEIS
publication. The time for modeling and its analysis are not included above.

o Note: Final NEPA EIS extended from 2 to 6 months. FEIS requires the
issuance of a Section 7 Biological Opinion or Letter of Concurrence
(BiOp/LOC) by both USFWS and NMFS.

o Note: ROD extended from 3 months to 1 year. Issuance depends on the
completion of Section 106 and tribal treaty rights determination.

e Overall schedule dependent upon timely discussions, coordination, and input
from FCZD, Ecology, USACE, WDFW, USFWS, and NMFS, in addition to tribal
consultation and coordination.



Board Discussion

What are the advantages and disadvantages of deciding on an
integrated long-term flood damage reduction strategy before
one or more EISs are issued?



3) What are Comparing and How?

a) Stay the Course: Silo Approach with data and policy

information separately

b) Comparative Analyses: Packages and Decision Table

Approach
c) Other Approach?
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If Comparative Analyses, What Gould it Look Like

. Agree on a process with Benefit-cost work.

a. What s it that we are comparing, and at what level?
b. Are we simply doing FRE vs LAND, or are we doing

packages that include a combination of flood, fish, and
dual-purpose actions?

. At most, we would be teeing up alternatives for comparison,

not picking one.

. Facilitator creates draft exercises for Board to create

potential packages.
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Over Simplistic Package Goncept

Aquatic Species

Flood Damage Reduction

Integrated Programs and Projects

Element| Aquatic Other Aber-Hoq FRE LAND CFAR Flood Skook Erosion Floodplain Initiative for
Species | Aquatic North and Authority Dam Mgmt. Acquisition | Working Riparian
Restor. Species Shore Airport Work Program Program Lands
Plan Actions Levee Levee
Package
Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do Do
0 Nothing | Nothing Nothing Nothing Nothing Nothing Nothing | Nothing Nothing Nothing Nothing
1 Fish
Passage
Only
Flood
2 Storage
Only
Combo
3 Fish-
Flood
Dam
4 Removal
Which elements will be included in all packages?




18

Comparative analyses, cont.

4. Facilitator, in consultation with staff and consultants, refine
exercises with descriptions, ranges of actions, and a list of
potential common elements.

5. Board does preliminary scoping exercises at a regular meeting
with aggravated results to Board to refine alternatives to further
develop with additional data.

6. Information presented to Board at retreat/charette in order
to create 2-3 packages for comparative evaluation.

7. Conduct comparative analysis with benefit-cost work in
partnership with a CBB subcommittee.

5. Preliminary Results to Board for analysis and next steps
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Using Decision Tables to Evaluate Packages

1) Communication is focused and structured

2) Starts with shared interests - NOT positions using the
Umbrella Question to explore versus debate

3) Board develops the process and vets the data

4) Visual (tables simplify complexity & boost collective
thinking

5) Decision matrices allow for quantitative and qualitative

evaluation (Likert Scales, or: . @ .

6) “What-if” Analyses
7) Transparency and future success measures
8) Teeing up future Board discussions and refinement
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Decision Table Example

TROUTDALE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
Roles and Responsibilites %CT ADL,

Click on the circles below for mora information.

#3% PORT OF PORT

*oesibility. In avery directio
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1) What markets is the
airport best suited to
serve?

2) What are the
primary development
alternatives?

3) Are there
environmental
constraints that impact
future alternatives?

4) Are there legal
constraints that impact
future alternatives?

5) What are the
financial impacts of
these alternatives over
the next 20 years?

6) What are the
community economic
impacts of the
alternatives over the
next 20 years?

7) How does the
community feel about
these alternatives?

8) What development
alternatives will be
recommended to the
Port Executive
Director?
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TTD

PROPOSED RANGE OF ROLES

Maximum
Commercial/
Industrial

PROPOSED RANGE OF DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES
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Alternatives

A: Maximum

commercial /
industrial

==
S
=
(0]
£
=
O
=

forecasts

Basic Table

Evaluation Criteria

economic

benefits
rt system

Environmental
airpo

Community
Community
planning
compatibility
Financial

Fit with local

Legal feasibility

B: More
commercial /
industrial; less
business aviation

C: More business
aviation; less
commercial /
industrial

D: Maximum
aviation
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Evaluation Factors/Metrics

Select Evaluation Factors for Each Criterion

Weighted Evaluation Criteria

Fit with aviation| Jobs atTTD Surface / active Air quality 20 year capital | Assessment | Compliance
and land use transportation expenditures | of airspace with local,
forecasts using opportunities / (ROI) impacts state and
the 50t Perc. impacts federal laws
Average wage of | Relationship to | Water quality | Ability to fund | Role within | Compliance
jobs at TTD TRIP capital costs | Portsystem | FAA grants
Business Relationship to | Noise impacts 20 year Role within | Contractual
revenues at TTD | surrounding operating costs| the regional | commitments
land uses airport
system
State /local taxes| Fit & Flexibility | Environmental Expected Assessment
for locals improvement operating of FAA
revenues NextGen
Economic Compatibility Private
impact to local with enviro investment
economy assets
Education, Natural
training, and resources
workforce

development
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Scoring Alternatives

Assign a color to each alternative that describes how
well the alternative aligns with each evaluation category
compared to other alternatives.

‘ Very favorable / well-aligned

@ Neutral / neither favorable nor unfavorable

‘ Not favorable / not well-aligned
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Data Example: Alignment with Forecasts

Alternative

A: Maximum
commercial /
industrial

Positives

Negatives

Displaces all users.

B: More
commercial /
industrial; less
business aviation

Accommodates recreational
and flight training.

Does not accommodate
business.

Limited room for facility
expansion.

C: More business
aviation: less
commercial /

Accommodates similar to
existing.

Limited room for expansion.

Limited chance of attracting
more business.

industrial
D: Maximum Meets needs of larger « Larger than needed to meet
aviation aircraft. demand.

New separation standards
will displace existing
structures/parking.

N
=
=




Preliminary Results
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Sensitivity Analysis

Average Score and What-If

Fit with Local

Alignment Community

R Timpect iR ressioy
category| 13% | 14% | 14% | 13% | 16% | 15% | 15% | 100%
Alter:izr:gt 1.1 4.2 4.5 1.3 2.7 2.3 2.6 2.68
Alte:'l::::'zg 4.3 4.7 4.7 3.0 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.30
Alter::ir:: Sl 4o 3.5 3.5 3.3 4.6 4.9 4.9 4.25
Altemra::::z 2.7 1.3 1.5 3.7 1.1 1.5 2.8 2.06
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Why This Approach Works

Focuses on the integrated part of the strategy
Combines both policy and technical

Compares alternatives systematically

Everyone’s views are considered

Iterative

Thought process and analysis documented

Pros and Cons for each alternative are highlighted
Your team will be involved
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Board Discussion: Advantages and Disadvantages

NOT ALL PROCESSES
Hﬂﬂﬂf@,ﬂ“SE"sus 1. Stay the Course with the

Current Silo approach

2. Comparative Analyses with
Packages and Decision
Tables

*
&
%

3. Other Approaches?

&

BUT THOSE THAT DO, USE
"DECISION MAKING TOOLS!
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4) What Level of Detail and Information Certainty
is Needed?

a) Less than EIS level
b) Same as EIS level
c) More than EIS level

d) Other
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a) June

b) July
c) Other:

9) What is the Target Date for
Your PROCGESS Decision?
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Next Steps
We'll Discuss this Offline Before the Next Meeting

6/1/23 Meeting: Long-Term Strategy Preparation,
Approach, and

Timeline Discussion with Possible Decision

Please see the Appendix

for More Information
A) 10 Steps Explained in Detail
B) Video Explanation
C) Worksheets from Video



THANK YOU!

m CHEHALIS BASIN

== STRATEGY
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Appendix




36

Decision Table Ten Step Process

1) ldentify the problem with an open-ended question

2) Preliminarily identify alternatives

3) Preliminarily identify evaluation criteria

4) Weigh evaluation criteria

5) Gather quantifiable data for each criterion

6) Evaluate each alternative against each criterion

7) Eliminate, refine & combine

8) Select the best alternative, create a conditional and adaptable
implementation plan, and system for monitoring success

9) Monitor and reconvene

10) Celebrate success




Ten Step Process

Identify the problem with an open-ended
1 guestion
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Decisions are often framed too narrowly: “Should we do this
or that?” Instead, “What are we trying to achieve with this
decision... the Umbrella Question?

Agree on elements of high-level comparative analysis.
What is it that we are comparing, at what level?
Confirming that we would start pre-SEPA and NEPA FEIS?

Focus only on teeing up alternatives for this high-level
comparison, not on picking one



Ten Step Process

Preliminarily identify alternative
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List all possible solutions you can think of (creatively and
realistically) focusing on the Umbrella Question.

LAND vs. FRE or Packages that include a combination of flood,
fish, and dual-purpose actions?

ldentify what common elements are included in each.

Staff drafts an exercise to allow people to create packages
Staff invites consultants to refine exercise, including
descriptions and ranges of actions, perhaps High, Medium,
and Low variations.

Both develop a proposed list of common elements



Ten Step Process

Cont.

Preliminarily identify alternative
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Board does preliminary, offline (not at Board meeting) scoping
exercise (voting and ex-officio, anonymously collected,
aggregate results)

Present results to Board at the next Board meeting to refine
alternatives for further staff/consultant development, including
additional data, including mitigation packages

Board explores at charette in order to create 2-3 packages for
comparative evaluation - not decision.

Not constrained/burdened by benefit-cost

Decide on Benefit-Cost Analysis (Preliminary high-level and/or
Final Analysis)



Ten Step Process

Preliminarily identify evaluation criteria

What Factors Matter for Your Decision? Start with basic
guestions:

o Whatis important here?

o What are we looking for? What do we want?

« Make a long list with all potential criteria that come to mind
when you go through those questions. Redundancy is OK at
this stage

« Now, reduce your list to a small set of criteria to those that are
most important, don't overlap, and cover important goal

« Add Climate Change:_. Hydro (Riverflow 2D)— Fish (EDT or
EDT/LCM)

40



Ten Step Process

Cont.

Preliminarily identify evaluation criteria

« Ask for purposes of moving forward, “Based on these criteria,
are we willing to commit to the outcome of this process?” If No:

what is still redundant or missing? Revise your criteria until
everybody is on-board.

« Organize your work from Steps 2 and 3 in a matrix.

- Fill in your own criteria as column headers (from most
to least important)

- Fill in your own alternatives as row headers

41



Ten Step Process

n Weigh evaluation criteria

« Rank your criterion alphabetically
 Allocate 100 points between them

Gather quantifiable data for each criteria

« Make each of those criteria quantifiable. (Even subjective
thoughts can be quantifiable, e.g. with a scale: 1 = Not Likely, 7
= Very Likely)

42



Ten Step Process

n Evaluate each alternative against each criteria

 Assign a color to each alternative that describes how well the
alternative aligns with each evaluation category compared to
other alternatives.
JGREEN: Very favorable / well-aligned with the category

: Neutral / neither favorable nor unfavorable

A RED: Not favorable / not well-aligned with the category

43



Ten Step Process
Eliminate, refine, & combine

* Improve existing alternatives by asking:
o What do you like about each of the high-scoring
alternatives?
o Isthere a way to combine those strengths?
o Is there a way to eliminate/improve the weaknesses?
o List the new Alternatives and Re-Evaluate

Select the best alternative, create an implementation plan,
and system for monitoring success

« Consider Benefit-Cost with EJ/Socio-Economic Analyses
« Add sequencing

 ° Select the optimal conditional package



Ten Step Process

n Monitor and reconvene

« Implement decisions, monitor them, and have a plan to re-
engage if problems are encountered. Publish results and learn.
o What are some foreseeable problems you might encounter?
o How will you handle them?
o When and where will you reconvene?

Celebrate success

» Select optimal design using consensus polling

45
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Decision Table Explanation Video

N .
V4 Ursina Teuscher
1 Decision Analysis & Coaching
Portland State University (Oregon, USK)
Start Here

www.teuscher-coaching.com

http://www.teuscher-coaching.com/how-to-

make-better-group-decisions-video/

Start at 4:.04


http://www.teuscher-coaching.com/how-to-make-better-group-decisions-video/
http://www.teuscher-coaching.com/how-to-make-better-group-decisions-video/
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Video Example
Choosing a Route for New Tillamook to
Oceanside Transmission Line




Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project: Decision Table

Evaluator Infermation:

Name: Date: Select one: D Member of the public DProperty Owner Property Address:

Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria
Land Use / Environmental

Economic

Social

D) Environmental Impacts E) Tillamook PUD Costs F) Community Economics (Benefits / Impacts)

B) Reliability C) Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial

A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts

1) Number of unigue land ovners Considerations: 1} Total acres of forestland within easement 1) Total acres of welland within |1) Construction costs (Infrastructure, Considerations:
2) Number of fax lots Frequency and duration of potential 2) Total acres of fammland within easement ieasement roads, etc.) Job creation, business revenus, property values,
3) Total acreage of privately-owned land within easement outages, cost to gat back online, 3) Total acres of commercial land within easement %) Total number of streams thal |2) Operation & maintenance canstruction disruption, site development options, elc
Sample 4) Percentage of easement on privalely-owned land difficulty of gelting back online. {e.g. 4 Average percenlage of easemenl on property leross transmission line 3) Time o Construct
Measures| 2 Number of private properties that have a transmission structure on it accessibility, number of wetlands, water |5) Largest percentage of easement on proparty
6) Percentage of route NOT co-located with existing electric lines. crossings, soils, need for special 6} Average percentage of structure foolprint on property
7) Number of buildings within 200° of fransmission centerline aquipment), stc, ) Largest percentage of structure faotprint on property
8) Quantity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole} 8) Percentage of route in forestland NOT co-located with exisling privale access
9) Average pole height wads
Rating Instructions: Circle one number in each column to rale the importance of the evalualion faclor.
Extremely.
Important 10 10 10 10 10 10
vty 9 9 9 9 9 9
Important
g 8 8 8 8 8 8
7 7 7 7 7 7
Impertant
6 6 6 6 6 6
Moderately 5 5 5 5 5 5
Important
B 4 4 4 4 4 4
Slightly 3 3 3 3 3 3
Impertant
" 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
Important 1 1 1 1 1 1
Step 2: Scoring Alternatives based on Evaluation Factors
Rating Instructions: Circle one color (Green, Yellow, Red) in each raling cell o specily how well each allernalive salisflies each evalualion faclor. 6 = "Well-aligned" ="MNeutral" a = "Pooily-aligned"
Leaving any cell blank will result in a vote of 3 = "Neutral".
Measures| EWer Unique property owners, smaller private acreage, lower Pereentage private Lower frequency and duration of . ) Fewer acres of wetland and Lower costs of construction, Subjective valuation of the above considerations:
Guid land, fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of route| outages, cost, and difficulty to get Fewer acres and lesser impact on practices is better. fewer number of siream operation & maintenance, and less Rt Bt B e St Mo Bt
p— NOT co-located with existing lines is better. back on line is better. crossings is better. time to construct is better. P g .
) > =
= % o
ATAVANAY
e 2 2 \e 0 e
Evaluation| E YR ) %, (%
© % B (Y )
Factors @%’ @ LR = 2 5
and Sample o, % bﬁ %9% "%9.&
Measures, %, ) R - T
2\ A VBRBR\EZNLE
B 4 \% g\~ )
< \NF \33\ %
% S
Route E1 1 27 | 158 [561% [5 ] q 10.7% | 332% |<0.01%| 01% | NA | @) (5] (<] o O
East
Section | FouleE2 | 11 | 27 | 13 470w (5] q 7A% [529% [<001%| 01% | na | @ q : o o o 0
Route E3 14 30 154 | 54.5% 8 B8.7% | 20 (31,0,1) e q 11.0% | 474% [<0.01%] 0.1% | NA ° q x ° e ° o
Central | ReuteC1 11 21 6 |eazw| 8 |7ETHm | 2 “222 ol s ] q ~09%+ 7% | 15% [<001%<001% wa | @ q 53| 12 | O [ ] 0 0
Seetion | Reutecz | 11 | 17 |95 |r2em| 7 jen| 3 | w | @ q ~99%+ as% [10.1% |<001<001% na | @ q 215 | 12 | @ o 00
36 o v "
West Route W1 2 7|86 [100% | 7 | 100% | 0 |giog | 54 [ 5] d ~99%+ 1.5% | 25% [<0.01%<001%[ 92.1% | @ d 0 2 |9 5] o 0
Section | goutewz | 2 B | e 0w 7 [to0% | 0 | 231915) st | @ q ~00%+ 27% | 76% [<001%| 01% |855% | € q o | 12z |© o .0




Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project: Decision Table

Evaluator Information:

@ Name: Date: Select one: D Member of the public I:IProperty Owner Property Address:
Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria
Ewaluation A A -
Kt Social Land Use / Environmental Economic
A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts B) Reliability C) Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial D) Environmental Impacts E) Tillamook PUD Costs F) Community Economics (Benefits / Impacts)
1) Number of unique land owners Considerations: 1} Total acres of forestland within easement 1) Total acres of wetland within |1) Construction costs (Infrastructure, Caonsiderations:
2) Number of tax lots Freguency and duration of potential 2) Total acres of fanmland within easement easement roads, etc.) Job creation, business revenue, property values,
3) Total acreage of privately-owned land within easement outages, cost to get back online, 3) Total acres of cornmercial land within easement 2) Total number of streams that |2) Operation & maintenance construction disruption, site development options, etc,
Sample |4} Percentage of easement on privately-cwned land difficulty of getting back online, {e.g. 4} Average percentage of eassment on property cross transmission line 3) Time to Construct
Measures ) Number of private proparties that have a transmission structure on it ibility, number of . water [S) Largest percentage of easement on proparty
6) Percenlage of route NOT co-located with existing electric lines crossings, soils, need for special 5} Average percenlage of slruciure foolprint on properly
7) Number of buildings within 200° of transmission centerline equipment), efc., 7) Largest percentage of structure footprint on property
8) Quantity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole) 8) Percentage of route in forestland NOT co-located with existing privale access
9) Average pole height roads
Rating Instructions: Circle one number in each column to rate the importance of the evaluation factor
Extremel
s 10 10 10 10 10 10
Very 9 9 9 9 9 9
Important
B 8 8 8 8 8 8
7 7 i 7 7 7
Important
[ 6 6 6 [ 6
Moderately 5 5 = 5 2 5
Important
i 4 4 4 4 4 4
Slightly 3 3 3 3 3 3
Important
& 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
Impaortant 1 1 1 1 1 1
Step 2: Scoring Alternatives based on Evaluation Factors
Rating Instructions: Circle one color {Green, Yellow, Red) in each rating cell lo specify how well each allernative salisfies each evaluation faclor © ="welleligned = "Neutral” @ = "Poorly-aligned”
Leaving any cell blank will result in a vote of 3 = "Neutral".
Fewer unique property owners, smaller private acreage, lower Percentage private Lower frequency and duration of Fewer acres of wetland and Lower costs of canstruction, 5 - z B
ME§sure5 land, fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of raute| oulages, cost, and difiiculty to get Fewer acres and lesser impact on practices is better. fewer number of stream operation & maintenance, and less S valuallonrnf {e s hoyeiconsidemtions
Guidance g e 5 3 i B v Net between positive and negative factors.
NOT co-located with & crossings Is better. time to construct is better.
-, - -
=
5\ List proposed alternatives
3 i iv
Evaluation £ iy
Factors %\ % ey T
= 0 L ray AR
and Sample %’ . %% %0% "-}é % ﬁé,_" %, 4%% % : % 5 Nm/
Measures S8 \ES %% 2 BN % g N
550 B\b%\ BG2\% = =%
TARRN E\%E\ BY5\%% %
\EE\ BB R\E

o

Route E1 11 27 158 | 56.1% 4 T28% | 26 ~99%+

(30,0.1}
East 24
7 Route E2 11 27 13 | 470% 5 57.7% | 34 ~99%, 0
Section oy [33.0,1} o

RouteE3 M 14 | 30 | 151 |545%| 8 |&e7%| 20 (313; 9 [-] q ~90%+ [-] q 0 | 125 | 38 |11.0% | 47a% <001 01% | na | O 00
24 5 )
Central 1 21 %6 |842%| 8 [767T%| 3 | 0o T8 [ =] q 987+ [ ] q 19 | 128 | 0 | ars | 115% <001m<001% nA | @ 0 ©
Section | goyte g2 11 17 | 195 |723% | 7 |801% 3 (gzsosj w | @ q ~09%+ [ 5 ] q 19 | 127 o | as% |101% [<oo1m<00n wa | @ (5] [ 1]
z 36 % & - =
West Route W1 2 T s oo | 7100k | 0| ase | 54 [ 5] q ~89%+ [ ] d Y | 0 0 | 15% | 25% [<001%<001%| 92.1% | @ o ©
Section | gpoyewz | 2 s |a4es |100%| 7 [100%| o |, ;913) 57 | @ q ~99%+ o q 29| 0 0 | 27% | 76% [<001%| 01% |858% | @ o 0




Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project: Decision Table

Evaluator Information:

Name:

Select one: D Member of the public I:IProperty Owner Property Address:

Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria
Land Use / Environmental

Social Economic

D) Environmental Impacts E) Tillamook PUD Costs F) Community Economics (Benefits / Impacts)

A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts B) Reliability C) Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial

1) Number of unique land owners Considerations: 1} Total acres of forestland within easement 1) Total acres of wetland within |1) Construction costs (Infrastructure, Caonsiderations:
2) Number of tax lots Freguency and duration of potential 2) Total acres of fanmland within easement easement roads, etc.) Job creation, business revenue, property values,
3) Total acreage of privately-owned land within easement outages, cost to get back online, 3) Total acres of cornmercial land within easement 2) Total number of streams that |2) Operation & maintenance construction disruption, site development options, etc,
Sample |4} Percentage of easement on privately-cwned land difficulty of getting back online, {e.g. 4} Average percentage of eassment on property cross transmission line 3) Time to Construct
Measures ) Number of private proparties that have a transmission structure on it ibility, number of water |5) Largest percentage of easement on proparty
6) Percentage of route NOT co-located with existing elecliic lines. siossings, soils, need for special 5} Average percenlage of slruciure foolprint on properly
T) Number of buildings with 7) Largest percentage of structure footprint on property
i route in forestland NOT co-located with existing privale access
Defi luati iteri
e I n e eva u a I o n c rl e rl a /ﬂﬁl in each column to mle the importance of the evalualion faclor
Etiamely e— e 10 | 10 | 10 10
Important
——
Very 9 9 9
Important L~ H H - -
G G Spec ow evaluation criteria
7 | W evaiuatl I I
7 7
i are measured
6 6 u
\ e
Moderately 5 5 5
Important
3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Slightly 3 3 3 3 3 3
Important
g 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
Impaortant 1 1 1 1 1 1
Step 2: Scoring Alternatives based on Evaluation Factors
Rating Instructions: Circle one color {Green, Yellow, Red) in each raling cell lo specily how well each allermalive salishies each evaluation factor © ="welleligned = "Neutral” @ = "Poorly-aligned”
Leaving any cell blank will result in a vote of 3 = "Neutral".
Meaiiias Fewer unigque property owners, sm_aller _prlvale acreage, lower Percentage private Lower frequency anpl duration of . o Fewer acres of wetland and Ln\(.rer casts_of canstruction, ST G T e s R e
Guid land, fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of raute| oulages, cost, and difiiculty to get Fewer acres and lesser impact on practices is better. fewer number of stream operation & maintenance, and less e s h e o e e e
i NOT co-located with existing lines is better. back on line is better. crossings Is better. time to construct is better. B g 5

=, | =Y
- = =
o
<\ = . o
£ A WAL B \G
Evaluation %e: Y Q% 2% ?:%'
Factors @%’ %‘ %v of "’.;6 2%
and Sample ,G",& %{% %
Measures =% N2 R B ®
) 2\ BN T
2\ o\ B\ %
?,,
Route E1 (5] 10.7% | 332% (< 0.01% o 00
East
; Route E2 11 27 13 | 470% 5 57.7% | 34 T.1% [528% [<001%| 0.1%
Section (33,01} ° hd d o
RouteE3 | 14 | 30 | 151 |545%| 8 |&&7%| 20 (3f§1) w | @ 11.0% | a7.4% [<001% 01% | wA | O 600
Central = ReuteC1 1 21 2 |842%| & [reTm| 3 ”222 ol ™ [ =] 37% | 115% |<001%<001% wa | @ o ©
Section | goyecz | 11 17 | 195 |[723m| 7 |so1w| 2 (925051 w | @ 26% | 104% [<001%<001% na | @ 000
West Route W1 2 7| 456 |00% | 7 | 100% | © (ﬂg?Q} ¢ | O 1.5% | 25% [<001%/<001%| 92.1% | @ o ©
Section | gpoyewz | 2 8 | 488 |100% | 7 |100%| o (0231913; 57 | @ 27% | 76% [<001% 0.14% |85.8% | @ o 0
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Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project:

Decision Table

Evaluator Infermation:

Name:

Date:

Select one: D Member of the public

I:I Property Owner

Property Address:

Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria

Sample
Measures

1} Mumber of unigue land ovmners.

2} Number of tax lots

3) Tatal acreage of privately-owned land within easement
4} Percentage of easement o

A g
ber of buildings within 200° of transmission centerline

Social

A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts

n privately-owned land

bntity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole)

rage pole height

o
Gl

Considerations:
Frequency and duration of potential

utages, cost to get back online,
ifficulty of getting back online, fe.g.

Assign importance weights for criteria

3) Total acres of commercial land githin easement
4) Average percenlage of eass on property

y
Structure faotprint on property
forestland NOT co-located with existing privale access

T Tetalnumber of streams that |2) Operation & maintenance

lcross transmission line

3) Time to Constiuct

TOH crealion, revenue, property values,
construction disruption, site development options, etc.

Rating Instruction

5: Circle one number in each column to rale the imporlance of the evalualion faclor.

Extremely|
Impartant

10

Very
Impartant

Impaortant

Moderately
Impartant

Slightly
Important

; 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
Impartant 1 1 1 1 1 1

Step 2: Scoring Alternatives based on Evaluation Factors
Rating Instructions: Circle one color {Green, Yellow, Red) in each raling cell to specify how well each allernalive satisfies each evaluation factor. 6 = "Well-aligned" = "Meutral" 6 ="Pooily-aligned"
Leaving any cell blank will result in a vote of 3 = "Neutral".
Measures| TEWer Unique praperty owners, smaller private acreage, lower Pereentage private Lower frequency and duration of . Fewer acres of wetland and Lower costs of construction, SRR R TS S e T e
= land, fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of route| outages, cost, and difficulty to get Fewer acres and lesser impact on practices is better. fewer number of stream | operation & maintenance, and less i P

Guidance Net between positive and negative factors.

NOT co-located with existing lines is better

back on line is better.

crossings is better

time to construct is better.

Evaluation
Factors
and Sample
Measures|
Route E1 [ 5] q 10.7% | 332% [<0.01% (1]
East q
: Route E2 7% | 52.8% |<0.01%
Section ° i o
Route E3 [-] q 11.0% | 47.4% |<0.01%| 01% | NA o
4 24 9 = " ;
Contral | RouteCl | 11 | 21 | 26 |84z wrw| 3 | gien| | O q 99+ 37% | 115% [<0.01%[<0.01%| NA 253 | 12 )
Section | pouteca | 11 | 17 | 195 |723% 80.1% | 3 (92:53 7w | @ q ~99%+ 45% | 10.1% [<0.01%[<0.01%| NA 215 | 12 (]
2 36 : = z =
West Route W1 2 7| 458 | 100% 100% | 0 | pirg| 4 [ ] q ~89%+ 1.5% | 25% |<0.01%[<0.01%| 92.1% o 20 [1]
Section | goytewz | 2 8 | 488 | 100% o0% | 0 |, 231913} 57 | © q ~89%+ 27% | 76% |<0.01%| 0.1% |858% o 12 [ ]
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Evaluation
Categories

Evaluation
Factors

Sample
Measures

Social

A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts

1) Number of unique land owners

2) Mumber of tax lots

3) Total acreage of privately-owned land within easement

4) Percentage of easement on privately-owned land

5) Mumber of private properties that have a transmission structure on it
6) Percentage of route NOT co-located with existing electric lines

7)) Mumber of buildings within 200" of transmission centerline

8) Quantity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole)
9) Average pole height

B) Reliability

Considerations:

Frequency and duration of potential
outages, cost to get back online, difficulty of
getting back online, (e.g. accessibility,
number of wetlands, water crossings, soils,
need for special equipment), etc.

Rating Instructions: Circle one number in each column to rate the importance of the evaluation factor

Extremely
Important

10

=
o

Very
Important

Important

Moderately
Important

Slightly
Important

[ T T L T [ S 5 O = - T Y [ (Y = -

N | W | kSN0 O

Not at all
Important
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Weighted Criteria Results

Criterion weights

@ Froperty Effects
and Visual
Impacts

@ Reliability

@ Impacts to Farm /
Forest Practices

@ Environmental
Impacts (E.qg.
wetlands, river...

@ TPUD Costs

@ Community

Economic
Benefit
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Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project: Decision Table

Evaluator Infermation:

Name:

Date:

Select one:

D Member of the public

D Property Owner

Property Address:

Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria

Social

A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts

2) Number of fax lats.

9} Average pole height

1} Number of unigue land owners

3) Tatal acreage of privalely-owned land within easement
4} Percentage of easement on privately-owned land
5) Number of private properties that have a transmission structure on it
6} Percentage of route NOT co-located with existing electric lines

7) Number of buildings within 200" of transmission centerline

8) Quantity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole)

Considerations:
Frequency and duration of potential
outages, cost o get back online,
difficully of gelling back online, {e.g.
accessibility, number of wetlands, water
crossings, soils, need for special
aquipment), atc,

B) Reliability

roads

1) Total acres of forestland within easement
2) Total acres of fammland within easement
3) Total acres of commercial land within easement
4) Average percenlage of easemenl on property
5) Largest percentage of easamant on proparty

6} Average percentage of structure foolprint on property
7) Largest percentage of structure faotprint on propery
8) Percentage of route in forestland NOT co-located with existing privale access

C} Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial

Land Use / Environmental

D) Environmental Impacts

1) Tolal acres of wetland within
leasement

2) Total number of streams that
cross transmission line

E) Tillamook PUD Costs

roads, et}
2) Operation & maintenance
3) Time lo Construct

1) Construction costs (Infrastructure,

Economic

F} Community Economics (Benefits / Impacts)

Considerations:
Job creation, business revenue, property values,
construction disruption, site development options, elc

Rating Instruction

&: Circle one number in each column 1o rate the importance of the evaluation faclor.

Extremely.

Important 10 10 10 10 10 10
iy 9 8 9 9 9 9
Important
B 8 ] 8 8 8 8
7 o 7 7 7 7
Impaortant
6 6 6 6 6 6
Moderately 5 5 5 5 5 5
Impartant
2 4 4 4 4 4 4
Slightly 3 3 3 3 3 3
Impaortant
i 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
Impartant 1 \ .
< Collect facts about proposed alternatives )
Rating Inslrum\ p p /
Measures| [ EWerunique property swners, smaller private acreage, lower Percentage private Lewer freque d duration of . _ Fewer: of wetland and Lower costs of canstruetion, Subjective valuation of the 2bove considerations:
Guid land. fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of route| outages, d difficulty to get Fewer acres arflesser impact on practices is better. fewer ni f stream operation & maintenance, and less FER AT e e e
A — NOT co-located with existing lines is better. on line is better. Crossings | time to construct is better. P g =
w2 @ = >,
=, e el e\ g = ) = SN
= = [ SN w2 L % o 3 O
e V=2 \EBZN e\ h\ BEe\Ta\z e AL AR Y. © = o
: FRERCEACE X %%.% 2%\ g o 0 BN 2\% % 2 N a \ 2 e 3 %0
Evaluation % YR = @& ‘{‘g%g%}
Factors| B, 'é AN ERNE B w2 “ G 2 S e NS S % ;
BB g ) G o = Q- N\, e . %)
and Sample %’ e X {% Hép "Jé %%uj.ﬁ '%; R = %ﬁ 3 ‘%; ‘3;_9 '?E'\% ?‘/_3} s %‘% Z ‘{‘& o 0’&‘% ‘%\ %:p 2 %{),, % 2
Measures AT ANCATEEAVCRR B < % 5\ NEAVHEG AL AR : N
=\ s EE 5\ ERe %\ % Z AR BN B\T B \T G
= \HINEEN 2\ T@ e\ \Z : £\ 2\ 2RV R 5, \ e,
= g £ = = 3. =S th
£ Lo ZN\NEF AT AN NG ’%%( ZN 2% 3 % %- Y
Route E1 1" 7 | 158 |561% | 4 |728% | 26 Qgé ol 1F ~80%+ (5] 0 13 | 39 | 107% | 332% [<001%| 01% A 48 5
East ) q q
S Route E2 11 7 13 |470% | 5 [577%| 34 7 ~99% 0 123 | 48 | 7% |529% <001m| 04% A 47 4
Section | " @330,1) e hd i i
Route E3 14 0 | 161 |B4B% | & |687% | 20 (313'3' NEL q ~00%+ (5] 0 136 | 38 | 110% | 474% <001m| 04% A q 6.4 &
Central | RouteC1 1 q ~g9%+ (5] A 12
Section | goutecz | 11 | 17 | 195 728w | 7 |s01% | 2 (925?5) 1w | @ q ~99%+ [ ] q 19 | 127 | o | 45% [10.4% <o01mfc00tn| wa | @ q 215 | 12
West Route W1 2 7 486 | 100% | 7 [100% | 0 | gf ol 57 (5] d ~89%+ [ 5] d 398 | 0 0 | 15% | 25% |<001%[<001%| 92.1% | @ d 0 20
Section | goyewz | 2 8 | des | toow| 7 [100% | 0 | ;gm) st | © q ~99%+ (5] q 29| o 0 | 27% | 76% |<001%| 0.1% |sss% | @ q ol a2




Tillamook to Oceanside Transmission Line Project: Decision Table

ﬁ Evaluator Information:
i
'@ Name: Date: Select one: D Member of the public DProperty Owner Property Address:
Step 1: Weighting Evaluation Criteria
Social Land Use / Environmental Economic
A) Property Effects and Visual Impacts B) Reliability C} Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial D) Environmental Impacts E) Tillamook PUD Costs F) Community Economics (Benefits / Impacts)
1} Number of unigue land owners Considerations: 1) Total acres of forestland within easement 1) Tolal acres of wetland within |1) Construction costs (Infrastructure, Considerations:
2) Number of fax lats. Frequency and duration of potential 2) Total acres of fammland within easement leasement roads, et} Job creation, business revenue, property values,
3) Total acreage of privalely-owned land within easement outages, cost 1o gat back online, 3) Total acres of commercial land within easement 9} Total number of streams that |2) Operation & maintenance construction disruption, site development options, elc
Sample 4} Percentage of easement on privately-owned land difficully of gelling back online, {e.g. 4) Average percenlage of easemenl on property lcross transmission line 3) Time lo Construct
Measures|2) Number of private properties that have a transmission structure on it accessibility, number of wetlands, water |5) Largest percentage of easement on property
6} Percentage of route NOT co-located with existing electric lines crossings, soils, need for special 6} Average percentage of structure foolprint on property
7} Number af buildings wathin 200" of transmission centerling aquipmeant), etc, 7) Largast percantage of structure faotprint on property
8) Quantity of transmission structures (number of 1-pole, 2-pole, 3-pole) 8) Percentage of route in forestland NOT co-located with existing privale access
9} Average pole height roads
Rating Instructions: Circle one number in each column 1o rale the importance of the evaluation faclor.
Extremely.
Important 10 10 10 10 10 10
iy 9 9 9 9 9 k]
Important
i 8 8 8 8 8 8
7 7 7 7 7 7
Important
6 6 6 6 6 6
Moderately 5 5 5 5 5 5
Impartant
2 4 4 4 4 4 4
Slightly 3 3 3 3 3 3
Important
¢ 2 2 2 2 2 2
Not at all
|
Important 1 1 \\ i
Evaluate proposed alternatives )
Rating Instructions: Circle one color {(Green, Yellow, Red) in p p /
Leaving Jny cer
Measures| T EWEr Unique property owners, smaller private acreage, lower Percentage private Lower frequency and duration of . _ Lov sts of constriction, actva iAo el the aboie raraiderations:
Guid land. fewer number of private properties with structures, and lower Percentage of route| oulages, cost, and difficulty fo get Fewer acres ang@fsser impact on practices is better. operation ntenance, and less i e e At n B
A — NOT co-located with existing lines is better. back on line is better. time to col ct is better. P g =
2 ) =
= = %
= fo3 = o, 1
AN T 2 e : s 4
2 \ Z 2 o 20\ 2PN 5\ B \e% \g 3,
Evaluation| % Y o 2. 2B 2 N5 VA% \a% \2 % % &
Factors 5\ & S, . 4%%,@.%“ SAETACL] g &
2 SRR %
Measures, o A 3, 2 20T 2 N ERCCAG .
B BANEE U BN RN\ g
' a% % 2 < 7z,
] 2 =
% %
Route E1 [5] ~0G%+ 13 | 39 |107% |332% [<0.01%) 35 [ N 1
° o 0 o
3 Route E2 ~08%+ 123 48 TA% | 529% =001% T 4
Section ° = i 6-o
Route E3 ° q ~08%+ q 135 38 | 1MO0% | 474% <0.01%| 0.1% q q 1,400 7 3 q e o
3 24 . 2 "
Central | RouteC1 1 21 %6 |842%| B |T67%| 3 | T | 75 [ =] 90+ 9 | 126 | 0 | 37% | 115% [<0.01%<0.01% q q 2900 | 1 q o ©
Section Route C2 11 17 195 | 72.3% 7 80.1% 3 (BQE?SJ 76" ° q ~09%+ e q 19 12.T 0 45% | 10.1% < 0.01%[<0.01% q q 2600 | 120 5 e q e o
38 o . .
West Route W1 2 7 486 | 100% | 7 [100% | 0 | ong | 54 (5] d ~89%+ [ 5] d 398 | 0 0 | 15% | 25% |<001%[<001%| 92.1% | @ d 0 2w | O d 1400 70| 5 | @ d o 0
Section | goytewz | 2 8 | des | toow| 7 [100% | 0 | ;gm) st | © q ~09%+ o q 29| o 0 | 27% | 76% [<001%| 0.1% |858% | @ q o | 12 | © q 100| 95| 5 | @ q 0.0
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Step 2: Scoring Alternatives based on Evaluation Fa'ctnrs

Iternative satisfies each evaluation factor. e = "Well-aligned" = "Neutral o = "Poorly-aligned"
Measures Fewer acres of wetland and
Guidance Fewer acres and lesser impact on practices is better. fewer number of stream
crossings i1s better.
2 > o\ Z\NE® -
- _fq\ U_],- b=y o - < Q. o . iy
o S o\ 2 SN TN B AKT . 2N\ 2w
= T i « ) e @ - L
Evaluation % BN \eR \2d \ 28 Ve \eT S N 3
_ s B g‘% o3 0% \Nge o, % \5 ES 2 s 2%
Factors %ﬂﬁé 2 % 8,8 ) o ®. = o%u% 2z N ) 2% \ % 3,
and Sample LE\2E\ 5% \2% \2.% \2% \2 ¢ \%.3 2% \% %
Measures E RN ) ’;i%g TR NS V2 N2 % 2 - \NB
o m@ D B ey % ey % = Gl'm ] o @ o) ® o
‘?5, CNANLEY 2 2 N\ 0 % \Na % B W& G
5 2 2 E: 2\ A 20\ %
20 32N BN 2N 2N BN ZA\ZR 8,
2N\ % 2 o, \ ¥ >
0 13 39 | 107% | 33.2% |<001%| 01% | NA | @ @ | 48 5
East
E— 0 123 | 49 | 71% | 529% |<001%| 01% | na | @ 0 @ | 47 4

Central
Section

=
M
=

West
Section

0 13.5 3.8 11.0% | 47.4% [(=0.01%| 0.1% MN/A

1.9 126 0 3.7% | 11.5% [=0.01%|<0.01%| N/A

© 0

1.9 12.7 0 45% | 101% [=0.01%|<0.01%| N/A

399 0 0 1.5% 25% |=001%|<001%| 92.1%

429 0 0 2.7% 76% |[=001%| 01% | 858%

© 0




Voles

Preliminary Polling Results

4 B Property
Effects and
Visual Impacts

B Reliability

I Impacts to
Farm / Forest

Practices

B Environmental
Impacts (E.g.
wetlands, riv...

Bl TFUD Costs
B Community

Economic Be...

Ruute W2 Ruute 02 Rnute E3 Route E1
Route W1 Route C1 Route E2



Owners Results

				Voting Results - T-PUD TOTL Responses - OWNERS





				Evaluation Factor:		Property Effects and Visual Impacts		Reliability		Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial		Environmental Impacts		TPUD Costs		Community Economic Benefit		Score		Ordinal

		ALTERNATIVES     		Weight:		23.068		10.250		27.132		30.000		9.186		20.536

				Route W2		3		3		2.5		3		3.5		2.5		3.413		1

				Route W1		3		2		3		7		2.5		2.5		4.554		2

				Route C2		2		2.5		1.5		1.5		2.5		2.5		2.318		2

				Route C1		2.5		2.5		2		2.5		3		3		3.017		1

				Route E3		3.5		3.5		3.5		3.5		4		3		4.149		1

				Route E2		3.5		3.5		3.5		3.5		3.5		3		4.103		2

				Route E1		2.5		2.5		2.5		2.5		2.5		3		3.107		3





Public Results

		Voting Results - T-PUD TOTL Responses - OWNERS



		Evaluation Factor:		Property Effects and Visual Impacts		Reliability		Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial		Environmental Impacts		TPUD Costs		Community Economic Benefit

		Weight:		10.359		19.556		20.719		14.905		18.393		16.068

		Route W2		4		4		4		4		4		5		4.161

		Route W1		3		3		4		3		4		5		3.712

		Route C2		3		3		3		4		4		4		3.494

		Route C1		3		3		3		3		4		5		3.505

		Route E3		3		3		3		3		4		4		3.345

		Route E2		3		3		3		3		4		4		3.345

		Route E1		3		3		3		3		4		4		3.345





Owner Votes

		Voting Results For: T-PUD TOTL Responses - OWNERS

		Alternatives Key

		A		Route E1

		B		Route E2

		C		Route E3

		D		Route C1

		E		Route C2

		F		Route W1

		G		Route W2



				Step 1												Step 2

																Property Effects and Visual Impacts														Reliability														Impacts to Farm / Forest Commercial														Environmental Impacts														TPUD Costs														Community Economic Benefit

		Name		Property Effects and Visual Impacts		Reliability		Impacts to Farm / Forest Practices		Environmental Impacts		TPUD Costs		Community Economic Benefit		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G

		Oregon Coast Bank		10		10		10		9		10		10		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		1		1		3		3		3		3		3		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		1		1		1		3		3		3		3		1		1		1		3		3		3		3

		Rachel Hagerty		8		8		10		8		6		7		3		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		1		5		1		1		3		3		3		3		3		1		1		3		3		3		5		5		5		5		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3

		James Yeo		10		1		10		1		1		10		5		1		1		1		5		5		1		5		1		1		1		5		5		1		5		1		1		1		5		5		1		5		1		1		3		5		5		1		5		1		1		1		5		5		1		3		3		3		3		3		3		3

		Becky Hogan		7		1		10		1		1		5		3		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3







Public Votes

		Voting Results For: T-PUD TOTL Responses - PUBLIC

		Alternatives Key

		A		Route E1

		B		Route E2

		C		Route E3

		D		Route C1

		E		Route C2

		F		Route W1

		G		Route W2



				Step 1												Step 2

																Property Effects and Visual Impacts														Reliability														Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial														Environmental Impacts (E.g. wetlands, river crossings)														TPUD Costs														Community Economic Benefit

		Name		Property Effects and Visual Impacts		Reliability		Impacts to Farm / Forest / Commercial		Environmental Impacts		TPUD Costs		Community Economic Benefit		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G		A		B		C		D		E		F		G

		Miriam Wolfe		3		6		6		6		6		6		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		3		5		5		5		5		5		5		5

		Deb Maynard		5		9		10		5		8		6		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		5		3		3		3		3		3		3		5		5		3		3		3		3		3		5		3		5		3		3		3		3		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		5		3		5		3		3		3
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