
       sgnirpS repooH
Transmission Project

Final Environmental Impact Statement
January 2015

B O N N E V I L L E  P O W E R  A D M I N I S T R A T I O N

DOE/EIS-0451





 

 

 

 

 

HOOPER SPRINGS TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

Final Environmental Impact Statement 

DOE/EIS ‐ 0451 

 

 

 

 

 

Bonneville Power Administration 

Cooperating Agencies 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Caribou-Targhee National Forest 

U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management 

Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy Resources 

 

 

 

 

 

January 2015  





 

Hooper Springs Transmission Project 

Responsible Agency: U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 

Cooperating Agencies: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS), Caribou-Targhee National Forest 

(C-TNF); U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM); Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy 

Resources  

Title of Proposed Project: Hooper Springs Transmission Project (Project), DOE/EIS ‐ 0451 

State Involved: Idaho 

Abstract: BPA is proposing to build a new, 115-kilovolt (kV) transmission line in Caribou County, Idaho from a 

proposed new 138/115-kV BPA substation (Hooper Springs Substation), near the city of Soda Springs, Idaho, to 

either an existing Lower Valley Energy (LVE) substation or a proposed BPA connection facility that would connect 

with LVE’s existing transmission system in northeastern Caribou County. BPA also would construct an 

approximately 0.2-mile-long, single-circuit 138-kV transmission line between the new Hooper Springs Substation 

and PacifiCorp’s existing Threemile Knoll Substation to connect the new line to the regional transmission grid. BPA 

is considering a North Alternative, including two route options (the Long Valley Road and North Highland Road 

options) and a South Alternative, including five route options (Options 1, 2, 3, 3A, and 4) for the proposed 

transmission line. BPA’s preferred alternative is the South Alternative’s Option 3A. BPA is also considering the No 

Action Alternative. 

The Project is needed to increase reliability to the southern portion of LVE’s transmission system and to address 

ongoing electricity use (load) growth in southeast Idaho and northwest Wyoming.   

The Project could create impacts on land use and recreation, visual resources, vegetation, geology and soils, water 

resources, wildlife, fish, cultural resources, social and economic resources, public health and safety, transportation, 

air quality, noise, and greenhouse gases. Chapter 3 of the EIS describes the affected environment and potential 

impacts in detail, as well as mitigation measures. 

 

BPA issued a Preliminary Environmental Assessment (EA) (DOE/EA-1567) for the Project in May 2009 

(BPA 2009) that analyzed potential environmental impacts associated with Options 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the South 

Alternative. After discovering that all of these options might have potential soil contamination issues from mining 

activities, BPA developed the North Alternative to avoid mining areas and analyzed both the North and the South 

Alternatives in a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) released in March 2013. After release of the draft EIS, 

BPA identified a new alignment for the South Alternative (Option 3A) and so prepared and released a supplemental 

draft EIS in May 2014 that included this option for public review and comment. BPA now is issuing this document 

which includes responses to comments on the supplemental draft EIS, and together with the supplemental draft EIS, 

constitutes the final EIS (40 CFR 1503.4(c)).  

For additional information, contact:  Ms. Tish Eaton – KEC-4   Telephone: (503) 230-3469 

  Project Environmental Lead  Email: tkeaton@bpa.gov 

  Bonneville Power Administration 

  P.O. Box 3621 

  Portland, Oregon 97208    

For additional copies of this document, please call 1‐800‐622‐4520 and ask for the document by name. The EIS is 

also on the Internet at: www.bpa.gov/go/HooperSprings.  

You may also request copies by writing to: 

Bonneville Power Administration  

P. O. Box 3621 

Portland, Oregon 97208 

ATT: Public Information Center ‐ CHDL‐1 

For additional information on DOE NEPA activities, please contact Carol M. Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA 

Policy and Compliance, GC‐20, U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue S.W., Washington D.C. 

20585‐0103, phone: 1‐800‐472‐2756 or visit the DOE NEPA website at www.eh.doe.gov/nepa.  

http://www.bpa.gov/go/HooperSprings
http://www.eh.doe.gov/nepa
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1 Introduction 

This document presents the comments received on the Hooper Springs Transmission Project 

supplemental draft environmental impact statement (EIS) (DOE/EIS-0451, May 2014), 

Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA’s) responses to those comments, and corrections to the 

supplemental draft EIS. Consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) 

Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), this document 

and the supplemental draft EIS comprise the final EIS for this project because changes in the EIS 

in response to comments generally involve minor corrections (40 Code of Federal Regulations 

[CFR] 1503.4(c)). For readers of this document who do not already have a copy of the 

supplemental draft EIS, copies can be obtained by the following means: 

 Accessing the document online at:  

http://efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/HooperSprings/ 

 Calling BPA’s document request line at 1-800-622-4520 

 Sending an e-mail to Ms. Tish Eaton, Project Environmental Lead, at 

tkeaton@bpa.gov 

The remainder of this chapter provides a summary of the Proposed Hooper Springs Transmission 

Project (Project) and Alternatives and the No Action Alternative, a description of the comment 

period for the supplemental draft EIS, and an overview of the key changes to the supplemental 

draft EIS. Chapter 2 identifies the specific corrections that have been made to the supplemental 

draft EIS. Chapter 3 presents comments received on the supplemental draft EIS (organized by 

the chapters and sections of the supplemental draft EIS) and BPA’s responses to these 

comments. Chapter 4 presents all the comment letters and e-mails received on the supplemental 

draft EIS, as well as comments from the public meeting held on May 27, 2014. 

1.1 Summary of Proposed Project and Alternatives and No Action 
Alternative  

1.1.1 Proposed Project and Alternatives 

BPA is a federal agency in the Pacific Northwest that owns and operates about three-fourths of 

the high-voltage transmission lines in its service territory. Among other things, BPA is 

responsible for marketing and transmitting electrical power to utility, industrial, and other 

customers in the Pacific Northwest. BPA has a statutory obligation to ensure it has sufficient 

capability to serve its customers through a safe and reliable transmission system. 

BPA is proposing to build a new, 115-kilovolt (kV) transmission line in Caribou County, Idaho. 

This proposed line would extend from a proposed new 138/115-kV BPA substation, referred to 

as the Hooper Springs Substation, near the city of Soda Springs, Idaho, to either an existing 

Lower Valley Energy (LVE) substation or a proposed BPA connection facility that would 

connect with LVE’s existing transmission system in northeastern Caribou County (see Map 1-1).   

http://efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/HooperSprings/
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BPA also would construct an approximately 0.2-mile-long, single-circuit 138-kV transmission 

line between the proposed Hooper Springs Substation and PacifiCorp’s existing Threemile Knoll 

Substation to connect the new line to the regional transmission grid. The proposed project is 

needed to improve the stability and reliability of the transmission system in southeast Idaho and 

northwest Wyoming.  

Two alternatives with route options are evaluated in the EIS to meet the purpose and need for the 

project: the North Alternative including two route options (see Map 1-2), and the South 

Alternative including five route options (see Map 1-3). The No Action Alternative is also 

evaluated in the EIS. 

North Alternative and Route Options 

The North Alternative would include a new, approximately 33-mile-long, single-circuit 115-kV 

transmission line in Caribou County north of Soda Springs, Idaho, that would extend from the 

proposed BPA Hooper Springs Substation generally north and then east to the existing LVE 

Lanes Creek Substation. This alternative also would include construction of the 138/115-kV 

BPA Hooper Springs Substation, which would be located about 3 miles directly north of the city 

of Soda Springs along Threemile Knoll Road. New 115-kV substation facilities within the 

boundaries of LVE’s existing Lanes Creek Substation, which is located east of the 

unincorporated community of Wayan, Idaho, also would be constructed. A new 0.2-mile, single-

circuit 138-kV transmission line that would extend from the proposed Hooper Springs Substation 

generally south to PacifiCorp’s existing 345/138-kV Threemile Knoll Substation would be 

constructed to connect the new line to the regional transmission grid. 

Long Valley Road Option—The Long Valley Road Option would move a portion of the North 

Alternative off state of Idaho lands and increase the length of the transmission line by 

approximately 0.6 mile. 

North Highland Option—The North Highland Option is about 2.2 miles long and would move 

a portion of the North Alternative corridor on to primarily Caribou-Targhee National Forest 

(C-TNF) lands. This option is the same length as the portion of line replaced along the North 

Alternative (also about 2.2 miles). 

The main components of the North Alternative and its options would be as follows: 

 Transmission line right-of-way( ROW)—The North Alternative, including its two 

route options, would require a 100-foot-wide ROW for the new single-circuit 115-kV 

transmission line, a 150-foot-wide ROW for the new 138-kV line, and a 50-foot-wide 

ROW for new and reconstructed access roads. 

 Transmission structures—The North Alternative would require approximately 

234 new structures over its 33-mile length. Approximately 10.9 miles would be 

constructed using approximately 74 steel single-pole structures between Hooper 

Springs Substation and line mile 12 (see Map 1-2). Approximately 160 wood, 

H-frame structures would be installed over the remaining approximately 21 miles 

between line mile 12 and the Lanes Creek Substation (see Map 1-2). The proposed 

138-kV transmission line would require two wood, H-frame structures over its 
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approximately 0.2-mile length. The Long Valley Road Option would be constructed 

using steel single-pole structures (requiring the use of 7 additional steel structures 

compared to the North Alternative). All of the North Highland Option would be 

composed of wood, H-frame structures and would require about the same number of 

wood-pole structures as the North Alternative portion of line. The wood, 115-kV 

H-frame structures for the North Alternative would be approximately 55 to 105 feet 

tall and the steel poles would be about 80 to 110 feet tall. All wood structures and 

most steel structures for the North Alternative would be directly embedded into the 

ground using a drill rig to auger the holes. 

 Conductors—Conductors, wires that carry the electrical current on a transmission 

line, would be suspended from structures with insulators. Insulators, made of 

non-conductive materials (porcelain or composite materials), would be installed to 

prevent electric current from passing from the conductor through the structures to the 

ground. 

 Overhead ground wire and counterpoise—One to two small wires (0.38-inch 

diameter), called overhead ground wires would be attached to the top of the 

structures. Steel pole structures would have one overhead ground wire, while wood 

pole structures would have two. The ground wires would be strung from the top of 

one structure to the next. Ground wires are used for lightning protection. If lightning 

strikes, the overhead ground wire takes the charge instead of the conductors. To take 

the lightning charge from the overhead ground wires and dissipate it into the earth, a 

series of wires called counterpoise would be buried in the ground at the base of the 

steel and wood pole structures and within the North Alternative and route options 

transmission line ROW. Up to four counterpoise wires could be buried up to 100 feet 

from the structures.  

 Fiber optic cable—A fiber optic cable would be installed from Threemile Knoll 

Substation to the proposed Hooper Springs Substation along the 0.2 mile 138-kV 

transmission line. No fiber optic cable is proposed for the 115-kV transmission line. 

The fiber would be used for communications as part of the power system.  

 Pulling/tensioning sites—The conductors are pulled and tightened to the correct 

tension during construction. About 17 temporary pulling and tensioning sites would 

be required for construction of the North Alternative and two sites would be required 

for the 138-kV line. Pulling sites would be within or next to the North Alternative 

ROW. An area about 100 feet wide by 300 feet long, or about 0.7 acre, would be 

temporarily disturbed at each pulling and tensioning site.  

 Staging areas and other work areas—Two temporary staging areas would be 

needed along or near the proposed transmission line for construction crews to store 

materials, equipment, and vehicles, and house a small office trailer. One of the 

staging areas would be located near the Hooper Springs Substation and would be used 

for both the 115-kV and 138-kV lines. The second staging area would be located near 

the eastern end of the North Alternative corridor. It is anticipated that approximately 

10 acres of land would be required for each staging area.  

 Substations—The North Alternative would require construction of the proposed 

Hooper Springs Substation at the southwestern end of the North Alternative corridor. 
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The proposed substation facilities would be constructed at LVE’s existing Lanes 

Creek Substation and would be located at the northeastern end of the North 

Alternative corridor.  

 Access roads—For the North Alternative, approximately 21.7 miles of new, 

permanent access road would be constructed, including 900 feet of new road to access 

Hooper Springs Substation. Approximately 10.6 miles of existing access road would 

be improved or reconstructed.  

 Vegetation clearing—All tall-growing vegetation within the 100 or 150 foot 

transmission line ROW would be removed. On either side of the new ROW, danger 

trees that pose a hazard to construction activities and reliable operation of the 

transmission line also would be removed. During construction, low-growing plant 

communities would be protected as much as practicable and promoted as the basis for 

ongoing vegetation management following construction. In addition to vegetation 

clearing within the North Alternative ROW, vegetation would need to be cleared 

where new access roads are proposed outside of the ROW. Most of the vegetation 

along the North Alternative transmission line ROW is prairie and open areas, both of 

which are compatible with transmission lines. However, a portion of the North 

Alternative corridor would cross forested C-TNF lands where the C-TNF has 

requested BPA clear a 250-foot-wide area for the transmission line. The 250-foot 

cleared area would be centered on the 100-foot transmission line ROW and initially 

be cleared of all tall growing vegetation. During operation of the North Alternative, 

only vegetation within the 100-foot transmission line ROW would be managed as low 

growing.  

 Maintenance—During the life of the project, BPA would perform routine, periodic 

maintenance and emergency repairs to the transmission line. BPA typically conducts 

routine helicopter inspection patrols twice a year. Vegetation also would be 

maintained along the line for safe operation and to allow access to the line.   

South Alternative and Route Options 

The South Alternative would include a new, approximately 22.5-mile-long, double-circuit 

115-kV transmission line that would extend from BPA’s proposed Hooper Springs Substation 

generally north to northeast for 6 to 8 miles before turning generally east to a proposed 

connection with LVE’s existing transmission system in Caribou County, Idaho (see Map 1-3). 

The new connection facility with LVE’s existing transmission system would be located about 

2 miles southeast of the intersection of Blackfoot River Road and Diamond Creek Road. Similar 

to the North Alternative, the South Alternative would include construction of the 138/115-kV 

Hooper Springs Substation and the 0.2-mile, single-circuit 138-kV transmission line to connect 

the line to PacifiCorp’s existing 345/138-kV Threemile Knoll Substation. 

The five route options of the South Alternative all begin at the proposed Hooper Springs 

Substation and end at the proposed connection facility with LVE. The proposed location of the 

138-kV transmission line would be the same as the South Alternative for all five route options. 
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Option 1 (2007 Proposed Transmission Line Route) and Option 2 (Narrows Transmission 

Line Route)—Options 1 and 2 would follow the same general route as the South Alternative 

corridor with one to two minor deviations near Conda and at the Blackfoot River Narrows. 

Option 1 would be about 23.1 miles long and Option 2 would be about 22.4 miles long. 

Option 3 (Original Proposed Transmission Line Route)—Option 3 would follow a route 

similar to the first part of the North Alternative west of Idaho State Highway 34 (Highway 34) 

before turning and rejoining the same general corridor as the South Alternative east of Highway 

34. Option 3 would be about 24 miles long. 

Option 3A (Transmission Line Route Variation of Option 3)—Option 3A would follow a 

route similar to the first part of the North Alternative west of Highway 34 before turning and 

rejoining the same general corridor as the South Alternative and Option 3 east of Highway 34 

until Option 3A’s line mile 17. Between line miles 17 and 20, the corridor would travel northeast 

and southeast to the Blackfoot River Narrows. From the Narrows, Option 3A would follow the 

same general corridor as the South Alternative for about 1 mile before heading northeast across 

the C-TNF and the Blackfoot River Wildlife Management Area (Blackfoot River WMA) to its 

point of connection with the existing LVE line. Option 3A would be about 24 miles long. 

Option 4 (Tailing Pond Transmission Line Route)—Option 4 would follow the same route as 

Option 3 for about 4.5 miles before turning east across Highway 34 to connect back with the 

South Alternative corridor. Option 4 would be 23.2 miles long. 

The main components of the South Alternative and its options would be as follows: 

 Transmission line ROW—The South Alternative, including its five route options, 

would require a 100-foot-wide ROW for the new single-circuit 115-kV transmission 

line, a 150-foot-wide ROW for the new 138-kV line, and a 50-foot-wide ROW for 

new and reconstructed access roads. 

 Transmission structures—The South Alternative would require approximately 

210 new 115-kV double-circuit steel structures over about 23 miles. Route options 

would require about the same amount of steel structures as the South Alternative: 

Option 1 would be about 0.6 mile longer; Option 2 about 0.1 mile shorter; Options 3 

and 3A would be about 1.5 miles longer; and Option 4 would be about 0.7 mile 

longer. Similar to the North Alternative, the proposed 138-kV transmission line under 

the South Alternative would require two wood, H-frame structures over its 

approximately 0.2-mile length. The 138-kV wood structures would be the same as 

those described under the North Alternative. The steel poles for the South Alternative 

would be about 55 to 120 feet tall. Also similar to the North Alternative, all steel 

structures would be directly embedded into the ground using a drill rig to auger the 

holes. 

 Conductors—Conductors would be same to those described for the North 

Alternative.  

 Overhead ground wire and counterpoise—Two overhead ground wires would be 

attached to the top of the structures for the South Alternative and all route options.  
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 Fiber optic cable—A fiber optic cable would be installed along the 0.2 mile 138-kV 

transmission line similar to the North Alternative. No fiber optic cable is proposed for 

the 115-kV transmission line.  

 Pulling/tensioning sites—About 11 temporary pulling and tensioning sites would be 

required for construction of the South Alternative along with two sites for the 138-kV 

line. Pulling sites would be within or next to the South Alternative ROW. Similar to 

the North Alternative, an area about 100 feet wide by 300 feet long, or about 0.7 acre, 

would be temporarily disturbed at each pulling and tensioning site.  

 Staging areas and other work areas—Two temporary staging areas about 10 acres 

each would be needed along or near the South Alternative for construction. Similar to 

the North Alternative, one of the staging areas would be located near the Hooper 

Springs Substation and used for both the 115-kV and 138-kV lines. The second 

staging area would be located near the eastern end of the South Alternative corridor. 

It is anticipated that approximately 10 acres of land would be required for each 

staging area.  

 Substations—The South Alternative and all route options would require construction 

of the proposed Hooper Springs Substation at the southwestern end of the North 

Alternative corridor. The connection of the 115-kV double-circuit line under the 

South Alternative to LVE’s existing transmission system at the northeastern end of 

the South Alternative corridor would require construction of a new connection facility 

at this location. This connection facility would be constructed within BPA’s new 

transmission line ROW and LVE’s existing transmission line ROW along Diamond 

Creek Road, at a point about 2 miles southeast of the intersection of Blackfoot River 

Road and Diamond Creek Road. The new double-circuit line would connect into the 

existing LVE line through overhead line disconnect switches.  

 Access roads—For the South Alternative, approximately 22.8 miles of new, 

permanent access road would be constructed, including 900 feet of new road to access 

Hooper Springs Substation. Approximately 2 miles of existing access road would be 

improved or reconstructed.  

 Vegetation clearing—Vegetation clearing under the South Alternative would be the 

same as described for the North Alternative. The South Alternative corridor also 

would cross forested C-TNF lands where BPA would, at the request of the C-TNF, 

clear a 250-foot-wide area along the length of transmission line. Similar to the North 

Alternative, only the 100-foot ROW would be managed for low-growing species 

during operation of the transmission line. 

 Maintenance—During the life of the project, BPA would perform routine, periodic 

maintenance and emergency repairs to the transmission line. BPA typically conducts 

routine helicopter inspection patrols twice a year. Vegetation also would be 

maintained along the line for safe operation and to allow access to the line.   

BPA has identified Option 3A as its preferred alternative (Map 1-3). This route option of the 

South Alternative is described above. 
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1.1.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, BPA would not construct the Project. Without the new line, it 

is expected that voltage stability and reliability problems on the transmission grid in this area 

would continue. Further, the growing energy requirements of southeast Idaho and northwest 

Wyoming may not be met.  

1.2 Supplemental Draft EIS Issuance and Comment Period 

BPA published the Hooper Springs Transmission Project supplemental draft EIS in May 2014. 

The supplemental draft EIS served to supplement the draft EIS for the Project, which had been 

released by BPA in March 2013. The primary reason BPA chose to publish a supplemental draft 

EIS was BPA had identified a new alignment for the South Alternative (Option 3A) after release 

of the draft EIS, and wanted to ensure sufficient opportunity for public review and comment on 

that option. Accordingly, BPA prepared the supplemental draft EIS to include Option 3A. The 

supplemental draft EIS also included responses to all public comments that had been received by 

BPA on the draft EIS. 

The supplemental draft EIS was filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 

which published a Notice of Availability of the supplemental draft EIS in the Federal Register 

(Volume 79, No. 90) on May 9, 2014. Hard copy and CD versions of the supplemental draft EIS 

were distributed to interested parties and the supplemental draft EIS was posted on the BPA web 

site (http://efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/HooperSprings/).   

An open house style public meeting was held on May 27, 2014, in Soda Springs, Idaho. Twenty 

five people from the community attended the meeting.   

The comment period for the supplemental draft EIS officially closed on August 7, 2014. A total 

of 33 comment forms, emails, and letters were received. All comments received during the 

comment period can be found in Chapter 4 of this document. 

1.3 Key Corrections to the Supplemental Draft EIS 

The following summarizes the main corrections that have been made to the supplemental draft 

EIS. For a complete description of all corrections to the supplemental draft EIS, please see 

Chapter 2 of this final EIS. 

 Updated the access road section to include a description of direction of travel routes.  

 Updated text to reflect corrections to some impact ratings for visual resources.  

 Updated text to reflect corrections in federal protections of wildlife.   

 Updated text in cumulative impact analysis related to visual resources.  

 Updated Appendix H to reflect corrections to the Avian Collision Risk Model and 

Marker Plan.  
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2 Corrections to the Supplemental Draft EIS 

This chapter identifies the specific corrections made to the text of the supplemental draft 

EIS. Text corrections are organized by the chapters and sections of the supplemental draft 

EIS. For each correction, the location of the change is identified by page and paragraph 

number of the supplemental draft EIS. Where text has been corrected, deleted text is 

indicated in “strikethrough” format and new text is underlined. 

2.1 Summary 

2.1.1 Visual Resources 

Page S-22, first full paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

During operation, both the North and South alternatives would appear most visible where 

the structures cross the skyline or are in viewers’ foregrounds, as well as near highways 

and small populated areas, and across agricultural landscapes. Because the transmission 

line under the North and South alternatives would be visible along Highway 34, both 

alternatives would likely have a long-term, low to moderate impact on the landscape in 

this primarily privately-owned area. In the Wayan area of the North Alternative corridor, 

short- and long-term impacts to private and federal lands would be moderate to high 

because the transmission line would be constructed in a relatively undeveloped and 

natural setting. On other federal lands along the North Alternative, impacts to visual 

resources would be low to moderate because wood pole structures for a portion of the 

North Alternative would reduce the line’s visibility to some extent and topography may 

hide portions of the line.   

2.2 Proposed Project and Alternatives (Chapter 2) 

2.2.1 Access Roads 

Page 2-21, following the fifth paragraph, the following paragraph has been added as 

follows: 

Direction of travel routes are identified by the access road engineer during the design 

process where permanent roads are not needed or allowed. These routes can be identified 

across existing private roads, fields, agricultural uses, etc. Temporary roads are a subset 

of direction of travel routes and are typically constructed in areas where a permanent road 

is not desired but improvements are needed to get equipment across the existing ground. 

These areas include agricultural fields or wet areas where the ground is too soft to 

support equipment. All direction of travel routes, both temporary and permanent, would 

be maintained (as needed) during construction and returned to a condition that meets or 

exceeds the existing condition with features such as gates, culverts, and fords to remain in 

place as permanent features along direction of travel routes so that future access to the 

ROW and structures is possible.
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Table 2-6, text has been added after the fifth bullet item as follows:  

Table 2-6. Proposed Mitigation Measures for the North Alternative and South Alternative 
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 Provide a schedule of construction activities, 
including blasting, to all landowners who could 
be affected by construction.  

X X          X    

 Plan and conduct construction activities to 
minimize temporary disturbance, displacement 
of crops, and interference with agricultural 
activities.  

X X        X      

 Ensure that all equipment has standard sound-
control devices. 

      X     X    

 Consult with the Farm Service Agency to avoid 
and mitigate impacts to lands enrolled in the 
USDA CRP. Avoid access road construction over 
CRP lands to the extent practical.   

X X              

 Coordinate with mine owners along the South 
Alternative for the placement of towers and 
roads within proposed mining areas. 

X X              

 Develop an agreement with Agrium in which 

BPA would move the transmission line, at BPA’s 

expense, where it crosses Agrium’s mining 

leases or mine-related facilities if there is a 

conflict between the transmission line and 

X               
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Proposed Mitigation Measures 
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future ore extraction. This would ensure that 

the ultimate phosphate recovery can be 

achieved. 

 Use BMPs to limit erosion and the spread of 
invasive and noxious weeds.  

X X  X X X X X        

 Restore compacted cropland soils as close as 
possible to pre-construction conditions using 
tillage. Break up compacted soils where 
necessary by ripping, tilling, or scarifying before 
seeding. 

X X  X X           

 Remove topsoil from cropland soils in a manner 
that will allow it to be reused after 
construction. 
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2.3 Affected Environment, Environmental Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures (Chapter 3) 

2.3.1 Land Use 

Page 3-36, text has been added after the seventh bullet item as follows: 

 Develop an agreement with Agrium in which BPA would move the transmission 

line, at BPA’s expense, where it crosses Agrium’s mining leases or mine-related 

facilities if there is a conflict between the transmission line and future ore 

extraction. This would ensure that the ultimate phosphate recovery can be 

achieved. 

2.3.2 Visual Resources 

Page 3-66, last paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Initially, the color of the steel structures would be reflective; however, after 2 to 3 years 

the structures would begin to dull. In the short term, the structures on private land may be 

more visually obtrusive compared to the wood H-frame structures farther along the North 

Alternative because of their unnatural color introduced to the landscape. In the long term, 

the steel structures would more easily blend into the natural setting, although not to the 

extent of the wood, H-frame structures. The presence of a new transmission line in the 

North Alternative corridor would initially be a new visual obtrusion on the landscape; 

however, over time regular motorists and local residents would may become familiar 

with the transmission line and associate it with the existing landscape. 

Page 3-69, the only paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Where the North Alternative parallels Highway 34, it would be in the foreground and 

may not blend into the background as well as in other places (see Figures 3-7 and 3-8). 

Since the area is mostly flat and the transmission line would be immediately adjacent to 

the road, the backdrop of the landscape would likely be the sky, creating a distinct 

noticeable contrast against the transmission structures. Motorists in this area would 

mostly include commuters to Soda Springs and the phosphate mining areas and those 

traveling the scenic byway. The transmission line would likely be visible within this 

designated scenic area. Although motorists would move through the designated scenic 

area quickly, impacts to travelers within the area are expected to be moderate over the 

long term, as a result of the diminished scenic integrity. In addition to travelers, there are 

also a number of residences along Highway 34 and other secondary roads in this portion 

of the North Alternative corridor. For people living in this area, the line would be more 

visible and would present a new human-made element on the landscape. However, other 

transmission lines and mining operations also contribute to the landscape in this area of 

the corridor. Thus, dDepending on the viewer, the North Alternative would likely have 

both short- and long-term low to moderate impacts. 
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Page 3-81, second paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Similar to the North Alternative, the color of the steel structures would be reflective 

initially but would dull after 2 to 3 years. The presence of a new transmission line would 

initially be a visual obtrusion on the landscape, although over time motorists and 

residents would may become familiar with the transmission line and associate it with the 

existing landscape.  

Page 3-84, second paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

The South Alternative corridor would cross lands classified by the C-TNF as Partial 

Retention at the Blackfoot River Narrows and Modification near the east end of the 

transmission line corridor. Similar to the North Alternative, the most visible components 

of the South Alternative would be the 100-foot-wide cleared ROW, the 90-foot tall 

transmission structures, access roads, and the conductor. Where Blackfoot River Road 

enters the C-TNF at the Blackfoot River Narrows, the South Alternative would be closer 

and more visible to viewers, although views this close to the crossing would be brief. 

East of the entrance sign to the C-TNF, the corridor would make a sharp turn south, cross 

over Blackfoot River Road and the Blackfoot River, and travel easterly up a forested and 

open side slope approximately 500 to 600 feet to the top of Dry Ridge (see Figures 3-20 

through 3-23). The ROW would be visible as an unvegetated area on the side slope. 

Additionally, several structures would be seen above adjacent trees silhouetted against 

the background sky. Based on the limited development in the area and the dominant 

natural landscape features, the South Alternative would still meet the Partial Retention 

VQO. Long-term impacts to visual resources are expected to be low to moderate. 

Page 3-87, the only paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Two of the three BLM parcels crossed by the South Alternative are Class IV, which 

allow for major modifications to the landscape. Because the Conda area is already 

heavily disturbed by the presence of the mine and associated facilities, impacts to visual 

resources on the BLM parcel located near Conda would be low. Visual resource impacts 

to the other Class IV BLM parcel located along Blackfoot River Road would also be low. 

While the South Alternative corridor would be visible along the north side of Blackfoot 

River Road as it travels through rangeland (see Figures 3-24 and 3-25), Class IV areas 

allow for major modifications to the landscape. Visual resource impacts to the Class III 

BLM parcel near the Narrows and adjacent to the C-TNF would be the same as the C-

TNF lands in this area (long term and low to moderate). Class III areas are those lands 

that should partially retain the existing character of the landscape and where the level of 

change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate. This classification allows for 

some visible modifications to the landscape. Because active surface mining is present on 

this parcel, the addition of a transmission line would not represent a major modification 

of the landscape. 
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2.3.3 Wildlife  

Page 3-163, last paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Yellow-billed cuckoo—There have been no documented occurrences of yellow-billed 

cuckoo within approximately 250 miles of the project corridor (IDFG 2011b14) and it is 

not on the USFWS ESA candidate species list for Caribou County. Although listed as 

threatened on October 3, 2014, the species is not known to occur in Caribou County nor 

is it listed by USFWS as potentially occurring in Caribou County (USFWS 2014). Little 

habitat exists for the yellow-billed cuckoo within the corridor for the North Alternative, 

and none individuals were observed during wildlife surveys conducted in spring of 2011. 

Suitable dense willow and willow-dogwood habitat exists for the species along the 

Blackfoot River crossing on the east side of the corridor for the South Alternative and 

Option 3A, but none no yellow-billed cuckoos were observed during wildlife surveys 

conducted in March 2013. This species is documented in Bannock, Bingham, and 

Bonneville counties, west of Caribou County.  

Page 3-176, fourth paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Wolverine—The wolverine has a moderate potential for occurrence within the project 

area (USFWS 2014). Proposed for listing under the Endangered Species Act as 

threatened, the USFWS withdrew the proposal on August 13, 2014. Regardless of the 

formal listing designations, potential impacts to the wolverine are still assessed. A 2001-

2008 research team tracked a dispersing male wolverine that crossed all of project 

alternatives (Inman et al. 2012). This wolverine was tracked making a big loop from the 

C-TNF southwest to the town of Wayan, southwest to the Fox Hills, along the southern 

shore of Blackfoot Reservoir, west to the town of Tyhee (north of Pocatello), then 

northeast back to the C-TNF (Inman et al. 2012). However, this study concluded that 

wolverines strongly select for areas greater than 8,530 feet in elevation, and typically 

avoided areas less than 7,054 feet in elevation, including during times with deep snow 

when other animals are driven to lower elevations (Inman et al. 2012). Other studies and 

surveys also conclude that wolverines have moderate potential for occurrence within the 

project area. 

Table 3-20 (below) has been corrected to reflect the changes in the text above.  
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Table 3-20. Special-status Wildlife Species and their Potential to Occur within the Project Area 

 

Potential for Occurrence 

Nature Serve Conservation 

Status Ranks6 

Species 

Federal 

ESA 

Status1 

USFS 

Region 4 

(R4) 

Status2 

BLM 

Status3 

Idaho Species 

of Greatest 

Conservation 

Need Status4 

Habitat 

Requirements 

North 

Alternativ

e 

South 

Alternative 

Global 

Ranking 

State 

Ranking 

Birds 

Yellow-billed 

cuckoo 

C 

T  

(not 

reported 

in 

Caribou 

County) 

None Type 1 PNG Dense willow 

understory with 

mature 

cottonwoods and 

generally within 

100 meters of 

slow or standing 

water (Gaines 

and Laymon 

1984). 

Low Low G5 S2B 

Wolverine  PLPT 

None 

S Type 3 PNG High mountain 

forests of dense 

conifers, 

primarily in true 

fir (Abies sp.) 

cover types as 

well as subarctic-

alpine tundra 

(Groves et al. 

1997). 

Moderate Moderate G4T3 S2 
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2.3.4 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

Page 3-304, second paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

Cultural resources in Caribou County have been and are being cumulatively affected 

because of past and present development activities. Past actions that have impacted 

cultural resources include agricultural activities, highway and railroad construction, 

mining operations, construction of transmission lines, and commercial and residential 

development. Present and ongoing activities that alter the landscape and have the 

potential to affect cultural resources include agricultural activities, mining and logging 

operations, and operation and maintenance of existing power lines. Cumulative impacts 

associated with these activities include disturbance of cultural sites, reduction of the 

cultural integrity of certain sites, and removal of cultural artifacts. Construction of the 

North Alternative or South Alternative and all route options could contribute 

incrementally, albeit in a very minor way, to these cumulative impacts.  

2.4 Appendix G Wildlife Special Status Species 

Page G-2, second paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

2.4.1 Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) 

The yellow-billed cuckoo is an candidate species under the ESA-listed threatened 

species, but is not reported as present potentially occurring in Caribou County by 

USFWS. It is also a BLM Type 1 special-status species and an IDFG Species of Greatest 

Conservation Need protected non-game species. In the west, yellow-billed cuckoos prefer 

sites with a dense understory of willow (Salix spp.) combined with mature cottonwoods 

(Populus spp.), generally within approximately 328 feet of slow or standing water 

(Gaines and Laymon 1984). The yellow-billed cuckoo is also known to use non-riparian, 

dense vegetation such as wooded parks, cemeteries, farmsteads, tree islands, Great Basin 

shrub-steppe, and high-elevation willow thickets (DeGraff et al. 1991). 

Page G-4, first paragraph has been corrected as follows: 

2.4.2 Wolverine (Gulo gulo) 

The wolverine is a federally proposed species for listing in Caribou County under the 

ESA. It is also listed as a USFS sensitive species, a BLM Type 3 special-status species, 

and an IDFG Species of Greatest Conservation Need protected non-game species. 

Wolverines inhabit high mountain forests of dense conifers, primarily in true fir (Abies 

sp.) cover types as well as subarctic-alpine tundra. Lack of human disturbance is an 

important component of wolverine habitat (Groves et al. 1997). They are solitary 

animals, with females requiring approximately 148 square miles of land for a single 

territory, and males requiring up to 610 square miles (Groves et al. 1997). Wolverines 

seasonally move between higher and lower elevation areas in search of food. Wolverines 



Corrections to the Supplemental Draft EIS 

BPA Hooper Springs Transmission Project Final EIS 
January 2015 2-9 

prefer subalpine rock and scree habitats with boulders and wood debris for denning 

(Krebs and Lewis 1999). 
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3 Comments and Responses to the 
Supplemental Draft EIS 

This chapter presents comments received on the supplemental draft EIS, and BPA’s responses to 

these comments.   

BPA catalogued a total of 178 comments received on the supplemental draft EIS. Comments 

were submitted at the May 27, 2014, draft EIS public meeting, and in comment forms, emails, 

and letters received during the supplemental draft EIS public comment period. Comments were 

received from state and local agencies, special interest groups as well as private citizens living in 

Caribou County.   

Comments were primarily made on Chapters 2 and 3 of the supplemental draft EIS. Chapter 2, 

Proposed Project and Alternatives, received about 54 percent of the comments with most 

comments focused on alternative routes, the preferred alternative, and easements and land. 

Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures, 

received about 28 percent of the comments. Most comments focused on wildlife, visuals, cultural 

resources, public health and safety, and land use; however comments were also received on 

recreation, socioeconomics, and cumulative impacts. Comments on chapters 1 and 4, the 

appendices, and miscellaneous comments comprised the remaining 18 percent. 

Comments were designated with an identifying number based on the order in which the letter, 

e-mail, or other item of correspondence was received. Comments, and responses to each 

comment, are organized by chapter/section generally in accordance with the table of contents of 

the supplemental draft EIS. All references to chapters and/or sections in the responses refer to the 

supplemental draft EIS (Volumes 1, 2, or 3). 

The letters, e-mails, and forms received on the supplemental draft EIS, as well as the 

supplemental draft EIS public meeting comments, are provided in their entirety at the end of this 

chapter.  

3.1 Purpose of and Need for Action (Chapter 1) 

Comment: Please have your studies look at generating power closer to the areas in need, 

Smaller and more localized. The national grid is subject to major failure all over the country.  

The technology is already available. (HSTP214_0002)  

Response: The possible development of new generation at or near the load centers as an 

alternative to the proposed transmission line was studied extensively early in the NEPA process. 

As described in Volume 1, Section 2.5.6, Non-Wires Alternative, development of local area 

generation as an alternative is not feasible from a practical perspective. Please see Volume 1, 

Section 2.5.6, Non-Wires Alternative, for more information on the study and consideration of 

this issue. 
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Comment: This proposed line is a bandaid that does not adress [sic] the problem. Don’t 

build it. (HSTP214_0002)    

Response: BPA believes that the proposed line is an appropriate long-term solution that 

addresses the need identified in Volume 1, Section 1, Purpose of and Need for Action of the 

supplemental draft EIS. As discussed in that section, one of the primary issues in the 

southeastern Idaho service area related to reliability is that the entire load is currently served 

from one substation (Goshen Substation). The two main source lines into the area are also in the 

same utility ROW for more than 20 miles. Both of these factors leave the region susceptible to 

loss of the entire load if a single event such as a brush fire or a lightning strike were to occur. 

The proposed transmission line would provide a second source line into the area that would be 

able to support a portion of the load during a catastrophic event. 

  

Comment: We recognize the reliability issues that are enforced by WECC, which has 

specifically stated that local shedding cannot be the only solution and that a permanent long-

term solution is needed to address reliability concerns. However, a permanent, long-term 

solution does not mean that it has to be selected as soon as possible, only that a well-thought out 

plan should be in place in a timely manner.  (HSTP214_0030) 

Response: Comment noted.   

  

Comment: The meeting held at the Tigert Middle School in Soda Springs on May 27, 2014 

was very informative.  We do appreciate your time and effort in setting up this public meeting. 

(HSPT214_007)    

Response: Thank you. Comment noted.  

  

3.2 Proposed Project and Alternatives (Chapter 2) 

Comment: That is not to say that there isn’t some degree of urgency here or that the Non-

Wires Alternative should be the automatic conclusion of this analysis. But BPA has a 

responsibility under NEPA to develop a range of reasonable alternatives. It is critical to analyze 

a range of alternatives, especially when the majority of alternatives require substantial linear 

infrastructure, and permanent, irreversible impacts. The Non-Wires Alternative is particularly 

important for the BPA to consider because of the significantly reduced cost to implement, the 

avoidance of environmental impacts, and the potential to site any new infrastructure within the 

footprint of existing industrial facilities.  (HSTP214_0030) 

Response: As discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the supplemental draft EIS, and Section 

3.2.9 below, BPA rigorously explored and objectively evaluated a full range of reasonable 

alternatives for its Proposed Action. Alternatives considered in detail are discussed in Sections 

2.2 through 2.4 of Volume 1 and alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study are 
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discussed in Volume 1, Section 2.5. As explained in Volume 1, Section 2.5.6, Non-Wires 

Alternative, potential non-wires alternatives were eliminated from further detailed consideration 

because they could at most defer, but not eliminate, the need to construct a transmission line. 

Even if non-wires alternatives were achievable, they would not be a permanent solution to the 

reliability need of a second source transmission line into the area. 

  

3.2.1 South Alternative 

Comment: I would like to suggest that you consider and choose the South option or Option 1 

that goes along the Monsanto haul road. Monsanto has graciously said that they would work 

with BPA.   (HSTP214_0024) 

Comment: However, “Option 1” from Hooper Springs Substation going east to Conda and 

then north to “mile post 11” along the “Monsanto haul road right of way” could be acceptable, 

for several reasons. In conversing with Monsanto officials, we believe they could be a co-

operative asset for BPA. This would satisfy Caribou County since it would place the proposed 

power line in an already industrialized location. The hard surfaced haul road in close proximity 

to the proposed power line would seem to be a great convenience to BPA in times of service or 

maintenance during we weather or soft soil seasons. This route is likely to meet with but a small 

amount of resistance and concern opposed to that which is involved with “option 3” that goes 

north from the Hooper Springs Substation, since “option 1” goes through and disturbs a much 

smaller amount of private property.  (HSTP214_0022)    

Comment: On the other hand, I believe that the original South Alternative or Option 1 

minimizes negative impacts. By following those routes, the new power lines would travel near 

other lines that already disturb that immediate area. The lines would travel in a route already 

impacted by industry. In the area of concern near Monsanto’s Blackfoot Bridge Mine, I know 

from public comments made by Monsanto leadership that Monsanto is willing to cooperate in 

any way they can to enable passage of the power line. I’m confident that if BPA worked with 

Monsanto a solution to that area of concern could be found.  (HSTP214_0016)   

Comment: One thing I'm still interested in, and by the way I do highly prefer the south 

alternative, but can you explain to me what all it is that is stopping you from following the 

Monsanto Haul Road into Conda and staying over out of sight and off of Agrium ground?  

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Please work with Monsanto and have it put up in the haul road.  

(HSTP214_0005)  

Comment: I've been sitting on the sidelines thinking you all would come to the conclusion to 

take that power line down the haul road. the most sensible way to go. Now it looks like I need to 

come and say it. TAKE IT TO THE HAUL ROAD!!!!!!!!! We live and work out there and I have 

all my life. If it takes please, You got it. I'll do what ever it takes to keep you from ruining our 

view out there. I hope you will make the sensible choice and move it. -- thanks for your 

cooperation.  (HSTP214_0006) 
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Comment: Our preference from the very beginning of Bonneville Power taking over for 

Lower Valley Energy was to have them follow the same general route on the haul road. This 

keeps the line out of sight, does not encumber the farm land and is not a safety issue for the 

public.  (HSTP214_0007) 

Comment: It has also come to my attention that Monsanto has agreed to let you guys run 

your power line along with theirs to run down to the Meadowville sub-station. I do know that 

going down through the China Hat area is probably cheaper to run the power line in a straight 

line and won’t be so costly as to run it along with Monsanto’s. With that said there is still easy 

access with Monsanto’s line and it is probably a little longer route but it keeps it out of the 

farmers way and we don’t want a big old power line or pole sticking out in the middle of a nice 

field planted with wheat or barley or even alfalfa.  (HSTP214_0008) 

Comment: We are very much against putting this line down highway 34.  We think it should 

go down the Haul Road.  (HSTP214_0009) 

Comment: Again, I encourage you and the BPA team to collaborate with Monsanto in the 

routing of the power line and preserve the beauty along Hwy. 34. It would be much appreciated 

by our community, distant, and future generations.  (HSTP214_0011) 

Comment: For these reasons, I urge you to sincerely consider favoring the original South 

Alternative or Option 1. Doing so would have far less negative consequences that my family, 

others in the area and travelers through the area will have to deal with for many years to come. I 

also believe that routing through a more industrial area (original South Alternative) could 

reduce cost as opposed to negotiating with a number of farmers who like me are less than 

enthusiastic about having the power lines on our land.  (HSTP214_0016) 

Comment: If Bonneville Power administration (BPA)’s proposed “Hooper Springs Power 

Line Project” continues to be a viable project, Caribou County as your co-ordinating partner 

agrees with the “south alternative” route along the Blackfoot River and skirting the reclaimed 

mines as the preferred alternative. (HSTP214_0022)  

Comment: Caribou County is committed to our role as a co-ordinating partner with BPA in 

the Hooper springs Transmission Project and developing the least obstructive, least disruptive, 

yet viable and beneficial power line route that will serve the needs of energy users. If Caribou 

county were to create a designated power line corridor, which Idaho State law provides the 

authority to do, this is the corridor we would authorize; from Hooper Springs Substation on 

“option 1” east to Conda then north on the “Monsanto haul road right of way” to mile marker 

11, then east on the south preferred alternative to the connection facility at the Lanes Creek 

road. (HSTP214_0022)   

Comment: I am asking that you please consider the Monsanto haul road route.  

(HSTP214_0025) 

Comment: Does Monsanto have any issues with the line going that way? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Please listen to the farmers who's land will be greatly affected by the proposed 

BPA Transmissions Line, the Towers, and the Right-of-ways starting at the Threemile Knoll 
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Substation. Why do you think Farmers oppose power lines going through their property? As I 

have verbally said before If Monsanto has voiced that a better route would be to run the power 

poles along their haul road why wouldn’t the BPA be in agreement. Rethink your route and take 

Jim Smith serious!! (HSTP214 0027) 

Comment: I DO NOT want power poles & your Right-of-Aways on my property. Please 

choose the haul road.  (HSTP214 0027) 

Comment: BPA, Please agree with our County Commissioners and support all comments 

that the "South Route" is the most feasible Route to place power lines. (HSTP214 0029) 

Comment: I don’t know what all you require to have it so that it’s acceptable to go across 

that, but it sure looks like somebody had the right idea when they had that line going over to 

Conda.  (HSTP214_0004)   

Comment: However, from the research that is presented in the majority of the comments 

listed on your website, it appears that Option #1 (the southern route) will be a much safer, 

cheaper, and, perhaps, the only possible solution.  (HSTP214_0028) 

Comment: With a goal of reducing negative impacts of the alternatives, I suggest selecting 

the South Alternative, Option #1. Simply put, Option #1 traversing a proposed route from 

Hooper Springs substation eastward to near Conda, northward near or following the Monsanto 

Haul Road along the west side of Woodall Mountain to the junction of the Blackfoot River (mile 

#11) and eastward could significantly reduce impacts upon owners of agricultural lands 

compared to options 3 and 3A, greatly minimize impacts on migratory birds (especially cranes 

and waterfowl) that traditionally use the area east and south of Blackfoot Reservoir, and avoid 

impacts upon scenic and recreational values along state highway 34, with the powerline situated 

on the eastside hills. Your review of these subjects appears to be incomplete and superficial. Why 

would you suggest Options 3 and 3A knowing your proposed powerline would negatively impact 

and materially inconvenience agricultural landowners, negatively impact migratory birds 

protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, and disregard values associated with scenic 

byway Highway 34.  (HSTP214 0019) 

Comment: The major plus in taking option 1 is: 1. It is a safer option where you won't have a 

lot of farmers with high voltage wires in their fields to contend with. 2. It won't disturb a scenic 

hwy and will leave a beautiful view of our area. 3. May be more cost effective since you won't 

have to make deals with several farmers who really don't want the line on their property.  

(HSTP214_0024) 

Comment: That would be in an area that Monsanto would mine I assume? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Also, Commissioner Somsen and Jim Smith from Monsanto have alternative 

options. It is our hope that a route can be agreed upon which will not impact private property 

owners, decreasing property values and threatening the safety of farm families.  

(HSTP214_0010) 
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Comment: Monsanto, Jim Smith, seemed very willing to work with Bonneville Power to 

accomplish the haul road route. It appears that with Monsanto and Bonneville Power working 

together that all would benefit.  (HSTP214_0007) 

Comment: I understand the line is a necessity and the benefits of it, but what I do not 

understand is the route in which it's being placed. According to Soda Springs mayor, Jim Smith, 

Monsanto is willing to work with you in running the power line along the Monsanto haul road. A 

more than viable solution.  (HSTP214 0011) 

Response: The preference of the commenters for either the South Alternative or Option 1 is 

noted. As described in Volume 1, Section 1, Purpose and Need, BPA’s need for the Hooper 

Springs Transmission Project includes improving the stability and reliability of the transmission 

system in southeastern Idaho. In addition, a primary purpose identified in that section is to 

maintain the reliability of BPA’s transmission system to BPA and industry standards. In part 

with that purpose and need in mind, BPA has identified Option 3A as its preferred alternative.  

Conversely, the South Alternative and Option 1 present significant challenges to fully meeting 

that purpose and need for the Project because of issues with locating the proposed transmission 

line in the Conda and Blackfoot Bridge Mine Areas. The following describes these issues for 

each of these areas. 

Conda Area  

 Active mining—The routes for the South Alternative and Option 1 pass through an 

active mining area. Placing a transmission line within an active mining area would 

mean that access to the line is not available at all times. The haul road would likely be 

actively used. BPA requires year-round access to its structures and lines in the event 

of an emergency. Additionally, placement of a transmission line in an active mine 

area would present problems during maintenance and emergency situations that 

would compromise the overall system reliability.  

 Possible soil contamination—Regarding the Conda Mine Study Area, as discussed 

in Volume 1, Section 2.1, BPA seeks to avoid construction, operation, and 

maintenance of a transmission line in areas of known contamination and to avoid 

direct contact with waste dumps, seeps, or mine pits. For this reason, Options 3 and 

3A were proposed because they avoided the Conda Mine Study Area. 

 Safety—The safety of not only the mine workers but also of the transmission line 

maintenance workers could be impacted if the two activities are being conducted at 

the same time.   

 Limited space for the transmission line—There is approximately 170 feet between 

a large settling pond at Conda and the railroad tracks south of Conda Road. This 

leaves insufficient room to route a transmission line, including placement of access 

roads.  

 Railroad crossings—The transmission line would cross the railroad twice in this 

area. Access to the transmission line also would be difficult if the railroad is in use 

when line maintenance needs to occur, potentially compromising system reliability.   
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Blackfoot Bridge Mine Area  

 Blackfoot Bridge Mine—The mine is active with excavation occurring throughout 

the area. Structures in the 138-kV line that cross through the Blackfoot Bridge Mine 

have already had excavation occur around their bases (see Photo 1). As noted above, 

placing a transmission line within an active mine area does not meet the purpose of 

maintaining system reliability. 

 Fish Pond area between the haul road and the railroad—Routing the preferred 

alternative through this area is similar to the limited space available for the line in 

Conda. The South Alternative would cross through an area that is about 200-feet wide 

between the haul road and the railroad. 

 Triple-circuit transmission line—To use the South Alternative or Option 1 route, 

BPA would be required to construct a triple-circuit line (two 115-kV circuits for BPA 

and one 138-kV circuit for Rocky Mountain Power). Structures would likely be 130 

to 180 feet tall (proposed structures for the Option 3A would be 55 to 120 feet tall 

depending on location). Furthermore, Rocky Mountain Power has indicated that there 

is not sufficient room for an entirely new line in this area.  

 Monsanto Haul Road—This haul road has many restrictions on use. If the line was 

routed along the haul road and BPA proposed to use portions of the road to access the 

line, conflicts in the use of the road would occur. Presently the haul road is closed to 

external use with 24-hour notice required for use. This would not allow year-round 

access to the BPA transmission line, especially if there was an emergency. 

 

Photo 1. Rocky Mountain Power 138-kV structure within the Blackfoot Bridge Mine 

area 
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Comment: Have you got any kind of an idea what it would be to have it so both lines could 

be on one pole?  (HSTP214_0004)  

Comment: The only areas where there was any kind of issue at all was coming right through 

the mine. We have power line that comes through there with Rocky Mountain Power and we 

worked out an agreement with them to put that on the same line and locate it in places where it 

wouldn’t impact the Monsanto line.  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Is that the size that would be needed out there or what size are you talking? Taller 

than that, having both power company transmission lines together?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Is there no way that you could parallel that line and stay where you need to be? Is 

there enough for another line if there’s one already going through it?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: That’s why that Rocky Mountain Power line goes through there is because it’s up 

on a hill and avoids the farm land more. That’s a good idea, go farther up the hill.  

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: My only proposal is to encourage Bonneville Power to use their considerable 

negotiating skills to work with Monsanto & Agrium about the placement of new poles along a 

route that already has poles. Or perhaps somewhere in the back country that would not encroach 

upon the scenic by way or our little community of China Hat.  (HSTP214_0001) 

Comment: Are there any others up the valley that would interfere with a power line? 

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: I guess what I’m trying to understand, if you have—I know it might have worked 

at the very beginning, but we’re not at the beginning, so now that your guy’s lines are going 

through there is it still viable to put their lines through there or it just too expensive and we need 

to be out in the valley? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: So it would be a lot more complicated, but still theoretically doable? 

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: Back to the towers. You folks have been around those quite a bit.  Have you got 

kind of a ballpark idea what it costs for one of those towers, the tall ones?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: And what did you say it was? – So 90 to a hundred thousand dollars a tower?—

How many of them got across? -- Do you remember how many poles there were?  

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: I can sympathize with that. Those are justified statements. I’m thinking, though, 

the price of the poles may be pretty much equaled out from what you wouldn’t have to pay for 

easements to get across a lot of the properties. I don’t know. I don’t know how much you figure 

on paying folks that you power line goes through. Even if that was $300,000 for those two poles, 

I’ll bet you it comes pretty close to what you’ll have to pay for easements to get across there.  

Just a guess.  (HSTP214_0004) 
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Response: The above comments address the design requirements and costs of transmission 

towers that would be required for the portion of the South Alternative and Option 1 that would 

pass through the Blackfoot Bridge Mine Area. As discussed in the preceding response, BPA 

would be required to construct a triple-circuit line (two 115-kV circuits for BPA and one 138-kV 

circuit for Rocky Mountain Power) for this portion of the South Alternative or Option 1.  

Structures would likely be 130 to 180 feet tall, as compared to structures for the other route 

alignments that would be 55 to 120 feet tall depending on location. BPA does not have specific 

cost estimates for these types of taller structures, but as noted in Volume 1, Table 2-1, the overall 

construction cost estimates for the South Alternative and Option 1 would be about the same as 

for Option 3A. 

  

Comment: I haven’t studied the map, but all of the lines on the southern route could all come 

together more or less. In what proximity to the river and the roads?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response:  The South Alternative and Options 1, 2, and 4 all cross the Blackfoot River in the 

same location east of Highway 34 (see Map 1-1). Options 3 and 3A cross the river to the west 

closer to the Blackfoot Reservoir. The routes of South Alternative and its five options are 

described in Volume 1, Section 2.3.2, Transmission Lines.  

  

Comment: I understand that that is fraught with problems going across wetlands no matter 

what you do.  Is there no way you could go across higher ground and not go across the bottoms 

and still follow that east side of the valley? Do you have to go down in to the wetlands I guess is 

what I’m asking? I'm not sure where that map is showing. Okay. Along through here, yes. Option 

one, I guess, basically following from over here and coming across and avoiding all the 

agricultural land. That's a huge issue for the farmers who are going to be stuck with those poles 

in their field because they'll have to farm around those from now on (HSTP214_0004) 

Response:  The commenter is referring to Option 4 which would cross through the Woodall 

Springs wetland complex before joining the same corridor as the South Alternative and Option 1. 

As described in Volume 1, Section 3.6, Water Resources, Floodplains, and Wetlands, Option 4 

crosses about 14 acres of wetlands known as Woodall Springs. In this area, Option 4 could result 

in both short- and long-term moderate to high impacts to wetland and surface water resources. 

While this wetland area has been disturbed by various activities, including mining, the wetlands 

still provide water quality and habitat function. Additionally, compliance with Executive Order 

11990 - Protection of Wetlands, requires agencies to avoid the destruction or modification of 

wetlands if there is a practicable alternative to locating the line within a wetland.   

  

3.2.2 North Alternative 

Comment: The “North alternative” would be unacceptable to Caribou County. This is 

because of the many and much discussed issues already presented by testimonies and other 
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means concerning environmental, aesthetical, property damage and various other issues.  

(HSTP214_0022)   

Comment: My family and I have farm ground that would be affected with the northern route. 

My family, as well as the other farmers affected with this route rely on that farm ground to make 

a living. Putting power poles takes away ground and puts one more thing we have to worry 

about going around. It also affects our gps signal every time we have to go under the wires. 

(HSTP214_0025) 

Comment: Respect the Farmers and Rancher's land, the Migratory Waterfowl Flyways and 

the Beautiful Country Scenery that God gave to us to enjoy for many generations to come. Please 

stop the discontent of all those involved with the North Route and let us have the peace of mind 

knowing our land won't be affected with power poles!!!  (HSTP214_0029) 

Response: Comment noted. Volume 1, Chapter 3 analyzes the impact of the proposed 

Northern Alternative on various resources, including those raised by the commenters. 

  

3.2.3 Easements and Land 

Comment: And there is another issue too, that once they’re on there, as I understand it, it 

becomes the landowner’s responsibility if they happen to damage the poles or anything. 

(HSTP214_0004) 

Response: It is BPA’s practice to work with landowners to minimize the impacts from 

transmission line structures. If the structures are damaged, BPA would consult with the 

landowner to determine what happened and work toward resolution of the situation.  

  

Comment: You’ll be buying easements, potentially, from the people in the valley. What are 

the—what kind of constraints—once this is built, do you envision any constraints on what they 

can do, because it’s a pretty wide thing you want to put in there? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: I need more information about how much disturbance from giving an easement. 

Why the line cannot be put on the fence line.  (HSTP214_0038)       

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 2.3.2, Easements and Land, and Section 3.1, 

Land Use, BPA works with landowners to determine land uses that are compatible with the 

transmission line. BPA also requests that landowners keep the area around the base of each 

structure clear except for low-growing vegetation. Typically, BPA allows agricultural activities 

such as grazing and dryland crops along its ROWs.  

Transmission lines are usually not placed on fence lines because access for maintenance is more 

difficult and higher costs result from purchasing additional easements. 
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Comment: So we can have cows and grow barley?—If we have a crop of barley and you 

want to drive through it, we’re just SOL?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: As described above and in Volume 1, Section 3.1, Land Use, grazing and dryland 

crops are uses that are considered compatible with a transmission line ROW. As described in 

Section 3.10.4, Mitigation, BPA would compensate landowners for any damage to crops or 

property during construction or operation and maintenance activities, as appropriate.  

  

Comment: Our suggestion to consider along our south fence line with poles was just that “a 

suggestion” to keep the poles out of the middle of our field and away from out front entrance to 

the horse barn.  (HSTP214_0001) 

Response: Comment noted. As described above, BPA works with landowners to determine 

land uses that are compatible with the transmission line. 

  

Comment: I’ve got a question about compensation. You mentioned that you’re starting the 

appraisal process; you’re making offers to landowners. I know that eventually, if a landowner is 

not willing to see you an easement, that you can take an easement through the eminent domain 

process. If a landowner chooses not to accept your offer and you pursue the legal process to take 

the land through eminent domain, at that point how do you determine the value of the offer to the 

landowner? I’m guessing you probably don’t go back to that original offer you made. How does 

that process work?   (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: So let me oversimplify, but to make sure I’m right, where you start the process 

you start with a fair market value, but you have the ability to negotiate and sweeten the deal for 

the landowner if you think it’s appropriate?—If that doesn’t work and you go to the 

condemnation process, and the Department of Justice comes in, they’ll start either with the 

original fair market value appraisal or they can get another one. The question is, at that point 

the DOJ still has some flexibility to negotiate with the landowner before they actually condemn 

the property?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: As discussed in Volume 2, eminent domain is a last resort for BPA. BPA’s 

preference is to work with landowners to come to an agreement on the price of an easement. 

If BPA makes the decision to construct the transmission line, an appraisal of the property would 

be prepared. The appraisal and resultant offer to the landowner would be based on the fair 

market value of the property. If the landowner is not in agreement with the appraisal and offer, 

BPA would make every effort to work with the landowner to reach a mutually agreeable 

solution. If an agreement cannot be reached, eminent domain proceedings could begin. Because 

the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) is responsible for undertaking such proceedings, BPA 

would be removed from the process at that point. At any time during this process, the landowner 

has the right to obtain an appraisal and present it to DOJ. If the landowner’s appraisal is justified, 

DOJ may reevaluate the first appraisal. At this point, DOJ has some flexibility to negotiate with 

the landowner before condemnation occurs. 
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Comment: You probably can’t answer this question, but I’ll ask it anyway. I’m trying to 

determine whether or not there’s any advantage for the landowner to accept some sort of a deal 

upfront before they go into the condemnation process. What I’m hearing from you is not 

necessarily, because there’s still some opportunity to negotiate with the Department of Justice 

and it’s not necessarily to the landowner’s advantage to accept the offer from you guys initially 

and not let it go to condemnation.  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: So what I’m hearing from you is that rather than going to the condemnation 

process, you’ll do everything that you can, that you believe is reasonable, to try to come to an 

agreement with the landowner and you’ll make essentially your best offer?  (HSTP214_0004)   

Response: As discussed above, it is BPA’s preference to work with landowners to come to 

an agreement on the price of an easement. 

  

Comment: At the May 27th public meeting, we specifically questioned the right-of-way 

procedure that BPA would be using for the project. We were told that Bonneville’s surveying and 

mapping would be butting a 100’ easement against the railroad track right-of-way. This would 

eliminate voids or gaps between the two right-of-ways or easements. However, given the staking 

and test drilling that has since been done, the poles for the line are being moved further into the 

Carter property. Of course this creates more waste of land and disruption to the ranch.  

(HSTP214_0014)  

Response: The 115-kV transmission line would have a 100-foot ROW with the structures 

placed in the middle of the ROW. Additional ROW would be acquired to close the gap between 

the transmission line ROW and the railroad ROW.   

As described above, land use under the transmission line could return to its original use of 

farming or grazing. 

  

Comment: In my opinion, any money received in compensation would not at all balance out 

the negative consequences of the power line. (HSTP214_0016) 

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: All the routes being considered by BPA cross private property. We believe that it 

is very important for BPA to work carefully with private land owners to address concerns 

regardless of the ultimate route chosen.  (HSTP214_0020) 

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment: It is our opinion that Idaho has acres of state and government property through 

which this line could pass.  (HSTP214_0010) 

Comment: The issue with the power lines running close to or through land owners property 

is a concern. These lines running through farmers personal property and defacing their property 

and possibly putting them in danger is a concern. I believe it would be in the best interest of the 

utility company to find another way to run the power lines on state land rather than personal 

property.  (HSTP214 0026)  

Response: Comments noted.  In developing routing alternatives for the proposed 

transmission line, BPA considered the potential location of the line on state land rather than 

private property where appropriate. For example, the North Alternative would locate a portion of 

the line on state land as an alternative to locating this portion of the line on private property 

under the Long Valley Road Option (see Volume 1, Section 2.2.2). 

  

Comment: We feel that we have been misled about the problems of putting the line along 

highway 34. We were told it would run along the present fence line and more or less be a small 

upgrade to the existing line. Now we find a 100 feet easement is required and it would set at least 

50 feet into the field. That would be 71/2 acres of our property and would ruin the 

frontage.  (HSTP214_0009) 

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 2.3.1, Easement and Land, Option 3A would 

require a 100-foot-wide ROW. In the area described by the commenter, there currently is no 

existing transmission line. The proposed line would be placed along the fence line so that the 

centerline is 50 feet from the edge of the state highway ROW (see discussion below regarding 

placing a transmission line ROW within an existing road ROW). Visual impacts associated with 

Option 3A are discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.3, Visual Resources. As described above, land 

use under the transmission line could return to its original use of farming or grazing.  

  

 

Comment: Can you explain the rules that govern how close you can locate the poles to, say, 

a county road or a state highway? –Then within you right-of-way, how close to the edge of your 

right-of-way are you able to locate a pole? Just down the center?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: BPA avoids siting transmission line ROWs within existing county or state 

highway road ROWs. Placing a transmission line ROW within an existing road ROW means that 

if the road or road ROW requires expansion in the future, BPA would need to move the 

transmission line. Additionally, motorist safety is a concern of both BPA and the highway or 

road agency.  By avoiding the siting of transmission line ROWs within existing county or state 

highway road ROWs, BPA decreases the likelihood of vehicle collisions with BPA’s 

transmission facilities. 
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Nonetheless, BPA does make every effort to abut its transmission line ROWs with existing road 

ROWs so that portions of the underlying property are not stranded. BPA designs its ROWs so 

that the transmission line structures are in the center of the ROW. For this Project, the 

transmission line ROW would be 100-feet wide with 50 feet on each side of the center of the 

structures. The width needed for the transmission line ROW is intended to ensure that the 

transmission line is a safe distance from other objects and structures, such as trees and buildings. 

  

Comment: Additionally GYC would encourage a transmission alignment that creates the 

least amount of new auxiliary, construction, and supporting infrastructure. The use of existing 

road and transmission corridors will minimize the potential adverse impacts on waters 

resources, terrestrial and avian species along with the disruptions to the ranching operations 

along the final route. Disruptions to ranch operation include crossing productive fields and 

interfering with optimal planting, irrigation and harvest practices.  (HSTP214_0023)     

Response: Comment noted. As described in Volume 1, Section 2.2.4, Access Roads, it is 

BPA’s practice to incorporate existing roads into the transmission line access road system 

wherever possible. BPA also makes use of temporary roads in areas where a permanent road is 

not desired. These areas include agricultural fields or wet areas where the ground is too soft to 

support equipment.  

 

BPA also considers the use of existing transmission lion ROW when it is available. However, 

there are no existing transmission line ROWs that run between the proposed Hooper Springs 

Substation and LVE’s transmission system on the east side of the Project.  

 

Construction related impacts would result in the temporary disruption of grazing and agricultural 

use on private lands as described in Volume 1, Section 3.1, Land Use. Mitigation measures 

described in Section 3.1.4 would reduce impacts to these activities during construction and 

operation of the transmission line and access roads.  

  

3.2.4 Access Roads  

Comment: Another area of substantial concern to us is the extensive amount of roads that 

have been flagged and drawn in the area and valley above or North and East of the homestead. 

These roads extend far from the Transmission line right-of-way and go above and around the 

spring that gives water to the Carter house and provides water for cattle and wildlife. New roads 

in the valley of this spring are going to change the lay of the land, alter the current controls we 

have with cattle in this area, and create great potential for damage to the spring and 

environment around the spring. We do not understand why any roads or other permanent 

activity needs to occur in the valley of the spring when there are obviously other access routes 

and options to the two poles that suspend the wires across this valley. Some of the problems 

could be minimized if these poles and access were placed lower on the mountain and within a 

right-of-way as discussed earlier.  (HSTP214_0014) 
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Response: Access roads above the Carter homestead would follow existing roads to 

minimize impacts. The existing roads follow the natural contours of the land and have reasonable 

grades that would easily be traversed. These roads appear to be well established and have been in 

place for some time. If new roads were constructed directly between structures, there would be 

impacts on the hillsides because the road would require switchbacks and large cuts to make the 

appropriate grade. If the access was changed to structures 15/5 and 15/6 to come from the east, a 

new drainage crossing would need to be constructed. A new crossing of this drainage would 

require subgrade stabilization and a culvert that would likely impact wetlands in the area. 

  

Comment: BPA should consider using short, spur roads to access each tower instead of a 

single road along the ROW if the combined effects are lesser. Mitigation for access roads could 

be reduced road densities in the surrounding area. This would help reduce illegal OHV use, 

sediment delivery to streams, wildlife disturbance and noxious weed expansion.  

(HSTP214_0030) 

Response: BPA does consider the use of spur roads to structures where possible. However, 

where the transmission line would parallel Blackfoot River Road in line miles 14 to 17, a 

railroad is located between the road and proposed ROW. Crossing railroad tracks in numerous 

places would make access to the line difficult during times when the tracks are in use. Without 

access to the transmission line, reliability in the event of an emergency is not assured. For the 

structures in line miles 7 to 10, access roads running along the ROW would be constructed to 

utilize existing approaches off Highway 34. Adding additional approaches for spur roads at each 

structure would require additional ground disturbance and would be a safety concern along the 

highway.   

Additionally, as noted above, BPA does incorporate existing roads into the transmission line 

access road system wherever possible. BPA also incorporates the use of “direction of travel” 

routes. Direction of travel routes are used by the transmission line contractor or BPA 

maintenance crews to access structures without doing any permanent road work (although the 

routes can be permanent). Temporary roads are specified in locations where improvements 

(fixing soft spots, adding gravel, re-grading, etc.) are required but permanent roads are not 

desired. These improvements would be removed, and the land restored to its original condition, 

following transmission line construction (see Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1, Access Roads, for 

additional information on direction of travel routes).  

Volume 1, Section 3.11, Transportation, describes BPA’s proposed measures to decrease the 

potential for unauthorized public access and use, which in turn would reduce the potential for 

impacts to streams, wildlife, and noxious weed expansion. Unauthorized off-highway vehicle 

(OHV) access to C-TNF, BLM, or state lands would be reduced by adding heavy duty gates at 

strategic locations. Gates also would be installed if requested by private landowners. Use of 

“direction of travel” routes also would reduce OHV use because no road would exist in the long 

term. 

  



Chapter 3 

BPA Hooper Springs Transmission Project Final EIS 
3-16 January 2015 

3.2.5 Construction Schedule  

Comment: What is your projected start date if everything goes well?  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: BPA expects to issue a record of decision in early 2015 that will explain its 

decision about whether to build the Project and, if so, the alternative selected.  If a decision is 

made to proceed with the Project, construction activities could begin by mid-2015. 

  

3.2.6 Maintenance  

Comment: DEQ also will look to long term management to avoid and reduce impacts to 

water bodies affected by this action. Sediment input to streams and other water bodies is our 

primary concern. Facilities associated with the project will need to be designed and constructed 

to avoid and minimize sediment impacts to surface waters during construction and throughout 

the life of the project. Additionally, where transmission lines cross live streams, vegetation 

adequate for shading these waters needs to be preserved to prevent thermal impacts.  

(HSTP214_0021) 

Response: Comment noted. BPA would continue to coordinate with Idaho DEQ as 

applicable to address any concerns about water quality standards throughout the life of the 

proposed transmission line. Concerning crossings of streams by the transmission line, as 

described in Volume 1, Section 2.2.5, Vegetation Clearing, and Volume 2, Vegetation Clearing, 

all tall-growing vegetation would be removed from the transmission line ROW. When vegetation 

grows or falls close to a transmission line it can cause an electrical arc that can start a fire, cause 

an outage of the line, or injure or kill someone. Tall vegetation cannot be allowed to grow within 

the 100-foot transmission line ROW. Section 3.6.4 describes mitigation measures that would be 

implemented throughout the project corridor to reduce possible impacts on water quality, 

especially where tall-growing vegetation would be removed.  

  

3.2.7 Estimated Cost 

Comment: In addition, the analysis should provide an estimate of the costs to mitigate for the 

various impacts of each route in order to accurately compare the relative costs of different 

routes.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: While NEPA requires agencies to identify relevant and reasonable mitigation 

measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for impacts of its proposed action, analyzing the 

cost of mitigation is not required.  
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3.2.8 No Action Alternative  

Comment: There’s one option that you guys had earlier in this process three or four years 

ago. I haven’t heard much of it since. This is mostly a shuttle line and you did have the option of 

not building it. I think that’s the best option you’ve got. – As far as I’m concerned, that’s a kind 

of band-aid on the deal anyway.  (HSTP214_0004)   

Response: Comment noted. The No Action alternative is included in the EIS. Volume 1, 

Section 2.4 describes the No Action alternative, and this alternative is analyzed in the various 

resource sections in Chapter 3 of Volume 1. 

  

Comment: We have only addressed a few of the concerns and issues that the Carter Family 

feel this project will bring to them as problems. The Carter Ranch has operated and practiced 

conservation in preserving and improving the ecological surroundings on the ranch and now 

Bonneville power wants to change a way of life and a natural environment that has existed for 

years. It is our sincere hope that in the end Bonneville Power Administration elects not to build 

this proposed project.  (HSTP214_0014)     

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: We believe any of these routes would be preferable to the No Action alternative.  

Simplot does not support the No Action Alternative.  (HSTP214_0020) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

3.2.9 Non-Wires Alternative  

Comment: We believe that BPA’s top priority should be to avoid environmental impacts as 

possible, and then to minimize and mitigate these impacts if they cannot be avoided. We believe 

that the best way to avoid impacts is to further develop Non-Wires Alternative which combines 

energy efficiency, demand response, distributed generation and changes in energy consumption 

patterns. BPA had contracted with Energy and Environmental Economics (E3) to conduct the 

None-Wires feasibility analysis. BPA subsequently dismissed this alternative. We believe that 

BPA’s dismissal of this alternative (SDEIS p. 2-38) was premature and based on dated 

assumptions that were not applied to other alternatives. E3’s analysis (E3 2012) showed that 

through increasing efficiencies in the existing system and upgrading the existing infrastructure, 

in could be possible to defer transmission line construction until 2025 or longer. This prudent 

delay would allow BPA to better respond to issues such as potential listing of Greater Sage-

grouse.  In additional, this additional time would allow BPA to more thoroughly assess and 

mitigate environmental impacts of new transmission line on wildlife resources and private 

property. Furthermore, with improvements regarding energy efficiencies and other non-wire 

measures, the 2025 timeframe may even be longer.  (HSTP214_0030)   
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Comment: All timelines for complex projects such as this tend to become drawn out. 

Normally, the proponents and permitting agencies adjust all the various timelines accordingly. 

However, in this case, it appears as though BPA held one alternative to a different – and 

increasingly impossible – timeline while the timelines for the other, arguably more controversial, 

disruptive, impactful and harmful alternatives were effortlessly extended. The non-negotiable 

winter 2013-2014 deadline passed without any of the other alternatives being selected, 

constructed or brought online. It appears as though that the original deadline was unrealistic or 

overly ambitious and was not revised as it should have been.  (HSTP214 0030)  

Comment: We appreciate the expanded discussion in the SDEIS regarding the Non-Wires 

Alternative but find that BPA dismissed this alternative prematurely. Instead of expediting 

construction of a new transmission line, the Non-Wires Alternative would have combined 

improvements energy efficiency, demand response, distributed generation, and changes in 

energy consumption patterns to accomplish the same short-term goals of improved reliability.  

(HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA believes that the EIS adequately explains the reasons why non wires 

alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study, and that the analysis supporting 

this conclusion is sufficiently valid. As explained in Volume 1, Section 2.5.6, Non-Wires 

Alternative, potential non-wires alternatives were eliminated from further detailed consideration 

because they could at most defer, but not eliminate, the need to construct a transmission line. 

Even if non-wires alternatives were achievable, they would not be a permanent solution to the 

reliability need of a second source transmission line into the area. In addition, the distributed 

generation portion of the non-wires alternative was found to be infeasible in part because the 

local utility has been unwilling to develop the local generation required and has indicated that it 

would be difficult to ensure that deliveries of LNG would be available during winter peak loads 

when roads can often be impassable. However, BPA and Lower Valley Energy are continuing 

with efforts to improve energy efficiency and demand response. These continuing efforts have 

been included in BPA’s yearly load forecast.   

  

Comment: Throughout this project, private property owners, community members, and 

wildlife advocates have all questioned the urgency of this project and expressed significant 

concerns regarding the potential routes. From our review of the SDEIS, there is no clear 

environmentally preferable alternative except for the Non-Wires Alternative.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: Comment noted. In accordance with the CEQ NEPA regulations, BPA will 

identify the environmentally preferred alternative in the Record of Decision (ROD) for the 

proposed project.  

  

Comment: As mentioned previously, this prudent delay would allow BPA to better respond to 

issues such as potential listing of Greater Sage-grouse, to more thoroughly assess environmental 

impacts of a new transmission line, to develop a mitigation approach for different issues, and to 

use the estimated mitigation costs as part of the route determination process. All these steps 
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would result in a better sited, better planned project with fewer issues. Furthermore, with 

improvements regarding energy efficiencies and other non-wire measures, the 2025 timeframe 

may even be longer.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: However, BPA had given E3 a sideboard that the peaking resource component of 

the Non-Wires Alternative would have to be up and running by the winter of 2013-2014. As such, 

BPA made the following conclusion in the May 2014 SDEIS (which was released after this 

deadline had passed): 

However, the study ultimately concluded that the non-wires solution was not feasible 

from a practical perspective because it would not meet the need to reliably serve LVE 

during peak loads within the timeframe required.1 

In essence, BPA prematurely dismissed a completely feasible and potentially more cost-efficient 

alternative due to a lapsed, no longer relevant deadline. (HSTP214_0030)   

Comment: We point out that the none of the other 9 action alternatives (North Alternative, 

Long Valley Road Option, North Highland Option, South Alternative, Option 1 (South), Option 2 

(South), Option 3 (South), Option 3A (South), Option 4 (South)), had similar timeframes or 

deadlines imposed. We believe that BPA’s dismissal of this alternative (SDEIS p. 2-38) was 

premature and based on dated assumptions that were not applied to other alternatives.  

(HSTP214 0030)  

Response: As discussed above, potential non-wires alternatives were eliminated from further 

detailed consideration because they could at most defer, but not eliminate, the need to construct a 

transmission line. Even if non-wires alternatives were achievable, they would not be a permanent 

solution to the reliability need of a second source transmission line into the area.   

  

Comment: Under the arbitrary deadline imposed by BPA on E3’s analysis, in order for the 

Non-Wires Analysis to be considered, it would have to have been constructed eight months 

before the comments closed on the SDEIS (August 7, 2014). We point out that, on the current 

schedule, the earliest possible date for any construction on BLM or Forest Service lands would 

be 2015, not counting administrative appeals or legal action. Even once a route is selected, BPA 

would still need to negotiate ROW arrangements with individual private property owners, which 

would take additional time. We note that the cost estimate has increased from $55 million to $70 

million, which should give some pause for thought for the nonwire alternative.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: Comment noted.   

  

                                                 
1 Hooper Springs SDEIS p 2-39 and 2-40. 
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3.2.10 Undergrounding 

Comment: As a last resort, I know that power lines can be routed underground and that the 

cost of doing so for a relatively short distance should not have an unacceptable cost impact as a 

percentage of total project cost.  (HSTP214_0016) 

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 2.5.7, Undergrounding, burying the 

transmission line would increase the construction cost of the Project by 10 to 20 times the cost of 

an overhead line, and would result in much higher maintenance costs.  

  

Comment: You state (2.5.7) that underground high-voltage transmission cables typically are 

used only for relatively short distances. A check of the internet reveals greatly expanded use of 

underground technology in recent and proposed projects by other power companies. Many of the 

complaints that I hear regarding your proposed project would be greatly reduced or eliminated 

if you would employ updated methodologies.  (HSTP214_0019) 

Response: Comment noted. While it is acknowledged that there are more recent examples if 

undergrounding, the typical use of undergrounding of high-voltage cables for only relatively 

short distances remains true today.  

  

Comment: There is a BPA termed “pinch point” along the Monsanto haul road at the “fish 

pond” area where it may be necessary to run the power line underground for a very short 

distance as there is an existing power line already in the area that BPA’s line would cross.  

Monsanto has no further plans to disrupt the soil where the underground line would be.  

(HSTP214_0022)  

Comment: Also the east side of the haul road against the mountain is very solid ground with 

little or no marsh land. Where there may be marsh land, going with an underground wire might 

need to be considered.  (HSTP214_0024)     

Response: As described above and in Volume 1, Section 2.5.7, Undergrounding, because of 

reliability and environmental concerns, undergrounding the transmission line has been 

eliminated from further detailed consideration.  

  

3.2.11 Preferred Alternative 

Comment: On the big maps you have back here, the black line is that your preferred route? 

(HSTP214_0004)   

Comment: Do you have a preferred route marked? (HSTP214_0004) 
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Response: As described at the public meeting, the black line on the project map represents 

the North Alternative. The preferred alternative, Option 3A, is shown in pink on the project map.  

  

Comment: My question is what makes that route the preferred route over others? 

(HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: The least impact on what? The environment? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: So what you’re telling me, then, is, if I’m understanding what you’re saying, the 

environmental impact is more important to you then the impact to the people involved that you 

are coming through? (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: We were greatly surprised to hear Eric announce that the preferred route for the 

power line would be the one to encumber the China Hat area and our horse barn and the scenic 

byway. What was even more flabbergasting was to hear him say there was no special reason for 

this decision that it was just the way it is!  (HSTP214_0007)  

Response: Throughout the preparation of the draft and supplemental draft EISs, BPA studied 

all of the proposed routes by comparing a number of factors, including proximity and potential 

impacts of each route to residences, various land uses such as agricultural uses, wetlands, 

migratory bird nesting and other important bird use areas, big game habitat, scenic highways, old 

growth aspen stands, sage grouse habitat, CERCLA investigation areas, sensitive state or federal 

lands, and proposed and active mines and mining leases. The acres of state, federal, and private 

land; the line lengths; number of access road miles; and cost also were compared among the 

route alternatives. After considering all of the potential impacts from the alternatives and 

options, BPA identified Option 3A as the preferred alternative. This route would have the fewest 

impacts to most resources.  

With regard to commenter’s assertion that BPA’s preferred alternative was chosen without 

extensive thought and deliberation, notes from the May 27, 2014 public meeting show that BPA  

described why Option 3A was identified as the preferred alternative (see comment 

HSTP214_0004).  

  

Comment: As far as the choice on this preferred route where you turned to the east and then 

parallel the highway, what drives that decision to parallel the highway versus staying away 

longer and then crossing at just one point? (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: Placement of the transmission line under Option 3A parallel to a portion of 

Highway 34 would allow good access to the transmission line, especially during line 

maintenance, from existing county roads and the highway.  
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Comment: My brother and I own Lewis Bros., Inc with farm ground located at Henry Idaho. 

We met with you about a year ago at Henry to discuss the transmission routes you were 

proposing through our farm ground. We were very much opposed to that route for your 

transmission lines. The new preferred 3A you are proposing is a better alternative and does not 

affect the local farmers by putting transmission lines through their farms, including our farm at 

Henry. We are fully in support of this route.  (HSTP214 0003) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: I am in favor of the South Alternative’s Option 3A for the following reasons: 1) 

Option 3A closely follows existing transmission lines. 2)  Option 3A follows a path over lands, or 

near lands, that have been degraded by past mining activity. 3)  While Option 3A slightly 

encroaches into a WMA rejecting this alternative, or all of the Southern Alternatives, would 

result in the building of 22-23 miles of new transmission lines and creating a new transmission 

corridor over areas of undeveloped and virgin lands (the Northern Alternatives). 

(HSTP214_0013) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: Simplot supports BPA’s preferred Southern Alternative, Option 3A, and overall 

favors the southern routes. Simplot encourages BPA to refer to our previous comments 

(attached) related to the environmental benefits as well as managing the potential risk of 

contaminants from historical mining operations along any of these southern routes. 

(HSTP214_0020) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: GYC continues our objection to any alternative that will impact the Blackfoot 

River WMA. Selection of an alignment, specifically Option 3a, for the Hooper Springs 

Transmission Project which crosses into the WMA will create a project in which GYC’s and its 

member’s interests would be substantially harmed. In this case there are alternatives that will 

not impact the WMA. (HSTP214_0023)       

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: Since the additional route option 3A does not introduce new impacts or 

significantly affect the extent of impacts previously analyzed in the draft EIS, we would support 

its implementation along with mitigation measures identified in the SDEIS. (HSTP214_0035)     

Response: Comment noted.  
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3.3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Mitigation Measures (Chapter 3)  

Comment: The lands surrounding the other alternatives also exhibit similar traits and all 

alternatives should be evaluated to incur the least possible impact to the surrounding habitats.  

(HSTP214_0023)   

Response: Impacts to habitats crossed by the alternatives and their options have been 

analyzed and are described in Volume 1, Chapter 3, Affected Environmental Consequences, and 

Mitigation Measures. 

  

Comment: In addition, the suite of mitigation measures described is best described as 

remediation actions or best management practices, but do not actually restore, keep whole, or 

otherwise compensate for the environmental impacts.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: CEQ defines mitigation as those actions that avoid the impact altogether by not 

taking a certain action or parts of an action; minimize impacts by limiting the degree or 

magnitude of the action and its implementation; rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or 

restoring the affected environment; reduce or eliminate the impact over time by preservation and 

maintenance operations during the life of the action; or compensate for the impact by replacing 

or providing substitute resources or environments.  

BPA believes the mitigation measures identified in Volume 1, Chapter 3 sufficiently incorporate 

all of these concepts of mitigation. In addition, as described in Volume 1, Section 2.1. 

Transmission Line Siting, BPA seeks to avoid impacts on resources as much as possible. 

Because BPA’s engineers work with BPA’s environmental staff in identifying potential 

environmental and other constraints, the routes that are developed typically provide a good start 

at avoiding or minimizing effects on sensitive environmental resources in the first place. During 

construction, implementation of mitigation measures limit impacts on resources. Following 

construction, areas temporarily disturbed during construction would be restored. In areas where 

disturbance is permanent such as access roads, mitigation such as seeding with native grasses 

would be implemented to reduce potential runoff. During transmission line maintenance, the 

same procedures would be implemented to protect sensitive resources. If compensatory 

mitigation is warranted (e.g., wetland fill would occur), BPA would develop and implement 

mitigation in coordination with the regulatory and land management agencies.      

  

3.3.1 Land Use 

Comment: Either the original South Alternative or Option 1 minimizes the distance that the 

power line impacts agricultural lands and the Scenic Highway 34. Option 3A places many more 

power poles and high voltage in fields of local farmers. These poles will be a permanent fixture 

causing inconvenience, risk of collision with farm implements, and an unpleasant distraction to 
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local and visiting travelers on Highway 34. We own about one mile of frontage property on 

Highway 34 that our family plans to farm to many years. My sons and grandsons will operate 

equipment on that field along with others that we own. Having farmed for over 30 years I know 

the risks that obstructions in fields can cause, particularly for younger or inexperienced 

equipment operators. Sometimes there is limited visibility in dusty conditions or when working in 

the dark. This presents are very real risk of damage to expensive equipment and perhaps 

physical injury to an operator. I certainly don’t want any more power poles than absolutely 

necessary placed in my fields or those of my neighbors in this county.  (HSTP214_0016) 

Comment: Don't take valuable ground away from a Farmer and a Rancher who's livehihood 

[sic] depends on their ground. Have you ever watched a Farmer or Rancher work on their land. 

They spend many long hard hours working with high dollar equipment. Their time frame is short 

and they need to be productive to get their crops planted and harvested in the Spring, Summer 

and Fall. Farming around power lines isnt [sic] a Soultion [sic], It's an Inconvenience. 

(HSTP214 0027) 

Comment: Option #3 does not look like it will even be possible. Have you viewed the 

comments by the other farmers in the area? Many have stated that they will not allow BPA to run 

lines through their farmland. In conclusion, it is up to you what choice you will make. 

(HSTP214_0028) 

Comment: Anyway, bottom line, it’s a huge nuisance for agriculture to deal with. If there is 

another option that we could take that would avoid those lands, you wouldn’t be having a lot of 

the comments that think you’ll have tonight. (HSTP214_0004)   

Response: Comment noted. It is BPA’s practice to work with landowners to minimize the 

impacts from transmission line structures. BPA has attempted to align the proposed transmission 

lines near property boundaries when crossing private land wherever feasible. Wherever possible, 

the proposed transmission line would be sited in locations that would result in minimal negative 

impact on the function and productivity of agricultural lands. 

  

Comment: In response to Bonneville power Administration’s (BPA) current proposed 

alternative for the Hooper Springs Transmission Project, and pursuant to our face to face 

meeting with BPA in our offices in Soda Springs on June 23, 2014, Agrium has the following 

concerns with the preferred alignment (3A) that should be taken into consideration in the EIS: 

 Issues with regards to the proximity of the proposed transmission line alignments to 

our leases for future mining projects and real property:  

o The proximity of the alignment to our potential “ultimate recovery” pit at our 

North Dry Ridge (NDR) mine may restrict our capability to recover all ore 

reserves present, as well as encumber our operational capability for operations 

such as blasting. Per the face to face meeting held on June 23, 2014, further 

meetings should be held with the BLM and Agrium in order to ensure that our 

mineral rights are fully protected with the proposed action.   
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o Future mining at our Wooley Valley and Fox hills leases may potentially be 

encumbered by the proposed action. If ore reserves are present beyond these 

leases, the ability for Agrium to recover those reserves could be limited based on 

the current preferred alignment.   

o BPA is proposing to use existing access road inside our Dry Valley property.  

This area is anticipated to be used as a growth media borrow zone. We would like 

to ensure that our ability to utilize this location as a borrow source for growth 

media remains unencumbered, which may necessitate BPA re-grading or 

realigning the access road at various stages over the life of our nearby 

remediation and mining projects.  (HSTP214_0018) 

Response: BPA understands that the proposed transmission line, as a surface use, cannot 

restrict the full recovery of ore or encumber other mining operations. BPA plans to continue 

discussions with Agrium regarding the mitigation of impacts from the proposed Option 3A route 

adjacent to the North Dry Ridge, Wooley Valley, and Fox Hill’s mineral leases. BPA would 

work with Agrium to develop the necessary agreements to relocate BPA’s transmission line to 

assure that future mining operations are free from danger or material interference with its 

prospecting, mining, or processing operations, should the decision be made by BPA to proceed 

with construction of Option 3A. 

Regarding the borrow area described above, BPA and Agrium would develop an agreement that 

includes unencumbered access and re-grading or realigning the access road by BPA over the life 

of Agrium’s remediation and mining activities should BPA proceed with construction of the 

Option 3A.  

  

Comment: Due to the preferred alignment’s proximity to our Wooley Valley Tipple area, we 

have concerns with regard to our ongoing operations at that site. The proposed alternative 

crosses our privately owned rail line, which is operated by Union Pacific. Additionally, the line 

is close to our ore stockpile and tipple facilities. Per our meeting, we would like to have 

additional meetings and have the line stacked in order to ensure that our ongoing operations are 

not encumbered.  (HSTP214_0018)   

Response: BPA understands the risk of placing a transmission line near and over the top of 

any rail line. BPA would continue discussions with Agrium to minimize any potential future risk 

associated with operation of the rail line. As described above, BPA would work with Agrium to 

ensure that the line does not impact the ability to access the ore stockpile and tipple facilities in 

the Wooley Valley Tipple area should the decision to build the line be made. 

  

Comment: The largest remaining concern to Caribou County is the route from Hooper 

Springs Substation to mile marker 11. The proposal to use “option 3” and go straight north 

through several miles of prime, productive farmland is unacceptable to Caribou County for the 

following but not limited to reasons: 1)Disruption, impediment, inconvenience, loss of value, and 
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liability issues for the farmers.. 3) Having been tilled, these fields are extremely soft and muddy 

after rain, particularly in late fall and all spring, making access to the proposed lines nearly 

impossible with any type of equipment.  (HSTP214_0022)     

Response:  As described above in Easements and Land, it is BPA’s practice to work with 

landowners to minimize the impacts from a transmission line and its structures during 

construction and maintenance. Mitigation measures would be implemented, including 

compensating landowners for damage to property or crops, as appropriate; restoring compacted 

cropland soils as close as possible to pre-construction conditions; and conducting construction 

activities to minimize temporary disturbance, displacement of crops, and interference with 

agricultural activities. 

  

3.3.2 Recreation  

Comment: It is our opinion that any construction and permanent infrastructure in the WMA 

will have profound and negative consequences for habitat and wildlife, which in turn will 

negatively affect GYC’s members and supporters, as well as the larger public who value the 

WMA for a variety of recreational activities.  (HSTP214_0023)   

Comment: The EIS does not adequately address concerns to the Blackfoot Wildlife 

Management Area.  

While we understand that Option 3A would be sited away from the Blackfoot River, we are 

concerned about the effective fragmentation of the WMA and the degradation of recreational 

experiences there. Our first preference is for the Blackfoot WMA to be avoided entirely. One of 

the missions of the WMA is to protect and manage wildlife resources as mitigation for habitat 

losses in other areas.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: As noted above, BPA believes that it has adequately analyzed potential impacts 

on the Blackfoot River WMA (see Volume 1, Section 3.7, Wildlife). 

As described in Volume 2, State Lands, BPA recognizes the Blackfoot River WMA as important 

public lands managed for recreational activities and as wildlife habitat, and understands the 

concerns about the proximity of Option 3A to the WMA. Many different routes have been 

investigated by BPA in an effort to avoid crossing the Blackfoot River WMA while still meeting 

the project’s purposes and need. BPA continues to consult with IDFG and the C-TNF, as well as 

gather suggestions from interested parties, regarding further ways to avoid and/or minimize 

impacts on the WMA. 

  

Comment: The SDEIS states that the transmission line would not have any effect on the 

eligibility of the Blackfoot River as a Wild or Scenic River. However, Option 3(A) would span the 

river twice. In addition, the SDEIS provides no analysis of how previous developments of this 

nature have or have not affected the designation of other rivers or the level of protections. 

Different designations (Wild, Scenic or Recreational) afford different degrees of protection. We 
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believe that the development of the transmission line may downgrade the potential status of some 

reaches from “Scenic” to “Recreational” or may disqualify them entirely. The analysis needs to 

fully disclose these impacts and, if relevant, develop design features or alternatives to address 

them. The SDEIS states that BPA would consult with the National Park Service and C-TNF 

regarding any potential visual impacts. We believe that the time for such consultations is now, 

before an alternative is selected.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: The segment of the Blackfoot River from its source to the Blackfoot Reservoir is 

included on the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI), based on its outstandingly remarkable 

scenic and fisheries values. As the commenter notes, Option 3A would span the river twice. The 

first transmission line crossing of the Blackfoot River would be adjacent to a roadway bridge 

crossing located approximately 0.3 mile east of the intersection of Blackfoot River Road and 

Highway 34. Other development, including fences, buildings, and other agricultural 

development, along with mining activity, is also visible in the vicinity of the first crossing.    

The second transmission line crossing would be located approximately 9.8 miles east of the first 

crossing, in the vicinity of the Blackfoot River Narrows. This area is less developed, but an 

existing road is immediately adjacent to and visible from the river at this point. Along the length 

of the proposed transmission line route between the two river crossings, roads, a railroad, 

electrical power distribution lines, agricultural and residential development, and mining activity 

are all visible.   

As noted in Section 3.6, Water Resources, Floodplains, and Wetlands, proposed structures near 

the NRI-designated segment of the Blackfoot River would be located more than 250 feet from 

the river bank. No construction-related activities would take place adjacent to the river.  

Therefore, the transmission line would not alter the free-flowing nature of the Blackfoot River or 

have any impact on its outstandingly remarkable fisheries values as a result of either of the two 

proposed river crossings.  

As discussed above, a substantial amount of human development is visible along the proposed 

Option 3A route. As a result, the first transmission line crossing of the Blackfoot River would 

not be expected to have any appreciable impact on the river’s outstandingly remarkable scenic 

values. The second crossing would be in a less developed area; however, the line would cross 

perpendicular to the river at this point and quickly move out of sight beyond a ridgeline.  

Furthermore, the area of the Blackfoot River Narrows is topographically constrained. Thus it is 

anticipated that no structures would be visible from the river and the transmission line would 

only be visible in the immediate area of the crossing. As a result, it is unlikely that the 

transmission line would have any impact on the river’s outstandingly remarkable scenic values at 

the second crossing.   

Taking the above into account, BPA anticipates that the construction and operation of the 

transmission line as described under Option 3A would not foreclose options to classify any 

portion of the NRI segment as a wild, scenic, or recreation river. BPA is currently consulting 

with the C-TNF regarding the NRI segment of the Blackfoot River.     
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3.3.3 Visual Resources  

Comment: I heard there is a possibility of a power line going up out in hyway [sic] 34 and by 

the old China Hat store. Please don't allow this. It's so beautiful out there. We want to continue 

to enjoy the scenery - not the power lines.  (HSTP214_0005) 

Comment: As a concerned rancher it is coming to my attention about the desire to run a 

power line down through the China Hat area. As a rancher in the area I don’t feel that would be 

very beneficial to us there where we are not even benefiting from the power line. I feel it will 

cause problems in farmers’ fields which we all work very hard to maintain and keep in the up 

most shape. We that maintain the ground there in the China Hat area want it kept very clean and 

pretty and a new big power line will not benefit the looks of the area.  (HSTP214 0008) 

Comment: We like the look of our little area and we want it to stay that way so please listen 

to the concerned farmers and ranchers in the area, don’t just brush our comments aside please 

listen.  (HSTP214 0008) 

Comment: Please do not ruin this beautiful little area with an ugly big power 

line.  (HSTP214_0009) 

Comment: I have family and friends who own land along Highway 34 & have spent much of 

my childhood in that particular area. My family and I continue to spend a lot of time near the 

Chine Hat and often take Sunday drives along Highway 34 simply because we love scenery and 

the drive. We do not want to clutter up Highway 34's beauty with the "industrial look," which is 

what your power line project would do.  (HSTP214_0011) 

Comment: As I study the alternatives that you have identified for the Hooper Springs 

Transmission Project, I believe that Option 3A is not the optimal choice. In my opinion, the 

original South Alternative or Option 1 would be a much better choice in minimizing negative 

impacts upon area residents, area farmers, people visiting the area, and the natural beauty of the 

area.  (HSTP214_0016) 

Comment: In addition, Option #3 goes along a major highway! The major highway used by 

tourists in and out of Soda Springs to go to Jackson Hole etc. It would significantly decrease the 

beauty of the drive for tourists traveling through Soda Springs, which may impact the route used 

by tourists to get to their location of choice, and I can tell you from the conversations I have had 

with local store owners that a decrease in tourists through the area would greatly impact their 

sales (and the businesses in Soda Springs are already struggling enough).  (HSTP214_0028) 

Comment: Please have your studies look at putting the line on Haul road. It would not be so 

damaging to the aesthetics of the area.  (HSTP214_0038)       

Response: Comments noted. As described above in the response to comments concerning the 

preferred alternative, BPA studied a number of factors before identifying Option 3A as the 

preferred alternative. As discussed in Volume 1, Section 3.3, Visual Resources, Option 3A 

would be visible to travelers and residents traveling along Highway 34 through private land.  
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Comment: Construction of the proposed transmission line project and any of the alternatives 

will have a profound negative long-term visual effect on portions of the project that will be 

visible to the public because it “would create an obvious human-made or industrial element to 

the landscape” which will forever alter the integrity of the natural setting of the land.“The 

presence of a new transmission line would initially be a visual obtrusion on the landscape, 

although over time motorists and residents would become familiar with the transmission line and 

associate it with the existing landscape.” The Tribes HeTO does not agree that one will ever 

become familiar with the line and associate it with the landscape. The construction of the 

proposed project will also have an unnatural effect on the view of the sunset or sunrise “where 

the structures cross the skyline or are in the viewers’, foregrounds” regardless of the effect 

rating illustrated in the Supplemental Draft EIS.  (HSTP214_0039) 

Response: BPA recognizes that placement of a transmission line would have impacts on the 

visual quality within portions of the project area. However, the presence of phosphate mining 

and other industrial activities have compromised the visual integrity of the project area. Some 

impact ratings have been corrected in Volume 1, Section 3.3, Visual Resources, in 

acknowledgement of this comment and BPA’s response.  

  

3.3.4 Water Resources, Floodplains, and Wetlands  

Comment: We encourage you to engage in discussions with DEQ in the early stages of this 

project so that potential impacts to water quality/aquatic resources can be taken into account 

and avoided if possible. Our main concerns are focused on temporary and permanent water 

quality impacts resulting from roads, staging areas, crossings and vegetation maintenance 

associated with the project.  (HSTP214_0021)   

Response: As described above under Maintenance, BPA would continue to coordinate with 

IDEQ as applicable to address any concerns about water quality standards throughout the life of 

the proposed transmission line.  

  

3.3.5 Wildlife 

Comment: The largest remaining concern to Caribou County is the route from Hooper 

Springs Substation to mile marker 11.  The proposal to use “option 3” and go straight north 

through several miles of prime, productive farmland is unacceptable to Caribou County for the 

following but not limited to reasons: …2) tens of thousands of migratory waterfowl use this area 

intensively for late summer/fall and spring feeding and would be at risk of striking power line...  

(HSTP214_0022)     

Response: BPA developed an avian collision risk model based on landscape features, habitat, 

and documented bird use areas. In addition, the agency has consulted with IDFG concerning 

localized areas that pose greater risks to avian collisions than others along the proposed route. 

Using both sources of information, BPA has proposed marking the transmission line along 

specific spans in the first 11 miles of the line (see Chapter 2, Appendix H Wildlife, for the 
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updated avian collision risk model and updated marker plan for Option 3A). BPA believes that 

this targeted marking plan would substantially reduce risks of avian collisions in this area.    

  

Comment: We believe that before a route is selected; the analysis needs to provide 

additional details on specific impacts to waterfowl, wildlife, the Blackfoot Wildlife Management 

Area, Greater Sage-grouse, trumpeter swans, sand hill cranes and other wildlife.  

(HSTP214_0030)      

Response: BPA believes that it has adequately analyzed impacts to the above mentioned 

resources including the Blackfoot River WMA (see Volume 1, Section 3.7, Wildlife).  

  

Comment: The SDEIS has a map showing the Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) and 

Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) but does not provide maps showing the specific locations of 

historic or current leks or locations where verified sage-grouse sitings have been recorded.  

(HSTP214_0030)      

Response: As part of BPA’s data sharing agreement with agencies that manage wildlife (in 

this case IDFG), BPA does not publish locations of sage grouse leks or any other ESA listed or 

sensitive species’ nesting or breeding areas. Additionally, publishing the location of these types 

of sensitive areas increases the risk of harm or disturbance from human activities.   

  

Comment: We also note that these PGH and PPH designations are preliminary by nature 

and may be adjusted in the next year. The analysis of impacts to sage-grouse, sharp-tailed 

grouse, nesting birds, and other wildlife species should not [sic] deferred to future surveys to 

conducted after a Record of Decision is signed and prior to construction: 

Conduct pre-construction surveys for sage-grouse and Columbia sharp-tailed grouse leks 

in sagebrush habitats.2 

Pre-construction surveys would be conducted for nesting bird species in furtherance of 

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Forest Goals.3 

Additional raptor surveys would be conducted for the Option 3A corridor prior to tree 

removal.4 

The analysis of the potential impacts to wildlife is a key issue that should help determine which 

route is ultimately selected.  (HSTP214_0030)      

                                                 
2 Hooper Springs SDEIS, p. 2-59. 
3 IBID, p. A-22. 
4 IBID, p. A-25. 
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Response: The analyses of impacts on the wildlife species mentioned are presented in 

Volume 1, Section 3.7, Wildlife. The items listed above are proposed mitigation measures to 

further reduce potential impacts, specifically associated with construction timing and disturbance 

during avian mating and nesting period. If species are present in the construction areas, BPA 

would work with the federal and state wildlife agencies to avoid impacts to the extent 

practicable.   

  

Comment: BPA seems to be underestimating the importance of doing thorough sage-grouse 

surveys in advance of route selection: 

If active leks are identified prior to ROW clearing activities, BPA would consult with 

USFWS personnel on mitigation or avoidance protocols.5 

If active leks are identified prior to ROW clearing activities, it is far too late to discuss 

avoidance protocols. The time to identify and avoid leks is now, by selecting an alternative so the 

line avoids leks by several miles if at all possible.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: As part of the NEPA process, BPA has conducted both aerial and ground surveys 

for the presence of sage-grouse and other species. BPA has conducted annual sage-grouse 

surveys for the last two years for Option 3A, coordinating with BLM, IDFG, and the C-TNF. 

The surveys have been done per the protocols established by BLM and IDFG. BPA has surveyed 

active and inactive leks in and around the proposed alignment noting that the closest active lek is 

more than 2 miles away and separated by roads and other agricultural-based development. Many 

of the historic leks in the area are no longer active and have not been active for a number of 

years. However, BPA realizes that birds move to new areas and has proposed to conduct pre-

construction surveys to avoid impacts to lekking or nesting sage-grouse and other avian species.  

  

Comment: In addition to mapping actual sage-grouse locations, the analysis should examine 

and disclose the quality of sagebrush habitat along each route. The categories used (such as 

sagebrush-dominated) are not sufficiently detailed to provide meaningful information relative to 

potential impacts to sage-grouse and other wildlife. Different species of sagebrush are more 

significant to sage-grouse than others and the presence of native forbs and perennial grasses is a 

key component in assessing the quality of sagegrouse habitat. The analysis needs to provide 

additional information of the quality of the vegetation along each route.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: As noted above, as part of BPA’s data sharing agreement with agencies that 

manage wildlife (in this case IDFG), BPA does not publish locations of sage grouse leks or any 

other ESA listed or sensitive species’ nesting or breeding areas. Additionally, publishing the 

location of these types of sensitive areas increases the risk of harm or disturbance from human 

activities. BPA has conducted general sage-grouse habitat surveys of the proposed transmission 

line and considered this information in its analysis. These surveys were conducted using 

protocols developed in concert with BLM and IDFG. It should be noted that the transmission line 

                                                 
5 Hooper Springs SDEIS, p. A-29. 
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is outside of the Preliminary General Habitat (PGH) and Preliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) for 

sage-grouse being developed by BLM.  

  

Comment: In terms of presenting information, the metrics used on p. 3-194 and 3-195 are 

inconsistent and make it harder to compare the impacts of different alternatives. The total area 

cleared is presented as an acreage amount in some alternatives while others are presented as 

“fewer acres”, relative to the first description, instead of the actual amount (see description of 

Option 3A).  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: It was BPA’s intent to provide a comparison of the impacts from the route options 

to the alternatives (e.g., compare options 1 through 4 to the South Alternative).   

  

Comment: The SDEIS states that the potential for occurrence in both the North and South 

Alternatives is high. Numerous studies have highlighted the negative effects of linear 

infrastructure on sage-grouse persistence. As mentioned in our previous comments, allowing 

development of a transmission line through this landscape could result in harmful, and 

potentially irreversible impacts to greater sagegrouse habitat, both by damaging sage-grouse 

habitat through the construction and maintenance of power lines and by providing perches for 

raptors and other birds of prey to more easily prey on sagegrouse. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service has found that transmission lines have a range of adverse impacts on sage grouse and 

their habitats. 75 Fed. Reg. 13909, 13928-29 (March 23, 2010). The Service’s 12-month finding 

on sage grouse noted the many transmission line proposals pending in the western states and 

explained “If these lines cross sage grouse habitats, sage grouse will likely be negatively 

affected.” Id at 13929. More recently, the BLM’s Sage-grouse National Technical Team reached 

the same conclusion and recommended that the BLM “[m]ake priority 4 sage-grouse habitat 

areas exclusion areas for new [right-of-way] permits” with narrow exceptions. Id. 

In addition, IM 2012-043 requires additional procedures for pending right-of-way applications 

that would affect more than one linear mile of sage grouse habitat. These procedures include a 

high-level interagency review process for any right-of-way project that would fail to 

“cumulatively maintain or enhance sage-grouse habitat.” The sage-grouse habitat that will be 

affected by proposed project routes has been acknowledged by the BLM as potentially important 

for protection.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA agrees that development, including the referenced powerlines, has had 

negative effects on greater sage grouse as it removes sagebrush habitat in the short term. 

However, the USFWS’ discussion in their 12-month finding on sage grouse, group all 

powerlines together regardless of size or structure. For example, the findings do not differentiate 

between transmission and distribution lines other than suggesting that there is no estimate for the 

total number of distribution line mileage. This distinction is important as there are more miles of 

distribution lines, they are lower in height, provide perches and nesting opportunities, and can 

cause injury and death from collision and/or electrocution. The USFWS findings also mention 

that powerlines collectively cause collisions based on only three publications and a personal 
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communication providing support. Regardless of the lack of documented evidence, it is well 

established that transmission lines can result in avian collisions if not designed well, sited 

appropriately, or marked in high bird use areas (APLIC 2012). Transmission lines and towers are 

designed differently depending on variety of factors. Transmission lines such as BPA’s are 

designed to APLIC standards which eliminates the potential for electrocution based on the 

spacing of conductors. Structure design is also important, especially as it relates to the raptor and 

corvid perching and predation. Structure design can include steel lattice, H-frame wood poles, 

and tubular monopoles, among others. The former two designs unintentionally provide areas for 

nesting and perching. The latter design—tubular monopoles—does not allow for the same 

perching and nesting opportunities and therefore mitigates potential indirect effects to sage 

grouse from raptor and corvid predation. The USFWS finding also discusses habitat 

fragmentation and the potential spread of invasive species, which can reduce overall habitat 

suitability and result in sage grouse avoidance. BPA would conduct pre- and post-construction 

surveys for non-native plants and take action to eliminate them in the proposed ROW.  

BPA recognizes the importance of high quality habitat and has sited the transmission line to 

avoid active lek sites, and both BLM-defined preliminary priority habitat and preliminary 

general habitat. The preferred alternative primarily crosses agricultural lands or follows 

Blackfoot River Road in already disturbed/developed areas. In addition, the preferred alternative 

crosses approximately 0.5 miles of BLM lands. BPA would work with BLM to receive an 

authorization for the crossing and discuss appropriate mitigation measures per their Greater 

Sage-Grouse Interim Management Policies and Procedures.          

  

Comment: The SDEIS states that sage-grouse may be temporarily displaced from areas 

where the transmission line is being constructed, however, recent studies strongly suggest that, 

while individual sage-grouse may return for a short period of time, sage-grouse populations will 

not persist in these areas. The analysis needs to correct this and describe this displacement as a 

permanent and irretrievable effect. In addition, BPA needs to examine how to best mitigate for 

this loss of viable sage-grouse habitat (see section below).  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: The commenter suggests that the proposed transmission line would result in the 

loss of viable sage-grouse habitat; however, based on the sage-grouse trends in the area, in terms 

of the decreased number of active leks over the last few years, it is unclear that the habitat is 

viable. It could be suggested that the area traversed by the transmission line is marginal habitat. 

As stated in the Volume 1, Section 3.7, Wildlife, the preferred alternative would permanently 

impact approximately 28 acres of sage brush habitat—five fewer than the South Alternative. 

Sage-grouse identified in or near the proposed transmission line corridor during aerial surveys 

were not present during ground surveys. Given the lack of active sage-grouse activity in the area 

and being outside both PGH and PPH, it is unlikely that the construction and operation of the 

transmission line would result in population-level effects of sage-grouse in southeastern Idaho.  

  

Comment: We are also concerned about impacts to other species of wildlife, particularly 

sand hill cranes, trumpeter swans and mule deer. We believe that additional analysis is needed 

on potential impacts and how to best avoid, minimize and mitigate them. We recommend that 
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BPA use a Habitat Equivalency Analysis model to further quantify high quality habitats.  

(HSTP214_0030)   

Response: Comment noted. A habitat equivalency analysis (HEA) is typically used to 

determine compensatory mitigation needs, often applied to natural resource damage assessments 

related to hazardous releases or contamination. This approach was used by BLM, USFWS, 

IDFG, and Wyoming Fish and Game in the Gateway West Transmission Project to allow for the 

calculation of sage-grouse habitat mitigation. The Gateway West Project traverses 1,000 miles 

compared to the proposed 24-mile-long Hooper Springs transmission line (only approximately 

5.4 miles across public lands). During consultations with BLM, USFS, USFWS, and IDFG, the 

need for an HEA was not suggested. As described above, BPA believes that it has adequately 

analyzed impacts on wildlife species (see Volume 1, Section 3.7, Wildlife). With respect to sand 

hill cranes and trumpeter swans, BPA proposes to install visibility enhancement devices, in 

compliance with the most recent APLIC and APP guidance, on the overhead ground wires to 

reduce the risk of collision. To avoid impacts on mule deer, construction between Dry Ridge and 

Upper Valley within the Blackfoot River WMA would be avoided during the elk and mule deer 

calving and fawning period (April 15 to July 1). 
 

  

Comment: We are also concerned about impacts to bird species that utilize the Gray’s Lake 

National Wildlife Refuge, Blackfoot Reservoir and Blackfoot River Corridor. We recommend 

additional analysis for how to locate, mark and orient transmission lines to minimize any 

collisions.  

We appreciate the consideration of design features to minimize perching and nesting by raptors, 

but note that the single-pole construction is not used consistently. The analysis needs to provide 

further rational for why less-protective measures may be used in certain places.  

(HSTP214_0030)   

Response: As described above and in Volume 1, Section 3.7.4, Mitigation, visibility 

enhancement devices would be installed on the overhead ground wires to reduce the risk of 

collision. Volume 3, Appendix H, Avian Collision Risk Assessment and Marking Plan, describes 

how the model was developed to identify high-risk areas along all of the alternatives and options. 

The preferred alternative, Option 3A, would consist entirely of 115-kV double-circuit steel 

monopole structures.  

  

Comment: We note that the way the sage-grouse analysis is being conducted appears to be 

inconsistent with BLM Internal Memoranda for sage-grouse.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA coordinated with BLM and IDFG on survey design and protocol for 

conducting sage-grouse habitat and lek surveys.  
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Comment: In addition, the final EIS should include outcomes of planned consultations with 

the US Fish and Wildlife Service on potential migratory birds’ impacts and recommended 

measures to reduce risks and protect biota and habitat.  (HSTP214_0035)   

Response: Unlike the Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act does not 

require formal or informal agency consultation. However in furtherance of the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act, the executive order on migratory bird conservation, and the Department of Energy’s 

Memorandum of Understanding with USFWS, BPA has been coordinating with USFWS on the 

development and use of an avian collision risk model and the development of a marking plan to 

reduce the potential risks of avian collisions. Volume 1, Chapter 4 provides a discussion 

concerning these efforts. 

  

Comment: Also, Option #3 would impact the bird population because it is on a bird 

migration route. I learned in school that Grays Lake is an important nesting grounds for sandhill 

cranes and a good possible location for a nesting grounds for whooping cranes as well. 

Whooping crane populations are low and it would be good to keep any obstructions to this 

population as far out of their way as possible.  (HSTP214_0028) 

Response: BPA agrees that there could be effects to migratory birds from the siting of the 

proposed transmission line, as discussion in Section 3.7.3, page 3-191. However, BPA would 

commit to marking the transmission line conductors in areas that pose high potential avian 

collision risk to reduce the potential for bird injuries to mortalities.  

  

Comment: For example, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, Office of Migratory Bird 

Management, Denver, flies these areas annually in September to survey cranes, and pinpoints 

crane locations by GPS. How could you possibly completely ignore these key data in your 

voluminous analysis? In addition to completely ignoring the large volume of crane data that the 

US Government has collected at considerable expense… your project relies on 20th century 

technology while attempting to meet 21st century needs.  (HSTP214_0019) 

Response: BPA is not aware of those data nor has USFWS, during consultation with BPA, 

provided those data. Other data related to Grays Lake National Wildlife Refuge provided by 

USFWS was incorporated in the analysis.   

  

Comment: While the OSC agrees that wolverines may exist within Caribou County, there is 

an extremely low potential that they would be adversely affected by this project. The OSC 

recommends that BPA use best management practices and seasonal restrictions when building 

the southern alternative in order to minimize impacts on this species.  (HSTP214_0037)       

Response: Comment noted. If the decision is made to build the transmission line, BPA 

would consult with the C-TNF regarding implementation of best management practices such as 

timing restrictions. The proposed project would occur at a maximum elevation of 6,450 feet, 
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which is well below the 8,200 foot elevation considered the minimum elevation for wolverine 

denning in Idaho. Additionally, there are no known or expected den locations in the project area.   

  

Comment: OSC agrees with Table 3-21 that this species will not be affected by the proposed 

project. There are no documented occurrences of the yellow-billed cuckoo near the proposed 

project area, nor any records of it occurring in Caribou County.  (HSTP214_0037)       

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: We point out that the State of Idaho is in the process of developing a Mitigation 

Framework for Sage-grouse which is directly relevant to this situation and could be potentially 

helpful in offsetting impacts. Regarding impacts to the integrity of Blackfoot Wildlife 

Management Area, we recommend working with the State of Idaho and the Idaho Department of 

Fish and Game on a comprehensive mitigation strategy should Option 3A be ultimately 

selected.—Before a route is selected, there are several examples of conservation and restoration 

work in the area that BPA may be interested in reviewing in order to develop a mitigation 

program for the project. These examples include the work of the Sagebrush Steppe Regional 

Land Trust, local conservation organizations, and the Upper Blackfoot Confluence. The Upper 

Blackfoot Confluence is a partnership of conservation groups and private companies dedicated 

to restoration activities in the Blackfoot River watershed. We recommend that any mitigation 

strategy be integrated on a watershed scale so that benefits of any individual projects are 

coordinated with other restoration activities for maximum benefit.  (HSTP214_0030)  

Comment: Before any route is selected, we recommend that BPA discuss mitigation options 

for each alternative with the State of Idaho and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

Wildlife resources affected by the project (both inside and outside the WMA) need to be fully 

mitigated. Potential avenues to discuss with IDFG include long-term habitat improvements for 

focal species (Yellowstone cutthroat trout, elk, mule deer, Brewer’s sparrows, and Northern 

Leopard frog), addressing improved monitoring, noxious weed treatments, improved outreach, 

education and enforcement efforts, and pertain to the most recent WMA objectives.  

(HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA has been working closely with the State of Idaho, which is a cooperating 

agency for the EIS. As part of this consultation with the Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy 

Resources and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game, BPA has worked to identify areas of 

potential concern and develop mitigation measures, such as bird markers on the proposed 

transmission line.  

  

Comment: Resources in need of mitigation may include aspen, snags, bald eagle nesting 

platforms, enforcement of road closures, and increased monitoring. We note that the duration of 

the mitigation provided should last as long as the impacts persist.  (HSTP214_0030)   
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Response: BPA has rerouted portions of Option 3A to avoid aspen stands located on the 

Blackfoot River WMA at the east side of the Project. Creation of snags has not been proposed; 

however, BPA proposes to clear a 250-foot-wide area per a request by the C-TNF on their lands 

only (see Volume 1, Section 2.2.5, Vegetation Clearing) and has proposed to avoid snag and 

large tree removal to the extent possible. The 250 foot cleared area would be centered on the 100 

foot transmission line ROW and initially be cleared of all tall growing vegetation. During 

operation of the transmission line, only vegetation within the 100 foot transmission line ROW 

would be managed as low growing. This would reduce long-term disturbance to wildlife and 

vegetation within the forested areas. BPA would reseed disturbed areas and monitor to ensure 

reseeding efforts are successful. Monitoring would occur to ensure mitigation actions are 

successful. BPA would take the necessary stapes to restrict access to publically closed roads, 

using gates or other impediments. It would rely on the C-TNF and other land managers to 

enforce prohibited uses on their lands such as public use of closed roads.  

 

Regarding eagle nesting platforms, eagle surveys did not document nests within or adjacent to 

the ROW. As eagles do utilize the general area, BPA intends to mark the conductor in high risk 

areas. 

  

Comment: Decommissioning unauthorized or redundant roads in the broader area could 

help on a number of fronts. Reduced road densities can reduce the pressure that firewood cutters 

place on snags that are important for wildlife. Road can also be decommissioned and be ripped 

to stimulate aspen growth. The C-TNF has an extensive aspen restoration program which could 

provide mitigation opportunities.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA recognizes that decommissioning roads can reduce sediment related impacts 

to streams from vegetation removal and has worked on other projects with land management 

agencies to do so. However, few roads that could be decommissioned as compensation for the 

proposed project’s road building are present on C-TNF lands crossed by the Project. 

Additionally, because the C-TNF has not requested BPA incorporate this activity into the 

Project, road decommissioning has not been included.   

  

3.3.6 Fish  

Comment: Additional information is needed on how herbicide spraying along the ROW may 

affect water quality and aquatic life, particularly when the ROW may cross the Blackfoot River 

and numerous intermittent streams.  (HSTP214_0030) 

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 2.2.8, Maintenance, and Volume 2, Vegetation 

Clearing, BPA’s ROW vegetation management is guided by its Transmission System Vegetation 

Management Program EIS. BPA adopted an integrated vegetation management strategy for 

controlling vegetation along its transmission line ROWs in 2000. This strategy involves choosing 

the appropriate method for controlling the vegetation based on the type of vegetation and its 

density, the natural resources present at a particular site, landowner requests, regulations, and 
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costs. BPA may use a number of different methods, including manual (hand-pulling, clippers, 

chainsaws), mechanical (roller-choppers, brush-hogs), biological (insects or fungus for attacking 

noxious weeds), and herbicides. Specific information on the types of herbicides used and 

measures implemented to avoid impacts to water quality can be found at 

http://efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Vegetation_Management/. 

  

3.3.7 Cultural Resources  

Comment: We are concerned about impacts to the Pioneer Historic Byway Corridor and the 

Landon Trail and ask BPA to conduct additional analysis of impacts and ways to further reduce 

them.  (HSTP214_0030) 

Response: As described in Volume 2, Cultural Resources, BPA has made every effort to gain 

access to lands where the Lander Trail may be located but has not been provided access. Section 

3.9, Cultural Resources, describes where the North Alternative would cross the mapped Lander 

Trail, but BPA has not been allowed to survey for visible tracks.  Because of this lack of access, 

BPA has not been able to evaluate this portion of the road for inclusion in the National Register 

of Historic Places and has not been able to conduct a viewshed study of the road area. 

Also discussed in Volume 2, Land Use, State Lands, the Corridor Management Plan for the 

Pioneer Historic Byway provides management prescriptions for preserving the visual and scenic 

qualities of the highway corridor. The Corridor Management Plan does not prohibit the 

construction of transmission lines, but rather recommends that road building and infrastructure 

development within the byway corridor should minimize visual impacts, and that future 

installation of overhead power lines along the byway corridor should be minimized. In an effort 

to reduce visual impacts, the transmission line would be sited to blend in with the background to 

the extent possible. Where the transmission line would parallel or cross Highway 34, the 

transmission line would be in the foreground and obvious to motorists; however, for large 

portions of the North Alternative corridor, the transmission line would be partially or completely 

obscured by topography. This would especially be true for the portion of ROW crossing state 

lands east of Highway 34, and the portion crossing BLM and C-TNF lands in the northeastern 

part of the North Alternative corridor. In this northeastern portion of the North Alternative, the 

use of wood pole structures from line miles 11 to 22 would further allow the line to blend in with 

the background. 

  

Comment: The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Tribes) Heritage Tribal Office (HeTO) 

appreciates the opportunity to comment on the SDEIS for the proposed Hooper Springs 

Transmission Project. The proposed project located near Soda Springs, Caribou County, Idaho 

is within inherent ancestral lands of the Shoshone and Bannock people, and continues to hold 

important cultural properties, traditional hunting, fishing and gathering activities still practiced 

today by member of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. (HSTP214_0039) 

Response: Comments noted.  

http://efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Vegetation_Management/
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Comment: The Tribes HeTO would like a map illustrating the locations of each of the eight 

prehistoric sites, located near the Blackfoot River and associated tributaries (and their survey 

reports), relative to the project area. (HSTP214_0039)       

Response: Comment noted. The requested maps showing the site locations were included in 

a report provided to Mrs. Carolyn Boyer Smith of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes of the Fort Hall 

Reservation in February 2014. The survey report, dated January 2104, is titled: Addendum #1: 

Archaeological Survey and Literature Review for the Proposed BPA Hooper Springs 

Transmission Project, Geotechnical Boring Locations for the South Alternative’s Option 3A, 

Caribou County, Idaho. The references sites are shown in Appendix A. Aerial Maps Showing 

Geotechnical Boring Locations and Survey Coverage on Option 3A.  

  

Comment: The Tribes agrees with having cultural resource monitors present during the 

ground disturbing activities since the proposed project may perhaps disturb unknown cultural 

sites. The Tribes HeTO requests the presence of cultural resource monitors throughout the entire 

process during the ground disturbing activities of the proposed project and any other areas 

which will be impacted and not only where  known cultural resources have been identified. The 

Tribes HeTO realizes that surveys for a major portion of the proposed project areas may have 

been conducted; however, this does not rule out the existence of subsurface materials; therefore, 

a cultural resource monitors presence will reduce the chances of  disturbing unknown cultural 

resources. (HSTP214_0039)       

Response: Comment noted. BPA is open to discussions with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 

regarding the presence of cultural resource monitors during construction of the transmission line 

should the decision be made by BPA to construct the line.       

  

Comment: The proposed project will involve ground disturbance; therefore, the Tribes 

HeTO requests the following inadvertent discovery clause incorporated into the Stop Work 

Order Plan. 

 

In the event of an inadvertent discovery (cultural resources and/or human remains) the 

Tribes HeTO requests a Stop Work Order of construction activities and immediate 

notification to the Tribes HeTO.  Construction shall cease until proper treatment of 

cultural resources and/or human remains is achieved. (HSTP214_0039)       

Response: Comment noted. Should BPA make the decision to proceed with construction of 

the transmission line, inclusion of the above stipulation in the inadvertent discovery clause would 

be possible.   
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3.3.8  Socioeconomics  

Comment: We purchased our property not too many years ago. The realtor said one of the 

greatest values of our property and for which we paid more was for development. We have a 

mile of frontage on the highway, some very nice farm ground and a mile and a half of the 

Blackfoot River that runs through our property. It is close to the Blackfoot Reservoir and China 

Hat and China Cap. It is a very nice property in a beautiful area.  A big high tension line down 

that highway would ruin our property for development.  (HSTP214_0009) 

Comment: I need more information about property devaluation from a transmission line, 

decrease in property taxes and loss of taxes to the county.  (HSTP214_0038)       

Response: A discussion of property value and taxes is included in Volume 1, Section 3.10, 

Socioeconomics.  

  

Comment: In response to Bonneville power Administration’s (BPA) current proposed 

alternative for the Hooper Springs Transmission Project, and pursuant to our face to face 

meeting with BPA in our offices in Soda Springs on June 23, 2014, Agrium has the following 

concerns with the preferred alignment (3A) that should be taken into consideration in the EIS: 

 Issues with regards to the proximity of the proposed transmission line alignments to 

our leases for future mining projects and real property: 

 The value of any potential mitigation projects on the Dry Valley property could be 

diminished with the current alignment.  Further, we have concerns that the value of 

our “Access Yes” initiative on the property under that initiative.  (HSTP214_0018)   

Response: As described above, BPA would work with Agrium regarding mitigation of 

impacts of the preferred alternative because of the close proximity to their future mining 

activities.  BPA recognizes the additional value in some of the property owned by Agrium 

because of the “Access Yes” initiative.   

  

3.3.9 Public Health and Safety  

Comment: The deal for safety is a huge issue, I understand, and having to deal with hot 

wires.  I still would like to have it looked at anyway.  (HSTP214_0004) 

Comment: We also worry about the health hazards of big power lines. It would destroy our 

investment.  (HSTP214_0009) 

Comment: I need more information about health hazards of a transmission line.  

(HSTP214_0038)       
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Response: Comments noted. Included in Volume 1, Section 3.13, Public Health and Safety, 

is a discussion of public health and safety concerns, such as shocks, fires, and EMF related to 

transmission facilities or construction activities. 

  

Comment: So there would be no danger or risk of coming in contact with the wires? 

(HSTP214_0004) 

Response: As described in Volume 1, Section 3.13, Public Health and Safety, and Volume 3, 

Appendix L, there are risks associated with working near high-voltage lines. Volume 3, 

Appendix L, Living and Working Safely around High-voltage Power Lines, describes safe use of 

the ROW and general safe practices when operating equipment within transmission line ROWs. 

  

Comment: This is a small family farm operated by my husband, sons and myself. Sometime 

ago, my husband and I met with Mike Richardson to express our dismay at a possible power line 

through our barley acreage.  The poles are an extreme danger to our family as many of them are 

novice equipment operators.  (HSTP214_0010) 

Comment: Operating equipment is already tough enough with obstructions in the way, and 

every obstruction in the field causes a good amount of farmland around it to remain unused, 

because too tight of a turn could cause a collision. Being an operator of equipment myself, I 

would greatly appreciate it if the obstructions could be placed somewhere outside of the fields I 

will be working in.  (HSTP214_0028) 

Response: Comments noted. As noted above, Volume 3, Appendix L, Living and Working 

Safely around High-voltage Power Lines, describes safe use of the ROW and general safe 

practices when operating equipment within transmission line ROWs. 

  

3.3.10 Cumulative Impacts 

Comment: As mentioned previously, there are a number of other developments in this area, 

including exploration and expansion of phosphate mines, that may have cumulative 

environmental effects. We are particularly concerned about water quality, habitat fragmentation, 

noxious weed expansion, and loss of secure habitat by wildlife. The analysis should take a more 

thorough look at the cumulative effects more thoroughly and develop alternatives that avoid, 

minimize and mitigate these impacts.  (HSTP214_0030)       

Response: Comment noted. BPA believes that Volume 1, Section 3.16, Cumulative Impacts, 

provides a reasonably thorough analysis of potential cumulative effects, including those 

referenced by the commenter. In addition, the numerous alternatives included in the EIS provide 

options for avoiding and minimizing potential impacts, and mitigation measures are also 

identified in Volume 1, Chapter 3. 
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Comment: The Shoshone and Bannock Tribes HeTO value their cultural resources and rich 

history of this land which has been and currently still is being subjected to intrusive destruction.  

“Cultural resources in Caribou County have been and are being cumulatively affected because 

of past and present development activities... Cumulative impacts associated with these activities 

include disturbance of cultural sites, reduction of the cultural integrity of certain sites, and 

removal of cultural artifacts. Construction of the North Alternative or South Alternative and all 

route options could contribute incrementally, albeit in a very minor way, to these cumulative 

impacts.” Most of the cumulative effects that occurred during past times were not applicable to 

present laws enacted exclusively for the protection of cultural resources. The Tribes HeTO hopes 

you will take this into consideration because the proposed project is contributing to which you 

describe as “Construction of the North Alternative or South Alternative and all route options 

could contribute incrementally, albeit in a very minor way, to these cumulative impacts.”, is 

really major when all (past and present) effects are combined. (HSTP214_0039)       

Response: Comment noted. Text has been corrected in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2, Cumulative 

Impacts Analysis, to address this comment.   

  

3.4 Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements (Chapter 4) 

Comment: The USFWS is expected to make a determination on whether to list sage-grouse 

under the ESA in 2015. If sage-grouse are listed, substantial restrictions on infrastructure 

developments in sage-grouse habitat may be enacted. If sage-grouse are not listed, it will be 

because of the creation and implementation of a comprehensive state plan to recover the species. 

This state plan will likely include some restrictions on infrastructure development in sage-grouse 

habitat, particularly in areas identified as Core or Important. Because of previous habitat 

disturbance in this area, these plans may treat this area as General Habitat which is less 

restrictive and which may allow infrastructure of this nature in this location.   

A component of Idaho’s Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan is a Sage-grouse Mitigation 

Framework for projects that impact sage-grouse habitat, including those in General Habitat. 

This Mitigation Framework is still in development but has been submitted to the BLM and 

USFWS as part of Idaho’s Sage-grouse Alternative currently under review. This is a voluntary 

program but may have benefits over other mitigation programs. The concept is that developers 

could use this framework to offset impacts to sage-grouse habitat. Depending on the quality of 

the habitat and the nature of disturbance, mitigation funds could be assessed and directed to 

sage-grouse habitat improvement projects in Core and Important Areas. We are including a 

copy of the Mitigation Framework as a separate attachment. We would be happy to discuss this 

program with BPA for both this project and other BPA projects that may impact sage-grouse 

habitat.  (HSTP214_0030)       

Response: As noted above, BPA recognizes the importance of high quality habitat and has 

sited the transmission line to avoid active lek sites, and both BLM-defined preliminary priority 

habitat and preliminary general habitat. These are the same habitat areas being considered by the 
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state of Idaho. If sage-grouse are listed prior to construction the proposed transmission line, BPA 

would fulfill its Section 7 Endangered Species Act responsibility and consult with the USFWS 

on the potential effects to sage-grouse. That process would identify the appropriate conservation 

measures that would need to be implemented. BPA would continue to work with its cooperators 

on the project to minimize impacts to sage-grouse.  

  

Comment: Because the project will require a number of permits, including Clean Water Act 

Section 401, 402 and 404 (p. 4-6), the final EIS should include information on the status of those 

permit applications and measures to protect water quality.  (HSTP214_0035)       

Response: Volume 1, Section 4.9, Clean Water Act, describes BPA’s intent to comply with 

all sections of the Clean Water Act. If a decision is made to construct the transmission line, BPA 

would apply for and obtain all necessary permits.  

  

3.5 Other Comments and Responses 

Comment: Furthermore, I think it would be beneficial to Bonneville Power and yourself to 

have a good working relationship with the community, land owners, and Monsanto.  (HSTP214 

0011) 

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: I appreciate Joe, Mike, Eric, Luke, Shannon and 2 others coming to visit with us 

at the horse barn at China Hat on April 30, 2014 to discuss the issue of pole placement. Thank 

you to all of them for making the effort. (HSTP214_0001) 

Response: Comment noted. Thank you.  

  

Comment: No. In fact, we almost had an agreement done. We worked with Rocky Mountain 

Power. The problem is when Lower Valley and Bonneville opted out, we couldn’t wait for them 

to opt back in, so we’ve had to put those lines into those locations. The rerouting of some of 

Rocky Mountain Power’s line to get it in the right spots through the Blackfoot Ridge mine has 

already been done. I’m not saying that it couldn’t be redone, but it would certainly cost more 

money that if they had done that originally.  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: Comment noted.  
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Comment: I work for Rocky Mountain Power. If someone wanted to join the same structure 

to go through there, it really would interfere with the line. We tried to work to make basically a 

joint pole. We would be the lower on it. Going through part of their mine it has to be on the same 

pole. If not, they don’t have a place to put the poles is part of the problem.  (HSTP214_0004) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: Having made our thoughts known again we will NOT be giving permission at this 

time to Bonneville Power or their associates for access to our barn area for any reason 

including soil samples or appraisals.  ( 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: This past week, I have been contacted by surveyors and appraisers who are 

requesting access to our land. We will grant no access. (HSTP214_0010) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: Fall River is supportive of the Hooper Springs Transmission Project.  (HSTP214 

0012)  

Response: Comment noted. Thank you.  

  

Comment: Over the past six years, as you are aware, Agrium has expended a great deal of 

effort and expense, including the time of our staff, consultants and legal counsel, to coordinate 

with and respond to the multiple requests from BPA and its contractors. While Agrium and BPA 

have been discussing a reimbursement agreement, Agrium would like to proceed with putting a 

formal written agreement in place to cover the reimbursement of our time working on the BPA 

project. We look forward to resolving this issue with you and continuing our work on the project.  

(HSTP214_0018) 

Response: BPA is continuing to work with Agrium on the concerns raised in the comment.    

  

Comment: In general, Agrium is supportive of the Hooper Springs Transmission Line project 

provided the aforementioned concerns can be satisfactory resolved.  (HSTP214_0018)   

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment: Ultimately the users who would benefit from this line should bear the financial 

cost of such improvements, not BPA.  (HSTP214_0019) 

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: I believe it is time for BPA to modernize the approach for this proposal and 

reduce conflicts with the citizens of Caribou County, wildlife, and other uses.  (HSTP214_0019) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: Simplot became aware in 2008 that a new electrical transmission line was under 

consideration for a route north and east of Soda Springs, Idaho. As a business owner 

accustomed to electrical service outages for our operations and with employees who are 

accustomed to electrical service outages for our operations and with employees who are 

members of the communities in Caribou County, we welcome the opportunity for improving 

electrical service and capacity for the southeastern corner of Idaho.  (HSTP214_0020) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: Simplot remains open to working with BPA and Lower Valley on providing access 

onto Simplot-owned land to assist with the successful completion of this project.—Simplot 

remains a strong advocate for the construction of the Hooper Valley Transmission Project, 

regardless of the ultimate route chosen. Although we believe it is most appropriate that a project 

intended to serve the public is better placed on public land where possible, Simplot is committed 

to provide the rights to use Simplot land if necessary to build the infrastructure that will improve 

the economic sustainability of this region.  (HSTP214_0020) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: It seems likely that Lower Valley Energy will not have much excess electricity to 

send to our energy users during our peak demand times that sometimes directly affects our local 

industries’ production. With this in mind, it seems obvious that Caribou county has very little to 

gain in being host to this proposed power line. An issue that could be of benefit to the industries 

of Caribou County is to rectify any errors with them that is not limited to but would include the 

complete reversal of “the Magnussen Clause” and its implications.  (HSTP214_0022)       

Response: Comment noted. It is hard to predict system conditions when excess power would 

be needed in Caribou County.  

The “Magnuson Clause” mentioned by the commenter refers to a provision in an appropriations 

bill from the 1960s in which BPA was prohibited by Congress from selling power to 
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phosphorous electric furnace plants that were already, or could be, served by private power 

companies.   

  

Comment: Upon reviewing the comments submitted on your website, I find that the majority 

of them are in favor of Option #1 rather than Option #3 which is the option currently being 

proposed by your organization. I only found one comment supporting your current option, and 

he/she had only one line of supporting information - it would affect his/her farmland. Having 

grown up in the Soda Springs area in a farming family, I am very familiar with the farmers who 

own a lot of land in the area and this farmer is not one of them; therefore, if he/she is affected it 

would be in a much smaller proportion than the dozen other farmers who would be affected by 

Option #3 (Browns, Torgesens, Murdocks, Cranes, etc.).  (HSTP214_0028) 

Response: Comment noted.  

  

Comment: We appreciate the development of a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement to further analyze alternatives and describe impacts of this project.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: Comment noted. Thank you.  

  

Comment: By effectively disqualifying the Non-Wires Alternative from further consideration 

with a now-arbitrary time frame, we believe that BPA is in danger of proceeding in an arbitrary 

and capricious manner. We believe that now is the best time for BPA to review its analysis and 

address these oversights in a Supplemental SDEIS. (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: As described above, BPA has evaluated a full range of reasonable alternatives, 

including evaluating the non-wires alternatives in the recently released supplemental draft EIS. 

The non-wires alternatives have been eliminated from further detailed consideration because 

these alternatives could at most defer, but not eliminate, the need to construct a transmission line.  

  

Comment: While the Hooper Springs scenario is greatly different, there may be some 

similarities, particularly with regard to mitigation and enhancement strategies. Please 

incorporate the RAC’s recommendations with our comments.  (HSTP214_0030)   

Response: BPA has included the RAC’s recommendations for the Morley Nelson Snake 

River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area as part of the Gateway West Transmission Line 

Project. As the commenter recognizes, BPA’s proposed project is different than the Gateway 

West project. However, BPA is happy to receive information regarding types of mitigation 

related to transmission line projects.  
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Comment: The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Supplemental Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement for Hooper Springs Transmission Project, Caribou County, 

Idaho.  The Department has no comments on the document at this time.  (HSTP214_0034)   

Response: Comment noted. 

  

Comment: In our comments on the draft EIS in April 2013, the EPA expressed concerns 

about the proposed project due to its potential impacts to water, land use and farmlands, and 

vegetation and wildlife resources. We appreciate BPA responses to our comments in the SDEIS.  

In particular, we are pleased with BPA’s anticipated measures to protect water resources and 

avoid sensitive resource areas, such as the Blackfoot River Wildlife Management Area and 

wetlands, as much as possible.  (HSTP214_0035)   

Response: Comment noted. Thank you. 

  

Comment: Based on our review, we believe that the SDEIS provides adequate discussion of 

the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed action, including the 

additional route option 3A. The EPA, therefore, has rated the SDEIS as LO (Lack of Objections). 

An explanation of this rating is enclosed for your reference.  (HSTP214_0035)   

Response: Comment noted. Thank you. 

  

Comment: The OER appreciates Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA) willingness to 

explore the southern routes as alternatives moving forward with this project. Through hard work 

and collaboration with the OER, BPA drafted the southern alternatives that are preferable to the 

OER because they have the least amount of impact on the citizens and resources within the 

project area.  (HSTP214_0037) 

Response: Comment noted. Thank you. 

  

Comment: The Idaho Department of Lands, the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation, 

and the Idaho State Historic Preservation office do not have specific comments on the SDEIS 

and will continue to be engaged in the National Environmental Policy Act process for this 

project.  (HSTP214_0037)       

Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment: Now that we have more knowledge about the transmission line we don’t give 

permission to enter our property. We understand if all property owners don’t accept the line it 

cannot be put in.  (HSTP214_0038)       

Response: Comment noted.  

  

3.6 Appendices 

3.6.1 Forest Plan Amendment 

Comment: Furthermore, Guideline 2 of the Caribou Forest Plan for sage-grouse states that 

management activities should consider proximity to active lek locations during site-specific 

project planning. Those within 10 miles of an active sage-grouse lek should be considered 

further for suitability as grouse habitat. Despite one passage in the SDEIS stating that the 

Caribou-Targhee contained no sage-grouse habitat, a sage-grouse was seen on C-TNF land in 

2007.  (HSTP214_0030)       

Response: No active sage-grouse leks were documented on C-TNF within 10 miles of the 

preferred alternative. The sage-grouse leks in the vicinity of the project are to the southwest of 

the C-TNF boundary. The proximity of these lek sites were considered in the overall process for 

siting the line along with a variety of other considerations. BPA recognizes the importance of 

high quality habitat and has sited the transmission line to avoid active lek sites, and both BLM-

defined preliminary priority habitat and preliminary general habitat. As listed in the mitigation 

section of the supplemental DEIS, BPA would do the following to address sage-grouse concerns: 

 Conduct pre-construction surveys for sage and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse leks in 

sagebrush habitats.  

 Prohibit construction activity within 10 miles of an active greater sage-grouse lek and 

within 2 miles of active Columbian sharp-tailed grouse leks between the end of 

March and mid-May, when possible. 

 Avoid manipulating or altering sagebrush stands with tall, relatively thick sagebrush 

that are suitable as grouse nesting habitat during the nesting period (May to June).  

 

  

Comment: We note that Guideline 5 for the Caribou National Forest specifically states that 

before new corridors are approved, consideration should be given to uprating, multiple 

circuiting, among other measures.6  

It appears as though some of the alternatives examined in the 1998 Lower Valley Power and 

Light Transmission System Reinforcement Project EIS7 could apply to this situation. This could 

include double hanging the Palisades-Snake Line.  (HSTP214_0030)     

                                                 
6 Hooper Springs SDEIS p. A-13. 
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Response: As described above, one of the main issues in this service area is that the entire 

load is currently served from Goshen Substation. The two main source lines into the area are in 

the same ROW for more than 20 miles leaving the region susceptible to loss of the entire load 

from a single event (such as a brush fire or a lightning strike). The proposed Project provides a 

second source line into the area that would be able to support at least some of the load during a 

catastrophic event. Uprating or multiple circuiting existing ROW would not solve the problem 

where the entire region is served from one substation. For this reason, BPA determined that the 

Hooper Springs Transmission Project (building a new line) is needed to provide reliable service 

to the area. 

  

                                                                                                                                                             
7 http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/nepapub/nepa_documents/RedDont/EIS-0267-FEIS-Summary-1998.pdf 
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4 Comment Letters 

Copies of the comment letters, comment forms, and emails received on the supplemental draft 

EIS, as well as oral comments from the public meeting follow this page. Correspondence was 

designated with an identifying log number based on the order in which the item was received. 

Table 4-1. List of Correspondence and Commenters 
 

Log No. Name Affiliation/State 

HSTP214_0001 Karen Crane Idaho 

HSTP214_0002 Keller Crane Idaho 

HSTP214_0003 Lewis Brothers, Inc. Idaho 

HSTP214_0004  Varied 

HSTP214_0005 Jade Gomez Idaho 

HSTP214_0006 Jeff Godfrey Idaho 

HSTP214_0007 Karen and Keller Crane Idaho 

HSTP214_0008 Drew Dredge Idaho 

HSTP214_0009 George and Renee Perschon Idaho 

HSTP214_0010 Susan Smith Idaho 

HSTP214_0011 Julianna Godfrey Idaho 

HSTP214_0012 Bryan Case Fall River Rural Electric Cooperative 

HSTP214_0013 Al Kackley Idaho 

HSTP214_0014 Ross Wilde Idaho 

HSTP214_0016 Greg Torgesen Idaho 

HSTP214_0018 Jon Goode Nu-West Industries, Inc. 

HSTP214_0019 Roderick Drewien Idaho 

HSTP214_0020 Alan Prouty J.R. Simplot Company 

HSTP214_0021 Greg Mladenka 
State of Idaho, Department of 

Environmental Quality 

HSTP214_0022 
Earl Somsen, Phil Christensen, and 

Mark Mathews 
Caribou County Commissioners 

HSTP214_0023 Kathy Rinaldi and Bob Zimmer Greater Yellowstone Coalition 

HSTP214_0024  Idaho 

HSTP214_0025 Cole Idaho 

HSTP214_0026 Ben Torgesen Idaho 

HSTP214_0027 Cole Idaho 

HSTP214_0028 Jeremiah Torgesen Idaho 
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Log No. Name Affiliation/State 

HSTP214_0029 Tami Cole Idaho 

HSTP214_0030 John Robison Idaho Conservation League 

HSTP214_0034 Allison O’Brien 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office 

of Environmental Policy and 

Compliance 

HSTP214_0035 Christine Reichgott 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region 10 

HSTP214_0037 John Chatburn 
Idaho Governor’s Office of Energy 

Resources 

HSTP214_0038 Anonymous Unknown 

HSTP214_0039 Romelia Martinez Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
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August 8, 2014 

 
Corrina A. Ikakoula 
Tribal Affairs 
Bonneville Power Administration 
caikakoula@bpa.gov 

 
RE:  Proposed Hooper Springs Transmission Project    
 
Dear Ms. Ikakoula: 
 
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (Tribes) Heritage Tribal Office (HeTO) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the SDEIS for the proposed Hooper Springs Transmission Project. The proposed 
project located near Soda Springs, Caribou County, Idaho is within inherent ancestral lands of the 
Shoshone and Bannock people, and continues to hold important cultural properties, traditional 
hunting, fishing and gathering activities still practiced today by members of the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes. 
   
According to the information provided, “BPA is proposing to build a new, 115-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line in Caribou County, Idaho from a proposed new 138/115-kV BPA substation 
(Hooper Springs Substation), near the city of Soda Springs, Idaho, to either an existing Lower 
Valley Energy (LVE) substation or a proposed BPA connection facility that would connect with 
LVE’s existing transmission system in northeastern Caribou County. BPA also would construct an 
approximately 0.2-mile-long, single-circuit 138-kV transmission line between the new Hooper 
Springs Substation and PacifiCorp’s existing Threemile Knoll Substation to connect the new line to 
the regional transmission grid. BPA is considering a North Alternative, including two route options 
(the Long Valley Road and North Highland Road options) and a South Alternative, including five 
route options (Options 1, 2, 3, 3A, and 4) for the proposed transmission line BPA’s preferred 
alternative is the South Alternative’s Option 3A. BPA is also considering the No Action 
Alternative.”  

 
Construction of the proposed transmission line project and any of the alternatives will have a    
profound negative long-term visual effect on portions of the project that will be visible to the public 
because it “would create an obvious human-made or industrial element to the landscape”  which 
will forever alter the integrity of the natural setting of the land.  “The presence of a new 
transmission line would initially be a visual obtrusion on the landscape, although over time 
motorists and residents would become familiar with the transmission line and associate it with the 
existing landscape.” The Tribes HeTO does not agree that one will ever become familiar with the 
line and associate it with the landscape. The construction of the proposed project will also have an  

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
HERITAGE TRIBAL OFFICE (HETO) 

P.O. BOX 306 
FORT HALL, IDAHO 83203

PHONE:  (208) 236‐1086 
FAX:  (208) 478‐3707 
EMAIL:  csmith@sbtribes.com 
  lbill@sbtribes.com 

romartinez@sbtribes.com  
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unnatural effect on the view of the sunset or sunrise “where the structures cross the skyline or are in 
the viewers’, foregrounds” regardless of the effect rating illustrated in the Supplemental Draft EIS. 

 
The Tribes HeTO would like a map illustrating the locations of each of the eight prehistoric sites, 
located near the Blackfoot River and associated tributaries (and their survey reports), relative to the 
project area.  The SDEIS states “Provide cultural resource monitors, as necessary, to observe 
ground-disturbing activities in areas of previously documented cultural sites.” The Tribes agrees 
with having cultural resource monitors present during the ground disturbing activities since the 
proposed project may perhaps disturb unknown cultural sites.  The Tribes HeTO requests the 
presence of cultural resource monitors throughout the entire process during the ground disturbing 
activities of the proposed project and any other areas which will be impacted and not only where  
known cultural resources have been identified.  The Tribes HeTO realizes that surveys for a major 
portion of the proposed project areas may have been conducted; however, this does not rule out the 
existence of subsurface materials; therefore, a cultural resource monitors presence will reduce the 
chances of  disturbing unknown cultural resources. 
 
The Shoshone and Bannock Tribes HeTO value their cultural resources and rich history of this land 

which has been and currently still is being subjected to intrusive destruction.  “Cultural resources in 
Caribou County have been and are being cumulatively affected because of past and present 
development activities... Cumulative impacts associated with these activities include disturbance of 
cultural sites, reduction of the cultural integrity of certain sites, and removal of cultural artifacts. 
Construction of the North Alternative or South Alternative and all route options could contribute 
incrementally, albeit in a very minor way, to these cumulative impacts.”  Most of the cumulative 
effects that occurred during past times were not applicable to present laws enacted exclusively for 
the protection of cultural resources.  The Tribes HeTO hopes you will take this into consideration 
because the proposed project is contributing to which you describe as “Construction of the North 
Alternative or South Alternative and all route options could contribute incrementally, albeit in a 
very minor way, to these cumulative impacts.”, is really major when all (past and present) effects 
are combined. 

 
      All proposed alternatives and routes involve major ground disturbing activities which would consist 

of: installation of wood and steel poles; staging areas and pulling and tensioning sites (areas 
required to assemble and erect the suspension and structures); construction of the Hooper Springs 
Substation; blasting for the construction of temporary roads; soil compaction which in turn causes 
the potential for a reduction in soil productivity and an increase in erosion; the construction, 
reconstruction and improvements on new and existing access roads including turnarounds. The 
proposed construction of the new roads would by far outweigh the reconstruction and improvements 
of existing roads.  The proposed project will involve ground disturbance; therefore, the Tribes 
HeTO requests the following inadvertent discovery clause incorporated into the Stop Work Order 
Plan. 

 
 In the event of an inadvertent discovery (cultural resources and/or human remains) the Tribes 
HeTO requests a Stop Work Order of construction activities and immediate notification to the 
Tribes HeTO.  Construction shall cease until proper treatment of cultural resources and/or human 
remains is achieved. 
  
The purpose of this letter is to provide technical input and not intended as formal government-to-
government consultation.  Should there be any questions or concerns please feel free to contact me 

BPA Hooper Springs Transmission Project Final EIS 
January 2015

 
4-151



 

3 
 

at phone: (208) 236-1084/ e-mail: romartinez@sbtribes.com; or Carolyn Smith (Cultural Resource 
Coordinator) at: (208) 236-1086/ e-mail: csmith@sbtribes.com. 
  
Sincerely, 

 
 
            Romelia Martinez  
            Cultural Resource Technician II 
             
             
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
            CC: FILE-Proposed Hooper Springs Transmission Line/BPA-OR  
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Appendix H 

Avian Collision Risk Assessment Update 

High voltage transmission lines do not typically pose an electrocution risk to birds because the 

spacing between conductors is greater than the wingspan of birds in the project area (APLIC 

2006 and USFWS 2005). BPA designs and constructs its transmission lines consistent with 

Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) standards to avoid electrocution risks. 

However, the presence of transmission towers/poles, conductors, and most importantly overhead 

ground wires, can create collision hazards for flying birds, especially where the lines cross 

sensitive flyways or high use areas (APLIC 2012). 

An avian risk collision model was developed to better understand the potential collision risks 

posed by the proposed transmission line. This model, based on “A Landscape-Scale Model to 

Predict the Risk of Bird Collisions with Electric Power Transmission Lines in Alberta” (Heck 

2007), identifies areas of suitable bird habitat and areas with the highest risk of avian collision 

fatality. The full methodology and results are described in the supplemental draft environmental 

impact statement for the Hooper Springs Transmission Project. 

Throughout the development of the model, Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) conducted 

field assessments and met with representative from the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

(IDFG) and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to develop a model that 

adequately reflects resource conditions and the potential hazards posed by the siting of a 

transmission line. The model takes into account a number of data layers and factors.  

Table 1. Collision Factors 

Category Description of Category 

Productive Bird Area These are areas where the largest concentration of waterfowl 
and water birds are expected to be found in the study area 
based on known data sets. 

High Habitat Use Areas Areas that would attract waterfowl and water birds but would 
not necessarily support large populations. 

Standing Water These are areas where waterfowl and water birds would be 
expected to be found, but are not actually designated as 
productive bird areas. 

Moving Water These are areas where waterfowl and water birds may be 
found, but less likely than standing water areas and productive 
bird areas. 

Topography Areas with a slope greater than 10 percent relief were used as 
the cutoff for assigning a value. 

Overhead Ground Wire 
(OHGW) 

Because 90 percent of collisions on the OHGW (APLIC 2012), it 
is important to be able to identify their presence or absence. 
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Initial model runs for Option 3A resulted in the following assignment of risk along the 

proposed transmission line. 

 

Figure 1. Supplemental Draft EIS Version of Avian Collision Risk Option 3A 
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However, based on continued discussions with IDFG and resource surveys allowing for 

improved data inputs, the model allowed for several modifications that increase model sensitivity 

and improve overall confidence in model output. Table 2 identifies changes in data used to 

identify areas of higher collision risk. 

The Productive Bird Area layer was updated to include the Hooper Springs wetland complex and 

Blackfoot River (100-foot buffer). These two layers were included in previous model runs but 

prioritized as standing and moving water, which received a lower assignment of risk. In addition, 

the non-forested areas of the Wildlife Management Area (WMA) were included as a Productive 

Bird Area. Based on discussions with IDFG, public lands were removed from the model. They 

were originally included because public lands often provide high habitat use areas; however, 

given the active mining on the public lands in the area, it was determined that they should be 

removed. Although it was recognized that several areas of public lands were being managed 

specifically for wildlife, they were included as Productive Bird Areas, such as the non-forested 

area of the WMA, the National Wildlife Refuge, and associated wet meadow complexes with 

existing data sets. 

The following map of Option 3A reflects the changes made to the data sets and more accurately 

describes the collision risk along the proposed line. This map will be used for the development of 

a marking plan to reduce collision risk. 
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Table 2. Changes in Data Used to Identify High Collision Risk 

Previous Data Inputs New Data Inputs Change 

Productive Bird Area - these are areas where the largest concentration of waterfowl and water birds are expected to be found 

Important Bird Areas Important Bird Areas No change 

n/a Hooper Springs wetland complex Added to PBA layer 

n/a Blackfoot River (100 foot buffer) Added to PBA layer 

n/a Non-forested areas in Blackfoot River WMA Added to PBA layer 

High Habitat Use Areas - areas that would attract waterfowl and water birds but wouldn't necessarily support large populations 

Public lands n/a 
Removed public lands layer 
from model* 

Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands (from 
Inside Idaho) 

Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands (from Inside 
Idaho) 

No change 

Standing Water 

Some NWI wetlands? NWI wetlands No change 

Some NHD waterbodies? NHD waterbodies No change 

Delineated wetlands All delineated and assessed wetlands No change 

Moving Water 

NHD flowline NHD flowline No change 

Topography 

Steep Slopes Steep slopes No change 

   *With the removal of the public lands layer, there are no high habitat use areas within the vicinity of Option 3A. 
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