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Comments and Responses 

Overview 

This volume presents comments received on the draft EIS, and BPA’s responses to these comments.   

Comments were submitted through an online comment form, e-mails, letters, and at two open-house 
style public meetings—one in The Dalles, Oregon, and one in Goldendale, Washington; about 370 
comment forms, e-mails, and letters were received from federal, regional, state, and local agencies; 
Tribes; and private citizens.    

Each comment form, email, letter, or other item of correspondence was given an identifying log number 
when it was received (see table below).  Breaks in the number sequence resulted when comments were 
deleted because they were submitted in error or had inappropriate content (such as SPAM).  All 
comments received on the draft EIS, and BPA’s responses to these comments, are provided in their 
entirety in this volume. 

While reading the comments and responses, please note that each page of correspondence is broken up 
into individual comments and followed by a page of responses.  Individual comments and their 
responses are numbered according to the log number of the correspondence and the comment number 
(for example, 10005-003 is comment number 3 of correspondence BEKD10005). 

Table 1.  List of Correspondence and Commentors 

Log No. Name Affiliation/ State 
 

Found on Page 

BEKD10002 Doug Heiken Oregon Wild 4 

BEKD10003 Craig Schimschok Washington 6 

BEKD10004 Anita and Robert Hooson Washington 8 

BEKD10006 Ron Zaremba Washington 8 

BEKD10007 Christina M. Bjergo Washington 10 

BEKD10008 Bonnie J. Trosper Washington 10 

BEKD10009 Doug Miller Washington 12 

BEKD10010 Guy “Bud” Robbins 
US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Yakama Agency 

14 

BEKD10011 Rob Kissler Washington 18 

BEKD10012 Lynn Wanless Washington 20 

BEKD10013 James Markman Oregon 24 

BEKD10014 Vincent Jussila Washington 28 

BEKD10015 The Dalles Public Meeting Oregon 30 

BEKD10016 Goldendale Public Meeting Washington 34 

BEKD10017 Gaywood Paul Washington 46 

BEKD10018 Seth and Jennifer Armstrong Washington 46 
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Log No. Name Affiliation/ State 
 

Found on Page 

BEKD10019 Dawn Stover Washington 48 

BEKD10020 Will Bloch Washington 48 

BEKD10021 Rick Ray  Oregon 50 

BEKD10022 David Shaprio Oregon 50 

BEKD10023 Jeff Lawton  Oregon 50 

BEKD10024 Jackie Johnson  Oregon 50 

BEKD10027 Judy Jordan  Oregon 52 

BEKD10028 Linda Starr  Washington 54 

BEKD10029 Laurie Balmuth  Oregon 56 

BEKD10030 Camille Hall Oregon 60 

BEKD10031 D. Deloff  Oregon 60 

BEKD10032 Joe Ullman Washington 62 

BEKD10033 Joan Carter Oregon 62 

BEKD10034 Aaron Dukes  Oregon 62 

BEKD10035 
Rex F. Johnston, Ray Thayer, 
David M. Sauter 

Klickitat County, Washington Board of County 
Commissioners 

64 

BEKD10036 Allison O’Brien United  States Department of the Interior 70 

BEKD10037 Joan Chantler Washington 74 

BEKD10038 Charles Gadway  Washington 74 

BEKD10039 
C. William and Meredith 
Savery 

Oregon 74 

BEKD10040 Christine B. Reichgott United Stated Environmental Protection Agency 78 

BEKD10041 
Andrea Alexander, Direlle R. 
Calica 

Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians 84 

BEKD10042 Stephen Posner 
State of Washington, Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council 

92 

BEKD10043 Jared Mathey State of Washington, Department of Ecology 94 

BEKD10044 Michael Ritter 
State of Washington, Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

96 

BEKD10045 Gwen Clear State of Washington, Department of Ecology 98 

BEKD10046 Leonard Young 
State of Washington, Department of Natural 
Resources 

104 

BEKD10047 Carolyn E. Wright Oregon 148 

BEKD10048 Elizabeth Stanek Oregon 148 

BEKD10049 Daniel Harkenrider 
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 

150 

BEKD10050 Sarah Russell  Oregon 162 

BEKD10051 Harry Smiskin 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama 
Nation 

164 
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Log No. Name Affiliation/ State 
 

Found on Page 

BEKD10052 Sherry and Merlin Smith  Washington 168 

BEKD10053 Charles Pace Unknown 170 

BEKD10054 Richard Till Friends of the Columbia Gorge 176 

BEKD10055 Thomas M. Stoops State of Oregon, Department of Energy 208 

BEKD10057 Jude and David Russell  Unknown 222 

BEKD10058 Lynn Bergeron Washington 222 

BEKD10059 
Form Email from 246 
Correspondents 

Multiple 222 

BEKD10060 Rob Kissler  Oregon 228 

BEKD10061 
Lenny Anderson, Gisela 
Foerstermann 

Oregon 232 

BEKD10062 Jim Harris 
State of Washington, Parks and Recreation 
Commission 

236 

BEKD10063 Craig Schimschok Oregon 238 

BEKD10064 Holly Griswold Unknown 240 

BEKD10065 Lorna Dove Washington 244 

BEKD10066 Richard Till Friends of the Columbia Gorge 246 
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 BEKD10002 

Heiken/Oregon Wild 

Please accept the following scoping comments from Oregon Wild regarding the 

proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project. We would like to save paper, 

so please do not send us a hard copy of the EIS. We will look at it online and 

order a hard copy if we need one. Please co-locate this project with existing 

powerline rights-of-way as much as possible. The West Alternative looks like it 

might have the most existing R-O-W, but it also requires an additional 

Columbia River crossing. Please consider adjusting this alternative to co-locate 

this project with an existing river crossing. We also urge BPA to make every 

effort to minimize impacts to scenic values, fish and wildlife and birds, and 

avoid spreading weeds.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

10002-001 

 
10002-002 

  
10002-003 

 

 
10002-004 
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10002-001 Oregon Wild has been placed on the mailing list to receive an e-mail notice of the 
availability of the final EIS on the project webpage.  Thank you for helping conserve 
paper.     

10002-002 All routing alternatives use existing rights-of-way to some degree.  The West Alternative 
could use about 16 miles of existing 100-foot right-of-way if the option to remove the 
existing wood pole line were chosen, although an additional 50-foot width of right-of-
way would be needed along the entire 16 miles.  The Middle Alternative would use 
about 9 miles of existing right-of-way in an easement of similar transmission towers, 
with no additional right-of-way needed for most options.  The East Alternative would 
use 14 miles of existing right-of-way in an easement of similar transmission towers, with 
no additional right-of-way width required.  

10002-003 The West Alternative follows an existing BPA right-of-way in Oregon as it heads north 
from Big Eddy Substation.  This right-of-way is vacant and does not have any existing 
transmission lines.  This route crosses the Columbia River at a location where there are 
no other line crossings.  Thus, use of the existing vacant right-of-way precludes co-
location with existing river crossing facilities. 

10002-004 Through both project design and mitigation measures, BPA has worked to try to 
minimize impacts to various resources including scenic values, fish, wildlife, and birds, as 
well as to avoid the spread of weeds.  Please see Chapter 3 of the EIS for an analysis of 
impacts to various resources and the proposed mitigation measures to lessen or avoid 
impacts.    
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10003-002 
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10003-001 On February 10, 2011, BPA provided a letter with a scaled aerial photograph showing 
the proposed substation locations to the landowner. 

10003-002 It appears that your property is just north of and adjacent to BPA’s fee-owned right-of-
way for the Wautoma-Ostrander and Bonneville-Midway lines.  The proposed 
substation sites are just east of your property.  Substation Site 1 is adjacent to the 
property and Substation Site 2 would be about 0.25 mile away.  A substation at either 
site would likely be visible from the property.  Please see Section 3.2 of the EIS for 
additional information on potential visual impacts of the proposed project, and Section 
3.6 for additional information on potential wildlife impacts.  
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 BEKD10004  

Anita & Robert Hooson 

320 Olsen Lane 

Goldendale, WA  98620 

 

We would like to comment on the proposed transmission line along Knight Rd. 

We own a piece of property on Fairgrounds Rd off of Knight Road with a 

wonderful unobstructed view of Mt Adams. We would be extremely 

disappointed and financially damaged if our view was compromised by the 

proposed power line. We do intend to recover damages from BPA should this be 

the case. Mitigation funds must be included in your proposal for folks like 

ourselves whose property will diminish in value if the view is compromised. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10004-001 

 

 

10004-002 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 BEKD10006 

Ron Zaremba 

POB 1259 

Goldendale, WA  98620 

5097734425, rjz@gorge.net 

Congress established the Columbia Gorge Scenic Area for several purposes. 

Putting your power lines there is not part of the purpose. The State of 

Washington preserves the Columbia Hills State Park to preserve scenic views 

and native flora. Your power lines do not aid their purpose. The Indian Trust land 

has been abused enough already. Stop it! The solution is simple that I am amazed 

it is not an alternative: Build and consolidate these new lines eastward, within the 

existing right of way on the John Day-Big Eddy. At some point east of the east 

boundary of the Columbia River Scenic area, go north. The location of the 

Knight sub-station does not appear to be irreversible. Please stay away from the 

Columbia River Scenic Area, the Columbia Hills State Park and the Indian Trust 

land. Thank you for considering my comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

10006-001 

 10006-002 

 10006-003 

  

10006-004 

 

 
 10006-005 
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10004‐001  Potential visual impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS.  
The proposed line routes would cross about 0.5 mile to the west of Knight Road, so you 
may be able to see the transmission line towers from your property.   

10004‐002  Section 3.9.2 of the EIS discusses potential project impacts related to land acquisition 
and property values.  While BPA would not compensate landowners for any impacts to 
views where no land rights are being acquired, directly affected landowners would be 
compensated based on an appraised value for any new land rights acquired for 
transmission line rights‐of‐way or any related access road easements.  BPA would also 
compensate landowners, based on an appraised value, for any fee acquisitions of 
substation sites or related substation access roads. 

 

 

 

 

 

10006‐001  Comment noted.  Section 5.23 and Chapter 7 of the EIS discuss the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area Act and the proposed project’s consistency with the Act’s 
provisions as carried out by the Management Plan for the National Scenic Area.  Based 
on this consistency evaluation, BPA believes that the proposed project is not 
inconsistent with the Scenic Area Act or its purposes.  BPA is continuing to work with the 
USFS, which administers consistency reviews of proposed federal projects in the 
National Scenic Area, to further evaluate the project’s consistency with the Scenic Area 
Act. 

10006‐002  Chapter 3 of the EIS analyses the impacts the West Alternative would have on Columbia 
Hills State Park.  The West Alternative would be parallel to or replace an existing BPA 
wood pole line that has run through that portion of the park since the late 1940s.  We 
recognize that the proposed line would have impacts to the scenic quality and native 
flora in that area.   

10006‐003  Where the proposed lines cross Indian Trust lands both in Oregon and in Washington, 
there is existing BPA right‐of‐way that would accommodate the proposed line.  No new 
easement would be required.  Those existing easements have recently been renewed 
with the appropriate tribal members.   

10006‐004  As described in Chapter 2 of the EIS, BPA considered a South Alternative that would run 
east along BPA’s John Day‐Big Eddy transmission lines before heading north to Knight 
Substation (see Section 2.6 of the EIS).  BPA would not be able to build the proposed line 
in the same corridor as the two existing John Day‐Big Eddy lines for electrical reasons 
(see Section 2.2 of the EIS) because the proposed line would have to be separated from 
the existing lines by at least 1,200 feet, effectively creating a new corridor.  For this 
reason and as further discussed in Section 2.6 of the EIS, this South Alternative was 
considered but eliminated from further study in the EIS. 

10006‐005  Thank you for your comments. 
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 BEKD10007 

Christina M. Bjergo 

Washington 

As property owners on the Little Klickitat River my family and I are extremely 

grateful that East Alternative is BPA's preferred choice. This choice keeps our 

property view of Mount Hood unobstructed. We bought the property to enjoy the 

scenic views and plan to build and retire there. We have put off building a home, 

however, as we were uncertain where the lines would be put in and feared it 

would ruin the value as well as our enjoyment of the location. Again, we are so 

thankful and full heartedly support the East Alternative.  

 

 

 

 

 

10007-001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 BEKD10008 

Bonnie J. Trosper, Landowner 

9274 hwy 14 Po box 193 

Wishram, WA  98673 

509-637-5482, bjtrosper@yahoo.com 

 

We live on Hwy 14 adjacent to Boulder drive to the East. We would like a 

smaller map showing if the Lines would be going through our property? We have 

been given the maps you give us and everyone else BUT we would like to have I 

guess a plotted map showing whose property you would be crossing and to see if 

our property is on this map? Sincerly John and Bonnie Trosper 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

10008-001 
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10007‐001  Thank you for your comments, your preference has been noted.  BPA recognizes that 

wherever the line route is located, it would impact someone’s property and views.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10008‐001  On March 2, 2011, the landowner was emailed a response describing the location of the 
proposed transmission line route. 



Comments and Responses  

12 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 

 BEKD10009 

Doug Miller 

Goldendale, WA 

doug1031@yahoo.com 

 

west side towers appears to use existing right of way that is being used by the 

wood transmission line to Goldendale, and if the wood towers are removed, 

would leave room for the new steel towers.  (are the wood structures now 

supplying power or back up power to the Goldendale BPA Substation, and if it 

is, would an interconnect be made to continue that duty?) 

 

the west side towers are less likely to create issues with migrating waterfowl than 

the middle or east tower sites.  (most of the waterfowl seem to move east and 

west along the flooded portions of the valley, and not down the canyon). 

the west side tower site may cause some influence on bird migration(raptors in 

the winter and songbirds in the summer) that use Swale Canyon as an access 

route, but perhaps the steel towers will be less of an issue than the siting of the 

existing wood structures if they are replaced in the construction. 

 

the middle and east towers could cause some issues with the available land space 

within the Urban Area for Wishram by having new towers located in the land 

space. 

the middle and east towers may be more visible to the viewing public than that 

of the west tower sites.  

there may be some benefit of the tower construction coming down the west tower 

site, as the construction road may allow for more access to view the wild flowers 

that are on public property.  additionally, would provide for fire access to the 

public property. 

i would summarize by saying that the construction of the new line along the west 

side would be a preference (at this time). 

are there going to be other interconnects available to the new line for additional 

wind farm generation substations to tie in with? 

i could discuss other issues, but they are probably not appropriate for this 

project.   

many thanks for allowing us time and paper to respond to the proposed project. 

Doug Miller 

Goldendale 

 

 

 

 

 

10009-001 

 

10009-002 
 

 

 

10009-003 

 

 

 

 

 
10009-004 

 
 

10009-005 

 

10009-006 

 10009-007 

 
10009-008 

 
10009-009 
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10009-001 BPA’s existing wood pole line (Chenoweth – Goldendale No. 1) provides service to 
Goldendale Substation.  If the West Alternative is selected, adjustments to the power 
system would be developed consistent with BPA’s contractual obligations to support 
Goldendale Substation.  Options for the West Alternative that involve removing the 
existing Chenoweth-Goldendale transmission line and using its right-of-way for this 
alternative are described and considered in the EIS (see Table 2-2 in Chapter 2 for a 
description of these options). 

10009-002 See response to comment #10009-001. 

10009-003 As discussed in Section 3.6 of the EIS, avian interactions with transmission lines would 
be minimized at river and larger canyon crossings by installing bird flight diverters on 
the overhead ground wires and the fiber optic cables.  It is BPA’s experience that most 
avian collisions with transmission lines occur when birds fly perpendicular to the 
direction of the lines rather than parallel to them.  Waterfowl and other bird species are 
generally not susceptible to colliding with transmission towers. 

10009-004 The Middle and East alternatives would be within an existing BPA transmission line 
easement through Wishram, so no new easement would be acquired.  

10009-005 The visual impacts of the West, Middle, and East alternatives are discussed in Section 
3.2 of the EIS.  In general, the different alternatives have varying visual impacts based on 
the location, existing facilities, terrain, and sensitive viewers.   

10009-006 Comment noted.  State agencies managing the public lands along the West Alternative 
have stated that they do not want additional public access though these properties, so it 
is uncertain whether these agencies would allow use of BPA access roads as suggested if 
the West Alternative is chosen.   

10009-007 There would be additional access built through this area.  Please note that the local fire 
district has stated a preference for not building the West Alternative, because the 
terrain would make it more difficult to access.  

10009-008 Thank you for your comments. 

10009-009 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the proposed project is being designed as a high 
capacity 500-kV electrical pathway between two high-voltage substations in response to 
firm transmission service requests that BPA has received.  Interconnection substations 
for wind farms in the region typically interconnect only to lower voltage (230-kV or 
below) transmission lines for many reasons, including the much greater costs of 
transformers and other equipment for interconnecting to higher voltage lines, and 
system performance issues from directly connecting to the 500-kV system.  Accordingly, 
there are no plans for, and it is not expected that, any additional wind farms would 
interconnect to the proposed Big Eddy-Knight transmission line itself.  Future 
interconnections to the system in this area could occur at the proposed Knight 
Substation but would require the development of a 230-kV electrical yard with 
associated equipment.  If this would occur, then BPA would conduct additional 
environmental review as appropriate.  
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10010-001 Thank you for your comment.  BPA has been in discussions with Kate Valdez, Yakama 
Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, regarding the fiber optic cable Wautoma 
Option that would pass through the Yakama Nation reservation boundaries on an 
existing BPA transmission line.   

10010-002 BPA has been working with Johnson Meninick and his staff to help identify cultural 
resources and traditional cultural properties along the proposed project, and to help 
determine mitigation measures to avoid or lessen potential impacts. 
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10010-003 BPA acquired an easement for the Wautoma-Ostrander transmission line and access 
roads rights-of-way through the Yakama Reservation.  The access roads identified on the 
easement would be used by BPA’s employees to access the transmission line right-of-
way.  If BPA intends to use any roads not covered by the easement, BPA will apply for 
any necessary access permits (courtesy permit) from the Yakama Nation.  BPA will notify 
and coordinate with the Yakama Nation for any work being preformed within the 
Yakama Reservation. 

10010-004 Comment noted.  BPA recently renewed its easement rights for the existing 
transmission line rights-of-way over Yakama Public Domain allotments in this area.  The 
easement included the right to add a new line of poles or structures and defines a 
process to establish the consideration to be paid.  BPA would be reconstructing and 
upgrading the existing lines of poles or structures within the rights-of-way.  If any new 
segments of a line of poles or structures are required, BPA will notify and coordinate 
with BIA’s Superintendent and the Yakama Nation for any work being performed within 
the Yakama Public Domain Allotments as well as for starting the process to acquire 
additional land rights across any Allotments. 

 Concerning the proposed fiber optic cable along BPA’s existing Wautoma-Ostrander 
transmission line, when BPA acquires transmission line easements, it does so for all of 
the purposes necessary to operate its transmission business.  Communications facilities 
are an integral, necessary part of reliably operating and controlling the transmission 
system.  Therefore, when BPA purchased the easement it also acquired the right to 
erect and maintain communications facilities appurtenant to its transmission lines. 
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 BEKD10011 

Rob Kissler 

 

Mr. Prickett; I appreciate the phone call last week after BPA's public open houses 

on the Big-Eddy/Knight Transmission project in The Dalles and Goldendale. As I 

indicated during our conversation driving from Salem with weather conditions so 

unpredictable in the Gorge was just to potentially dangerous for me to participate 

in the open houses. You indicated that I could provide written testimony and mail 

my exhibits to you directly for inclusion to the public record. I'm providing the 

following information to be included in the record. 

  

" The proposed Western Alternative specifically between line mile w-17 to w-20 

will severely impact our 20 acre parcel in Mustang Ranch Subdivision located on 

Morgan Court by the loss of open and unobstructed views of Mt Adams and Mt. 

Rainer. The current BPA easement located adjacent to our property has an existing 

115kv line with wooden poles with maximum height of 65' which is below the 

open view of the mountains. If the western alternative is chosen as preferred 

route the design of increased easements widths and pole heights as indicated in Fig 

2-6, 2-8, 2-9 and 2-10 using single circuit or double circuit systems is unacceptable 

with out compensation to property owners up to and including selling the entire 

parcel due to loss of unobstructed views. As I read the EIS on the Big Eddy/Knight 

project table 2-8 offers no compensation for immediately adjacent property owners 

for loss of unobstructed views. I disagree with lack of compensation for lost views 

which greatly devalues our parcel and other parcels in the development.  

  

The Big Eddy/Knight EIS indicates that the Eastern Alternative is BPA's preferred 

route.  I agree with this assessment and support the eastern alternative as the 

preferred route not just only avoiding impacts to our property but the results of the 

environment impact listed in Table 2-6 and 2-7 indicated in the EIS. From a pure 

environment impact the Eastern Alternative should be the route used for the Big 

Eddy/Knight Transmission Project".  

I will forward supporting exhibits of my concerns on the Western Alternative 

visual impacts located between line mile w-18 and w-19. I simply have 

used maximum existing pole height and compare it with maximum single and 

double circuit pole heights. Figure 3-5 showing existing view versus simulated 

view in the EIS is not representative of the visual impacts on our development.   

Please make this e-mail a permanent part of the public record. Let me know if you 

have questions or need clarification on my statement or exhibits and please reply 

you have received this e-mail. Thanks. 

Respectfully; Rob Kissler 
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10011-001 The EIS describes impacts to landowners and views along the West Alternative (see 
Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.9 of the EIS).  The proposed line, using any route alternative, 
would be visible to various landowners throughout the Klickitat Plateau, many of whom 
have views of the mountains in the area.   

10011-002 Please see response to comment #10004-002. 

10011-003 Your preference has been noted. 

10011-004 Your photo simulations of views from the Mustang Ranch Subdivision are part of the 
record.  Please see response to comment #10060-001.  Thank you.   
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10012-001 We appreciate your letter describing the Klickitat Plateau, what it means to those who 
live there, and the nature that exists in the area.  We want you to know that the project 
team (environmental specialists, engineers, and lands specialists) has spent many 
months walking and driving along the project routes.  Staff working on the project have 
recognized the serenity of the area and the beautiful views that it provides on crisp clear 
days, as well as the graciousness of the people we have met at the public meetings, over 
the phone, and during house visits.  

 During our field observations, we have seen many of the birds and animals you listed.  
As described in Section 3.6 of the EIS, if the line is built, some of those species would 
leave the immediate area during construction activities, but would return and coexist 
with the transmission line, as we have seen happen on other projects.  There are prairie 
falcon and golden eagles nests very close to our existing lines along the Columbia Gorge 
as well as bald eagle nests along I-84.  In addition, as discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS, 
it is acknowledged that portions of the proposed line would be located in areas that 
would affect scenic views from some vantage points including from residents. 

 As reflected in the EIS, BPA tried to be thoughtful while considering and weighing all of 
these and other issues—trying to site the line where there would be the least impact 
while still addressing the electrical system needs, and listening to landowners’ and 
other’s concerns and incorporating their ideas where possible.  The development of this 
proposed project has not been done in a vacuum or without regard to the landscape in 
which it may be built.  We value your input and sincerely appreciate your comments. 
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End of responses for previous correspondence.
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10013-001 This potential route adjustment between line miles ME6-8 along the Middle and East 
alternatives has been analyzed and is being considered (please see Chapters 2 and 3 and 
Map B-3 in Appendix B of the EIS).  BPA considers it an adjustment to the proposed 
alternative, rather than a fourth alternative, because it would be a relatively small 
deviation along the proposed 28-mile line routing alternative and does not provide a 
completely new route. 
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10013-002 The house referenced on page S-15 of the EIS is near Wishram, Washington and is not 
the home of the commentor.  The Wishram home is 71 feet from the proposed single-
circuit line.  For the original alignment of the Middle and East alternatives in the vicinity 
of the commentor’s house, the house would be 303 feet from the new line with the 
single-circuit option described in the EIS, and 191 feet from the new line with the 
double-circuit option described in the EIS.  The double-circuit option is the preferred 
option for this project.  The foul weather audible noise levels currently at the house are 
about 31 dBA.  Assuming BPA decides to build the Middle or East alternative on the 
original alignment near your home, these levels would be about 43 dBA if the single-
circuit option is chosen and about 44 dBA if the double-circuit option is chosen.       

 See Section 3.11 of the EIS for a discussion of the noise impacts of the construction and 
operation of the proposed line.  Also see Appendix E, Section 7 of the EIS for more 
discussion and predicted levels of audible noise at the edge of the right-of-way. 

10013-003 As explained in the EIS, corona noise is described as a hum and/or crackling from the 
energized conductors and while it can be perceived, it is not typically associated with 
health concerns.  The noise levels predicted for this line would meet Oregon and 
Washington noise regulations.  

 Most people relate magnetic fields (EMF) to health effects.  The magnetic fields at your 
home would be reduced by using the double-circuit option presented in the EIS.  The 
maximum magnetic fields currently at your home are about 7.7 mG and would decrease 
to 4.3 mG if the double-circuit option is chosen.  These numbers assume that the one-
mile reroute is not part of the final project.  See Section 3.12 of the EIS for a discussion 
about magnetic fields.  Also, more information is provided in Appendix E of the EIS along 
with predicted levels of magnetic fields (note the preferred configuration near your 
home is No. 8).  Appendix F of the EIS has a discussion on the state of the health effects 
research related to electric and magnetic fields. 

10013-004 The EIS discusses impacts to property values in Section 3.9 of the EIS.  Corona noise in 
and of itself has not been associated with a decrease in property values.   

10013-005 A route adjustment that includes a small change at the Columbia River crossing is still 
under consideration.  Two landowners own property crossed in the existing right-of-way 
corridor and in the possible reroute.  Both landowners have been willing to consider the 
reroute of the easement across their properties.  The route adjustment is BPA’s 
preferred route in this area. 

10013-006 The route adjustment at line miles ME6-8 would require the acquisition of new right-of-
way and the abandonment of the existing right-of-way easement through this area, 
which is within the National Scenic Area.  The route would require one less tower, which 
considered by itself would reduce the project cost by the cost of one tower.  One less 
tower would also lessen the footprint of the project by about 0.2 acre.  BPA is discussing 
this adjustment with the landowners involved and the USFS so BPA can make an 
informed decision.   

10013-007 Maps of the potential route adjustment have been provided to the commentor. 

10013-008 Comment noted.  Please see responses to comments #10013-002 and #10013-003. 
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10014-001 Your preference has been noted. 

10014-002 Thank you for sharing your experience of living and working around transmission lines. 

10014-003 Comment noted.  BPA has included an option in the EIS of building an additional and 
separate new single-circuit transmission line from BPA’s Big Eddy Substation to Knight 
Substation that would not involve rebuilding portions of the existing McNary-Ross or 
Harvalum-Big Eddy transmission lines as double-circuit lines.  As discussed in the EIS, 
this option would require additional right-of-way in some areas and would introduce an 
additional transmission line (with its greater visual, ground disturbance, vegetation, and 
potential cultural and wildlife impacts) as compared to rebuilding portions of the 
existing lines as double-circuit lines within BPA’s existing rights-of-way.  Regarding an 
entirely new, additional double-circuit transmission line, such a line likely would have 
even greater environmental effects, and there is insufficient justification for such a line 
at this time.  If future growth requires additional transmission capacity in the future, 
BPA would evaluate different options for providing that capacity at that time. 
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10015-001 As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, this transmission line is being proposed in response 
to requests for firm transmission service through the project area.  This proposed 
project also would increase the reliability of the high-voltage transmission system in the 
area.  The additional system capacity provided would allow power to be better moved 
primarily in the project vicinity and throughout the region, but also potentially to other 
regions that an individual customer may be seeking to reach.  The proposed project 
would be funded by BPA, a federal agency, and has been considered as a Recovery Act 
project intended to help stimulate the economy. 

10015-002 BPA has no plan to add a transmission line next to the existing Wautoma-Ostrander line 
in the foreseeable future. 

10015-003 Please see response to comment #10014-003. 

10015-004 All alternatives have portions of line that would parallel or rebuild existing towers.  
Please see Section 2.4 of the EIS for a description of the alternatives and more details 
about the various tower configuration options within each alternative.  

10015-005 The Middle and East alternatives propose to use the existing BPA right-of-way through 
the Wishram area.   

10015-006 BPA is considering this potential route adjustment between line miles ME6-8 along the 
Middle and East alternatives.  Please see response to comment #10013-001. 

10015-007 The removal and construction process occurs in a number of phases.  The work that 
occurs in these phases is likely performed by different crews.  The process is ultimately 
up to the construction contractor, but here is a typical construction process with one 
crew (3-5 workers) performing each action: remove existing wires, remove existing 
towers, transport steel away from tower site, transport new steel to tower site, install 
footings, assemble steel, erect the new tower, and string new wires.  Each action may 
not take very long, from a few days to a week, but the entire process can take months.  
The construction contractor would work with each individual landowner to help address 
construction issues, concerns, and timing constraints. 

10015-008 Two types of cranes would be used: a 50-ton crane to set the tower legs and first body 
section, and a 210-ton crane to set the rest of the tower. 

10015-009 A typical 500-kV substation is about 25 to 30 acres. 

10015-010 While BPA has identified a preferred alternative for the proposed project in the draft 
and final EISs, BPA has not yet made a final decision concerning which route it would 
select if a decision is made to proceed with the proposed project.  BPA is continuing to 
evaluate the various environmental factors and other considerations identified in the 
EIS and in public and agency comments on the proposed project.  If a decision is made 
to proceed with the proposed project, BPA would take into consideration how well each 
of the action alternatives, including the identified Preferred Alternative, meet the 
various project purposes discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS.  All of these considerations 
could affect whether BPA would select the Preferred Alternative or some other 
alternative, including the No Action Alternative, from the EIS. 

10015-011 Transmission system expansion projects often require outages on nearby transmission 
facilities to ensure the safety of the construction personnel involved in the work.  BPA 
plans and studies all scheduled system line outages.  Schedules would be adjusted to 
optimize system performance by avoiding undesirable system impacts.  This often  
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 …(10015-011 continued) requires avoiding outages during particular times of the year to 
minimize negative impacts to both customers and system reliability. 

10015-012 BPA has tried to follow landowner requests given through the permission-to-enter 
properties form and over the phone.  We apologize if this did not occur. 

10015-013 Sections 3.1 and 5.24 of the EIS recognize the rural residential zoning in this area.  
Currently there are few houses in this vicinity.   

10015-014 The EIS analyzes impacts to DNR land and state parks.  Please see Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 
6.2, and Appendix I of the EIS.  

10015-015 Construction and operation of the proposed line would generate several different types 
of noise.  One type of noise would be the noise created by construction activities.  This 
noise would be short-term and intermittent, and would occur only in specific locations 
until construction activities end.  See Section 3.11 of the EIS for a discussion of the noise 
impacts of construction and operation of the proposed line. 

 Another type of noise would be the corona noise generated during line operations, 
particularly during foul weather.  For each of the action alternatives the noise levels 
range from 40 to 49 dBA at the edge of the right-of-way during foul weather.  The noise 
levels predicted for this line would meet Oregon and Washington noise regulations.  See 
Appendix E, Section 7, of the EIS for more discussion and predicted levels of audible 
noise on and near the right-of-way. 

 Lastly, radio and television interference is sometimes called radio and television noise.  
The fair weather radio interference levels are predicted between 25 and 41 dB(µV/m).  
The foul weather television interference levels are predicted between 2 and 
24 dB (µV/m).  BPA has an active program to identify, investigate and mitigate radio and 
television interference complaints.  This subject is discussed in Section 3.12.2 and 
Appendix E, Section 8 of the EIS. 

10015-016 This concern has been identified and the appropriate personnel have been notified to 
investigate radio interference from Spearfish Tap. 

10015-017 Section 3.12 of the EIS discusses potential public health and safety issues.  Appendix F of 
the EIS provides a summary of research on electric and magnetic fields research on 
health effects. 

10015-018  The cost of land for a substation is dependent on the existing land use, location, and 
other relevant factors that affect the land value.  A preliminarily estimate for land for 
Knight Substation is about $180,000.  

10015-019 Tower lighting needs and visual impacts from tower lighting are described in Sections 
2.3.2 and 3.2 of the EIS.  

10015-020 BPA’s existing DC test line that extends about 4 to 5 miles northeast of BPA’s Big Eddy 
Substation is not part of the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and actions 
related to this test line are not within the scope of the EIS.  For questions or concerns 
about the DC test line, you may contact the district manager, Dave Koski at 
(541) 296-4694. 

10015-021 BPA’s existing Maupin Substation is not part of the Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project 
and thus is not within the scope of the EIS.  For questions about Maupin Substation you 
may contact Cherilyn Randall at ccrandall@bpa.gov. 
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10016-001 The need for the proposed project is discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS.  As discussed in 
Section 1.1 of the EIS, BPA is proposing this project to respond to requests for firm 
transmission service, with most of these requests from existing or proposed wind 
developments.  See the response to comment #10009-009 concerning interconnecting 
to the proposed Big Eddy-Knight transmission line. 

10016-002 The opinions of the commentors are noted.  See response to comment #10015-001 
concerning how the project would be used to help better move power throughout the 
area. 

10016-003 Please see Section 2.6.1 of the EIS regarding non-wire alternatives. 

10016-004 Please see Section 2.6.3 of the EIS regarding underground alternatives. 

10016-005 Please see Section 3.2 of the EIS for photo simulations of the towers and locations of the 
substations.  

10016-006 A large aerial photo map with property boundaries is available on the project Web site.  
Due to privacy concerns, this map does not identify property owners’ names. 

10016-007 BPA finds that the open-house style public meetings allows for one-on-one discussions 
and that we can hear and understand more clearly public concerns, make contacts with 
landowners for further follow-ups, and when possible work through routing or other 
issues directly at the meetings.  In addition, during the meetings, BPA posted all 
comments received at the meetings along the walls so participants could view the 
comments of others.  These comments have also been posted on BPA’s Web site and 
included in the EIS. 

10016-008 Thank you for your comments.   

10016-009 Comments noted.  While BPA has identified a preferred alternative (the East 
Alternative) in the EIS, all action alternatives, and the No Action Alternative, are still 
under consideration at this time.  BPA is considering all the input from members of the 
public, various state, regional, and local agencies, Tribes, and interest groups concerning 
the proposed project, and their issues and concerns with each of the routing 
alternatives.  In doing so, BPA does not intend to necessarily indicate a preference for 
one viewpoint over another; rather, for purposes of the EIS, BPA is looking toward the 
significance of the environmental issues raised by this input.  Consideration of this input 
has helped inform BPA’s identification of the East Alternative as its Preferred Alternative 
in the EIS.  As discussed in response to comment #10015-010, this input and other 
factors will be further considered in selecting a routing alternative if a decision is made 
to proceed with the proposed project. 
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10016-010 Please see response to comment #10016-009. 

10016-011 The West Alternative options that would build the line parallel to the existing 
transmission line through the park would require an additional 150 feet of right-of-way.  
Options that would remove the existing line would require an additional 50 feet of right-
of-way.  Please see Section 2.4 of the EIS for a complete description of the West 
Alternative, and Chapter 3 for analysis of the impacts of the various options.   

10016-012 Public comment is a major part of the NEPA process and project planning.  It helps BPA 
understand the issues that need to be addressed, identify possible alternatives and 
routing adjustments, and determine appropriate mitigation measures.  Many factors go 
into the decision making process.  See also responses to comments #1002-001 and 
#10015-010. 

10016-013 BPA does not sell any fibers within the fiber optic cable.  Any excess fibers not currently 
being used for communication needs can be leased with a short-term agreement. 

10016-014 Unused fiber has not yet been leased by the public.  The public may have access through 
non-profits like Northern Open Access Network (NOANET). 

10016-015 Although not a common occurrence, BPA’s fiber optic cable occasionally has been 
vandalized and stolen in the past. 

10016-016 As described in Section 2.6.4 of the EIS, the Blockhouse Option was eliminated because 
houses would need to be removed.  Engineers studied this option and could not make it 
feasible and it was dropped from further consideration. 

10016-017 As described in Section 2.6.5 of the EIS, Substation Site A was eliminated from detailed 
consideration because it did not perform electrically as well as proposed substation sites 
1 and 2, and the northern portion of the West Alternative (Blockhouse Option) was 
eliminated from detailed consideration.  

10016-018 Comment noted. 

10016-019 Please see Section 2.4.5 and Map 2-2 of the EIS for location information for the 
proposed Knight Substation sites.  Neither site would be directly on Knight Road.  There 
is no existing 115-kV line on Knight Road in the vicinity of the proposed substation sites, 
however, BPA has two transmission lines (one 500-kV line and one 230-kV line) that 
cross Knight Road in that location.    

10016-020 The opinions of the commentors are noted.  As described in the EIS, each alternative has 
various trade-offs that would be factored into any decision on whether or not to build 
the proposed project and which alternative to select if the decision is to build.  All 
transmission line routing alternatives use portions of existing BPA right-of-way.  Please 
also see response to comment #10002-002.  

10016-021 Comment noted.   



Comments and Responses  

38 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

10016-022 
 10016-023 
 

10016-024 

 10016-025 
 10016-026 
 10016-027 
 10016-028 
 10016-029 
 10016-030 
 

10016-031 

 10016-032 
 10016-033 
 10016-034 
 

10016-035 

  
10016-036 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10016-037 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

   



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 39 
July 2011 

10016-022 Comment noted. 

10016-023 One of the many considerations in line routing is limiting the amount of exposure to 
major structures, particularly family dwellings and housing.  This is one of the main 
reasons the Middle Alternative was not routed along Mattson or Woods roads. 

10016-024 The jog in the East Alternative was placed in the line route to limit the amount of 
exposure to major structures, particularly family dwellings and housing. 

10016-025 Because of the proximity of family dwellings and housing along Knight Road the 
proposed line was routed to the west of Knight Road in this area. 

10016-026 Comment noted. 

10016-027 Comment noted. 

10016-028 Comment noted. 

10016-029 Future transmission line maintenance costs would generally be equal across all action 
alternatives.   

10016-030 Section 2.4.5, Knight Substation Options, has been updated to include information 
about how the substation service would be routed to Knight Substation location.   

10016-031 Tower 25/4 is 130 feet tall, Tower 25/5 is 135 feet tall, and Tower 25/6 (which is now 
26/1) is 138 feet tall.  Current tower heights provide adequate ground clearance for the 
conductor, therefore they do not need to be raised, particularly because of the 
proximity of the towers to Goldendale Airport. 

10016-032 Comment noted. 

10016-033 Comment noted. 

10016-034 Section 3.12 of the EIS discusses potential public health and safety issues.  Appendix F of 
the EIS provides a summary of research on electric and magnetic fields research on 
health effects. 

10016-035 The project would be covered under a National Pollution Detection and Elimination 
System (NPDES) construction stormwater permit, which requires the implementation of 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) Plan.  The SWPP Plan addresses project 
requirements to minimize the release of sediment to surface waters by using low impact 
construction methods and erosion and sediment control measures (design, installation, 
inspection and maintenance of Best Management Practices [BMPs]).  The need for BMPs 
is site specific and is addressed by the erosion and sediment control lead and is 
dependant on soil, type of construction, slope, wind, weather and potential for 
sediment to enter surface water.  General erosion and sediment control measures 
implemented during construction would include installation of a sediment fence in areas 
with the potential for sediment to enter a surface water, and use of water trucks to 
reduce the release of fugitive dust.  In addition, all disturbed areas would be re-
contoured, stabilized (compacted/track walked), and seeded/hydro-seeded with a 
native seed mix as soon as possible after construction. 

10016-036 As described in Section 3.1 of the EIS, all action alternatives would impact prime 
farmland and farmland of statewide importance.   

10016-037 As described in Section 3.1 of the EIS, the proposed line would make (continued)…  
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 …(10016-037 continued) farming activities somewhat more difficult and irrigation 
systems may need to be reconfigured.  The effects of EMF on the plant community has 
been studied by researchers, and based on that, no adverse effect on plant response 
due to the EMF levels produced by transmission lines has been found.  This topic is 
discussed on page 47 of Appendix F in the EIS. 

10016-038 Much of the project crosses land zoned in Klickitat County as Extensive Agriculture (see 
Section 5.25 of the EIS), which allows for 20-acre lots.  The EIS acknowledged subdivided 
lots that are currently for sale, but did not speculate as to other farmlands that may be 
subdivided in the future.    

10016-039 Comment noted. 

10016-040 The proposed line would not preclude agro-tourism.  The line would create visual 
impacts that are described in Section 3.2 of the EIS.  

10016-041 Comment noted. 

10016-042 The opinions of the commentor are noted.  Transmission lines are needed to transmit 
high-voltage electricity.  Much of the project area within Klickitat County has an energy 
overlay zone (see Map 5-1), which allows wind development.     

10016-043 See response to comment #10016-042 and Section 5.25 of the EIS concerning 
consistency of the project with local plans and policies. 

10016-044 BPA has requested landowner permission to cross properties in which BPA has no 
existing right-of-way or access, and has tried to inform landowners that staff will be in 
the area where existing access is present.   

10016-045 Potential noise, including corona, impact are described in Section 3.11 of the EIS.  

10016-046 Potential public health and safety issues, including EMF are described in Section 3.12 
and Appendix F of the EIS. 

10016-047 See response to comment #10016-046. 

10016-048 See response to comment #10016-046. 

10016-049 See response to comment #10016-046. 

10016-050 See response to comment #10016-046. 

10016-051 Please see response to comment #10009-007. 

10016-052 Thank you for your comment.  BPA identifies all existing utility crossing and takes them 
into account as it designs the line. 

10016-053 Please see Section 3.9.2 of the EIS for the project’s potential impacts on property values.   
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10016-054 Please see response to comment #10004-002. 

10016-055 The underlying landowner would be compensated at fair market value for any easement 
acquired for the project. 

10016-056 Thank you for your comment.  

10016-057 Please see Appendix A of the EIS. 

10016-058 Titles are ordered from title companies, documents would be filed in county records and 
final titles would be issued by title companies.  BPA would order updates on any title 
report over six months old.  When notification is given by a landowner that they no 
longer own a parcel, BPA would request an update to the title report.  

 If there is no record of a right-of-way across your property, the BPA Realty Department 
would research and provide appropriate recording information and if requested, 
provide a copy of the easement if the requestor is the granting landowner on the 
easement. 

10016-059 BPA would prefer to pay a lump sum; however, in extenuating circumstances, 
arrangements can be made for payments divided over a period of time. 

10016-060 BPA transmission facilities are built to meet FAA requirements.  The transmission line as 
currently planned has been discussed with the FAA, does not exceed obstruction 
standards, and would not be a hazard to air navigation for Goldendale Airport as it 
currently exists.  Regarding the private runway, BPA is in discussions with the airstrip 
owner to determine ways to lessen impacts to airstrip use.  Please See Section 3.10 of 
the EIS for a discussion of potential impacts to FAA-approved airports and private 
airstrips. 

10016-061 Please refer to Section 2.3.4 for a description of the access roads for the project and 
Appendix B of this EIS for maps that show the proposed road locations.   

10016-062 Comment noted. 

10016-063 Comment noted. 

10016-064 Visual impacts are a major concern of the public regarding the proposed project.  Please 
see Section 3.2 of the EIS for a discussion of the impacts and photo simulations of the 
line. 
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10016-065 Taller towers generally tend to create more visual impact because they can be seen 
from greater distances and are more likely to stand above the horizon.  In specific 
circumstances, taller towers could raise the line out of a certain view.  For this project, if 
taller double-circuit towers are used, then an existing line would be removed, which 
might lessen the overall visual impact.     

10016-066 BPA designs and constructs its facilities in accordance with the Stormwater 
Management Manual for Eastern Washington and in compliance with all applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations to control quality and quantity of stormwater runoff.  
BPA follows standard protocols that require, at a minimum, inspection and maintenance 
of stormwater systems annually. 

10016-067 BPA has identified potential wetlands and designed routes to avoid or minimize impacts 
as much as possible.  Specifically, the East Alternative has been redesigned to locate 
Tower 23/1 back on line to avoid potential impacts to wetlands. 

10016-068 Wildlife specialists have done field work along all the action alternatives.  Please see 
Section 3.6 of the EIS for a discussion about potential impacts to species and their 
habitats.    

10016-069 The EIS recognizes that both substation sites provide cropland habitat.  

10016-070 Please see Section 3.6.2 of the EIS for a discussion of potential EMF impacts to wildlife. 

10016-071 If BPA decides to build the project and chooses the East Alternative (the Preferred 
Alternative), or the Middle Alternative, there would be no direct impacts on Klickitat 
County PUD’s 115-kV system.  Please see response to comment #10009-001 for 
information about potential implications for the power system and Klickitat County PUD 
if the West Alternative is selected. 

10016-072 A decision concerning whether and how to proceed with the proposed project is 
expected in or around September 2011, and will be announced in a Record of Decision.  
If the decision is to proceed with project construction, some construction activities 
would begin in certain areas shortly after the release of the Record of Decision.   
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 BEKD10017 

Gaywood Paul 

 

Goldendale Resident.  Both the middle and east alternatives would impact the 

future of the Goldendale Airport. The State of Washington a couple of years ago 

adopted FAA requirements for airports. These requirements demand more 

separation from buildings and roads on the east end of the runway thus 

Goldendale Airport will eventually have to be slid a quarter of a mile or more 

westward on a compass direction of 250 degrees toward Knight Rd. In addition, 

the runway needs to be lengthened another quarter of a mile to handle business 

aircraft. These conditions will have to be met in order to qualify for state/federal 

funding. Tall powerlines near Knight Rd. would present an approach hazard on 

the west end of the runway, thus impacting moving the airport west. Has this been 

discussed with the FAA, State Aeronautics and the City of Goldendale? 

 

BEKD10018 

Seth and Jennifer Armstrong 

 

My husband Seth and I moved to the area 3 years ago for his job. We fell in love 

with Centerville because of the school, community, and all of the open space with 

fields of hay and wheat, but most of all the view. The views from our house our 

amazing. We have views of Mt. Hood, Mt. St. Helen's and Mt. Adams, along with 

gorgeous sunsets. Our house is filled with the beautiful pictures we have taken 

from our property and part of the reason we chose this house. Then we get a letter 

from you telling us you want to put in huge towers and power lines that will 

obstruct that beautiful view. The joy of living out here is that you are away from 

the hustle and bustle of big city living and all that comes with it including giant 

ugly towers. Not only will our view be taken away, but our property value will be 

significantly decreased. The towers proposed in the middle alternative will feel as 

if they are in our backyard. It is bad enough that we can now see flashing red lights 

from our dining room window and not benefit from their income potential to have 

this thrown in the mix. In closing I hope you will take the middle alternative out of 

the running and save a beautiful view. Thank you, Seth and Jennifer Armstrong  
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10017‐001  Please see response to comment #10016‐060. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10018‐001  BPA recognizes that wherever the line route is located, it would impact someone’s 
property and views.  Potential impacts on land use are discussed in Section 3.1 of the 
EIS, and potential impacts on views in the project vicinity from each alternative are 
discussed in Section 3.2 of the EIS.  Potential property value impacts are discussed in 
Section 3.9 of the EIS.     

10018‐002  Thank you for your comments, your preference has been noted. 
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 BEKD10019 

Dawn Stover 

Please stick with the preferred route, i.e. the eastern route. That route will have the 

least impact on scenic vistas, wildlife, and public lands that are valuable for their 

natural resources and recreational opportunities. I am particular opposed to having 

a huge transmission line go through the Dalles Mt. Ranch a.k.a. Columbia Hills 

State Park. This is a park where I frequently go to hike, birdwatch, observe 

wildflowers and enjoy the fresh air and splendor of a (relatively) untrammeled 

landscape. The construction of large wind projects has already irreparably altered 

the landscape and natural services of eastern Klickitat County. A giant 

transmission line does further damage to scenic vistas, human health, soils, and 

flora and fauna. Confining such a transmission line to an existing corridor that 

already has a road and impaired views is the best course of action if the Big Eddy-

Knight line must be constructed. (I question the need for this transmission, which 

is being built to send power to California rather than to serve local needs, and 

which will likely lead to the construction of fossil-fuel-fired power plants to 

"balance" the wind energy that has overwhelmed the regional hydropower 

system.) 

BEKD10020 

Will Bloch 

Please route the transmission line and optical cable according to the Eastern 

Alternative. It minimizes the scenic and surface impacts on the portion of the 

Dalles Mountain with maximum scenic and wildlife (especially botanical) value. 

To people who do not know the Dalles Mountain well, it is just another bit of 

underpopulated, undeproductive agricultural land. However, it is, in fact, an area 

of monumental scenery and diverse, dense native botany, home to at least two rare 

and beautiful wildflowers as well as hundreds of acres of dense and not so rare 

lupine and balsamroot. The spring bloom in this area is a national treasure and one 

of the most accessible and photographed vistas in the Pacific Northwest. This also 

a prehistoric and historic landscape, a vestige of the grandeur which confronted 

Lewis and Clark as they came down the Columbia River and interacted with a 

complex Native American culture which had settled, foraged, and traded here for 

untold centuries. The Eastern Alternative traverses the Dalles Mountain as far as 

possible (among the proposed alternatives) from the ridge's scenic and botanical 

core by routing the new power line along the WA Route 14 corridor, an already 

degraded environment. The only more preferable route is one the BPA has not 

offered, which would cross the ridge close to US Route 97. A major effect of the 

wind farm explosion in the vicinity of Maryhill, Route 97, and Goldendale has 

been to transform a rural or primitive landscape into an industrial one. It is 

important to contain the scenic damage as much as possible by concentrating 

impacts into the smallest possible area so that the remaining scenery and ground 

cover can remain unimpacted. 
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10019‐001  Thank you for your comments.  Potential impacts to Columbia Hills State Park and 
Natural Are Preserve are discussed in various sections of Chapter 3 of the EIS.  Your 
alternative preference has been noted. 

10019‐002  See response to comment #10020‐002. 

10019‐003  Comment noted.  The potential impacts of the proposed transmission line are described 
and evaluated in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and the potential cumulative impacts of the 
proposed line in combination with cumulative wind project development in the area are 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 

10019‐004  Comment noted.   

10019‐005  The need for the proposed project is described in Section 1.2 of the EIS.  See response to 
comment #10015‐001 concerning how the project would be used to help better move 
power throughout the project vicinity, the region, and possibly beyond.  Finally, at this 
time, it is neither proposed nor expected that additional fossil‐fuel generation plants 
would be developed to balance natural fluctuations in wind generation. 

 

 

 

 

 

10020‐001  Thank you for your comments.  Potential impacts to Columbia Hills State Park and 
Natural Area Preserve are discussed in various sections of Chapter 3 of the EIS.  Your 
alternative preference has been noted. 

10020‐002  As discussed in Section 2.6.4 of the EIS, a transmission line route crossing the Columbia 
River near US‐97 was considered but eliminated from further study in the EIS.  One of 
the major obstacles in line routing is river crossings.  River crossings are very expensive, 
require tall towers, and are technically challenging.  The two river crossing locations 
proposed with the action alternatives occur where the river is the narrowest.  This is 
intentional to help keep river crossings to a reasonable size.  It is also important to 
consider the terrain on either side of the river.  Higher elevation terrain would help 
minimize tower heights.  West of US‐97 is a wide section of river to cross and little 
terrain elevation to take advantage of on either side of the river, which is not an 
attractive crossing location.  East of US‐97 is Maryhill State Park, which would be a 
difficult area to route through.  We looked at a crossing further east, but continued to 
find river width, low elevation terrain, and tall tower issues.  Section 2.6.4 of the EIS has 
been updated to better reflect these considerations. 

10020‐003  BPA tries to balance environmental impacts, both to the natural and human 
environment, with other technical requirements to determine the best course of action.   
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 BEKD10021 

Rick Ray  

 

I live in the Columbia River Gorge NSA and am writing to comment on the Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Big Eddy-Knight 

Transmission Project.  

If new transmission lines are absolutely necessary and there are no siting 

alternatives to avoid new transmission lines within the Scenic Area, then the BPA 

should select the eastern alternative and use underground transmissions lines 

within the Scenic Area viewshed. 

 

BEKD10022 

David Shaprio 

 

I hope BPA will pick a route with the least impact on the Columbia Gorge. If lines 

have to be run within the Gorge, they should be underground. If the BPA picks one 

of the proposed routes, it should be the eastern route, which runs along an existing 

easement. Power lines visible from within the Gorge Scenic Area diminish the 

beauty of the area. 

 

BEKD10023 

Jeff Lawton  

 

I have no problem with BPA's plans for the Big Eddy-Knight Transmission 

Project. Opposition to this project is coming from the usual NIMBYs who oppose 

any and all development within a whisper of the Gorge. I recognize the need to 

continue to upgrade and add to our electrical infrastructure and, although I 

frequently hike in the Columbia Gorge, I can accept that some sacrifices are 

necessary. 

Regards, 

Jeffrey Lawton 

 

BEKD10024 

Jackie Johnson  

Regarding the Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project: 

The western and middle alternatives should be avoided because of impacts on the 

state park, natural area preserve, Columbia Hills "Important Bird Area," rare plant 

habitat, oak woodlands listed as critical habitat in Washington State, and 

endangered species habitat. The western route would pass through the National 

Scenic Area, Columbia Hills State Parks and Columbia Hills Natural Area 

Preserve. 

The eastern route is most acceptable, unless there are other alternatives that do not 

impact the Scenic Area at all. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

jackie johnson 
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10021‐001  Your preference is noted.  Please see Section 2.6.3 of the EIS regarding issues with 

undergrounding the transmission line.   

 

 

 

 

 

10022‐001  BPA has tried to minimize visual impacts of the transmission line through the National 
Scenic Area and elsewhere along the project by proposing the following:  alternatives 
that use existing visually impacted corridors, rebuilding existing lines to combine lines to 
one set of transmission line towers, crossing the Columbia River in locations that already 
have a transmission line crossing, designing towers as short as possible so as to avoid 
tower lighting, treating the finish of the steel towers so they are not as bright and shiny, 
locating new corridors in ravines, using existing roads where possible and following 
terrain when locating new access roads, avoiding houses to the extent possible, and 
placing Knight Substation inland from Knight Road.  Please see Section 2.6.3 of the EIS 
regarding issues with undergrounding the transmission line. 

 

 

10023‐001  Your comments are noted.  Thank you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10024‐001  Thank you for your comments.  Potential impacts to Columbia Hills State Park and 
Natural Area Preserve are discussed in various sections of Chapter 3 of the EIS.  Your 
alternative preference has been noted. 
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 BEKD10027 

Judy Jordan  

 

We are writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

for the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and its potential impacts 

on the Columbia River Gorge, a place we care about. We have recently moved to 

Oregon from Texas (where not one gives a darn about the scenery). We think that 

the The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area an incredible area. We are 

amazed at the scenic views every time we drive I-84 or Hwy 14 in Washington.  

We are concerned that this project is proposed within a National Scenic Area and 

that there is likelihood of adverse effects resulting from each one of the action 

alternatives. We feel that the BPA should extend the comment period to 90 days. 

The BPA should also hold hearings in major population areas like the 

Portland/Vancouver metro area so that the public has an adequate opportunity to 

review and comment on this project, since the project’s direct and indirect impacts 

could affect the entire region. 

The BPA's DEIS fails to consider alternatives that avoid siting new transmission 

lines within the National Scenic Area. The DEIS also fails to adequately consider 

alternatives that would place underground all or portions of new transmissions 

lines within the Scenic Area. The National Scenic Area Management Plan (M.P.) 

requires new power lines to be underground, unless it can be demonstrated to be 

impracticable. (M.P. Page I-1-10) "Practicable" is defined as "able to be done, 

considering technology and cost." (M.P. Glossary-14) Clearly, the BPA is able to 

place the lines underground and should, considering the proposed alternatives are 

located within a congressionally designated National Scenic Area.  

Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration 

are likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the 

Scenic Area in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 

National Scenic Area Act. However, the eastern route follows an existing power 

line easement through the Scenic Area and appears to have less impacts than the 

middle and west alternatives. 

The western and middle alternatives should have been dropped from consideration 

during the "scoping" phase of environmental review. These routes are near or 

within a state park, a natural area preserve, the Columbia Hills "Important Bird 

Area," rare plant habitat, oak woodlands listed as critical habitat in Washington 

State, and endangered species habitat. The western route would pass through the 

National Scenic Area, Columbia Hills State Parks and Columbia Hills Natural 

Area Preserve, resulting in egregious impacts to scenic, natural, cultural and 

recreation resources.  

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route 

that avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge 

National Scenic Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines 

should be placed underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area 

Act. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Judy Jordan 
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10027-001 Thank you for your comments.  BPA recognizes the intent of the National Scenic Area 
designation as well as the beauty of the Columbia Gorge.  Potential impacts to the 
National Scenic Area are addressed in Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5, and Chapter 7 of the 
EIS. 

10027-002 Comment noted.  BPA provided a 49-day formal public review and comment period for 
the Draft EIS, as calculated from publication of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS 
in the Federal Register on December 10, 2010 to the close of the comment period on 
January 28, 2011.  Though BPA did not extend this comment period, BPA nonetheless 
continued to accept comments after the close of the comment period, and has included 
and responded to these additional comments in the final EIS to the extent that time 
allowed.  In addition, BPA held two public meetings in the vicinity of the proposed 
project – one in The Dalles, Oregon, and the other in Goldendale, Washington – during 
the draft EIS comment period to further explain the project and receive public 
comments on the draft EIS.  In addition to actually being in the area that would be 
affected by the proposed project, these meeting locations were sufficiently close to the 
Portland/Vancouver metropolitan area (about a 90- to 120-minute drive) to allow 
anyone from the metro area who wished to attend to do so.  Furthermore, as discussed 
in Chapter 10 of the EIS, BPA mailed a copy of the draft EIS or notice of its availability to 
a wide variety of agencies, Tribes, interest groups, businesses, and people throughout 
the region.  Finally, to ensure wide availability of the draft EIS, BPA posted the complete 
draft EIS on the BPA Web site at the beginning of the draft EIS comment period and 
provided contact information at BPA for requesting a hard copy of the draft EIS.  
Accordingly, BPA believes that it has provided adequate opportunities for anyone 
interested to review and comment on the draft EIS, and that this approach fully 
complies with NEPA requirements. 

10027-003 Because one endpoint of the proposed transmission line would be BPA’s existing Big 
Eddy Substation that is already located within the National Scenic Area, complete 
avoidance of the National Scenic Area would be impossible.  Nonetheless, BPA did 
consider alternatives that would largely avoid the National Scenic Area by routing the 
proposed line generally in locations to the south of the National Scenic Area.  However, 
these alternatives were eliminated from detailed evaluation in the EIS.  The rationale for 
the elimination of these alternatives from further consideration is provided in 
Section 2.6.4 of the EIS. 

10027-004 Undergrounding the transmission line was considered but eliminated from detailed 
study due to the high environmental impacts from digging trenches along the length of 
the routes, placing 30-foot-long by 10-foot-deep manholes every 1,500 to 1,800 feet, 
adding 4- to 5-acre transition stations where lines would transition from overhead to 
underground, as well as with the difficulties of maintaining underground high-voltage 
lines, and because undergrounding a high-voltage transmission lines costs about 
10 times that of an equivalent overhead line, a cost that would be passed on to 
ratepayers.  Please see Section 2.6.3 of the EIS for a more detailed discussion about 
undergrounding the transmission line. 

10027-005 As is consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act, the EIS analyzes the 
potential impacts of the range of alternatives for the proposed project.  BPA is working 
to be consistent with the National Scenic Area Management Plan.  

10027-006  Continued on the next odd page… 
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 BEKD10028 

Linda Starr  

 

Of what value is it to designate areas as having value for their scenic beauty if 

projects such as this one are even allowed to be put into motion. Are you serious? 

Why do you even put forth the financial resources to design a plan that assaults the 

unique values of the Gorge? I cannot believe that everyone on this project agrees 

that this is the right thing to do. Put your vast resources and good minds together to 

create a plan that honors the amazing value that the Columbia River Gorge area is.  

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route 

that avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge 

National Scenic Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines 

should be placed underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area 

Act. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

linda starr 
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10027-006 Comment noted.  Chapter 3 of the EIS describes the potential impacts of the West and 
Middle alternatives on specially designated areas as well as scenic, natural, cultural, and 
recreational resources in the project vicinity.  BPA believes it was appropriate to include 
the West and Middle alternatives in the EIS to allow for an evaluation of these 
alternatives in detail, and to provide a reasonable range of alternatives for consideration 
in agency decision-making for the proposed project. 

10027-007 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10027-008 Please see response to comment #10027-004.  Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10028-001 BPA recognizes the scenic beauty and unique value of the National Scenic Area and the 
Columbia Gorge.  Options to avoid the Gorge were considered and BPA has worked to 
lessen possible visual impacts (please see response to comment #10022-001).  A large 
portion of the Middle and West alternatives would use existing BPA right-of-way 
through the National Scenic Area, and all of the East Alternative (BPA’s Preferred 
Alternative) would use existing BPA right-of-way through the National Scenic Area.  The 
existing rights-of-way contain one to two lines with wood pole or lattice-steel towers 
that have been in place for over 50 years; using these corridors would greatly reduce 
potential impacts.  

10028-002 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10028-003 Please see response to comment #10027-004. 
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 BEKD10029 

Laurie Balmuth  

 

The Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area is not very large, but it is unique and 

must be preserved. The new power line route violates the visual integrity of the 

NSA and should not be used. The Old power line route has less impact. If new 

transmission lines are absolutely necessary and there are no siting alternatives to 

avoid new transmission lines within the Scenic Area, then the BPA should select 

the eastern alternative and use underground transmissions lines within the Scenic 

Area viewshed. Finally, the BPA must eliminate the western and central 

alternatives, which cross a state park, Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve and 

critical oak woodlands habitat that is essential for threatened species.  

It is important to respect the Scenic Area. It is a unique natural treasure that can 

never be replaced.  

Laurie Lyman Balmuth 

Hood River, Oregon 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 

the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and its potential impacts on 

the Columbia River Gorge, a place I care about protecting for future generations to 

enjoy.  

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is a spectacular area, recognized 

by Congress for its unparalleled scenic vistas and outstanding natural landscapes. 

Because the project is proposed within a National Scenic Area and there is a 

substantial likelihood of adverse effects resulting from each one of the action 

alternatives, the BPA should extend the comment period to 90 days. The BPA 

should also hold hearings in major population areas like the Portland/Vancouver 

metro area so that the public has an adequate opportunity to review and comment 

on this project, since the project’s direct and indirect impacts could affect the entire 

region. 

The BPA's DEIS fails to consider alternatives that avoid siting new transmission 

lines within the National Scenic Area. The DEIS also fails to adequately consider 

alternatives that would place underground all or portions of new transmissions 

lines within the Scenic Area. The National Scenic Area Management Plan (M.P.) 

requires new power lines to be underground, unless it can be demonstrated to be 

impracticable. (M.P. Page I-1-10) "Practicable" is defined as "able to be done, 

considering technology and cost." (M.P. Glossary-14) Clearly, the BPA is able to 

place the lines underground and should, considering the proposed alternatives are 

located within a congressionally designated National Scenic Area.  

Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration 

are likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the 

Scenic Area in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 

National Scenic Area Act. However, the eastern route follows an existing power 

line easement through the Scenic Area and appears to have less impacts than the 

middle and west alternatives. 
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10029-001 Please see response to comment #10028-001. 

10029-002 Please see response to comment #10022-001. 

10029-003 Please see response to comment #10027-006. 

10029-004 Comment noted.  

10029-005 Please see response to comment #10027-001. 

10029-006 Please see response to comment #10027-002. 

10029-007 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10029-008 Please see response to comment #10027-004. 

10029-009 Please see response to comment #10027-005. 
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 The western and middle alternatives should have been dropped from consideration 

during the "scoping" phase of environmental review. These routes are near or 

within a state park, a natural area preserve, the Columbia Hills "Important Bird 

Area," rare plant habitat, oak woodlands listed as critical habitat in Washington 

State, and endangered species habitat. The western route would pass through the 

National Scenic Area, Columbia Hills State Parks and Columbia Hills Natural 

Area Preserve, resulting in egregious impacts to scenic, natural, cultural and 

recreation resources.  

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route 

that avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge 

National Scenic Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines 

should be placed underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area 

Act. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Laurie Balmuth 
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10029-010 Please see response to comment #10027-006. 

10029-011 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10029-012 Please see response to comment #10027-004. 
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 BEKD10030 

Camille Hall  

 

It is inexcusable that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement includes no alternative 

sitings that would place the transmission lines outside of the sight-lines of the Scenic Area. 

The National Scenic Area Management Plan (M.P.) requires new power lines to be 

underground, unless it can be demonstrated to be impracticable. (M.P. Page I-1-10) 

"Practicable" is defined as "able to be done, considering technology and cost." (M.P. 

Glossary-14).  

Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration are 

likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the Scenic Area in 

violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Scenic Area Act. 

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route that 

avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 

Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines should be placed 

underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area Act. Thank you for the 

opportunity to comment. 

Camille Hall 

 

BEKD10031 

D. Deloff  

 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 

proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project.  

Because the project is proposed within a National Scenic Area and there is a substantial 

likelihood of adverse effects resulting from each one of the action alternatives, I believe 

that the BPA should extend the comment period to 90 days. 

The BPA should also hold hearings in major population areas like the Portland/Vancouver 

metro area so that the public has an adequate opportunity to review and comment on this 

project. 

The BPA's DEIS fails to consider alternatives that would avoid siting new transmission 

lines above ground within the National Scenic Area.  

The BPA is able to place the lines underground and should, considering the proposed 

alternatives are located within a National Scenic Area.  

Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration are 

likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the Scenic Area in 

violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Scenic Area Act.  

However, the eastern route follows an existing power line easement through the Scenic 

Area and appears to have less impacts than the middle and west alternatives. 

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route that 

avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 

Area.  

If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines should be placed underground in 

order to comply with the National Scenic Area Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

D. Deloff 
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10030‐001  Please see response to comment #10027‐003. 

10030‐002  Please see response to comment #10027‐004. 

10030‐003  Please see response to comment #10027‐005. 

10030‐004  Please see response to comment #10027‐003. 

10030‐005  Please see response to comment #10027‐004. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10031‐001  Please see response to comment #10027‐002. 

10031‐002  Please see response to comment #10027‐003 regarding avoiding the National Scenic 
Area.  Please see responses to comments #10027‐004 and #10027‐008 regarding 
undergrounding the proposed transmission line. 

10031‐003  Please see response to comment #10027‐005. 

10031‐004  Please see response to comment #10027‐003. 

10031‐005  Please see response to comment #10027‐004.
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 BEKD10032 

Joe Ullman 

 

Please use the eastern corridor for the new power line, and use underground burial thru the 

gorge. There's enough eyesores in this world. In an area dedicated to scenic views for our 

enjoyment, surely we can spend more for a good reason, in this time of crazy costs for bad 

causes. Joe Ullman, former BPA employee 

Joe Ullman 

 

 

BEKD10033 

Joan Carter 

 

Please ensure that hearings for this are held in the Portland/Vancouver metro area, Salem, 

and the western suburbs of Portland since the project’s impacts will certainly affect the 

entire region. 

Please commit to a route that avoids Gorge NSA, and place lines underground!  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Joan Carter 

 

 

BEKD10034 

Aaron Dukes  

 

Please don't ruin the view! 

Aaron Dukes 
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10032‐001  Your preference for the East Alternative is noted.  Also, please see responses to 
comments #10027‐004 and 10028‐001. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10033‐001  Please see response to comment #10027‐002. 

10033‐002  Please see responses to comments #10027‐003 and #10027‐004. 

 

 

 

 

 

10034‐001  Please see response to comment #10028‐001. 
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10035-001 BPA appreciates Klickitat County’s comments on the draft EIS.  Specific issues raised are 
addressed below in responses to more detailed comments on these issues.  BPA met 
with Klickitat County staff and a county commissioner early in the project scoping phase, 
and environmental consultants researching and conducting environmental analysis for 
the project met with planning staff during the analysis phase of the project.  BPA has 
met with the commissioners since the receipt of this letter and continues to coordinate 
with the county to address issues.   

10035-002 In preparing the EIS for the proposed project, BPA has conducted extensive outreach to 
the public in general as well as state, regional, and local agencies, Tribes, interest 
groups, and others.  This outreach has been conducted to, among other things, provide 
notification of the proposed project, gather environmental and other information, and 
allow for meaningful input on the EIS.  Chapter 1 of the EIS summarizes the public 
involvement activities conducted by BPA as part of the EIS process.  Through these 
activities, project surveys, and other data gathering, BPA believes that it has a sufficient 
understanding of existing environmental conditions and appropriate potential 
mitigation, which have been reflected in the EIS.  Furthermore, BPA believes that its 
coordination with Klickitat County concerning the proposed project and EIS comports 
with NEPA requirements, and we are continuing to work with Klickitat County to ensure 
their concerns and issues are understood and sufficiently captured in the NEPA process. 
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10035-003 The EIS acknowledges that the East and Middle alternatives cross a greater amount of 
land being used for farming than does the West Alternative.  Prime Farmland and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance are designations that were determined using soil 
survey data obtained from the US Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS).  This data is available on a county-by-county basis and 
identifies which soil units within the county are classified by the USDA as Prime 
Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  Impacts on these soil categories were 
calculated in the same manner as impacts on all other environmental resources.  The EIS 
acreages of impact on Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide importance do not 
reflect the actual usage of the land, as the county classifications do not consider land 
use or irrigation.   

Irrigated farmland was first identified through aerial photography interpretation.  
However, this was ultimately found to be insufficient due to the time of year in which 
the aerial photographs were taken.  As a result, field surveys were undertaken during 
spring.  Areas identified from aerial photographs as being cropland were visually 
inspected from adjacent roadways for irrigation devices or signs of their recent use.  
Areas observed to be irrigated or that exhibited signs that irrigation structures had 
recently been used on the property (tire tracks from line sprayers, hoses, etc.) were 
noted and identified in our analysis.  

The local Farm Bureau was also contacted and asked whether they kept records of the 
crops grown by property owners in the area, because this would help identify irrigated 
areas.  The Farm Bureau could not provide this information because of their landowner 
privacy policy. 

10035-004 Section 3.2 of the EIS analyses visual impacts to houses within 800 feet of the proposed 
transmission line and more distant residential centers.  The section has been revised to 
more clearly acknowledge potential visual impacts to the City of Goldendale, including 
nearby areas with general rural 5-acre lot zoning.     

10035-005 Section 3.2 of the EIS has been revised to more explicitly acknowledge visual impacts of 
the proposed project from US-97 and SR-147.    

10035-006 BPA believes that Section 3.11 of the EIS adequately describes the noise levels that 
could be expected during construction activities and the corona noise levels that could 
be expected during operation of the proposed project.   

10035-007 Please see response to comment #10035-011. 

10035-008 Section 3.1 of the EIS describes the impacts that could occur to farming activities, both 
during project construction and for the life of the proposed project.  During preliminary 
design activities, BPA has been working with individual landowners to determine 
appropriate line and road locations that would have the least impact on land use.  As 
described in Section 3.9 of the EIS, the appraisal process takes all factors affecting 
property value into consideration to determine appropriate compensation.  After 
discussions with the local NRCS office in Goldendale, BPA has added a mitigation 
measure to Section 3.1.3 to help protect productivity of agricultural soil around tower 
construction areas.   
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10035-009 The right-of-way width (150 feet, or 75 feet to either side of the center of a tower), is 
the set-back requirement necessary for the proposed 500-kV transmission line.   

10035-010 Please see Section 2.6.3 of the EIS and response to comment #10027-004 regarding the 
reasons why undergrounding was considered but eliminated from detailed study in the 
EIS.     

10035-011 See Section 2.4 of the EIS for a description of road upgrades likely required and Section 
3.10 of the EIS for discussions about potential impacts on county roads during 
construction.  BPA is working with Klickitat County to ensure the county’s concerns are 
adequately reflected in BPA’s construction specifications.  BPA’s owners engineer (HDR, 
Inc.) has contacted the county to discuss the project and receive the county’s detailed 
requirements.  The initial meeting between HDR and the county took place on February 
10, 2011.  Also on February 10, 2011 and April 21, 2011, several BPA project team 
members participated in a working session of the Klickitat County Commission to 
improve the team’s understanding of the county’s concerns and interests.  BPA will pay 
close attention to the county’s needs and will continue its coordination efforts. 

10035-012 Thank you for your comments. 
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10036-001 As confirmed by a National Park Service (NPS) Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 
(LWCF) Project Manager, none of the proposed action alternatives would impact lands 
protected by section 6(f)3 of the LWCF. 
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10036-002 Thank you for your comment.
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 BEKD10037 

Joan Chantler 

 

I recommend the eastern most route for the transmission line. The Dalles Mountain Ranch 

has extraordinary wild flowers, and it is part of a state park. I am a teacher at Wishram 

School, and we have used this area for field trips with our Secrets program. Please protect 

this special and pristine area. Thank you!  

 

BEKD10038 

Charles Gadway  

 

I support the easternmost alignment. It makes the least impact on the spectacular Dalles 

Mt. scenery and wildlife. 

 

BEKD10039 

C. William & Meredith Savery  

 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 

proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and its potential impacts on the 

Columbia River Gorge, a place I care about protecting for future generations to enjoy. 

I am a resident of Portland, OR having been here for 31 years. Every year I spend several 

days hiking in the Columbia Gorge, kayaking on the Columbia River, visiting the towns, 

the natural sights and areas of the Columbia Gorge. It is an absolutely unique area which 

has been designated by Congress as a National Senic Area. 

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is a spectacular area, recognized by 

Congress for its unparalleled scenic vistas and outstanding natural landscapes. Because the 

project is proposed within a National Scenic Area and there is a substantial likelihood of 

adverse effects resulting from each one of the action alternatives, the BPA should extend 

the comment period to 90 days. The BPA should also hold hearings in major population 

areas like the Portland/Vancouver metro area so that the public has an adequate 

opportunity to review and comment on this project, since the project’s direct and indirect 

impacts could affect the entire region. 

The BPA's DEIS fails to consider alternatives that avoid siting new transmission lines 

within the National Scenic Area. The DEIS also fails to adequately consider alternatives 

that would place underground all or portions of new transmissions lines within the Scenic 

Area. The National Scenic Area Management Plan (M.P.) requires new power lines to be 

underground, unless it can be demonstrated to be impracticable. (M.P. Page I-1-10) 

"Practicable" is defined as "able to be done, considering technology and cost." (M.P. 

Glossary-14) Clearly, the BPA is able to place the lines underground and should, 

considering the proposed alternatives are located within a congressionally designated 

National Scenic Area.  

Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration are 

likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the Scenic Area in 

violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Scenic Area Act. 

However, the eastern route follows an existing power line easement through the Scenic 

Area and appears to have less impacts than the middle and west alternatives. 
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10037‐001  Thank you, your preference has been noted.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

10038‐001  Thank you, your preference has been noted.   

 

 

 

 

10039‐001  Please see response to comment #10027‐001. 

10039‐002  Please see response to comment #10027‐002. 

10039‐003  Please see response to comment #10027‐003. 

10039‐004  Please see response to comment #10027‐004. 

10039‐005  Please see response to comment #10027‐005.
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 The western and middle alternatives should have been dropped from consideration during 

the "scoping" phase of environmental review. These routes are near or within a state park, 

a natural area preserve, the Columbia Hills "Important Bird Area," rare plant habitat, oak 

woodlands listed as critical habitat in Washington State, and endangered species habitat. 

The western route would pass through the National Scenic Area, Columbia Hills State 

Parks and Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve, resulting in egregious impacts to scenic, 

natural, cultural and recreation resources.  

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route that 

avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 

Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines should be placed 

underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area Act. Thank you for the 

opportunity to comment. 
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10039-006 Please see response to comment #10027-006. 

10039-007 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10039-008 Please see response to comment #10027-004.
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10040-001 Thank you for reading the EIS and providing your rating.  Your preference for the 
Preferred Alternative has been noted.  
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10040-002 The mitigation section for vegetation (Section 3.3.3 in the EIS) has been revised to 
describe an Early Detection Rapid Response Plan that would be prepared to control 
noxious weeds.   

10040-003 BPA would add a statement to the supplemental technical specifications for the 
construction of the Big Eddy-Knight transmission line that would designate that all 
removed materials would become the property of the construction contractor.  This 
would include about 14 miles of lattice-steel transmission line along with about 
142,000 feet of Pheasant conductor and about 79,000 feet of Chukar conductor from 
the Harvalum-Big Eddy and McNary-Ross lines.  As is typical, the contractor will recycle 
these materials and use the anticipated financial proceeds to reduce the overall bid 
price to BPA.  This, when combined with appropriate mitigation procedures, would 
provide for the responsible handling and use of salvaged materials. 
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10040-004 Thank you for your comments. 
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10041-001 Thank you for your comments.  BPA is working with the four Tribes with interests in the 
area; the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, the Confederated 
Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation, the Nez Perce Tribe of Idaho, and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation.  The chairman/chairwoman, as 
well as resource staffs of various offices within the Tribes, have received all notifications 
about the project.  BPA has met with and is working directly with the cultural resource 
groups of each tribe; the Yakama and Warm Springs tribes have provided staff for the 
cultural resource survey work and all four Tribes have provided BPA with Traditional 
Culture Properties reports.  BPA met with the Yakama Tribal Council on 
November 11, 2009 and is beginning to conduct government-to-government 
consultation with the Yakama Tribe as requested by the Tribe on January 28, 2011.   

10041-002 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment # 10041-001.   
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10041-003 In response to the comments of the Affiliated Tribes of Northwest Indians (ATNI), a new 
section called Section 5.15 Tribal Consultation has been added to Chapter 5 of the EIS.  

10041-004 Please see revisions to Chapter 5 of the EIS described in the response to comment 
#10041-003. 

10041-005 Please see revisions to Chapter 5 of the EIS described in the response to comment 
#10041-003. 



Comments and Responses  

88 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

10041-006 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

10041-007 
 
 

  

10041-008 

 

  
10041-009 

 
  
 

10041-010 
 
 

 

 

10041-011 

 
10041-012 

 
 
 

 

 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 89 
July 2011 

10041-006 Please see response to comment #10041-005.  

10041-007 The four potentially affected Tribes have provided traditional cultural property reports 
to BPA which, among other things, help identify areas of native vegetation that are 
important to the respective Tribe.  BPA has been working with tribal staff to determine 
ways to avoid or mitigate potential impacts to those plants.   

10041-008 Sections 3.6 and 3.7 of the EIS identify potential impacts to fish and wildlife species and 
their habitats, as well as the mitigation measures to lessen or avoid impacts.  BPA will 
continue to coordinate with the Tribes regarding potential impacts and appropriate 
mitigation measures.   

10041-009 Section 3.5 of the EIS identifies potential impacts to water resource and wetlands, as 
well as the mitigation measures to lessen or avoid impacts.  BPA will continue to 
coordinate with the Tribes regarding potential impacts and appropriate mitigation 
measures.   

10041-010 Section 3.8 of the EIS identifies potential impacts to cultural resources, as well as the 
mitigation measures to lessen or avoid impacts.  BPA will continue to coordinate with 
the Tribes regarding potential impacts and appropriate mitigation measures.   

10041-011 Comment noted.  Specific actions that would be implemented by BPA if it decides to 
proceed with the proposed project are described in Section 1.5.1 of the EIS, which also 
describes activities of cooperating agencies for the EIS.  Section 1.5.2 of the EIS 
describes how other federal agencies may have authorizing or approval responsibilities 
related to the proposed project, as well as how the EIS may be used by certain state, 
regional, and local agencies to fulfill their environmental review requirements related to 
the proposed project.  The specific permitting, review, and other authorizing activities of 
the various involved agencies are further described in Chapter 5 of the EIS.  In addition, 
authorizations specific to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area are discussed 
in more detail in Chapter 7 of the EIS, and authorizations specific to Washington DNR 
are provided in Appendix I of the EIS. 

10041-012 Discussions with various Tribes have not included socioeconomic concerns of the Tribes 
in regard to the proposed project.  If socioeconomic issues are identified, they will be 
described in the EIS.   
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10041-013 Section 3.9.1 was revised to add more detail relating to minority populations within the 
socioeconomic study area, and to include a distinction between census tracts and block 
groups. Section 3.9.2 includes a discussion of environmental consequences to 
Environmental Justice populations. The section was revised to clarify impact assessment 
methodology.  Because no disproportionate impact to low-income or minority 
populations was measured, additional discussion relating to those populations was not 
added to the analysis. 

10041-014 Section 3.15 of the EIS has been updated to address potential issues of the fiber optic 
cable to tribal communities.     

10041-015 This should refer to the Tribal Policy.  The EIS text has been updated.  Please also see 
response to comment # 10041-003. 
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10042-001 Thank you for your comments. 

10042-002 As a federal agency that owns and operates more than 75 percent of the high-voltage 
transmission grid in the Pacific Northwest, BPA is concerned about public safety.  About 
12 million people live within BPA’s service area of about 300,000 square miles.  As 
required by the Department of Energy (DOE) Order 5500.11, Power Marketing 
Administration Emergency Management Program (now the updated DOE M 151.1-1), 
BPA established an Emergency Response Program in 1994.  The Emergency Response 
Program is a multi-hazard program that maximizes BPA’s capacity to prepare for, 
respond to and recover from all types of power and transmission line emergencies in 
addition to general business disruptions.  The Emergency Response Program establishes 
the following emergency management priorities: 

1. Protection of life; 

2. Protection of property and the environment; 

3. Notification of the public, customers, the news media, governmental agencies 
and other constituencies about the emergency and recovery; 

4. Restoration of electric power; 

5. Restoration of critical business line functions; and 

6. Restoration of other normal business functions. 

 BPA’s Emergency Response Program is a framework, rather than a detailed step-by-step 
approach, which is designed to offer flexibility so that it can be used for all events, 
recognizing that it is impossible to create a list of detailed procedures to meet the needs 
of every single disruptive event.  This framework consists of the following:  emergency 
response; crisis and incident management; continuity of operations; and infrastructure 
restoration.  If a natural disaster or other major disruptive event occurs, BPA would 
implement this Emergency Response Program.    

10042-003 Comment noted.
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10043-001 Thank you for your review and comment.
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10044-001 Thank you for your review of the EIS and comments. 

10044-002 Thank you for working with BPA to help identify issues to be addressed.   
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10045-001 The transmission line would span overhead across the Columbia River from towers on 
either side of the river.  For the West Alternative, the closest tower would be over 
250 feet from the edge of the Columbia River.  For the Middle and East alternatives, the  
towers would be over 500 feet from the Columbia River’s edge.   

 The project would be generally consistent with the Klickitat County Shoreline Master 
Plan and BPA would coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers about the project 
and its potential impacts on waters of the United States.  See Chapter 5 of the EIS for 
more information about consistency with the Klickitat County Shoreline Master Plan and 
coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

10045-002 Although some special status species were not found during project surveys, the EIS 
assumes they are present and based impacts on the mapped occurrences of those 
species.  No further field surveys are planned.  



Comments and Responses 

100  Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
  July 2011    

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 
10045-003 

 
 

10045-004 

 
 

10045-005 

 

 

 
 
 

10045-006 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

10045-007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS  101 
July 2011  

10045-003 Please see response to comment #10040-002. 

10045-004 As described in Section 3.5 of the EIS and illustrated on maps in Appendix B of the EIS, 
there are wetlands associated with Swale Creek at the creek crossings of both the 
Middle and East alternatives.  

10045-005 Shrubs or other low-growing riparian vegetation would not be disturbed at the creek 
crossing because the towers are far enough away from the riparian zone that their 
footprint would not impact it.  Trees were specifically mentioned because there is a 
potential that they could require removal for line clearance even if the towers were far 
from the creek edges.  Section 3.5.2 of the EIS has been updated to clarify this point.    

10045-006 Wetlands along the project were identified through field reconnaissance in April 2010 
using the USFWS wetland classification system (Cowardin et al. 1979).  If the project 
proceeds, wetland delineations would be conducted in locations where facilities cannot 
avoid impacts.  Text has been added to Section 3.5.1 of the EIS to clarify this. 

10045-007 BPA is evaluating potential wetland impacts according to the 2007 Nation Wide Permit 
(Federal Register 72 FR 11092) definition of "Single and complete project" below.  
According to the definition, impacts are only additive if the linear project impacts a 
single waterbody multiple times at the same location.  Discussion of wetland impacts in 
the EIS under Section 3.5.2 consists of impacts to individual waterbodies that have the 
potential to amount to 0.10 acre or larger and would, therefore, require compensatory 
mitigation under 2007 Nation Wide Permit 12. 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Nation Wide Permit Definitions: Federal Register/Vol. 72, 
No. 47, March 12, 2007: 

  Single and complete project: The term “single and complete project” is defined at 
33 CFR 330.2(i) as the total project proposed or accomplished by one owner/developer 
or partnership or other association of owners/developers. A single and complete project 
must have independent utility (see definition).  For linear projects, a “single and 
complete project” is all crossings of a single water of the United States (i.e., a single 
waterbody) at a specific location.  For linear projects crossing a single waterbody several 
times at separate and distant locations, each crossing is considered a single and 
complete project. However, individual channels in a braided stream or river, or 
individual arms of a large, irregularly shaped wetland or lake, etc., are not separate 
waterbodies, and crossings of such features cannot be considered separately. 
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10045-008 Section 3.5.3 of the EIS has been revised in response to this comment.   

10045-009 Please see the response to comment #10045-008. 

10045-010 There are no wetlands or streams at or in the vicinity of the Knight Substation sites.   
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10046-001 Thank you for your comments. 

10046-002 Specific issues raised are addressed in the following responses to more detailed 
comments on these issues.   



Comments and Responses 

106  Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
  July 2011    

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

10046-003 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10046-004 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

10046-005 
 
 

 

 

10046-006 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS  107 
July 2011  

10046-003 DNR’s substantive standards are addressed in Chapter 6 of the EIS. 

10046-004 Appendix I of the EIS describes potential impacts by action alternative on the DNR 
parcels that could be crossed.  For the transmission line, a 150-foot right-of-way would 
be required.  Where existing right-of-way could be used (such as one of the West 
Alternative options across the Natural Area Preserve and an agricultural parcel) only 50 
feet of additional right-of-way could be required.  No alternatives would require a new 
250-foot wide right-of-way.  The West Alternative option that would build the proposed 
line next to the existing line would require a 150-foot wide right-of-way; together with 
the existing 100-foot right-of-way, a total 250-foot wide BPA right-of-way would be 
along this line section.  

10046-005 Project consistency with state, area-wide, and local plans and programs is addressed in 
Chapter 5 of the EIS.  In addition, project consistency with state substantive standards, 
including DNR standards, is addressed in Chapter 6 of the EIS.   

10046-006 BPA has been meeting regularly with DNR about this project to address DNR’s SEPA 
obligations and to help facilitate DNR’s adoption of BPA’s NEPA EIS. 
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10046-007 DNR’s trust responsibilities are outlined in Section 6.2 of the EIS and potential impacts 
to the management of DNR parcels from the project are described in Section 3.1 and 
Appendix I of the EIS.   

10046-008 Comment noted. 

10046-009 BPA considers many factors during transmission line siting (see Section 2.2 of the EIS), 
including land use.  The proposed project has three routing alternatives, two of which 
cross portions of DNR-managed land.   As described in Appendix I of the EIS, the 
alternatives cross DNR land managed for a Natural Area Preserve, agriculture, and wind 
development.  A 0.5 mile portion of the East Alternative would cross a DNR parcel with 
wind turbines (the highest revenue generating land).  This stretch of line runs through 
the existing turbine strings, but would not affect the operation of the wind facility.  
Additional turbine placement in this particular area is unlikely because of the terrain and 
because existing turbines were placed in the prime wind locations.   

10046-010 The Big Eddy-Knight Project does not include routing options that require the line to be 
placed 1,200 feet from an existing line.  Several options that were considered and 
eliminated from detailed consideration would have required such line separation (see 
Section 2.6.4).  If in the future an additional line were proposed in the project area, 
system studies would determine if it would be required to be separated from existing 
lines in the vicinity.  As described in Section 3.9, the appraisal process takes all factors 
affecting property value into consideration, including where the right-of-way would 
cross over a property in relationship to the property’s size, shape and location of 
existing improvements.  Also see response to comment #10046-013.   
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10046-011 Section 2.2 of the EIS that is referenced in this comment discusses the need in some 
cases for transmission line separation.  The analysis for line separation was considered 
during early project line siting and the line alternatives proposed and analyzed in the EIS 
do not require separation from existing lines.  Therefore, there is no need to address 
potential outage risks of parallel lines.  Please also see response to 
comment #10046-010. 

10046-012 Section 2.3.1 of the EIS was updated to include the need for the substation access road 
to be owned in fee.  Section 2.4.5 of the EIS was updated to include information about 
access roads to the substation sites.  Full use and joint use of the substation access 
roads is addressed in Appendix I of the EIS. 

10046-013 When BPA proposes to acquire a right-of-way and/or related access easements on DNR 
trust lands, the appraisal process would consider the highest and best use of the larger 
parcel, and determine the easement's impact using a before and after methodology as 
described in the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions (UASFLA).  
The appraisal process would establish the value of these impacts for the land rights to 
be acquired in accordance with the BPA/DNR Appraisal Memorandum of 
Understanding.  In addition, mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate adverse 
impacts on the resources affected by this project are identified in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

10046-014 Please see response to comment #10046-013. 

10046-015 BPA has worked to place proposed towers in locations that have the lowest impact on 
existing wind turbine sites and agricultural improvement locations (i.e., irrigation 
equipment and appurtenant structures).  Prospective wind generation and agricultural 
developmental uses would be evaluated and examined to see if these uses might occur 
in the future.   

 Consistent with NEPA, the EIS for the proposed project analyzes the potential impact of 
the proposed project on existing land uses in Chapter 3 of the EIS.  This analysis 
addresses impacts on existing land uses and conditions.  Reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, including wind development, are considered in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  
Reasonably foreseeable future actions are those actions that are likely to occur and 
affect the same resource as the proposed action.  The determination of what future 
actions should be considered requires a level of certainty that they will occur.  This level 
of certainty is typically met for a proposed future project by completing a permit 
application, receiving approvals from local, state, or federal siting authorities being 
included in local or other planning documents, or other similar evidence.  NEPA does not 
require an EIS to evaluate impacts to the “potential” for different types of future land 
use when no formal proposal has been made and many different future outcomes are 
possible.  Please see response to comment #10046-013 concerning compensation 
issues.   

10046-016 Please see response to comment #10046-013. 

10046-017 Chapter 3 of the EIS discusses the possible impacts to the land uses and other resources 
crossed by the action alternatives.  Some of these impacts (such as possible tree 
clearing, visual impacts, and reconfiguration of irrigation systems) can occur outside of 
the right-of-way.  However, other than reserving the right to remove trees outside of 
the right-of-way that have the potential to fall or grow close enough to the conductors  
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to cause an electrical arc, BPA has no control over or restriction of land uses outside of 
the right-of-way.  Also, please see response to comment #10046-013.  

10046-018 Please see response to comment #10046-015. 

10046-019 Please see responses to comments #10046-015 and #10046-017. 

10046-020 Section 3.1 of the EIS analyzes the impact of the existing land uses along the proposed 
alternatives.  In general, agriculture, grazing, and open spaces are uses that are 
compatible within transmission line rights-of-way.  

10046-021 Over the years, BPA has built transmission lines through agricultural areas, taking 
measures to restore soils around tower sites, and farming has successfully continued.  
Tillage is an appropriate way to restore compacted soil.  As stated by soil scientist 
Jeffrey Peters in a personal communication to BPA (2011):  

  There are three commonly accepted purposes of tillage: (1) to kill weeds, (2) to manage 
crop residues, and (3) to alter soil structure (Foth 1984).  Compacted cropland soils can be 
partially or fully restored to pre-construction conditions using either conventional tillage 
(plowing, from one to three passes with a harrow, crop planting if desired, and sometimes 
subsequent tillage with a cultivator) or by what’s referred to as ‘conservation tillage 
systems’ (or the ‘minimum tillage concept’).  Conservation tillage systems all involve less 
tillage and typically minimize erosion (Brady 1984). 

  With tillage, the lifting, twisting, and turning action of the plow leaves soil in an 
aggregated and loose condition.  Ped stability, however, remains unchanged.  As long as 
soil nutrients are not depleted from construction activities, tillage will generally create an 
opportunity for the soils to regain their original aeration, bulk density, and granulation 
properties.  Soil moisture conservation should also increase and runoff and erosion will be 
minimized, especially if there is ample vegetative cover present. 

  10046-022 Fiber optic cable installed on BPA facilities falls into two categories:   BPA-owned fiber 
optic cable, and foreign-fiber optical cable, which is cable not owned by BPA. 

 Before foreign-fiber is installed on BPA facilities, BPA requires the customer to obtain 
easements along the entire right-of-way from each underlying landowner.  Customers 
must also obtain all required permits to cross roads, highways, railroad rights-of-way, 
rivers, other utilities and federal, state, and tribal lands. 

 Third party use of BPA-owned fiber optic cable is at the discretion of the Agency.  BPA 
has the authority to lease excess fiber optic capacity under Section 2(e) of the 
Bonneville Project Act which explicitly gives the Administrator the authority to: 

  …sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of such personal property as in his judgment is not 
required for the purpose of this chapter and such real property and interests in land 
acquired in connection with construction or operation of electric transmission lines or 
substations as in his judgment are not required for the purposes of this chapter... 
(Bonneville Project Act, 16 U.S.C.  832a*e+*1988+*“section 2,e-”). 
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10046-023 Comment noted. 

10046-024 As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, this transmission line is being proposed in response 
to requests for transmission service through the project area, and would increase the 
reliability of the high-voltage transmission system in the area.  Chapter 2 of the EIS 
describes alternatives to meet this need, including both alternatives considered in detail 
and alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study.  NEPA requires that 
these alternatives be evaluated for their potential environmental impacts, rather than 
for their efficiency in meeting the identified project need or for their environmental 
sensitivity.  Nonetheless, in Table 2-6 of the EIS, BPA has assessed how well each of the 
alternatives considered in detail in the EIS meets the project purposes identified in 
Chapter 1 of the EIS.  See response to comment #10046-025 concerning consideration 
of potential future renewable generation development in the project vicinity. 

10046-025 Consistent with NEPA, the EIS evaluates the potential impact of the proposed project on 
existing land uses, both directly where the project would be located as well as in 
adjacent areas.  NEPA does not require an EIS to prove that a proposed project would 
have higher value than various other speculative future uses that could some day be 
developed on the same piece of land where the agency’s project is proposed.  To the 
extent that there is reasonably foreseeable future renewable energy development in 
the project vicinity, the proposed project’s potential impact on such development is 
addressed in Chapter 3 of the EIS, and the cumulative impact of the proposed line in 
combination with this development is addressed in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  Please also see 
response to comment #10046-015. 

10046-026 To clarify, the Big Eddy-Knight Project is being proposed to respond primarily to 
requests for firm transmission service across BPA’s transmission system, as discussed in 
Chapter 1 of the EIS.  As shown in Table 2-6 of the EIS, all action alternatives would 
respond equally well to these requests. 

10046-027 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, this transmission line is being proposed to respond 
to existing firm transmission service requests that BPA has already received.  These 
requests are primarily from already existing or already proposed wind projects in the 
region.  While it is conceivable that some future wind projects in eastern Washington 
may request service over BPA’s transmission lines at some future date, at this time it is 
unknown if, when, and where any such future wind projects may be proposed.  It is also 
unknown whether any such speculative future wind development would require 
additional interconnection substations, or whether this development could interconnect 
to an existing BPA substation, or whether it would interconnect to a BPA substation at 
all.  Since state and local authorities have siting jurisdiction over any future wind 
development in eastern Washington, these authorities would be the appropriate 
entities to consult concerning future decisions on siting future wind development in 
eastern Washington. 

10046-028 Please see response to comment #10046-017. 
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10046-029 Please see responses to comments #10046-015 and #10046-017.  For any potential 
crossings of the transmission corridor that may arise in the future, BPA would cooperate 
with landowners to identify feasible locations for safe crossings of the corridor.   

10046-030 Please see responses to comments #10046-015 and #10046-017. 

10046-031 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to reflect the change requested. 

10046-032 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to reflect the change requested. 

10046-033 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to reflect the change requested. 

10046-034 Access roads acres have been updated in Chapter 3 and Appendix I of the EIS. 

10046-035 BPA believes it has provided a reasonable range of alternatives in the EIS to permit a 
reasoned choice and has adequately explained its reasons for eliminating certain 
alternatives from further consideration in the EIS, consistent with NEPA requirements.  
The commentor’s opinion concerning the respective sensitivities of federal and state 
specially designated areas is noted. 

10046-036 BPA has included two action alternatives – the Middle Alternative and East Alternative – 
in the EIS that completely avoid the Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve.  As discussed 
in the EIS, the West Alternative was identified as a potential routing alternative for the 
proposed project precisely because it would follow an existing transmission line right-of-
way, rather than requiring development of a new, additional right-of-way.  In addition to 
following this already existing BPA right-of-way across the Preserve, there is also an 
additional about 15 miles of existing right-of-way outside of the Preserve that could be 
used by this alternative.  Thus, BPA believes that it included sufficient alternatives in the 
EIS to permit a reasoned choice from among a reasonable range of project routing 
alternatives. 
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10046-037 As described in Section 2.6.4 of the EIS, an existing 100-foot-wide vacant BPA easement 
was identified from line mile W18 from the Chenoweth-Goldendale line directly north to 
the Wautoma-Ostrander line.  This easement was acquired in the late 1940s, was not 
used, was not in BPA’s recent records, and was not patrolled.  BPA considered using this 
easement, in conjunction with the purchase of an additional 50-foot-wide right-of-way, 
for the northern portion of the West Alternative.  This route was referred to as the 
Blockhouse Option.  Over the years, three homes and more recently the Project Patch 
facilities (a retreat center for troubled youth and their families) have been inadvertently 
built within the easement.  Because several homes and the retreat center would have 
required removal, and the other alternatives would not have this requirement, this 
option was eliminated from detailed evaluation.   

10046-038 As stated in Section 2.4.5 of the EIS, the proposed substation sites are in an area under 
the Wautoma-Ostrander line that is at the optimum electrical distance from BPA’s Big 
Eddy, Wautoma, and Ostrander substations.  This location would provide the maximum 
electrical system performance for a connection to the Wautoma-Ostrander line with a 
Big Eddy-Knight line.  Also see response to comment #10046-026. 

10046-039 Comment noted. 

10046-040 BPA believes it has provided an objective analysis of the potential impacts of the West 
Alternative’s options across the Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve and to the 
resources found there.  The impacts are disclosed in Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, and 
3.6, and Appendix I of the EIS.  Section 3.1 has been updated to acknowledge the 
Natural Area Preserve as a distinct category of land use.  Appendix I has acreage impacts 
specific to the Natural Area Preserve parcel.       
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10046-041 The Summary and Section 3.1 of the EIS have been updated to acknowledge the Natural 
Area Preserve.   

10046-042 Comment noted. 

10046-043 Please see response to comment #10046-111. 

10046-044 Chapter 2 of the EIS describes the proposed action and alternatives, and includes a 
section about the factors considered during initial line siting.  Please see Chapter 3 of 
the EIS for a description of the affected environment, including the Columbia Hills 
Natural Area Preserve.  

10046-045 Please see response to comment #10046-044.  If a decision is made to proceed with the 
project, and if the West Alternative is chosen for the line route, maintenance techniques 
within the Natural Area Preserve would be outlined in a Maintenance and Operation 
Agreement between BPA and DNR.    

10046-046 The mitigation measures have been updated to reflect examples provided, see 
Sections 3.3 and 3.6, and Table 2-8 of the EIS. 

10046-047 Please see response to comment #10046-046.    

10046-048 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-049 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-050 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-051 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-052 Table 3-1 of the EIS has been updated.   

10046-053 The section referenced in the EIS has been updated to acknowledge the Natural Area 
Preserve as a distinct category of land use. 
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10046-054 Comment noted.  To clarify, the purpose of Chapter 6 of the EIS is to identify state 
substantive environmental standards, and to discuss the consistency of the proposed 
project with those standards.  If BPA were to proceed with the proposed project and 
select the West Alternative, BPA would coordinate with DNR about appropriate 
mitigation and protection of land values and special status species in the Columbia Hills 
Natural Area Preserve.  Mitigation measures in Sections 3.3.3 and 3.6.3 have been 
revised.   

10046-055 BPA believes that because there is already an existing BPA transmission line that passes 
through the Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve, and because the West Alternative 
would follow this existing right-of-way, this alternative would not be incompatible with 
the Preserve.  In addition, as discussed in Section 6.2.7 of the EIS, mitigation measures 
are identified in Section 3.1 of the EIS to further reduce impacts.  Mitigation measures 
specific to special-status plant species and communities to avoid or reduce potential 
impacts of the project are identified in Section 3.3 of the EIS.  As discussed in response 
to comment #10046-054, BPA would coordinate with DNR about appropriate mitigation 
and protection of rare plant species in the Preserve if the West Alternative is selected. 

10046-056 Comment noted.  The consistency evaluation in Chapter 6 of the EIS is intended to 
provide a general evaluation of the consistency of the proposed project with established 
state standards.  Accordingly, BPA believes that the evaluation referenced by the 
commentor is adequate.  Access issues specific to the Columbia Hills Natural Area 
Preserve are discussed in Appendix I of the EIS, and BPA is in the process of coordinating 
with DNR to reach agreement on mutually acceptable procedures for road use and 
maintenance. 

10046-057 Trespass is addressed in Section 3.1 and Appendix I of the EIS.  Unauthorized use of 
BPA’s rights-of-way or access roads can affect any landowner, but BPA acknowledges 
DNR’s opinion that trespass does not equally impact all lands.  Appendix I lists potential 
mitigation measures specific to DNR lands, including those to prevent trespass.     

10046-058 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-059 Although field surveys for the project could not verify the presence of some special-
status plants along the existing and proposed parallel right-of-way through the Natural 
Area Preserve, BPA acknowledges that weather was likely the reason and plant blooms 
were likely missed.  Therefore, BPA based the analysis on existing plant data in the area.  
The section referenced has been updated. 

10046-060 Please see response to comment #10046-057.  Section 3.1.2 has been updated to reflect 
DNR’s belief that trespass on DNR land would create moderate-to-high impacts. 
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10046-061 Please see response to comment #10046-057.   

10046-062 Please see response to comment #10046-057.   

10046-063 Please see response to comment #10046-057.   

10046-064 Please see response to comment #10046-057.   

10046-065 Please see response to comment #10046-057.  
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10046-066 Please see response to comment #10046-057.   

10046-067 Impacts to recreation are addressed in Section 3.1 of the EIS. 

10046-068 Please see response to comment #10046-046.   

10046-069 Section 3.4 of the EIS analyzes the potential impacts to soil and geology.  As with all 
resource sections, impacts are summarized into levels of no, low, moderate, or high 
within the context and intensity of the specific situation. Unless otherwise stated, the 
mitigation measures provided would apply to all situations to lessen or avoid potential 
impacts.     

10046-070 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to reflect more recent on-going discussion 
between BPA and DNR regarding use of access roads across DNR lands.   
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10046-071 Contrary to the commentor’s assertion, there are actually a wide variety of types and 
conditions of BPA access roads throughout BPA’s transmission system, most of which 
are extremely well designed and maintained.  While it may be true that some of BPA’s 
older access roads (some of which have been in existence for 60 years or more) were 
not necessarily initially designed with environmental protection as a primary 
consideration, all BPA access roads designed in the past few decades have included 
environmental considerations.  In fact, consideration of environmental impacts has been 
an essential part of the road design process since at least 1987, when BPA adopted its 
Access Road Planning and Design Manual.  BPA is also continually working on improving 
older access roads throughout its access road network to address environmental and 
other issues as they arise. 

Chapter 2 of the EIS describes the proposed project, including access roads, but does 
not describe the facilities in design specification detail.  Potential impacts from access 
road construction (including new roads, temporary roads, or existing road upgrades) as 
well as long-term maintenance of access roads is addressed throughout Chapter 3 of the 
EIS in the appropriate resource sections.  Section 3.4 of the EIS lists aspects of road 
design that would mitigate potential erosion impacts from roads.  BPA believes that the 
EIS accurately characterizes and assesses the potential direct and indirect effects of the 
proposed project’s access roads and the mitigation measures provided are of sufficient 
detail.  BPA and DNR are in the process of negotiating a Statewide Rights-of-Way 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) intended to comprehensively address BPA 
transmission line operations and maintenance compatibility with trust land 
management, including the use and standards for access roads. 

10046-072 Please see response to comment #10046-071. 

10046-073 The EIS does not limit the impact analysis to the construction phase of the project.  
Typical maintenance activities, based on BPA historic information of what is required, 
are described in Section 2.3.8 of the EIS.  Potential impacts from maintenance activities 
are addressed throughout Chapter 3 of the EIS in the appropriate resource sections.  
Unusual weather event damage, line upgrades, or road reconstruction are not 
considered routine maintenance and would trigger additional environmental review for 
site-specific issues to ensure that appropriate analysis and mitigation measures are 
addressed and implemented.   

10046-074 Comment noted.
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10046-075 Please see response to comment #10046-071. 

10046-076 Please see response to comment #10046-071. 
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10046-077 Please see responses to comments #10046-012, #10046-070, and #10046-071.   

10046-078 BPA has consulted with DNR representatives regarding access road designs for the East 
Alternative's Tower 15/5 and has agreed to use the DNR-preferred design solution. 

10046-079 Please see responses to comment #10040-002.  Mitigation measures in Section 3.3 of 
the EIS have been updated to more clearly define BPA’s actions to help control the 
spread of noxious weeds.    
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10046-080 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to clarify BPA's use of SAs for vegetation control 
activities.   

10046-081 Section 3.3 of the EIS is referenced in Section 6.3 to provide more detail about noxious 
weed impacts and mitigation measures.   

10046-082 The word “all” has been inserted. 

10046-083 Please see response to comment #10046-079. 

10046-084 Please see response to comment #10046-080. 

10046-085 Please see response to comment #10046-079. 

10046-086 Vegetation would be eliminated from the Knight Substation site by the excavation 
required for site development; no soil sterilization techniques are used during 
substation construction.  As outlined in Section 2.3.8 of the EIS, BPA’s vegetation 
management would be guided by its Transmission System Vegetation Management 
Program EIS and Record of Decision.  Additional information has been added to this 
section to clarify vegetation maintenance needs in substations.   Herbicide treatments 
would always follow label instructions, including application rates, appropriate weather 
conditions, and application techniques that limit the possibility for over application and 
runoff or drift. 

10046-087 Section 3.1 of the EIS discusses the impacts to land uses from restrictions within the 
right-of-way, as well as the need for vegetation clearances outside the right-of-way.   

10046-088 Appendix I of the EIS has been updated to reflect the suggested language.   

10046-089 The State Owned Aquatic Lands applicable to the project are on the Washington side of 
the Columbia River.  BPA is coordinating with DNR concerning any necessary easement 
for the proposed project across these lands.  As described in Section 3.5 of the EIS, no 
riparian vegetation along the Columbia River would be removed for any of the 
alternatives.  The proposed facilities would be 250 to over 500 feet (depending on the 
alternative) from the edge of the Columbia River. 
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10046-090 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment #10046-089. 

10046-091 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment #10046-079. 

10046-092 As described in Sections 3.8 and 5.14 of the EIS, BPA is conducting 106 consultations for 
the entire project, which includes crossing locations.  Also, see response to comment 
#10046-079. 

10046-093 BPA is consulting with affected Tribes for the entire project.  Also, see response to 
comment #10046-079. 

10046-094 Please see response to comment #10046-089. 

10046-095 The Forest Practices Act requires a permit from a “forest landowner,” “timber owner,” 
or “operator” conducting forest practices on private or state forestland in Washington 
State (RWC 76.09.020.050).  This permit does not apply to BPA as a federal agency.  In 
addition, based on correspondence from DNR (March 6, 2002), it is BPA’s understanding 
that the definitions of “forest landowner,” “timber owner,” and “operator” do not 
include the federal government (RCW 76.09.020[16]).  BPA would provide DNR with 
notice for those areas where trees would need to be removed.  BPA would also provide 
DNR with copies of applicable easements, if requested by DNR, which would verify that 
BPA has jurisdictional control over the removal of the trees (not the underlying 
landowner).   

As described in Section 3.3 of the EIS, some trees would require removal (see responses 
to comments #10046-096 and #10046-097.   

10046-096 The text has been clarified to reflect possible shade tree removal at Threemile Creek, an 
intermittent, non-fish bearing stream. 

10046-097 No shade trees would be removed at the stream crossings mentioned.  In addition, 
planting trees within a right-of-way where trees were removed for electrical clearance 
and safety would be contrary to BPA’s vegetation clearance needs.  
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10046-098 As discussed in Section 3.7 of the EIS, the project would not remove shade trees along 
fish-bearing streams.   

10046-099 Cultural resource surveys were conducted in 2009 and early 2010.  Permission to enter 
DNR property was not granted in time for this first phase of cultural resource surveys.  
BPA has conducted a second phase of cultural surveys, which includes the DNR parcels 
where permission was granted. 

10046-100 Please see response to comment #10046-099. 

10046-101 Please see response to comment #10046-102. 

10046-102 The proposed project would be on lands, primarily dry grassland and agricultural fields, 
that are susceptible to wildfire and adding this project to the landscape could, 
therefore, result in an increase in the potential for wildfire.  However, this increase in 
potential would be small given that vegetation height would be maintained at a safe 
distances from the conductors, access for operation and maintenance would normally 
be limited, and BPA would work with landowners to limit unauthorized access to new 
roads and the right-of-way, as appropriate.  

 Prior to start of any on-site work for each contract or release, BPA would require its 
construction contractor to provide a site-specific safety plan to identify and mitigate any 
recognized hazards or conditions.  The construction site and nearby conditions shall be 
considered.  All significant hazards shall be identified.  Unusual or unique hazards or 
conditions specific to the contract or release, known by BPA, would be identified in the 
technical specification.  In particular a fire plan would be developed that would  comply 
with fire related restrictions, fire fighting tools on site (shovel, Pulaski, water pack, water 
trucks) etc.  The provisions of the BPA Manual Chapter 188:  BPA Fire Protection 
Program, apply to all BPA offices and contractors performing work for BPA as provided 
by law and/or contract and as implemented by the appropriate contracting officer. 
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10046-103 BPA and DNR propose to develop a mutually agreeable fire prevention and suppression 
plan that addresses managing and controlling the risks of wildland fire from 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the transmission line.  This agreement may 
be contained within the Washington Statewide Rights-of-Way MOA currently being 
developed. 

10046-104 Comment noted. 

10046-105 BPA fully intends to comply with any applicable fire prevention laws and rules during 
project construction, operation, and maintenance.  Regardless of the source of such 
laws and rules, BPA’s overarching objective in this area is to take all necessary 
precautions and measures to avoid causing or contributing to wildfires from its 
activities.  BPA would coordinate with local fire districts and other appropriate 
emergency responders to develop a Fire and Emergency Response Plan that addresses 
potential wildland fires and other emergencies. 

10046-106 BPA would coordinate with DNR’s Southeast Region to assure that activities conducted 
on DNR lands meet their fire protection requirements. 

10046-107 The views of the commentor concerning land encumbrances and compensation are 
noted. 

10046-108 BPA believes that the cumulative impact analysis included in Chapter 4 of the EIS covers 
an appropriate geographic scope for potential cumulative impacts related to the 
proposed project, and a state-wide cumulative impact analysis as suggested by the 
commentor is beyond the scope of this project-specific EIS.  However, as discussed in 
Appendix I of the EIS, BPA and DNR are addressing the statewide effect of BPA’s 
transmission facilities on DNR-managed lands through statewide agreements between 
the two agencies.  One of these agreements is an Appraisal Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) for DNR-managed lands that was entered into in August 2010.  
This Appraisal MOU provides a mutually acceptable methodology for appraisals of DNR-
managed lands crossed by BPA’s transmission facilities such as the proposed project.  
BPA and DNR are also in the process of negotiating a Statewide Rights-of-Way MOA 
intended to comprehensively address BPA transmission line operations and 
maintenance compatibility with trust land management. 

10046-109 Please see response to comment #10046-108.  The Land Use and Recreation discussion 
in Section 4.2 of the EIS has been revised to more specifically reference cumulative 
impacts to DNR-managed lands in the project vicinity. 

10046-110 Comment noted.  Table 4-1 and the Transportation discussion in Section 4.2 of the EIS 
have been revised to reflect that access issues could occur for the life of the line, and to 
include information concerning the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative 
property access impacts. 

10046-111 The potential impacts of the proposed project on special-status species in the project 
vicinity, including in the Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve, are discussed in 
Sections 3.3 and 3.6 of the EIS.  Appendix I of the EIS provides more specific information 
on potential impacts related to the Preserve.  Cumulative impacts, including in the 
Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve, are discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  The 
Vegetation and Wildlife discussions in Section 4.2 of the EIS have been revised to more 
specifically discuss potential cumulative impacts related to special-status species.  
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10046-112 Comment noted. 

10046-113 The suggested paragraph has been added to Section 6.2 of the EIS.   

10046-114 Comment noted. 

10046-115 The suggested language has been added to Section 6.2 of the EIS.   

10046-116 The suggested language has been added to Section 6.2 of the EIS.   
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Comments for correspondence #10046 are continued on the next page. 
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10046-117 Appendix I of the EIS includes an analysis of impacts to the Natural Area Preserve 
(identified as Parcel 1) within the text, tables, and parcel map. 

10046-118 Comment noted. 
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 BEKD10047 

Carolyn E. Wright 

 

Please route the proposed transmission line coming from Goldendale as far to the east as 

possible, preferably in the Hwy 97 corridor as that would have the least impact on 

relatively undisturbed lands and the least visual impact to the Columbia River corridor 

overall. The western-most route shown, which follows the Chenoweth-Goldendale line, is 

the least desireable due to the impacts the route already has on rare plants and intact plant 

communities, and the inappropriateness of the route through both a Natural Area Preserve 

and State Park. A new line would only multiply the negative impacts, which includes 

habitat destruction, cutting of oaks, spread of invasives and more. This area has 

tremendous biological values which should not be further degraded. There are also rich 

botanical values present in the Swale Creek area. I am not familiar with the biological 

resources present at the other two routes shown, however, both routes appear to cross 

relatively undisturbed habitats which it is desireable to maintain. The visual impact of both 

routes coming over the ridgeline is incompatible with the National Scenic Area. Since the 

eastern-most route shown is not within the Scenic Area it is preferable to the middle route, 

but a new option further east would be better. Powerlines are ugly to many of us, and 

ought to be kept within existing areas already impacted. Having the line follow Hwy 14 

for a short distance would minimize impacts on otherwise relatively undisturbed land. To 

the extent that towers can be accessed from existing roads, then fewer miles of new road 

ways would need to be bladed. Roads fragment habitat and serve as corridors for invasive 

species to travel. It is best to concentrate new impacts to areas already degraded.  

 

BEKD10048 

Elizabeth Stanek 

 

I view the Eastern Alternative as the least problematic route for the transmission line and 

optical cable. It minimizes the scenic and surface impacts on the portion of the Dalles 

Mountain with maximum scenic and botanical value, and appears on the map to have the 

least impact on the Gorge Scenic area lands. The Dalles Mountain area is not necessarily 

well-known outside the local area, but it stands (along with Catherine Creek and Tom 

McCall Preserves) as one of three intensely varied and valuable botanical areas in the 

region. It is home to at least two rare and beautiful wildflowers as well as hundreds of 

acres of dense lupine and balsamroot. The spring bloom in this area is magnificent as are 

the expansive views in all directions and the area is accessible on minor established 

roadways, one reason it may be among the most photographed landscapes in the area. This 

is also a prehistoric and historic area, a trace of the landscape experienced by Lewis and 

Clark as they came down the Columbia River, and inhabited by Native American cultures 

long before their arrival. The Eastern Alternative crosses the Dalles Mountain as far as 

possible (among the proposed alternatives) from the ridge's scenic and botanical core by 

routing the new power line along the WA Route 14 corridor, an already degraded 

environment. For these two reasons, I submit my support for this alternative. 
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10047‐001  Please see response to comment #10020‐002. 

10047‐002  The impacts to land use, vegetation, and wildlife for all alternatives is discussed in 
Sections 3.1, 3.3, and 3.6 of the EIS.  The commentor’s preference is noted.   

10047‐003  Please note that the East Alternative also crosses the National Scenic Area, although 
within an existing transmission line corridor.  Also see response to comment 
#10020‐002.  

10047‐004  Thank you for your comments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10048‐001  The commentor’s preference is noted.   
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10049-001 Thank you for your comments. 
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10049-002 Regarding the East Alternative:  in a letter to the USFS (March 1, 2011), BPA indicated 
that the portion of the project crossing USFS lands is in the SW¼NW¼ and SW¼SW¼, 
Section 9, Township 2 North, Range 15 East, W.M., Klickitat County, Washington.  For 
background information, BPA received an easement from the Bureau of Land 
Management (Application #0845, dated March 13, 1953) for a 500-foot wide 
transmission line corridor for one or more transmission lines and an additional access 
road which extends beyond the 500-foot right of way width (BPA #M-BE-87-AR17P3). 

 All planned work would be completed within areas covered by existing easement rights; 
therefore, no new Special Use Permit would be required if the East Alternative is 
selected. 

 Regarding the Middle Alternative:  If the Middle Alternative is selected, then BPA would 
apply for a new Special Use Permit for the transmission line and access roads. 

10049-003 Sections 3.3 and 3.6, and Appendix D of the EIS have been revised to address USFS 
sensitive species.  A Biological Evaluation will be sent to the USFS for review and 
concurrence as requested.   

10049-004 Appendix D of the EIS has been updated to provide additional information about 
invertebrate presence or absence.  
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10049-005 Information about the visual simulation methodology has been added to Appendix C of 
the EIS.   

10049-006 Section 3.2 of the EIS has been updated to reflect the degree of compliance or deviation 
from visual subordinance of the transmission line alternatives and options where they 
cross the National Scenic Area.    

10049-007 The photo simulations in Section 3.1 of the EIS have been updated with access road 
location data and marker balls on the span over the Columbia River.  The text has been 
updated to provide the time frame from construction the photos are simulating.   

10049-008 Please see response to comment #10049-007. 
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10049-009 Treating the galvanized steel towers and the transmission line conductors to dull the 
shininess of the steel has been added as a mitigation measure in Section 3.2 of the EIS 
to reduce visual impacts.  Untreated, the steel would become dull over time, but the 
process takes 2 to 4 years.  BPA does not believe it necessary to develop photo 
simulations to determine the effectiveness of treated towers, as experience with 
transmission lines has shown that in all environments, dulled towers are less visible than 
those with the shiny steel.   

In addition to treating the galvanized steel towers and conductors to lessen visibility, 
BPA has taken numerous design steps that would mitigate visual impacts of the 
proposed project within the National Scenic Area, including proposing to consolidate 
transmission lines to existing transmission line corridors, remove existing lines and place 
two lines on one set of towers, limit tower heights where feasible to reduce the number 
of towers that would require FAA lighting, match new tower locations to existing tower 
sites (or locate towers as close to existing sites as possible), and utilize existing access 
roads rather than build new access roads where possible.  Tower sites within a corridor 
can be limited by terrain, ability for access, spanning man-made features such as 
vineyards, and tower heights.  BPA sought to set tower sites back from the crossings of 
the three key viewing areas along the project (I-84, the Columbia River, and SR-14).  
Towers sites placed relatively close to SR-14 were limited by span and terrain: towers 
could be raised to accommodate a greater distance from the road edge, but their 
heights would then require lighting to meet FAA requirements and they would become 
more visible from a distance.  Please also see Section 3.2 of the EIS for a discussion of 
visual impacts from National Scenic Area key viewing areas along the project. 

10049-010 Please see response to comment #10049-009. 

10049-011 Examples of possible measures to mitigate impacts to federal or state species of concern 
have been added to Section 3.3 of the EIS.   

10049-012 There are five different priority ecosystems found in the project area.  These ecosystems 
can be found in different vegetation types in the project area.  The priority ecosystems 
title in Section 3.3 of the EIS has been fixed to clarify that the priority ecosystem section 
stands alone and that the vegetation types listed below it are not a subset of the 
ecosystems.    

10049-013 A citation has been added to Section 3.3 of the EIS that references studies that support 
the statement that disturbed grassland/shrub-steppe or grassland communities could 
return within three growing seasons with appropriate mitigation.  
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10049-014 The mitigation measures in Section 3.6.3 have been revised. 

10049-015 The sentence referred to has been revised. 

10049-016 Section 3.8.1 has been revised to clarify that full inventories were not completed for 
each alternative.  As is typically done for large-scale projects such as the proposed 
project, BPA’s approach to identifying cultural resources was done in phases and a 100 
percent complete pedestrian survey was not completed prior to the publication of the 
draft EIS.  While there is the possibility that additional sites could be encountered as 
additional field inventories are conducted, sufficient inventories were conducted prior 
to the draft EIS to adequately characterize existing conditions concerning cultural 
resources and the relative effects of each proposed alternative.  An additional survey 
would be used to further confirm the earlier surveys and inventory nearly 100 percent 
of the project area prior to a record of decision and making a determination of effect 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 
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10049-017 Although BPA has aggressive noxious weed management procedures in place and has 
revised the mitigation measures in Section 3.3.3 of the EIS to clarify and reflect those 
measures, BPA agrees that given the magnitude of the project and the presence of 
existing weeds in the project area, the risk of the spread of noxious weed is greater than 
low.  Text in Section 3.3.2 has been revised to reflect this.  Section 3.3.1 has been 
revised to include the definition of invasive species as suggested.   

10049-018 The mitigation measures in Section 3.3.3 of the EIS have been revised to more 
accurately reflect use of native seed mixtures and describe noxious weed control 
measures.    
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 BEKD10050 

Sarah Russell  

 

The purpose of this letter is to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS) for the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and its potential impacts 

on the Columbia River Gorge. 

It is inconceivable that, after the huge amount of dollars and and other resources invested 

in protecting the scenic and natural qualities of this landscape, the Columbia River Gorge, 

that this transmission project would be considered. 

The public input process deserves to be extended and widened. And other alternatives, 

such as burying the power lines, need to be put forward and the preferred alternative. 

Current routing alternatives affect many scenic, cultural and other resources within the 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area boundary. As the BPA moves forward with 

this project it should develop an alternative route that avoids adverse impacts on resources 

within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. If the eastern route is selected, 

then the transmission lines should be placed underground in order to comply with the 

National Scenic Area Act. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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10050-001 Comment noted. 

10050-002 Please see the response to comment #10027-002. 

10050-003 Please see the response to comment #10027-003. 

10050-004 Please see the response to comment #10027-004.



Comments and Responses 

164 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10051-001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10051-002 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

10051-003 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

BEKD10051 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 165 
July 2011 

10051-001 As requested, BPA initiated government-to-government consultation with the 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation in February 2011.  Previous to 
this, project leads and technical staff had been working with their Yakama Nation 
counterparts since May 2009 to identify issues of concern and appropriate mitigation 
measures.  A formal presentation on the proposed project scope, process and schedule 
was made to the Yakama Tribal Council and staff in November 2009.  Coordination 
between project technical staff at BPA and the Yakama Nation continued throughout 
the EIS process.  Pre-consultation sessions between BPA and the Yakama Nation staff 
occurred in February and March 2011 in preparation for a formal meeting in June 2011 
with Yakama Nation Tribal Council members and BPA senior management and project 
staff.  

10051-002 BPA recognizes its trust responsibility with Tribal governments, including the 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation.  BPA also recognizes and honors 
the reserved rights of the Yakama Nation under the Treaty of 1855 and the obligation to 
meaningfully consult with the Yakama Nation when undertaking any action that might 
adversely affect the Tribe’s rights.  BPA's Tribal Policy commits the agency to policy level 
government-to-government consultation upon request of tribal policy makers and 
elected officials to better understand the technical and legal issues necessary to make 
informed decisions. 

 As described in response to comment #10051-001, BPA engaged in coordination and 
consultation with the Yakama Nation at both the technical staff level and leadership 
level in the EIS process, and will continue to do so as appropriate throughout the life of 
the project. 

10051-003 BPA understands that the comments of the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) are 
independent of, and not a substitute for, those of the Yakama Nation.  BPA agrees that 
coordination and consultation with the Yakama Nation Tribal government is required for 
this project regardless of any coordination with BIA.  Please see the responses to 
comments #10051-001 and 10051-002. 
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10051-004 Comment noted.  Please see the responses to comments #10051-001 and 10051-002. 

10051-005 Thank you for the contact information.  BPA was pleased to work with Mr. Rigdon, who 
was instrumental in arranging government-to-government consultation and pre-
consultation preparatory sessions in February, March, and April 2011. 
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 BEKD10052 

Sherry and Merlin Smith  

 

We would highly encourage you to NOT select the Western Alternative because it would 

cause the airport in this vicinity to be closed. It also seems that the Middle or Eastern 

Alternatives provide a much straighter route along a more populated area that already has 

high power lines where adding more will not be such an eye sore to a residential area 

where people have invested substantial sums of money for rural atmosphere and 

unobstructed views. The people in this area have deliberately selected their property and 

homes for investment, privacy and beautiful unobstructed views. If this power line goes 

through the Mustang Estates, many people will lose thousands of dollars at a time when 

property values are already decreasing in value due to economic recession. These 

investments are what many have made for future living and retirement purposes and 

should this power line go through here, not only will the property values drop, but selling 

the homes and land will be extremely difficult if not impossible. 

Thank you for considering our comments. I know issues like this can be difficult. It is 

impossible to make everyone happy. 

Sincerely, Sherry and Merlin Smith 
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10052-001  Thank you for your comments, your preference has been noted.   

10052-002 BPA recognizes that wherever the line route is located, it would impact someone’s 
property and views.  Please see Section 3.2 and 3.9 for discussions regarding Visual 
Resources and Socioeconomics. 

10052-003 Thank you for your comments. 
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10053-001 Comment noted.  BPA believes it has prepared an EIS that complies with applicable 
NEPA requirements and that will allow for informed decision-making concerning the 
proposed project.  BPA also believes that the EIS provides a reasonably thorough 
analysis of the proposed project’s potential impacts on the environment, and identifies 
appropriate possible measures to mitigate or avoid those impacts.  Furthermore, 
because many of the requests for firm transmission service that would be served by the 
proposed transmission line are from existing and proposed wind projects in the area, 
BPA believes that the proposed project is consistent with the current Administration’s 
renewable energy objectives. 

10053-002 As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, this transmission line is being proposed in response 
to requests for transmission service through the project area, with most of these 
requests from existing or proposed wind development.  The additional system capacity 
provided by the line would allow power to be better moved primary in the project 
vicinity and throughout the region, but also potentially to other regions that an 
individual customer may be seeking to reach.  Chapter 4 of the EIS addresses the 
potential cumulative effects of the proposed project in combination with wind projects 
and other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project 
vicinity. 

10053-003 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment #10053-001. 
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10053-004 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment #10053-001.  In addition, BPA 
believes that it is acting consistently with the intent of Executive Order 13514 that is 
referenced by the commentor, to the extent that the Executive Order is applicable to 
proposals for federal transmission lines. 
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End of responses for previous correspondence.
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10054-001 Comment noted. 

10054-002 Comment noted.  BPA believes it has prepared an EIS that complies with applicable 
NEPA requirements and properly considers the potential environmental impacts from 
the proposed project. 

10054-003 BPA believes that it has properly identified the need for proposed action, as well as the 
purposes that will be considered in attempting to meet this need.  As discussed in 
Section 1.2 of the EIS, BPA needs to respond to requests for firm transmission service 
through the project area, and fulfillment of these requests requires additional electrical 
capacity at this location.  It is the need to respond to these requests that is the need to 
which BPA is responding in proposing this project.  While Western states may have 
certain renewable portfolio standard goals and others who plan to use the proposed 
line may have their own needs they are seeking to fulfill, none of these are the federal 
need for action to which BPA is responding with this proposal. 
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10054-004 The reason for proposing this transmission line project is not to provide additional 
sources of renewable energy; rather, as discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, this 
transmission line is being proposed in response to requests for firm transmission service 
through the project area, regardless of source.  Nonetheless, it is true that many of the 
requests that BPA has received are from existing or proposed wind development in the 
area, so building a new transmission line to fulfill these service requests would have the 
incidental benefit of helping wind power from these wind projects reach load centers.  
However, this benefit should not be confused with the agency’s underlying need to 
which it is responding.  Accordingly, BPA believes that the scope of its EIS is appropriate 
given the need for action and purposes that BPA will attempt to achieve that are 
identified in the EIS. 
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10054-005 Comment noted.  BPA is monitoring the consideration of the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC), along with the California Energy Commission (CEC), of 
implementation measures for California’s RPS program.  However, BPA does not expect 
the CPUC’s RPS considerations to have any sort of substantial effect on the requests for 
firm transmission service that underlie BPA’s proposed transmission line.  In the 
speculative case where the CPUC’s RPS considerations did ultimately result in a 
substantial withdrawal of requests for transmission service, BPA decision-makers would 
consider this information, in addition to environmental information contained in the EIS 
and other factors, in deciding whether to proceed with the proposed project. 

10054-006 With the requests for firm transmission service it has in its request queue and because 
this proposed transmission line is on a key transmission path in the region, BPA believes 
that there is, and will continue to be, sufficient demand for transmission service to 
justify the proposed project, regardless of whatever the future demand for energy 
ultimately turns out to be.  In addition, another aspect of this proposed project is that it 
would increase the reliability of the high-voltage transmission system in the area, which 
further justifies its development.  Concerning conservation and energy efficiency 
measures, Section 2.6.1 of the EIS addresses these measures and explains why they 
were considered for the proposed project but eliminated from detailed study in the EIS. 
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10054-007 Section 2.6.4 of the EIS has been revised to elaborate on a southern routing alternative 
that would have largely avoided the National Scenic Area (because BPA’s existing Big 
Eddy Substation is located within the National Scenic Area, location of at least a small 
portion of the proposed line within the National Scenic Area is unavoidable).  The route 
was considered but eliminated from detailed study in the EIS for a number of reasons.  
The southern route that would avoid the National Scenic Area would not have provided 
electrical system performance at the level of the proposed alternatives, would have had 
technical difficulties with two new river crossings and several 500-kV line crossings, and 
would have require an entirely new transmission line corridor and right-of-way, creating 
new environmental impacts from towers and new access road construction.   

10054-008 Section 2.6.3 of the EIS describes the consideration of undergrounding the transmission 
line.  The section has been updated to consider portions of underground line.   

10054-009 Please see responses to comments #10054-005 and #10054-006. 

10054-010 To be clear, and as discussed in other responses, BPA is responding to requests for firm 
transmission service in proposing this project.  BPA is not the siting authority for any 
generation behind these requests for transmission service; that is under the exclusive 
jurisdiction of local and state siting authorities, as explained in Section 1.7.1 of the EIS.  
Accordingly, it is these other authorities that will “allow” or approve development of 
any new generation capacity in the region.  While BPA’s transmission lines may help 
facilitate the delivery of wind energy generated on the east of the Cascades, the root 
cause of wind energy development in this area is the presence of a viable wind resource 
and decisions made by local and state siting authorities, not BPA.  The scope of BPA’s 
proposed action in this case thus is appropriately the transmission line that it proposes 
to build, and the impact analysis in Chapter 3 of the EIS appropriately focuses on the 
potential impacts of this proposed line.  Nonetheless, BPA also has considered existing 
and proposed generation associated with the transmission service requests to which the 
project responds in Chapter 4 of the EIS, to the extent that this generation contributes 
to potential cumulative impacts in addition to the proposed project. 

 Concerning BPA’s NOS process, to clarify, NOS was indeed simply a process used to help 
clear and organize BPA’s transmission service request queue, rather than any sort of 
region-wide program or plan.  As explained in Section 1.1 of the EIS, BPA’s service 
request queue was established as a very basic and simple method for those seeking 
transmission service to fairly easily “jump in line” with their requests.  However, 
towards the end of last decade, the queue had become overburdened with a 
tremendous volume of requests, many of which BPA suspected were highly uncertain or 
speculative.  The NOS process helped address this issue by requiring resubmittal of 
requests through a more defined process, thereby helping to eliminate more speculative 
requests and allowing BPA to then focus on the remaining requests.  Accordingly, where 
BPA focused further study for additional transmission capacity was essentially self-
selected by the requests themselves, rather than by BPA.  Consistent with NEPA, BPA is 
preparing NEPA evaluations of each of the proposed transmission line projects that have 
been proposed as a result of the NOS process. 
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10054-011 To clarify, construction of proposed generation associated with the transmission service 
requests that would be accommodated by the proposed project are not completely 
dependent on the proposed project.  As discussed in response to comment #10054-010, 
this generation is primarily dependent on receiving approval from local and state 
authorities that have exclusive jurisdiction over siting these facilities.  In addition, some 
of the requests are from existing wind projects or wind projects already under 
construction, which demonstrates that the development of these wind projects does 
not depend wholly on the proposed project.  For other requests, it is possible that if the 
proposed project was not built, the wind projects associated with these requests could 
nonetheless proceed and interconnect with another transmission system in the area, or 
even possibly still with BPA’s system to the extent that ATC is still available.  And even if 
the wind projects associated with these requests were not developed, the proposed 
project would clearly still have utility for serving requests from existing wind projects, 
wind projects already under construction, and simply moving power on BPA’s system, as 
well as helping with general reliability and stability issues for BPA’s transmission grid.   

 Contrary to the assertions of the commentor, the existing BPA transmission system in 
the project area is not currently overloaded; rather, it is nearing capacity at certain 
times under certain conditions which limits its ability to absorb additional MWs.  As 
explained in Section 1.2 of the EIS, the addition of the large number of MWs of requests 
that BPA has in its queue to this existing system, without system improvements, could 
cause stability and reliability issues if this service was provided on a firm basis.  
Accordingly, there were no such issues potentially requiring analysis in previous BPA 
NEPA documents prepared specifically for individual proposed interconnections of wind 
projects to BPA’s transmission system.  Notably, BPA conducts NEPA reviews for all 
proposed interconnections, and also is conducting a NEPA review for the proposed 
project.  Each of these NEPA reviews also includes an analysis of cumulative impacts.  
Thus, BPA believes that all potential environmental impacts relevant to its proposed 
actions are being adequately reviewed and considered under NEPA. 

10054-012 Existing and proposed generation in the project area that are associated with the 
transmission service requests to which the project responds are included in the 
cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4 of the EIS, which has been updated to more 
specifically identify those projects and reflect the most current known status of 
cumulative wind projects in the project vicinity.  A map of existing and proposed wind 
generation projects in the region with existing or proposed interconnections to BPA’s 
transmission system can be found on BPA’s website at:  
http://transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/ (click on “Current and Proposed Wind 
Project Interconnection Map”). 

10054-013 BPA believes that it has appropriately considered proposed generation projects in the 
vicinity that have requested transmission service over the proposed line as cumulative 
projects in Chapter 4 of the EIS.  Please also see responses to comments #10054-010 
and #10054-011. 

http://transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/
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10054-014 Comment noted.  There are no wind projects proposed to be interconnected to the 
proposed Big Eddy-Knight transmission line.  As discussed in response to comment 
#10054-010, this line is being proposed to respond to transmission service requests, not 
interconnection requests.  As discussed in response to comment #10054-012, existing 
and proposed generation in the project area that are associated with the transmission 
service requests to which the project responds are included and analyzed in the 
cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 

10054-015 Comment noted.  BPA believes that the cumulative impact analysis that it has prepared 
and included in Chapter 4 of the EIS fully complies with NEPA requirements.  
Furthermore, BPA believes that it has not inappropriately broken down its proposed 
action into smaller parts to avoid NEPA requirements, nor has it failed to adequately 
consider “connected actions” within the meaning of NEPA. 
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10054-016 Comment noted.  BPA would be supportive of any efforts by these agencies to work 
with wind project developers on a more regional impact analysis as suggested by the 
commentor. 

10054-017 As discussed in response to comment #10054-010, the NOS process did not constitute a 
regional program or plan, but was rather a mechanism for clearing and organizing BPA’s 
transmission service request queue.  Many of the firm transmission service requests 
that would be served by the various independent transmission projects proposed by 
BPA throughout the Pacific Northwest were already in the queue well before the NOS 
process was conducted.  Thus, while the demand for each individual transmission 
project was clarified as a result of the NOS process, the NOS process itself did not 
establish this demand.  As discussed in Section 1.7.2 of the EIS, each of the transmission 
projects proposed by BPA throughout the Pacific Northwest are “stand-alone” projects.  
Furthermore, the more major proposed transmission projects – Big Eddy-Knight, Central 
Ferry-Lower Monumental, and I-5 Corridor Reinforcement – are each undergoing a full 
EIS review under NEPA.  Given the geographic separation of each of these proposed 
transmission projects, BPA believes it has adequately scoped its cumulative impact 
analysis in the EIS for the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Project. 
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10054-018 Comment noted.  Please see responses to comments #10054-010 through #10054-017. 

10054-019 BPA believes that the West Study is a reasonable approach for determining cumulative 
impacts to birds from electrical utility infrastructure. Transmission lines account for 
small numbers of bird deaths regionally. However, Chapter 4 has been revised to 
acknowledge the potential that cumulative effects could be greater than described in 
the study.   
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10054-020 Please see response to comment #10054-019.  

10054-021 Please see responses to comments # 10054-10 and 10054-11 concerning the 
relationship between wind development in the area and the proposed project.  
Regarding the West Study, on page 3-4, the study indicates that it considered an 
estimated 6,700 MW of wind energy development in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion 
with a projection of 5,577 MW of wind energy development by the year 2013. While 
there is the potential for even more wind energy development to ultimately occur in the 
Columbia Plateau as shown in Tables 4-2 through 4-4 of the EIS, the estimates in the 
West Study were reasonable at the time the study was done, and incorporation of this 
study’s results in the EIS provides a reasonable estimate of the cumulative impact on 
bird species from past, present, and likely future wind development.  As discussed in 
response to comment #10054-019, it is acknowledged that potential cumulative effects 
from this wind development could be greater than described in the West Study. 

10054-022 The commentor’s views concerning BPA’s Business Plan EIS and a regional review of 
BPA’s transmission system are noted.  BPA does not believe that there is any 
requirement that it conduct a regional review of its transmission system.  Furthermore, 
BPA believes it is reasonable to consider transmission needs on a location-specific basis, 
given the transmission path-specific nature of firm transmission service requests.  BPA is 
committed to ensuring thorough NEPA evaluation of any proposed transmission 
projects arising from such considerations. 

10054-023 The commentor's observations concerning BPA’s 2007 Supplement Analysis (SA) to the 
Business Plan EIS are noted.  However, the commenter appears to misunderstand the 
purpose of this SA.  As discussed in the SA, the SA was prepared to determine whether 
there have been any changes in BPA’s business practices or in environmental conditions 
since publication of the Business Plan EIS that could trigger the need for a supplemental 
or new EIS.  The SA was not intended to provide for environmental review of wind 
projects that had been interconnected to BPA’s transmission system since the Business 
Plan EIS; such review was accomplished through NEPA documentation prepared for 
each project.  Furthermore, the SA was not “based” on four wind projects, as stated by 
the commentor; instead, these four projects are merely identified as examples of 
changes in the affected environment since publication of the Business Plan EIS.  BPA 
believes it has adequately evaluated wind projects under NEPA as they have been 
proposed for interconnection to BPA’s transmission system. 
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10054-024 Comment noted.  Please see responses to comments #10054-010 through #10054-013 
and #10054-022. 

10054-025 Please see Appendix C of the EIS for a description of the visual analysis methodology 
used to help determine the visual impacts for the proposed project.  Using guidance 
from the Federal Highway Administration methodology is appropriate for determining 
visual impacts of transmission lines, since both roadways and transmission lines are 
linear projects that pass by many different types of natural landforms, human made 
elements, and viewers.  As discussed in Chapter 7 of the EIS, BPA is coordinating with 
the USFS National Scenic Area Office concerning consistency of the proposed project 
with the Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
(Management Plan).  Issues being addressed include the proposed project’s potential 
scenic impacts. The Management Plan is derived from the National Scenic Area Act and 
provides provisions for the protection and enhancement of scenic, natural, cultural, and 
recreation resources.  The Management Plan contains specific scenic resource 
protection provisions, including goals, objectives, policies, and guidelines.  
Implementation of these provisions with resource inventories, key viewing area 
information, landscape settings, and special protections for scenic travel corridors is the 
methodology for resource protection in the National Scenic Area.  All new proposed 
development in the General Management Area (GMA) is required to meet the visual 
quality objective of Visually Subordinate1  to the maximum extent practicable pursuant 
to the guidelines for the protection of scenic resources on sites visible from key viewing 
areas (Management Plan, I-1-5 through I-1-35) and overall scenic provision policies and 
guidelines (Management Plan, I-1-3).  To meet this standard, the guidelines may affect 
the siting, location, size, and other design features of proposed development. 

 The commentor suggests that BPA consider using the same visual resource methodology 
used by the USFS in developing recreation plans for other parts of the National Scenic 
Area.  However, in addition to having completely different types of projects from the 
proposed transmission line, the areas included in these recreation plans were within the 
Special Management Area (SMA), with its very specific management directives, while 
the proposed project is in the GMA.     

 The commentor has stated that BPA should use prior USFS scenic resources inventories 
and identifies the inventories completed in the development of the Management Plan.  
The USFS provided a variety of scenic resource information to BPA at the beginning of 
the project.  BPA used this information while developing the visual impact analysis.     

 BPA will continue to work with the USFS, both through the EIS process and the USFS’s 
consistency review process, to provide relevant project information concerning 
consistency with resource protection provisions contained within the Management Plan. 
The USFS will determine whether the proposed project is consistent, whether any 
modifications are required and any necessary mitigation measures to ensure 
consistency. 

                                                 
1
 Visually Subordinate: A description of the relative visibility of a structure or use where that structure or use does not 

noticeable contrast with the surrounding landscape, as viewed from a specified vantage point (generally a key viewing area, for 
the Management Plan). As opposed to structures that are fully screened, structures that are visually subordinate may be 
partially visible. They are not visually dominant in relation to their surroundings. Visually subordinate forest practices in the 
SMA shall repeat form, line, color, or texture common to the natural landscape, while changes in their qualities of size, amount, 
intensity, direction, pattern, etc., shall not dominate the natural landscape setting. (Management Plan Glossary – 21). 
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10054-026 The commentor states that BPA should use the USFS Scenery Management System if it 
does not follow past USFS NEPA practices.  There are a number of different visual 
resource methodologies available, and each one may be appropriate depending on the 
nature, location and scale of the project to evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects.  The Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
contains provisions for the protection of scenic resources in the National Scenic Area 
and would be used by the USFS to evaluate all potential resource impacts (Management 
Plan Part I Chapter 1).  The proposed project is located on federal easements crossing 
public and private lands in the GMA of the National Scenic Area.  Given this information, 
the development is not subject to the provisions for the SMA or requirements for USFS 
lands. Instead, the project will be subject to the direction provided for the GMA in the 
Management Plan.  Also see response to comment #10054-025. 
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10054-027 The analysis in Section 3.1 of the EIS has been updated to reflect impacts of the 
proposed project to middle ground views. 

10054-028 BPA is consistent in its analysis of visual impacts across various projects and recognizes 
the difficultly comparing visual impact ratings from one EIS to another because of the 
many site-specific issues that are taken into account (including but not limited to visual 
quality, existing structures, viewer sensitivity, and terrain).  Section 3.2 of the EIS 
acknowledges potential impacts of the route alternatives in the fore, middle and 
background views of the locations crossed by the routes.  In locations where the Central 
Ferry EIS has stated that visual impacts would be high, there are no existing 
transmission lines in the viewshed and the proposed line would create a new visual 
element in a highly regarded scenic area.  The Big Eddy-Knight EIS also considers visual 
impacts to be high in areas where there are sensitive viewers and no existing lattice-
steel-tower transmission lines as reflected in the West Alternative’s high impact rating.  
Through the National Scenic Area, the Middle Alternative follows an existing 
transmission line corridor for the first 9 miles, before turning and creating new corridor 
and a new visual intrusion.  Overall impacts of the Middle Alternative are considered 
moderate-to-high, reflecting that the impacts are different from the visual impacts of 
the West Alternative, and that viewpoints and situations along the route are also 
different.  BPA has revised the overall visual impact rating of the East Alternative to 
moderate-to-high, but acknowledges that it would have a lesser impact than the Middle 
Alternative through the NSA.   
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10054-029 Comment noted.  Chapter 5 of the EIS identifies and considers legal and regulatory 
requirements potentially applicable to the proposed project.  This chapter includes a 
discussion of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act and its associated 
Management Plan (see Section 5.23).  In addition, potentially applicable provisions and 
land use designations of the Management Plan are specifically addressed in Chapter 7 of 
the EIS.  Both Chapters 5 and 7 of the EIS acknowledge federal project consistency 
review requirements under the Scenic Area Act. 

10054-030 To clarify, and as discussed in Section 7.2 of the EIS, BPA is working with the USFS to 
further assess project consistency aspects for the portion of the West Alternative that 
would cross the designated Agriculture Special area, rather than seeking a “legal 
opinion” from the USFS as suggested by the commentor.  The commentor’s 
interpretation of the word “replacement” under the Management Plan and views 
concerning what constitutes a new use are noted. 
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10054-031 Comment noted.  Review requirements for portions of the proposed project that would 
cross designated Large Scale Agricultural areas are shown in Table 7-2 of the EIS and 
discussed in Section 7.2 of the EIS.  This discussion has been revised to clarify the 
distinction under the Management Plan between new utility uses and replacement of 
existing utility uses, and to reference coordination with the USFS and consideration of 
the BPA-specific exemption in the Scenic Area Act. 

10054-032 BPA has worked to make the proposed alternatives visually subordinate from the 
applicable key areas (I-84, SR-14, Columbia River, and Rowena Plateau) to the maximum 
extent possible as required in the Management Plan.  Please see Sections 3.2, 7.3 and 
Appendix C of the EIS for a description of the visual impacts from the National Scenic 
Area’s key viewing areas.   

10054-033 Comment noted.  Additional information concerning visual subordination within the 
National Scenic Area has been added to Section 3.2 of the EIS (please see response to 
comment #10054-032).  Applicable Management Plan standards related to visual 
subordination would be further considered through the consistency review process for 
the proposed project. 
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10054-034 Section 3.3 of the EIS has been updated to clarify impacts on cryptogamic crusts and add 
reference to the Natural Area Preserve planning document.   

10054-035 As described in Section 5.2 of the EIS, since no federally listed wildlife and plant species 
were found in the project area, and since BPA determined there would be no impacts on 
protected fish species and their critical habitat, consultation with USFWS and NOAA 
Fisheries under Section 7 of the ESA is not required.  BPA will prepare a No Effect memo 
that will be sent to the USFWS and NOAA.   

10054-036 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 5.17 of the EIS, BPA is coordinating with the 
National Park Service about the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and any issues 
related to the proposed project.  The discussions of this National Historic Trail and the 
Oregon National Historic Trail in Section 5.17 have been updated to include additional 
relevant information about these trails. 
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10054-037 The commentor is incorrect that BPA has spilled water to the detriment of fish when 
wind generation and spring runoff are both high.  To the contrary, BPA has taken 
extraordinary measures to ensure that excessive spill that could injure fish does not 
occur during such times.  Regardless, this issue is not relevant to the proposed 
transmission line.  The suggestions of the commentor may be appropriate for other BPA 
forums.  The commentor is encouraged to monitor such forums at 
http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/public_affairs/ for opportunities to raise their 
suggestions in the appropriate forum. 

http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/public_affairs/
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10055-001 Comment noted. 

10055-002 Comment noted. 

10055-003 BPA shares Oregon DEQ’s understanding of the importance of the enforcement of 
environmental regulations and environmental stewardship and ensuring measures are 
taken to mitigate possible environmental damage during construction activities.  
Throughout project implementation, BPA ensures that identified mitigation measures 
are used to protect specific resources and the general environment.  During project 
design, towers are located to avoid sensitive resources where possible and roads are 
designed or located such that erosion is lessened.  During preconstruction, permits are 
acquired, construction-specific mitigation measures or permit requirements are written 
into the construction specifications for the contractors to follow, maps are developed 
for use during construction to delineate areas to avoid, temporary fences are erected to 
limit construction access where needed, and field crew environmental training is 
conducted.  During construction, various monitors are on site, including a BPA 
environmental specialist, a contractor Erosion and Sediment Control Lead, and a 
construction contract environmental specialist fully trained in hazardous waste 
management to ensure appropriate Best Management Practices and mitigation 
measures are working and to problem solve issues that may arise.  Following 
construction, BMPs continue to maintain erosion control and the establishment of 
vegetation, etc.  Please note that maximum number of workers (100) on the project 
would not be in one area at a time, they would be spread over the length of the line and 
at the substation site.     
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10055-004 Comment noted.  Please see response to comment #10055-003. 

10055-005 In areas with unavoidable impacts to wetlands, all appropriate permits with approved 
wetland delineations and compensatory mitigation plans would be obtained prior to 
construction. 

10055-006 Comment noted.   

10055-007 Comment noted.   

10055-008 Thank you for your comments. 

10055-009 Comment noted.  Please see the following responses to the more detailed comments on 
these issues.    
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10055-010 A detailed seismic and geologic hazard assessment was conducted by a qualified 
geotechnical engineer for the action alternatives.  Results of the assessment were 
summarized in the maps displayed in Appendix I in the draft EIS.  These maps have been 
updated to include Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) 
geologic data and can be found in Appendix J of the EIS.  Additionally, Map 3-6 of the EIS 
that displays the landslide areas found within the project area has been updated to 
include DOGAMI State Landslide Information Database of Oregon (SLIDO) landslide data.   

 Seismic and geologic hazards for all route alternatives are described in Section 3.4.1 of 
the EIS.  With respect to geologic hazard mitigation design as mentioned by the 
commentor, BPA’s standard design practice is to use the combined case of wind plus ice 
loading when designing towers.  As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS, because this 
design practice typically exceeds earthquake induced loads, seismic induced 
accelerations on the towers are not considered a geologic hazard. 

10055-011 BPA designs its high-voltage transmission lines and towers to extremely high standards 
that largely negate the risk of failure during normal operations as well as enable them to 
withstand a variety of natural and other hazards.  In addition, BPA conducts a rigorous 
inspection process of its lines and towers to rectify any line or tower situations that 
could potentially lead to failure if not addressed, thereby avoiding failure risks.  
Accordingly, a comprehensive risk analysis of potential impacts to the public and the 
environment due to transmission line and/or tower failure is typically not performed by 
BPA during transmission line project development.  However, Section 3.4 has been 
updated to address potential landslide impacts.  BPA’s response to transmission line 
failure due to a disaster is addressed by BPA’s emergency response plan as described in 
response to comment # 10042-002.  

10055-012 As discussed in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS, BPA would monitor landslide areas as part of 
routine maintenance activities.  BPA maintains multiple transmission lines on parallel 
routes through most of the mapped landslide and fault hazard areas within the project 
area.  BPA transmission line maintenance crews regularly monitor existing towers for 
signs of distress.  Potential active slide movement or ground rupture-caused problems 
would be observed at the existing transmission line towers during these annual 
maintenance crew tower inspections and twice-a-year helicopter inspections.  Reported 
problems are documented in the BPA Geotechnical Library.  No reported landslide-
related problems with these lines were found in the BPA Geotechnical Library. 

10055-013 Please see response to comment #10055-010. 

10055-014 Please see response to comment #10055-011. 

10055-015 Please see response to comment #10055-012. 
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10055-016 DOGAMI publication Oregon Geologic Data Compilation 5 (OGDC-5) and Bulletin 91 
were reviewed and referenced during the assessment of seismic and geologic hazards.  
The results are summarized in the revised maps displayed in Appendix J of the EIS.  
Revisions to Section 3.4.1 of the EIS have been made to incorporate a reference to the 
hazard assessment maps in Appendix J. 

10055-017 A comprehensive literature review was completed for the action alternatives, and a map 
summary of the review is displayed in Appendix J of the EIS.  The DOGAMI SLIDO was 
reviewed during the literature review and has been incorporated into the revised Map 
3-6 of the EIS.  Additionally, DOGAMI OFR O-00-04, Guidelines for Preparing Engineering 
and Seismic Reports, has been reviewed by a qualified geotechnical engineer as part of 
the design for the action alternatives.  The landslides identified in the SLIDO database 
supplement the landslides observed from aerial photo interpretation.  Section 3.4.1 of 
the EIS includes an in-depth discussion of the possible landslide areas found along the 
route alternatives.  No slides from the DOGAMI SLIDO are present on the proposed 
route alternatives.  Additionally, proposed tower locations were visually inspected for 
signs of active landslide movement.  Although signs of old, healed slumps were 
observed in mapped landslide areas, no active slides were observed near the proposed 
tower locations.  Section 3.4.1 has been revised to incorporate a reference to the 
DOGAMI SLIDO.  Also see response to comment #10055-011.   

10055-018 Quaternary Faults of Oregon (USGS OFR-03-095) data were reviewed by a qualified 
geotechnical engineer during the detailed seismic and geologic hazard assessment 
discussed in response to comment # 10055-010.  DOGAMI OFR O-00-04, Guidelines for 
Preparing Engineering and Seismic Reports, has also been reviewed by a qualified 
geotechnical engineer as part of the proposed project.  The faults mentioned by the 
commentor are considered to have a low to moderate probability of surface rupture.  
Unless a surface rupture is visible, efforts to locate towers to avoid potential surface 
rupture is not considered practical.  No surface ruptures were observed at the proposed 
tower locations.  As discussed above in response to comment #10055-010, due to BPA’s 
standard design practices, seismic induced accelerations on the towers are not 
considered a geologic hazard.  The discussion of seismic risks in Section 3.4.1 of the EIS 
has been revised to include a reference to the seismic and geologic hazard assessment.   

10055-019 As described in Section 3.4.2 of the EIS, transmission line towers and roads have been 
sited on the top of hills and ridge lines to avoid possible unstable locations.  These types 
of tower locations generally avoid debris flow/flash flood hazards because the drainages 
are spanned by the wires.  Additionally, as described in Section 3.4.2, proper road design 
would help avoid possible long-term erosion impacts from unstable slopes. 

10055-020 As described above in the response to comment #10055-017, a comprehensive 
literature review was completed for the three route alternatives. A map summary of the 
review is displayed in Appendix J of the EIS.  Additionally, the DOGAMI SLIDO was 
reviewed during the literature review and has been incorporated into the revised 
Map 3-6 of the EIS.  Although the DOGAMI SLIDO maps several landslides in the vicinity 
of the West Alternative, a detailed evaluation of the proposed route alternatives 
indicates that the landslides identified in the database do not cross the proposed routes.  
Previously unmapped landslides were identified in the comprehensive geologic hazard 
assessment near the Middle and East alternatives’ Columbia River crossing towers.  
These slides have been identified as inactive based on the lack of reported landslide-
related problems with existing lines crossing the mapped landslide areas.  
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10055-021 As discussed above in response to comment #10055-010, a detailed seismic and 
geologic hazard assessment was conducted by a qualified geotechnical engineer for all 
route alternatives. 
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10055-022 The additional information requested has been added to Section 3.6 and Appendix D of 
the EIS.  Changes to mitigation measures have been made in Sections 3.3.3 and 3.6.3 to 
address possible habitat impacts, and BPA will do a follow-up consultation with ODFW 
for specific impacts. 

10055-023 BPA has identified suspected golden eagle, prairie falcon, peregrine falcon, and bald 
eagle nest sites along the proposed project. No nests of the other species listed were 
found during project surveys.  Prior to the beginning of construction, the known nest 
sites would be checked for active nests.  If active nests are found, construction would be 
prohibited within 0.25 mile of the nest site until the young have fledged.  In some cases, 
some construction activities (e.g., vehicular and equipment travel) may need to take 
place within 0.25 mile of the nest site to meet outage schedules.  Where possible, these 
activities would be batched and minimized. 

10055-024 Comment noted.   



Comments and Responses 

220 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 
 

 

 

 

 

10055-025 

 

 
 

10055-026 

 
 

10055-027 

 
 
10055-028 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 221 
July 2011 

10055-025 Additional surveys along with subsurface testing are being conducted to adequately 
identify cultural resources in the project area.  Please also see response to comment 
#10049-016. 

10055-026 Additional surveys along with subsurface testing are being conducted to generate 
sufficient data to make determinations of eligibility.  Once determinations of eligibility 
have been made BPA would assess effects following 36 CFR 800.5.  If a determination of 
adverse effect is made BPA would then resolve adverse effects following 36 CFR 800.6. 

10055-027 Preparation of an Inadvertent Discovery Plan is identified as a mitigation measure in 
Section 3.8.3 of the EIS.  BPA would prepare this plan with input from the SHPO, other 
agencies, and affected Tribes. 

10055-028 BPA anticipates that the cultural resource inventory and subsurface testing will provide 
sufficient information regarding the locations of archaeological sites that any potential 
effects will be known prior to implementation of the project so that appropriate 
consultation with the SHPO, affected Tribes, and other agencies as applicable can be 
conducted. 
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 BEKD10057 

Jude and David Russell  

heyjude9@centurylink.net 

 

Please, please, please route the transmission lines and optical cable farther to the east of 

The Dalles Mt. Area. That is one of the most scenic and special areas of The Columbia 

Gorge those of us who love The Gorge do not want it degraded any further. I think it is 

called the East Alternative. Thank you.  Jude Russell 

 

BEKD10058 

Lynn Bergeron 

 

I write in SUPPORT OF THE EAST ALTERNATIVE that minimizes the scenic and on-

the-ground impacts to the Dalles Mountain. I hike this area, camera at the ready, a couple 

times every year.  This fragile landscape hosts an explosion of wildflowers of many 

species - the shy and the showy.  It is the only place I have ever seen a horned toad in the 

Gorge.  I want to keep coming back here for as long as I can walk - and haul the next 

couple generations with me.  The Dalles Mountain is a local and national treasure - worthy 

of National Geographic coverage.  When I watch nature videos of special places around 

the world, I think, "Hey, we've got something that good right here!"  Let's preserve and 

protect it. 

 

BEKD10059   

Form e-mail from 246 Correspondents:   

 

Subject: DEIS for the Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project 

I am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 

proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project and its potential impacts on the 

Columbia River Gorge, a place I care about protecting for future generations to enjoy.  

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is a spectacular area, recognized by 

Congress for its unparalleled scenic vistas and outstanding natural landscapes. Because the 

project is proposed within a National Scenic Area and there is a substantial likelihood of 

adverse effects resulting from each one of the action alternatives, the BPA should extend 

the comment period to 90 days. The BPA should also hold hearings in major population 

areas like the Portland/Vancouver metro area so that the public has an adequate 

opportunity to review and comment on this project, since the project’s direct and indirect 

impacts could affect the entire region. 

The BPA's DEIS fails to consider alternatives that avoid siting new transmission lines 

within the National Scenic Area. The DEIS also fails to adequately consider alternatives 

that would place underground all or portions of new transmissions lines within the Scenic 

Area. The National Scenic Area Management Plan (M.P.) requires new power lines to be 

underground, unless it can be demonstrated to be impracticable. (M.P. Page I-1-10) 

"Practicable" is defined as "able to be done, considering technology and cost." (M.P. 

Glossary-14) Clearly, the BPA is able to place the lines underground and should, 

considering the proposed alternatives are located within a congressionally designated 

National Scenic Area.  
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10058-001 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
10059-001 
 
  
 
10059-002 
 

 

 
10059-003 

  
 
 
10059-004 
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10057‐001  Comment noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10058‐001  Thank you for your comments.  Potential impacts to Columbia Hills State Park and 
Natural Area Preserve are discussed in various sections of Chapter 3 of the EIS.  Your 
alternative preference has been noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10059‐001  Please see the response to comment #10027‐001. 

10059‐002  Please see the response to comment #10027‐002. 

10059‐003  Please see the response to comment #10027‐003. 

10059‐004  Please see the response to comment #10027‐004. 
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 Aside from the "No Action" alternative, all of the alternatives under consideration are 

likely to harm scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources within the Scenic Area in 

violation of the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Scenic Area Act. 

However, the eastern route follows an existing power line easement through the Scenic 

Area and appears to have less impacts than the middle and west alternatives. 

The western and middle alternatives should have been dropped from consideration during 

the "scoping" phase of environmental review. These routes are near or within a state park, 

a natural area preserve, the Columbia Hills "Important Bird Area," rare plant habitat, oak 

woodlands listed as critical habitat in Washington State, and endangered species habitat. 

The western route would pass through the National Scenic Area, Columbia Hills State 

Parks and Columbia Hills Natural Area Preserve, resulting in egregious impacts to scenic, 

natural, cultural and recreation resources.  

As the BPA moves forward with this project it should develop an alternative route that 

avoids adverse impacts on resources within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 

Area. If the eastern route is selected, then the transmission lines should be placed 

underground in order to comply with the National Scenic Area Act. Thank you for the 

opportunity to comment. 

 

 
10059-005 

 

  
 

10059-006 

 
 
  

10059-007 

 
10059-008 
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10059-005 Please see the response to comment #10027-005. 

10059-006 Please see the response to comment #10027-006. 

10059-007 Please see the response to comment #10027-003. 

10059-008 Please see the response to comment #10027-004. 



Comments and Responses 

226 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 227 
July 2011 



Comments and Responses 

228 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

10060-001 
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10060-001 Thank you for the exhibits.  They are part of the public record. 
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1. Photo of existing 115-kV transmission line poles near Kissler property in Klickitat County, Wash. 

(Comment #BEKD10061) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Schematic of proposed single- and double-circuit 500-kV transmission line towers near Kissler property in 

Klickitat County, Wash. (Comment #BEKD10061) 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 231 
July 2011 

End of responses for previous correspondence.
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10061-001 Comment noted.  BPA recognizes that wherever the line route is located, it would 
impact some habitat, as well someone’s property and views (see Sections 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.9 of the EIS).   

10061-002 To clarify, the Big Eddy-Knight Project was being considered by BPA well before the 2008 
NOS process referenced by the commentor, due to increasing requests for transmission 
service along this pathway and the reliability benefits such a project would provide.  As 
discussed in responses to comments #10054-010 and #10054-017, the NOS process was 
a mechanism used to clear and organize transmission service requests that had been 
submitted into BPA’s transmission service request queue, and many of the requests that 
would be served by proposed transmission projects such as the Big Eddy-Knight Project 
were already in the queue well before the NOS process was conducted.  Even with more 
recent fluctuations in economic conditions, the demand for long-term, firm transmission 
service along this pathway remains and, accordingly, so does the need for this proposed 
transmission line to respond to these requests. 

10061-003 Comment noted.  Requestors of firm transmission service in the 2008 NOS are identified 
in a November 20, 2008 document entitled “PTSA Summary by Cluster,” which is 
available at:  
http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season/docs/PTSA_Summary_by
_Cluster.pdf.  Request for service to which the proposed project responds were received 
primarily from Horizon Wind Energy LLC, enXco Development Corp., and Iberdrola.  
Chapter 4 of the EIS has been updated to more specifically identify existing and 
proposed wind generation in the project area associated with these transmission service 
requests. 

10061-004 Comment noted.  As discussed in Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the EIS, the proposed project 
would allow BPA to provide firm transmission service to service requests that are mainly 
seeking to move power from the east side of the Cascade Mountains (e.g., eastern 
Washington and Oregon) to load centers west of the Cascades and to major 
transmission lines serving California.  It is energy developers and owners that have made 
the requests for transmission service to which BPA is responding, rather than any 
particular region either in or outside the Pacific Northwest. 

10061-005 Comment noted. 

10061-006 While the Council’s emphasis on energy conservation is noted, efforts toward energy 
conservation would not address the need for additional transmission capacity in the 
project area due to existing transmission service requests.  The proposed transmission 
line is on a key transmission path in the region, and BPA believes that there is, and will 
continue to be, sufficient demand for transmission service in this area to justify the 
proposed project.  Please also see response to comment #10054-006. 

http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season/docs/PTSA_Summary_by_Cluster.pdf
http://transmission.bpa.gov/Customer_Forums/open_season/docs/PTSA_Summary_by_Cluster.pdf
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10061-007 Comment noted.  Please see responses to comments #10061-002 and #10061-006. 

10061-008 The location of the property referenced is unclear.  Section 3.1 of the EIS describes the 
conservation easement on the Eckton Ranch in this vicinity and the impacts to that land 
use.  Section 3.3 describes impacts to shrub-steppe habitat and ponderosa pine 
woodlands in this area.  The proposed West Alternative in this area would not impact 
any springs.   
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10062-003 
 
 
10062-004 

 10062-005 

 
10062-006 
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10062-001 Preference is noted.   

10062-002 Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.8 of the EIS address land use, visual, and cultural resource 
impacts along the West Alternative through the areas mentioned.   

10062-003 Comment noted. 

10062-004 Section 3.3 of the EIS addresses potential impacts to obscure buttercup within the 
Columbia Hills State Park.   

10062-005  Comment noted.  Section 3.7 of the EIS addresses potential impacts to fish in Swale 
Creek.   

10062-006 Thank you for taking the time to meet with BPA.   
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10063-002 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

BEKD10063 
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10063-001 Please see response to comment #10003-001. 

10063-002 Please see response to comment #10003-002.  BPA is considering two substation sites: 
Site 1, the preferred alternative, is about 2,000 feet to the west of Knight Road and 
Site 2 is about 3,200 feet to the west of Knight Road.  Please see Chapter 2 for a new 
Map 2-2 showing more detail of the substation locations.   



Comments and Responses 

240 Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 
 July 2011 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10064-001 

  

10064-002 

 

  
 
 
10064-003 

 
 

10064-004 

 
 
 
 
10064-005 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

BEKD10064 



Comments and Responses 

Big Eddy-Knight Transmission Project Final EIS 241 
July 2011 

10064-001 Please see response to comment #10027-001. 

10064-002 Please see response to comment #10027-002. 

10064-003 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10064-004 Please see response to comment #10027-004. 

10064-005 Please see response to comment #10027-005. 
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10064-006 Please see response to comment #10027-006. 

10064-007 Please see response to comment #10027-003. 

10064-008 Please see response to comment #10027-004. 

10064-009 Thank you for your comments.  
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BEKD10065 
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10065-001 As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIS, BPA needs to respond to requests for firm 
transmission service across its electrical system.  BPA agrees that wherever possible, 
electrical facilities should be in close proximity.  As described in Section 2.4.5 of the EIS, 
for this project the location of the proposed Knight Substation is on a strategic point on 
BPA’s existing Wautoma-Ostrander line just northwest of Goldendale.  In order to gain 
the electrical performance needed to increase the capacity of the system, BPA’s Big 
Eddy Substation needs to connect to this point along the Wautoma-Ostrander line.   

10065-002 Please see the response to comment #10066-001 regarding the consideration of non-
wire alternatives.   

10065-003 Sections 3.1, 3.2, and 3.9 of the EIS describe the impacts of the proposed project 
alternatives to land use, visual resources, and socioeconomics, respectively.     

10065-004  Please see the response to comment #10066-001 regarding the consideration of non-
wire alternatives.   

10065-005 Comment noted. 

10065-006 BPA recognizes that wherever the line route is located it would impact someone’s 
property and views; BPA has strived to balance electrical needs with project impacts to 
determine the best routes and facility locations. 

10065-007 Thank you for your comments 
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10066-001 Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 2.6.1 of the EIS, BPA did consider conservation 
and efficiency measures as alternatives to the proposed project.  However, because 
these measures would not address the need for action identified in Section 1.2 of the 
EIS (i.e., the need for additional electrical capacity in the project area to respond to 
requests for firm transmission service through the project area), these non-transmission 
alternatives were eliminated from detailed study in the EIS.   

 The commentor is correct that BPA currently is in the process of considering non-
transmission alternatives for a separate BPA transmission line proposal, the I-5 Corridor 
Reinforcement Project (I-5 Project), which would be located in southwestern 
Washington in and near the Portland/Vancouver metropolitan area.  BPA is continuing 
to investigate non-transmission alternatives for the proposed I-5 Project because the 
I-5 Project is primarily driven by the need to address location-specific transmission 
system stability and growing local power demands. In contrast to the firm transmission 
service requests that drive the need for the proposed Big Eddy-Knight Transmission 
Project, non-transmission alternatives may be a viable way of meeting the need for the 
proposed I-5 Project, so these alternatives are still being evaluated for the I-5 Project at 
this time. However, BPA is still in the process of preparing the draft EIS for the I-5 
Project, which is not scheduled to be released until winter 2011/2012, and it is not yet 
known whether these non-transmission alternatives truly would be viable potential 
alternatives for the I-5 Project.  Accordingly, it is unknown at this time whether non-
transmission alternatives will be considered in detail in the EIS for the I-5 Project or 
whether these alternatives will be eliminated from detailed study in that EIS. 
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10066-001 
continued 
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End of responses for previous correspondence. 



 
 
 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION 
DOE/BP-4293  ▪  July 2011  
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