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1.) Is there a revised route that you believe is permittable and constructible that should be considered? Why? 

• I could support all three. Living in Northern Canyon County none of the routes affect me and it would be hard for me to 
support one over the other. All of these routes appear to avoid private property and utilize as much public land as possible, 
this is what we’ve been asking for. 

• All three of the proposed routes do not impact me directly. As such, I do not feel qualified to comment as any of them in 
terms of placing a priority. 

• I do prefer all three of these routes over previously proposed routes that impacted large acres of irrigated farmlands. In 
addition, these routes appear to impact less private land. I favor increased usage of public land. 

• It is difficult to determine with the maps available whether the Western route could be situated along a non-offensive path 
across the John Day Valley. Except for this issue, the Western route, with its emphasis on using public land, is best in my 
opinion. It is frustrating that the federal family can prevent a route that is intended to serve the public. It is frustrating and 
incomprehensible that tax-paying landholders should be considered – or expected to give-up their precious rights to replace 
what public landowners should be expected to accommodate. 

• I would like to have access to the digital data for the west, central and eastern routes in a GIS compatible format. The routes 
are now refined to a point that additional accuracy will be necessary for meaningful comment while each route presented has 
its specific advantages – the Western route, with its emphasis on public land – is best. 

• The proposed routes appear to meet my preference. Public us on public land. The shorter route will be the best for all IPCO 
ratepayers. 

• The current proposed routes as of March 9, 2010 appear to represent the best alternate choices based on the constraints and 
the choices of the citizen’s groups. 

• As representative from the South project team, the choices and options on the Central and Eastern routes through the Baker 
area should reflect the citizens of that area. 

• The final routing as the Western routes passes through the John Day Valley be weighted to a choice voiced by the citizens of 
that area. 

• I believe that with all the work done by IPC and the PATs, any of the proposed routes are permittable and constructable. The 
fact that these routes attempt to minimize impact on homes, towns, farm ground, and sensitive wildlife makes them vastly 
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1.) Is there a revised route that you believe is permittable and constructible that should be considered? Why? 

superior to the other routes that have been dropped. 
• Since I’m located in Idaho the routing of the line through Owyhee county to the Oregon line makes great sense in that is has 

the least impact on people and private property. 
• We live in Canyon County where the proposed routes have been rejected. Thus our situation, if the new proposed routes 

hold, has greatly improved. However, I have great sympathy for people who will be impacted. The objectives, wherever the 
routes fall, are the same – respect private property, environmental concerns and the integrity of historical sites. In other 
words do the least harm. 

• The proposed route meets my approval. Just to reiterate however, “public use public land.” The shorter route would be best 
for all Idaho Power Company ratepayers. 

• I don’t believe I have the expertise to make the determination between the 3 routes. I do want the route which is the most 
permittable and cost effective way. 

• I believe the route that connects with the Baker Alternatives is the most feasible. I do not, however, feel that it is my 
prerogative to tell Baker which route they should take. I would not oppose the western route, though I believe permittability 
and construction would be more difficult. 

• Yes – The central route as it seems the most likely to be permitted and does not cross EFU land in Malheur County. 
• I’m not as sure about where it should go in Baker County – perhaps something could be worked out so it could go further 

east away from the Interpretive Center. 
• The three proposed routes seem to be well thought out. I was pleased with the selection process. I do not own land in these 

areas, but coming from a farm in prime Ag land, the routes that minimize the intrusion of the line on prime farm land and 
city areas of impact, would be preferred. 

• I have always felt that a power line for a public good should be placed on public lands. 
• No, we feel the proposed routes being offered at this time are good and we are pleased to see that Idaho Power has made 

strides towards balancing the needs of private landowners and public lands. 
• Since all proposed routes are the same as it applies to Owyhee County – I feel that those impacted by the 3 various routes 

should have a better understanding and better knowledge as to route preference in their area. 
• As to the ability to get permitted, any proposed route through Owyhee County will need to go through the public hearing 

process for a conditional permit. Due to the requirement for a public hearing and approval of a COP by the Owyhee County 
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1.) Is there a revised route that you believe is permittable and constructible that should be considered? Why? 

Planning and Zoning Commission, I cannot comment as to the probability of permittability. 
• The two other routes that had been previously considered that went north out of Owyhee County were properly removed as 

alternates as they had far greater negative impacts, which would be difficult if not impossible to mitigate cost effectively. 
• West route is best for us in heavy Ag. with many workers which we use on the farms. We grow onions and use lots of 

labors. 
• The 3 routes we spoke about at the 9th meeting are ok with us in Wilder. 
Yes, see my comments on the tan colored comment sheet. 
Why? – Because Idaho Power stands a much better change of approval with at least a piece of the route staying in Idaho. As it 
is, there is not one foot of it in Idaho except that needed and necessary to get over directly to Oregon, seemingly as quickly and 
directly as possible. EFSC is going to look at that immediately, you can be sure. 
• I don’t think so many proposed routes have all ready been considered and narrowed down, this has been done with a great 

deal of effort. 
• The only thing that comes to mind is as a proposed route is chosen and through the NEPA process problems arise on issues. 

It may be necessary to reconsider at that time. 
• Any of the three are acceptable – Projects for the public good should be constructed as much as possible on Govt land 
• You did not spend much time or energy looking at any routes in Idaho. It was decided in the very beginning that this line 

will be in Oregon and that’s it. 
• It is nice to see that you are considering running this line out over public land and non-farmed land. 
• I still do not trust that this line will be built where you last proposed this line west of the treasure valley. 
• Well; it is hard to see this monstrous thing go anywhere even though we need (but this would not benefit us) and enjoy the 

electricity. 
• Please consider the Western Route. 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning 
the Eastern alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the Eastern alternative route? 

• Existing corridor go east of Int. center 
(way east). 

• Don’t go west of Int. Center. 

• Crosses national forest in a designated 
corridor 

• Easiest to construct 
• Max use of existing corridors 
• Least sensitive stream impact 
• Least forest clearing 
• Least view impacts 
• Avoids John Day and west side of 

Baker County 

• Impact on Oregon Trail Interpretive Center 
• Sage Grouse impact 
• Longest route 
• Largest impact on irrigated cropland 
• Largest impact on private ground 

• Most miles of existing corridors 
• Least miles of new corridors and 

lesser construction costs 

• Most private land and most irrigated ground, therefore more potential problems 
with region EFU regulations. 

• Probably better than the central 
through Baker area – probably better 
to ask Baker residents. 

 

• It uses the existing utility corridor • It crosses more prime farm land 
• This route is also good as an alternate 

to the Western route. 
• We would like to see the Baker alternate be pushed further away from the 

Interpretive Center if at all possible 
 • Crosses EFU ground and homes 
• 111 miles exiting corridor 
• Low forest clearing 
• Less rugged terrain 
• 8 crossings 
• Less restrictive classes 

• Longer miles 
• To much private land 
• 22 miles crop land 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning 
the Eastern alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the Eastern alternative route? 

• Designated utility crossing 
• Least construction difficulty 
• Follows 111 miles of existing corridor 
• Uses a designated utility corridor – 

should be easier for Idaho Power 

• Sorry to see Baker Valley intruded by line 
• 22 miles of irrigated cropland 
• It is in the “viewshed” of more people 
• 69% private land crossed. 

• It stays in the sagebrush of Malheur 
County 

• The aesthetic values of the Cottonwood Mountain breaks will be diminished greatly 
and forever. 

• It is way too close to the Oregon Trail Historical museum and site. Get it miles east 
of there somehow!! 

• I think that has proven to be very 
difficult. Based upon your findings 
and map locations. 

 

• Idaho portion on Govt land in Owyhee 
County 

 

 • This line needs to stay out of the Baker City Valley for the same reasons that it 
needed to move in the Malheur Valley.  

 • This line is not “in keeping” with our Oregon Trail and the Interpretive Center. 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning the 
CENTRAL alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the CENTRAL alternative route? 

• Length is reasonable 
• Follows existing corridors reasonable 
• New corridor not a problem 
• Forest clearing acres reasonable 
• Rugged terrain reasonable 
• Special status stream crossings limited 
• John Day Valley is avoided 
• Wallowa Whitman National Forest 

RMPs allow for transmission lines 
• Construction difficulty moderate 

• A lot of miles of private land 
• 39% of miles is public, could be more public less private 
• Restrictive FS/BLM visual closed excessive miles. Could be due to more recent 

FS and BLM RMP’s 

 • Go to East (way East) of Int. Center. 
• Shortest route and uses existing 

corridor. 
 

• Least impact on irrigated cropland 
• Less special stream crossings than 

western route 

• Longer than western route 
• Near 1/3 of line is high construction difficulty 
• Difficulty of national forest crossing 
• Medium impact on private land 
• Most impact on views 

• Fewer irrigated acres/miles cropland 
• Avoids John Day Valley 

• The 25.5 miles of restrictive FS/BLM visual classes 
• Higher construction difficulty 

• Avoids EFU land 
• Avoids residences 

• May be too close to the Interpretive Center in Baker 

• Uses the approved utility corridor 
through the blues 

• Crosses some Ag lands 

• This route is fine • No dislikes 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning the 
CENTRAL alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the CENTRAL alternative route? 

• We do have a concern about the impact on forested land 
• Stay clear of EFU ground  
• Only 9 miles of irrigated crop land 
• Following existing corridors 
• 13 crossings 
• 30 miles forest land 
• Lower construction difficulty 

• 172 miles of private land 
• High construction difficulty 

• Least irrigated cropland affected what 
you must realize is that once irrigation 
is disrupted – furrow, - flood or 
sprinkler it is harder always. It will 
take more labor, time, or equipment 
from then to forever. It isn’t just visual, 
it isn’t just inconvenient, it is hard to 
farm, thus more expensive. 

• Sorry to see Baker Valley impacted – visually 
• 61% on private land 

 • To destroy the aesthetic values of the Elkhorn Mountains would be a sin. The view 
from I-84 is perhaps one of the most spectacular view sheds from any freeway in 
the United Sates. Would Idaho Power propose a 500 KV – 200-foot high tower 
every 1200 feet line along the base of the Sawtooth range? I think not. Stay away 
from the Elkhorn front!! It and the John Day River Valley are Oregon Treasures! 

• I like it. Less impact to landowners. 
• It makes much better sense to follow 

an existing energy corridor across 
federal land. 

 

• Idaho portion in Owyhee County on 
Gov’t land. 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning the 
CENTRAL alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the CENTRAL alternative route? 

• Not many. • You need to keep it out of farmland and also out of the view of the Oregon Trail. 
There is not much in that area that is farmed, stay out of it. 

• There is only one Oregon Trail, leave it alone and stay away. 
• If there was not any room anywhere else, the answer would be different, but all of 

the area in that county you go right by the biggest town and most developed area. 
 • It would affect so many people and ranches. 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning 
the WESTERN alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the WESTERN alternative route? 

• Shorter: I like this route the best.  
• Goes through least populated areas 
• Shortest route 
• Minimal impact on both private land 

and irrigated cropland 

• Highest construction difficulty 
• Problems with national forest crossings (longest) 
• Lowest use of existing corridors 
• Grant County is dead set against the line 

• Least amount private land • Highest construction difficulty, therefore highest cost 
• It misses more of Malheur County 
• I really like this route the best – if it 

were the least restrictive due to 
environmental and governmental 
factors as well as construction 
factors 

• It may be less possible than the central route due to environmental and 
governmental concerns. 

• Avoids the most prime farm lands 
and has the highest percent public 
lands for this power line 

 

• This is our favorite route it looks 
more direct then the others and has 
less impact on forested areas. 

• No dislikes 

• Stay away from all EFU ground  
• 50-50 private and public land 
• Avoids Interpretive Center 

• Longest miles 
• 46 crossings 
• High construction difficulty 

• Shortest 
• Out of site for more people 
• The land affected is 50% public/ 

50% private 

• A lot of new corridor 
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning 
the WESTERN alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the WESTERN alternative route? 

• Avoids Baker Valley – a lot of 
people go through Baker and 
“breeds” resistance just ‘cause they 
see it – out of site for more people 

 • There is absolutely nothing to like about this route at all!! Nothing, zero, nada, 
zilch- 

• To get anywhere near the Strawberry Mountain range or the John Day River would 
be like messing with your Salmon River or Stanley Basin. Get my point? Please. 

• It seems to be much more difficult 
once it leaves Malheur County. 
However, that would be another 
scoping teams issues. 

 

• Idaho portion on Govt land 
• Shortest 

 

• You have finally reached the idea 
that we gave you a long time ago. If 
you had done your homework in the 
beginning we could have saved all 
of us a lot of work and heart ache. 
Stay out of farmland and avoid view 
sheds. 

 
• I still do not see why this cannot stay 

on the east side of the Snake River 
as that is the largest service area and 
where the power will be needed the 
most.  

• We still do not have any guarantee that you will not move it back to where you 
wanted it in the beginning.  
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1.) What are your LIKES concerning 
the WESTERN alternative route? 

 
2.) What are your DISLIKES concerning the WESTERN alternative route? 

• This route appears to intrude on 
people less than the other routes. 

• It is sad to mess up the countryside with these lines. 
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1.) Based on the analysis, is there an alternative you support as the proposed route? 

• I support the Central routes as the preferred route. The Snake River Valley routes are not reasonable routes. The irrigated ag, 
many residences, cities and city impact areas, and impact to private property are strong reasons to not consider those routes. 

• The proposed line from Hemingway to the Oregon border should stay on the south side of the existing Pacific Corp. line. 
• I support all three routes. It is hard for me, not being an engineer, to pick one route over another. I guess the route that Idaho 

Power feels is the most permittable, cost effective and least intrusive is the logical choice. 
• I support all three proposed routes. I do not support previously proposed routes. I think you should pick the route that is currently 

proposed that is least intrusive. 
• Yes, the west route to bypass Baker problems. 
• The shortest route will be less expensive for ratepayers. The Central route is the best route using an existing corridor. 
• I believe the western route should be the proposed route. Final adjustments as this route crosses the John Day Valley should 

minimize the impact on the local citizens. 
• The eastern route appears to have the most advantages, but has the highest impact on people. I can support any of the routes as 

proposed and feel that the people in the John Day and Baker areas should make the final determination of which route crosses 
their area. 

• The best route is undoubtedly the eastern route for reasons delineated on the chart, page 39. The one really big negative is that is 
impacts the most private land and irrigated cropland. Therefore I would be forced to choose the central route even though it will 
be more costly to build because it will impact fewer private holdings and therefore fewer people. Having formerly been in an area 
of impact I can’t wish that on anyone else. 

• The central route is the best route for use when using existing corridor. But the shortest route is best for the ratepayers as it is the 
least expensive route to build. 

• I support the most cost effective route. I also support the route that has the largest % of public land. I also support the route which 
effect the least amount of prime farm ground. 

• I totally support this process we are in and I commend Idaho Power for stepping up. 
• The western route is a true alternative for the entire project. 
• The central route west of Vale and through area by Brogan I’m not sure of what would be best through baker. 
• The best would be no route if need is not proved. 

 139



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 

# of 
comment 

sheet 

 
Name 

 
1.) Based on the analysis, is there an alternative you support as the proposed route? 

• I think that the western route avoids the most prime farmland. 
• But I feel that the people affected the most should have input on the best route for the region. 
• It appears to me that the Central and Eastern routes would be cheapest, but has the most human interference. 
• Our preference is for the western route we feel like this route will impact the least amount of private homeowners. 
• Any and all proposed routes are subject to a conditional use permit and public hearing process before the planning and zoning 

commission.  
• Every proposed project is heard on its own merits and measured against the Owyhee County Comprehensive Plan and supporting 

ordinances. 
• Western route is best for us in Onion Industry, no onion ground is bothered by this route. We ship ~ 1 million 50# units/yr to 

Sysco foods and outback restaurant and need all the ag ground possible. www.snakeriverproduce.com 
• East has the most positives for me. 
• I support the western route because it is on 50% public land – the whole nation will “benefit,” the whole nation should “host.” I 

believe it will be out of the way for more people. 
• The western route is less intrusive to irrigated ground; though, central is 1 mile less, getting it away from Baker Valley probably 

negates that 1 mile difference, in my mind. 
• I didn’t look at this from a cost analysis – as a ratepayer, that might affect my judgment. I don’t know how much any of this costs, 

dollars and cents (sense). 
• Thinks like easement acquisition, environmental group lawsuits, construction costs and difficulties, probably justify the eastern 

route. These are your real concerns; but in my world, I support the western route, without the knowledge of cost. 
• Thank you for taking our concerns and opinions into consideration. Please see this process as necessary and do the “right route” 

for everyone involved – the public, the private, and the utility company. 
• I still believe that a route east of Boise and on to I-84 via Gem, Payette and Washington counties, is a viable, permittable and 

constructable route. That potential route was summarily dismissed with little to no CAP involvement. We never saw any written 
analysis involving construction difficulty, permitting difficulty, or mitigation costs for that corridor. Basically, all of the written 
analysis regarding construction, permitting and mitigation were done for the Malheur County routes only. 

• I further believe decision to side-step the Idaho route was motivated entirely for political reasons. 
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1.) Based on the analysis, is there an alternative you support as the proposed route? 

• Therefore, being honest, I really do not support any of the three routes Idaho Power has selected through Malheur County. 
• None at this time. 
• Any of those three alternates acceptable – Project should be as much as possible on government and. 
• You need to stay out of the farmland in the Malheur and Baker counties. I know that is not possible in the Hermiston area. 
• The Western Route appears to be the most acceptable of the three proposed routes, if we must choose. 

 

 141





South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 143



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 144



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 145



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 146



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 147



South PAT Meeting #5 
March 9, 2010 

Appendices 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 148


	Appendix 4: Team Input

