
White Paper #2: Boardman-Hemingway Project 

Project Sponsor: Idaho Power Company 

Project Status: Revised Scoping Report published April 2011; Draft 
EIS pending 

Location: Oregon, Washington, Idaho 

Project Location 

The Boardman Hemingway (B2H) Project is located primarily in Oregon, with substation 
endpoints in Idaho and Oregon.   See illustration (inset map above).  A route map is provided 
separately.  

The 305-mile, 500-kV project originates at the Grassland substation near Boardman in 
northeastern Oregon and heads southeast to the Hemingway substation near Melba 
(southwest of Boise) in Idaho’s Snake River Valley.  The proposed route crosses through 
Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Baker, and Malheur counties in Oregon, and Owyhee County in 
Idaho.   

Project Schedule 

Table 1 illustrates the project sponsor’s original development schedule compared to the actual 
project schedule.  

Table 1. Schedule as Proposed vs. Actual   

Process Steps  Original Schedule Actual Date 

Pre-filing consultation or meetings with state and federal lead permitting 
agencies 

  

Submittal of Plan of Development (POD)/Application to BLM or other federal 
lead agency 

 

Original Application 
– 2008; Revised 

Application – 2010; 
Revised Route 
Identification – 

Nov. 2011 

Submittal of Application to state or local permitting agency/agencies of general 
jurisdiction 

 2010 

Determinations that POD/Applications are complete   

Issuance of Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
and of any comparable state-level notice 

 
Sep. 12, 2008; 

revised NOI Jul. 
27, 2010 

Scoping Meetings and Publication of Scoping Report  

Original NOI: 
scoping- 2009; 

Revised NOI:  
scoping- 2010 and 

revised report- 
2011 

Publication of Draft EIS and of any state-level environmental review 
document/s 

Q1 2013  

End of public comment period on Draft EIS and on any state-level 
environmental review document/s 

Mid-2013  

Publication of Final EIS and of any final state-level environmental review 
document/s 

Mid-2014  
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Table 1. Schedule as Proposed vs. Actual   

Process Steps  Original Schedule Actual Date 

Publication of Record of Decision and all public agency approvals Q4 2014  

Appeals or legal challenges   

Start of construction  Q4 2014  

Energizing transmission line 2016  

Project Purpose and Need 

The B2H project would increase transmission capacity between the Pacific Northwest and 
Idaho, delivering up to 1,500 megawatts of additional energy capacity to meet load 
requirements in Oregon and Idaho.  The project would enable Idaho Power to transport low-
cost energy from a variety of generation sources (including renewable resources), provide 
service to wholesale customers, improve system reliability, and reduce existing constraints on 
the Northwest’s transmission system.   

The project is reliability driven, giving Idaho Power Company (IPC) the ability to meet existing 
and future energy needs in Oregon and Idaho.1  IPC states that while the line would primarily 
ensure that it can meet its customers’ needs, the project would also benefit all communities in 
the Pacific Northwest and Intermountain Regions.  Electricity would be able to flow to where 
the highest energy demand is occurring at a given time or season, as well as allow regional 
utilities access to low-cost energy.  

Rationale for Sponsor’s Selection of its Proposed Route 

The original route proposed in 2008 generally paralleled Interstate 84 and other existing 
overhead and underground utilities and roadways in a southeasterly direction from the 
Grassland Substation in Oregon to the Hemingway Substation in Idaho.  It also made use of 
existing or proposed utility corridors on Federal lands.  The route was developed using line-
siting criteria of avoiding the identified constraints and minimizing impacts, regardless of land 
ownership.  Constraints included sensitive species or habitat, terrain or physical barriers, as well 
as landmarks and cultural areas.  

The project was re-evaluated, with submittal of a revised NOI and ROW applications in 2010.  In 
the Preliminary Draft Plan of Development (Idaho Power 2010), Idaho Power considered three 
primary routes throughout the study area—Western, Central, and Eastern.  Idaho Power 
selected the Eastern Route as the Proposed Route because compared to the Central and 
Western Routes it:  

 Requires over 35 fewer miles of new corridor; 

 Parallels existing utility corridors for over 50 miles more;  

                                                           
1
   B2H has the benefit of multi-party funding: IPC, which is leading the effort to seek the needed permits for the 

project has 21.21% of the project; PacifiCorp has 54.55% of the project and the Bonneville Power 
Administration has 24.24% of the project.   
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 Requires over 1,000 fewer acres of clearing;  

 Will be significantly less difficult to construct; and  

 Will not create a new 30- to 45-mile utility corridor through one or more National 
Forest. 

Furthermore, based on feedback from IPC’s Community Advisory Process, the route was revised 
in November 2011 to increase the percentage of proposed route on public lands and to 
significantly increase the amount of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) designated lands that are avoided 
in southeastern Oregon (Federal Register 2010; Idaho Power 2011). 

NEPA and State Processes 

Table 2 lists the permits required and responsible agencies.   

Table 2. Agencies Involved and Permits Required 

Permit Name Responsible Agency Reason 

FEDERAL AGENCIES   

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
and Record of Decision 

NEPA: U.S. Forest Service (lead); 
BLM (cooperating) 

Federal action: to grant right-of-way across land 
under federal jurisdiction. 

Special use permit for a right-of-way U.S. Forest Service To grant right-of-way across land under USFS 
jurisdiction. 

ROW grant BLM To grant right-of-way across land under BLM 
jurisdiction. 

Endangered Species Act compliance USFWS Grant ROW by federal land-managing agency. 

Compliance U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Protection of migratory birds. 

Compliance U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Protection of bald and golden eagles. 

Section 402 National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Storm 
Water Discharge from Construction 
Activities 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Construction sites with greater than five acres of 
land disturbed. 

General easement  U.S Army Corps of Engineers Construction across water resources. 

Floodplain use permits U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Crossing 100-year floodplain, streams and 
rivers. 

Compliance  Federal land agency Construction in or modification of wetlands. 

Section 401 permit U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(and states); U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency on tribal lands 

Potential discharge into waters of the state 
(including wetlands and watersheds). 

404 Permit (individual or nationwide) U.S Army Corps of Engineers; 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency on tribal lands 

Discharge of dredge of fill material to a 
watercourse. 

Review by permitting agencies Affected land-managing agencies Protection of all rivers included in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for 
substations 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Potential pollutant discharge during construction, 
operation, and maintenance. 
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Table 2. Agencies Involved and Permits Required 

Permit Name Responsible Agency Reason 

Section 106 Consultation Federal lead agency, State 
Historic Preservation Officers 
(SHPO), Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation 

Disturbance of historic properties. 

Permits to Excavate Federal land-managing agency Excavation of archaeological resources. 

Consultation with affected American 
Indians 

Federal lead agency, Federal 
land-managing agency 

Potential conflicts with freedom to practice 
traditional American Indian religions. 

Consultation with affected Native 
American group regarding treatment of 
remains and objects 

Federal land-managing agency Disturbance of graves, associated funerary 
objects, sacred objects, and items of cultural 
patrimony. 

Permit for study of historical, 
archaeological, and paleontological 
resources 

Affected land-managing agencies Investigation of cultural and paleontological 
resources. 

Permits to excavate and remove 
archaeological resources on Federal 
lands  

Affected land-managing agencies Investigation of cultural resources. 

National Trails System Act Affected land-managing agencies Protection of segments, sites, and features 
related to national trails. 

Compliance with BLM mitigation and 
planning standards for Paleontological 
resources of public lands 

Bureau of Land Management Ground disturbance on Federal land or Federal 
aid project. 

STATE & LOCAL AGENCIES OREGON  

Site Certificate Oregon Department of Energy – 

Energy Facility Siting Council 

Large energy facilities located in Oregon must 

have an energy facility site certificate 

Potential conditional use Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Baker 
and Malheur Counties 

Construction and operation of transmission lines 

STATE & LOCAL AGENCIES IDAHO  

Potential conditional use Owyhee County Construction and operation of transmission lines 

Alternatives Evaluated 

Route alternatives for portions of the Proposed Route were retained by IPC for evaluation in 
the EIS (Idaho Power 2010), as follows: 

 Bombing Range South Alternative: located in Morrow and Umatilla Counties, Oregon 

 Glass Hill Alternative: located southeast of the city of La Grande (Union County), Oregon 

 Clover Creek Valley Alternative: located in Union County, Oregon 

 Virtue Flat Alternative: located in central Baker County, east of Baker City and the 
Oregon National Historic Trail Interpretive Center 

 Weatherby Alternative: located east of I-84 and the Burnt River in Baker County, Oregon  

 Owyhee River Below Dam Alternative: located in Malheur County, Oregon 
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Major Issues of Concern to Stakeholders 

Scoping comments in the Revised Scoping Report (Logan Simpson Design Inc. 2011) included 
the following topics:   

 Questions regarding the need for and benefit of the proposed transmission line; 

 Concerns about impacts on the biological resources within the project area—especially 
those relating to sage grouse, migratory birds, listed species, and habitat fragmentation; 

 Effects on public and private property, such as historic and pristine viewsheds, 
agriculture and livestock operations, and recreation; 

 Impacts to specific historic and cultural resources, including the Oregon National 
Historic Trail; and 

 Routing suggestions and specific locations for local route alternatives.  

Particular Permitting Challenges 

Idaho Power’s Special Challenge 

IPC is a relatively small utility, and has less than 1/3 of the load and less than 1/3 of the number 
of customers as its partner in the project, PacifiCorp.2  Even though IPC is only a minority owner 
of the project, B2H is the only proposed transmission asset in its longer-term resource mix.  As 
such, the B2H project is critically important to the company’s overall resource plans, and if the 
project is not brought on line in time to meet the company’s needs (i.e., by 2016, which means 
having all necessary permits in hand and commencing construction early in 2015), the company 
will be compelled to purchase and bring on line additional, but less efficient, local generation 
assets (such as gas turbines to be built within the company’s service territory) in order to be 
able to continue to meet its growing load demand reliably.  If IPC is compelled to make such 
stopgap investments, its ratepayers will not be well served.  (Idaho Power 2012) 

Inadequate Initial Public Outreach 

The need for the B2H project was initially identified in IPC’s Integrated Resource Plan in 2006, 
and its need was validated in 2009 and again in 2011.  IPC began the process of seeking permits 
from BLM, as the lead federal agency responsible for the permit review of the project, in 2008. 
IPC did not engage in any significant public outreach prior to its initial filing with BLM in 2008.  
BLM began its public outreach on the project by releasing a large-scale regional map with 47 
different possible routes penciled on it.  This led to considerable initial public opposition.  Such 
opposition was especially strong near Ontario and Baker City in Eastern Oregon.  At that point, 
IPC asked BLM for time to work with the community.  In 2009, it stopped work on the 
permitting of the project per se and, rather, initiated a Community Advisory Process to help 
them delineate the least controversial route for the project.  It took well over a year for IPC to 

                                                           
2
  Idaho Power has just under 500,000 customers and a peak load of about 3,200 MW, whereas PacifiCorp has 

about 1.7 million customers and a system peak load of about 10,700 MW. 



 Project #2  
WGA Transmission Siting – Task 1 Boardman-Hemingway Project 

 

 6 

work with the potentially impacted communities in order to develop three alternative routes 
that deserved detailed further study.  These routes were designated the Central, Eastern and 
Western routes.  Two of these routes that came out of the Community Advisory Process 
included relatively significant segments that would traverse National Forest land.  However, the 
National Forest Service took the position that it would not allow any new transmission lines 
through the Wallowa-Whitman or Malheur National Forests until the carrying capacity of an 
existing transmission corridor that skirted the edges of the National Forests in Northeast 
Oregon was full.  Accordingly, IPC amended its application with BLM, and also with the Oregon 
Energy Facility Siting Council (OEFSC), relying only on the Eastern route.  [Idaho Power 2012]  

Conflicting Resource Choices 

Based on the results of the narrowing of the range of route alternatives being studied, there are 
now only six sets of mostly paired and relatively short alternative route segments that are 
moving forward for study in the BLM’s Draft EIS, which is expected to be issued in early 2013.  
However, each of these sets of alternatives poses special challenges due to the differential 
impact of each alternative on different resources that are considered worth protection.  These 
resources include scenic view sheds, wild public lands and sage grouse habitat.  The community 
outreach effort was successful in eliminating several other important resources from the mix 
being studied, including active agricultural land in Malheur County, OR, and the Oregon Trail 
interpretive center near Baker, OR.  Many of the routes initially identified by BLM in 2008 
would have posed a significant adverse impact to such active agricultural land or to the Oregon 
Trail interpretive center.  However, those routes have been removed from further 
consideration.  That said, the problem of choosing among which of the remaining resources 
must bear the brunt of the impacts of the project remains challenging.  IPC does not consider 
itself to be the entity to make this choice; rather, BLM must weigh the competing claims and 
choose a Preferred Alternative from among the six sets of (mostly paired) alternatives when it 
issues its Draft EIS next year.   

Each of these sets of alternative segments poses significant challenges.  The northernmost 
alternatives (including the Longhorn and the Bombing Range North and South alternatives) are 
intended to address the challenge of approaching the Boardman substation close to the 
Columbia River while minimizing impacts on: (1) the operations of the nearby Boardman 
Bombing Range of the U.S. Navy; (2) the Washington ground squirrel, a candidate species for 
listing under the Endangered Species Act; (3) private property used for tree farms and potential 
wind farm development; and (4) potential impacts on Native American cultural resources.  In 
the Virtue Flat area, the conflicting resource choices include protection of sage grouse habitat 
versus the protection of a cultural interpretive center versus the protection of private land.  The 
Owyhee River Below Dam alternatives raise the conflict between protecting sage grouse habitat 
versus crossing over land that may be (but is not yet) classified as having “wilderness 
characteristics.”.  Finally, in the areas of the Glass Hill and Clover Creek alternatives, there are 
two private property owners who strenuously oppose the project, so the choice as between the 
two route alternatives in each case will have to be based on a qualitative judgment as to the 
overall relative environmental impacts of siting the project through each of two alternative 
routes.  (Idaho Power 2012) 
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Coordinating Federal and State Permitting Efforts 

The OEFSC has specific timelines to meet once a project has been accepted for review; 
however, BLM operates under no such mandatory timelines or deadlines.  However, in order to 
maintain the project schedule, it is critical that BLM issue its Draft EIS for B2H – including a 
declared Preferred Alternative – within the first quarter of 2013, at the same time when IPC is 
planning to submit its final application for state certification with the OEFSC.  This submission to 
the OEFSC is the single critical milestone to meet in order for IPC to be able to meet its 
scheduled date for commencement of project construction.  This is because the timelines for 
the state-level processes are highly predictable.  The state-level processes are currently 
expected not to be completed until the end of the first quarter of 2015, a number of months 
after all federal Notices to Proceed are hoped to be already in hand.  However, even if BLM 
does issue its Draft EIS before April 1, 2013, the EIS will also have to define a Preferred 
Alternative in that issuance, because the OEFSC will only consider a single proposed route.  
Thus, if BLM does not meet this critical milestone, either for reasons of delay or because it is 
unable to define a Preferred Alternative, IPC’s entire project schedule could be thrown in 
jeopardy, with, as noted above, potentially significant adverse impacts on IPC’s ratepayers. 

Beyond the specific issue of the importance to IPC of a timely issuance of the Draft EIS, with a 
clearly stated Preferred Alternative in early 2013, is the larger structural problem of 
coordinating the state and federal permitting processes, which, in the case of the OEFSC and 
BLM, simply do not line up.  Although it would be desirable, the conduct of the environmental 
review mandated, on the one hand, by BLM under NEPA, and, on the other hand, by the OEFSC 
under Oregon law on a joint, or co-lead agency would be extraordinarily difficult.  The OEFSC’s 
requirement that only a single route (with no alternatives) be studied is completely at odds 
with a NEPA process that not only encourages the consideration of multiple alternatives, but 
also does not even require the selection of a Preferred Alternative.  The OEFSC’s strict timelines 
for action are also at odds with a NEPA process that appears to be more or less open-ended 
from the standpoint of timing and deadlines.  Finally, there are some direct conflicts in the two 
processes; for example, NEPA does not appear to require an analysis of proposed fly yards and 
project access during construction at an engineering level of detail, whereas the OEFSC does 
require such detail. 

In spite of these intrinsic conflicts between the state and federal project review paradigms, IPC 
is generally gratified with the BLM project manager’s effort so far to incorporate more stringent 
Oregon regulatory requirements in its own environmental studies and regulatory compliance 
reviews, as the incorporation of such considerations in the federal EIS should facilitate the 
OEFSC’s own review of these issues.  (Idaho Power 2012)  Moreover, BLM, for its part, has been 
working closely with the program manger for OEFSC’s review of the project to make sure that 
all of the information that the OEFSC will need in order to complete its review of the project will 
be included in the BLM’s EIS.  (BLM 2012) 

Sage Grouse 

BLM recently issued a national policy on sage grouse management, the Interim Sage Grouse 
Instructional Memorandum (IM).  Because BLM’s writ over the project is limited to federal 
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lands, it remains to be seen whether the IM would, or could, be enforceable on private lands 
through which the project passes.  Going beyond that jurisdiction issue, however, there is a 
deeper issue as to the justification for stringent (and expensive) mitigation measures intended 
to protect the bird and its habitat.  This is a very controversial issue more generally in the West, 
and B2H (as well as other projects, such as PacifiCorp’s Gateway West Project) has gotten 
caught up in the controversy.  The bird has not been listed as “threatened” or “endangered” 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), but the bird is on a list of species to be studied for 
possible listing within the next several years.   

Beyond that, however, is the fact that IPC already has an agreement with the Oregon 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) regarding the scope of the buffers that the company 
should provide in order to protect sage grouse leks.  In 2009, BLM indicated that they would 
follow the recommendations of the ODFW.  However, since its recent issuance of the IM, BLM’s 
stance on this issue has changed, to the point that, despite its agreement to proceed with its 
review of the six sets of route alternatives now under study, BLM may yet require additional 
route segments to be evaluated in order to protect the sage grouse.  

Even if the BLM does limit its study to the current set of alternatives, the issue of potential 
impacts to sage grouse habitat could be a determinative factor in BLM’s choice of a Preferred 
Alternative as between the alternatives in several of the segments of the project route where 
alternative routings are being studied. In all such cases, BLM may determine that protection of 
the sage grouse would have to take precedence over other import resources that also demand 
attention and protection.   

This is a classic Hobson’s choice and is, moreover, a choice that will have to be made in the 
absence of more high quality information from the field as to the potential adverse impacts on 
sage grouse of transmission projects (or, for that matter, of other environmental stressors).  
Because of the lack of hard science on sage grouse, BLM is taking a very conservative approach 
in managing the species on federal land.  In the view of the B2H project proponents, BLM is 
requiring significantly more mitigation for the species than may be warranted, and it would 
make sense for BLM to allow project proponents (like those of B2H) to conduct a series of field 
studies of the bird as mitigation for the potential impacts of the project in order to help build 
the scientific record. (Idaho Power 2012) 

Sage grouse issues could also be an issue in the OEFSC’s evaluation of the project.  The OEFSC 
typically cannot allow a project subject to its authority to result in any unmitigated adverse 
environmental impacts.  However, B2H, along with Portland General Electric’s proposed 
Cascade Crossing Project, are the first two linear projects that the OEFSC has ever had to 
evaluate, and the OEFSC is conducting its evaluations of these projects in somewhat uncharted 
waters.  If the B2H Project is to be approved, the OEFSC may need to conduct some sort of 
“balancing test” to determine that the potential impacts (pursuant to the BLM’s recently issued 
IM) of the project along one route alternative on core sage grouse habitat may be less severe 
that the potential adverse impacts of an alternative route on some other important resource/s.  
Suffice it to say that despite the continuing unknowns about the impact of transmission lines on 
sage grouse habitat, BLM’s issuance of the sage grouse IM could be a determinative factor in 
the ultimate selection of an approvable project route. (BLM 2012)  
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Consultation with the Tribes 

Although B2H does not cross any tribal lands, its route will skirt the southern edge of the 
Umatilla Indian Reservation.  The process for consultation with potentially affected Native 
American tribes is defined in Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and the Act 
defines a government-to-government process.  Participation of the applicant in this process is 
not well defined.  For the B2H project, BLM is requiring that IPC conduct all possible 
ethnographic studies.  Those studies are well under way and are expected to be completed 
sometime in the Spring of 2012.  However, IPC has neither any input into the selection of the 
entities to conduct these studies, nor into the manner in which the studies are conducted.  
Furthermore, these studies are expensive, and, in the view of IPC, BLM appears to exercise 
neither cost nor quality control in terms of how the studies are conducted.  (Idaho Power 2012) 

However, BLM is engaged in detailed, on-going consultations with the potentially affected 
tribes, and typically, it is the tribes that specify the scope of the needed ethnographic studies.  
Moreover, BLM’s relationship with the tribes involves a high degree of diplomacy, because the 
consultations between the tribes and BLM are, by law, on a “sovereign” to “sovereign” basis.  In 
the case of B2H, the most active tribe in the negotiations, the Shoshone-Paiute, never signed a 
treaty with the United States Government; moreover, the proposed B2H route generally 
follows a trail along which, in the late 19th century, the Shoshone-Paiute were driven on a 
forced march to a fort now n the State of Washington.  According to BLM, relationships with 
the Shoshone-Paiute are “productive,” and the Shoshone-Paiute are apparently very happy that 
they will obtain the results of the ethnographic studies that are currently being conducted.  
Moreover, the Shoshone-Paiute have indicated to BLM that if they need to consult directly with 
IPC for some reason, they will do so.  (BLM 2012) 

Finally, IPC is concerned that it does not have access to the outputs of these studies, and it is 
concerned that the Programmatic Agreement that will result from these studies may require a 
significant additional series of studies, with undefined costs and deadlines.  (Idaho Power 2012)  
BLM, however, is reasonably optimistic that the Programmatic Agreement, which will be 
developed in the late Spring of 2012, and which will reflect the outputs of the ethnographic 
studies currently being conducted, should provide sufficient information to inform IPC of the 
scope of any further ethnographic work that will be required during project construction.  (BLM 
2012)  

In sum, to date, IPC considers that it has been frozen out of a process that could have 
significant cost impacts and, more seriously, that could significantly slow down the process of 
getting the line built once it is approved.  (Idaho Power 2012)  BLM, however, has less control 
over this process than may appear to be the case.  Thus, the current paradigm for tribal 
consultation may not allow for the optimization or streamlining the overall process of siting 
major transmission projects.  (BLM 2012) 

This is an issue that strongly suggests the need for some substantial reform of the Section 106 
process, so that project proponents can at least have a seat at the table during these 
discussions. Such reforms should allow for project proponents’ relations with the affected 
tribes to be established much earlier in the process than they currently are, and should provide 
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for some standardization, both in the methodologies and the timing of how the required 
cultural studies are conducted.   

BLM Field Office Resource Management Plans 

Depending on which alternative is ultimately selected, various amendments to BLM’s local 
Resource Management Plans (RMPs) may be required in order to allow project construction on 
B2H to proceed.  IPC has found that the BLM Field Offices do not uniformly consider the need 
for changes to their respective RMPs necessitated by the proposal to route a major new 
transmission line across the federal land under their oversight proactively at the very beginning 
of the project review.  Such RMP amendments must be evaluated under NEPA, so each plan 
that needs to be revised, and the specific changes needed must be clearly defined in the EIS. 
What IPC has apparently found to be problematic is the apparent lack of consistency among 
BLM Field Offices in the implementation and interpretation of their respective RMPs.  (Idaho 
Power 2012)   

However, IPC unfortunately ran into a particularly difficult situation in this regard in the 
Southeast Oregon District of the BLM.  When IPC began work on the B2H Project, that office 
was in the midst of revising its existing RMP in response to a lawsuit that found that the RMP in 
question had not given adequate consideration to lands having a “wilderness character.”  The 
office was compelled to move forward with its new plan irrespective of the impact that the 
siting of B2H might have on that RMP.  In fact, one of the route alternatives that is moving 
forward (the Owyhee River Below Dam alternative) is intended to take into account the issues 
that the office is grappling with in developing a revised RMP that will pass muster with the 
court.  To address the problem that IPC finds itself in in this regard, it is BLM’s intention either 
to include the B2H project as part of the Final EIR on the RMP or, if the RMP is finalized before 
the issuance of the draft EIS for B2H, to incorporate an appropriate revision to the approved 
RMP in the Draft EIS for B2H.  (BLM 2012)              

BLM Project Administration 

B2H crosses two states, but the BLM state offices in the two states, as well as individual BLM 
Field Offices within a single state, appear to have significantly different permitting 
requirements as well as differing priorities regarding which projects and activities are important 
to them.  IPC is concerned that in BLM’s initial review of B2H, there was little proactive effort to 
try to identify how to treat any given resource of concern across the borders of the different 
BLM Field Offices.  As a result, the most “conservative” approach generally won, whether or not 
it was the best or most sensible approach.  Moreover, according to IPC, there appears to be a 
conflict between BLM project management (which is generally cooperative with the project 
proponents) and BLM Field Office personnel.  The BLM project manager does not appear to 
have the ability to force staff in different Field Offices to cooperate with each other and to 
resolve inconsistencies in what they require.  On top of this, the hierarchy within BLM is such 
that the Field Office managers are not in the chain of command of the NEPA project managers.  
It can therefore be very difficult for project managers to extract cooperation from the Field 
Offices. (Idaho Power 2012) 
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Recognizing this as a potential problem, BLM has initiated a new project management structure 
that should maximize the ability to obtain a unified agency position on substantive resource 
questions and issues as they emerge.  This new structure includes a Core Team, in which all of 
the lead resource area specialists working on the project come together regularly to address 
conflicts in recommendations from the various Field Offices and to resolve those conflicts.  They 
in turn make a recommendation to an Executive Team, which consists of the top agency 
management working on the project, including the Project Manager, as well as the leads from 
other federal agencies (such as, in the case of B2H, the National Forest Service).  The Executive 
Team will make the final decisions on how the agencies will handle these resource issue 
conflicts as they come up.  Moreover, the Executive Committee serves as a sounding board for 
the project proponent and has the authority to vet and resolve any and all substantive resource 
issues that the project proponent may raise.  The purpose of this new Core Team/Executive 
Team structure is to facilitate the ability of all of the federal agencies working on the project to 
speak with a single voice on the issues that emerge during the course of conducting the NEPA 
review of the project.  (BLM 2012)     

Schedule Deviations 

The early phases of project review were delayed by nearly two years.  The BLM’s original Notice 
of Intent (NOI) was published on September 12, 2008, and the revised NOI was issued on July 
27, 2010.  Associated with this was the concomitant delay in the conduct of project scoping and 
the issuance of a scoping report from sometime in 2009 to April of 2011.  This delay is due 
almost entirely to the initial failure to seek robust public input as to the characteristics of a 
more or less acceptable project route alternative before the formal project review process 
began.  It is possible to argue that had the robust Community Advisory Process that IPC 
ultimately did conduct had been conducted in advance of initial project application in 2008, the 
resulting delay in IPC’s formal filing could have been nearly as long as the schedule deviation 
that did actually occur.  However, such an argument overlooks the fact that it took considerable 
effort for IPC to assuage the initial strenuous public opposition to the project that did occur and 
to build the needed trust with interested stakeholders.  It may be difficult to exactly quantify 
the amount of time consumed by such a trust-building effort, but it is not unreasonable to 
conclude that the process took more time than it would have had IPC, in coordination with 
BLM, undertaken a robust public outreach effort in advance of the initiation of BLM’s formal 
project review process.  After all, friction retards forward motion; lubrication encourages it. 

That said, since IPC issued its much narrower set of route alternatives late in 2011, the review 
process has been moving forward as planned, and BLM and its consultant are reasonably 
optimistic that it will be possible to issue a Draft EIS for public review in early 2013.  However, 
IPC has asked for additional time in completing the final two technical reports that it owes the 
BLM in order for work on the Draft EIS to be completed.  These two reports, visual impacts and 
cultural resources, are particularly important, and IPC must complete those reports and submit 
them by this Spring in order for BLM to be able to complete work on the Draft EIS in a manner 
than will allow for its release in the first quarter of 2013.  (BLM 2012) 
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Appeals or Legal Challenges  

This project has not yet reached the point in the process where legal challenges would be filed. 

Discussion and Observations: Methods to Mitigate Permitting Delays 

The Benefits of Public Outreach:  Based on its initial lack of action, IPC has developed a 
proactive public participation philosophy, reflecting the core values of Respect and Integrity.  
The value of Respect is underlain by the belief that stakeholders have a right to be involved in 
the decision making process, and the company is committed to provide and enhance 
opportunities for stakeholder involvement and participation.  The voices of its stakeholders will 
be integrated into the company’s processes, systems, projects and into its culture.  The value of 
Integrity will guide the company’s commitment to open processes as it seeks solutions that 
balance the needs of the company, society and the environment.   

In observance of this philosophy, the final three routes (Central, Western and Eastern) that 
were initially selected for more detailed further study were the outcome of an aggressive 
outreach effort whereby the participants in Idaho Power’s community engagement process 
actually voted on these proposed routes.  Moreover, as a result of this open and transparent 
outreach process, subsequent requests to landowners for right-of-entry to conduct further 
study have been largely accepted.  Since gaining right-of-entry prior to the issuance of a CPCN 
can be challenging and time-consuming, this is another instance of how vigorous advance 
public outreach can simplify and streamline the project review process.  (Idaho Power 2012)  

Reducing Complexity:  As the discussion above on sage grouse and cultural resources indicates, 
there are elements of the federal project review and siting process that are themselves so riven 
with complexity and controversy that dramatic steps need to be taken to simplify how such 
issues are addressed.  One obvious example would be the development of a federal 
government-wide template for the development of Programmatic Agreements under §106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act.  Such templates should include all necessary boilerplate 
text, as well as a set of examples of how to address as many types of cultural resource issues 
that are likely to be encountered in the review of any major linear project as is possible. 

Early Identification of Preferred Alternative:  There can be no doubt that the decision, in the 
early stages of formal project study (after both the reevaluation of project alternatives in 2009 
pursuant to IPC’s Community Advisory Process and the subsequent decision to avoid routing 
the project through National Forest land) to focus on one main route and a number of smaller 
alternatives along that one main route has substantially simplified the study process.  This early 
identification of the overall route alignment for the project should facilitate the BLM’s job of 
choosing a Preferred Alternative in connection with the issuance of the Draft EIS.  Based on the 
outcome of its detailed formal study of the set of six pairs of relatively short route alternatives 
that are under review, the BLM will need to make some qualitative determinations as to the 
relative merits or demerits (from the standpoint of their respective environmental impacts) of 
each alternative in its Draft EIS.  However, there is no reason why the calculus that BLM will 
need to engage in in order to make a forced choice in each of these six cases should deter it 
from selecting a single, overall Preferred Alternative when it issues the Draft EIS.   
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Although our study of the Gateway West project shows that the failure of the lead agency to 
choose a Preferred Alternative can significantly slow down the process of completing the 
overall project review process, we can be reasonably hopeful that the manner in which the 
winnowing down of the alternatives to be studied that took place early in the formal process of 
reviewing B2H can serve as a model for future transmission siting processes. 

Better Intra-Agency (and Inter-Agency) Coordination.  BLM’s recent establishment of the Core 
Team/Executive Team project management structure for B2H should have the beneficial effect 
of maximizing the ability of the agency to develop a unified agency position on substantive 
resource questions and issues as they emerge.  This structure includes a Core Team, in which all 
of the lead resource area specialists working on the project come together regularly to address 
substantive resource area conflicts and to recommend solutions to those conflicts to an 
Executive Team (consisting of the top agency management working on the project from all key 
divisions of the agency as well as from the other major federal land use agencies that must 
approve the project), which will make the final decisions on how the agencies will handle these 
resource issue conflicts as they come up.  This structure shows real promise in facilitating the 
ability of all of the federal agencies working on a large transmission project to speak with a 
single voice on the issues that emerge during the course of project evaluation, and, hence, to 
streamline the federal review process. 

Better Federal-State Coordination.  As noted above, the timelines and processes for review of 
the B2H Project by BLM under NEPA and by the OEFSC under Oregon law are largely 
incompatible.  In the case of B2H, however, the BLM has been working closely with the program 
manger for OEFSC’s review of the project to make sure that all of the information that the 
OEFSC will ultimately need in order to complete its review of the project, which will take place 
after the BLM issues a Final EIS, will be included in the BLM’s EIS.  Thus, although the two 
processes must necessarily move along separate paths, the two agencies are collaborating 
toward the goal of facilitating each other’s processes to the extent possible.  This may not be 
the optimal manner to coordinate state and federal permitting efforts on a major transmission 
line project, but, in light of the conflicting state and federal statutory mandates, it is a 
reasonable and prudent manner in which to proceed.  

Key Project Contacts 

In developing the information presented in this report, the consultant team consulted with the 
people listed in Table 3 below.  

Table 3. Project Contacts 

Agency  / Company Name Telephone Email 

Idaho Power Company Doug Dockter 208-388-2741 DDockter@idahopower.com  

BLM Project Manager Holly Orr 541-573-4501 horr@blm.gov 

BLM Authorizing Officer Don Gonzalez 541-473-3144 dgonzale@blm.gov  

BLM Asst. Field Manager, 
Malheur Resource Area 

Renee Straub 541-473-6289 rstraub@blm.gov  

Logan Simpson Design, 
Inc. (EIS contractor to 

Jim Carter 802-364-0525 jcarter@logansimpson.com  

mailto:DDockter@idahopower.com
mailto:horr@blm.gov
mailto:dgonzale@blm.gov
mailto:rstraub@blm.gov
mailto:jcarter@logansimpson.com
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Table 3. Project Contacts 

Agency  / Company Name Telephone Email 

BLM) 

Managers Not Contacted    

Idaho Power Company Keith Georgeson 208-388-2034 KGeorgeson@idahopower.com   

Oregon Dept. of Energy Sue Oliver  541-567-3840 Ext. 22 sue.oliver@state.or.us  
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