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Response 1: BPA is proposing to re-build an existing transmission line through the 
Kootenai Falls Wildlife Management Area.  The existing line predates 
establishment of the wildlife management area.  See Section 4.10.3 on the FEIS 
for a discussion of the Kootenai Falls Wildlife Management Area.

Response 2: The walking path exists on the access trail that is used to service the 
existing transmission line.  Non-administrative vehicle use of this road is 
prohibited all year long.  The existing transmission line predates establishment 
of this wildlife management area.

Response 3: Surveyors under contract to BPA did cause rutting on about 2 miles of the 
road/trail in the fall of 2006.  BPA subsequently repaired the trail at the request 
of MFWP by bringing in gravel fill.

Response 4: As indicated in Table 2-1a on page 2-10 of the Final EIS, about 14 miles 
of existing access roads would be improved for the proposed project, and about 
4.5 miles of new access roads would be constructed.  An estimated 15,000 cubic 
yards of special rock embankment material and 25,000 cubic yards of crushed 
rock would be needed for improvement of the 18.5 miles of existing and new 
roads. Of this total project road length, about 3.5 miles of existing access road 
and 0.36 mile of new road would occur on the wildlife management area from 
line segments 21 to 24.  Travel surface of roads would typically be 14 feet in 
width, with an 18- to 20-foot-wide travel surface on curves. Rather than 
trimming and removing a portion of Black Eagle Rock, a culturally sensitive 
feature, to allow for passage of large construction equipment, BPA is proposing 
to widen the road by adding a set of retaining walls on the river side of the road 
and placing fill behind the retaining walls.

Comment 4

Comment 1

Comment 2

Comment 3
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Response 5: This realignment option has been considered and was not 
carried forward for detailed analysis for the reasons described under 
‘Crossing near the City of Libby’ in Section 2.6.3 of the final EIS.  
The Agencies have studied this option on several occasions in the 
last four years and decided that the route was not feasible.  BPA has 
studied this realignment option on several occasions and determined 
that there simply isn’t room enough in places between Highway 2 
and the BNSF railroad track for even single pole construction.  
Please see also response 15. 

Response 6: BPA conducted engineering assessments of your described 
realignment over the last four years and identified several constricted 
areas that make this option infeasible.  In several locations 

insufficient room is present between the highway and railroad rights 
of-way to allow for even single pole construction.  In locations where 
the railroad would not allow structures to be placed near the track, 
the line would have to cross the highway.  Acquisition of new right- 
of-way for the suggested alignment would involve additional 
expense.  

Response 7: The reasons for not burying the transmission line under ground 
are addressed in Section 2.6.4 on page 2-24 of the Final EIS.

Response 8: Comment noted.

Comment 8

Comment 7

Comment 6

Comment 5
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Response 9: Your opinion is noted.

Response 10: Comment noted, thank you for the information.

Response 11: Comment noted.  No need has been identified that would 
justify the investment required to construct a 230-kV line at this 
time.

Response 12: Your opinion is noted.

Comment 9

Comment 10

Comment 11

Comment 12
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Response 13: See response to comment 5 above.

Response 14: On the Libby – Troy project no need has been identified that would 
justify the investment required to construct a 230-kV line at this time; other 
alternative locations may be available in the future to handle the need for 
additional transfer capacity out of Libby Dam.  Making the speculative 
investment now to overbuild a line without reasonable assurance that it would 
be used in the future is not a wise use of public or ratepayer dollars.

Response 15: See response to comment 6.   Core drilling in rock is not an 
insurmountable problem. However, BPA has indicated that on the south side 
of the river there simply isn’t room enough in places between the highway 
ROW and the railroad track and ROW for even single pole construction.  The 
railroad would not allow BPA to get too close to their track and the MDOT 
wouldn’t allow BPA to get too close to their highway.  There are pinch points 
along the route west of Libby.  The line would have to cross the highway 
several times due to constrictions and parts of the route are just plain 
unbuildable.  BPA has looked at this same possibility on numerous occasions 
in the last four years and decided early on that the route was not doable.  
Even if BPA used double circuit steel poles (Alternative 1), the idea of 
rebuilding to 230 kV is not an option that BPA is looking to in the future 
along the line that goes to Bonners Ferry.

Response 16: BPA has never initiated condemnation proceedings against a railroad 
to utilize their right-of-way for a transmission line.  Condemnation is never 
an easy process.  It is BPA’s policy to make every effort to avoid 
condemnation proceedings, and pursue it only after all good-faith efforts to 
cooperatively resolve a land easement negotiation have failed.  
Condemnation involving a railroad would likely be a very complex and 
lengthy proceeding with an uncertain outcome in this case. The existing line 
needs to be rebuilt soon to help prevent failures and fires similar to those 
mentioned in comment 24.

Response 17: A realignment that would be contiguous to the railway would pass 
through a constricted commercially developed area, resulting in other new 
land use impacts. In addition other constraints exist further west of Libby on 
this suggested realignment indicated in the response to comment 15.  This 
realignment was evaluated by the agencies and eliminated from further study. 

Response 18: See response 16.    

Response 19: If a realignment were located contiguous to the railway, west of Libby 
the highway and railroad enter a less developed area along the Kootenai 
River.  Here aesthetic concerns would focus on highway travelers who would 
have direct views of a transmission line located along the railroad.  The 
proposed rebuild north of the Kootenai River would be partially screened by 
existing vegetation on the river’s north side. 

Comment 13

Comment 14

Comment 15

Comment 16

Comment 17

Comment 18

Comment 19
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Response 20: Comment noted
. 
Response 21: It is unclear what 24 watersheds you are referring to since the 

comment letter submitted by DOT does not reference them.  A new 
alignment would have to cross other streams and watersheds. 

Response 22: Comment noted.

Response 23: While some homeowners have the existing line and would have the 
proposed rebuilt line visible from their residences, moving the line to a 
different location would result in visibility from other viewpoints and 
residences. A new alignment contiguous to the railway would create a new 
visual element and would be viewed by many.

Response 24: Infrequently a line could fail no matter where it is located.  If it were 
to fall on a railroad track, rail workers could be injured or killed due to shock 
and electrocution. 

See page 9-51 of the Final EIS for information pertaining to safety risks associated 
with firefighting equipment.  The need to rebuild the existing aging line so it 
doesn’t fail so often is documented on page 1-1 of the Final EIS.

Response 25: See response to comment 33 for a discussion of electromagnetic 
fields.  Tables 3 and Table 4 of Appendix H in the Final EIS (page H-37) 
show that calculated peak electric and magnetic fields and calculated fields at 
the edge of the right-of-way would decrease for a 230-kV double circuit line 
operated at 115-kV compared to a rebuilt 115-kV line with H-frame 
structures. 

Response 26: Your opinions are noted.

Comment 20

Comment 21

Comment 22

Comment 23

Comment 24

Comment 25

Comment 26
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Response 26: Your opinions are noted.

Comment 26
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Response 27:  Following is a brief summary of potential effects from 
construction of a new line using the Quartz Creek realignment 
compared to rebuilding on the existing corridor.  Please refer to 
Table S-2 and Appendix L in the Final EIS for more detail. 
Construction of the Quartz Creek realignment rather than rebuilding 
on the existing corridor through Big Horn Terrace would have 
greater impacts on the following resources (at either voltage): soils, 
land use on Kootenai NF lands, vegetation (old growth and weeds), 
wildlife, visual resources for Highway 2 travelers, and meeting 
visual quality objectives on Kootenai NF lands.  Rebuilding on the 
existing corridor would have greater impacts than the Quartz Creek 
realignment on visual resources for residents of Big Horn Terrace 
and on public safety.  Similar impacts would occur on both the 
existing corridor and the Quartz Creek realignment option to water 
resources, wetlands and floodplains, fish, amphibians, and reptiles, 
cultural resources, recreation resources, social and economic 
resources, transportation, and air quality. 

Comment 27
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Response 28:  Procedural timeframes in 75-20-301, MCA, indicate the 
department should issue a decision within 30 days after issuance of a 
report on a proposed facility.  Notice of availability of the Final EIS 
for the Libby-Troy Rebuild Project was published in the Federal 
Register on June 6, 2008.  Although recent court rulings on 
permitting timelines for other programs in the department have 
highlighted the importance of meeting statutory requirements, DEQ 
did extend the comment period for the draft conclusions to July 5, 
2008.

Response 29:  Comment noted.  The word ‘some’ has been changed to 
‘many’ in the referenced sentence to indicate that many residents 
adjacent to the existing line prefer the line be moved.    

Response 30:  Comment noted.

Comment 28

Comment 29

Comment 30
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Response 31:  Opinion noted.  Persons living near the line who are 
interested in knowing which homes have average magnetic fields 
above 4 milligauss can call Kirk Robinson, Project Manager, via a 
BPA toll free number 1-800-282-3713.   

Response 32:  BPA used a currently accepted methodology when 
computing estimated electric and magnetic field strength at the edge 
of the right-of-way for the proposed rebuild.  Please see Appendices 
H and J in the Final EIS. 

Response 33: While the epidemiological studies by Ahlbom et al. (2000) 
and Greenland et al. (2000) indicate a statistical increase in 
childhood leukemia cases for exposure above 3-4 mG, the 
mechanism for this increase is not understood. Further, other studies 
such as those by the United Kingdom Childhood Cancer Studies 
(UKCCS 1999 and UKCCS 2000), Draper 2005, Savitz et al. (1988) 
did not find such a relationship (Appendix J of Final EIS).  Other 
explanations for the relationship are possible. Currently, science 
does not offer a definitive answer to the question of whether 
exposure to magnetic fields results in increase in certain types of 
cancers or if they do occur, the mechanisms at work. 

Response 34: The department carefully evaluated the information in the 
Final EIS when making its draft conclusions for the proposed 
project.  Although not necessary in making a department decision 
for the proposed project, the department elected to issue its draft 
conclusions for public comment.  The department has considered the 
comments received in making its final conclusions and 
determination. 

Response 35: Opinion noted.

Response 36:  Persons living near the line who are interested in knowing 
which homes have average magnetic fields above 4 milligauss can 
call a BPA toll free number, 1-800-282-3713, and request on-site 
measurements of field strength. 

Response 37:  Please see response 33.

Response 38: Opinion noted. 

Comment 31

Comment 32

Comment 33

Comment 34

Comment 35

Comment 31

Comment 32

Comment 33

Comment 34

Comment 35

Comment 36
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Comment 38
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Response 39: Comment noted. 

Comment 39
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Response 40: DEQ extended the comment period to July 5th to allow more time for 
comments to be submitted. Please see response 28.

Response 41: Your opinions are noted. Please see response 28.

Response 42: Text in the department conclusions notes that the proposed rebuild 
would meet the state standard for electric field strength in residential areas, and 
that below and adjacent to the line, calculated peak magnetic field strength 
would increase by one milligauss.  Current literature on EMF is not in 
agreement regarding a link between EMF exposure and an increased risk of 
childhood leukemia. As such, the department did not include additional 
mitigation to address EMF concerns. See also response 122. 

Response 43: The Final EIS recognizes that safety and placement of firefighting 
equipment near powerlines is a primary concern.  The Quartz Creek 
realignment would reduce these safety risks.  Please see the response to the 
Libby Fire Department on page 9-51 of the Final EIS. 

Response 44: The No Action Alternative on page 2-20 of the Final EIS describes the 
increased risk of fire if the existing line is not rebuilt, and notes that a 2003 fire 
was caused by a conductor that fell due to a failed fitting. A falling line could 
cause electrocution. Please see also Appendix I Living and Working Safety 
Around High-Voltage Power Lines. 

Comment 40

Comment 41

Comment 42

Comment 43

Comment 44
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Response 45:  Additional information has been added to the department’s final 
conclusions for the proposed project to address health and safety issues.  Please 
see also pages 9-49 through 9-57 of the Final EIS addressing comments on 
noise, public health and safety.

Response 46: DEQ staff does not have the technical training or equipment to perform 
detailed site-specific analyses regarding health and safety effects.  As such, 
DEQ reviews information provided by technical experts in the field, such as that 
in Appendix J of the Final EIS.  For the Draft EIS, DEQ staff commented on the 
Ahlbom and Greenland studies (Ahlborn et. al., 2000 and Greenland et al., 
2000) and requested information on the number of homes along the proposed 
line and alternative where magnetic field strength would exceed 3-4 mG.

Response 47: Comment noted. 

Response 48: Additional clarification has been added to the DEQ conclusions.  The 
proposed action would not increase existing electric field strength but would 
increase calculated peak magnetic field strengths by 1 milligauss (see Appendix 
H Table 4 and Figure 3). The line is located in subdivided areas and adjacent to 
a local road (see Figure 3-18a and 3-18b of the Final EIS). While rebuilding the 
line would decrease the risk of line failure, there is no guarantee that it will not 
fail at some time in the future and cause another fire as reported in comment 24. 
Fire fighting would be restricted no matter where the line is located should a line 
failure occur that starts a fire.  The Quartz Creek and Pipe Creek realignments 
would locate the line farther from houses. At the same time the line, if located 
on these alignments, would be further removed from human observers and a fire 
may grow in size before it is detected. 

Big Horn Terrace subdivision is accessed by a single road which terminates at 
the trailhead for the wildlife management area. A fire along either the existing 
alignment or the Quartz Creek reroute may restrict access to the subdivision. It 
is not known what effect either alignment would have on insurance coverage.

Comment 45

Comment 46

Comment 47

Comment 48

Comment 49

Comment 50

Comment 51
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Response 49: The department concurs that where transmission lines are 
routed through developed areas, property owners will have some 
restrictions on use of the easements.  Please see Appendix I of the 
Final EIS.

Response 50:  No need has been identified that would justify the 
investment required to construct a 230-kV line at this time. Other 
routing options for lines from Libby Dam are possible should 
generation capacity be added to the dam. 

Response 51: The agencies have studied proposed line location for the two 
mentioned residences.  At 3652 Kootenai Road, the centerline for 
the transmission line may be moved north approximately 2 feet to 
accommodate future road widening by Lincoln County or MDOT.  
This line relocation would not render the residence unlivable.  At 
5770 Kootenai River Road the existing 80-foot-wide corridor would 
remain unchanged.  This residence was recently rebuilt. 
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Response 52: The department has considered all comments received on the 
EIS and draft conclusions.  The draft conclusions have been revised 
in response to some but not all comments.

Response 53:  See pages 9-50 and 9-51 of the Final EIS for information 
pertaining to safety risks associated with firefighting equipment, and 
a response to Thomas Wood, Chief of the Libby Fire Department.  
There are approximately three structures (houses and outbuildings) 
west of Quartz Creek and between the line and the hillside.

Response 54:  The department carefully evaluated the information in the 
Final EIS when making its conclusions for the proposed project. 
The department has considered comments received and information 
in the final EIS in making its final conclusions and determination.  

Response 55:  The department further addresses health and safety issues in 
the final conclusions.  The department considered public comments 
received on this issue and information in the Final EIS as well in 
making its final conclusions and determination. 

Response 56: See response 54.

Response 57: The department concurs that both the Pipe Creek and Quartz 
Creek realignment would locate the line further from residences.

Response 58: Text found in page 5, paragraph 2 of the draft conclusions 
references Table S-1 and Appendix L.  Table S-2 does not need to 
be referenced.   

Comment 52

Comment 53

Comment 54

Comment 55

Comment 56

Comment 57

Comment 58
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Response 59: This comment misquotes and takes out of context the draft 
conclusion. Exact wording is reproduced here with the omitted word 
underlined.  “Approximately 5.6 miles of the proposed rebuild would 
occur on existing right-of-way through residential areas on the west side 
of Libby. This location does not have general local acceptance, as some 
residents adjacent to the existing line prefer the line be moved. The 
Department compared potential effects of rebuilding the line in the 
existing right-of-way to potential effects of the Quartz Creek and Pipe 
Creek realignments that would move the line from residential areas. 
Although the Quartz Creek realignment would locate the line in a 
nonresidential area and restore full use of the existing corridor to 
landowners of the Big Horn Terrace subdivision, overall and across other 
resources, the Quartz Creek and Pipe Creek realignments were not 
compatible with a finding of minimum adverse impact (FEIS, Table S-1 
and Appendix L).”

Response 60:  The conclusions have been revised to incorporate the number of 
homes close enough to the line to have average calculated field strength 
greater than 3 mG. Also see the response to comment 55.

Response 61: Please see response 29. 

Response 62: The department has not received comments via Senator Baucus’ 
office.  

Response 63: The reference to ‘undisturbed forest’ comes from wording in 
administrative rule, and is used to guide department evaluation for this 
location criterion for transmission lines.  Text in the draft conclusions does 
refer to a previously logged area along the Quartz Creek realignment, as 
well as stands of designated old growth.  The department is aware of the 
Kootenai River North Fuels Reduction Project, as described on page 3-233 
of the Final EIS.  The statement that overall, the existing right-of-way 
better avoids undisturbed forest, is correct as written. 

Comment 59

Comment 60

Comment 61

Comment 62

Comment 63
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Response 64: Comment noted. Your opinion is noted.

Response 65: Comment noted. Your opinion is noted.

Response 66: DEQ did consider exposure of homes to varying EMF levels 
from the line and the conclusion has been revised to reflect this 
consideration.  DEQ recognizes that values for EMF are calculated 
using a one meter height above ground with maximum current and 
minimum conductor clearance (Final EIS, Appendix H, page H-13).  
Actual magnetic field levels would vary from calculated values as 
current on the line changes and as ambient temperature changes. 
Average current over a year is expected to be about 43 percent of 
the maximum value. 

Response 67: DEQ asked that the analysis be included in the Final EIS.

Response 68: Yes.

Response 69: Text has been added to department conclusions stating that 
the rebuilt line would not change existing levels of electric fields 
and calculated peak magnetic fields would increase by 1 milligauss 
below and adjacent to the line. 

Response 70: Residents living next to the existing line chose to purchase 
property next to the line.  Information pertaining to health and safety 
is described in Appendix H of the Final EIS. 

Comment 64

Comment 65

Comment 66

Comment 67

Comment 68

Comment 69

Comment 70
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Response 71: DEQ concurs that exposure to magnetic fields would continue.  
Persons living near the line who are interested in knowing which homes have 
average magnetic fields above 4 milligauss can call Kirk Robinson, Project 
Manager, via a BPA toll free number 1-800-282-3713. 

Response 72: DEQ has no policy related to magnetic fields.  DEQ policy related to 
electric fields is embodied in administrative rule in ARM 17.20.1607(2)(d).

Response 73: Appendix J of the Final EIS summarizes studies and reports relating to 
known health effects of EMF and also provides pertinent references.  The 
department is a cooperating agency on this project, and in that role has 
assisted BPA in the identification of applicable state environmental 
protection standards to ensure that these standards are met (page 1-3 of Final 
EIS). 

Response 74: Both fields are weighed in the Department’s decision.  Mr. Smith is 
referring to a single study that gives precautionary recommendations when 
routing new transmission lines.  BPA is proposing to rebuild an existing line. 

Response 75: The department evaluated current information regarding potential 
health effects associated with EMF.  See Appendix J of the Final EIS. 

Response 76: The department concurs that a proposed rebuild using the Pipe Creek 
realignment or the Quartz Creek realignment would also be consistent with 
regional plans for expansion of the BPA transmission system serving 
northwest Montana. 

Comment 71

Comment 72

Comment 73

Comment 74

Comment 75

Comment 76
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Response 77: The department follows the intent and text of existing law in making 
its conclusions.  

Response 78:   In Webster’s II New College Dictionary (2001), the term 
“economic” is defined to mean “of or relating to matters of finance.” The 
term “practicable” is defined as “capable of being done.” Thus, under 
Section 76-20-301(1)(h), MCA, public lands are to be used for location of a 
transmission line whenever the use of the public land is as financially capable 
of being done as the use of private lands.  As indicated in Table 2-2 of the 
Final EIS, if the transmission line were relocated on more public land under 
the Pipe Creek realignment, an additional cost of $221,000 (115-kV) or 
$420,000 (230-kV) would be incurred as compared to rebuilding the 
transmission line in its current location.  If the transmission line were 
relocated on more public land under the Quartz Creek realignment, an 
additional cost of $366,000 (115-kV) or $1 million (230-kV) would be 
incurred as compared to rebuilding the transmission line in its current 
location.   Thus, the use of primarily public land under the Pipe Creek and 
Quartz Creek realignments is not as financially capable of being done as 
using the mix of public and private land crossed by the transmission line in its 
current location.
Pursuant to Section 75-20-301(2)(d), MCA, human health and safety  is 
considered by the DEQ in determining whether rebuilding the transmission 
line in its current location will serve the public interest, convenience, and 
necessity under Section 76-20-301(1)(f), MCA.

The increased environmental impacts that would be associated with selecting 
the Pipe Creek or Quartz Creek Alternatives are set forth in Table S-2 of the 
Final EIS.

. 

Comment 77

Comment 78
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Response 79: Comment noted.

Response 80: The department used a list of current landowners along the existing 
right-of-way and proposed realignments when seeking landowner comment on 
the proposed project.  The EPA was included on the larger mailing list for the 
proposed project.  

Comment 79

Comment 80
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Response 81: DEQ did extend the comment period for the draft 
conclusions to July 5, 2008.  

Response 82: Please see response to comment #1.

Comment 81

Comment 82
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Response 83: Please see response to comment #2.

Response 84: Comment noted.

Response 85: Please see response to comment # 4.

Response 86: Please see response to comment #5 and 6.

Response 87: Comment noted.

Comment 83

Comment 84

Comment 85

Comment 86

Comment 87
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Response 88: Please see response to comment #5. Undergrounding the line 
is addressed in Section 2.6.4 of the Final EIS. 

Response 89: Please see response #7.  Cost of undergrounding transmission 
lines exceeds cost of undergrounding distribution lines. See Section 
2.6.4 of the Final EIS. 

Response 90: Comments noted.  

Response 91: Please see response #5 and 6.

Response 92: Opinion noted.

Response 93: An environmental impact statement or supplement would be 
needed for BPA to propose a rebuild of the transmission line that 
would follow the BNSF railroad right-of-way.

Comment 88

Comment 89

Comment 90

Comment 91

Comment 92

Comment 93
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Response 94: Opinion noted. The department issued its draft conclusions 
for public comment on June 20, 2008.  The department will issue its 
final conclusions and determination in July. 

Response 95: Comments noted. 

Comment 94

Comment 95
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Response 96: Comment noted.    

Response 97: You will have to make your own decision where your 
children are allowed to play. Appendices H, I, and J summarize 
information that may prove helpful in making an informed decision.  

Response 98:  Comment noted.  The existing line predates many residences 
in west Libby.   

Response 99:  Please see pages 3-20 through 3-27 where potential land use 
effects, including residential effects, of the proposed rebuild and 
alternatives are described.  These potential effects to land uses are 
summarized in Tables S-1 and S-2.  

Response 100:  The department concurs that residential growth has 
occurred on the west side of Libby since the line was constructed in 
the mid-1950s.  The department has considered public comments 
received on the DEQ draft conclusions when making the final 
conclusions and determination. 

Comment 96

Comment 97

Comment 98

Comment 99

Comment 100
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Response 101: Comments noted. 

Comment 101
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Response 102: The existing line was built by Pacific Power & Light in the 
mid-1950s, and was acquired by Flathead Electric Cooperative in 
1998.  BPA acquired the line in 2003.  Assurances that the line 
would be moved may have been made by a previous owner.  

Response 103: Your opinion is noted.  

Response 104: Please see pages 3-124 and 3-125 of the Final EIS for a 
discussion of property value impacts.

Response 105: Your rhetorical question is noted.

Response 106: The department has evaluated all comments received as 
well as information in the Final EIS when making its decision on the 
proposed project. DEQ’s decision is based on substantive findings 
required by the Major Facility Siting Act. 

Response 107: Your opinions are noted.  The department thoroughly 
evaluated the two realignments that would move the line out of more 
populated areas. 

Comment 102

Comment 103

Comment 104

Comment 105

Comment 106

Comment 107
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Response 108: Your information is noted.  Please see Appendix J of the 
Final EIS for an assessment of current research regarding EMF and 
health and environmental effects.  

Response 109: Please see page 9-51 of the Final EIS for information on 
firefighting near transmission lines, and a response to Thomas 
Wood, Chief of the Libby Fire Department.

Response 110: Your opinion is noted.  

Response 111: In response to concerns regarding helicopter operation in 
residential areas (pages 9-52 through 9-57 of the Final EIS), BPA 
has elected to detour around the Big Horn Terrace and Pipe Creek 
areas during helicopter inspections of the line and will instead use 
ground inspections.  In the Final EIS, BPA stated it was considering 
stringing the portion of the sock-line in these areas from the ground 
due to concerns of local residents (see page 3-188 of the Final EIS).  
DEQ in its final conclusions has required amendment of the 
mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIS to prohibit the use of 
helicopters while stringing sock lines where a crash may affect a 
residential property.  This portion of the line is accessible from the 
ground.

Comment 108

Comment 109

Comment 110

Comment 111
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Response 112: BPA is currently working with the Kalispell office of 
DNRC to obtain an easement to cross Montana state land, including 
the Kootenai River.  BPA will also contact the Libby office of 
DNRC. 

Comment 112
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Response 113:  Please note that DEQ issued its draft conclusions for public 
comment on June 20 and will review all comments received when 
preparing the final conclusions and decision.  

Response 114: Your opinion is noted.

Comment 113

Comment 114
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Response 115: Comment noted.

Response 116: Comment noted.

Response 117: As part of the EIS process, participating agencies evaluated 
in detail three realignments – Pipe Creek, Quartz Creek, and 
Kootenai River Crossing - that would move the rebuilt line out of 
the existing right-of-way.  

Response 118: The department has added information to the final 
conclusions regarding EMF levels in the vicinity of the transmission 
line. 

Response 119: These matters are described in Appendices H and J of the 
Final EIS.

Response 120: DEQ understands that placement of firefighting equipment 
near transmission lines is a real safety concern for fire departments.  
Appropriate training for working in and around electrical 
transmission facilities would aid firefighters.  BPA has a safety 
office in Vancouver, WA that can be contacted (360-418-2397) for 
additional information.  Moving the line on the Pipe Creek and 
Quartz Creek realignments would reduce hazards associated with 
fighting fires in residential areas near the line and could reduce the 
response time while firefighters confirm that the line is de-energized 
before continuing suppression efforts in these areas. 

Comment 115

Comment 116

Comment 117

Comment 118

Comment 119

Comment 120
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Response 121:  DEQ did consider health and safety issues in its draft 
conclusions, and has reevaluated existing information on health and 
safety in its final conclusions. In comments submitted on the Draft 
EIS, the department requested BPA to identify how many homes 
along the proposed line and alternatives would be within a zone 
where magnetic field strength would exceed 3-4 milligauss as a 
result of the line (page 9-49 of the Final EIS). Your comments on 
asbestos problems at Libby are noted.

Response 122: The department wishes that the science relating to the 
health effects of magnetic fields from transmission lines was far 
enough along to provide concrete answers, but it is not.  The 
following information comes from Appendix J of the final EIS.  
Two studies (Ahlbom et al. 2000 and Greenland et al. 2000) have 
have combined past studies in meta-analyses of leukemia related to 
magnetic field strength and found a statistical association with 
leukemia for exposures greater than 3-4 mG.  The largest childhood 
cancer study of magnetic fields to date was completed in the United 
Kingdom in 2000 (UKCCS 2000).  The UKCCS study showed no 
evidence for an association with leukemia for magnetic fields 
calculated to be between 1 mG – 2 mG, 2 mg – 4 mG, or 4 mG or 
greater at the residence of children.  Children with leukemia were 
not more likely to live near distribution, higher voltage power lines 
or substations than control children in this study. A more recent 
study of distance from transmission lines reported a weak 
association with childhood leukemia but not tumors of other tissues.  
However the association was present at distances where no magnetic 
fields could be measured (Draper et al. 2005).   In addition you 
should review the conclusions of Large Multidisciplinary Review 
Groups Assembled by Health Agencies and Scientific Organizations 
in Appendix J, Table 1 of the final EIS.  From this discussion one 
can discern that there is not even agreement among researchers that 
an increase risk of childhood leukemia exists.   The department 
cannot offer assurances when the science offers conflicting answers. 

Comment 121

Comment 122
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Response 123: The assumption that a transmission line corridor on a forested 
landscape could serve as a "fireline" is somewhat correct.  The assumption 
must also include that the fire behavior is a low to moderate intensity 
surface fire, absent characteristics such as spotting, torching, and crown 
fire runs.  To be considered a fireline, a transmission corridor must have a 
road located inside the right-of-way clearing.  The road, to mineral soil 
and without vegetation, is technically the "fireline" which restricts the 
spread of a surface fire.  A road provides fire personnel and equipment 
access and could also serve as an anchor point to construct new fireline.

On forested landscape, a transmission line corridor without a continuous 
road in the right-of-way is actually a "fuel break", and a surface fire would 
move across the right-of-way clearing.

Lastly, any fire operations under or near any power line has increased 
safety issues with aircraft (helicopter bucket and airtanker retardant 
drops), tree falling, dense smoke discharge, downed lines, etc.

Response 124: Concerns of residents have been addressed in the department’s 
final conclusions and determination to the extent that the department can 
do so.

Response 125: Comment noted. 

Response 126: The department must make the substantive findings in 75-20-301, 
MCA, before approving the project or an alternative to it. 

Response 127: Comment noted.

Comment 123

Comment  124

Comment 125

Comment 126

Comment 127
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Response 128: Information on magnetic fields under and next to the 
transmission line has been revised in the department’s final 
conclusions.   

Response 129: Comment noted. 

Comment 128

Comment 129
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Response 130: The information is noted. See response 51 for specific 
references to residences along Kootenai Road and Kootenai River 
Road.  130A: the department recognizes that property owners with 
transmission lines easements will have some restrictions on use of 
the easements. Please see Appendix I of the Final EIS for more 
information.   130B: See pages 3-124 and 3-125 of the Final EIS for 
a discussion of property value impacts.  130C: EMF levels in 
proximity to the line are reported on page 3-191 and Appendix H of 
the Final EIS. Scientific literature pertaining to possible health risks 
are indicated in Appendix J of the Final EIS.  130D: and 130E: 
Other public health and safety considerations are discussed in 
Sections 3.10.2, including those mentioned. 

Response 131: Your opinions are noted.

Response 132: Your rhetorical questions are noted. 

Comment 130A-E

Comment 131

Comment 132
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Response 133: The department notes that of the total 164.5 acres within the 
existing transmission line corridor, approximately 65 percent is in 
public ownership and 35 percent in private ownership (Table 3-9 of 
Final EIS).  Realignment options were identified and studied in the 
Quartz Creek and Pipe Creek areas on the west side of Libby to 
decrease impacts to private properties.  See also response to 
comments 78 and 130.  

Response 134:  Comment noted. This comment is beyond the scope of this 
EIS.

Response 135: Before the Department can make its determination, it must 
make the substantive findings required under 75-20-301, MCA. 
These findings include more factors than listed in the comment. 

Response 136: Comment noted. 

Comment 136

Comment 135

Comment 134

Comment 133
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Response 137: Be assured that the department reads and considers all public 
comments submitted.

Response 138: Comment noted.  No need has been identified that would justify 
construction of a 230-kV line at this time.

Response 139: Table 3 and Table 4 of Appendix H in the Final EIS (page H-37) 
show that calculated peak electric and magnetic fields and calculated fields 
at the edge of the right-of-way would decrease for a 230-kV double circuit 
line operated at 115-kV compared to a rebuilt 115-kV line with H-frame 
structures.

Response 140: Persons living near the line who are interested in knowing which 
homes have average magnetic fields above 4 milligauss can call a BPA toll 
free number 1-800-282-3713.  

Response 141:Response 141: See page 9-51 of the Final EIS for discussion of 
safety concerns related to firefighting.  Text on page 3-187 of the Final EIS 
notes that a rebuild of the existing transmission line in its existing corridor 
in the Big Horn Terrace and Pipe Creek residential areas would not change 
the existing potential safety risks associated with fires and placement of 
firefighting equipment under or near the transmission line.  The No Action 
alternative in the Final EIS in text on page 3-28 recognized the fire hazard 
associated with the existing line.

Response 142: Standard fire fighting protocol is to avoid working near lines until 
they are de-energizing. DEQ does not control or direct fire departments. 

Response 143: A response was made to Thomas Wood, chief of the Libby Fire 
Department in the Final EIS (see page 9-51).

Response 144: Your opinions are noted. 

Comment 137

Comment 138

Comment 139

Comment 140

Comment 141

Comment 142

Comment 143

Comment 144
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Response 145: The comment letter to congressional staff has been added as 
part of the project record. 

Comment 145
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Comment 145 continued
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Response 146: Comment Noted. 
Comment 146
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Response 147: The letter dated June 8, 2005 from Jerry Brown, MFWP, 
was submitted as a scoping comment for the proposed project.  It is 
already part of the project record.

Comment 147
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Comment 147 continued
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Response 148: The comment letter to congressional staff has been added as 
part of the project record. 

Comment 148
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Comment 148 continued
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Comment 148 continued
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Response 149: The rationale for the department decision on 
the proposed project is provided within the conclusions 
and determination.  

Response 150: Comment noted.

Response 151:  Effects on habitat effectiveness for grizzly 
bears during project construction, and the addition of 
new access roads within bear management units were 
identified in the EIS.

Response 152: Your opinion is noted.

Response 153: Comment noted.

Comment 149

Comment 150

Comment 151

Comment 152

Comment 153
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