1 INTRODUCTION

NorthWestern Energy t he A Pr oj ect Pr o proposestd bpild and operdteParnewp o n e n t
500kV transmission line between southwestern Montana and southeastern Idaho. This transmission

line's main purposes will be to meet requestsriorsmission service from customers, and relieve

constraints on the higboltage transmission system in the regiédnmap of the Roject region and

alternative routings is shown in Exhibit 1.

The proposed Mountain States 500kV Transmission Intertie (MBdject will:

e Respond to customer requests for new transmission capacity.

e Strengthen the integrated transmission network.

¢ Relieve congestion on the existing facilities identified inMepartment of EnergyD(OE)
study.

e Improve transmission systemiability by creating additional operating flexibility.

e Meet the growing demand for electricity and economic development of the region.

e Provide energy diversification,ddirectional transmission capacity, market competition, and
supplier choice to theegion.

e Develop positive economic impact along the corridor, increase tax base, create job
opportunities, and increase the competitive energy markets in Montana and Idaho.

The proposed MSTlfit he Propoxsi thePiPojo¢etct ®) eralandStdieg ect t o
legislations governing planning and permitting. Due to governing legislation, an assessment of
socioeconomic impacts of the Project was deemed by the Project proponent to be needed.

The technical area of socioeconomics addresses severatlated areas of interest and concern
regarding theMSTI Project This socioeconomic assessment evaluates the likelytehoriand

long-term Projectrelated effects on public serviceShese includemergency health services, or fire
protection, as @l as the likely effects on local fiscal conditions and capability of local government to
accommaodate the needs presented by any population increases caused by the Project. This
socioeconomic assessment also evaluates issues of environmental justiether any Project

impacts fall disproportionately upon lenwcome or minority populations.

1.1 LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

1.1.1 FEDERAL

National Energy Policy Act

The National Energy Policy Aenacted by Congress in 2005 took important stepgéagthen the

n at ietectri@ gower grid. Congress also authorized mandatory reliability and interconnection
standards, and directed the Department of Energy (DOE) to conduct a nationwide study of electric
transmission congestion of current systemsgctvinias completed in August 2006.

The study identified a broad range of critical geographic areas that facgigibt serious challenges

for ensuring reliable and cost effective electricity delivery. One of the congestion areas identified in
the study wa the Montana, Idaho and Northwest Region.
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National Environmental Policy Act

The Proposed Project may be approved only after a determination of whether an actnajos
Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environmerggased bythe
National Environmental Policy AcNEPA). Projectoptions consist of the Proposadtion as
describedwhich includes environmental protection measures to avoid or mitigate effects of the
ProposedProject and two Alternatives.

Should aNEPA analysis be conducted, a formal analysis of a No Action Alternative atsate
conducted. In effect, the No Action Alternative would be no different from the Setting described
herein (Section 2.0) because under a No Alternative Action, other aseihnachieve the Projects
objectives would likely be available.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898, NfFederal Actions to Addr e
andLowl ncome Popul ations, 0 f oc u sestaanfl ruchanrcanditiorst t ent i
of minority populations and calls on agencies to develop strategies to achieve environmental justice

as part of this mission. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) subsequently

developed guidelines to assist all falexgencies to develop strategies to address the issue (USEPA,

1996). Federal agencies are required to address disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs, policies and activities osifoeme populations ah

minority populations.

1.1.2 STATE

Montana Major Facilities Siting Act

Montana Code Title 75, Chapter 20 (Major Facility Siting) established the Facility Siting Program
within the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDE®)general, electrical
trangnission lines of 230 kV or more and 10 miles or more in length are covered under MFSA.

Of particular relevance is Title 75, Chapter 20, Part 102, abstracted below:

75-20-102. Policy and legislative finding&l) The legislature, mindful of its constiimal
obligations under Atrticle Il, section 3, and Article IX of the Montana constitution, has enacted the
Montana Major Facility Siting Act. It is the legislature's intent that the requirements of this chapter
provide adequate remedies for the proteatibthe environmental life support system from
degradation and provide adequate remedies to prevent unreasonable depletion and degradation of
natural resources.
eéeeeeé
(4) The legislature finds that the construction of additional electric transmissibitiefs, pipeline
facilities, or geothermal facilities may be necessary to meet the increasing need for electricity, energy,
and other products. Therefore, it is necessary to ensure that the location, construction, and operation
of electric transmissioratilities, pipeline facilities, or geothermal facilities are in compliance with
state law and that an electric transmission facility, pipeline facility, or geothermal facility may not be
constructed or operated within this state without a certificateroptiance acquired pursuant to this
chapter.
(5) The legislature also finds that it is the purpose of this chapter to:

(a) ensure protection of the state's environmental resources, including but not limited to air, water,
animals, plants, and soils;
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(b) ensure consideration of socioeconomic impacts;

(c) provide citizens with the opportunity to participate in facility siting decisions; and

(d) establish a coordinated and efficient method for the processing of all authorizatioredrequir
for regulated facilities under this chapter.

State of Idaho

No equivalent legislation corresponding to the MFSA exists in |daimd the Montana MFSA does
not require impacts occurring in other states to be considetedever, should the Project bebgect
to impact assessment pursuant to NEPA, impacts in Idaho would be addressed

Furthermore, localities in Idaho maintain planning, zoning and permitting powers that could affect the
ability of the Project to be implemented should local jurisdictiomd fine Project to be in violation of
their laws.

For completeness, this impact assessment includes a treatment of impacts in Idaho at the same level
of detail as for Montana.

1.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This document

e Addresses the potentially significant adse socioeconomic impacts that may be
associated with the planning, construction, geration of the Pject

e addresses Environmental Justice issues; and

e as needed, discussagpropriate and feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may
be adopd to significantly reduce or avoid these impacts.

In summary, no significant adverse socioeconomic impacts are identified. The primary reason for this
finding is that the Proposed Project would require a relatively small work force to construct and
operae. With a small and temporary construction worker requirenrentigration to the Study
Area(southwest Montana and eastern Idaliolld be extremely small, placing minimal demands on
area housing and public services.

However, small beneficial impactn the form of increased property tax revenuesrany
jurisdictions through which Project Alternatives would paissexpected to occur.

Because of a lack of significant adverse socioeconomic impacts, ho socioeconomic mitigation
measures are deemeda®required.

1.3 SETTING

The Study Area for this socioeconomic analysis was defined through examination of the Project
Alternatives potential effects, in concert with the existing socioeconomic fabric of the area. The
Proposed Project is located in southildentana and eastern Idaho, as shown in Exhittit The
Idaho/Montana Border of the Study Area is formed by the Continental Divide, which in addition to
forming a political boundary, hdmsstoricallybeen a physical boundary affecting social interaction
between the populaces residing on either side.
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Exhibit 1-1: Project Map
7 ]

b)

Alternative Centerline

A

Anaconda

@

Lincoln

Richfield @

\_;_l\gl_ipiointShDSth
Substation Dietrich
i

fendel

— Jerome
Buhl

g e
g ! Hazelton

n =4
Filer | Falls rBeny— w’,;..’ 1

Rockland

i
] \90/8
—Mill Creek /2§ /"
[~ Substation / o ¢or

li'/

J Deer
Lodge

— —
N Broadwater

\ Townsend
@ [} Townsend
Jefferson [ Substation—|

‘/' Gallatin

\ d Three
— Forks
o

Whitehall

= = T : —
3 . (23 o 50/
2 p) :
< 214 5
{ P "\')
e ®
d’s‘ )\r“’ )
s 2 o @ * Twin Bridges
" 'l
{.. Sheridan
i
i @
, ‘
3
2 . : Madison B
R Beaverhead bl
/ \
3
Lembhi
.’\-!\-‘
74
; 5
, { T
& chalis RS s W .
i
' e
o Island
Park
Custer
Clayton
Frentont
1 Warm
\ Ashton/ River
N /
ko= 23 St. Anthany Drurnimond
h Butte Jefferson 1
Mackay Dit? A Teton
Hamer ——
Mud Sugar Citys
e i Newdale
Lost River ) \ & R Tetonia
o & | Raberts . 1 : Teton
Stin Valley \ Moare o Madison
Ketchum @ Wena N Driggs
Arco Lewisville' =2
Blaine 7 @ ] ' yﬁ::':_‘l‘ Victdr
e J Uetn =
Hailey BRIEE of
e City i e (una
Bellgvue @ “JAtomic g; A Swan
Faiffisid NCi | / Ammon Seavalley
— ] __ et . -
c . e UShlley Bonneville
Cama. Carey @ Z
[ Basalt
Bingham

Caribou
Bancroft
y Soda
Springs

Economic Planning Rmurces: Socioeconomic Repdvipuntain States Bnsmission Intertie Project Jun 24 08



With improvedroadtransportation, the Continental Divide became a less important feature

segregating the socioeconomies of its two sides. Thus, a Study Area incorporattresdmth in

l daho and Montana counties i s appropriate. Bece
frameworks (particularly the Montana MFSA, which has no counterpart in Idaho), this analysis

reflects the Study Areas Idaho portion, and itnk&na portiorseparately In addition, since the

Project is likely to be constructed using essentially separate crews on either side, impacts can be

viewed as those arising from two related but separate projects. Therefore, this analysis segments the
Sudy Areabds Montana and I daho portions, with occ
areas.

In identifying the Study Area, two considerations prevailed. First, since beneficial impacts would
occur to tax revenues of jurisdictions through whichutienately-chosen alternative would be
routed, all counties in which any alternative could be located were included in the Study Area.

However, Project alternatives could also have noticeable relationships with a somewhat broader area.
The most impoent of such effects would be in drawing employees to construct and operate its
facilities. Thus, in addition to the counties through which Project alternatives pass, local employment
centers could be sources of noticeable numbers of workers. The negijam<ities/labor market

centers are, in Montana, Helena (Lewis and Clark County) and Bozeman (Gallatin County). In Idaho,
the largest labor centers are Idaho FalladisonCounty), PocatelloBannock County), and Twin

Falls (TwinFalls County). Eachfdahese counties was included in the Study Area.

Finally, some counties in which the Project alternatives would not be sited, but which are of
noticeable size and very near to the alternative routes were included. These additional coumties, all
Idaho,were Fremont CounfyCassia County, and Gooding County.

Counties included in the socioeconomic Study Area are shown in ExHibiEXhibit 21 maps these
counties.

Exhibit 2-1: List of Counties Included in the MSTI Socioeconomic Study Area

Montana Counties Idaho Counties
Beaverhead* Bannock
Broadwater* Bingham*
Deer Lodge* Blaine*
Gallatin Bonneville*
Jefferson* Butte*
Lewis and Clark Cassia
Madison* Clark*
Silver Bow* Fremont
Gooding
Jefferson*
Jerome*
Lincoln*
Madison
Minidoka*
Power*
Twin Falls

*Counties in which any Alternative routes are located
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2 POPULATION, DEMOGRAPHIC, AND HOUSING

CHARACTERISTICS

Montana and Idaho are both relatively rural areas of the U.S., which applies to the MSTI Study Area
as a whole, as wellin the Montana portion, the primary population centers are Helena, Bozeman,

and Butte, while in the Idaho portioRpcatello Idaho Falls, and Twin Falls (to a lesser extent,

Hailey), serve as the primary cities. The remainder of the Study Area is ruradcafitbred smaller

incorporated areas serving as rural service centers.

The population of the entire twsiate study area w&85,383in 2007. After relativelyrapid growth
of 2% annuallyfrom 1970 to 200@with a growth spurt in the 1990s in both Statése Study Areas

population growth has moderated to a-stjpid 1.5% annually since 200§.ear 2007 population

density in the Study Area averaged 17.9 persons per square mile in the Study Area, with the Idaho
portion being slighthdenserat 19.8 persns per square mile, compared to 13.3 in the Montana

portion. These trends are depicted in Exhikt 2

Exhibit 2-2: Historical Population Summary, MSTI Study Area
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2.1 POPULATION, DEMOGRAPHIC, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, MONTANA
COUNTIES AND COMMUNITIES

2.1.1 POPULATION

As noted above, the population of {@county)Montana portion of the MSTI Study area was

219,116 persons in 2007, with an average groatdhduring the previous 7 years of 1.6% annually
(compared to a national average of 1.086)d a population density of 13.3 persons per square mile
(the U.S average was 83 he population of this area is most concentrated in Gallatin (county seat:
Bozemran) and Lewis and Clark (county seat and State capitol: Helena) Counties, with 87,369 and
59,998 population, respectively, in 2007. None of the Proposed or Alternative routes would traverse
either county, meaning that the chosen route would mostly s&tlee more rural areas of the

Montana portion of the MSTI Study AréaMontana Study Area population statistics are tabulated in
Exhibit 2-3 and graphed in Exhibit-2.

Aside from Gallatin and Lewis and Clark Counties, the only significant urbanieadsa8ilver Bow
County,with a 2007 population of 32,652. Silver Bow County (county seat: Butte) is only 719
square miles, and its 45.4 persons per square mile is the highest of any Study Area county. Deer
Lodge County (county seat: Anaconda) is tagtmmost dense county in the Study Area. Like Silver
Bow County, Deer Lodge County is very small in land area (741 square miles); with a 2007
population of 8,852, its density is 11.9 persons per square mile.

The remaining 5 amties are all sparsebetted, primarily farming, range, and publlands areas.
Their 2007county seats angbopulations were: Beaverhead Couftyunty seat: Dillon)8,804;
Broadwater Countycounty seat: Townsend},590; Jefferson Counfgounty seat: Boulder)l1,121;
Madisan County(county seat: Virginia City)7,426;andPowell County(county seat: Deer Lodge)
7,118.

These more rural counties have also lagged in population growth between 2000 and 2007, probably
reflecting the nationwide trend toward rural outmigratiod acreasing agricultural consolidation
and efficiencied the populations of Beaverhead, Powell, and Silver Bow Counties actually declined.

! Gallatin and Lewis and Clark Counties were included in the MSTI Study Area because they are ligely to b
primary sources of construction labor.
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Exhibit 2-3: Historical Population, Montana Counties, Cities, and Places in the MSTI
Study Area

Average Annual %
Persons/
Sg. Mi.  1970-  2000-
City/Place and County 1-Apr-70 1-Apr-80 1-Apr-90 1-Apr-00 1-Jul-01 1-Jul-02 1-Jul-03 1-Jul-04 1-Jul-05 1-Jul-06 1-Jul-07 Land Area 2007 2006 2006

Beaverhead County 8,187 8,186 8,424/ 9,202 9,019 8,961 8,845 8,819 8,772 8,854 8,804 5,572.0 1.6 0.3 (0.6)
Dillon city* 4544 3974 3991 3750 4189 4150 4113]  4084] 4070 4056 (0.4) 1.3
Lima town 351 272 265 242 238 235 232] 230] 227, 226 L.7) (1.1)
Wisdom CDP n/aj n/a n/a 114 #VALUE! (100.0)
Rest of Beaverhead County #DIV/0! | #DIV/O!

Broadwater County 2,526 3,267 3,318 4,385 4,367 4,347 4,365 4,442 4,437 4,505 4,590 1,238.9 3.7 2.3 0.5
Townsend city* 1,371 1,587 1,634 1,867 1,884 1,893 1,902 1,955 1,946 1,974 1.4 0.9
Radersburg CDP n/a n/a n/aj 70 #VALUE! (100.0)
Toston CDP n/a n/a n/aj 105! #VALUE! (100.0)
Winston CDP n/aj n/a n/al 73 #VALUE! (100.0)
Rest of Broadwater County #DIV/0! | #DIV/0!

Deer Lodge County 15,652 12,518 10,356 9,417 9,225 9,101 8,990 9,013 9,005 8,850 8,852 741.2 11.9 (2.2) (1.0)
Anaconda-Deer Lodge* 9,771 12,514 10,356 9,417 9203 9070 8970 8976 8986 8888 (0.4)! (1.0)
Rest of Deer Lodge County #DIV/0! | #DIV/0!

Gallatin County 32,505 42,865 50,484 67,831 70,186 71,998 74,733 77,472 80,748 84,489 87,359 2,631.8 33.2 3.7 3.7
Bozeman city* 18,670 21,644 22,66( 27,509 28,736 29,541 30,876 32,430 33,584 35,061 2.5 4.1
Belgrade city 1,307 2,334 3,417 5,724 6,368 6,664 6,911 7,127 7,119 7,323 6.9 4.2

Big Sky CDP (part see also n/a n/a n/a 1033 #VALUE! (100.0)
Four Corners CDP n/a n/a n/aj 1828 #VALUE! (100.0)
Manhattan town 816 988 1,034 1,394 1,417 1,420 1,451 1,483 1,466 1,492 2.3 1.1
Three Forks city 1,184 1,247 1,203 1,724 1,749 1,767 1,818 1,874 1,847 1,845 1.7 1.1
West Yellowstone town 756 735 913 1,177 1,184 1,202 1,218 1,233 1,224 1,232 1.9 0.8
Willow Creek CDP n/a n/a| n/a 209 #VALUE! (100.0)
Rest of Gallatin County #DIV/0! | #DIV/0!

Jefferson County 5,238 7,029 7,939 10,049 10,126, 10,234 10,320, 10,584 10,792 10,882 11,121 1,658.8 6.7 2.9 13
Boulder town* 1,342 1,441 1,314 1,309 1,322 1,345 1,360 1,398 1,432 1,445 0.3 1.8
Basin CDP n/a n/a n/a 255 #VALUE! (100.0)
Clancy CDP n/al n/al n/a 1406 #VALUE!|  (100.0)
Cardwell CDP n/a n/a n/aj 40 #VALUE! (100.0)
Jefferson City CDP n/a n/a n/aj 295 #VALUE! (100.0)
Montana City CDP n/al n/al n/al 2094 #VALUE!|  (100.0)
Whitehall town 1,035 1,030 1,067 1,044 1,068 1,088 1,100 1,134 1,153 1,165 0.5 1.8
Rest of Jefferson County #DIV/0! | #DIV/0!

Lewis and Clark County 33,281 43,039 47,495 55,716 56,199 56,147 56,899 57,751 58,150; 59,003 59,998 3,497.6 17.2 22 1.0
Helena City* 22,730 23,93 24,569 25,780 26,218 26,358 26,757 27,154 27,369 27,885 0.8 1.3
Augusta CDP n/a n/a n/a 284 #VALUE! (100.0)
East Helena town 1,651 1,647 1,539 1,647 1,660, 1,664 1,700 1,808 1,860 2,068 0.9 3.9
Lincoln CDP n/a n/a n/a 1100 #VALUE! (100.0)
Helena Valley Northeast CDP 1,584 2,127 #DIV/O! (100.0)
Helena Valley Northwest CDP 1,214 2,082
Helena Valley Southeast CDP 4,601 7,147
Helena Valley West Central CDP 6,327 6,983
Helena West Side CDP | 1,847 1,711
Rest of Lewis and Clark County

Madison County 5,014 5,448 5,989 6,851 6,833 6,889 6,824 6,906 7,094 7,193 7,426 3,602.9 21 1.4 0.8
Virginia City town* 149 192 142 130 130) 132 130 132 135 137 (0.3) 0.9
Ennis town 501 660 773 840 848 856 880 921 970 1,005, 2.7 3.0
Alder CDP n/a n/a n/a 116 #VALUE! (100.0)
Big Sky CDP (part see also {n/a n/a n/a 188 #VALUE! (100.0)
Harrison CDP n/a n/a n/a 162 #VALUE! (100.0)
Sheridan town 634 644 652 659 663 669 662 674 687 699 0.4 1.0
Twin Bridges town 613 437 374 400 403 407 402 409 417 424 (1.4) 1.0
Rest of Madison County #DIV/0! | #DIV/O!

Powell County 6,660 6,958 6,620 7,180 7,015 6,964 6,865 6,846 6,955 7,120 7,118 2,332.7 3.1 0.3 (0.1).
Deer Lodge City* 4304 4029 3374 3421 3349 3337 3278 3,255 3,205 3,311 (1.0) (0.5)
Awvon CDP n/a n/a n/a 124 #VALUE! (100.0)
Elliston CDP n/a n/a n/a 225 #VALUE! (100.0)
Garrison CDP n/a n/a n/a 112 #VALUE! (100.0)
Ovando CDP n/a n/a n/a 71! #VALUE! (100.0)
Rest of Powell County #DIV/0! | #DIV/0!

Silver Bow County 41,981 38,092 33,941 34,606 33,722 33,365 33,072 32,904 32,781 32,682 32,652 719.0 45.4 (1.0) (0.9)
Butte-Silver Bow* 23,364 37,209 33,334 33,897 33,070 32,742 32,505 32,341 32,180 32,110 32,180 1.2 (0.9)
Walkerville town 1,097 887 605 714 (100.0)|  (100.0)

TOTAL MONTANA MSTI ARH 142,857| 159,216 166,142 196,035| 197,673| 199,045| 202,068| 205,918| 209,962 214,724 219,116 16,422.8 13.3 1.6 1.5

State of Montana 694,409 | 786,690 [ 799,065 | 902,195 906,098| 910,282 917,453| 926,721 935,784| 946,795| 957,861| 147,042.4 6.5 1.2 0.8

MSTI % OF TOTAL STATE 20.6% 20.2% 20.8% 21.7% 21.8% 21.9% 22.0% 22.2% 22.4% 22.7% 22.9%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial Census for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000. Annual Census estimates, July 1 for
each year after 2000.
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Exhibit 2-4: Historical Population Graph, Montana Counties in the MSTI Study Area
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial Census for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000. Annual Census estimates, July 1 for

each year after 2000.

Projections of the populations of the MSTI Study Area Counties call for essentially a continéation o
recent trends. Gallatin and Lewis and Clark Counties are anticipated to account for nearly all of the
increase in population. Overall, the Montana Study Area is projected to grow at a 1.4% average

annual rate, from 205,237 in the year 2000 to 310,82D80. Gallatin and Lewis and Clark
Counties are projected to grow at annual rates of 2.2% and 1.4%, respectively.

Each of the other 7 counties is expected to experience lower growth, with only Broadwater County

expected to meet the regional averab&.4% per year. Silver Bow and Deer Lodge Counties are
expected to slightly decline in population by 2030. These projections are shown in E&hibit 2
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Exhibit 2-5: Population Projections, Montana MSTI Counties, 2010-2030
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—e—Beaverhead (0.42 9,202 8,950 9,220 9,600 10,000 10,460
—®—Broadwater (1.39) 4,385 4,920 5,310 5,770 6,170 6,630
—4—Deer Lodgeq.51) 9,417 8,470 8,180 7,990 7,980 8,070
—*—Gallatin (2.23) 67,831 89,540 100,030 110,430 120,790 131,450
—x—Jefferson (1.81 10,049 12,280 13,500 14,720 15,960 17,200
—o—Lewis and Clark (1.4 55,716 63,640 68,950 74,220 79,670 85,370
Madison (1.19) 6,851 7,800 8,250 8,690 9,230 9,780
Powell (0.44) 7,180 7,130 7,310 7,550 7,810 8,180
Silver Bow-0.08) 34,606 32,360 32,130 32,290 32,890 33,840
Total MSTI Study Area (1. 205,237 235,090 252,880 271,260 290,500 310,980
MONTANA (0.99 902,195 984,000 1,034,470 1,087,740 1,146,050 1,210,960

Saurce: Demographic Database, Economic Projections Series, NPA Data Services, Inc., Arlington, VA
Processed by: Census and Economic Information Center, Montana Dept. of Commerce, Helena, with permission from NPA
Data Services, Inc., 11/07

2.1.2 DEMOGRAPHICS

Age Distribution

With the exception of Gallatin County, whose county seat, Bozeman, is an employment center with a
noticeably different population distribution skewed toward younger woikgggpersons and few

persons of retirement age, the median age amondiestumthe Montana MSTI Study Area was
clustered around 40 years of age in the year 2000 (Galladiru n madi@rsage was 30.7Y.ear

2000 age distributions are defed in Exhibit 26.

Other county median ages ranged between 37.6 (Beaverhead Courdyd.4 (Madison County).
Powell and Lewis and Clark Counties also had relatively lgrgreentagavise) working-age
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populations, with Lewis and Clark County also having a numeritaityer workingage population.
Deer Lodge and Madison Counties hael lilnwest proportion of workingge populations, consistent
with the overall lower total population growth in those counties. These data reflect the typical
shrinkage or lack of economic grdwin the more rural counties

In summary, the data show thatg@oyment opportunities in the counties in which the Project will

ultimately be routed are relatively lacking, and that the Project labor supply is most likely but that the
labor force in those areas may be somewhat small.

Exhibit 2-6: Age Distribution, Montana Counties in the MSTI Study Area

70

60

50

40

30

Percent of Total Population

20

bl Ll L

County (median gge)Beaverh Broadw| Deer | Gallatin| Jefferso| Lewis & Madison| Powell| Silver | Total | Statewid

ead ater Lodge | (30.7) | n(40.2)| Clark | (43.4) | (39.7) Bow MSTI | e (37.5)

(37.6) | (41.3) | (42.3) (38.0) (38.9)
=mUnder 5 years 5.7 5.3 4.6 5.8 5.2 6.2 4.7 4.6 5.8 5.6 6.1
=5 t09years 6.4 7 5.7 5.9 7.3 7 5.8 5.5 6.7 6.2 6.9
=10 to 14 years 7 7.8 7.2 6.4 9.6 7.6 7 6.7 7.1 6.9 7.7
=15t0 19 years 10 6.8 8.1 8.8 8.2 7.7 7.2 6.9 7.2 8.3 7.9

®Under 18 years 24.6 25.2 22.5 22 27.8 25.6 22.9 21.2 23.7 23.1 255
m18to 64 years 61.9 61.9 58.6 69.5 61.9 62.7 59.9 64.8 60.3 67.1 61.1
©55to 64 years 10 115 11 6.8 10.9 9.5 13 10.5 9.8 8.6 9.4
mg5yearsandove 13.6 16.4 18.8 8.5 10.3 11.7 17.2 14 16 12.0 13.4

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 CensusPTQRge Groups and Sex: 2000. Data Set: Census 2000 Summary
File 1 (SF 1) 10€Percent Data

Ethnicity and Race

As withthe State as a whey theMSTI populations ar@redominantly White Statewide, 92 percent

of the population was classified as White in the 2000 Census. In the Montana MSTI area as a whole,
the percentage of White persons is even higher, at 97 percent. Among the nties ¢otinis area,

the proportiorof White persas varied little: between 96.7 af8.3 percent.

Among minority groups, the largest group represented in the MSTI Study Area is Native American
(2.4% of the tot al popul atoidoo n )1, 8f%o lolf o wehce Hy tfaH i) s
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Exhibit 2-7 shows year 2000 ethnicity data for these jurisdictiand Exhibit2-7 graphs the data,
focusing on thenonWhite populatiors.

Exhibit 2-7: Tabulated Ethnicity and Race, Montana Counties in the MSTI Study Area

Lewis and Clark ~ Madison

Montana

Beaverhead

Broadwater

Deer Lodge

Gallatin

Jefferson

Powell

Silver Bow

Total Study Area

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Total population (all races) 902,195 100 9,202 100 438
White alone or in combination1 81976 22 89% 97 42%
Black or African American alone or in combinationl 4,441 05 2 0.2 15
American Indian and Alaska Native alone orin cor 66,320 74 198 22 89
Asian alone or in combination1 7,101 08 4 05 6
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 1,077 01 8 0.1 4
Some other race alone or in combinationl 784 09 116 13 18
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 18,081 2 246 21 58
Source

100 9417
9% 9180
03 28
2 281
0.1 50
0.1 5
04 35
13 155

100 67,831 100 10,049
915 6599 973 9819
03 253 04 2
3 967 14w
05 837 12 62
0.1 3 02 w
04 537 08 56
16 1047 15 149

100 55,716
9.7 53918
02 193
24 1703
06 447
02 62
06 3%
15 883

15

6,851 100 7,180
6731 983 679
8 0.1 4%
107 16 3
29 04 61

3 0 6

68 1 66
130 19 140

Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 1 (SF 1)R€@@ent Data

1 U.S. Census Bureau,Q$: Race Alone or in Combination: 2000

100 34606 100
947 33456 967
06 8 03
53 102 3
08 230 0.7
0.1 3 01
09 266 08
19 950 21

205,231

.7 199,133

675
4,985
1,766

253
1,488
3,718

Exhibit 2-8: Charted Ethnicity and Race, Montana Counties in the MSTI Study Area

8

7

Percent of Total Populatior 5

4
3 i I
) ) | |
1 " h u il h
0 _IlL _lll_
Lewis Total
County (% of total Beave| Broad| Deer | Gallat| Grani| Jeffer and Madis| Powel| Silver| MSTI| Mont
opulation that is White rhead | water | Lodge| in te son on | Bow | Study| ana
pop ) (97.0)| (98.0)| (97.5)| (97.3)| (97.3)| (97.7) Clark (98.3)| (94.7)| (96.7)| Area| (92.2)
(96.8)
(97.0)
mBlack or African American alone or in combinat 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.5
B American Indian and Alaska Native alone or
combination 2.2 2 3 1.4 2.6 2.4 3.1 1.6 53 3 2.4 7.4
B Asian alone or in combinatio 0.5 0.1 0.5 1.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8
ENative Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone/or
combination 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
®Some other race alone or in combinati 1.3 0.4 0.4 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 1 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.9
Hispanic or Latino (of any rac 2.7 1.3 1.6 1.5 1.3 1.5 1.5 1.9 1.9 2.7 1.8 2

2.1.3 HOUSING

The housing market ithe MSTI Montana Study Areaxhibits varyingdegres of tightness.The
most urban and highegrowth two counties, Gallatin and Lewis and Clark, had the lowest rental
vacancy rates in the year 2000, at slighihgler6% (5% and less is usually regarded as a tight

market) In the other counties, substantial excess capacity existed, reflecting amply excess rental unit
capacity: Rental vacancy rates ranged from 9.1% in Broadwater County to 12.6% in Silver Bow

County.
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Exhibit 2-9: Housing Data, Montana Counties in the MSTI Study Area

Vacant
housing
units
Vacancy
Percent rate
Vacant Seas.,
Total Occupied Housing Overall |For rec.,
housing housing Units, Vacancy|sale For orocc. |Home-
units units Total Percent |only rent use owner Rental
MONTANA COUNTIES
Beaverhead 4,571 3,684 887 19.4% 6.9 15.6 56.4 25 9.3
Broadwater 2,002 1,752 250 12.5% 10 14.4 47.6 1.8 9.1
Deer Lodge 4,958 3,995 963 19.4% 12.6 22.3 28 4 17
Gallatin 29,489 26,323 3,166 10.7% 9.7 18.8 54.4 1.8 5.7
Jefferson 4,199 3,747 452 10.8% 9.3 19.9 41.6 1.3 12.5
Lewis and Clark 25,672 22,850 2,822 11.0% 8.4 14.9 59.6 15 5.8
Madison 4,671 2,956 1,715 36.7% 5.7 6.2 66.7 4.5 10.8
Powell 2,930 2,422 508 17.3% 9.1 20.5 42.7 2.6 13
Silver Bow 16,176 14,432 1,744 10.8% 18.4 35.5 10.1 3.1 12.6
Montana Counties in
MSTI Total 94,668 82,161 12507 13.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census.-iBZGeneral Housing Characteristics: 2000. Data Set: Census 2000
Summary File 1 (SF 1) 16Percent Data

Consi st ent status &s atolrist destinatidnd asea has extensive hotel/motel
accommodations.

2.2 POPULATION, DEMOGRAPHIC, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS, IDAHO
COUNTIES AND COMMUNITIES

2.2.1 POPULATION

The population of the (X6ounty) Idaho portionf the MSTI Study area was 476,267 persons in

2007, with an average growth rate during the previous 7 years of 1.4% annually (compared to a
national average of 1.0%), and a population density of 9.8 persons per square mile. @verddge

was 83). Thushe Idaho portion of the MSTI Study Area has a larger population, but lower
population density, than the Montana portion, and in recent years has grown at a slightly lower, but
still rapid, rate.

Themainpopulation(and employment) centeas$ this areaare inBonneville County (2007

population, 96,545; county seat: Idaho Falls), Bannock County (2007 population, 79,925; county seat:
Pocatello), and Twin FallSounty(2007 population, 73,058punty seatTwin Fallg. Only

Bonneville County would be traxged by any of the Project Alternatives.

Secondary population and employment centers are in Bingham County (2007 population, 43,436;

county seat: Blackfoot), Madison County (2007 population, 36,647; county seat: Rexburg), and
Blaine County (2007 popuian, 21,501; county seat: Hailey)
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The remainindlO countiesare all sparselgettled, primarily farming, range, and pubnds areas.

Their 2007 county seats and populations were: Beaverhead County (county seat: Dillon), 8,804;
Broadwater Countycounty seat: Townsend), 4,590; Jefferson County (county seat: Boulder), 11,121,
Madison County (county seat: Virginia City), 7,426; and Powell County (county seat: Deer Lodge),
7,118.

Exhibit 2-10: Historical Population Graph, Idaho Counties in the MSTI Study Area

100,000

90,000
e /_.—-—.—-I—I——-’.7
70,000 :/'
60,000
50,000 /
/ A
X

40,000

/(’)/ “ | | /

' —

30,000

20,000
0,
County (% average 10,000
anual Growth,
200007,
persons per
square mile 1- 1- 1- 1- N - - y N } N
q ) ape | ape | ape | Ape 1oJluL 1032ur 1OJSuL 1OJ;L 10.JSul 1036;1; 10J7ul-
70 80 90 00

—®— Bonneville County (2.3%, 51 51,250 | 65,980 | 72,207 | 82,522| 83,856 | 85,243| 87,118 | 89,697| 91,702| 94,630| 96,545
—&— Bannock County (0.6%,71.t | 52,200 | 65,421 | 66,026 | 75,565| 76,539 | 76,917 | 77,023 | 77,785| 77,794| 78,443| 79,925
—&— Twin Falls County (1.8%, 38.( 41,807 | 52,927 | 53,580 | 64,284 | 64,603 | 65,488| 67,044 | 68,080| 69,540 71,575| 73,058
—— Bingham County (0.9%, 20.7| 29,167 | 36,489 | 37,583 | 41,735 42,259 | 42,362| 42,912 43,126 43,775| 44,051 43,466
—%— Madison County (2.3%, 77.7 | 13,452 | 19,480 | 23,674 | 27,467| 27,376 | 28,836 29,732| 30,326 31,207 31,393 36,647
—®— Jefferson County (2.6%, 20.!| 11,619 | 15,304 | 16,543 | 19,155| 19,352 | 19,781 20,217 | 20,827| 21,613| 22,350 22,851
—*— Blaine County (2.1%, 8.2 5,749 | 9,841 | 13,552 | 18,991 19,770| 20,295| 20,680 21,023| 21,173| 21,501| 21,560
Cassia County (0.0%, 9. 17017 | 19427 | 19532 | 21416 | 21551 | 21551 | 21522 | 21379 21391 | 21365| 20960
Jerome County (1.6%, 33.! | 10,400 | 14,900 | 15,138 | 18,342| 18,481 18,698 18,927 | 19,303| 19,677 20,130| 20,066
—4&— Minidoka County{1.0%, 24.4) 15,731 | 19,718 | 19,361 | 20,174 | 19,558 19,443| 19,327 | 19,166| 18,996 19,041 18,564
—— Gooding County (0.3, 19.5 8,645 | 11,874 | 11,633 | 14,155| 14,226 | 14,236 14,329 | 14,406| 14,424 14,404 14,250

~——# Fremont County (0.8, 6.7 8,710 | 10,813| 10,937 | 11,819 11,835| 11,890| 12,158 | 12,330| 12,224 12,369| 12,517
Power County (0.8, 5.5 4864 | 6,844 | 7,086 | 7,538 | 7,564 | 7,543 | 75516 | 7,724 | 7,761 | 7,914 | 7,684
Lincoln County (11.9%, 3.3 3,057 | 3,436 | 3,308 | 4,044 | 7,672 | 7,749 | 7,748 | 7,827 | 7,868 | 7,930 | 4,497
Butte County {0.7%, 1.2) 2925 | 3,342 | 2918 | 2,899 | 2,861 | 2,924 | 2,847 | 2,819 | 2,782 | 2,781 | 2,771
Clark County-.7%, 0.5) 741 798 762 1,022 971 957 910 932 914 920 906

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial Census for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000. Annual Census estimates, July 1 for
each year after 2000.

These more rural counties have also lagged in population growth be2@@@ and 2007, probably

reflecting the nationwide trend toward rural-ooigration and increasing agricultural consolidation
and efficiencied the populations of Beaverhead, Powell, and Silver Bow Counties actually declined.
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Exhibit 2-11: Tabulated Historical Population, Idaho Counties in the MSTI Study Area

2007
Persons
Per
Land Square
County 1-Apr-70  1-Apr-80 1-Apr-90 1-Jul-95 1-Apr-00 1-Jul-01  1-Jul-02 1-Jul-03 1-Jul-04 1-Jul-05 1-Jul-06 1-Jul-07 _Area Mile
Bannock County 52,200 65,421 66,026 73,603 75,565 76,539 76,917 77,023 77,785 77,794 78,443 79,925 1,113.20 71.80
Arimo 252 338 311 348 350 345 335 331 315 307
Chubbuck 2,924 7,052 7,791 9,700 9,993 10,099 10,107 10,441 10,562 10,861
Dow ney 586 645 626 613 621 613 602 597 569 553
Inkom 522 830 769 738 747 737 718 712 677 668
Lava Hot Springs 516 467 420 521 533 532 524 519 497 481
McCammon 623 770 722 805 818 812 796 801 778 777
Pocatello (pt.)* 40,036 46,340 46,080 51,442 51,845 52,127 52,463 52,885 53,268 53,803
Balance of Bannock 11,398 11,632 11,652 11,478 11,499 11,128 10,993
Bingham County 29,167 36,489 37,583 40,648 41,735 42,259 42,362 42,912 43,126 43,775 44,051 43,466 2,094.80 20.75
Aberdeen 1,840 1,845 1,834 1,838 1,824 1,830 1,809
Atomic 24 34 25 25 25 25 25 25 26 25
Basalt 349 414 407 419 423 422 426 425 428 427
Blackfoot* 8,716 10,065 9,646 10,419 10,570 10,591 10,709 10,740 10,877 11,007
Firth 362 460 429 408 413 412 a15 a15 417 416
Shelley 2,614 3,300 3,536 3,813 3,852 3,853 3,910 3,967 4,153 4,195
Balance of Bingham 24,811 25,131 25,225 25,589 25,730 26,044 26,172
Blaine County 5,749 9,841 13,552 17,108 18,991 19,770 20,295 20,680 21,023 21,173 21,501 21,560 2,644.90 8.15
Bellevue 537 1,016 1,275 1.876 1,916 1,993 2,003 2,192 2,204 2,190
Ccarey 513 516 519 520 519 511 508
Hailey* 1,425 2,109 3,687 6,200 6,749 7,043 7,244 7,423 7,589 7,751
Ketchum 1,454 2,200 2,523 3,003 3,064 3,001 3,110 3,130 3,146 3,226
Sun Valley 180 545 938 1,427 1,450 1,456 1,459 1,453 1,442 1,452
Balance of Blaine 5,972 6,075 6,193 6,254 6,306 6,281 6,374
Bonneville County 51,250 65,980 72,207 79,527 82,522 83,856 85,243 87,118 89,697 91,702 94,630 96,545 1,868.60 51.67
Ammon 2,545 4,669 5,002 6,187 6,889 7,769 8,642 9,722 10,876 12,065
Idaho Falls* 35,776 39,590 43,929 50,730 51,115 51,242 51,675 52,215 52,267 52,786
fona 890 1,072 1,049 1,201 1,206 1,211 1,223 1,246 1,254 1,276
rwin 228 113 108 157 157 157 156 156 154 156
Ririe (pt.) 575 555 596 25 25 25 24 24 24 24
Swan Valley 235 135 141 213 215 217 220 226 229 235
Ucon 664 833 895 943 947 951 969 984 1,013 1,066
Balance of Bonneville 23,066 23,302 23,671 24,209 25,124 25,885 27,022
Butte County 2,925 3,342 2,918 3,017 2,899 2,861 2,924 2,847 2,819 2,782 2,781 2,771  2,232.90 1.24
Arco* 1,244 1,241 1,016 1,026 1,011 1,033 1,006 994 980 979
Butte a2 93 59 76 75 77 75 74 73 73
Moore 156 210 190 196 194 198 193 191 188 188
Balance of Butte 1,601 1,581 1,616 1,573 1,560 1,541 1,541
Cassia County 17,017 19,427 19,532 20,996 21,416 21,551 21,551 21,522 21,379 21,391 21,365 20,960 2,232.90 9.39
Albion 229 286 305 262 263 263 262 259 258 257
Burley (pt.)* 8,279 8,761 8,702 9,074 9,136 9,103 9,073 8,977 8,961 8,930
Declo 251 276 279 338 339 338 337 334 333 331
Malta 196 196 171 177 178 177 177 175 175 174
Oakley 656 663 635 668 725 723 720 713 719 712
Balance of Cassia 10,897 10,910 10,947 10,953 10,921 10,945 10,961
Clark County 741 798 762 866 1022 971 957 910 932 914 920 906 1,764.70 0.51
Dubois* 400 413 420 647 671 660 624 638 623 624
Spencer 45 29 11 38 36 36 34 34 33 34
Balance of Clark 337 264 261 252 260 258 262
Fremont County 8,710 10,813 10,937 11,557 11,819 11,835 11,890 12,158 12,330 12,224 12,369 12,517 1,866.80 6.71
Ashton 1,187 1,219 1,114 1,129 1,119 1,112 1,125 1,131 1,100 1,002
Drummond 13 25 37 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
island Park 136 154 159 215 267 268 270 276 273 275
New dale 267 329 377 358 357 358 361 365 359 355
Parker 266 262 288 319 318 318 321 324 319 319
St. Anthony* 2,877 3,212 3,010 3342 3,325 3,308 3,423 3,431 3,357 3,376
Teton 390 559 570 569 568 569 575 580 570 565
Warm River 10 2 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Balance of Fremont 5,862 5,856 5,932 6,058 6,198 6,221 6,362
Gooding County 8,645 11,874 11,633 12,987 14,155 14,226 14,236 14,329 14,406 14,424 14,404 14,250 730.8 19.50
Bliss 114 208 185 275 269 266 265 263 259 255
Gooding* 2,599 2,949 2,820 3,384 3,350 3,326 3,330 3,327 3312 3,282
Hagerman 436 602 600 656 761 768 772 774 765 761
Wendell 1,122 1,974 1,963 2,338 2,359 2,364 2,362 2,379 2,407 2,438
Balance of Gooding 7,502 7,487 7,512 7,600 7,663 7,681 7,668
Jefferson County 11,619 15,304 16,543 18,245 19,155 19,352 19,781 20,217 20,827 21,613 22,350 22,851 1,095.10 20.87
Hamer 81 93 79 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Lewisville 468 502 471 467 468 475 a82 491 498 507
Menan 545 605 601 707 703 711 716 718 727 719
Mud Lake 194 243 179 270 267 272 272 270 270 275
Rigby* 2,324 2,624 2,681 2,908 2,995 3,026 3,059 3,042 3,274 3,201
Ririe (pt.) 575 555 596 520 514 517 517 514 507 502
Roberts 393 466 557 647 664 672 672 668 666 655
Balance of Jefferson 13,534 13,729 14,096 14,487 15,112 15,659 16,389
Madison County 13,452 19,480 23,674 26,102 27,467 27,376 28,836 29,732 30,326 31,207 31,393 36,647 471.6 77.71
Rexburg* 8,272 11,559 14,302 17,257 17,676 18,847 21,789 24,496 26,068 26,657
Sugar 617 1,022 1,275 1,242 1,246 1,263 1,345 1,448 1,428 1,458
Balance of Madison 8,968 8,454 8,726 6,598 4,382 3,711 3,278
Minidoka County 15,731 19,718 19,361 20,759 20,174 19,558 19,443 19,327 19,166 18,996 19,041 18,564 759.7 24.44
Acequia 107 100 106 144 140 139 138 137 135 135
Burley (pt.) 8,279 8,761 8,702 242 240 240 240 240 240 244
Heyburn 1,637 2,889 2,714 2,899 2,831 2,821 2,806 2,788 2,769 2,768
Minidoka 131 101 67 129 125 124 123 122 121 121
Paul 911 940 901 998 977 970 961 949 946 945
Rupert* 4,563 5,476 5,455 5,645 5,453 5,400 5,350 5,288 5221 5214
Balance of Minidoka 10,117 9,792 9,749 9,709 9,642 9,564 9,614
Power County 4,864 6,844 7,086 7,720 7,538 7,564 7,543 7,516 7,724 7,761 7,914 7,684 1,405.70 5.47
American Falls* 2,769 3,626 3,757 4,111 4111 4,002 4,067 4,178 4,167 4,225
Pocatello (pt.) 40,036 46,340 46,080 24 32 36 38 25 72 129
Rockland 209 283 264 316 315 314 315 329 329 330
Balance of Pow er 3,087 3,106 3,101 3,096 3,192 3,193 3,230
Twin Falls County 41,807 52,927 53,580 59,679 64,284 64,603 65,488 67,044 68,080 69,540 71,575 73,058 1,925.10 37.95
Buhl 2,975 3,629 3,516 3,985 3,962 3,971 4,010 3,979 4,024 4,023
Castleford 174 191 179 277 275 275 277 273 275 273
Filer 1,173 1,645 1,511 1,620 1,638 1,655 1,695 1,730 1,779 1,880
Hansen 415 1,078 848 970 968 972 978 966 963 960
Hollister 57 167 144 237 236 236 238 235 236 235
Kimberly 1,557 2,307 2,367 2,614 2,621 2,669 2,693 2,679 2,691 2,782
Murtaugh 124 114 134 139 138 138 140 139 138 140
Twin Falls* 21,914 26,209 27,591 34,469 35,087 35,782 36,844 37,812 38,774 40,380
Balance of Twin Falls 19,973 19,678 19,790 20,169 20,267 20,660 20,902
TOTAL IDAHO MSTI AREA 458,936 571,658 598,006 392,814 753,200 760,039 769,444 779,626 791,160 801,052 813,899 451,704 22,207 20.34
State of Idaho 717,300 948,600 1,006,734 1,177,322 1,293,953 1,321,446 1,344,266 1,367,428 1,394,524 1,429,367 1,466,465 1,499,402 83,574 17.94

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial Census for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000. Annual Census estimates, July 1 for
each year after 2000.
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2.2.2 DEMOGRAPHICS

Age Distribution

The Idaho counties in the MSTI Study Area exhibit generally younger age profiles than in its

Montana portion, just as statewide, Idaho is a youaged population than Montaria.the MSTI

Study Area of I daho, some odriallydresultoobthe imtiueneesob y o u n ¢
Mormon culture.

In particular, Madison County has a median age of only 20.7 years, refleotmgs status as the
U.S. county outside Utah with the largest proportion of Morm@isi(ch of Jesus Christ of the
Latter Day Saints, 2005; web lidktp://www.adherents.com/largecom/com_lds.hfrahd itdarge
collegeaged populationRicks College, formerly a twgear Mormon college, became (feggar)
Brigham Young Universitfdahoin the year 2000.

Other Idaho MSTcounties have median ages ranging from 28.8 (Jefferson County) to 38.8 (Butte
County). Age distributions are shown in Exhibi12.

Exhibit 2-12: Age Distribution, Idaho Counties in the MSTI Study Area

Source: U.S. Bureau tiie Census, 2000 Census. -BT: Age Groups and Sex: 2000. Data Set: Census 2000 Summary
File 1 (SF 1) 106Percent Data

Racial and Ethnic Distribution

Like the Montana portion of the MSTI study area, the Idaho portion is predominantly of Whijte race
conprising89.7percent of the populatioriMadison County had 95.2 percent of the population
classified as White in the year 2000, the highest proportion of any Idaho MSTI cGlartyCounty

had the lowest proportion, at 74.2 percent.
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