B2HAPPDoc8-030 DPO Public Comment_Arnst F 2019-07-27 to 08-05
B2HAPPDo0c8-031 DPO Public Comment_Arnst P 2019-08-21
B2HAPPDo0c8-032 DPO Public Comment_Arritola J 2019-08-15
B2HAPPDo0c8-033 DPO Public Comment_Arritola P 2019-08-15
B2HAPPDoc8-034 DPO Public Comment_Ashbeck 2019-06-27
B2HAPPDoc8-035 DPO Public Comment_Aston J 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-036 DPO Public Comment_Aston M 2019-08-21
B2HAPPDo0c8-037 DPO Public Comment_Attila 2019-08-21
B2HAPPDoc8-038 DPO Public Comment_Badger-Jones 2019-06-20
B2HAPPDo0c8-039 DPO Public Comment_Baker D 2019-06-18 to 08-21
B2HAPPDoc8-040 DPO Public Comment_Baker J 2019-08-16
B2HAPPDoc8-041 DPO Public Comment_Ballard 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-042 DPO Public Comment_Baltensperger 2019-07-26
B2HAPPDoc8-043 DPO Public Comment_Baretto 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDo0c8-044 DPO Public Comment_Barnes C 2019-08-19 to 08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-045 DPO Public Comment_Barnes R 2019-06-20
B2HAPPDoc8-046 DPO Public Comment_Barry L 2019-06-20 to 08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-047 DPO Public Comment_Barry P 2019-06-20 to 08-22
B2HAPPDo0c8-048 DPO Public Comment_Bars 2019-08-15
B2HAPPDo0c8-049 DPO Public Comment_Barton 2019-08-21
B2HAPPDoc8-050 DPO Public Comment_Beck 2019-07-12 to 07-15
B2HAPPDoc8-051 DPO Public Comment_Bell 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-052 DPO Public Comment_Benson 2019-08-19
B2HAPPDo0c8-053 DPO Public Comment_Betza 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-054 DPO Public Comment_Birnbaum 2019-08-20
B2HAPPDoc8-055 DPO Public Comment_Bloyed 2019-08-05
B2HAPPDoc8-056 DPO Public Comment_Bowers 2019-06-19
B2HAPPDoc8-057 DPO Public Comment_Bowman 2019-06-18
B2HAPPDoc8-058 DPO Public Comment_Braseth-Palmer 2019-08-15
B2HAPPDo0c8-059 DPO Public Comment_Braun 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-060 DPO Public Comment_Bridge 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-061 DPO Public Comment_Brown A 2019-08-22
B2HAPPDoc8-062 DPO Public Comment_Brown J 2019-08-22
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463
466
468
470
487
492
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657
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July 27, 2019

Energy Facilities Sitting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Sitting Senior Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018;
Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I am an Eastern Oregonian and have traveled and recreated in the vicinity of Hilgard State Park for many years. I have

concerns about the steep slopes, soils hazards, landslide risks, and erosion impacts that the construction of the Boardman
to Hemingway Transmission line will pose in an already dangerous canyon.

Re: Soil Protection - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 on unstable and steep slopes
345-022-0020
(¢} ...The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential geological and

soil hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event, adversely affect, or be aggravated by,
the construction and operation of the proposed facility...

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council;
effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Drill sites 95/3 and 95/4 are shown on the following tables and maps and analysis by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.:

Soils; Map page 18 of 44:

Table B3: Soil Descriptions, described as:
5776CN; erosion hazard; severe, percent of slope Low; 30: High; 60. (sheet 3 of 4)

Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings; Map Sheet 36

95/3 — Angle change along alignment; Slope stability/landslide; Geo-Seismic Hazard; Road and railroad
crossing

95/4 - Angle change along alignment; Road and railroad crossing

Appendix E: Landslide Inventory, E.2.3; PLS-002 Sheet 5, 6

“PLS-002 is an approximately 460-acre potential landslide that was identified in available LiDAR data. PLS-002 has not
been verified in the field and should not be considered a landslide based solely on interpretation of LIiDAR data. The IPC
Proposed Route passes above this potential landslide between towers 93/5 and 95/3, potentially affecting the stability of
these proposed towers and associated work areas. A field reconnaissance along this portion of the alignment should be
performed as part of the geotechnical exploration program.”

Idaho Power Corporation, in Exhibit H 2.2.4 states “The soils (in Union County) vary from a few inches to a few feet thick
over weathered bedrock, are generally well-drained, and are typically characterized as having a severe erosion hazard."”
Idaho Power Corporation admits in ASC page B-12 that “The mountainous area such as the Blue Mountains present very
challenging topography with many areas of steep slopes in excess of 35 percent and other areas of unstable slopes



presenting design and construction challenges.” 1PCs stated original intention to the EFSC was the following: “Using
topographic maps the corridors were adjusted to avoid or minimize distance across very steep slopes and other physical
features less desirable for construction and operation of a transmission line.

Hazard Analysis Union County Emergency Operations Plan Updated 6/30/16 lists Winter weather as the highest
weighted risk item before Seismic, Fire, Hazmat-Transportation, and Drought. Most of the area receives a large
percentage of the annual moisture as snowfall and both the winter storms and the spring melt can be precipitous and
unpredictable.

The area surrounding the drill site 95/3 and 95/4 is within a mile of the Hilgard Junction State Park and Recreation area
and the heavily traveled [84 transportation/utility corridor.

Conclusion and Requested Relief:

Drill site 95/3 and 95/4, and its vicinity, represent a significant risk of several possible adverse effects. This area
encompassed by the lands shown in PLS-002 should be removed for consideration as a site for a transmission “facility.”
While Idaho Power Corporation attempts to mitigate problems of unstable soil with structure and footing modifications,
this should not be considered an acceptable risk when the entire area is unstable.

1 appreciate your consideration and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

jw///‘%""‘} =,. /e

Signature Printed Name:

Mailing Address:

References
Burns, W. J., Mickelson, K. A., Saint-Pierre, E. C., 2011 SLIDO-2, Statewide Landslide Information Database for Oregon,
Release 2; Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.

idaho Power Corporation, 2017, Exhibit H of the Applicatioh Jor the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project:
Report Prepared by Idaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25,2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council;
effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Oregon Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council — Chapter 345, Division 22 General Standards for Siting
Facilities; OAR Amend: 345-022-0022; Soil Protection

Idaho Power Corporation, 2017, Exhibit H of the Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project:
Report Prepared by Idaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon 1o Hemingway,

Idaho January 25,2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035, page 28
and elsewhere.

Union County, Oregon, Union County Emergency Operations Plan — Hazard Analysis. Updated — 6/30/2016.



hugust2,2019 RECEIVED

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst AUG 12 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE
Salem, Oregon 97301 DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
email: B2H.DPOComments@0regon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST LANDS
AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2H TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years will have
little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value the loss of 245.6
acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre. However, they value the removal of 530.1
acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98 per acre. The applicant provides no

justification or documentation to support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern Oregon:
an Overview"”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of timber each year.
That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year
per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union
County, forest land in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet
per acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests:
Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists

estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or
retained.

Idaho Power's stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in

both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic benefits
were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only to the failure to
use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300 foot right of way

and they need to include the value of any additional trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on
each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly reduced due to
the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes any
productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right of way is too narrow to make it available

for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations
would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use
the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing
Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for %4 mile (1,320 ft.)



of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value the
applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the transmission line
is predicted to be in place. :

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will not cause a
substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost of accepted
forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on surrounding lands. Removing trees
from land currently being used to grow them certainly will create a substantial change in accepted forest
practices. It also will substantially increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding
lands. Soil compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides
adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the
transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines, require new access and egress from the
forested lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission tine, It will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and
weather conditions impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the economic value
of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the landowners and county economy not
only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes, fees, employment and other benefits coming from
that activity, but there will be related losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of
harvesting along the transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire,
potential increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to increased
predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas, decreased value of land ifit is
sold, long-term reduction in assessed value of the land, etc. The conclusions stated by the applicant in
section 8.0 are false, absolutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions. The only
reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication from the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

Dol Yt s o 9 [y

Signature Printed Name

soC Mary Ave ) .
Mailing Address: ' ’ Z‘f" érﬂ" C/f-’. 6/‘/ 77f5S0




August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

APPLICANT FAILED TO INCLUDE ALL REQUIRED SOURCES OF NOISE IN
THEIR MODELING OF NOISE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT

Idaho Power did not include any of the items listed in OAR 340-035-0035(1)(b)(B)(ii),
which are only exempt from the noise measurement when the development occurs on a
previously used site. When establishing ambient noise level for a new development on a
site not previously used, it states: “Sources exempt from the requirements of section (1)
of this rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (f), (j), and (k) of this rule, shall
not be excluded from this ambient measurement.”

The applicant's noise modeling only includes the noise generated from the transmission
line itself, Noise modeling must be corrected to include (b)Warning Devices, (c) sounds
created by road vehicles, (d) Sounds from the operation of any equipment or facility of a
surface carrier engaged in interstate commerce by railroad to the extent that such
equipment or facility is regulated by pre-emptive federal regulations as set forth in Part
201 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, promulgated pursuant to Section 17 of
the Noise Control Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1248, Public Law 92-576 ; () bells, chimes, or
carillons; (f) aircraft subject to pre-emptive federal regulations and (k) sounds created by
the operation of road vehicle auxiliary equipment.

The application is incomplete. Without having the information regarding these additional
noise sources, the department and the siting council lack the information regarding how
many noise sensitive properties are impacted and by how much.

A proposed order cannot be issued until the developer submits all the information

regarding the noise impacts of this development. This information must be available to
decide if the standard is met or if it can be met with additional site conditions.

Sincerely,
é !ly”///AW

Signature

Printed Name:
Mailing Address:



Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 5, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments(@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019,

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the

Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack” rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into rock may alter the flow direction or amount of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:
Idalio Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting

site,

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written term nology, “high-fi e danger periods” and “extreme f re danger
periods” without definition or concurrence w'th Orego Dep ent of Forestry Fire
Suppression Personnel have been previous y "dentified n the F're Suppress'o and Preven

P an as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, I'l ¢ SAFETY:
During blasting Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at least two

personnel,

Sincerely,

,jﬂ/ Y

Name: /er M ﬂpm}‘%
Address. 504 P 2001

Loilorancle BR 97550




August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 9730l

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOCgmments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

COMMENT REGARDING THE BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY TRANSMISSION LINE DRAFT
PROPOSED ORDER

The application is incomplete as Section X must include information regarding all receptors
within % mile of site and include all noise sources required to be included in establishing
the noise level generated directly or indirectly by the development. Idaho Power has not
provided information adequate to determine if they are able to meet the noise standard,
even with site certificate conditions.

IDAHO POWER FAILED TO COMPLY WITH OAR 345-021-0010(1)(x) which states that
Exhibit X must include information about noise generated by construction and operation of
the Project within % mile of the site boundary. The site boundary means “the perimeter of
the site of a proposed energy facility, it's related or supporting facilities, all temporary
laydown and staging areas and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by the
applicant” (OAR 345-001-0010(55)).

1. The applicant lists the areas which are included in the site boundary in Exhibit F,
Page F-2, however, they failed to include noise modeling or include all the receptors
within the % mile area beyond the entire site perimeter.

2. The applicant failed to do noise modeling for all noise sensitive property as they did
not include churches, schools, libraries, or hospitals as is required by the definition
in OAR 340-035-0015(38).

3. The applicant also failed to include the noise identified in OAR 340-035-
0035(1)(b)(B)(ii) as not being exempt from the ambient statistical noise level
indirectly caused by or attributable to that source including all its related activities.
This section states, “Sources exempted from the requirements of section (1) of this
rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (f), (4). and (k) of this rule, shall not
be excluded from this ambient measurement.” The application is not complete prior
to the applicant finishing Exhibit X to include all sources required by this rule as



well as all receptors within % mile of the entire site boundary. No decisions can be
made absent an accurate accounting of the predicted noise impacts which has not
occurred.

No Proposed Order can be issued until the developer has shown that they meet the
requirements at the time a site certificate is issued. OAR 345-015-0190(5) allows the
Department to find the application is complete when the applicant has submitted
information adequate for the Council to make findings or impose conditions on all
applicable Council standards. While notall information required by OAR 345-021-0000
and 0010 must be submitted, there must be information adequate to show they meet the
requirements or will meet them by implementing the conditions contained in the site
certificate. The draft site certificate does not assure that the noise standard will not be
exceeded, and the developer has not provided noise modeling or included modeling for all
required sources of noise to establish the ambient statistical noise level of the development
for all NSR’s. Missing information includes: 1. Identification of all noise sensitive
receptors within % mile of the entire site boundary; 2. Identification and notice to the
owners of all noise sensitive properties; and 3. Modeling which includes Items (5)(b) - (f),
(i), and (k) which cannot be excluded from the ambient noise measurement.

Sincerely,

Tt o s

Signature

Printed Name: /-'/r./-/ Ve ﬂm,s /
Mailing Address: % ¢ G f7187 /4 (V‘u " J-r? OF G2FS0



Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 5, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments@Oreson.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the
Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack” rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks intorock may alter the flow direction or amount-of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:
Idalio Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting
site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods™ and “extreme fire danger
periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire
Suppression Personnel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Prevention

Plan as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:
During blasting Idahio Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at least two

personnel.

Sincerely,

Name: 172’4/.7/ l:g J ﬁ'!fﬂét

Address: £p¢, Maisn Hve
Jltrorde OF G7850



August 2, 2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 9730l

email: BZH.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST LANDS
AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2H TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years will have
little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value the loss of 245.6
acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre. However, they value the removal of 530.1
acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98 per acre. The applicant provides no
justification or documentation to support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern Oregon:
an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of timber each year.
That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year
per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union
County, forest land in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet
per acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests:
Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists
estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or
retained. ' ' ' '

Idaho Power's stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in
both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic benefits
were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only fo the failure to
use seil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300 foot right of way
and they need to include the value of any additional trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on
each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly reduced due to
the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes any
productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right of way is too narrow to make it available
for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations
would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use
the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing
Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for 3 mile (1,320 ft.)



of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value the
applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the transmission line
is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will not cause a
substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost of accepted
forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on surrounding lands. Removing trees
from land currently being used to grow them certainly will create a substantial change in accepted forest
practices. It also will substantially increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding
lands. Soil compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides
adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the
transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines, require new access and egress from the
forested lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission line, It will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and
weather conditions impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the economic value
of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the landowners and county economy not
only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes, fees, employment and other benefits coming from
that activity, but there will be related losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of
harvesting along the transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire,
potential increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to increased
predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas, decreased value ofland ifitis
sold, long-term reduction in assessed value of the land, etc. The conclusions stated by the applicant in
section 8.0 are false, absolutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions. The only
reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication from the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

,- ,fxfffs@f;)f/@wwzf Dhotl)iz ) [Brmzte

Signa’qﬁe Printed/Name

Mailing Address: Z06 Maz Aoe
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July 27, 2019

Energy Facilities Sitting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Sitting Senior Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018;
Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I am an Eastern Oregonian and have traveled and recreated in the vicinity of Hilgard State Park for many years. I have
concerns about the steep slopes, soils hazards, landslide risks, and erosion impacts that the construction of the Boardman
to Hemingway Transmission line will pose in an already dangerous canyon.

Re: Soil Protection - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 on unstable and steep slopes

345-022-0020

(¢) ...The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential geological and
soil hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event, adversely affect, or be aggravated by,
the construction and operation of the proposed facility...

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council;
effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Drill sites 95/3 and 95/4 are shown on the following tables and maps and analysis by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.:
Soils; Map isage 18 of 44:

Table B3: Soil Descriptions, described as:
5776CN; erosion hazard; severe, percent of slope Low; 30: High; 60. (sheet 3 of 4)

Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings; Map Sheet 36

95/3 — Angle change along alignment; Slope stability/landslide; Geo-Seismic Hazard; Road and railroad
crossing

95/4 - Angle change along alignment; Road and railroad crossing

Appendix E: Landslide Inventory, E.2.3; PLS-002 Sheet 5, 6

“PL.S-002 is an approximately 460-acre potential landslide that was identified in available LiDAR data. PLS-002 has not
been verified in the field and should not be considered a landslide based solely on interpretation of LiDAR data. The IPC
Proposed Route passes above this potential landslide between towers 93/5 and 95/3, potentially affecting the stability of
these proposed towers and associated work areas. A field reconnaissance along this portion of the alignment should be
performed as part of the geotechnical exploration program.”

Idaho Power Corporation, in Exhibit H 2.2.4 states “The soils (in Union County) vary from a few inches to a few feet thick
over weathered bedrock, are generally well-drained, and are typically characterized as having a severe erosion hazard,”
Idaho Power Corporation admits in ASC page B-12 that “The mountainous area such as the Blue Mountains present very
challenging topography with many areas of steep slopes in excess of 35 percent and other areas of unstable slopes



presenting design and construction challenges.” 1PCs stated original intention to the EFSC was the following: “Using
topographic maps the corridors were adjusted to avoid or minimize distance across very steep slopes and other physical
features less desirable for construction and operation of a transmission line.

Hazard Analysis Union County Emergency Operations Plan Updated 6/30/16 lists Winter weather as the highest
weighted risk item before Seismic, Fire, Hazmat-Transportation, and Drought. Most of the area receives a large
percentage of the annual moisture as snowfall and both the winter storms and the spring melt can be precipitous and
* unpredictable. ’ ' C '

The area surrounding the drill site 95/3 and 95/4 is within a mile of the Hilgard Junction State Park and Recreation area
and the heavily traveled 184 transportation/utility corridor.

Conclusion and Requested Relief:

Drill site 95/3 and 95/4, and its vicinity, represent a significant risk of several possible adverse effects. This area
encompassed by the lands shown in PLS-002 should be removed for consideration as a site for a transmission “facility.”
While Idaho Power Corporation attempts to mitigate problems of unstable soil with structure and footing modifications,

this should not be considered an acceptable risk when the entire area is unstable.

1 appreciate your consideration and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
WQW Phylli= J ﬂwmé'&
Signatite v Printed Name:

Mailing Address: S¢< MZAizn )QUL@
Jocrlor yer o Y G 765D

References
Burns, W. J., Mickelson, K. A., Saint-Pierre, E. C., 2011 SLIDO-2, Statewide Landslide Information Database for Oregon,
Release 2; Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.

Idaho Power Corpora'tion, 2017, Exhibit H of the Application for the Boardman to Hemingwaj: Transmission Line Project:
Report Prepared by Idaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.

Geological Hozards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25,2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council;
effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Oregon Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council — Chapter 345, Division 22 General Standards for Siting
Facilities; OAR Amend: 345-022-0022; Soil Protection

Idaho Power Corporation, 2017, Exhibit H of the dpplication for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project:
Report Prepared by ldaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.

Geological Hozards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035, page 28
and elsewhere.

Union County, Oregon, Union County Emergency Operations Plan — Hazard Analysis. Updated — 6/30/2016.



August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy :
550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

APPLICANT FAILED TO INCLUDE ALL REQUIRED SOURCES OF NOISE IN
THEIR MODELING OF NOISE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT

Idaho Power did not include any of the items listed in OAR 340-035-0035(1)(b)(B){i1),
which are only exempt from the noise measurement when the development occurs on a
previously used site. When establishing ambient noise level for a new development on a
site not previously used, it states: “Sources exempt from the requirements of section )
of this rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (£), (j), and (k) of this rule, shall
not be excluded from this ambient measurement.”

The applicant's noise modeling only includes the noise generated from the transmission
line itself. Noise modeling must be corrected to include (b)Warning Devices, (c) sounds
created by road vehicles, (d) Sounds from the operation of any equipment or facility of a
surface carrier engaged in interstate commerce by railroad to the extent that such
equipment or facility is regulated by pre-emptive federal regulations as set forth in Part
201 of Title 40 of thie Code of Federal Regulations, promulgated pursuant to Section 17 of
the Noise Control Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1248, Public Law 92-576 ; (e) bells, chimes, or
carillons; (f) aircraft subject to pre-emptive federal regulations and (k) sounds created by
the operation of road vehicle auxiliary equipment.

The application is incomplete. Without having the information regarding these additional
noise sources, the department and the siting council lack the information regarding how
many noise sensitive properties are impacted and by how much.

A proposed order cannot be issued until the developer submits all the information
regarding the noise impacts of this development. This information must be available to
decide if the standard is met or if it can be met with additional site conditions.

Sincerely,
[otles Fofte srat
Signdtre &7

Printed Name: P)’Mﬂ“ﬁ J Afﬂ%t
Mailing Address: z¢g, Mt A
| aarande O 77658



August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

¢/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy :
550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: BZH.DPOComments@()regon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

COMMENT REGARDING THE BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY TRANSMISSION LINE DRAFT
PROPOSED ORDER

The application is incomplete as Section X must include information regarding all receptors
within % mile of site and include all noise sources required to be included in establishing
the noise level generated directly or indirectly by the development. Idaho Power has not
provided information adequate to determine if they are able to meet the noise standard,
even with site certificate conditions,

IDAHO POWER FAILED TO COMPLY WITH QAR 345-02 1-0010(1)(x) which states that
Exhibit X must include information about noise generated by construction and operation of
. the Project within % mile of the site boundary. The site boundary means “the perimeter of
the site of a proposed energy facility, it’s related or supporting facilities, all temporary
laydown and staging areas and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by the
applicant” (OAR 345-001-0010(55)).

1. The applicant lists the areas which are included in the site boundary in Exhibit F,
Page F-Z, however, they failed to include noise modeling or include all the receptors
within the %2 mile area beyond the entire site perimeter.

2. The applicant failed to do noise modeling for all noise sensitive property as they did
not include churches, schools, libraries, or hospitals as is required by the definition
in OAR 340-035-0015(38).

3. The applicant also failed to include the noise identified in OAR 340-035-
0035(1)(b)(B)(ii) as not being exempt from the ambient statistical noise level
indirectly caused by or attributable to that source including all its related activities.
This section states, “Sources exempted from the requirements of section (1) of this
rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (£), (), and (k) of this rule, shall not
be excluded from this ambient measurement.” The application is not complete prior
to the applicant finishing Exhibit X to include all sources required by this rule as



well as all receptors within % mile of the entire site boundary. No decisions can be
made absent an accurate accounting of the predicted noise impacts which has not
occurred.

No Proposed Order can be issued until the developer has shown that they meet the
requirements at the time a site certificate is issued. OAR 345-015-0190(5) allows the
Department to find the application is complete when the applicant has submitted
information adequate for the Council to make findings or impose conditions on all
applicable Council standards. While not ail information required by OAR 345-021-0000
and 0010 must be submitted, there must be information adequate to show they meet the
requirements or will meet them by implementing the conditions contained in the site
certificate. The draft site certificate does not assure that the noise standard will not be

exceeded, and the developer has not provided noise modeling or included modeling tor all
required sources of noise to establish the ambient statistical noise level of the development
for all NSR’s. Missing information includes: 1. Identification of all noise sensitive
receptors within % mile of the entire site boundary; 2. Identification and notice to the
owners of all noise sensitive properties; and 3. Modeling which includes Items (5)(b) - (f),
(), and (k) which cannot be excluded from the ambient noise measurement.

Sincerely,

Sign%'{urg

Printed Name: Wﬂ,'g J A}/}’\élf’/

Mailing Address: 2586 Main ;Qoif;_»
irmrie O 97852



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.38.19.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter signed by me and 54 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and we
request that EFSC deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850






The La Grande Director of Public Works, Kyle Carpenter, provided
information regarding the widths for the streets in question. The two
streets range from 33 feet to 37 feet in width with no sidewalks. |
personally measured the area where the unpaved stem of Hawthorne
leaves the “loop” to go up the hill. At the junction it measures 32 feet curb
cut to curb cut and narrows t018-21 feet in width as it goes around the
corner up the hill. 6 The Public Works Director also provided pictures of
the mapping system showing the existing utilities located in the “loop”.
7-8. It should also be noted that from the entrance to the” loop” at Sunset
Drive to the entrance of the site the road has a 16% grade.

Attachment U2 @ from the application shows an “Aerial Lift Crane to be
Used During Construction” and the Transportation and Traffic Plan on
page 19 10 lists a number of other vehicles anticipated to be used. Article
6.6 — Public Street Standards for the City of La Grande Section 6.6.002
states that “Collector Streets are designed to withstand normal trucks of
an HS20 loading. Larger trucks are to utilize Arterial Streets where at all
possible.” 11 The majority of vehicles listed on page 19 exceed that limit
and would be using a Local Street in addition to Arterial and Collector
Streets. According to the Public Works Director the two streets in the
“loop” were designed as Local Streets for residential use, able to accept
the pressures of HS20 for the purpose of an occasional need such as a
weekly garbage truck or an emergency vehicle but for no more that 5% of
the time. The paving construction of these over 50 year old streets in the
“loop” was not designed for repetitive use by vehicles heavier than a
normal car. These streets in the “loop” have not been repaved, only
patched when necessary, since they were first constructed.

The application does not address the “loop” specifically, but 3.1.2 (pg. 19)
10 and Table 6 (pg.17) 12 of the Transportation and Traffic Plan indicate
there would be numerous vehicles using this route. Not knowing exactly
just which vehicles would be on the “loop” daily but making a conservative
estimate of 50 round trips (100 single) it would be a constant parade with
one truck every 7.2 minutes. This is unacceptable for numerous reasons
including constant excessive noise.

Not only would weight of the vehicles be a problem but the narrowness of
the “loop” streets and the ninety degree blind curves that would have to
be executed would be either impossible or extremely dangerous
considering the turning radius for many of these large vehicles. The













Public Services == GECTE GIENG
OAR 345-022-0110

This standard ensures that the proposed facility will not affect the ability of service providers in local communities to provide
public services, such as fire protection or education. The applicant must assess the proposed facility’s need for water and for
disposal of wastewater, storm water and solid waste. The applicant must also evaluate the expected population increases in
local communities resulting from construction and operation of the facility; and must address all permanent and temporary
impacts of the facility on housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools. The Council must deter-
mine whether the applicant has identified potential adverse impacts to service providers and proposed adequate mitigation to
ensure that there will be no significant adverse effect on the ability of a service provider to provide services. In considering the
impacts, the Council solicits comments from affected local governments, fire or police departments, school districts and health
care agencies.

Waste Minimization

OAR 345-022-0120

This standard requires the Council to evaluate the applicant’s proposal to minimize solid waste and wastewater generated
by construction and operation of the proposed facility. The standard requires recycling of wastes, if feasible, or proper waste
disposal if recycling is not feasible.

The applicant must evaluate the types of waste products that would be produced during construction and operation of the
proposed facility and estimate the amounts or volume of waste products. The applicant must propose appropriate methods
to handle the waste through collection, storage and disposal. Compliance with the standard assures that the applicant will
reduce the amount of waste generated and dispose of waste in a responsible manner.

Need for a Facility

OAR 345-023-0005

This standard requires the applicant for non-generating energy facilities (such as electric transmission lines) to demonstrate
the need for the proposed facility. The Council’s rules allow an applicant to demonstrate need for a non-generating facility
through one of several methods, including the “Least-Cost Plan Rule” (OAR 345-023-0020) or the “System Reliability Rule for
Electric Transmission Lines” (OAR 345-023-0030). Under the Least-Cost Plan Rule, the applicant meets this standard if the
proposed transmission line was included in an Integrated Resource Plan that has been acknowledged by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission (OPUC). More information about the OPUC and the Integrated Resource Plan acknowledgement process
can be found at www.puc.state.or.us.

Specific Standards for Wind Facilities

OAR 345-024-0010 and 345-024-0015

This standard requires the Council to evaluate applications for wind energy facilities to ensure that applicants can design, con-
struct and operate the facility so that that the public is not endangered by moving turbine blades or electrical equipment, and
that the applicant can design, construct and operate wind turbines to prevent structural failure that could endanger public safety.
Siting standards for wind facilities also require the applicant to reduce cumulative adverse environmental effects in the vicinity by
using existing roads, if possible, placing collection lines underground, designing the facility to avoid impacts to vulnerable wildlife
in the area (especially birds and bats), and designing the facility to minimize adverse visual features, including using the minimum
amount of lighting necessary to meet the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration for protecting aircraft.

Specific Standards for Transmission Lines

OAR 345-024-0090

This standard requires that the Council evaluate transmission lines under Council jurisdiction to ensure they are designed, con-
structed and operated to limit the strength of electromagnetic fields in areas where those lines are accessible to the public.
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Transportation and Traffic Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

The following is a summary of anticipated equipment to be used for each transmission-line
construction activity.

e Survey work: pickup trucks or ATVs.
e Timber removal: pickup trucks, feller bunchers, dump trucks, wood chippers.
e Road construction: pickup trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, and water trucks.

¢ Hole digging, installation of directly embedded structures, or foundation installation:
pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, digger derrick trucks, hole diggers, bulldozers, concrete
trucks, water trucks, cranes, hydro cranes, wagon rock drills, dump trucks, and front-end
loaders.

e Hauling lattice steel members, tubular poles, braces, and hardware to the structure sites:
steel haul trucks, carry alls, cranes, and forklifts.

s Assembly and erection of structures: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, carry alls, cranes, and a
heavy lift helicopter.

e Wire installation: pickups, wire reel trailers, diesel tractors, cranes, 5-ton boom trucks,
splicing trucks, three drum pullers, single drum pullers, tensioner, sagging dozers, carry-
alls, static wire reel trailers, bucket trucks, and a light duty helicopter.

* Final cleanup, reclamation, and restoration: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, bulldozers,
motor graders, dump trucks, front-end loaders, hydro-seed truck, and water trucks.

The highest level of traffic will be when the wire stringing operations begin while several other
operations are occurring at the same time, which will likely include ROW clearing, installing
foundations, hauling steel, and assembling and erecting structures. For the station work, the highest
level of traffic will be during site grading and foundation installation. For the communication station
sites, the highest level of traffic will be during grading and site preparation.

Detailed estimates of trips generated by transporting Project construction equipment will be provided
by the construction contractor prior to construction.

3.1.3 Traffic Related to Timber Removal

in forested areas, the Project will require removal of timber from the Project ROW and for
construction and improvement of access roads. Specific timber harvest plans have not been
finalized. Logs from timber clearing may be transported to nearby sawmills. Decisions regarding
transportation routes for harvested timber will be made following completion of a timber harvest
plan, and the number of log truck tips will be estimated when the timber harvest plan has been
finalized. Logging slash will remain onsite if possible. For additional discussion regarding
removal of timber in forested areas, see Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, ROW Clearing Assessment.

3.1.4 Impacts to V/C Ratios

Based on the estimated trip generation numbers in Tables 4 and 6, a maximum of
approximately 1,294 daily one-way vehicle trips are expected within any one construction
spread. To facilitate traffic and other analyses, the two construction spreads are divided into
smaller sections based on similar construction windows and seasonal weather restrictions. Not
all construction sections will have the same number of concurrent construction activities,
depending on how the construction contractor sequences and executes the Project. Some
sections will have fewer daily vehicle trips. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the spreads
are divided into five sections with multi-use areas that could have additive traffic impacts. The
sections are assumed to have approximately equal levels of activity. The 1,294 daily one-way
trips per spread divided over five sections of more concentrated traffic results in 259 daily one-

Idaho Power September 2018 Page 19



















Exh bk

ORDINANCE NUMBER 3077
SERIES 2009
Page (8)

a. City Regulation of Special Movement of Oversized Load

The applicant shall submit an application to the City Manager or designee, showing the
terminal points of the purported movement; the proposed route; the nature of the
movement requested, including the weight and dimensions of the vehicle, load,
machine, building, or structure to be moved; the time, date and duration of the proposed
movement.

b. Special Movement Permit

A permit shall be required to move any vehicle, structure, or load on, or to access a street
when, after preparation for movement, the vehicle, structure or load exceeds fourteen feet (14')
in height, requires the use of guy wires, or could result in the blockage of a street. An approved
application may serve as a permit, and a copy of the approved application shall be provided to
the applicant.

Section 17. TRUCK ROUTES

a. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation to use, drive or operate any
vehicle or combination of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000, pounds or more upon
any street of the City of La Grande, Oregon, except upon posted truck routes.

b. Any vehicle with a gross weight over 26,000, pounds specifically picking up deliveries or
making deliveries to any business or residence located on a street that is not a fruck
route will be exempted if the vehicle is driven from the truck route to the destination in
the shortest, most direct, and safest route.

c. The use of Jacob brakes shall not be allowed within the city limits of La Grande,
Oregon.

d. Truck routes will be posted as follows:

1. Walnut street north from the city limits to C Avenue:
C Avenue east from Walinut Street to Gekeler Avenue;
Gekeler Avenue east to the city limits;
12th street south from Gekeler Avenue to the city limits;
2nd Street south from the city limits to Adams Avenue;
Monroe Avenue east from Spruce Street to Highway 82;
Jackson Avenue east from Spruce Street, and
. Spruce Street south from the city limits to Monroe.
Section 18. IMPOUNDMENT AND DETENTION OF VEHICLES

a. Whenever a vehicle is placed in a manner or location that constitutes an obstruction to
traffic or a hazard to public safety, a police officer or enforcement officer shall order the
owner or operator of the vehicle to remove said vehicle. If the vehicle is unattended, the
officer or enforcement officer may cause the vehicle to be towed and stored at the
owner's expense. The owner shall be liable for the costs of towing and storing,
notwithstanding that the vehicle was parked by another or that the vehicle was initially
parked in a safe manner but subsequently became an obstruction or hazard.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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I have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.

SIGNATURE av ﬁ

PRINTED NAME Aot¢3 /3’/4;2

ADDRESS F0- DX 546, la \Ymkg e 77852
EMAIL v&méaw 3/ ( e/, Comm

SIGNATURE Wg W{/@’@

PRINTED NAME O/krh‘*{ VUCmL % Qnumﬁe; o R ‘f?gs‘b
aopress | 708 ledar

EMAIL WW@CKMM
(e £ W=

SIGNATURE (="

PRINTED NAME = ek k- Miewr $i¥]
ADDRESS /413 allLeves t DO

EMAIL BuSS Marti v 371 &

SIGNATURE Wéﬁm Wy- paﬁrw

PRINTED NAME @;e,w\\,m ne?r\‘ﬂrss TH—"FAlmep-
ADDRESS /& 02 (y\denesT DRive- LA ng\dg/ Elre 7 7850
EMAIL —@&——

SIGNATURE ?/(M

PRINTED NAME\ [ 2 o1 13

appRESS 15 OF /7)/4 Sb/) A< /a&d,wmj\{ o7 Tofe
EMAIL Jraph JTEOGmY< - Coy

‘;{C{ 6;;’('«\'\4@‘;
6 Ml | o=


















TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:28 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.14.06.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter sign by me and 46 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and
requesting that EFSC Deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by US Postal Service.
Virginia L. Mammen

405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850















































































































TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.38.19.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter signed by me and 54 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and we
request that EFSC deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850






The La Grande Director of Public Works, Kyle Carpenter, provided
information regarding the widths for the streets in question. The two
streets range from 33 feet to 37 feet in width with no sidewalks. |
personally measured the area where the unpaved stem of Hawthorne
leaves the “loop” to go up the hill. At the junction it measures 32 feet curb
cut to curb cut and narrows t018-21 feet in width as it goes around the
corner up the hill. 6 The Public Works Director also provided pictures of
the mapping system showing the existing utilities located in the “loop”.
7-8. It should also be noted that from the entrance to the” loop” at Sunset
Drive to the entrance of the site the road has a 16% grade.

Attachment U2 @ from the application shows an “Aerial Lift Crane to be
Used During Construction” and the Transportation and Traffic Plan on
page 19 10 lists a number of other vehicles anticipated to be used. Article
6.6 — Public Street Standards for the City of La Grande Section 6.6.002
states that “Collector Streets are designed to withstand normal trucks of
an HS20 loading. Larger trucks are to utilize Arterial Streets where at all
possible.” 11 The majority of vehicles listed on page 19 exceed that limit
and would be using a Local Street in addition to Arterial and Collector
Streets. According to the Public Works Director the two streets in the
“loop” were designed as Local Streets for residential use, able to accept
the pressures of HS20 for the purpose of an occasional need such as a
weekly garbage truck or an emergency vehicle but for no more that 5% of
the time. The paving construction of these over 50 year old streets in the
“loop” was not designed for repetitive use by vehicles heavier than a
normal car. These streets in the “loop” have not been repaved, only
patched when necessary, since they were first constructed.

The application does not address the “loop” specifically, but 3.1.2 (pg. 19)
10 and Table 6 (pg.17) 12 of the Transportation and Traffic Plan indicate
there would be numerous vehicles using this route. Not knowing exactly
just which vehicles would be on the “loop” daily but making a conservative
estimate of 50 round trips (100 single) it would be a constant parade with
one truck every 7.2 minutes. This is unacceptable for numerous reasons
including constant excessive noise.

Not only would weight of the vehicles be a problem but the narrowness of
the “loop” streets and the ninety degree blind curves that would have to
be executed would be either impossible or extremely dangerous
considering the turning radius for many of these large vehicles. The













Public Services == GECTE GIENG
OAR 345-022-0110

This standard ensures that the proposed facility will not affect the ability of service providers in local communities to provide
public services, such as fire protection or education. The applicant must assess the proposed facility’s need for water and for
disposal of wastewater, storm water and solid waste. The applicant must also evaluate the expected population increases in
local communities resulting from construction and operation of the facility; and must address all permanent and temporary
impacts of the facility on housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools. The Council must deter-
mine whether the applicant has identified potential adverse impacts to service providers and proposed adequate mitigation to
ensure that there will be no significant adverse effect on the ability of a service provider to provide services. In considering the
impacts, the Council solicits comments from affected local governments, fire or police departments, school districts and health
care agencies.

Waste Minimization

OAR 345-022-0120

This standard requires the Council to evaluate the applicant’s proposal to minimize solid waste and wastewater generated
by construction and operation of the proposed facility. The standard requires recycling of wastes, if feasible, or proper waste
disposal if recycling is not feasible.

The applicant must evaluate the types of waste products that would be produced during construction and operation of the
proposed facility and estimate the amounts or volume of waste products. The applicant must propose appropriate methods
to handle the waste through collection, storage and disposal. Compliance with the standard assures that the applicant will
reduce the amount of waste generated and dispose of waste in a responsible manner.

Need for a Facility

OAR 345-023-0005

This standard requires the applicant for non-generating energy facilities (such as electric transmission lines) to demonstrate
the need for the proposed facility. The Council’s rules allow an applicant to demonstrate need for a non-generating facility
through one of several methods, including the “Least-Cost Plan Rule” (OAR 345-023-0020) or the “System Reliability Rule for
Electric Transmission Lines” (OAR 345-023-0030). Under the Least-Cost Plan Rule, the applicant meets this standard if the
proposed transmission line was included in an Integrated Resource Plan that has been acknowledged by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission (OPUC). More information about the OPUC and the Integrated Resource Plan acknowledgement process
can be found at www.puc.state.or.us.

Specific Standards for Wind Facilities

OAR 345-024-0010 and 345-024-0015

This standard requires the Council to evaluate applications for wind energy facilities to ensure that applicants can design, con-
struct and operate the facility so that that the public is not endangered by moving turbine blades or electrical equipment, and
that the applicant can design, construct and operate wind turbines to prevent structural failure that could endanger public safety.
Siting standards for wind facilities also require the applicant to reduce cumulative adverse environmental effects in the vicinity by
using existing roads, if possible, placing collection lines underground, designing the facility to avoid impacts to vulnerable wildlife
in the area (especially birds and bats), and designing the facility to minimize adverse visual features, including using the minimum
amount of lighting necessary to meet the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration for protecting aircraft.

Specific Standards for Transmission Lines

OAR 345-024-0090

This standard requires that the Council evaluate transmission lines under Council jurisdiction to ensure they are designed, con-
structed and operated to limit the strength of electromagnetic fields in areas where those lines are accessible to the public.
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Transportation and Traffic Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

The following is a summary of anticipated equipment to be used for each transmission-line
construction activity.

e Survey work: pickup trucks or ATVs.
e Timber removal: pickup trucks, feller bunchers, dump trucks, wood chippers.
e Road construction: pickup trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, and water trucks.

¢ Hole digging, installation of directly embedded structures, or foundation installation:
pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, digger derrick trucks, hole diggers, bulldozers, concrete
trucks, water trucks, cranes, hydro cranes, wagon rock drills, dump trucks, and front-end
loaders.

e Hauling lattice steel members, tubular poles, braces, and hardware to the structure sites:
steel haul trucks, carry alls, cranes, and forklifts.

s Assembly and erection of structures: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, carry alls, cranes, and a
heavy lift helicopter.

e Wire installation: pickups, wire reel trailers, diesel tractors, cranes, 5-ton boom trucks,
splicing trucks, three drum pullers, single drum pullers, tensioner, sagging dozers, carry-
alls, static wire reel trailers, bucket trucks, and a light duty helicopter.

* Final cleanup, reclamation, and restoration: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, bulldozers,
motor graders, dump trucks, front-end loaders, hydro-seed truck, and water trucks.

The highest level of traffic will be when the wire stringing operations begin while several other
operations are occurring at the same time, which will likely include ROW clearing, installing
foundations, hauling steel, and assembling and erecting structures. For the station work, the highest
level of traffic will be during site grading and foundation installation. For the communication station
sites, the highest level of traffic will be during grading and site preparation.

Detailed estimates of trips generated by transporting Project construction equipment will be provided
by the construction contractor prior to construction.

3.1.3 Traffic Related to Timber Removal

in forested areas, the Project will require removal of timber from the Project ROW and for
construction and improvement of access roads. Specific timber harvest plans have not been
finalized. Logs from timber clearing may be transported to nearby sawmills. Decisions regarding
transportation routes for harvested timber will be made following completion of a timber harvest
plan, and the number of log truck tips will be estimated when the timber harvest plan has been
finalized. Logging slash will remain onsite if possible. For additional discussion regarding
removal of timber in forested areas, see Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, ROW Clearing Assessment.

3.1.4 Impacts to V/C Ratios

Based on the estimated trip generation numbers in Tables 4 and 6, a maximum of
approximately 1,294 daily one-way vehicle trips are expected within any one construction
spread. To facilitate traffic and other analyses, the two construction spreads are divided into
smaller sections based on similar construction windows and seasonal weather restrictions. Not
all construction sections will have the same number of concurrent construction activities,
depending on how the construction contractor sequences and executes the Project. Some
sections will have fewer daily vehicle trips. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the spreads
are divided into five sections with multi-use areas that could have additive traffic impacts. The
sections are assumed to have approximately equal levels of activity. The 1,294 daily one-way
trips per spread divided over five sections of more concentrated traffic results in 259 daily one-

Idaho Power September 2018 Page 19



















Exh bk

ORDINANCE NUMBER 3077
SERIES 2009
Page (8)

a. City Regulation of Special Movement of Oversized Load

The applicant shall submit an application to the City Manager or designee, showing the
terminal points of the purported movement; the proposed route; the nature of the
movement requested, including the weight and dimensions of the vehicle, load,
machine, building, or structure to be moved; the time, date and duration of the proposed
movement.

b. Special Movement Permit

A permit shall be required to move any vehicle, structure, or load on, or to access a street
when, after preparation for movement, the vehicle, structure or load exceeds fourteen feet (14')
in height, requires the use of guy wires, or could result in the blockage of a street. An approved
application may serve as a permit, and a copy of the approved application shall be provided to
the applicant.

Section 17. TRUCK ROUTES

a. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation to use, drive or operate any
vehicle or combination of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000, pounds or more upon
any street of the City of La Grande, Oregon, except upon posted truck routes.

b. Any vehicle with a gross weight over 26,000, pounds specifically picking up deliveries or
making deliveries to any business or residence located on a street that is not a fruck
route will be exempted if the vehicle is driven from the truck route to the destination in
the shortest, most direct, and safest route.

c. The use of Jacob brakes shall not be allowed within the city limits of La Grande,
Oregon.

d. Truck routes will be posted as follows:

1. Walnut street north from the city limits to C Avenue:
C Avenue east from Walinut Street to Gekeler Avenue;
Gekeler Avenue east to the city limits;
12th street south from Gekeler Avenue to the city limits;
2nd Street south from the city limits to Adams Avenue;
Monroe Avenue east from Spruce Street to Highway 82;
Jackson Avenue east from Spruce Street, and
. Spruce Street south from the city limits to Monroe.
Section 18. IMPOUNDMENT AND DETENTION OF VEHICLES

a. Whenever a vehicle is placed in a manner or location that constitutes an obstruction to
traffic or a hazard to public safety, a police officer or enforcement officer shall order the
owner or operator of the vehicle to remove said vehicle. If the vehicle is unattended, the
officer or enforcement officer may cause the vehicle to be towed and stored at the
owner's expense. The owner shall be liable for the costs of towing and storing,
notwithstanding that the vehicle was parked by another or that the vehicle was initially
parked in a safe manner but subsequently became an obstruction or hazard.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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I have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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orecon Oregon Department of Energy
N ENERGY  the Energy Facility Siting Council

Public Hearing on the Draft Proposed Order
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
June 18-20 and 26-27, 2019, 4:30-8 p.m.
Public Written or Oral Testimony Registration

Name (mandatory) ZL«;MM&LM\,

Mailing Address {mandatory) ?L.?)%?‘k &’ 'H:),l)\'/l Ql)
@M/\D OV A;

Phone Number (optionai) { Email Address (optional)

Today’s Date: !Q? Zgﬁ/ |6\

Do you wish to make oral public testimony at this Hearing: Yes'?(x No

Written comments can also be submitted today.
All written comments must be received by the deadline, luly 23, 2019, 5 p.m. PDT to.

Kellen Tardaewether, Seniar Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503-378-6457

Email: B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note: by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy at a
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
(Please print legibly — Use the back for additional space if needed. Additional written comments may be attached to this card.)



Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to Hearing
Hemingway Transmission Line June 27, 2019
Page 34 Page 36
1 communities served along this right-of-way that utilize 1 usefulness of our property. It will limit the future
2 Bonneville Power Administration energy, will be ableto 2 development opportunities on our property. It will make
3 havetheir rates affected by thisin a positive manner. 3 farming more expensive, less efficient, and our
4 Bonneville will be able to experience the net savings of 4 production will be lowered. We can't afford that.
5 the energy imbalance market, which is anet benefit to 5 We have never been "not my backyard" people,
6 al of the ratepayersin thisregion. 6 our family. But if you're going to cut a swath through
7 The additional construction of the project, of 7 our land 250 feet wide, make the compensation fair.
8 coursg, isatime-limiting benefit within the region, 8 Paying for an easement with a single payment, with the
9 but aso the construction of the project should also 9 possibility of ajudge determining what's fair, doesn't
10 benefit the entire region wherever the work occurs. 10 sound like agood deal to us.
11 We have alot of electrical workers that would 11 In 2012, we had the federal government shut
12 be benefited from thiskind of construction. Our 12 down theinstallation of windmills on our property. I'm
13 generation facilities, all of you are familiar with 13 not sure we ever got the true explanation of why that
14 Boardman, the coal plant and the building of the 14 wasdone.
15 gas-fired plant. Those additional capacities continue 15 In the early 1980s, my father had irrigation
16 to belevied throughout the transmission corridors. 16 that he legally developed on the west side of our
17 | think that's all I'll submit for oral 17 property shut down by the State with regulations that
18 comment. We will be submitting written testimony that |18 came later on the critical groundwater area. Thiswas
19 outlines some of those benefits with the electrical or 19 an economic blow that was very difficult for usto
20 the energy imbalance market, as well as some of the 20 overcome. Forgive usif we have misgivings about what
21 other workforce studies throughout the region. 21 the government will deem fair.
22 Thank you. 22 | don't believe | have the political or
23 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you very much. |23 economic clout to stop Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and BPA.
24 Next up is Brian Doherty. 24 But | would like to propose an ongoing lease payment
25 MR. BRIAN DOHERTY: Hello. My nameisBrian |25 based on each tower or a portion of receipts from
Page 35 Page 37
1 Doherty, B-r-i-a-n, D-o0-h-e-r-t-y. My addressis 70516 1 wielding costs returned to the landowner based on how
2 Highway 207 in Lexington, Oregon. 2 many towers are on their land. And I'd liketo credit
3 Asl said, my nameis Brian Doherty. I'm a 3 my neighbor Roger Morter for that idea.
4 fourth-generation dryland wheat farmer in central Morrow | 4 Y ou can respond that it isn't done this way,
5 County. | havefivechildren. My wife Peggy and my son | 5 but that doesn't mean it can't be. | think most of the
6 Dan are here with me today. 6 landownerswould find this more agreeable. We are not
7 The B2H project will cut anearly 4-mile swath 7 opposed to prudent development for the common good. But
8 through our family'sfarm. My great-grandfather 8 we are losing more than the land under these towers.
9 established our farm at Sandhollow in 1885. It's not an 9 My view of the Gleason Butte from my tractor
10 easy placeto farm and survive economicaly. And | 10 seat will forever be atered. | lovethat view, I've
11 think some of my neighbors would agree with meon that. |11 earned that view. We can work with you, but be fair.
12 Over the years our family has supported 12 Recognize that we are giving up more than an easement
13 development that improved life for everyonein our area. |13 here. Compensate usfairly, that's all we ask.
14 We have over 20 miles of state and county roads cutting |14 Thank you.
15 through our property. With right-of-ways, that's a lot 15 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Next up is Elizabeth
16 of land removed from production. 16 Ashbeck.
17 There's a substation just above our farmstead 17 MS. ELIZABETH ASHBECK: E-I-i-z-a-b-e-t-h,
18 and many standard power lines on our property. In 18 A-s-h-b-e-c-k. Mailing address 71384-A, asin "apple,"
19 addition, there are phone lines, fiberoptic lines, and a 19 Highway 207, Echo, Oregon 97826. The reason why it'sin
20 gravel borrow pit for the State. Historically we have 20 Echo and not Lexington is they won't deliver to where we
21 been very cooperative with these projects for the 21 live. Sowego 6 milesto go get our mail.
22 greater good. 22 Which iswhy I'm here. | don't have anything
23 | oppose the B2H project coming through my 23 onany studies. | have been in agreement with Sam and
24 family's property asit is currently proposed. This 24 Brian both of what they have said. | appreciate your
25 project will permanently change the landscape and 25 time.

M & M Court Reporting Service
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to Hearing
Hemingway Transmission Line June 27, 2019
Page 38 Page 40
1 Mineis more of | married afarmer. I'm 1 you go out here, once the lines are open out here they
2 originaly from Portland, but | married afarmer, 2 openup. My concernis, we are only one, one house
3 seventh generation. We have one son, and we hopetobe | 3 right there on Melville Lane, we're the only one. We
4 athird generation. 4 weretold we were the path of least resistance because
5 Where we put our mobile home, our home where 5 wearetheonly one. | understand that, being a house.
6 weraised our son, is right, this line goes right behind 6 So my concern is, is once that line is open
7 us. It'son our land and it goesright behind us. We 7 and you put in more lines, where does that leave our
8 have one of the best views ever, | think per Brian. 8 family farm? | don't have any stats on that. And they
9 Wherethelineisgoingismy favorite spot. | can see 9 can say they don't know, but to me that risk istoo
10 Mount Hood, Mount Adams, and Mount St. Helensonaclear |10 high. And so that'sreally -- | don't know how to make
11 day from our top, right wherethislineisgoing. It's 11 statson that because onceit's opened you can't close
12 wherel loveto spend our time when it's not in crop, we 12 it becauseit'sthere.
13 do crop rotation. 13 So how does that change our way of live and
14 My hardest part isif you're not from this 14 wherewelive? And we've lived there for the last
15 area, you might not understand the land and how it 15 25years. They have farmed there alot longer, but we
16 works. We border the two men who just spoke. Andso |16 havelived there for 25 years.
17 when thereisafire from one of these, it will wipe out 17 And so | do appreciate your time. | know that
18 all of usthat are bordering each other. Thereisno 18 you prabably don't know what the land looks like since
19 way to stop afire. We saw that in Morrow in the fires 19 you haven't been out there. But | do inviteyou. You
20 that were along theriver thislast year. A farmer died 20 have my address, you can come out and see if you would
21 trying to put it out with histractor. So that'svery 21 like.
22 real. 22 So that'sit. Thank you.
23 The right-of-ways that have been in the first 23 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
24 meeting, from the first meeting Idaho Power said they 24 Next up is Chris Rauch.
25 would just condemn our land if we did not agree to this 25 MR. CHRIS RAUCH: Chris Rauch, C-h-r-i-s,
Page 39 Page 41
1 process. So from the get-go 10 years ago, it has been 1 R-a-u-c-h. Just like it doesn't sound. Address, 72967
2 stressful, to say the least, to have that be our first 2 Strawberry Lane, Lexington, Oregon. I'm managing
3 meeting here, except for in a different room. 3 partner of North Lex Power And Land. I'm also managing
4 So my concern iswhat was said -- and | didn't 4 partner and owner of Starvation Farms. And part of this
5 get your name, | apologize, and I'm sorry, you just took 5 runs right through part of this, or both of us.
6 abitesol won't... But | spoke with -- we could do 6 Wouldn't it be good if this gentleman back
7 comments or questions last time in our meetings here to 7 here with the maps could have had it up here so these
8 ldaho Power about once a corridor is open, the 8 landowners coming up here could have just looked at it?
9 possibility of morelines. And as she said, that once a 9 It would have helped somewhat.
10 lineisopen, they won't call it co-locations; it's much 10 But | want to stress or put my 2 centsin.
11 easier to do lines down the same corridor. Makes total 11 North Lex Power And Land, its managing partner is pretty
12 sense. Didn't you say that? Oncethere'salineit's 12 much neutral in thisproject. Starvation Farms owner,
13 easier to go down wherealineis. You said 13 I'm basically neutral. The one concern | would liketo
14 co-locations? 14 see done probably -- I know how some of these things
15 MS. TARDAEWETHER: Y es, the siting 15 work. If they could have put it right on the property
16 opportunity. 16 lineit would have been less problematic, put it that
17 MS. ELIZABETH ASHBECK: Siting opportunity. |17 way, between me and my neighbor or just on my property
18 I'm using wrong words. 18 line because some of it's strictly on ours.
19 So once thereisaline though it's easier to 19 Being off to the sideis abit of aconcern as
20 add another ling; isthat correct? 20 afarmer. It doesadd cost, it'skind of apainin the
21 MS. TARDAEWETHER: It depends. 21 ass. I'm being quite honest.
22 MS. ELIZABETH ASHBECK: Yes. Thank you. | |22 The other two concernsisfor North Lex Power
23 know you're shaking your head no. 23 And Land, and they are actually directed not to you
24 But you see them. I've just taken pictures 24 guys. There'sliketwo questions basically directed to
25 aong -- you can just go out here -- not out here. |If 25 ldaho Power. One, on part of thisland there's already
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| was informed that there are other routes that exist and/or can be developed without affecting
the Public’s lives and future.

The 2002 Resource Management Plan of the Bureau of Land Management-Vale District page
109 states that the “designation of right-of-way corridors and encourages use of rights-of-way
in-common to minimize environmental impacts and the proliferation of separate rights-of-way.
BLM policy, as described in BLM Manual 2801.13B1, is to encourage prospective applicants (o
locate their proposals within corridors.” Page 110 of the 2002 Resource Management Plan
states, “The OWFEIS (see Map 7 of the OWFEIS) recognized the existing constructed 500-kV
PP&L power line route as a primary recognized existing route for location of future power line
interties.” We believe that Idaho Power should take this proposed route back to the Bureau of
Land Management and revise the route closer to the primary recognized existing route, PP&L
power line. The 2002 RMP of the BLM intended to keep future power line routes, such as the one
being proposed, within the existing power line corridor. This new proposal contradicts the
original intentions of protecting EFU land. Agriculture land in Malheur County is detrimental to
the success of our toil and the future of generations to come.

As a newly Widowed Spouse, [ purchased this property with good faith that it was available to
develop and invest in the future of 2104 Owyhee Lake property, and build the upcoming Owyhee
Oasis project. '

I sincerely ask that you deny this proposal, and consider the local land owners of their way of
living and making an honest future for the Human Race.

Regards,

Janet Aston - Home

South Jordan, UT 84009
801-280-2606 / cell: 801-541-0650

Janet aston{@msn.com

Janet Aston — Land Qwner:
2104 Owyhee Lake

Nyssa, OR 97913



ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Owyhee Oasis <owyheeoasis@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 9:55 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway

Transmission Project 09/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 05/23/2019

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I am writing you today because of the proposed B2H Transmission line. If approved, this project will negatively
impact my family and | directly. My family and | have lived in the area for a few years and as of November,
2018 have been living and thriving in the lower Owyhee River area as seen in Idaho Power Malheur County
Map 125. My Fiance, Mother, and | are turning the property into a recreational getaway. We want to breath life
back into Nyssa by bringing people to the area that otherwise wouldn’t visit. We want to give back to our
community in a positive way. We are going to build our house right where they want to put the tower. | have 4
children ages 9, 4, 2, & 1 and | do not want to see them raised under, near or around these toxic power lines.
When speaking to Idaho power to “ease our concerns” we were told they could offer noise canceling blinds and
that we would hardly notice because they would be running in the very early morning while we sleep. THIS IS
NOT OKAY WITH ME IN ANY WAY! this is my family and i’s livelihoods and safety. We bought this property
out in the country to continue to pursue as natural of a lifestyle as possible and this project goes against
everything | believe in.

During the initial showing of the property (2104 Owyhee lake road) we were told that the “idaho power thing is
done and over with, nothing to worry about.” There is nothing in the title showing any previous easements or
surveys done to the property. We were totally blindsided with this project. Our neighbors brought it to our
attention June 16,2019 that there was a public comment meeting on June 18,2019. | had outpatient surgery on
the morning of June 18, 2019. My fiance’ Tim Proesch luckily was able to make that meeting after getting me
dropped off at home.

We had a private meeting with the neighbors affected in the Owyhee river area and Idaho Power on July 30,
2019 in the Vale, OR Grange Hall. This meeting, according to Idaho power, was to sit down together in a
neutral environment to express any concerns, try to work through those concerns, and to see if there were any
agreements we could come to in order to make this B2H work for us personally. We were told that whether we
liked it or not Idaho Power was coming through with the line because they have worked tirelessly over the last
12+ years on this project. We reminded |daho power that our property specifically has been for sale for the last
4 years or so and that they had multiple opportunities to procure the property if they had wanted. We were told
that the previous owners (Ron and Opal Wright) signed off on this project and that we would have to subpoena
any conversations that were had between them. We were threatened with imminent domain repossession,
while our neighbors were promised new Pivots or any grounding materials needed to ensure that the line
would not effect his pivots or his crops. The land surveys that we were given by Idaho Power showed gophers,
pheasants, killdeer, gopher snake and a few others. What they failed to show, that | have seen since living
here are Cougars, Coyotes, Greater Sandhill Cranes, and Rattlesnakes that pass through or around our
property. There are Wild Turkeys, Great Basin Spadefoot Toads, Western Painted Turtles, Ten-Lined June
Beetle, and katydids (it recently started, and there are hundreds of them ) that breed on the property. There are
SO many more.

From my understanding there are other existing routes on public land that they can consider, or reconsider that
would result in far less devastation to the county, environment, locals, and my children. | am urging Oregon



EFSC to deny this site certificate and force Idaho Power back to the drawing board to apply for alternate
routes; preferably on PUBLIC land. Please helps us to preserve the beautiful Owyhee River area AS IS.

Thank you for your time Regards,
Miranda Aston

2104 Owyhee Lake Road
Nyssa, Oregon 97913
owyheeoasis@gmail.com
971-270-4479




Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 17, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the
Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack™ rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into rock may alter the flow direction or amount of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:
ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:

Idaho Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting
site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods™ and “extreme fire danger
periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire
Suppression Personnel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Prevention
Plan as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:

During blasting Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at least two
personnel.

Sincerely, \
%ﬂ%@ W

Name: %ﬂ/}?@ /?/74 é

Address: y: /%4 y/é S ﬁ/.
fﬁéé/»ﬂ/ﬁ IR 77850




August 18, 2019

Energy Facilities Sitting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Siting Senior Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via EMAIL: 22i L OPOCommentsi@Orceon.eov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I am an Eastern Oregonian and have traveled and recreated in the vicinity of Hilgard State Park for many
years. [ have concerns about the steep slopes, soils hazards, landslide risks, and erosion impacts that the
construction of the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line will pose in an already dangerous canyon.

Re: Soil Protection - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 on unstable and steep slopes

345-022-0020

(¢) ...The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential
geological and soil hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event,
adversely affect, or be aggravated by, the construction and operation of the proposed facility...

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility
Siting Council; effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic
Hazards Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project
Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway, Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way,
Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Drill sites 95/3 and 95/4 are shown on the following tables and maps and analysis by Shannon & Wilson,
Inc.:

Soils; Map page 18 of 44:

Table B3: Soil Descriptions, described as:
5776CN; erosion hazard; severe, percent of slope Low; 30: High; 60. (sheet 3 of 4)

Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings; Map Sheet 36
95/3 — Angle change along alignment; Slope stability/landslide; Geo-Seismic Hazard; Road and
railroad crossing

95/4 - Angle change along alignment; Road and railroad crossing

Appendix E: Landslide Inventory, E.2.3; PLS-002 Sheet 5, 6



“PLS-002 is an approximately 460-acre potential landslide that was identified in available LiDAR data.
PLS-002 has not been verified in the field and should not be considered a landslide based solely on
interpretation of LiDAR data. The IPC Proposed Route passes above this potential landslide between
towers 93/5 and 95/3, potentially affecting the stability of these proposed towers and associated work
areas. A field reconnaissance along this portion of the alignment should be performed as part of the
geotechnical exploration program.”

Idaho Power Corporation, in Exhibit H 2.2.4 states “The soils (in Union County) vary from a few inches
to a few feet thick over weathered bedrock, are generally well-drained, and are typically characterized as
having a severe erosion hazard. " 1daho Power Corporation admits in ASC page B-12 that “The
mountainous area such as the Blue Mountains present very challenging topography with many areas of
steep slopes in excess of 35 percent and other areas of unstable slopes presenting design and construction
challenges.” 1PCs stated original intention to the EFSC was the following: “Using topographic maps the
corridors were adjusted to avoid or minimize distance across very steep slopes and other physical
Jeatures less desirable for construction and operation of a transmission line.

Hazard Analysis Union County Emergency Operations Plan Updated 6/30/16 lists Winter weather as the
highest weighted risk item before Seismic, Fire, Hazmat-Transportation, and Drought. Most of the area
receives a large percentage of the annual moisture as snowfall and both the winter storms and the spring
melt can be precipitous and unpredictable.

The area surrounding the drill site 95/3 and 95/4 is within a mile of the Hilgard Junction State Park and
Recreation area and the heavily traveled 184 transportation/utility corridor.

Conclusion and Requested Relief:

Drill site 95/3 and 95/4, and its vicinity, represent a significant risk of several possible adverse effects.
This area encompassed by the lands shown in PLS-002 should be removed for consideration as a site for a
transmission “facility.” While [daho Power Corporation attempts to mitigate problems of unstable soil
with structure and footing modifications, this should not be considered an acceptable risk when the entire
area is unstable,

I appreciate your consideration and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

QW M J;ﬂxﬂfez N

Si%ﬂm Printed Name:
Mailing Address: é@? /9{7/3/’5574 ﬂ/‘

Burns, W. J., Mickelson, K. A., Saint-Pierre, E. C., 2011 SLIDO-2, Statewide Landslide Information
Database for Oregon, Release 2; Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries.

Idaho Power Corporation, 2017, Exhibit H of the Application for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project: Report Prepared by Idaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.



Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic
Hazards Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman
Oregon to Hemingway, 1daho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100,
lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

il

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility
Siting Council; effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Oregon Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council — Chapter 345, Division 22 General
Standards for Siting Facilities; OAR Amend: 345-022-0022; Soil Protection

Idaho Power Corporation, 2017, Exhibit H of the Application for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line Project: Report Prepared by Idaho Power Corporation, Boise, Idaho.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic
Hazards Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman
Oregon to Hemingway, Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100,
lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035, page 28 and elsewhere.

Union County, Oregon, Union County Emergency Operations Plan — Hazard Analysis. Updated —
6/30/2016.



August 14, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

clo Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via E-MAIL:

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the B2H Draft Proposed Order. The Oregon National Historic Trail will be
significantly affected by the B2H Transmission Line.

The Draft Proposed Order identifies significant impacts to the Oregon Trail in several Exhibits, including Exhibit C:
Property Location and Maps; Exhibit L: Protected Areas; Exhibit R: Scenic Aesthetic Values; Exhibit S: Cultural
Resources; Exhibit T; Recreational Facilities; and Exhibit X: Noise.

B2H crosses the Oregon Trail at least 8 times. EFSC has done a reasonable job of protecting the Trail during
construction and operation, if the proposed requirements are followed, except at the Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center at Flagstaff Hill.

The B2H Transmission Line should be buried for approximately 2 to 2 %: miles to comply with the exhibits indicated
above. Idaho Power has from the early years refused to do any significant analysis for this option. IPC uses cost as
the reason for stating that undergrounding is not feasible. Cost is not a specific standard, and costs are the
responsibility of the Oregon Public Utilities Commission during rale considerations. EFSC has determined that IPC

has the Financial ability even if some pariners choose to not participate, so reasonable cost should notbe a
determining factor for EFSC.

EFSC should refuse to approve the Draft Project Order for the following reasons:

1. Does not comply with Noise Standards as no measurements were done at the Oregon Trail viewpoint or
walking trails endpoint near milepost 146. Perhaps not a “Noise Sensitive Property,” in the context of
residential sleeping areas; however, certainly for tourists and visitors to the Interpretive Center and hiking
trails noise will be disturbing. Map 23 in Attachment X-1 does not even show the Oregon Trail.

2. Within OAR 345-022-0040 Protected Areas and ODEQ standards 340-035-0000-0100, this area should
have been monitored and modeled as a Noise Sensitive Property and was not.

3. Does not comply with Scenic Values from the Blue Mountains Parkway and Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center. The OR 86 encourages drivers to STOP and read interpretive signs, so viewer perception and
resource change cause significant decrease of scenic values. IPC says no significant impact.

4, The DPO does not comply with Exhibit L Protected Areas. The BLM ACEC at Flagstaff
Hill has not considered undergrounding for the protection of the Oregon Trail. No
analysis found the pristine, Class 1 swales of the Oregon Trail within the ACEC located
at: Lat 44.813762 Long -117.750194 or 44° 48' 48.26"N 117°75' 57.97"W. IPC
proposes to build a new constructed road over the Oregon Trail in the area identified in
the location above.



5. The DPO does not meet the standards required for Exhibit T Recreational Facitities, OAR 345-022-0100,

especially at the Flagstaff Hill interpretive center, because of:

a. ltis a BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism

b. ltis the single most visited tourist facility in Baker County

¢. The quality of the facility is outstanding

d. Thereis no other place where the Oregon Trail can be seen and interpreted.

6. The cost estimates of IPC do not compare with those of the Edison Electric institute, January 2013
publication “Out of Sight, Out of Mind, An Updated Study of the Undergrounding of Power Lines.” This
article suggests that for 2.5 miles of rural undergrounding, the cost will be $67,500,000. This is aimost half
the IPC estimate.

The Oregon Trail along the route of the B2H has the most damaging effects to its critical historic elements. Once the
Trail is gone it cannot be reconstructed or mitigated back to life. Once gone, always gone. The only easily accessible

public facility in Oregon is the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center near Baker City, The B2H must be buried to preserve
this important site.

Considering the reasons above and the unconscionable desecration of our national treasure, the Council Must Deny
the site certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission project.

Thank you,

i%m C%ﬁ
Signature

Printed Name: Cj’; 1 7E SP 77 / 4

ailing Address: ), ://5/ &= pf .
i (03 e s

Email:



August 18, 2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 9730l

email: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

EFSC B2H Exhibit K Goal 4, Land Use Decisions regarding forest lands are incorrect.

The applicant and the department failed to follow the state statutes or ODOE rules in the
identification of and analysis of Goal 4 forest lands and the impacts the B2H Transmission line
will have on this critical local resource as required by OAR 345-022-0030.

There is no statute or rule that allows forest land impacts to be based upon information taken
from the Union County Zoning, Partition, and Subdivision Ordinance (UCZPSO).

The action conflicts with ORS 469.504, Facility compliance with statewide planning goals.
ORS 469.504(5) addresses the actions that the Oregon Department of Energy is to use if no
applicable substantive criteria is provided regarding the counties state plan. It states, "If the
advisory group does not recommend applicable substantive criteria within the time
established in the department’s request, the council may either determine and apply the
applicable substantive criteria under subsection (1}(b) of this section or determine compliance
with the statewide planning goals under subsection (I}(b)(B) or (C} of this section.”

There is no basis for applying the evaluation to a County's Administrative Rules as a
substitute for applying State Land Use Rules. No site certificate can be issued prior to having
the applicant correct the inaccurate information and providing the public and reviewing
agencies opportunity to consider the changed impacts on wildlife, economic, social and
environmental determinations which will result. The Oregon Department of Energy and
Energy Facility Siting Council are required to determine eligibility for a site certificate based
upon correct and current information. The developer has not provided that and a site
certificate cannot be issued absent the required information and analysis.

Corrections in the application must include a determination that the development will comply
with the state statutes and rules. Union County procedures cannot be used to replace the
required evaluation of compliance with statewide land use laws as stated in OAR 345-022-
0030.

The Union County Land Use rules fail to reflect the legislative changes made in 2008 and 2011 relating
to the determination of what land is considered “forest land”.

The distinction is important due to the fact that forest land is treated differently than agricuitural land in
the siting process. The application must rely directly on the Oregon Statute which has been
incorporated in OAR 660-006-0010. The criteria to be used identified in the statute and rules are:
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service soil survey information, USDA Forest Service plant
association guides, Oregon Department of Revenue site class maps, or other information determined by
the State Forester to be of comparable quality. Predominant use was replaced by the decision criteria
above and no longer is an appropriate method of making a determination regarding what is “forest™



land. The applicant has grossly understated the impacts to Union County forest lands and resulting
impacts to the economic, social, wildlife and resources of the county.

A site certificate cannot be issued absent information regarding the actual impacts that will occur
to this critical loecal resource.

Sincerely, W/ M
(‘7-;,?/}76— /4#//4
Address: éé?ﬁ /7/,‘//4/‘“&57/" /o



August 17,2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2H.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND
FOREST LANDS AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2H TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50
years will have little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County.
They value the loss of 245.6 acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre.
However, they value the removal of 530.1 acres lost to the transmission line in Union
County at $182.98 per acre. The applicant provides no justification or documentation to
support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of
Eastern Oregon: an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet
per acre of timber each year. That would mean that an acre of land would produce
approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year per acre during the life of the
transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union County, forest land
in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet per
acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts
Oregon'’s Forests: Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of
Forestry states that economists estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested
in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or retained.

Idaho Power's stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning
forest land in both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other
uses if the economic benefits were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only
to the failure to use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are
requesting a 300 foot right of way and they need to include the value of any additional
trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly
reduced due to the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after
the transmission line is constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a
transmission line precludes any productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The



right of way is too narrow to make it available for production of crops, and the costs
associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation.
[n order to use the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to
“Estimated Livestock Fencing Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the
average cost of materials for ¥ mile (1,320 ft.) of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of
building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011 costs for constructing %
mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820 feet of
fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value
the applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the
transmission line is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will
not cause a substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in
the cost of accepted forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on
surrcunding lands. Removing trees from land currently being used to grow them certainly
will create a substantial change in accepted forest practices. It also will substantially
increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding lands. Soil
compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on
steep hillsides adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid
equipment contact with the transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines,
require new access and egress from the forested lands that avoid having log trucks and
equipment moving below the transmission line, It will decrease the harvest along the
transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and weather conditions
impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the
economic value of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the
landowners and county economy not only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes,
fees, employment and other benefits coming from that activity, but there will be related
losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of harvesting along the
transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire, potential
increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to
increased predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas,
decreased value of land if it is sold, long-term reduction in assessed value of the iand, etc.
The conclusions stated by the applicant in section 8.0 are false, absolutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions.
The only reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication
from the Oregon Forest Resources Institute.

In summary:



The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-
006-000 through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would
indicate they are in compliance with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented,
nor are they able to meet the requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an
exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

Signature ) Woese &%b Gl LT J;m e /%“// AZ

WSS gos fbrest Or
La Epande, DR T785E



August 12,2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via E-MAIL:

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Project Order for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project. I am very supportive of the Oregon California Trails Association (OCTA) and the work
that they have done to protect the Oregon Trail, especially here in Oregon. OCTA is mentioned numerous times
in Exhibit S and the Historic Properties Management Plan and Programmatic Agreement. OCTA does
NOT believe that Exhibit S Historic Properties Management Plan is complete in 7.2.3 Field Crew, and offers
this additional condition.

ADDITIONAL CONDITION #1 OCTA recommends that the Council add an Oregon Trail expert to the
Cultural Resource Team. This Oregon Trail individual will have qualifications similar to Field crew members.
For example, they will have an undergraduate degree in anthropology, archaeology, or in a field such as
geology, engineering or history. It will not be necessary to have attended a field school. This individual will be
recommended by the National OCTA President and agreed to by the Field Director.

The field surveys, even with SHPO and NPS data, have missed and/or mislabeled some sections of the emigrant
trail. OCTA wants the public to know where the Trails are and I do too! QCTA over the years has marked the
trail location with wooden signs, small triangles attached to trees, and more recently, carbonite posts and steel
rails. Most private property owners are proud of the trail on their property, and after obtaining permission allow
the public to walk and hike on the trail.

Idaho Power and their consultants have not acknowledged trail crossings shown on submitted Maps and do not
acknowledge visual intrusion of the line for 10 miles per standards, and only upon ODOE’s RAI’s, put into
documents some trail protections. This has been consistent from the BLM process to current day.

Considering the points above, Idaho Power does not comply with the state standards for cultural resources QAR
354-022-0090, or 345-022-0080, Scenic resources. EFSC Must Deny the Site Certificate!

. nted name: (72/7/'176.' 7/ﬁ6 /‘; &/‘
ailing address: /L3 A4 i .
S G e, IR 77850

Email address:
phone number: (optional}



Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 17,2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOCommentsi@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the
Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available,”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack™ rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into rock may alter the flow direction or amount of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed™ water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:
Idaho Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting

site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods™ and “extreme fire danger
periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire
Suppression Personnel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Prevention
Plan as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:
During blasting Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at least two

personnel.

Sincerely, %W WU
(72/7/}7 & / 55 77 /4

Name:

Address: éﬂcg /%//4/5’5* L
La é/am/e_/ OR  F785D



August 18, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

B2H.DPOCummentsiedOregon.grov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

T'am very concerned about the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project as it is proposed. My concerns are
for the safety of myself and all of the citizens of La Grande if this line is permitted. My primary concerns are slope
instability and wildfire hazard,

The proposed route sited to the west of La Grande is placed on a ridge noted to have instability and high risk for
slides. The geologic study provided by Idaho Power references several studies (below).

Table H-2. USGS Quaternary Faults within 5 Miles of Project by County on page H-12 clearly shows that the
project is placed right on an active fault in the West Grande Ronde Valley Fault Zone. In addition, in exhibit H,
Geological Hazards and Seil Stability, Table B3: Soils Descriptions, Union County, much of the erosion hazard is
rated “severe.” Below is part of the report:

5.2 La Grande Area Slope Instability

As part of our study, we reviewed DOGAMI’s open file report: Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union
County, Oregon, by Schlicker and Deacon (1971). The study identified several landslides in the areas west and
south of La Grande. The majority of the landslide features mapped by Schiicker and Deacon (1971) were similarly
mapped as landslides or alluvial fans in Ferns and others (2010). The current SLIDO database uses the feature
locations mapped in Ferns and others (2010). While the two map sets generally agree, there are differences in the
mapped limits of some landslide and alfuvial fan areas, and there is one landslide area in Schlicker and Deacon
(1971), near towers 106/3 and 106/4, which is not included in SLIDO or Ferns and others (2010). The Landslide
Inventory in Appendix E includes mapped landslide and alluvial fan limits from both SLIDO and Schiicker and
Deacon (1971).

This slope instability is not inconsequential to a project like this. Recall in 2014, Oso, Washington, was the site of a
catastrophic mudslide as the result of logging disturbance of the soil upslope from the town combined with
significant rainfall. This resulted in 43 fatalities. We must learn from previous mistakes in not heeding the
geologists® wamings. The area down slope from the proposed B2H line lies the Grande Ronde Hospital and Clinics
which employs hundreds of people and is the critical access hospital for this region. La Grande High School and
Central Elementary School are also positioned down slope from the proposed towers. At least 100 homes are
positioned down slope of the proposed towers. According to “Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union
County, Oregon” maps published by Schlicker, and Deacon (1971), the ENTIRE area of the hillside is deemed a
“landslide area” in the La Grande SE quadrangle. This is not a safe place for a transmission line.

The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8+ Most Wildfire Prone state in the
United States according to Verisk Wildfire Risk analysis. La Grande is ranked in the top 50 communities in Oregon
with the greatest cumulative housing-unit exposure to wildfire as referenced in “Exposure of human communities to



wildfire in the Pacific Northwest,” by Joe H. Scott, Julie Gilbertson-Day and Richard D. Stratton (available at
route is in the ;;cﬁlty of Morgan lake, the highest risk area (#1) in Union County in terms of wildland-urban
interface, according to the County’s Community Wildfire Protection Plan, August 10, 2005.

Cal Fire cites Pacific Gas and Electric equipment and power lines as the cause of numerous wildfires in the state in
the last 2 years. This includes the Camp Fire in Butte County (2018), Tubbs Fire in Napa/Sonoma Counties {2017),
Witch Fire in San Diego (2007), Valley Fire in Lake/Napa/Sonoma Counties {2015), Nuns Fire in Sonoma County
(2017), which were all attributed to transmission.

The Boardman To Hemingway Transmission Line Project proposal places lines about 2000 feet or less than half a
mile from the La Grande city limits, including medium density housing within the city as well as Grande Ronde
Hospital. If a line from this proposed route were to spark a fire, La Grande residents would have little time to react.
According to National Geographic, wildfires can move as fast as 6.7 mph in forests and 14 mph in grasslands. A
fast-moving fire starting at the B2H lines could move to residential areas of La Grande and HOSPITAL in 10
minutes. This is frightening and an unacceptable risk for our citizens.

The current proposal for a Boardman to Hemingway transmission line does not adequately address the issue of
landslides, basically by stating it will be mitigated somehow when the time comes to build. The proposal offers no
analysis of wildfire risk, which is an unacceptable omission. All of the routes proposed are unsafe and create an
unacceptable risk to the citizens of La Grande.

The Council should DENY the request for a si:i?rt'fcate.
Sincerely, W ﬂ#‘ Z.

Name: rj;z/)u'ﬂ é /979/! Vi
Address: éO.?Jz /;47/6‘/’6.57% Df\'

La Grande, OR. 97850
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 54 Page 56
1 B2H line near milepost 106 through 108 of the 1 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
2 IPC-preferred Mill Creek route, and that is where the 2 MS. SUSAN BADGER-JONES: Thank you. Susan
3 linewould come closest to La Grande. Although the 3 Badger-Jones, 412 H Avenue, PO Box 1341, La Grande.
4 application does not specify where blasting will occur, 4 While | agree with most of the objections
5 the applicant's blasting plans state, quote: "Blasting 5 you'll hear this evening about elements of the
6 may be needed in certain areas with rocky terrain to 6 application for site certification, | want to
7 excavate tower footings, prepare station pads, and to 7 specifically address portions of the Morgan Lake
8 construct access roads." 8 Alternative, Exhibit T, page 44.
9 Therelevant Structural Standard states, in 9 La Grande has been my home for more than
10 part: The applicant, through appropriate site-specific 10 30years, and in that time, visiting Morgan Lake Park
11 study, has adequately characterized the potential 11 has been aweekly, but more likely daily pleasure,
12 geological and soils hazards of the site and its 12 enjoying the wildflowers as they emerge, walk or bird,
13 vicinity that could be aggravated by the construction of 13 exercise my dog, meet friends, gather at a picnic table.
14 the proposed facility. 14 Which brings me to the tower at the park. The
15 My impression from reviewing the application 15 City of La Grande has many well-manicured parks with
16 isthat the applicant has not fully considered the 16 playing structures, sportsfields, hard scape,
17 impacts of blasting on the nearby unstable slopein a 17 buildings, and professional landscaping. Morgan Lake,
18 populated area of La Grande, Oregon. Thereismap in 18 however, has been reserved to experience the natural
19 the application that showsthe B2H line at milepost 106 19 world; birds, waterfowl, fishing, camping under the
20 through 108. That map depicts where the line is about 20 stars. It's one of the few places around here you can
21 2,500 feet from a populated "Unconsolidated Sediments’ |21 go to see the sunset. Nesting osprey, cormorants, and
22 zone, and then crosses a, quote, "Landslide Deposits” 22 other waterfowl. It'saquiet place; no motors are
23 zone near milepost 108. 23 alowed on the lake.
24 The application a'so mentions in text, slope 24 Due to the popularity of the park, over the
25 instability in asmall part. Quote: "One of the 25 last few years the City has made improvements to
Page 55 Page 57
1 landslidesintersects the |PC proposed routed between 1 hosting, maintenance, and campground designation,
2 towers 160/3 and 106/4. Based on review of the 2 supporting that natural experience. A tower isvery
3 topography and aerial photographs, this mapped landside | 3 much at odds with this.
4 may impact the proposed work areas around tower 160/4. | 4 The application says vegetation will block
5 A field reconnaissance of this area should be performed 5 views of the proposed tower. It'sjust not true. Trees
6 as part of the geotechnical exploration program,” 6 at the proposed site are 70, maybe 80 feet tall, but the
7 unguote. 7 tower 130 feet and basically ugly. The tower will be
8 My concern is more about the construction 8 highly visible coming and going and from many locations
9 process than about the integrity of the towers after 9 in the park.
10 construction. The application identifies the problem in 10 While people may till be able to walk and
11 general but provides no detail about the blasting or the 11 boat and camp, the quality of that natural experience
12 potential effects on nearby housesin an areathat the 12 will be very much compromised. "Less than significant
13 City of La Grande designates as a, quote, "Geologic 13 impact" iswhat the application says. Give me a break.
14 Hazard Zone," unquote. We know that each tower footing |14 That brings meto fire. Fireisa constant
15 will require ahole 30 to 50 feet deep, and that the 15 danger in a park area, and the proposed tower heightens
16 bedrock underneath the line on milepost 106 to 108 will 16 that threat. The areais already well familiar with
17 amost certainly require blasting for efficient 17 wildfire and subsequent loss of timber and homes, yet
18 excavation. 18 that risk isn't even addressed.
19 The application does not address this concern, 19 And then thereistheroad. The only access
20 and the proposed construction is simply too closeto a 20 to the staging area and future maintenance isthe
21 populated areato mitigate the risk of damage to homes. 21 county's Morgan Lake Road. It'sthe only accessto town
22 The application does not comply with the relevant 22 and emergency services for more than 30 families. You
23 standard. 23 do the math; 30 homes, 2 drivers each, 2, 4 trips a day,
24 I will include detailed referencesin my 24 610 7 daysaweek to work, to school, church, kids,
25 written comments. Thank you for your consideration. 25 medical services, and then there are people coming up
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to Hearing
Hemingway Transmission Line June 20, 2019
Page 58 Page 60
1 theroad to visit, and even more park goers. That road 1 scenic vistas of the mountains surrounding our valley.
2 issteep, it'sa 17-degree dope. They don't even let 2 Many out-of-town visitors are drawn to Union County
3 you build those anymore. Besidesit being steep, it's 3 because of this scenic beauty. Placement of these
4 narrow, windy, and in bad shape. Except for afew days 4 towerswill certainly have an impact on this part of our
5 after itsannual grading, which they just did, in case 5 tourism.
6 you want to drive up there, | imagine, theroad is 6 | often take early morning walks and am in awe
7 bumpy, rutted and loose with gravel. 7 of the beauty that surrounds us, especialy in my views
8 Earlier this year a car-sized section of the 8 to the southern end of the valley where | reside. |
9 road dumped more than afoot, causing one-way traffic 9 have always considered myself fortunate to live in such
10 for morethan 3 weeks. Last year along section of 10 aspectacular area. | am extremely concerned asto the
11 guardrail smply fell off the side of the road and 11 blight these towers will place upon our viewshed.
12 remained off for months. 12 Currently, | look out and see aridge line
13 The prolonged pounding of large tires on heavy 13 topped with green trees that presents a spectacular
14 construction vehicles going up and down the road, that 14 view. Thiswill forever be changed and irrevocably
15 application saysit will cause only temporary and less 15 harmed by the placement of these towers. Please
16 than significant impact. That isjust not true. There 16 consider the aesthetic needs and economic interests of
17 will be significant impact to the daily users and 17 our beautiful valley and take the responsible action
18 significant and probably long-term impact to the 18 against the siting of these towersin our valley.
19 condition of the road. 19 Thank you for your time.
20 And finally thereisthe future. The 20 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
21 likelihood for this areato become a utility corridor. 21 Following Mr. Kelly, we will hear from Anita
22 Imagine a guy showing up on your front doorstep and just |22 Metlen.
23 moving in, uninvited, unwanted, parking in your 23 MR. BRIAN KELLY: Good evening. I'm Brian
24 driveway, throwing stuff around your house, making noise |24 Kelly, B-r-i-a-n, K-e-l-I-y. My addressis PO Box 2768
25 and dust, wrecking your view for months, and you get no |25 in La Grande, Oregon 97850.
Page 59 Page 61
1 benefit. There are no substations that benefit people 1 | am the restoration director with the Greater
2 inUnion County or other nearby counties. Andwhenthis | 2 Hells Canyon Council. We are a conservation
3 guy finally moves out, he leaves a big swath through 3 organization based right herein La Grande. We have
4 your landscape with a permanent buzz overhead. Andhe | 4 beenin existence for 52 yearslocated in northeast
5 says, Oh, by the way, there will probably be more of us 5 Oregon.
6 coming. Uninvited, unwanted, offering us no benefit. 6 Onereason | mentioned that we have been
7 These are significant and permanent impacts. 7 around for 52 yearsis we started to prevent dam
8 | object, especially knowing that this whole thing could 8 building in Hells Canyon. Thereason | bring that up
9 have gone through uninhabited BLM land. 9 tonight is because when | read through the justification
10 Thank you. | will submit details. 10 for this power line, it's eerily reminiscent of the
11 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Following Mr. Dill, |11 justification to build the damsin Hells Canyon. Asyou
12 we will hear from Brian Kelly. 12 may know, we have three existing dams in Hells Canyon,
13 MR. DWIGHT DILL: Dwight Dill, I live at 7077 13 but there was a proposal in the late '60s to construct
14 Aquarius Way in La Grande. 14 more dams that would block up the Salmon River coming
15 Y ou spoke alot this evening about raising our 15 out of central 1daho and the Imnaha River coming out of
16 issueswith sufficient specificity. | will be 16 the heart of the Wallowa Mountains.
17 submitting written comments at a later date. | will be 17 When they constructed the original dams, one
18 sufficiently specific. | think my comments tonight are 18 day in 1958, 4,000 salmon came to the construction site
19 probably more emotional. 19 and promptly died. In my book, that constitutes crime
20 I'd like speak to my concern regarding the 20 against nature. And we, when | say "we," the people who
21 environmental and visual impact of the B2H towerssince |21 came before me, successfully prevented those dams from
22 they were proposed to be sited on the southern edge of 22 being built and prevented a crime against nature.
23 LaGrande near Morgan Lake. | have heard many 23 We have learned alot. We have developed a
24 individuals refer to Union County as a"hidden gem" in 24 ot of technology in the last 52 years, and we can do
25 Oregon. We have anincredibly beautiful valley with 25 better than constructing this power line. When | was
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My name is Susan Badger-Jones, 412 H Ave[La Grande.

While | agree with most of the objections you'll hear this evening about elements of the application for
site certification, | want to specifically address portions of the Morgan Lake Alternative, Exhibit T, page
a4

l.a Grande has been my home for mare than 30 years, and in@ that time }visiting Morgan Lake Park has
been a weekly—but more likely daily pleasure - to enjoy wildflowers, walk or bird...exercise my dog

friend o
meet friends gtapi

Lo Brapna W
The Tower at the Park ....The city of La Grande has many well manicured parks with playing structures,

sports fields, hard scape, buildings and professional landscaping. Morgan Lake Park how ever has been
reserved to experience the natural world. Birds, water fowl, fishing, camping under the stars. It's the
only place around you can see a sunset,%:ggprey, cormorant§s and other water birds. “Iit's a quiet
place....no motors allowed. Due to popularity of the park, over the last few years the city has made
improvements to hosting, maintenance and campground designation......supporting that natural

. VERM .
experience. A Towee- I%A.T Povs unld Iwis

The application says vegetation will block views of the proposed tower. That's not true. Trees at
proposed site are 'IOggfeet tall ftm the tower 130 feet...if not 150. The tower will be highly visible...
coming and going AND from m:!‘y r(;?::&ons in the Park. While people may still be able to walk, and camp
and boat—the quality of that “natural” experience WilLL be compromised. “less than significant impact”

Give me a brezak.

Fire is a constant danger in the Park area........... aﬁ&}o’n@proposeﬁmeightening the threat. The area is

[ ——

mentioned.

Then there’s the road.......

The only access to the “staging site” and future maintance is the county’s Morgan lake Road. It's also

the only access to town and emergency services for more than 30 families. You do the math.... 30



homes.. average 2 people..?%'ips ay....6-7days a week to work, school, church, kids events,
medical services.....add in the’even more Park goers. And that road is steep....17 m they don’t let
you build 17 r‘Ef@'l‘ﬂ"i’oads any more—beside‘{geing steep, it’s narrow, winding and in bad shape.
Except for a few days after it’s annual grading4§ -l‘)hlfn?rfﬁ‘ﬁﬁed and loose with gravel. Earlier this year a
car-sized sectior%m;;ed more than a foot, causing one way traffic for more than three weeks. Last
year a long section of guard rail just “fell off” the side of the road and remained off for months.

e brolonged pounding of large tiresTheavy construction vehicles going up and down the road? The
application says it will cause ONLY “temporary” and “less than significant” impact? Not true. There will
be SIGNIFIANT impact to daily users AND significant —and probably long term—impact to the condition

of the road.

‘F&m there's the future... The likelihood for this area to become a utility corridor.
Imagine a guy Showing upﬁggur doorstep and just moving in.....un invited.... un wanted. Parking in your
drive way, throwing stuff around your house... making noise and dust.. wrecking your view—for months.
You get NO benefit (no power access). And when he finally moves out, he leaves a big swath plowed
though your Iandscapmgm permanent buzz overhead....and he says......."oh, by the way, there’ll be

more of us coming” Un-invited, unwanted, offering us no benefit.

These things ARE SIGNIFICANT and PERMENANT IMPACTS. | OBJECT....especially knowing that this
whole thing could have gone through un-inhabited BLM land.

Thank you, | will submit detailed writtep comment. Zef7;
21 planassd
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Page 60

1 more stuff, because like | said, | was very ill-prepared 1 Baker. Mr. --isit Baker?
2 for this meeting. 2 MR. DUSTIN BAKER: Baker, yes.
3 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you. 3 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Baker, if you
4 Ms. Marlette. 4 could please state your name and your address for the
5 MR. JOANN MARLETTE: I'm JoAnn Marlette. | 5 record.
6 reside at 2031 Court Street, Baker City, Oregon. And 6 MR. DUSTIN BAKER: My nameis Dustin Baker. |
7 I'm hereto speak to you about the surveys for wildlife 7 live at 2340 Rock Springs Canyon Road, about amile and
8 habitat. 8 ahalf north and alittle bit west of Jim Foss who
9 The survey areafor wildlife habitat is not 9 testified earlier. I'm also amanager of Faith Land
10 adequate and the information is not current. 10 Company, and we own property on the Maheur River west
11 The survey areafor wildlife habitat impacts 11 of theirrigated land. And Idaho Power will cross that
12 isidentified asthe siting corridors where the 12 location. At thistimetheir proposed route is across
13 transmission line and other developments will be 13 that location.
14 constructed. The surveys that were completed were done |14 Regarding the Faith Land Company property,
15 during 2011 through 2014. The material providedisnot |15 |daho Power has been very good about contacting us, come
16 current per ODFW page P1-17 of the application, stating |16 out and visited our location, helped site the towers,
17 the surveysare good for 3 years and the samplesizewas |17 where they're going to be, consulted with us on the best
18 too small on which to base any decisions. Wildlife 18 routesfor their access roads, and were very thorough in
19 Condition 2 requires preconstruction surveysregardless |19 that process. So | want to commend them on that.
20 of any prior surveys. The small amount of available 20 However, in regards to the property that we
21 habitat surveyed and the outdated nature of the surveys 21 own on Rock Springs Canyon Road, the property
22 do not allow a determination that this development 22 transmission line does not technically cross our
23 complies with OAR 345-022-0060. 23 property; the easement goes across the corner of our
24 Thistransmission line will span over 300 24 property. And so the power lines are sited just off of
25 miles. Given the lack of information currently 25 our property line. Idaho Power has not contacted usin
Page 59 Page 61
1 available, and the limited area planned for future 1 regardsto that property in any way, had no
2 wildlife surveys, it is not possible to determine 2 representatives from Idaho Power come and look at that
3 whether or not the transmission line will bein 3 proposed siting.
4 compliance with the above rules. The lack of 4 So my concern is similar to Foss's, is that
5 information extending beyond the site borders makes it 5 the current proposed route will create additional roads,
6 impossible for the developer to know if they are working 6 additional access, additional traffic, that we as
7 too close to an active raptor nest or whether they 7 private landowners will need to contend with and deal
8 comply with setback requirements. 8 with. Inmy opinion, if they would have consulted with
9 Without a current, up-to-date survey, there 9 local landowners who know the area more thoroughly in
10 will be no baseline for impact assessment in order to 10 thislocation, we could have helped them locate the
11 determine how significant the impacts may be and 11 power line approximately 1 mile directly to the west and
12 determineif they preclude issuance of asite 12 farther to the south that would have avoided any of the
13 certificate. 13 exclusive farm use property and been off of private
14 I will be providing written comment prior to 14 property.
15 the July 23rd deadline. 15 I'm not sure their reasoning for wanting to
16 Thank you. 16 continue to keep the power line as close to private
17 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you. 17 property asthey can. | don't know if it's easier for
18 Is there anybody else here that would liketo 18 them to deal with private property ownersthan it isto
19 give comment this evening? |Isthere anybody on the 19 deal with the BLM, Bureau of Land Management. Butin
20 phone, do we know, that joined us? 20 this case, they could have done a much better job
21 IT PERSON: No. 21 consulting with the local landowners in that specific
22 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Okay. 22 area.
23 MR. DUSTIN BAKER: | have the form here. I'll 23 That'swhat 1'd like to say. Thank you.
24 giveittoyou. I'll submit some written, too. 24 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
25 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: ThisisDustin |25 Anybody €else this evening?
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lLand and Realty

Objective 1: Retain public land with high and public resource values. Consolidate public
landholdings and acquire land or interests in land with high and public resource values to
ensure effective administration and improve resource management in Zone 1 (see Appen+
dix L for definitions of Zones 1, 2 and 3). Acquired land will be managed for the purposes
for which it was acquired. Make available for disposal up to approximatley 41,000 acres
of public land within Zone2, primarily by exchange. Make available for disposal approxis
mately 62,100 acres of public land within Zone 3 by State Indemnity Selection, private or
State exchange, *Recreation and Public Purpose ActZ (R&PP) lease or sale, public sale, or
other authorized method (see Appendix L).

Rationale: Section 102 of FLPMA reguires that public land be retained in Federal ownership
unless disposal of a particular parcel will serve the national interest. Acquisition of land to
consolidate ownership patterns will provide for more efficient land management and adminise
tration for both public and private landowners. Retention and acquisition of land containing
significant resource values will provide for long-term protection and management of those
values. Any acquired land or acquired interest in land will be managed for the purposes for
which they are acquired or in the same manner as adjacent or comparable public land.

Section 202 of FLPMA provides for disposal of public land through exchange. While this
method will be available for use in Zones 1 and 3, it will be the primary method employed in
Zone 2. Zone 2 has been identified as an area of limited retention and land ownership
consolidation.

Zone 3 lands have been identified for disposal because they meet the sales disposal criteria
found in Section 203 of FLPMA. While public sale may be used to dispose of these lands, all
other methods of disposal listed in this document are available for use.

Monitoring: Review public access needs in all land tenure adjustment transactions on a
periodic basis; apply resource monitoring procedures utilized on adjacent or comparable land
to newly acquired land; follow normal BLM accomplishment and plan implementation tracking
processes.

Management actions:Acquire, maintain, and develop legal public and administrative access
consistent with other resource values (see Map LAND-1}. Consider public access needs in
all land tenure adjustments. Make land tenure adjustments consistent with the criteria
identified in Appendix L1. Refer o Maps LAND-2J and -2M for a depiction of land tenure
zones. Any acquired land or acquired interest in land will be managed for the purposes for
which they are acquired or in the same manner as adjacent or comparable public land.

1} Retain or increase public landholdings in Zone 1 as depicted in Maps LAND-2J and
LAND-2M with special emphasis on acquiring land with high and public resource values.

2} Implement limited retention and consolidation of land in Zone 2, with special emphasis on
acquiring land with high and public resource values.

3) Acquire other interests in land, including conservation and scenic easements, o assure
efficient administration and improve resource management. Emphasize acquisition of
interests in areas with high and public resource values.

4) Make Zone 3 land available for disposal by any authorized methad.

Consolidate split-estate where appropriate to improve resource management while protecting
resource values.
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closely supervised concessionaire agreements may be pursued, consistent with pretection of
ORVes and historic values.

Uses within congressionally designated NWSR+s will be restricted or excluded where such
uses are determined to degrade ORVss or impair opportunities for enhancement of ORVes.

Administratively Suitable Rivers

Provide interim protection of the ORV+s of administratively suitable rivers while awaiting a
determination by Congress. Refer to BLM Manual 8351 for NWSR IMP guidelines.

Approximately 42.5 miles of eligible rivers and streams (Map WSR-1) are determined io be
administratively suitable for designation by Congress as NWSRss (as depicted in Table 14),
This will include three river segments in MRA: Dry Creek (16.8 miles with a tentative wild
classification), Owyhee River Below the Dam (13.5 miles with a tentative recreational classifi
cation), and North Fork Malheur River (3.6 miles with a tentative wild classification); and
Antelope Creek (8.6 miles with a tentative wild classification) in JRA. These river/stream
segments and their associated interim corridors of public lands (as noted in Table 14) will be
provided interim protection of their ORV+s while awaiting a designation determination by
Congress. Refer to BLM Manual 8351 for NWSR interim management guidelines. Uses
within these administratively suitable rivers will be restricted or excluded where such uses are
determined to degrade ORVss.

Land Adjacent to Wilderness Study Areas

Objective: BLM-administered land identified in the 1991 Wilderness Study Report,
OregonZ (WSRO) and determined to have wilderness values will be included in adjacent
wilderness study areas (WSAss) and managed under the «Interim Management Policy for
Land under Wilderness ReviewZ (IMPLWR).

Rationale: Under FLLPMA, wilderness preservation is part of BLMe+s multiple-use mandate,

and wilderness is recognized as part of the spectrum of resource values considered in the
land use planning process. Under the wilderness review program, the existing designated
WSAss are managed in accordance with BLMss IMPLWR. The general standard for interim
management is that fand under wilderness review must be managed so as not to impair
suitability for preservation as wilderness. Wilderness characteristics and values, described in
section 2(c) of the *Wilderness ActZ of 1964 (Public Law 88-577), must be protected and
enhanced in all WSAss. The initial task of identifying areas suitable for wilderness preservas
tion has been completed as mandated in FLPMA section 603, and is documented in OWFEIS
and WSRO. In addition, and as identified in the WSRO, there are parcels of public land
outside but immediately adjacent to WSAss that have been recommended as suitable for
wilderness designation. These areas will be included in the appropriate WSA and managed
as WSAss under authority of FLPMA sections 202 and 302. The IMPLWR will apply to these
areas while under wilderness consideration by Congress.

Monitoring: Monitoring and surveillance of the parcels of land added fo existing WSAss will
be done to ensure compliance with IMPLWR.

Management Actions; Certain tracts of land that were identified in the WSRO as non-Federal
land identified for possible acquisition (that have since been acquired) or as adjacent Federal
land recommended for wilderness will be added to existing WSAss and managed under
IMPLWR guidance. This addition will be about 3,280 acres of affected adjacent BLM land

and 860 acres of acquired non-Federal land which, combined, affect a total of five WSAss (see
Table 18). See Map WSA-1 for the location of existing WSAes in the planning area.
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August 14, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via E-MAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the B2H Draft Proposed Order. The Oregon National Historic Trail will be
significantly affected by the B2H Transmission Line.

The Draft Proposed Order identifies significant impacts to the Oregon Trail in several Exhibits, including Exhibit C:
Property Location and Maps; Exhibit L: Protected Areas; Exhibit R: Scenic Aesthetic Values; Exhibit S: Cultural
Resources; Exhibit T. Recreational Facilities; and Exhibit X: Noise.

B2H crosses the Oregon Trail at least 8 times. EFSC has done a reasonable job of protecting the Trail during
construction and operation, if the proposed requirements are followed, except at the Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center at Flagstaff Hill.

The B2H Transmission Line should be buried for approximately 2 to 2 % miles to comply with the exhibits indicated
above. Idaho Power has from the early years refused to do any significant analysis for this option. IPC uses cost as
the reason for stating that undergrounding is not feasible. Cost is not a specific standard, and costs are the
responsibility of the Oregon Public Utilities Commission during rate considerations. EFSC has determined that IPC
has the Financial ability even if some partners choose to not participate, so reasonable cost should not be a
determining factor for EFSC.

EFSC should refuse to approve the Draft Project Order for the following reasons:

1. Does not comply with Noise Standards as no measurements were done at the Oregon Trail viewpoint or
walking trails endpoint near milepost 146. Perhaps not a “Noise Sensitive Property,” in the context of
residential sleeping areas; however, certainly for tourists and visitors to the Interpretive Center and hiking
trails noise will be disturbing. Map 23 in Attachment X-1 does not even show the Oregon Trail.

2. Within OAR 345-022-0040 Protected Areas and ODEQ standards 340-035-0000-0100, this area should
have been monitored and modeled as a Noise Sensitive Property and was not.

3. Does not comply with Scenic Values from the Blue Mountains Parkway and Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center. The OR 86 encourages drivers to STOP and read interpretive signs, so viewer perception and
resource change cause significant decrease of scenic values. IPC says no significant impact.

4. The DPO does not comply with Exhibit L Protected Areas. The BLM ACEC at Flagstaff
Hill has not considered undergrounding for the protection of the Oregon Trail. No
analysis found the pristine, Class 1 swales of the Oregon Trail within the ACEC located
at: Lat44.813762 Long -117.750194 or 44° 48’ 48.26"N 117° 75’ 57.97"W. IPC
proposes to build a new constructed road over the Oregon Trail in the area identified in
the location above.



5. The DPO does not meet the standards required for Exhibit T Recreational Facilities, OAR 345-022-0100,

especially at the Flagstaff Hill interpretive center, because of:

a. Itisa BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism

b. ltis the single most visited tourist facility in Baker County

c. The quality of the facility is outstanding

d. There is no other place where the Oregon Trail can be seen and interpreted.

6. The cost estimates of IPC do not compare with those of the Edison Electric Institute, January 2013
publication “Out of Sight, Out of Mind, An Updated Study of the Undergrounding of Power Lines.” This
article suggests that for 2.5 miles of rural undergrounding, the cost will be $67,500,000. This is almost half
the IPC estimate.

The Oregon Trail along the route of the B2H has the most damaging effects to its critical historic elements. Once the
Trail is gone it cannot be reconstructed or mitigated back to life. Once gone, always gone. The only easily accessible

public facility in Oregon is the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center near Baker City. The B2H must be buried to preserve
this important site.

Considering the reasons above and the unconscionable desecration of our national treasure, the Council Must Deny
the site certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission project.

Thank you,

bel Ralir_

Sgnature

Printed Name-_Jppe | Boke

Mailing Address: /¥ /S~ &OTA s7
RPalter ity OR ., 97814
Email: Joe [d). Bakes @ ou +hok. . com
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Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 5, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the
Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack” rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into rock may alter the flow direction or amount of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:
ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:

Idaho Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting
site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods” and “extreme fire danger
periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire
Suppression Personnel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Prevention
Plan as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:
During blasting Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at least two

personnel.

Sincerely,

Name:;jge,/ Salke

Address: /g /5" QOTA S7
Bakec ity , 0R. 47814
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<insert date>

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c¢/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via Email: B2H.DPOComments@ Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the B2H Transmission Project 9/28/2018; DPO 5/23/2019
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

My comment is about the blasting that would likely be required during the construction phase of the B2H line near MP
106—108 of the IPC-preferred Mill Creek route. Although the application does not specify where blasting will occur,
Attachment G-5 Framework Blasting Plan states: “Blasting may be needed in certain areas with rocky terrain to excavate
tower foatings, prepare station pads, and to construct access roads.”

The relevant standard is the 345-022-0020 Structural Standard:

“(c) The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential geological and
soils hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event, adversely affect, or be aggravated
by, the construction and operation of the proposed facility;”

My impression from reviewing the application is that the applicant has not fully considered the impacts of blasting on
the nearby unstable slope in a populated area of La Grande, Oregon. The map on page 169 of Exhibit H Geological
Hazards and Soil Stability, shows the B2H line at MP 106—108, where it is within about 250 of a populated
“Unconsolidated Sediments” zone (labeled Qf) and then crosses a “Landslide Deposits” zone (labeled QJs) near MP 108.

The application also mentions the slope instability in a small part of this area, on page 112 of Exhibit H — Attachment H-1
Appendix B Soils Data Tables and Maps:

“One of the landslides mapped by Schlicker and Deacon (1971), not included in SLIDO, intersects the IPC Proposed Route
between towers 106/3 and 106/4. Based on review of topography and aerial photographs, this mapped landslide may
impact the proposed work areas around tower 106/4. A field reconnaissance of this area should be performed as part of
the geotechnical exploration program.”

My concern is more about the construction process than about the integrity of the towers after construction. The
application identifies the problem in general but provides no detail about the blasting or about the potential effects on
nearby houses in an area that the City of La Grande designates as a “Geologic Hazard Zone.” We know that each tower
footing will require a hole 30—50’ deep, and that the bedrock underneath the line at MP 106—108 will almost certainly
require blasting for efficient excavation. The application does not address this concern, and the proposed construction is
simply too close to a populated area to mitigate the risk of damage to homes. The application does not comply with the
relevant standard.

Sincerely,

?M Frde

<insert your name> Joe,( B%ké—(
<insert your address>/%,ls- 20 Th =

RBaker cr+g L OR 97 d
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July 2, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c¢/o Kellen Tardaewether, Siting Senior Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
Re: Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H.

Re: Geologic Hazard Protection - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 on unstable and steep slopes in an
active seismic zone

My comment addresses the danger that construction and operation of an additional
transmission line in an active seismic zone presents to the public, both local area residents and travelers
on the nearby Interstate 84.

The relevant standard is the 345-022-0020 Structural Standard:

“(c) The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential
geological and soils hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event,
adversely affect, or be aggravated by, the construction and operation of the proposed facility;”

{d) The applicant can design, engineer and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety and
the environment presented by the hazards identified in subsection (c).

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting
Council; effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic
Hazards Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500kV Transmission Line Project Boardman,
Oregon to Hemingway, |daho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100,
lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

The construction process is described in detail in 3.9 Mitigation of the Exhibit H of IPC’s ASC.
Specifically, the area at or near Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 is shown and described on the following tables
and maps:

Exhibit H — Attachment H-1 Appendix B Soils Data Tables and Maps by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.:
Map page 18 of 44:

Table B3: Soil Descriptions, described as:



5776CN; erosion hazard; severe, percent of slope Low; 30: Hig ; 60. Sheet 3 of 4
Exhibit H — Appendix C: Summary of Proposed Boring Locations:

Map Sheet 36 - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4
Exhibit H—Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings — Sheet 2 of 8

95/3 — cited for Angle change along alignment; Slope stability/landslide; Geo-Seismic Hazard;
Road and railroad crossing

95/4 — cited for Angle change along alignhment; Road and railroad crossing
Exhibit H - Appendix E: Landslide Inventory, E.2.3; PLS-002 Sheet 5,6

“PLS-002 is an approximately 460-acre potential landslide that was identified in available LIDAR data.
PLS-002 has not been verified in the field and should not be considered a landslide based solely on
interpretation of LiDAR data. The IPC Proposed Route passes above this potential landslide between
towers 93/5 and 95/3, potentially affecting the stability of these proposed towers and associated work
areas. A field reconnaissance along this portion of the alignment should be performed as part of the
geotechnical exploration program.”

The relevant standard is the 345-022-0020 Structural Standard:

“(c) The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential
geological and soils hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event,
adversely affect, or be aggravated by, the construction and operation of the proposed facility;”

(d) The applicant can design, engineer and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety and
the environment presented by the hazards identified in subsection (c).

The applicant has not fully described the risks of heavy construction in this area. What mitigation
methods would be required to place earthquake resistant towers on unstable slopes, in an active
seismic zone, if the area suffered an earthquake of the intensity that formed these slopes.

Special Paper 6, included on the DOGAMI website, describes an extensive study done in 1979 by the
Geoscience Research Consultants in Moscow, Idaho and State of Oregon Department of Geology and
Mineral Industries on the seismic history of the Blue Mountains and the La Grande area. The
introduction of this paper is closes as follows: “In summary, consistencies of structural trends,
compatibility of the Blue Mountain folding to backslope faulting in the La Grande area and systematic
distribution in the orientation of linear trends favor northwesterly compression as the tectonic control
in the study area. Furthermore, the general lack of interference, or lateral offset of linears or of any of
the intersecting faults, as is discussed in the next sections, suggest that all of the post-Columbia River
Basalt Group structures in the area near La Grande have been created in response to only one major
tectonic episode.”

Further in the same paper “The Graves Creek-Rock Creek-Coyote Creek area has the greatest density of
faults within the study area. At least six major and several minor northwe trending faults of the Rock
Creek fault system occur in the area (Plate 1). The Graves creek fault can be traced from the eastern

edge of Sec. 7, T35S, R37E to the southern boundary of the Hilgard 7 % - minute quadrangle, a distance



of about 6 mi (10 km). The Graves Creek fault probably extends farther southeastward beyond the map
area. Offset across this fault is 265 ft (80 km) in Sec. 34, T 35S, R37E.”

The IPC ASC to the EFSC (Exhibit H — Attachment H-1, page 28) includes the following brief description of
the area: The Mt. Emily Section (802} is described as “an 18 mile fault, forming a steep range front from
Thimbleberry Mountain to the mouth of the Grande Ronde River Canyon, by Personius, compiled by the
U.S Geological Survey website and assessed in 11/16/2016.”

“The West Grande Ronde Valley fault zone may be active. Subtle topographic features indicate that
there may have been earthquakes that broke through the ground surface as recently as the last 10,000
years. Previous studies indicate that the West Grande Ronde Valley fault is capable of generating a
magnitude 7 earthquake.” From Summary of the La Grande Quadrangle Geology” also on DOGAMI
website.

DOGAMI recommendations for protection of the Portiand’s infrastructure HUB in the secondary flood
zone of a possible Cascadia Subduction Fault earthquake/tsunami have been largely unimplemented for
lack of funding, as is the ShakeAlert system which, unless funded will not be available in Oregon until
2021 at the earliest. ShakeAlert is an early warning system being developed by USGS. Oregon made
national news when “Governor Brown signed HB 3309, which amended the previous law to no longer
prohibit the construction of building such as hospitals and schools and other emergency-preparedness
centers in tsunami inundation zones along the coast. The bill had bipartisan support and bucked
standards held for twenty-five years keeping those facilities out of harm’s way should a massive tsunami
hit.” Wisely, some cities along the coast continue following original DOGAMI assessments and
recommendations concerning new infrastructure built away from the inundation zone. How this will
impact funding assistance to move the existing schools, hospitals, city halls and emergency services?

Clearly Oregon legislative priorities have moved away from seismic hazard emergency preparedness, but
this potential hazard to the area brings with it considerable risks, despite the proposed construction
“mitigation” methods. It is within the EFSC’s judgment to decide against adding an additional hazard to
the natural and infrastructure hazards the citizens of this area already live with.

There are dangers both to human safety and the environment with an additional transmission line in a
possibly quite seismic area, so close to the heavily traveled 184 transportation/utility corridor, the
Hilgard Junction State Recreation Area and the Grande Ronde river. Further study and subsequent
intrusive construction will not reduce the risks to the safety of the travelers through this canyon or the
residents of the valley nearby. The application does not comply with the relevant standard.

Remedies:

Additional study of the probable seismic hazards; including ground failure, landslide, cyclic softening of
clays and silts, etc. as required by OAR 345-022-0020, Rev. subsection 12. “The certificate holder shall
design, engineer and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety and the environment
presented by seismic hazards affecting the site that are expected to result from all maximum probable
seismic events. As used in this rule seismic hazard includes ground shaking, ground failure, landslide,
liquefaction, triggering and consequences (including flow failure, settlement buoyancy, and lateral
spreading), cyclic softening of clays and silts, fault rupture, directivity effects and soil-structure
interaction.



Disqualify this route as an unreasonable risk for a site for an additional high voltage power facility and
too close in proximity to Hilgard State Recreational Area, and the 184 transportation/utility corridor.

Additional letter of credit dedicated solely for financial restitution necessary to restore potential
damage caused by any of the above in an amount sufficient to restore the surrounding environment and
infrastructure, both publicly and privately owned.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely, QM/Z Bl

Name: l&l B%kg(\
Address: / /S ZOM =7

Baker Crly, ©R. 47514
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August 2, 2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2ZH.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST LANDS
AS ARESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2ZH TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years will have
little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value the loss of 245.6
acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre. However, they value the removal of 530.1
acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98 per acre. The applicant provides no
justification or documentation to support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern Oregon:
an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of timber each year.
That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year
per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union
County, forest land in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet
per acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests:
Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists
estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or
retained.

Idaho Power’s stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in
both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic benefits
were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only to the failure to
use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300 foot right of way
and they need to include the value of any additional trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on
each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly reduced due to
the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes any
productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right of way is too narrow to make it available
for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations
would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use
the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing
Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for % mile (1,320 ft.)



of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value the
applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the transmission line
is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will not cause a
substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost of accepted
forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on surrounding lands. Removing trees
from land currently being used to grow them certainly will create a substantial change in accepted forest
practices. It also will substantially increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding
lands. Soil compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides
adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the
transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines, require new access and egress from the
forested lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission line, It will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and
weather conditions impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the economic value
of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the landowners and county economy not
only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes, fees, employment and other benefits coming from
that activity, but there will be related losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of
harvesting along the transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire,
potential increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to increased
predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas, decreased value of land if it is
sold, long-term reduction 1n assessed value of the land, etc. The conclusions stated by the applicant in
section 8.0 are false, absolutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions. The only
reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication from the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
comp  ce with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

ﬂ(}&& M&A jael Palier

Slg ature Printed Name

MailingAddress: 15616’ 30771 éT

Daker oﬂy LoR 9734



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: joel baker <joeld.baker@outlook.com>
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2019 3:55 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Fw: Scan to Email

Attachments: EmailScan_08162019.pdf

This e-mail, including any attached files, may contain confidential and privileged information for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any review, use, distribution, or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended

recipient (or authorized to receive information for the intended recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
delete all copies of this message.



August 2, 2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2ZH.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST LANDS
AS ARESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2ZH TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years will have
little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value the loss of 245.6
acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre. However, they value the removal of 530.1
acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98 per acre. The applicant provides no
justification or documentation to support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern Oregon:
an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of timber each year.
That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year
per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union
County, forest land in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet
per acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests:
Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists
estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or
retained.

Idaho Power’s stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in
both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic benefits
were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only to the failure to
use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300 foot right of way
and they need to include the value of any additional trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on
each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly reduced due to
the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes any
productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right of way is too narrow to make it available
for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations
would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use
the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing
Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for % mile (1,320 ft.)



of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value the
applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the transmission line
is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will not cause a
substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost of accepted
forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on surrounding lands. Removing trees
from land currently being used to grow them certainly will create a substantial change in accepted forest
practices. It also will substantially increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding
lands. Soil compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides
adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the
transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines, require new access and egress from the
forested lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission line, It will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and
weather conditions impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the economic value
of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the landowners and county economy not
only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes, fees, employment and other benefits coming from
that activity, but there will be related losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of
harvesting along the transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire,
potential increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to increased
predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas, decreased value of land if it is
sold, long-term reduction 1n assessed value of the land, etc. The conclusions stated by the applicant in
section 8.0 are false, absolutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions. The only
reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication from the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
comp  ce with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

ﬂ(}&& M&A jael Palier

Slg ature Printed Name

MailingAddress: 15616’ 30771 éT

Daker oﬂy LoR 9734
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Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:48 PM
To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Aug 21 2019.docx b2h comment.docx
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Aug 21 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council

Subject: Idaho Power application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project.

We oppose this project. Our families have inhabited this beautiful part of the state for over a century
and some have ties to the native inhabitants. The sight and thought of this eyesore is so unacceptable
to us. The over all negative impact is hard to address, with that said we will voice our concerns and also
need to mention, we have attended more then one meeting and find every argument against the B2H
line to be very valid.

Need. Idaho Power has failed to show a pressing need for these lines, in fact research shows the
demand has been steady for over 20yrs. Innovation and conservation are effective when utilized.
Across the country from 2010 to the present, residential sales have declined by 3%, on average, using
7% less electricity. Population has increased but the drop in average demand has decreased even faster.
The increase in population has been matched step-for step by renewables and by more efficient use of
energy. ldaho Power hasn’t included all existing transmission capacity they already have to the
Northwest energy market creating the illusion a shortage exists for transmission lines.

Security. These lines are vulnerable to sabotage. Research and real life experience argue strongly for
tuning away from ever larger grid components and towards the emerging modular grid. The failure of
one large transmission line can cascade across and entire region with cities and rural areas blacked out
and vulnerable.

Cultural/historical...ldaho Power and their consultants have not acknowledged trail crossings show on
submitted maps and do not acknowledge visual intrusion of the line for 10 miles per standards, and only
upon ODOE’s RAI's put into documents some trail protections. This has been consistent from the BLM
process to current day. Idaho Power does not comply with the state standards for cultural resources
OAR 354-022-0090, or 345-022-0080, Scenic resources.

We have voiced some but not all concerns, but know the council is hearing from many besides us.
Knowing all concerns have been presented, now it’s the councils obligation to make a just decision and
Deny the Site Certificate.

D.M. and Wanda Ballard

18850 W. Campbell Loop—Baker City, Oregon 97814






TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Andy Baltensperger <abaltens@alaska.edu>

Sent: Friday, July 26, 2019 2:58 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Energy Facilities Siting Council letter.docx

Please find attached, my comments for the Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Project.

Thank you,
Andy Baltensperger



Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via email: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/20109.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

| am writing in opposition to the application for a site certificate for the B2H transmission
project. I am a landscape ecologist and new resident to La Grande, OR and | am specifically
concerned that this proposed project does not adequately address impacts to the local viewshed. |
bought my house specifically for its view of the Blue Mountains to the west. This view currently
does not include a set of grotesque, metal towers over the hill and | would like it to remain this
way.

The Draft Proposed Order fails to support Applicant’s assertion that the Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center, a protected area, will not suffer significant negative visual impacts from this
project as delineated in OAR 345-022-0080. Visual Impacts, (Exhibit R p. 79) The development
will create an energy corridor directly in front of the Interpretive Center, opening up the area to
construction of future transmission lines and utility lines which could be developed without
consideration of damages to this site. The effects of placing this line as close as 105 feet to the
Interpretive Center is significant. Is a set of giant powerlines really what we want new visitors of
La Grande to be welcomed by? The structures proposed will present a wider profile than
standard structures and will be significantly taller than existing transmission lines in the
viewshed. The applicant has exaggerated the cost of placing the line underground, failed to
provide documentation to support its claims and proposed no meaningful mitigation. An
independent study of costs to bury transmission lines in geographically similar areas is necessary
to meet the standard of preponderance of evidence.

| am also concerned about impacts to the historic Oregon Trail corridor, which extends to the
northwest from the Interpretive Center and crosses the proposed powerline route just above La
Grande. The application does not adequately address potential impacts to this historic trail and to
any adjacent archaeological resources. | would encourage further study of these impacts but | am
unclear how an infrastructure project of this magnitude could avoid adversely affecting historical
landmarks and local viewsheds. None of these impacts are in the interest of the La Grande or its
residents. Please deny this site certificate!

Thank you for your consideration,

Andy Baltensperger
1707 Cedar St.
La Grande, OR 97850


mailto:B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

RECEIVED

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst AUG 29 2019

Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Salem, Oregon 9730l

email: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

The introduction of the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission line creates an unacceptable increased
risk of catastrophic fire. Of the six counties in Oregon which the transmission line would cross, five of
them are rated as having a high risk of wildfire.

idaho Power has indicated that they do not plan to provide their own fire protection, but plan instead
to rely upon local fire fighting resources to deal with fires caused by the transmission line. They have
rejected the suggestion from Baker County that they develop a specialized fire fighting resource to fight
wild fires in the unpopulated areas the transmission line would cross and provide them with the
specialized equipment that local fire departments in the area are lacking. They also have not responded
to comments from Union County Fire Departments Indicating a need for them to provide specialized
equipment to address wildfires.

The issue is further problematic due to the fact that at least in Union County, the developer has stated
their intent to rely upon local firefighting resources. In Union County there are only four fire
departments that are not Rural Fire Protection Districts, RFPD’s. These RFPD’s are trained to fight
structural fires, not wildfires. Further, the definition of a RFPD limits them to “providing structural fire
protection to its constituents.” Idaho Power must establish their own methods of fighting wildfires
along the transmission line. They cannot rely upon the local resources identified to address structural

fires to provide protection from wildland fires. G4K J{5—-O02%~ 0 /70

(Fahice Barreto)
602I4 Moy qam Lake Ed
@ ,OrR 97890

541-786-4333



August 2, 2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2H.DPOComments@O0regon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST LANDS
AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2H TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestland by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years will have
little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value the loss of 245.6
acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre. However, they value the removal of 530.1
acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98 per acre. The applica

justification or documentation to support the difference in value per acre between Umatilla and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern Oregon:
an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of timber each year.
That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240 board feet of lumber per year
per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union
County, forest land in Union County is classified as either 20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet
per acre per year, so the value amounts could be significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests:
Some Facts and Figures” published in 2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists
estimate that for every billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or
retained. ' ‘ ' ‘

Idaho Power’s stated timber values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in
both counties. No one would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic benefits
were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only to the failure to
use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300 foot right of way

an need to include the value of any additional trees they will be removing in the 100 foot area on
each side of the right of way.

The applicant claims that the value of the land in the right of way will not be significantly reduced due to
the owner’s opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes any
productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right-of-way is too narrow to make it available
for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment for agricultural operations
would be prohibitive.

It would be unusual for a forest operator to already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use
the right of way as grazing land, it would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing
Costs for the Small-Farm Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for % mile (1,320 ft.)



#

of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the value the
applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the transmission line
is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right-ofavay through forest lands will not cause a
substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost of accepted
forest practices on lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on surrounding lands. Removing trees
from land currently being used to grow them certainly will create a substantial change in accepted forest
practices. Italso will substantially increase the costs of growing and harvesting trees on the surrounding
lands. Soil compacted by heavy equipment used to access the line will discourage regrowth.

The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides
adjacent to the line; it will increase costs of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the
transmission lines, avoid trees falling on the transmission lines, require new access and egress from the
forested lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission line, It will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to tree loss along the corridor from wind and
weather conditions impacting weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

Removing forested land along the transmission line will result in nearly a total loss of the economic value
of the land removed from production of trees, and will impact the landowners and county economy not
only by the loss of the production of trees and taxes, fees, employment and other benefits coming from
that activity, but there will be related losses to the productivity of adjacent land, increased costs of
harvesting along the transmission line, introduction of noxious weeds, increased risk of wildfire,
potential increase in the number of trespassers, interference with wildlife activities including
displacement of wildlife to what may be less desirable habitat, opening the area up to increased
predation on the multiple non-raptor species utilizing the forested areas, decreased value of land if it is
sold, long-term reduction in assessed value of the land, etc. The conclusions stated by the applicant in
section 8.0 are false,fafBﬁglutely without merit.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their conclusions. The only
reference the applicant cites that relates at all to this issue is the publication from the Oregon Forest
Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-000
_through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in

compliance with QAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the

requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Therefore, the Council should DENY the application for site certificate.

Wﬁv\ - Carvline [Pivnes

Sign:?tfure Printed Name

Mailing Address: G301 FZV-CW"" L&,V]g
(s Grande O~ 77§80




Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 5, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council S

A o Prsfecsarnnt Giil Brgteer and Conchruchon SPeciolist;

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the

Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack” rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into rock may alter the flow direction or amount of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:
ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:

Idaho Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting
site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site

during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods” and “extreme fire da
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periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire g =
Suppressmn Personnel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Pr@ntlonm
Plan as a “watchman.” ThlS is inadequate! };
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ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:

C]EIAIEIOHH

During blasting Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of at leasidivo
personnel. 8'
<

Sincerely,

] citnts

Name: &(.Vo [ne ﬂ)a‘”u S
Address: 63 (0} ﬂg’h(,ﬁ.ka.ém Le.«.p
Lu (rende Of- 97459




July 27, 2019

Energy Facilities Sitting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Sitting Senior Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@OQOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018;
Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council: <
2 fﬂﬁmw &V"/-EW v, Vf;/f&ﬁ.j' ldél’eu&,
I am ah EasterrOsegonian and have traveled and recreated in the vicinity of Hilgard State Park for many years. Ihave

concerns about the steep slopes, soils hazards, landslide risks, and erosion impacts that the construction of the Boardman
to Hemingway Transmission line will pose in an already dangerous canyon.

Re: Soil Protection - Drill site 95/3 and 95/4 on unstable and steep slopes
345-022-0020
(¢) ...The applicant, through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the potential geological and

soil hazards of the site and its vicinity that could, in the absence of a seismic event, adversely affect, or be aggravated by,
the construction and operation of the proposed facility...

Permanent Administrative Order EFSC 2-2017 Chapter 345 Department of Energy; Energy Facility Siting Council;
effective date 10/18/2017; agency approved date 09/22/2017.

Geological Hazards and Soil Stability; Exhibit H. Attachment H-1, Engineering Geology and Seismic Hazards
Supplement to Exhibit H Boardman to Hemingway 500 kV Transmission Line Project Boardman, Oregon to Hemingway,
Idaho January 25, 2018; Shannon & Wilson, Inc. 3990 Collins Way, Suite 100, lake Oswego, Oregon. 97035.

Drill sites 95/3 and 95/4 are shown on the following tables and maps and analysis by Shannon & Wilson, Inc.:

Soils; Map i)age 18 of 44:

Table B3: Soil Descriptions, described as:
5776CN; erosion hazard; severe, percent of slope Low; 30: High; 60. (sheet 3 of 4)

Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings; Map Sheet 36

95/3 — Angle change along alignment; Slope stability/landslide; Geo-Seismic Hazard; Road and railroad
crossing

95/4 - Angle change along alignment; Road and railroad crossing

Appendix E: Landslide Inventory, E.2.3; PLS-002 Sheet 5, 6

“PLS-002 is an approximately 460-acre potential landslide that was identified in available LiDAR data. PL.S-002 has not
been verified in the field and should not be considered a landslide based solely on interpretation of LIiDAR data. The IPC
Proposed Route passes above this potential landslide between towers 93/5 and 95/3, potentially affecting the stability of
these proposed towers and associated work areas. A field reconnaissance along this portion of the alignment should be
performed as part of the geotechnical exploration program.”

Idaho Power Corporation, in Exhibit H 2.2.4 states “The soils (in Union County) vary from a few inches to a few feet thick
over weathered bedrock, are generally well-drained, and are typically characterized as having a severe erosion hazard.”
Idaho Power Corporation admits in ASC page B-12 that “The mountainous area such as the Blue Mountains present very
challenging topography with many areas of steep slopes in excess of 35 percent and other areas of unstable slopes



presenting design and construction challenges.” 1PCs stated original intention to the EFSC was the following: “Using
topographic maps the corridors were adjusted to avoid or minimize distance across very steep slopes and other physical
Jeatures less desirable for construction and operation of a transmission line.

Hazard Analysis Union County Emergency Operations Plan Updated 6/30/16 lists Winter weather as the highest
weighted risk item before Seismic, Fire, Hazmat-Transportation, and Drought. Most of the area receives a large
percentage of the annual moisture as snowfall and both the winter storms and the spring melt can be precipitous and
unpredictable. ' ' '

The area surrounding the drill site 95/3 and 95/4 is within a mile of the Hilgard Junction State Park and Recreation area
and the heavily traveled 184 transportation/utility corridor.

Conclusion and Requested Relief:

Drill site 95/3 and 95/4, and its vicinity, represent a significant risk of several possible adverse effects. This area
encompassed by the lands shown in PLS-002 should be removed for consideration as a site for a transmission “facility.”
While Idaho Power Corporation attempts to mitigate problems of unstable soil with structure and footing modifications,
t‘l_l_iﬁhould not be considered an acceptable #igk when the entire area is unstable.

»f elviy ;Ll—,
I appreciate your consideration and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
®
O@MAA &VO[ e é{ vae §
Signature Printed Name:
Mailing Address:
63101 Prwchunaa Lane

La_(rande O 17450
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August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

B2H.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft
Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council: < . .

As a P’L‘# ch10mel) Gl E’Ww r 2yt nees 1'7 F0 fcer s 7 /)flcﬁa' 10 O Wp * ,45}
I'am very concerned about the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project as it is proposed. My concerns are for the safety of

myself and all of the citizens of La Grande if this line is permitted. My primary concerns are slope instability and wildfire hazard.

The proposed route sited to the west of La Grande is placed on a ridge noted to have instability and high risk for slides. The geologic
study provided by Idaho Power references several studies (below).

Table H-2. USGS Quaternary Faults within 5 Miles of Project by County on page H-12 clearly shows that the project is placed right
on an active fault in the West Grande Ronde Valley Fault Zone. In addition, in exhibit H, Geological Hazards and Soil Stability,
Table B3: Soils Descriptions, Union County, much of the erosion hazard is rated “severe.” Below is part of the report:

5.2 La Grande Area Slope Instability

As part of our study, we reviewed DOGAMI’s open file report: Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union County, Oregon,
by Schlicker and Deacon (1971). The study identified several landslides in the areas west and south of La Grande. The majority of the
landslide features mapped by Schlicker and Deacon (1971) were similarly mapped as landslides or alluvial fans in Ferns and others
(2010). The current SLIDO database uses the feature locations mapped in Ferns and others (2010). While the two map sets generally
agree, there are differences in the mapped limits of some landslide and alluvial fan areas, and there is one landslide area in Schlicker
and Deacon (1971), near towers 106/3 and 106/4, which is not included in SLIDO or Ferns and others (2010). The Landslide
Inventory in Appendix E includes mapped landslide and alluvial fan limits from both SLIDO and Schlicker and Deacon (1971).

This slope instability is not inconsequential to a project like this. Recall in 2014, Oso, Washington, was the site of a catastrophic
mudslide as the result of logging disturbance of the soil upslope from the town combined with significant rainfall. This resulted in 43
fatalities. We must learn from previous mistakes in not heeding the geologists’ warnings. The area down slope from the proposed
B2H line lies the Grande Ronde Hospital and Clinics, which employs hundreds of people and is the critical access hospital for this
region. La Grande High School and Central Elementary School are also positioned down slope from the proposed towers. At least
100 homes are positioned down slope of the proposed towers. According to “Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union
County, Oregon” maps published by Schlicker, and Deacon (1971), the ENTIRE area of the hillside is deemed a “landslide area” in
the La Grande SE quadrangle. This is not a safe place for a transmission line.

The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8" Most Wildfire Prone state in the United States
according to Verisk Wildfire Risk analysis. La Grande is ranked in the top 50 communities in Oregon with the greatest cumulative
housing-unit exposure to wildfire as referenced in “Exposure of human communities to wildfire in the Pacific Northwest,” by Joe H.
Scott, Julie Gilbertson-Day and Richard D. Stratton (available at http:/pyrologix.com/ftp/Public/Reports/Risk ToCommunities OR-
WA_BriefingPaper.pdf). Finally the proposed route is in the vicinity of Morgan lake, the highest risk area (#1) in Union County in
terms of wildland-urban interface, according to the County’s Community Wildfire Protection Plan, August 10, 2005.

Cal Fire cites Pacific Gas and Electric equipment and power lines as the cause of numerous wildfires in the state in the last 2 years.
This includes the Camp Fire in Butte County (2018), Tubbs Fire in Napa/Sonoma Counties (2017), Witch Fire in San Diego (2007),
Valley Fire in Lake/Napa/Sonoma Counties (2015), Nuns Fire in Sonoma County (2017), which were all attributed to transmission.



-
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The Boardman To Hemingway Transmission Line Project proposal places lines about 2000 feet or less than half a mile from the La
Grande city limits, including medium density housing within the city as well as Grande Ronde Hospital. Ifa line from this proposed
route were to spark a fire, La Grande residents would have little time to react. According to National Geographic, wildfires can move
as fast as 6.7 mph in forests and 14 mph in grasslands. A fast-moving fire starting at the B2H lines could move to residential areas of
La Grande and HOSPITAL in 10 minutes. This is frightening and an unacceptable risk for our citizens.

The current proposal for a Boardman to Hemingway transmission line does not adequately address the issue of landslides, wasitaily by
stating it will be mitigated somehow when the time comes to build. The proposal offers no analysis of wildfire risk, which is an
unacceptable omission. All of the routes proposed are unsafe and create an unacceptable risk to the citizens of La Grande.

The Council should DENY the request for a site certificate.

Sincerely,

Sl O et

Name: &y'@ /m,(( /b,{{v‘ ned
Address: 63101 /’a"‘l(wﬂ L&V\e

La Grande, OR. 97850




August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.cov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

COMMENT REGARDING THE BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY TRANSMISSION LINE DRAFT
PROPOSED ORDER

The application is incomplete as Section X must include information regarding all receptors .
within %2 mile of site and include all noise sources required to be included in establishing
the noise level generated directly or indirectly by the development. Idaho Power has not
provided information adequate to determine if they are able to meet the noise standard,
even with site certificate conditions,

IDAHO POWER FAILED TO COMPLY WITH OAR 345-021-0010(1) (x) which states that
Exhibit X must include information about noise generated by construction and operation of
- the Project within % mile of the site boundary. The site boundary means “the perimeter of
the site of a proposed energy facility, it’s related or supporting facilities, all temporary
laydown and staging areas and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by the
applicant” (OAR 345-001-0010(55)).

1. The applicant lists the areas which are included in the site boundary in Exhibit F,
Page F-2, however, they failed to include noise modeling or include all the receptors
within the % mile area beyond the entire site perimeter.

2. The applicant failed to do noise modeling for all noise sensitive property as they did
not include churches, schools, libraries, or hospitals as is required by the definition
in OAR 340-035-0015(38)

3. The applicant also failed to include the noise identified in OAR 340-035-
0035(1)(b)(B)(ii) as not being exempt from the ambient statistical noise level
indirectly caused by or attributable to that source including all its related activities.
This section states, “Sources exempted from the requirements of section (1) of this
rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (f), (), and (k) of this rule, shall not
be excluded from this ambient measurement.” The application is not complete prior
to the applicant finishing Exhibit X to include all sources required by this rule as




well as all receptors within % mile of the entire site boundary. No decisions can be
made absent an accurate accounting of the predicted noise impacts which has not
occurred.

No Proposed Order can-be issued.until the developer has shown that they meet the
requirements at the time a site certificate is issued. OAR 345-015-0190(5) allows the

Department to find the application is complete when the applicant has submitted
information adequate for the Council to make findings or impose conditions on all
applicable Council standards. While not all information required by OAR 345-021-0000
and 0010 must be submitted, tl_lere must be information adequate to show they meet the
requirements or will meet them by implementing the conditions contained in the site
cerfificate_The draft site certificate does not assure that the noise standard will not be
&xceeded, and the developer has not provided noise modeling or included modeling for all
required sources of noise to establish the ambient statistical noise level of the development
for all NSR’s. Missing information includes@ldentiﬁcation of all noise sensitive
receptors within ¥ mile of the entire site boundary@ldentification and notice to the
owners of all noise sensitive properties; an@Mode ing which includes Items (5)(b) - (f),
(j), and (k) which cannot be excluded from the ambient noise measurement.

Sincerely,

(57

Signature

Printed Name: &a‘a fta} 6)7“/ neS

Mailing Address: 6‘3(0[ /%MC baway LQULI
La (rande O 47459



August 12, 2019

Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E

Salem, OR 97301

Dear Chair Beyeler and Mgmbers of the Council: l G Vv concevued abrwk
e fellow lng u,dlu% A e Tolahe Povves catron ¢ ond
Page 62 (T-57) ASC refers to “extensive work in the siting study of the Morgan Lake Alternative,” fdot

: S 7o nacey e o ’Y4
ﬁw% s bermse s appess. be inaccvrate e o (ever:

Page 145 (T-4-46) Morgan Lake Park is described as 204 acres, containing one lake, which is developed
with primitive campsites and fishing docks. /:H‘W&V er,

Morgan Lake Park actually contains two lakes. Morgan Lake covers 70 acres; the other, Twin Lake, [also
known as Little Morgan Lake] is in plain sight, within 300° of Morgan Lake; it covers 27 acres.

Twin Lake is undeveloped, a wild life and bird sanctuary, home to nesting bald eagles. It is designated as
. e | ————-J . . .
protected wetlands. In their application, Idaho Power conveniently omits any references to Twin Lake.

Page 156, (T-4-6) ASC purports to be a map of Morgan Lake Park. According to the map legend, the
purple cross hatch amoeba-shaped area is Morgan Lake Park. That’s wrong. The purple cross hatch is
Morgan Lake. The actual boundaries of the 204 acre park are not indicated. Obviously, it’s difficult to
believe “extensive work on this siting study” ever occurred.

The applicant also used aerial photography to identify and avoid, where practical,

irrigation pivots, houses, barns, private runways, other structures (e.g., wind turbines),

and land use features. The corridors were adjusted using topographic maps to avoid or

minimize distance across very steep slopes and other physical features less desirable for

transmission line construction and operation. The corridors were again checked against

the constraint and opportunity geographic information system (GIS) database to avoid,

where possible, exclusion areas and areas of high permitting difficulty such as potential

Oregon Department of Wildlife (ODFW) Category 1 habitats. The applicant then

grouped the alternative corridors into 14 regions and evaluated on the basis of

permitting difficulty, construction difficulty and mitigation costs. Using the constraint

database, which incorporated the eight siting factors, the applicant reviewed the

alternatives to determine the most reasonable corridor within each region. (DPO p. 11)

It is distressing to think that this is only one of many errors in Idaho Power’s ASC. If the IPC surveyingg
engineering staffs are unable to detect a 27 acre lake within a 204 acre park, it’s disquieting to imagine the
difficulties in identifying and analyzing less obvious and life-threatening situations like fault zones, slide
areas and other potential dangers to public safety - -



;nb&wpfc?-‘{ and ervonesns

yepresonfafve
If this shgshed effort is M IPC’s sarefat attention to engineering a route, it may also explain IPC’s
egregious error in choosing to site the B2H on their preferred Mill Creek or alternative Morgan Lake route
rather than on the carefully studied and analyzed BLM Environmentally Preferred route.

Following the DEIS, Idaho Power made a hasty and ill-advised effort to avoid litigation threatened by &
individuals whose remote properties and summer cabins would have been impact by the line. If Idaho
Power had chosen to follow the BLM Environmentally Preferred route, miles to the west of La Grande,
rather than in the immediate view of 13,000 La Grande residents, there might have been ten people at the
public meetings in La Grande, rather than the hundreds who have consistently appeared to protest various
serious problems associated with the routes proposed for the B2H. The haste of this effort is evident in the
abundant errors of omission and misinformation typical of the B2ZH ASCand DPO which will be addressec
in a separate comment.

Chr—

gignature

Name: &V‘l)lrt:e %dVile,S
Address: 63010/ Pnchansa Los
Le &Vaﬂm& ol 97550
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August 12, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via E-MAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Project Order for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project. I am very supportive of the Oregon California Trails Association (OCTA) and the work
that they have done to protect the Oregon Trail, especially here in Oregon. OCTA is mentioned numerous times
in Exhibit S and the Historic Properties Management Plan and Programmatic Agreement. OCTA does
NOT believe that Exhibit S Historic Properties Management Plan is complete in 7.2.3 Field Crew, and offers
this additional condition.

ADDITIONAL CONDITION #1 OCTA recommends that the Council add an Oregon Trail expert to the
Cultural Resource Team. This Oregon Trail individual will have qualifications similar to Field crew members.
For example, they will have an undergraduate degree in anthropology, archaeology, or in a field such as
geology, engineering or history. It will not be necessary to have attended a field school. This individual will be
recommended by the National OCTA President and agreed to by the Field Director.

The field surveys, even with SHPO and NPS data, have missed and/or mislabeled some sections of the emigrant
trail. OCTA wants the public to know where the Trails are and I do too! OCTA over the years has marked the

trail location with wooden signs, small triangles attached to trees, and more recently, carbonite posts and steel

rails. Most private property owners are proud of the trail on their property, and after obtaining permission allow
the public to walk and hike on the trail.

Idaho Power and their consultants have not acknowledged trail crossings shown on submitted Maps and do not
acknowledge visual intrusion of the line for 10 miles per standards. and only upon ODOE’s RAI’s, put into
documents some trail protections. 1his has been consistent from the BLM process to current day.

Considering the points above, Idaho Power does not comply with the state standards for cultural resources OAR
354-022-0090, or 345-022-0080, Scenic resources. EFSC Must Deny the Site Certificate!

L&~

Signature

Printed name: &x/v [ide Pav ne 3
Mailing address: (3 {0/ [Puchesneu Lane

Lo Grande O G745 0
Email address:

phone number: (optional)




August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@OQOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

APPLICANT FAILED TO INCLUDE ALL REQUIRED SOURCES OF NOISE IN
THEIR MODELING OF NOISE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT

Idaho Power did not include any of the items listed in OAR 340-035-0035(1)(b)(B)(ii),
which are only exempt from the noise measurement when the development occurs on a
previously used site. When establishing ambient noise level for a new development on a
site not previously used, it states: “Sources exempt from the requirements of section (1)
of this rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (£), (G), and (k) of this rule, shall
not be excluded from this ambient measurement.”

The applicant's noise modeling only includes the noise gepgrated from the transmission
line itself. Noise modelin be corrected to include((b)Warning Devices.{(c))sounds
created by road vehicles{(d))Sotnds from the operation of any equipment or facility of a
surface carrier engaged in fnterstate commerce by railroad to the extent that such
equipment or facility is regulated by pre-emptive federal regulations as set forth in Part
201 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, promulgated pursuant to Section 17 of
the Noise Control Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1248, Public Law 92-576 ; (e) bells, chimes, or
carillons; (f) aircraft subject to pre-emptive federal regulations and (k) sounds created by
the operation of road vehicle auxiliary equipment.

The application is incomplete. Without having the information regarding these additional
noise souices, the department and the siting council lack the information regarding how
many noise sensitive properties are impacted and by how much.

A proposed order cannot be issued until the developer submits all the information
regarding the noise impacts of this development. This information must be available to
decide if the standard is met or if it can be met with additional site conditions.

Sincerely,

va

Signature

Printed Name: (40v# (@€ Poavnes
Mailing Address: 63[0[ MC&A@/(“ [&n(

[a (rfende O 77550




OREGON Department of Energy and

N ENERGY  the Energy Facility Siting Council

Public Hearing on the Proposed Order
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
June 18-20 and June 26-27, 2019, 4:30-8 p.m.
Public Written or Oral Testimony Registration

Name {mandatory) ZM‘EJ& BA‘ZNES
Mailing Address {mandatory) ?O BJX [ ZZ"/
A GEANDE. ok F7850

Phone Number(optional)(a-“ )79/,9 ’773 Email Address (optional)

Today’s Date: _{» ,30/19

Do you wish  make oral public testimony at this Hearing: Yes X No

Written cornments can also be submitted today.
All written comments must be received by the deadline, July 23, 2019, 5 p.m PDT to:

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503-378 6457

Email; B2ZH.DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note: by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy at a
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
(Please print legibly — Use the back for additional space if needed. Additiono! written comments may be attached to this card.)
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Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503-378-6457

Email B2H DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note: by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy at a
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 46

Page 48

1 fire start, possible limited visibility preventing early 1 of wildfireintrusion and exposure. It would put values
2 detection, possible spotting from aremote ignition, and 2 atrisk with afailed line on the ground or involvement
3 other variables bringing wildfire to the transmission 3 of transmission lines and support structuresin a
4 lineroute to suppress the incident in time to stop 4 wildfire. Values such asfirefighting personnel and
5 encroachment into the city limits and to save structures 5 equipment, homes, structures, including medical
6 inthe Wildland-Urban Interfacesthat areaso in 6 facilities, businesses, infrastructure, private
7 proximity to the transmission line route? 7 timberlands and pasture.
8 These factors must be taken into account 8 If the system is not a causative factor in a
9 before approval and construction of the Boardman to 9 wildfire start, it could be a contributing factor in the
10 Hemingway system. 10 rapid acceleration of unchecked wildfire spread.
11 In Oregon on June 14 -- 11 Should you approve this transmission line
12 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Rosenbaum, we |12 route through the Blue Mountains, and specifically in
13 areout of time. 13 proximity to La Grande, you are quite literally playing
14 MR. MICHAEL ROSENBAUM: | have got another |14 with fire.
15 minute. Okay? 15 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
16 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Okay. 16 After we hear from Ms. Barry, we will hear
17 MR. MICHAEL ROSENBAUM: In Oregon, onJune 14, |17 from John Anderson.
18 2019, according to "The Statesman Journal," Pacific 18 MS. LOISBARRY: I'm LoisBarry, L-0-i-s,
19 Power, with approximately 600,000 end-user customers, |19 B-ar-r-y. | live at 60688 Morgan Lake Road in
20 proposed to shut down electricity during extreme weather |20 La Grande, which appropriately enough is the 150 acres
21 events, which will help limit the effects of the grid on 21 that burned in a 1973 forest fire that Mike Rosenbaum
22 wildfire. Itislikely that other Oregon power 22 just referred to. That isthefire that endangered the
23 companies with local end users will follow suit, in my 23 entire town of La Grande and especially the hospital.
24 estimation. 24 At the moment, the current proposed Mill Creek
25 In California, PG& E has recently cut power in 25 route of the B2H would put three towers right across the
Page 47 Page 49
1 extreme weather conditions in several northern 1 middle of that 150 acres of 40-foot high pine trees that
2 Cdlifornia counties, including Butte County where 2 haveregrown in thelast 50 years. That was an aside.
3 Paradiseislocated. 3 Now, | have two statements. | realize that
4 Note that the Soda fire in 2015 in southwest 4 the mission of the EFSC committee is to choose aroute
5 ldaho and Oregon was not caused by afailure in Idaho 5 for the B2H and not to decide if it's agood project.
6 Power's system, but did require the company to replace 6 Even so, you should know that the B2H project has a
7 2.5 milesof transmission line. | ask: What isthe 7 basic flaw. It was discussed as early as 2006, and
8 guarantee to the people of La Grande, Oregon, that Idaho | 8 those plans have not changed in 13 years: Itisno
9 Power, with no local end-user customers, will shut power | 9 longer needed. Andif it were needed, the BLM
10 generation in the event of red flag warnings locally for 10 environmentally-preferred route should be the route of
11 extreme conditions, including low RHs of single digits 11 choice. If you approve the site application for the B2H
12 tothelow 20 percents, lightning activity levels of 4 12 now, whatever route is chosen, will become the site of a
13 and higher, extended high temperatures, severe 13 $1.2 billion stranded asset.
14 thunderstorms with attendant high outflow winds? 14 My second point. I'm aretired professor. |
15 I haven't gone into the issue of the changing 15 taught research writing and critical thinking for
16 climate of the Blue Mountains and also the frequent 16 25years. And | have carefully read several relevant
17 changesin weather patterns from year to year during 17 sections of Idaho Power's application. It'sa
18 fire season. The estimate in the Blue Mountainsisthe 18 substandard piece of work. It's replete with obvious
19 temperatures could increase 4 1/2 to 6 1/2 degrees over 19 inaccuracies and unsupported conclusions.
20 the next 30 years. 20 And here is a clear example of afactual
21 In conclusion, | propose that the Boardman to 21 inaccuracy: Page 62 refersto, quote, "extensive work
22 Hemingway transmission line, with the suggested routes |22 in the siting study of the Morgan Lake Alternative,”
23 in close proximity to the City of La Grande and 23 unquote. | doubt it was extensive becauseit's
24 structuresin the Wildland-Urban Interface, would 24 completely inaccurate. Morgan Lake Park is described as
25 contribute to the vulnerability and the high probability 25 204 acres, containing one lake, which is devel oped with

M & M Court Reporting Service

(12) Pages 46 - 49

(208)345-9611(ph) (800)234-9611 (208)-345-8800(fax)



Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 50 Page 52
1 primitive campsites and afishing dock. Morgan Lake 1 significant impact.”
2 Park actually contains two lakes. Morgan Lake covers 2 Thank you.
3 70 acres. 3 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Following
4 The other, Twin Lake, isin plain site within 4 Mr. Anderson, we will hear from Jonathan White.
5 300 feet of Morgan Lake, it covers 27 acres. Twin Lake 5 MR. JOHN ANDERSON: Thank you. Many of the
6 isundeveloped, awildlife and bird sanctuary, home to 6 things| have to say have already been covered.
7 nesting bald eagles. It is designated as protected 7 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: If you could give
8 wetlands. In their application Idaho Power conveniently 8 your name and your address.
9 omits any referencesto Twin Lake. 9 MR. JOHN ANDERSON: I'm sorry. John C.
10 Page 156 purports to be a map of Morgan Lake 10 Anderson, 409 Sunset Drive, La Grande.
11 Park. According to the map legend the purple crosshatch |11 Many of the thingsthat | have to say have
12 amoeba-shaped areais Morgan Lake Park. That iswrong. |12 already been covered quite eloquently, but being short,
13 The purple crosshatch is Morgan Lake. The actua 13 | will say them anyway.
14 boundaries of the 204-acre park are not indicated. And 14 There are many good reasons to abandon Idaho
15 obvioudly it's difficult to believe "extensive work on 15 Power's planned B2H power line. Today you may hear
16 thissiting study” ever occurred. 16 testimony regarding economics, geology, eminent domain,
17 A specific example of unsupported conclusions: 17 view scapes, and many others.
18 Page 145, Baseline condition, quote: "A goal of minimal |18 I would like to talk about the danger of fire.
19 development of Morgan Lake Park should be maintained to |19 We know about the Camp Fire and the tragic consequences
20 preserve the maximum natural setting and to encourage 20 for Paradise, California. Thisand other major fires
21 solitude, isolation, and limited visibility of users..." 21 were caused by power lines owned by PG&E.
22 Page 146, quote: "The landscape character is 22 B2H will cross the Blue Mountains west of
23 natural appearing. Scenic integrity ishigh asthe 23 LaGrande through areas of extreme risk of wildfire.
24 human developments are harmonious with the landscape.” |24 Thisisreckless behavior.
25 Page 149: "Vegetation will block views of the 25 In 1973, the Rooster Peak Fire started 6 miles
Page 51 Page 53
1 towersfrom most locationsin the park,” unquote. 1 west of LaGrande. When it was discovered it was
2 In reality, one tower would dominate the 2 limited to 1 acre. Dayslater it had consumed 6,000
3 entranceto the park, all 130 feet of it in plain view. 3 acres and had burned right up to the hospital's grounds.
4 Within the park, trees bordering the lake are no more 4 |t could happen again.
5 than 80 feet high. 130-foot transmission towers will 5 PG& E and other utilities are shutting down
6 rise more than 50 feet above those trees, dominating the 6 some of their lines during times of high risk. If Idaho
7 current landscape. 7 Power wisely followed their lead, they would lose the
8 Idaho Power simply concludes that the 8 power they say they need during atime of peak demand.
9 inescapable sight of 500-kV transmission lines and 9 Siting a high-voltage line through fire-prone
10 towersaround a natural lake setting will have, quote, 10 areasisan unacceptablerisk to take when thislineis
11 "no significant impact,” on Morgan Lake Park. In 11 not needed. | don't think that Idaho Power has
12 research writing this qualifies as wishful thinking. 12 presented plans to mitigate this dangerous situation nor
13 Thisisthe park whose baseline, quote, 13 the unforeseen consequences of construction during peak
14 "should be maintained to preserve the maximum natural 14 fire season.
15 setting and to encourage solitude, isolation, and 15 Please consider the safety of La Grande and
16 limited visibility of users," unquote, because 50 years 16 its surroundings before you make any decisions.
17 ago, no one ever imagined anything larger than ahuman |17 Thank you. My written remarks will follow at
18 being might ever intrude. 18 alater time.
19 If this application were an airplane, it would 19 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
20 have crashed long ago. | urge the Commission to deny 20 Following Mr. White, we will hear from Susan
21 thisapplication for a site certificate until each 21 Badger.
22 comment submitted at these public meetingsand sentto |22 MR. JONATHAN WHITE: Jon White, 485 Modelaire
23 the Commission by July 23rd has been thoroughly analyzed |23 Drive, La Grande.
24 and Idaho Power has provided credible evidence to 24 My comment is about the blasting that would
25 support each of its conclusions of, quote, "no 25 likely be required during the construction phase of the
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 150 Page 152
1 |daho Power, same address. So hopefully together we can | 1 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Last call for
2 help answer your gquestions. 2 anybody to give any statements?
3 MR. MARK STOKES: After listening to al of 3 MR. RANDY SILTANEN: Thank you for letting me
4 the comments tonight, we thought there were just a 4 gpeak. My nameis Randy Siltanen. My addressis 1901
5 couple of things that we wanted to get corrected on the 5 Foley Street.
6 record. 6 So | guess my major question to |daho Power
7 First off, some previous testimony that was 7 is. For what just cause? So why are we doing this? If
8 presented tonight a statement was made that BPA isnota | 8 there were no other optionsit would be understandable,
9 partner in the project any longer. That is not true. 9 but there are plenty of other options. And we have
10 They arestill afully committed partner. Infact, | 10 heard tonight dozens of reasons why thisis abad idea,
11 wasin communication with my counterparts at BPA earlier |11 and we haven't heard any reason why thisis a good idea.
12 thisweek before | left town. Sol just want to get 12 And what it comes down to, to me, | think, is
13 that on the record. 13 money. And they think that it will be cheaper in the
14 One other item here, afew speakers ago made 14 long run to do thisrather than use other new
15 the statement that 1daho Power does not have any 15 technologies.
16 customersin Oregon. And that is not true aswell. We 16 And Mr. Cimon spoke very el oquently about
17 serve approximately 15 percent of our total system load 17 this, that it's yesterday's news. We have got new
18 isfor Oregon customers that are located in Malheur and 18 options. We have solar and we havewind. And thereis
19 Baker Counties. So we do have afairly substantial 19 avery smart engineer by the name of Mark Jacobson at
20 number of customersin Oregon. 20 Stanford who has outlined areally good road map for
21 So with that, as we have done previous nights, 21 renewable energy by the year 2030. And it doesn't
22 David and | would like to make ourselves available to 22 really make any sense to do thisif money isthe only
23 try and field any questions that Council members may 23 reason.
24 have. 24 | think that'swhat it is, and | think they
25 VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: so Mark and David, I'm |25 arewrong on that. At this point they think it's
Page 151 Page 153
1 going to ask areally hard question tonight: Why wasn't 1 cheaper, but as Mr. Cimon outlined, it'snot. Inthe
2 the BLM route proposed as a part of your application to 2 long run, it's not cheaper. And thereisno just cause
3 EFSC? 3 todothis. It'snot like thereis-- it'snot like we
4 MR. MARK STOKES: Back when BLM wasworkingon | 4 aretrying to provide water to an impoverished area.
5 getting their ROD issue, the delays in their process 5 It'snot like bringing electricity to athird-world
6 happened, occurred. We had to move ahead with the state | 6 country who needsit to run their hospital.
7 processlate in the application. And by thetime BLM 7 Thereis plenty of electricity, thereis
8 came out with their ROD, their record of decision, it 8 plenty of waysto get it, and it's not absolutely
9 wastoo late for usto really go back at that point. 9 essential that it goes that way. And yet you are asking
10 Now, when | had conversations with BLM's 10 peopleto give up their viewshed. You are putting
11 program manager about this and whether that created any |11 people'slives at risk for something that is not
12 issuesfor BLM, they recognized that the Glass Hill 12 necessary, other than that it's cheaper, and it seems
13 route that you're talking about and the Morgan Lake 13 cheaper, and in the long run it's not cheaper. And that
14 route were identical on parcels that were under control 14 isadl | haveto say.
15 of BLM, federal government. 15 Thank you.
16 So the fact that in our state application we 16 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
17 had the Morgan Lake route did not influence or impact 17 We have run an hour past our allotted time.
18 BLM'srecord of decision in their process. 18 So anybody -- do you want 2 more minutes, Ms. Barry?
19 VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: Thank you. 19 MS. LOISBARRY: Thiswill be very short. But
20 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Any further 20 since you have all been so patient and listened for so
21 uestions? 21 long and you have heard alot of important information,
22 CHAIRMAN BEYELER: Not from me tonight. 22 oneis, from my research, that every single planned
23 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you, 23 transmission line that has been canceled was considered
24 gentlemen. 24 essential until the day it was canceled.
25 MR. MARK STOKES: Thank you very much. 25 But now | think you deserve alaugh. | want
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Page 154

to tell you about a B2H presentation about a year ago.
They brought several graphic presentations. Someone
said they wished Idaho Power would provide a
presentation of what the towers would like look around
thevalley.

Well, this was a presentation of what the
towerswould look like at Morgan Lake. And so there was
the blue sky and the green trees and the blue lake,
which in their application they describe aslevel, calm,
and reflective, unlike every other lakein America. But
rising out of the blue lake was alarge transmission
tower painted red. And | said, What isthat? What is
that about? And he said, Well, look at the caption. It
says, "Redisinvisible.

And that was their graphic presentation of how
the towers would look at Morgan Lake. Envision this:

17 Red towersareinvisible. Okay, gang, that's what you

18 get.

19 Thank you.

20 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: It's now 9:01 and we
21 aregoing to closethishearing. And the next one will

22 be next Wednesday night in Pendleton.

23 (Hearing concluded at 9:02 p.m.)

24

25
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EFSC Comments on Amended Preliminary Application for B2H
Lois Barry, 60688 Morgan Lake Road, La Grande, Oregon 97850

Two statements:

1) Irealize that your mission is to choose a route for the B2H, not to decide if it’s a good
project. Even so, you should know that the B2H has a basic flaw. It was discussed as
early as 2006, and those plans have not changed in 13 years. It is no longer needed. If
it were needed, the BLM Environmentally Preferred Route should be the route of
choice. If you approve a site application for the B2ZH now, whatever route is chosen
will become the site of a $1.2 billion stranded asset.

2) I’'m aretired professor. I taught research writing and critical thinking for 25 years. I
have carefully read the relevant sections of Idaho Power’s Application. It’s a
substandard piece of work. As a responsible piece of corporate writing, I would give it a
D, because it is replete with obvious inaccuracies and unsupported conclusions.

2) a. A clear example of factual inaccuracy:

Page 62 (T-57) refers to “extensive work in the siting study of the Morgan Lake
Alternative.” I doubt it was extensive because it is completely inaccurate:

Page 145 (T-4-46) Morgan Lake Park is described as 204 acres, containing one lake,
which is developed with primitive campsites and fishing docks.

Morgan Lake Park actually contains two lakes. Morgan Lake covers 70 acres; the
other, Twin Lake, [also known as Little Morgan Lake] is in plain sight, within 300°
of Morgan Lake; it covers 27 acres.

Twin Lake is undeveloped, a wild life and bird sanctuary, home to nesting bald eagles. It
is designated as protected wetlands. In their application, Idaho Power conveniently
omits any references to Twin Lake.

Page 156, (T-4-6) purports to be a map of Morgan Lake Park. According to the map
legend, the purple cross hatch amoeba-shaped area is Morgan Lake Park. That’s
wrong. The purple cross hatch is Morgan Lake. The actual boundaries of the 204 acre
park are not indicated. Obviously, it’s difficult to believe “extensive work on this
siting study” ever occurred.

2) b. A specific example of unsupported conclusion:
Page 145 (T-4-46) Baseline condition: “... A goal of minimal development of Morgan
Lake Park should be maintained to preserve the maximum natural setting and to

encourage solitude, isolation, and limited visibility of users...”

Page 146 (T-4-47) “The landscape character is natural appearing. Scenic integrity is
high as the human developments are harmonious with the landscape.”



Page 49 (T-44) “Vegetation will block views of the towers from most locations in the
par .!!

In reality, one tower would dominate the entrance to the park, all 139’ in plain view.
Within the Park, the trees bordering the lake are no more than 80’ high. 130°
transmission towers will rise more than 50° above those trees, dominating the
current landscape.

Idaho Power does not provide a graphic representation of Morgan Lake Park, with the
accurate height of existing trees, and elevation of towers above the trees. It simply
concludes that the inescapable sight of 500 KV transmission lines and towers around
a natural lake setting will have “no significant impact” on Morgan Lake Park. In
research writing, this qualifies as “wishful thinking.”

This is the park whose baseline “should be maintained to preserve the maximum
natural setting and to encourage solitude, isolation, and limited visibility of users”
[because 50 years ago, no one ever imagined anything larger than a human being, a
“user,” might ever intrude]...”

If this Application were an airplane, it would have crashed long ago. I urge the
Commission to deny this application for a site certificate until each comment
submitted at these public meetings and sent to the Commission by July 23 has been
thoroughly analyzed and Idaho Power has provided credible evidence to support
each of its conclusions of “no significant impact.”
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.38.19.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter signed by me and 54 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and we
request that EFSC deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850






The La Grande Director of Public Works, Kyle Carpenter, provided
information regarding the widths for the streets in question. The two
streets range from 33 feet to 37 feet in width with no sidewalks. |
personally measured the area where the unpaved stem of Hawthorne
leaves the “loop” to go up the hill. At the junction it measures 32 feet curb
cut to curb cut and narrows t018-21 feet in width as it goes around the
corner up the hill. 6 The Public Works Director also provided pictures of
the mapping system showing the existing utilities located in the “loop”.
7-8. It should also be noted that from the entrance to the” loop” at Sunset
Drive to the entrance of the site the road has a 16% grade.

Attachment U2 @ from the application shows an “Aerial Lift Crane to be
Used During Construction” and the Transportation and Traffic Plan on
page 19 10 lists a number of other vehicles anticipated to be used. Article
6.6 — Public Street Standards for the City of La Grande Section 6.6.002
states that “Collector Streets are designed to withstand normal trucks of
an HS20 loading. Larger trucks are to utilize Arterial Streets where at all
possible.” 11 The majority of vehicles listed on page 19 exceed that limit
and would be using a Local Street in addition to Arterial and Collector
Streets. According to the Public Works Director the two streets in the
“loop” were designed as Local Streets for residential use, able to accept
the pressures of HS20 for the purpose of an occasional need such as a
weekly garbage truck or an emergency vehicle but for no more that 5% of
the time. The paving construction of these over 50 year old streets in the
“loop” was not designed for repetitive use by vehicles heavier than a
normal car. These streets in the “loop” have not been repaved, only
patched when necessary, since they were first constructed.

The application does not address the “loop” specifically, but 3.1.2 (pg. 19)
10 and Table 6 (pg.17) 12 of the Transportation and Traffic Plan indicate
there would be numerous vehicles using this route. Not knowing exactly
just which vehicles would be on the “loop” daily but making a conservative
estimate of 50 round trips (100 single) it would be a constant parade with
one truck every 7.2 minutes. This is unacceptable for numerous reasons
including constant excessive noise.

Not only would weight of the vehicles be a problem but the narrowness of
the “loop” streets and the ninety degree blind curves that would have to
be executed would be either impossible or extremely dangerous
considering the turning radius for many of these large vehicles. The













Public Services == GECTE GIENG
OAR 345-022-0110

This standard ensures that the proposed facility will not affect the ability of service providers in local communities to provide
public services, such as fire protection or education. The applicant must assess the proposed facility’s need for water and for
disposal of wastewater, storm water and solid waste. The applicant must also evaluate the expected population increases in
local communities resulting from construction and operation of the facility; and must address all permanent and temporary
impacts of the facility on housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools. The Council must deter-
mine whether the applicant has identified potential adverse impacts to service providers and proposed adequate mitigation to
ensure that there will be no significant adverse effect on the ability of a service provider to provide services. In considering the
impacts, the Council solicits comments from affected local governments, fire or police departments, school districts and health
care agencies.

Waste Minimization

OAR 345-022-0120

This standard requires the Council to evaluate the applicant’s proposal to minimize solid waste and wastewater generated
by construction and operation of the proposed facility. The standard requires recycling of wastes, if feasible, or proper waste
disposal if recycling is not feasible.

The applicant must evaluate the types of waste products that would be produced during construction and operation of the
proposed facility and estimate the amounts or volume of waste products. The applicant must propose appropriate methods
to handle the waste through collection, storage and disposal. Compliance with the standard assures that the applicant will
reduce the amount of waste generated and dispose of waste in a responsible manner.

Need for a Facility

OAR 345-023-0005

This standard requires the applicant for non-generating energy facilities (such as electric transmission lines) to demonstrate
the need for the proposed facility. The Council’s rules allow an applicant to demonstrate need for a non-generating facility
through one of several methods, including the “Least-Cost Plan Rule” (OAR 345-023-0020) or the “System Reliability Rule for
Electric Transmission Lines” (OAR 345-023-0030). Under the Least-Cost Plan Rule, the applicant meets this standard if the
proposed transmission line was included in an Integrated Resource Plan that has been acknowledged by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission (OPUC). More information about the OPUC and the Integrated Resource Plan acknowledgement process
can be found at www.puc.state.or.us.

Specific Standards for Wind Facilities

OAR 345-024-0010 and 345-024-0015

This standard requires the Council to evaluate applications for wind energy facilities to ensure that applicants can design, con-
struct and operate the facility so that that the public is not endangered by moving turbine blades or electrical equipment, and
that the applicant can design, construct and operate wind turbines to prevent structural failure that could endanger public safety.
Siting standards for wind facilities also require the applicant to reduce cumulative adverse environmental effects in the vicinity by
using existing roads, if possible, placing collection lines underground, designing the facility to avoid impacts to vulnerable wildlife
in the area (especially birds and bats), and designing the facility to minimize adverse visual features, including using the minimum
amount of lighting necessary to meet the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration for protecting aircraft.

Specific Standards for Transmission Lines

OAR 345-024-0090

This standard requires that the Council evaluate transmission lines under Council jurisdiction to ensure they are designed, con-
structed and operated to limit the strength of electromagnetic fields in areas where those lines are accessible to the public.
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Transportation and Traffic Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

The following is a summary of anticipated equipment to be used for each transmission-line
construction activity.

e Survey work: pickup trucks or ATVs.
e Timber removal: pickup trucks, feller bunchers, dump trucks, wood chippers.
e Road construction: pickup trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, and water trucks.

¢ Hole digging, installation of directly embedded structures, or foundation installation:
pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, digger derrick trucks, hole diggers, bulldozers, concrete
trucks, water trucks, cranes, hydro cranes, wagon rock drills, dump trucks, and front-end
loaders.

e Hauling lattice steel members, tubular poles, braces, and hardware to the structure sites:
steel haul trucks, carry alls, cranes, and forklifts.

s Assembly and erection of structures: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, carry alls, cranes, and a
heavy lift helicopter.

e Wire installation: pickups, wire reel trailers, diesel tractors, cranes, 5-ton boom trucks,
splicing trucks, three drum pullers, single drum pullers, tensioner, sagging dozers, carry-
alls, static wire reel trailers, bucket trucks, and a light duty helicopter.

* Final cleanup, reclamation, and restoration: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, bulldozers,
motor graders, dump trucks, front-end loaders, hydro-seed truck, and water trucks.

The highest level of traffic will be when the wire stringing operations begin while several other
operations are occurring at the same time, which will likely include ROW clearing, installing
foundations, hauling steel, and assembling and erecting structures. For the station work, the highest
level of traffic will be during site grading and foundation installation. For the communication station
sites, the highest level of traffic will be during grading and site preparation.

Detailed estimates of trips generated by transporting Project construction equipment will be provided
by the construction contractor prior to construction.

3.1.3 Traffic Related to Timber Removal

in forested areas, the Project will require removal of timber from the Project ROW and for
construction and improvement of access roads. Specific timber harvest plans have not been
finalized. Logs from timber clearing may be transported to nearby sawmills. Decisions regarding
transportation routes for harvested timber will be made following completion of a timber harvest
plan, and the number of log truck tips will be estimated when the timber harvest plan has been
finalized. Logging slash will remain onsite if possible. For additional discussion regarding
removal of timber in forested areas, see Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, ROW Clearing Assessment.

3.1.4 Impacts to V/C Ratios

Based on the estimated trip generation numbers in Tables 4 and 6, a maximum of
approximately 1,294 daily one-way vehicle trips are expected within any one construction
spread. To facilitate traffic and other analyses, the two construction spreads are divided into
smaller sections based on similar construction windows and seasonal weather restrictions. Not
all construction sections will have the same number of concurrent construction activities,
depending on how the construction contractor sequences and executes the Project. Some
sections will have fewer daily vehicle trips. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the spreads
are divided into five sections with multi-use areas that could have additive traffic impacts. The
sections are assumed to have approximately equal levels of activity. The 1,294 daily one-way
trips per spread divided over five sections of more concentrated traffic results in 259 daily one-

Idaho Power September 2018 Page 19



















Exh bk

ORDINANCE NUMBER 3077
SERIES 2009
Page (8)

a. City Regulation of Special Movement of Oversized Load

The applicant shall submit an application to the City Manager or designee, showing the
terminal points of the purported movement; the proposed route; the nature of the
movement requested, including the weight and dimensions of the vehicle, load,
machine, building, or structure to be moved; the time, date and duration of the proposed
movement.

b. Special Movement Permit

A permit shall be required to move any vehicle, structure, or load on, or to access a street
when, after preparation for movement, the vehicle, structure or load exceeds fourteen feet (14')
in height, requires the use of guy wires, or could result in the blockage of a street. An approved
application may serve as a permit, and a copy of the approved application shall be provided to
the applicant.

Section 17. TRUCK ROUTES

a. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation to use, drive or operate any
vehicle or combination of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000, pounds or more upon
any street of the City of La Grande, Oregon, except upon posted truck routes.

b. Any vehicle with a gross weight over 26,000, pounds specifically picking up deliveries or
making deliveries to any business or residence located on a street that is not a fruck
route will be exempted if the vehicle is driven from the truck route to the destination in
the shortest, most direct, and safest route.

c. The use of Jacob brakes shall not be allowed within the city limits of La Grande,
Oregon.

d. Truck routes will be posted as follows:

1. Walnut street north from the city limits to C Avenue:
C Avenue east from Walinut Street to Gekeler Avenue;
Gekeler Avenue east to the city limits;
12th street south from Gekeler Avenue to the city limits;
2nd Street south from the city limits to Adams Avenue;
Monroe Avenue east from Spruce Street to Highway 82;
Jackson Avenue east from Spruce Street, and
. Spruce Street south from the city limits to Monroe.
Section 18. IMPOUNDMENT AND DETENTION OF VEHICLES

a. Whenever a vehicle is placed in a manner or location that constitutes an obstruction to
traffic or a hazard to public safety, a police officer or enforcement officer shall order the
owner or operator of the vehicle to remove said vehicle. If the vehicle is unattended, the
officer or enforcement officer may cause the vehicle to be towed and stored at the
owner's expense. The owner shall be liable for the costs of towing and storing,
notwithstanding that the vehicle was parked by another or that the vehicle was initially
parked in a safe manner but subsequently became an obstruction or hazard.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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I have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:28 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.14.06.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter sign by me and 46 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and
requesting that EFSC Deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by US Postal Service.
Virginia L. Mammen

405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850















































































































ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: lois barry <loisbarry31@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 9:15 AM
To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Subject: Noise at Morgan Lake Park

August 22,2019

Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. N.E

Salem, OR 97301

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I live on the Morgan Lake Road. Morgan Lake Park is about two miles from my home. At least once a week
for the past 40 years, almost daily in the summer, I have walked the east side trail at Morgan Lake. I know the
park well, and I especially cherish the absolute silence of this secluded natural area. During the past 40 years,
the tranquility of the park has not changed.

I have studied DPO Attachment X-4, pp. 3/5 & 4/5. From my understanding of this attachment, every location
in Union County which would be crossed by the B2H Morgan Lake Alternate Route was monitored with the
same noise sensitive receptor (NSR) at milepost 11. This single NSR would provide exactly -- and
unrealistically -- the same reading for the Husky Truck Stop, where heavy freight trucks from adjacent -84 stop
for gas and park for the night with diesel engines rumbling, and Morgan Lake Park, several miles to the west at
the top of a relatively isolated two lane county road.

At Morgan Lake Park, the camp host closes the gate each night at 10:00 to ensure quiet. Visitors often
comment on the tranquility of the park where a 5 mph speed limit is enforced to limit noise, generators and
shooting are not allowed, and no motorized craft are permitted on the lake. Even when the campground is full,
it’s possible to picnic, fish, hike or camp while enjoying the absolute silence of the surroundings. The Morgan
Lake Park Recreational and Development Plan even cautions against loud voices that might disturb park
visitors: https://drive.google.com/open?id=1eDDbGD]INZTS8jiEvY-16MRUsLgtq28cl

2. Breaching the public Peace. No person in Morgan Lake Park shall engage in abusive, insulting ...
language or engage in any disorderly conduct or behavior tending to breach the public peace. Park visitors
shall conduct themselves in a quiet and peaceful manner consistent with the natural atmosphere in which the
park is set. (25/33)

I am profoundly concerned that the applicant has failed to include noise monitoring at Morgan Lake Park
campground, a noise sensitive property within 2 mile of the development as required by OAR-340-035-
0015(38). Noise Sensitive Property is “property normally used for sleeping, or normally used as schools,
churches, hospitals, or public libraries.” This is a significant failure in the application.

Morgan Lake Park, an overnight campground, is unquestionably a place where people expect to sleep, and
furthermore, to sleep undisturbed. Eight towers supporting buzzing, popping, snapping transmission lines will




border the campground; the closest being .32 and .38 miles; the furthest one mile. I see no opportunity for
adequate mitigation in this case.

Division 22

GENERAL STANDARDS FOR SITING FACILITIES

Energy Facility Siting Council - Chapter 345

345-022-0100

Recreation

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the design,
construction and operation of a facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in a significant
adverse impact to important recreational opportunities in the analysis area as described in the project order.
The Council shall consider the following factors in judging the importance of a recreational opportunity:

(a) Any special designation or management of the location:
See the Morgan Lake Recreational Use and Development Plan (above), and ASC p. 145 (T-4-
46): Baseline condition: “... 4 goal of minimal development of Morgan
Lake Park should be maintained to preserve the maximum natural setting and to encourage solitude, isolation,
and limited visbility of users.

(b) The degree of demand:

From the City of La Grande’s current web site: Morgan Lake: Atop a mountain just a few minutes’
driving time from the heart of the city, Morgan Lake offers a quiet, motor-free respite from daily cares, with
camping, fishing and hiking opportunities. ... Morgan Lake is located just a few miles outside of La Grande and
provides the citizens of Union County an inexpensive, easily accessible area for a broad range of outdoor
recreational activities, including fishing, camping and nature hikes.

City records show that in summer, an average of 200 vehicles use the Morgan Lake Road
daily. Camping has become so popular that new campsites were added in 2017 (now total of 12) and the
overnight limit decreased from 7 nights to 3 nights. Campers are often turned away.

Popular annual XTerra competitions and fishing derbies, as well as “music on the lake” are welcome
activities at the lake.

(c) Outstanding or unusual qualities:

c) A free 204 acre park with two natural lakes, located in a natural setting at the top of the hills within a
10-15 minute drive of 13,000 city residents is definitely unusual. Special fishing and camping facilities are
provided for handicapped visitors. Because it is often 10 degrees cooler than the town below, it is a welcome
respite from summer heat.

(d) Availability or rareness:

See (c) above, and Morgan Lake Park is an important opportunity primarily because of its unique
designation status as a city park, rareness, and special qualities per OAR 345-021-0010(1)(t)(A) Attachment
T-3, Table T-3-1 (p. T-13). The exceptional natural features of the lake are addressed in another comment.

(e) Irreplaceability or irretrievability of the opportunity.

Applicant rates Morgan Lake Park as “somewhat irreplaceable,” a curious designation. “Irreplaceable”
is an absolute: synonyms are “unique, unrepeatable, incomparable, unparalleled, priceless,
invaluable.” Irreplaceability, like pregnancy, is either/or, not “somewhat.” There is no question that Morgan
Lake Park is irreplaceable.

All of the information listed above clearly indicates that Morgan Lake Park is an “important recreational
opportunity.” Nevertheless, applicant concludes that “impact on recreation” of permanent noise pollution



caused by multiple towers supporting buzzing, popping, snapping transmission lines, some within .3 miles of
Morgan Lake Park’s overnight camping area, will be “less than significant.”

Commission should not allow applicant to leap to spurious self-serving conclusions when the preponderance of
evidence indicates the contrary.

When organized opposition in the city of La Grande made applicant’s proposed Mill Creek Route seem
untenable, applicant offered the city of La Grande $100,000 mitigation if they would support the Morgan Lake
Alternate Route. At a La Grande City Council meeting, the Park Department Director, Stu Spence, was asked
what he could use that money for. He could only suggest “perhaps an additional restroom or more porta
potties.” Clearly this is a park that does not need mitigation for development, quite the contrary. It should be
protected from intrusions. Development, as the Morgan Lake Recreational Use and Development Plan
indicates, should be minimal.

Division 22
GENERAL STANDARDS FOR SITING FACILITIES
Energy Facility Siting Council - Chapter 345

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the
design, construction and operation of a facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in a
significant adverse impact to important recreational opportunities in the analysis area as described in the
project order.(R-1)

Mitigation for an industrial intrusion into the silence of a natural park setting is not possible. To preserve
this rare and beautiful natural recreational opportunity, it is essential that EFSC deny site approval of the
Morgan Lake Alternate Route. This alternate route was not carefully analyzed, as [ have demonstrated in
another comment (this date). Unsupported conclusions were presented without complete and credible data.

Documentation of the Morgan Lake Alternate Route is a cursory effort, hastily proposed as a back up in case
the Mill Creek Route -- which poses many additional serious problems as well, including geologic and fire
hazards; unacceptable impacts on local residences, the Oregon Trail, and natural resources among many others -
- was not approved.

The Commission should not be constrained by the false choice of applicant’s two chosen routes. EFSC denial
of these negligibly evaluated and inadequately documented routes will not prevent applicant from meeting the
“needs” of their proposed project. In the unlikely event that construction of the B2H is ever approved, the BLM
Environmentally Preferred Route would avoid virtually all of the impacts and necessary mitigations of the Mill
Creek and Morgan Lake routes.

[ urge the Commission to deny both of applicant’s routes until, at a minimum, a Supplementary Environmental
Impact Study (SEIS) of applicant’s proposed and alternate routes has been completed.

Lois Barry
loisbarry31@gmail.com
PO Box 566

La Grande, OR 97850







ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: lois barry <loisbarry31@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:43 PM
To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Subject: Comment on B2H Application

August 22,2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street N.E.

Salem, OR. 97301

Via E-MAIL: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

I and many others have commented on Idaho Power's application for the Boardman to Hemingway transmission
line, identifying many of the consequential aspects of the ASC and DPO, realizing that additional time and
resources would have allowed us to further investigate more topics of concern.

It’s evident that much of this “public comment” opportunity is window dressing appearing to fulfill the letter of
the law, but certainly not the spirit of active public participation. Applicant’s initial efforts to overwhelm rural
county planning offices with a deadline of 30 days to respond to 240 Ibs. of documentation (lacking both
indices and pagination) should say it all.

With limited time and resources local citizens, concerned with protecting our environment, heritage and
lifestyle from massive disruption by an Idaho Corporation, have done our best to inform and involve our
neighbors while reading, researching and writing responses to the ASC and DPO. EFSC’s requirement to cite
relevant rules, standards and regulations as essential to validating Comments is daunting to the average citizen
and discourages public response. Surely EFSC staff has adequate experience to determine whether a citizen’s
comments are valid?

One major concern is that the DPO, a summary of the ASC, accepts applicant’s conclusions without essential
analysis. As it is:

1) the DPO identifies an area that might be impacted by the proposed route,

2) provides a flurry of citations referring to the process of analysis and the  possible degree of
impact,

3)

4) usually followed by applicant’s conclusion of “no significant impact” or

1



5) proposed mitigation which would result in a conclusion of “no significant impact.”

This process is missing 3) in which applicant should be required to provide credible statistical or visual
documentation to support each and every conclusion. “Just because it’s written down, doesn’t mean it’s

true.” Without the missing component of step 3 the entire application process is a sham. Step 3 is the essential
point at which applicant must prove the validity of their conclusions.

Conclusions based on inadequate monitoring, invalid assumptions, omissions and misrepresentations are not
acceptable. This practice is so frequent that it seems applicant has reason to believe only a perfunctory effort is
necessary because EFSC route approval is assured. The Council must make Idaho Power prove their assertions
and support their conclusions. As a part of evaluating route applications, ODOE has a responsibility to the
citizens of Oregon to “protect their environment and public safety.” That does not involve automatic
acquiescence to every project before it.

In the ASC and DPO we have identified among many other problems:
visual impact analysis without photo-simulations
noise monitoring without appropriately located sensors
archeological analysis without on-the-ground surveys
geological analysis omitting known slide and fault areas
meaningless maps without landmarks or streets labeled
inadequate notice to individuals whose properties will be affected
excessive reliance on small public service agencies to fight fire
exaggerated expense & worst-case scenarios used to avoid mitigation
failure to evaluate impacts on protected areas
excessive reliance on mitigating problems after approval is granted.

As a part of this process, the basic question “Who benefits?”” must be answered. This B2H transmission
line that will cross five counties will have no off-ramps. No additional power source will be supplied. Will the
B2H benefit the communities it will cross? Not at all.

Numerous Oregon regulations cited in the ASC contain this phrase: ‘o issue a site certificate, the Council must
find that the design, construction and operation of a facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to
result in a significant adverse impact. The “significant adverse impacts” of the B2H as we all have outlined
them would be massive, destructive, and potentially dangerous.

Considering that the literal “need” for the B2H -- proposed more than 10 years ago to avoid an assumed power
shortage to Idaho -- has evaporated year by year to the point of invisibility, this application should not even be
under consideration.

Idaho Power’s ostensible “need” is being sustained by the corporation’s enduring greed. It’s understandable
that a guaranteed profit of $80 million is worth the paperwork to them, but it defies understanding that ODOE
would even consider approving a transmission line requiring a 300 mile clearcut across five Oregon counties
with all the attendant negative impacts on order to profit an Idaho Corporation.

I urge the Commission to deny this application for a site certificate until each comment submitted and sent to
the Commission by August 22 has been thoroughly analyzed, and Idaho Power has provided credible evidence
to support each of its conclusions. They say “No significant impact.” [ say “Prove it!”

Lois Barry
PO Box 566



La Grande, OR 97850



orecon Oregon Department of Energy and

= ENERGY  the Energy Facility Siting Council

Public Hearing on the Draft Proposed Order
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
June 18-20 and june 26-27, 2019, 4:30-8 p.m.

7—> Public Written or Oral Testimony Registration
Name (mandatory) _l e 6 Q f r V

Mailing Address (mandatory) ?Cj B\L \S—Z(
La érama(e/ OEEC@/y

Phone Number {optionai) { J Email Address (optionai}

Today’s pate:&._FO ~/7

Do you wish to make oral public testimony at this Hearing: Yes No
Written comments can also be submitted today.
All written comments must be received by the deadline, July 23, 2019, 5 p.m. PDT to:

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503 378 6457

Email: B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note: by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy at a
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
(Please print legibly  Use the back for edditional space if needed. Additional written omments may be attached to this card.)



Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 82 Page 84
1 reasons stated for this project in the first place, 1 heard.
2 which isenervation of variable power sources, such as 2 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: And they need the
3 wind and solar into the grid and it will increase the 3 opportunity to do so.
4 capacity that the transmission lines would have to 4 MR. PETER BARRY : I'm just using some of my 7
5 provide. You can read that, and I'll skip over to what 5 minutes. I'll burn a minute or two for that one.
6 isgoing on with particular storage in the past 6 But I'm passionate about this. Y ou have seen
7 10vyears. 7 thisbeautiful valley. Hanley used to live here.
8 | would like to start with 2008 or '09 when 8 Unfortunately, he was a community planner, he didn't
9 Nissan Leaf came out with al-electric cars that weighed 9 protect the viewshed. But we're NIMBY s, right? Oh, we
10 2,000 pounds and went 100 miles. And then Teslacomes |10 don't want you going up our road, we don't want you
11 along with a4200-pound car that runs like a rocket and 11 going on our land.
12 did 300 miles. Then Tedafurther, in the aftermath of 12 But 300 miles, 300 miles of Oregon and you
13 Mariain Puerto Rico, they supplied the hospital down 13 guys have a chance to derail this stupididea. Y ou can
14 there with power until the juice got turned back on to 14 slow it down, derail it, you know you can. Y ou have all
15 them. 15 of these different ways. You can allow contested case
16 Kodiak Island is an independent grid that was 16 hearings. You can look at al of the stuff Stop B2H is
17 run by diesel and now is being powered by renewables. 17 going to submit. You can look at every one and go, Huh,
18 The John Day Dam on the Washington side had aproject |18 that's a pretty good point. Can Idaho Power really
19 permitted for awind farm, and that wind farm would take |19 prove that verifiably? Can they really proveit?
20 water from below the John Day Dam and back up aboveit, |20 Ten years ago, more than 10 years ago they said, We want
21 therefore, making the John Day Dam a more efficient 21 tobuild thisline. A for-profit corporation.
22 battery. Andthenin Turkey, General Electric developed |22 | used to think utilities were like a public
23 anintegrated project of solar, wind, and a gas turbine 23 service agency. They brought you water and electricity.
24 to produce electricity. 24 Weall love eectricity. It turns out Idaho Power isa
25 It seems like this technology has moved rather 25 terrible juggernaut. They wanted to plug up Hells
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1 rapidly. | think we are in the crossroads of whether we 1 Canyon, the last free-flowing stretch of the Snake
2 need increased transmission or see if storage technology 2 River, the last stretch. They lobbied hard. They spent
3 isgoing to make that obsolete. Thereisgoingto bea 3 millions of their ratepayers dollars trying to plug up
4 few more cards dedlt in this. I've always thought at 4 thelast wide beautiful stretch of the Snake River.
5 this point in time this project just needsto be kicked 5 Took it al the way to the Supreme Court of our land,
6 down the road and see what happens. 6 and fortunately, they had the wisdom to slam them back.
7 That'sit. 7 They wanted to build a coal-fired plant right
8 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you. 8 by Boisethat has horrific air quality. Fortunately,
9 Following Mr. Barry, we will hear from Steven 9 that was lammed down, too.
10 Clements. 10 Thisisyour chance to stop this stupid idea.
11 MR. PETER BARRY: Yeah, I'vegot my 7 minutes |11 We are talking about should it be built here or there.
12 here. I'dreally appreciateit if you guyswould all 12 Oh, welove our view, we love our backyard. We loveit
13 listen to me. Hanley, al you guys, | wish you would 13 here. Maybe you don't, maybe you want to live
14 dl listento me. Maybeyou are all listening intently 14 somewhere, that's fine, but we love this place. And 300
15 but you are not making eye contact with these good 15 miles, and it's not federal land; it's public land, we
16 people who have come far and worked hard all day long, |16 ownit. Weall own the federal land; right? It's ours,
17 and they deserve to be heard. And maybe some of their 17 it'syours.
18 comments are not germane and they are not perfectly 18 And you guys have a chance, you have alittle
19 denoted by page and appendix and which tower that Idaho |19 dlice of voice; we don't. We get our 7 minutes, that's
20 Power dreamt up, but none of uswant thisline. 20 it. We can try to comprehend 20,000 pages of gibberish
21 Who wants thisline? Anybody? 21 whiletrying to raise afamily and hold down two jobs or
22 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS: Not me. 22 raisefour kids. That's what we can do. We cantry to
23 MR. PETER BARRY': Stand up and -- 23 discern this crap.
24 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Barry. 24 It'sdifficult. Haveyou guys, have any of
25 MR. PETER BARRY : These people need to be 25 you read all 20,000 pages? Any of you? No one can do
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 86 Page 88
1 it. Your staff can't read all 20,000 pages. They each 1 says, You know what, we have an aternative, we have an
2 have a section, they try to understand it, and then you 2 alternative solution.
3 ask Idaho Power, What the hell does this mean? Andthey | 3 Thisis 2018, and in another 5 yearswe
4 go, Thisiswhat it means. No, really, we've got your 4 have -- we already have solar, wind; right? We have all
5 back. We will fill you in on that. 5 thisstuff. We have storage. Every day it gets better,
6 Have you heard of regulatory capture? That's 6 it'samazing.
7 wheretheir staff isinteracting with your staff, day 7 So if someone says, Y ou don't need an
8 and night, day and night, going out to lunch together, 8 operation, we can fix you with new technology, every one
9 and they become friends and colleagues. 9 of uswould grab that opportunity; right? Wouldn't we?
10 And no disrespect to you or your staff, | 10 Or would we build this dinosaur because |daho Power
11 appreciate that you're doing thisvoluntarily. Youcome |11 wantsto make 70 million bucks with PacifiCorp, owned by
12 all the way out here, and you went to Morgan Lake. 12 Warren Buffet, abillionaire, he'sabillionaire, and
13 That'sgreat you did that. We appreciate that. But we 13 ldaho Power is afor-profit corporation; right? 1'm not
14 want to stop this damn thing. There's no need for it, 14 making this stuff up. Thisistrue. They want to make
15 and we can prove. Thereisno need for it. It would 15 abunch of money. Warren Buffet probably said he'd buy
16 cause-- aseverybody hastestified, it would cause 16 ldaho Power if they shoved thisline through or
17 horrendous damage through our public land for our 17 whatever.
18 great-grandkids, not just us, but our grandkids and 18 We don't want it. No onein Oregon called you
19 their kids. It would just be this ugly nightmare out 19 guysand said, Would you please build a big power line
20 there. 20 across Oregon. Nobody said that; right?
21 And it's not just becauseit'sugly, | don't 21 Same with Cove Power, no one is saying, Please
22 want to seeit. But we don't need it. We don't need a 22 build a pipeline across Oregon, across 200 creeks. No
23 300-milelong clear-cut. We don't need it. 23 oneisdoing that except these profiteers. | don't like
24 If any one of you or me went to a doctor and 24 that, not personally, but | don't like corporations
25 said, I've got aback pain. And they said, Oh, we have 25 shoving their power line through our valley and across
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1 got asolution, we will just put aslice down your spine 1 my state. | lovemy state. | love Oregon. That's why
2 and we canfix it. Andyou'relike, Boy, that sounds 2 | live here. I'm sure you guys love Oregon, too.
3 pretty bad. They go, Oh, we have another option. We 3 So what I'm asking you, please, al of you,
4 can sice down the other side of your spine. 4 please, when you hear an argument from Stop B2H, from
5 Oh, that's our preferred grid and Mill Creek. 5 any of these good citizens or anyone el se, please have
6 That'swhat we got. Thanksalot. Slice away. 6 your staff analyze that material very, very carefully
7 Then you go, I'm going to hire experts. And 7 and then call us back if thereis any questions. Don't
8 for 2 yearsthose experts study and study and study and 8 just say, Idaho Power, oh, they've responded. Okay,
9 they spend $20 million, the BLM I'm talking about. They | 9 that'sthe answer.
10 spent 20 million bucksto do this research on where is 10 | saw that with the PUC. They just asked
11 the preferred route, not that it should be built or not. 11 ldaho Power, How isthat? And they answered. They
12 Just if you're going to build the damn thing, where 12 didn't ask anybody else, What's your opinion? What's
13 should you put it. 13 your view? What'sthetruth? Idaho Power lies, gives
14 All those scientists, al those analysts, all 14 half truths, misinformation. It'sinappropriate.
15 those experts spending al that money and time, they 15 Canyou tell I'm angry? All these people are
16 said, Build it way over there. Well, Idaho Power gets 16 angry, too, and a bunch more. We represent atiny group
17 tosay, Wedon't care what you said. They paid for it, 17 of people, atiny group of people. So I'm asking you,
18 they had to pay for it. Well, they didn't pay for it, 18 please help us slow thisthing down, help us stop it.
19 theratepayers paid for it; right? The ratepayers had 19 I know you can't consider another intelligent
20 to pay alot of money for that study. They ignored it. 20 route, if there was going to be aline, it should be
21 So that's like us going, we pay for al these 21 somewhere else. | know you can't consider that, but we
22 doctorsto study and the doctors say, Oh, we've got a 22 needto kill thisthing. It'sastupid, terrible idea.
23 much easier treatment for you. You'renot goingtotake |23 You know it, | know it. The only people who want it is
24 that treatment, are you? Y ou don't want to get cut 24 |ldaho Power and PacifiCorp, and BPA pulled out; right?
25 open, you don't want that treatment. And then someone |25 They are not telling anybody; right? Didn't they,
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Page 90 Page 92
1 didn't BPA pull out? It's not in their budget; right? 1 process.
2 Thethird partner pulled out. Why did they? 2 The La Grande City Council has been clear in
3 They aready cancelled the big power line, or asmall 3 itsopposition to the project beginning with its first
4 power line they were planning from Portland north into 4 correspondence with ODOE in August of 2017 and again
5 Washington; right? They cancelled that one. Now they 5 this past April in a proclamation that it made opposing
6 pulled out, at least according to their budget, B2H 6 theline. The City has also been consistent with its
7 isn't in their budget anymore. 7 request that EFSC include mitigation to address the
8 Anyway, we're not getting good information 8 City's concernsif the project is approved.
9 from Idaho Power. Y ou're not getting good information 9 We very much appreciate the inclusion of our
10 from Idaho Power. Don't rubber stamp thisthing. Don't |10 staff's recommended conditions related to transportation
11 check it off the box. Went to La Grande, went to 11 and the impactsto Morgan Lake in the draft proposed
12 Pendleton; rubber stamp, build the line. Don't do it, 12 order. We are hopeful that the transportation and
13 please. Don't doit. Thisisyour chance. You have 13 conditions resolve the concerns raised by the City and
14 the power to help Oregon. 14 Union County throughout the process.
15 Thank you for listening. 15 Of the two routes identified in the
16 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you. 16 application, the applicant has selected Mill Creek, the
17 MR. STEVEN CLEMENTS: It'skind of hard to 17 most impactful to La Grande. It will be visible up here
18 come up here after that. Thank you, Pete. 18 on our end of the valley as the proposed route.
19 My nameis Steve Clements. |I'm the mayor of 19 And the Morgan Lake, which also impacts City
20 LaGrande. My addressis 1000 Adams Avenue. 20 property because that entire Morgan Lake Park belongs to
21 Before | start to speak, | want to thank all 21 the City of LaGrande. We have spent alot of money up
22 the people that came up here and spoke this evening. 22 therekeeping it and improving it as arecreational
23 I'm particularly impressed by the background that they 23 opportunity for peoplein this county. That isthe
24 have, the work that they have done. They areto be 24 dternative route.
25 commended for al the time that they've put in. It's 25 And | cannot say this more emphaticaly: We
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1 amazing. What | know about this project comesto about | 1 oppose, the City of La Grande opposes both of those
2 this much relative to what they know (indicating). 2 routes. And whilel realize that the BLM-preferred
3 Anyway, thank you for the opportunity to 3 routeisoutside of your consideration, and | appreciate
4 present this evening. The La Grande City Council, which | 4 what you gave us as guidelines before, the City Council
5 represents more than 13,000 people who will be 5 isvery concerned about the decision by the applicant
6 negatively affected by thistransmission line, has 6 not to submit the route which has lower social and
7 provided comments through staff, through our city staff 7 environmental impacts than the two identified routes. |
8 at each of the stepsin the process; so you have some of 8 cannot understand why that route was not put in there,
9 our input already. 9 personaly.
10 | will reiterate some of that and add to it. 10 For the proposed route, we ask that a
11 In 2019 and '17, the La Grande City Council, in 11 condition be included to require H-frames. We are
12 partnership with the Union County Commissioners, 12 talking about mitigation. Now, these are requests that
13 conducted two public meetingsin thisvery roomto hear |13 we put forward. Thisis going to be somewhat different
14 from residents regarding the project in conjunction with |14 than what you and | agreed to.
15 the amended preliminary applications. Public sentiment |15 But for the proposed route we ask that a
16 expressed at those meetings overwhelmingly opposed the |16 condition be included, so that's the one up here, to
17 transmission line. You are hearing some of that this 17 reguire H-frames with atower height no greater than 130
18 evening. 18 feet, with weathered steel between milepost 106/2 and
19 The bases for that opposition included, but 19 milepost 108/5. Idaho Power hasindicated that they
20 was not limited to, reduced property values to homes 20 agreeto thislevel of mitigation.
21 aong the proposed route; viewshed impacts throughout 21 For the Morgan Lake aternative, the draft
22 the area; environmental impacts both during construction |22 proposed order includes requirements for these same
23 and when the transmission line is operational ; impacts 23 H-frames between miles 5-7 of Morgan Lakeas a
24 to recreational facilities such as Morgan Lake; and a 24 recommended condition. The City of La Grande would like
25 lack of public notice and involvement throughout the 25 to expressthat as an alternative, the City would accept
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:56 PM

To: peter barry; B2H DPOComments * ODOE; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE;
EFSCcomment@stopb2h.org

Subject: B2H application siting Comment --Do NOT approve siting for B2H --- submit comments
for record

From Peter Barry,

To EFSC Staff and Council,

Staff, PLEASE do not recommend to the Council to allow siting in any fashion for the B2h
application. This is on you, as they listen to you, and clearly do not have intimate knowledge of this
application as do you, and it many issues, inadequacies, deceptions and Lack of Need.

Do not make ANY siting approval for the B2H because :

((Citations and examples of all of these issues are clearly delineated in the submissions by STOPB2H
etal.))

1)ldaho Power and partners have fallaciously morphed the reason for 'need." The for-profit Idaho
Power and other two partner applicants, realized they could not 'justify’ in any way the 'old need' so
they invented a new one. It is based on virtually incomprehensible computer modeling that has been
manipulated by them to produce the numbers they seek. The 'new' need is also not justifiable. At
the very least, a neutral third party analysis of the computer modeling and all inputs and algorithms
should be mandated before any further consideration of this application is made. DENYING THIS
APPLICATION WILL HAVE NO SIGNIFCANT IMPACT.

2)The applicants proposal is rife with omissions, mistakes, misinterpretations, erroneous modeling,
assertions and projections, and our right fabrications. These are well documented (citations) by
others in other submissions.

3) After years of intensive investigation, with millions of dollars spent, the BLM experts, analysts

and scientists in many fields, made a clear recommendation of a 'Preferred Route' which had the
least impact on all resources. (note that the BLM was NOT tasked with determining 'need.') Idaho
Power had said many times they would wait for the Final EIS before announcing their route. But less
than 2 months (I believe it was less than two weeks) before the BLM made their announcement,
Idaho Power conjured up an all new route right by LaGrande Oregon that had not gone through
analysis, and declared it their choice.

When asked by the Council why they had not waited for the BLM Preferred Route IP representative
claimed it was because of time constraints. Completely unbelievable. IP is suggesting they did not
know what The BLM was doing (which route was being considered as the BLM priority route=
Preferred route) even though they were involved and in communication throughout the process.
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The Preferred Route would ameliorate a majority of impacts in the Union County segment near La
Grande, and the Morgan Lake area almost entirely.

The Mill Canyon and Morgan Lake routes have not been properly studied nor has the public or
Council had the data nor time to seriously these last minute additions. Further, they are not 'similar
to' the others proposed alternatives, nor close enough to warrant the Applicant the ability to use other
data and studies and apply to these terrible alternatives that have severe risks and huge impacts on
the community and environment and are much less safe. Since these routes have been chosen by IP
as their two routes of choice, they must be required to start the application process anew and
propose these routes at the beginning of this new process.

Any siting of the BLM should have the Applicant chose the BLM preferred route as their proposal and
not the 'least preferred' routes. It is clear that the way in which the process has been interpreted by
the Council, it hs become definitively biased against the interests of the Public, landowners, the
environment and communities. EFSC should wield the common sense and regulatory power that
they do have. Do not tell the Citizens it is 'not in the regulations." EFSC has any number of potential
and real ways to protect the people and the State. Or, are you telling the Citizens you are impotent in
the face of any corporate interests? Regulatory Capture is causal in this lack of State agency action.

4) ldaho Power has actually lobbied against laws to encourage or facilitate proven alternative energy
sources in the Idaho Legislature and also failed to implement proven energy saving measures in its
operation and those of its customers. A failure of a Corporation to adequately serve it customers and
the needs of the State are no reason for another State, in this case Oregon, to enable inept and
profiteering behavior on the part of a private entity. In fact it is a substantial and 'reasonable' cause
not to do so.

5) Energy use and need has been essentially flat and projections regionally and nationally indicate
this trend will continue. That IP and its partners can leverage the siting process to game their rate
payers out of approx. $70 million in profit for their private investors, while simultaneously burdening
rate payers with the bill for well over a One Billion Dollar plus construction fee, leads any common
sense person to question IP and its other monopolistic partners motives in fluffing up their stock
portfolios at the expense of consumers who have no choice in suppliers. In addition, not requiring a
massive bond which would at least cover the huge costs of decommissioning and clean up of this
almost certainly 'stranded-asset'---as in, an astronomical burden on tax payers and rate payers to
clean up the damage. We know this happens with all types of mines and other industrial permitted
activities. EFSC must require a bond more than sufficient to cover all potential exigencies.

6) While IP claims BPA is still interested in the unneeded B2H line, their most recent budget belies
this claim. BPA does not include budgetary consideration for future involvement of the application
and construction. EFSC should get guarantees from the BPA or stop all application process until the
time full participation and funding (and bonding) is known. It is only normal prudence to not allow
continued activity without clear agreements which are fully funded by all participants. We are all
aware that the BPA has just recently ended commitments to build a 'necessary' transmission line and
their state reasons are telling.

7) Death Spiral of conventional generation and distribution systems are well researched and
documented and EFSC should not site the B2H without completed research relating to this
phenomenon vis a vis the B2H application and near and long term energy economics. Basic realities
should be of primary concern---not filling boxes on an application process. If you were a prudent
investor would you sink more than a billion dollars in such a poorly documented and spurious
scheme? | hope not.



8) IP must adequately prove to a very high standard that upgrading existing transmission capacity is
not as useful and economically and environmentally beneficial to the State of Oregon, its Citizens and
to the most probable and 'common sense' future of rate payers and the environment. It has not yet
satisfactorily made this case. IP's basic argument distilled down to its foundation is : "we don't want
to." Any reasonable person wonders if their profit motive vis a vis the B2H application and
construction is driving their decision making process. As a 'for-profit monopoly' with the CEO and
others holding stock they want to profit from, this is undeniably the case. Itis in fact germane to have
the documents and all communications between Pacific Corp and ldaho Power to know what plans
Warren Buffet et al have communicated in buying out IP, or other schemes. The Public and the
Oregonians who would suffer under this application have a right to know.

9) Climate Crisis should be the single over-riding criterion for the Council to consider any

application. While some suggest the B2H might be useful for moving 'alternative energy' research
indicates that energy users and rate payers benefit the most from local generation and distribution
with the immense added benefit of not being subject to massive and cascading grid failures which are
predicted to get worse. Large scale transmission grids are subject to large scale failures ---which are
only becoming more severe with enemy hacking and ransom actions and demands by bad-

actors. We have a grid that could be bolstered and protected. Siting 'old-school' technology of
additional large scale transmission capacity only detracts from and slows the efforts for local and
regional resiliency. Rather, using state of the art conservation and alternative energy sources is
clearly the current best practice with immense benefits in every category.

10) Allowing any motion forward on this application should be done only if there is iron-clad proof of
its unquestionable necessity. One additional reason, if you might for some reason need one, is that a
huge amount of the line/route proposed by IP crosses a almost 200 miles of private property parcels
(almost double that of Public Land). Most of these owners do not want the line on or even near their
property. How many land owners---or Citizens of this State have written you and promoted this
project? IP would use Eminent Domain to 'take' the owners land. Compensation is miserably paltry,
so 'taking' is an accurate descriptor. The effects are long lasting-- perhaps for 50 or more years. As
a Public agency designed to serve the Public....you must take this reality into consideration. We are
a Nation and a State that honors and defends private property rights. Imagine this fabricated project
being bulldozed through your homeland. Your role is protect the right of owners unless
insurmountable needs are proven beyond any doubt. Cleary there are hundreds of unanswered
questions and issues with this application-- to take others peoples land to give more profit to an out-
of-state corporation.

11) The Public Lands that would be severely damaged and altered are also owned and held for all
Americans, now and all future generations in perpetuity. These are not 'Federal or State lands', these
are the Peoples' lands. The many impacts are massive, multi-dimensional, well documented, and
very long lasting. EFSC should not approve any siting of this spurious project with so many
questions concerning basic facts in the application, omissions, and out right fabrications in the
application. The effects are certain, the claimed 'benefits' are spurious and flimsy.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Rd.
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:05 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Fw: Siting application for B2H comments, include in the Record --- Please include in

official comments for EFSC consideration

To the Staff and Commissioners of EFSC,

Do not read this unless you think you are open minded to some genuine, self reflection and
evaluation of this important process. If you are as you appear -- self-certain, and so sure you are
much more intelligent than the rest of Oregonians, than why waste your time on comments by an
inferior. Though it should be easy and somewhat satisfying for you to flick aside any and all of my
perceived issues.

Everything we each do, our choices, behavior, our actions, reflects our ethics. What are yours? This
is a germane and fair question as huge impacts are effected by them.

Do you see your role simply as a Rubber Stamp bureaucrat? (I'm sure not. That would be simplistic
and not reflect all that you know and do. ) Yet, this is the sad and demeaning history of EFSC --- of
your 'decision making." Rubber Stamping. It is not really decision making ---- the decisions are
made by the corporations that exploit (did | mean to say 'serve') the people and resources of the
State, and exploit the natural capital and virtues of all future Citizens--- all for a profit. And you
merely 'legitimize' these corrupt practices. (Are you apprised of and actively countering Regulatory
Capture by the applicants in your role?) Have you EVER refused to site anything? Or, sited a project
only after huge alterations that were asked for by Citizens or groups, or those effected? Please
correct me with a few examples. Easy, right?

Wait! Are you going to quit reading already? Because.....? you do not like hearing the truth? Or
maybe | am wrong.... just give it couple more paragraphs....a few minutes. (You want to read about
Hanley's tarnished past, right?)

The recent Oregon State Supreme Court ruling clearly slapped you and your corrupt practices back a
bit. We peasants were so pleased that you made rule changes to 'promote public access and
transparency'! Well, you are right---you are smarter than all of us, because we are so easily duped.
We believed you, and took you at your word! You actually did the opposite of what you

said. Apparently the Citizens of this fine State must rely solely on the Court's justice after you meekly
and predictably approve yet another terribly conceived and proposed plan for corporate profit. It
serves the State? The Citizens? Are you unconscious?

Now 'Councilor' Hanley Jenkins was unfortunately the County Planner for Union County for some
years. He did nothing during his tenure to protect the County from onslaughts such as the B2H --and
we can all only predict that he will vote to Rubber Stamp this profit-grabbing, un-needed project that
will harm his very own neighbors and fellow Citizens. ( oh, right...ex-neighbors, he moved.) Why is
this so certain? Because he was instrumental in tearing down a purpose-built structure in La Grande
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that was only 15 years old. Who would do that? And why? Because he and the other good ol boys
in the County could not see past their own first 'plan' and their own short-sightedness----and in spite
of huge protests and multiple alternatives, chose to site the new courthouse, right where the
protective center for the most abused citizens among us, were assisted in their most profound time of
need. Right Hanley? Tear down an almost new Abused Womens and Children's Center, that was
perfectly located next to the Police Station. The good people of Union County know they will not find
a 'defender’ in this man with so little heart or imagination. ....no, no hope can be expected from this
much-detested and reviled mr jenkins. He owns what he wrought...as do you.

Now the rest of you --- not so well known on this side of the State ---- of the eastern part of the
East/West divide.... but we got a glimpse into your hearts when you came to the meetings in our
towns. Truly disgusting behavior on your part---shame on you. To pretend to hold 'listening'
hearings. (" itis required " ---the 'dog and pony show,' ...for some silly reason it is in the damn
regulations.) | am certain you did in no way fulfill the important and legal duty to promote Public input.

Worried Citizens, some scared, some angry, some well researched, came to be heard. People
almost always said " Thank you for coming to listen to us tonight." But it was absolutely clear that
you were not listening, and were not hearing, and clearly did not care. All people are aware when
they are, and when we are not being listened to. In those few hours each of those nights, you tore
down our Democracy bit by bit. | watched you all carefully. Watched while you tapped away on your
laptops, or wrote something or the other on paper...clearly having nothing to do with the people in
front of you. | and others were enraged and disgusted. You all should have been tarred and
feathered, at the least. Would that not be justice for your disrespect of your fellow Citizens? You are
lucky that these good folks are indeed respectful....unlike yourselves.

What exactly are you doing on this Council? Do you have any understanding of the projects or
actually care about the costs and impacts on our State--- our environment , our people? | would like
to quiz you about some obvious facts about the B2H and see how many you can answer. Are you
willing? So why are you on this Council? Certainly not 'service to the Citizens of the State! Service
to the corporate interests? You say, 'no’. What then? How are you serving us now? The future?

You will not read the hundreds of legitimate, well cited, arguments presented to you. We can be
certain of this. We suppose you must instruct the staff to do their best to come up with at least some
reason each and every argument, concern, and point are without any merit, and once again ink-up
your well used rubber stamp. You all are so sadly without ethics, and so predictable.

It may seem harsh...but this seems somehow appropriate. | want to promise each of you will | will
post in the ubiquitous and never dying digital sphere, your 'decisions.' That you abrogated your
sacred trust. You squandered your little bit of power to serve the monied interests over the People
and the Planet and the future. | will do it to provide a small--- a very very small, bit of Justice. And
therefore your children, family and acquaintances will know the truth about you, and so maybe they
will strive to do right... to right your huge and inexcusable wrongs.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Rd.
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com






ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:10 PM

To: EFSCcomment@stopb2h.org; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; B2H DPOComments *
ODOE; peter barry

Subject: Idaho Power application B2H Official Comments Plz include in the Record-- EFSC
Comments

To EFSC Staff and Councilors,

EFSC staff should recommend to the Council to NOT ALLOW SITING of B2H transmission

line. Application should be denied based on the following, and including all the other objections also
filed by others. (Because average Citizens have limited time and expertise to research and respond
to such a complex and convoluted application and process---a 'reasonable person' can plausibly
project that there are many other inadequacies, errors and failures in the application that the working
Citizens just have not had the time to yet uncover. These and others objections submitted are only a
small representation of the failures of this damaging and un-needed project.)

In the Union County Planning Document:
Agriculture:

"4. That the rural character and farming activities
of agricultural 'uses will be protected to

preserve the scenic attractiveness and economic,
social and physical living conditions desirable

to farm families."

Where as the B2H proposed routes would cross many privately owned and operated agricultural
parcels, and would definitely negatively impact one, some or all of the rules, values and stipulations in
the County Plan described in #4, on some or all of the parcels, and no appropriate nor reasonable
mitigation has been proposed to protect the values protected within this Plan.

For the scenery aspect, Specifically, OAR 345-022-0080, in describing Scenic Resources, states “the
Council must find that the design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into account
mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources and values identified
as significant or important in local land use plans....” Has the applicant consulted with land owners
concerning scenic impacts. Have they consulted with County officials on mitigation? There would be
'negative impacts, with out any doubt. The applicant has not proposed any mitigation solutions to
address these negative impacts that are protected against in the County Planning document.

The applicant has not adequately or substantively addressed "social and physical living conditions to
farm families" in its application. These aspects are inarguably fundamental to all Humans worldwide
and are the basis for 'quality of life." Nowhere in the application are the highly important social living
conditions protected in the Union County Plan addressed in any meaningful way. Clearly research
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into these negative impacts are needed prior to any approval for as site certificate. Anybody who has
owned a home or land, especially agricultural land, can attest to the fundamental importance of 'the
Home Ground', especially the connection and value of 'the families land' that has often been passed
down through generations. These agricultural land are the core and center of families and therefore
whole communities. Where in the application are these values (which are elucidated and protected In
the County Planning document cited above), discussed and mitigated, as if that were even possible.

These attributes and concerns for the enshrined 'protection,’ in this foundational County Planning
document, also apply to "physical conditions desirable to farm families." No where in the application
are the realities of the proposed massive intrusion into agricultural lands owned by families that would
be negatively impacted adequately addressed. How many farmers have come forward in this
process to approve of having their land invaded by a massive clearing, the effects of roads on soils
and crops, herbicide use beyond their own control, 130' to 180' towers, massive loud wires/cables
that cause noise pollution, visual blight and are a greatly increased risk for equipment use and
wildfire?

Having a massive 'swath' bulldozed across many families' own home-ground, and having the
unwanted intrusion/invasion of a Corporation planning to make money off of the certain degradation
of a persons family property, is truly negatively significant. The impact is not transitory nor minor, but
the exact opposite. A daily reminder of ones 'failure' to protect ones own family land from this wanted
invasion is counter to the stated protections and in no way be considered 'desirable’ as stated below:
"That the rural character and farming activities

of agricultural 'uses will be protected to

preserve the scenic attractiveness and economic,

social and physical living conditions desirable

to farm families."

These protections and the obvious significant impacts are not addressed nor mitigated and no
justification of any exception is warranted. The applicant does not comply with Applicable
Subsantantive Criteria in the Land Use Standards in 345 022 0030 nor the Statutory Authority
mandated in ORS 469.470 or 469.501 or any others. The application must be denied.

The applicant does not address the County law, nor mitigates the severe and obvious significant
adverse impacts that protects these individuals rights clearly stated in the Planning Document.

These are just some of the many risks and negative impacts that do not comport with the "physical
conditions desirable to farm families." Agricultural work is already extremely difficult and demanding
work, and the negative effects of the applicants proposal on basic irrigation practices ( pivots
movement, handlines safety risk, etc), on the movement and control of livestock with changes in
fencing and gates required, loss of shade trees for livestock in any ROW (right of way) clearing, weed
issues caused by soil disturbance (weeds growing on the ROW) would cause airborne seed
dispersal, and seeds would be are transported by IP equipment. Inadequate plans by the applicant
and lack of any substantive mitigation for significant adverse impacts to of economic loss, much less
any attempt at an accurate estimate in the application of true economic loss to farmers, ranchers,
timber owners, does not comply with 345 022 000 or any other law concerning accounting or
mitigation of economic impacts protected under the County Planning document.

Perhaps most significant and not addressed in the application adequately and without appropriate
mitigation is the 'taking' (aka 'purchasing') easements, especially unwilling sellers--through Eminent
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Domain. That Humans have always been closely tied to the land, and to certain parts of the land, to
the point that these lands become 'sacred' is without dispute. Nowhere in the application are the
County 'protections’ of this and other 'condition desirable to farm families' addressed adequately or
somehow mitigated.

The Application should therefore be denied.

It is 'reasonable' to conclude that these protected and valued attributes ascribed in #4 apply to 'rural
and farming' character and activities--- are also valued by the many small rural/agriculturally based
communities adjacent to or nearby to these areas proposed to be effected by the applicant in this
stupid proposal. Choosing the most narrow and limiting interpretation of Protections and intent in
Plans and such, does not serve the populace nor the State. Just as choosing the most generous
interpretation for applicants and assuming that mitigation will be preformed as assumed or described
at some later date is also unreasonable, inappropriate and does not adequately serve the populace,
the process as intended nor any fair or reasonable form of due diligence. |Is EFSC a robot? A robot
remotely controlled by Idaho Power? The "intent' of the rules, laws and practices should be the
applied standard. The actual and reasonably realistic negative impacts should be the core of
evaluation and decision making.

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Just this one aspect of the law in the Union County Plan document is reason enough to deny this
application for siting. Of course there innumerable other germane and significant reasons to deny
this application which have been presented to you.

Do the right thing, Deny this Siting Application.

Peter Barry

60688 Morgan Lake Road

La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:11 PM

To: TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; efsccomment@stopb2h.org; peter barry; B2H
DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: B2H comments for the Record-- Application by Idaho Power/b2h/ DENY

To EFSC Staff and Council,

Do NOT approve any siting of Idaho Power application for the reasons below, and the many, many
other issues embodied in this travesty of a proposal. Many of them have been submitted to you, so
you can read them, research them, find out they are legitimate and legally significant and actionable
concerns, and act on them. Deny this siting application.

Staff, you have spent countless hours and months dealing with IPs incompetence in this application---
their failures, obscuration, false-hoods, mistakes, inconsistencies some connived, some legitimate
mistakes, and on and on.....at least give the Citizens a break...at least the same breaks IP has been
granted along the way, even though they deserve more and better. You actually work for us, your
fellow Citizens....and your job is not to help site this atrocity....it is to demand the very highest
standards of the applicants. You have an opportunity to help ensure the current and future welfare of
the State, it's Citizens, and the land we are blessed to call home. Do your very best to stop this
nightmare, and serve us, make us proud and keep Oregon healthy. Recommend to the Council that
this application be denied....there are plenty of legitimate and legal and common sense reasons to do
so. No question of that. The Council should follow your lead. If they do not, that's on them.

The concerns and issues below stem from the foundational Planning document for Union County,
Oregon. The Union County Plan. Meet Google Drive — One place for all your files

[x] § Meet Google Drive - One place for all your files

Pg 6, #10 "land and water resources be protected". The setbacks proposed in the application for
construction or severely inadequate to prevent erosion during large storm events, flooding, and other
weather events. The proposed and unnecessary transmission line and it's temporary and
permanent roads, tower bases, and cleared swath, will lead to erosional and other pollutants entering
precious and clean water ways that are protected due to endangered species inhabitants in the
watershed.

Significant Adverse Impacts of protected waterways and wildlife, primarily fish, see Oar 345 022
0060, 345022 0700, 635415 025 The applicant's stingy protection setbacks are inadequate and
must be increased in size based on local advice relating to topography, soils, and weather events. A
bond for mitigation must be in place and sizable.



pg 7, #12 authorized use do no harm to neighbors, nor economy of the County see also #s 14 and
16.  This goal and rule in the plan, which of course is a basic tenet of humans everywhere, alone
will preclude any siting approval. Of course this self serving, money grubbing, planet grinding---and
worst of all, Unnecessary project, WOULD HARM NEIGHBORS. Any questions? The significant
adverse Impacts and Harm has been well documented in other comments, but of course include 345
022 0080, and the documented concerns of the local relator association and it's members, as well of
course of hundreds if not thousand of home-owners within sight of the proposed travesty (line), many
of whom testified tot he Council in person or in writing, are testament to the economic and visual
impacts. ors 469.470, 469.501 et al

pg 8 and 9 see 1 through 7 , note esp #6 "the natural beauty of Union County is worth preserving...
345 022 0080 IF this stupid un-needed massive line were gouged across Oregon so Idaho Power's
shareholders could make a few dollars...more than $70 Million profit... of course it should be sited on
the BLM vetted, common-sense, Preferred route that would solve most of the many and severe
problems encountered in Union County. Make them reapply and select that route for all the obvious
reasons. Yes, you can make that happen. Applicable Substantive Criteria 345 022 0030

pg 9 and 19, #S 9 though 15 B2H proposed routes would diminish prime lands available for rural
residential, esp in low productive areas. The applicant does not even address this economic impact
in their proposal. Necessary for any site approval, plus mitigation. 345 022 0030, oar 660 006

pg 12 second paragraph from bottom ---non-urban industrial ....recognition not compatible with urban
uses and activities 345 022 0030 Would dramatically and significantly adversely impact La Grande
and nearby rural areas. 345 022 0080

top of page 15 'Morgan Lake area seen as potential for farm/residential' 345 022 0030

pg 16 ,,,even rural residences ....'do not interfere with open space...." B2H would interfere with 'open

space'. 345 022 0030
pg 20 #6 ...east of Morgan Lake area potential rural residential.. 345 022 0030

pg 25 Landslide concerns.... In Bold in document "Development may activate stabilized
landslide topography” (like deep blasting and deep digging, road construction, etc???) (In 1979
those local yokels who wrote this Plan sure had an idea what blasting and road construction could
do.) 345 022 0020

pg 29, plan change, 'that public need supports the change." The Public clearly does not support this
line. Why would anybody?

pg 31 ag land conversion, see all of #3 A-E, and #4 345 022 0030 applies.

"that the rural character of and farming activities of agricultural uses will be protected to preserve the
scenic attractiveness and economic social and physical living conditions desirable to farm families."

pg 32 goal 'to conserve forest land for forest uses"
All of #1 through 10 --- B2H would negatively effect ALL of them, but esp #7 and #10

#4 That before productive forest or range land is converted or classified to include other uses, it will
be demonstrated that such areas are more needed by the area economy for those uses.
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#7. That sustained timber yield will be encouraged, even by owners of small woodlots.

#10 That non-forest related development in and around timbered areas will not limit timber
production, harvest, haul out, slash disposal, road construction, scarification, fertilization, pest or
disease control or other timber management operations.

Applicant erroneously minimized impacts and economic damage to forest lands and mistakenly
inventoried them ORS 469. 504, oar 660-006

pg 33 Goal "to conserve open space and to protect natural, cultural, historical and scenic
resources." 345 022 0080 and 345 022 0030

#2 That the following concerns will be taken into account in protecting area visual attractiveness:
a. Maintaining vegatative cover wherever

practical.

b. Using vegetation or other site obscuring

methods of screening unsightly uses.

c. Minimizing number and size of signs.

d. Siting developments to be compatible with

surrounding area uses, and to recognize

the natural characteristics of the location.

345 022 0030, oar 660 006

#6, That development will maintain or enhance attractiveness of the area and not degrade
resources. 345 022 0030 Do not approve application for this reason alone.

#7
That sites or structures that have local, regional, statewide, or national historical or cultural
significance will be protected to the extent practical (like Oregon Trail...) 345 022 0090

pg 35 Air, Water and Land Resource Goal

1. That planning decisions will recognize immediate and long range effects on the quality of natural
resource, and those uses which may likely have an adverse effect on resource quality will be
prohibited. IP and fellow scammers want you to swallow the notion that this effectively permanent
(yes, and unnecessary) scar across Oregon will not have long range effects. How stupid do they
think we are? 345 022 0030, et al

2. That all local, State and Federal agencies will be required to comply with the same air, water, and
land resource quality regulations as required of private interests. 345 022 0030

pg 36 Hazard areas

4. That landslide potential will be recognized in any development south or west of La Grande, and
that development will be prohibited in areas of known active landslide activity. 345 022 0020, 345
022 0030

pg 37 Economy
3. That suitability of proposed industrial developments will be evaluated according, but not limited to,
the following factors: availability of local labor force, materials and market locations, transportation,
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service and other community costs, relationship to the environment and present economic base, and
similar considerations. 345 022 0030, ors 469.470, 469.501, et al

#5 That industries which might likely have undesirable effects on housing conditions, service
costs, school and other public facility capacities and similar consideration will be
discouraged. So, Discourage it.

The list goes on. Some of these are certainly actionable in the Courts and are relevant and germane
to current EFSC process. These are from our guiding document on Land Use --polices and

laws. We can fight on these existing rules and laws and win. But only if you help us do it. Are we
going to throw up our hands because a few out of state, wealthy corporations want to 'take' our land,
our resources, or quality of life ---all to make a killing? Make no mistake, they do plan on 'taking
it...and to use eminent domain to do it. We are fighting. Will you?

Scores of Citizens of this fine County have spent countless hours ---truly countless. More time than
you will ever spend on any issue. They have become reluctant experts. They deserve, yet more
importantly the entire County and State full of Citizens, now and into the future, deserve, a
representative government that actually values them and the local resources, respects their value and
concerns, and efforts --- and will at least fight along side of them, not cave in to an out-of-state
scammer.

Will you do your job to serve Oregon and Oregonians --- or will we Citizens be obligated by you and
Idaho Power, to go to the Courts to seek fairness and justice... to protect our Great State? Step up to
the plate, do your job, protect your neighbors. Protect this fine State from these ravages for now and
long into the future.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:56 PM

To: peter barry; B2H DPOComments * ODOE; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE;
EFSCcomment@stopb2h.org

Subject: B2H application siting Comment --Do NOT approve siting for B2H --- submit comments
for record

From Peter Barry,

To EFSC Staff and Council,

Staff, PLEASE do not recommend to the Council to allow siting in any fashion for the B2h
application. This is on you, as they listen to you, and clearly do not have intimate knowledge of this
application as do you, and it many issues, inadequacies, deceptions and Lack of Need.

Do not make ANY siting approval for the B2H because :

((Citations and examples of all of these issues are clearly delineated in the submissions by STOPB2H
etal.))

1)ldaho Power and partners have fallaciously morphed the reason for 'need." The for-profit Idaho
Power and other two partner applicants, realized they could not 'justify’ in any way the 'old need' so
they invented a new one. It is based on virtually incomprehensible computer modeling that has been
manipulated by them to produce the numbers they seek. The 'new' need is also not justifiable. At
the very least, a neutral third party analysis of the computer modeling and all inputs and algorithms
should be mandated before any further consideration of this application is made. DENYING THIS
APPLICATION WILL HAVE NO SIGNIFCANT IMPACT.

2)The applicants proposal is rife with omissions, mistakes, misinterpretations, erroneous modeling,
assertions and projections, and our right fabrications. These are well documented (citations) by
others in other submissions.

3) After years of intensive investigation, with millions of dollars spent, the BLM experts, analysts

and scientists in many fields, made a clear recommendation of a 'Preferred Route' which had the
least impact on all resources. (note that the BLM was NOT tasked with determining 'need.') Idaho
Power had said many times they would wait for the Final EIS before announcing their route. But less
than 2 months (I believe it was less than two weeks) before the BLM made their announcement,
Idaho Power conjured up an all new route right by LaGrande Oregon that had not gone through
analysis, and declared it their choice.

When asked by the Council why they had not waited for the BLM Preferred Route IP representative
claimed it was because of time constraints. Completely unbelievable. IP is suggesting they did not
know what The BLM was doing (which route was being considered as the BLM priority route=
Preferred route) even though they were involved and in communication throughout the process.
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The Preferred Route would ameliorate a majority of impacts in the Union County segment near La
Grande, and the Morgan Lake area almost entirely.

The Mill Canyon and Morgan Lake routes have not been properly studied nor has the public or
Council had the data nor time to seriously these last minute additions. Further, they are not 'similar
to' the others proposed alternatives, nor close enough to warrant the Applicant the ability to use other
data and studies and apply to these terrible alternatives that have severe risks and huge impacts on
the community and environment and are much less safe. Since these routes have been chosen by IP
as their two routes of choice, they must be required to start the application process anew and
propose these routes at the beginning of this new process.

Any siting of the BLM should have the Applicant chose the BLM preferred route as their proposal and
not the 'least preferred' routes. It is clear that the way in which the process has been interpreted by
the Council, it hs become definitively biased against the interests of the Public, landowners, the
environment and communities. EFSC should wield the common sense and regulatory power that
they do have. Do not tell the Citizens it is 'not in the regulations." EFSC has any number of potential
and real ways to protect the people and the State. Or, are you telling the Citizens you are impotent in
the face of any corporate interests? Regulatory Capture is causal in this lack of State agency action.

4) ldaho Power has actually lobbied against laws to encourage or facilitate proven alternative energy
sources in the Idaho Legislature and also failed to implement proven energy saving measures in its
operation and those of its customers. A failure of a Corporation to adequately serve it customers and
the needs of the State are no reason for another State, in this case Oregon, to enable inept and
profiteering behavior on the part of a private entity. In fact it is a substantial and 'reasonable' cause
not to do so.

5) Energy use and need has been essentially flat and projections regionally and nationally indicate
this trend will continue. That IP and its partners can leverage the siting process to game their rate
payers out of approx. $70 million in profit for their private investors, while simultaneously burdening
rate payers with the bill for well over a One Billion Dollar plus construction fee, leads any common
sense person to question IP and its other monopolistic partners motives in fluffing up their stock
portfolios at the expense of consumers who have no choice in suppliers. In addition, not requiring a
massive bond which would at least cover the huge costs of decommissioning and clean up of this
almost certainly 'stranded-asset'---as in, an astronomical burden on tax payers and rate payers to
clean up the damage. We know this happens with all types of mines and other industrial permitted
activities. EFSC must require a bond more than sufficient to cover all potential exigencies.

6) While IP claims BPA is still interested in the unneeded B2H line, their most recent budget belies
this claim. BPA does not include budgetary consideration for future involvement of the application
and construction. EFSC should get guarantees from the BPA or stop all application process until the
time full participation and funding (and bonding) is known. It is only normal prudence to not allow
continued activity without clear agreements which are fully funded by all participants. We are all
aware that the BPA has just recently ended commitments to build a 'necessary' transmission line and
their state reasons are telling.

7) Death Spiral of conventional generation and distribution systems are well researched and
documented and EFSC should not site the B2H without completed research relating to this
phenomenon vis a vis the B2H application and near and long term energy economics. Basic realities
should be of primary concern---not filling boxes on an application process. If you were a prudent
investor would you sink more than a billion dollars in such a poorly documented and spurious
scheme? | hope not.



8) IP must adequately prove to a very high standard that upgrading existing transmission capacity is
not as useful and economically and environmentally beneficial to the State of Oregon, its Citizens and
to the most probable and 'common sense' future of rate payers and the environment. It has not yet
satisfactorily made this case. IP's basic argument distilled down to its foundation is : "we don't want
to." Any reasonable person wonders if their profit motive vis a vis the B2H application and
construction is driving their decision making process. As a 'for-profit monopoly' with the CEO and
others holding stock they want to profit from, this is undeniably the case. Itis in fact germane to have
the documents and all communications between Pacific Corp and ldaho Power to know what plans
Warren Buffet et al have communicated in buying out IP, or other schemes. The Public and the
Oregonians who would suffer under this application have a right to know.

9) Climate Crisis should be the single over-riding criterion for the Council to consider any

application. While some suggest the B2H might be useful for moving 'alternative energy' research
indicates that energy users and rate payers benefit the most from local generation and distribution
with the immense added benefit of not being subject to massive and cascading grid failures which are
predicted to get worse. Large scale transmission grids are subject to large scale failures ---which are
only becoming more severe with enemy hacking and ransom actions and demands by bad-

actors. We have a grid that could be bolstered and protected. Siting 'old-school' technology of
additional large scale transmission capacity only detracts from and slows the efforts for local and
regional resiliency. Rather, using state of the art conservation and alternative energy sources is
clearly the current best practice with immense benefits in every category.

10) Allowing any motion forward on this application should be done only if there is iron-clad proof of
its unquestionable necessity. One additional reason, if you might for some reason need one, is that a
huge amount of the line/route proposed by IP crosses a almost 200 miles of private property parcels
(almost double that of Public Land). Most of these owners do not want the line on or even near their
property. How many land owners---or Citizens of this State have written you and promoted this
project? IP would use Eminent Domain to 'take' the owners land. Compensation is miserably paltry,
so 'taking' is an accurate descriptor. The effects are long lasting-- perhaps for 50 or more years. As
a Public agency designed to serve the Public....you must take this reality into consideration. We are
a Nation and a State that honors and defends private property rights. Imagine this fabricated project
being bulldozed through your homeland. Your role is protect the right of owners unless
insurmountable needs are proven beyond any doubt. Cleary there are hundreds of unanswered
questions and issues with this application-- to take others peoples land to give more profit to an out-
of-state corporation.

11) The Public Lands that would be severely damaged and altered are also owned and held for all
Americans, now and all future generations in perpetuity. These are not 'Federal or State lands', these
are the Peoples' lands. The many impacts are massive, multi-dimensional, well documented, and
very long lasting. EFSC should not approve any siting of this spurious project with so many
questions concerning basic facts in the application, omissions, and out right fabrications in the
application. The effects are certain, the claimed 'benefits' are spurious and flimsy.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Rd.
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:10 PM

To: EFSCcomment@stopb2h.org; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; B2H DPOComments *
ODOE; peter barry

Subject: Idaho Power application B2H Official Comments Plz include in the Record-- EFSC
Comments

To EFSC Staff and Councilors,

EFSC staff should recommend to the Council to NOT ALLOW SITING of B2H transmission

line. Application should be denied based on the following, and including all the other objections also
filed by others. (Because average Citizens have limited time and expertise to research and respond
to such a complex and convoluted application and process---a 'reasonable person' can plausibly
project that there are many other inadequacies, errors and failures in the application that the working
Citizens just have not had the time to yet uncover. These and others objections submitted are only a
small representation of the failures of this damaging and un-needed project.)

In the Union County Planning Document:
Agriculture:

"4. That the rural character and farming activities
of agricultural 'uses will be protected to

preserve the scenic attractiveness and economic,
social and physical living conditions desirable

to farm families."

Where as the B2H proposed routes would cross many privately owned and operated agricultural
parcels, and would definitely negatively impact one, some or all of the rules, values and stipulations in
the County Plan described in #4, on some or all of the parcels, and no appropriate nor reasonable
mitigation has been proposed to protect the values protected within this Plan.

For the scenery aspect, Specifically, OAR 345-022-0080, in describing Scenic Resources, states “the
Council must find that the design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into account
mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to scenic resources and values identified
as significant or important in local land use plans....” Has the applicant consulted with land owners
concerning scenic impacts. Have they consulted with County officials on mitigation? There would be
'negative impacts, with out any doubt. The applicant has not proposed any mitigation solutions to
address these negative impacts that are protected against in the County Planning document.

The applicant has not adequately or substantively addressed "social and physical living conditions to
farm families" in its application. These aspects are inarguably fundamental to all Humans worldwide
and are the basis for 'quality of life." Nowhere in the application are the highly important social living
conditions protected in the Union County Plan addressed in any meaningful way. Clearly research
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into these negative impacts are needed prior to any approval for as site certificate. Anybody who has
owned a home or land, especially agricultural land, can attest to the fundamental importance of 'the
Home Ground', especially the connection and value of 'the families land' that has often been passed
down through generations. These agricultural land are the core and center of families and therefore
whole communities. Where in the application are these values (which are elucidated and protected In
the County Planning document cited above), discussed and mitigated, as if that were even possible.

These attributes and concerns for the enshrined 'protection,’ in this foundational County Planning
document, also apply to "physical conditions desirable to farm families." No where in the application
are the realities of the proposed massive intrusion into agricultural lands owned by families that would
be negatively impacted adequately addressed. How many farmers have come forward in this
process to approve of having their land invaded by a massive clearing, the effects of roads on soils
and crops, herbicide use beyond their own control, 130' to 180' towers, massive loud wires/cables
that cause noise pollution, visual blight and are a greatly increased risk for equipment use and
wildfire?

Having a massive 'swath' bulldozed across many families' own home-ground, and having the
unwanted intrusion/invasion of a Corporation planning to make money off of the certain degradation
of a persons family property, is truly negatively significant. The impact is not transitory nor minor, but
the exact opposite. A daily reminder of ones 'failure' to protect ones own family land from this wanted
invasion is counter to the stated protections and in no way be considered 'desirable’ as stated below:
"That the rural character and farming activities

of agricultural 'uses will be protected to

preserve the scenic attractiveness and economic,

social and physical living conditions desirable

to farm families."

These protections and the obvious significant impacts are not addressed nor mitigated and no
justification of any exception is warranted. The applicant does not comply with Applicable
Subsantantive Criteria in the Land Use Standards in 345 022 0030 nor the Statutory Authority
mandated in ORS 469.470 or 469.501 or any others. The application must be denied.

The applicant does not address the County law, nor mitigates the severe and obvious significant
adverse impacts that protects these individuals rights clearly stated in the Planning Document.

These are just some of the many risks and negative impacts that do not comport with the "physical
conditions desirable to farm families." Agricultural work is already extremely difficult and demanding
work, and the negative effects of the applicants proposal on basic irrigation practices ( pivots
movement, handlines safety risk, etc), on the movement and control of livestock with changes in
fencing and gates required, loss of shade trees for livestock in any ROW (right of way) clearing, weed
issues caused by soil disturbance (weeds growing on the ROW) would cause airborne seed
dispersal, and seeds would be are transported by IP equipment. Inadequate plans by the applicant
and lack of any substantive mitigation for significant adverse impacts to of economic loss, much less
any attempt at an accurate estimate in the application of true economic loss to farmers, ranchers,
timber owners, does not comply with 345 022 000 or any other law concerning accounting or
mitigation of economic impacts protected under the County Planning document.

Perhaps most significant and not addressed in the application adequately and without appropriate
mitigation is the 'taking' (aka 'purchasing') easements, especially unwilling sellers--through Eminent
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Domain. That Humans have always been closely tied to the land, and to certain parts of the land, to
the point that these lands become 'sacred' is without dispute. Nowhere in the application are the
County 'protections’ of this and other 'condition desirable to farm families' addressed adequately or
somehow mitigated.

The Application should therefore be denied.

It is 'reasonable' to conclude that these protected and valued attributes ascribed in #4 apply to 'rural
and farming' character and activities--- are also valued by the many small rural/agriculturally based
communities adjacent to or nearby to these areas proposed to be effected by the applicant in this
stupid proposal. Choosing the most narrow and limiting interpretation of Protections and intent in
Plans and such, does not serve the populace nor the State. Just as choosing the most generous
interpretation for applicants and assuming that mitigation will be preformed as assumed or described
at some later date is also unreasonable, inappropriate and does not adequately serve the populace,
the process as intended nor any fair or reasonable form of due diligence. |Is EFSC a robot? A robot
remotely controlled by Idaho Power? The "intent' of the rules, laws and practices should be the
applied standard. The actual and reasonably realistic negative impacts should be the core of
evaluation and decision making.

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-000
through OAR 660-006-0010; There is no documentation provided that would indicate they are in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0030 and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the
requirement contained in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

Just this one aspect of the law in the Union County Plan document is reason enough to deny this
application for siting. Of course there innumerable other germane and significant reasons to deny
this application which have been presented to you.

Do the right thing, Deny this Siting Application.

Peter Barry

60688 Morgan Lake Road

La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:01 PM

To: EFSCcomment@stopb2h.org; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; peter barry

Subject: Siting application for B2H comments, include in the Record --- Please include in official

comments for EFSC consideration

To the Staff and Commissioners of EFSC,

Do not read this unless you think you are open minded to some genuine, self reflection and
evaluation of this important process. If you are as you appear -- self-certain, and so sure you are
much more intelligent than the rest of Oregonians, than why waste your time on comments by an
inferior. Though it should be easy and somewhat satisfying for you to flick aside any and all of my
perceived issues.

Everything we each do, our choices, behavior, our actions, reflects our ethics. What are yours? This
is a germane and fair question as huge impacts are effected by them.

Do you see your role simply as a Rubber Stamp bureaucrat? (I'm sure not. That would be simplistic
and not reflect all that you know and do. ) Yet, this is the sad and demeaning history of EFSC --- of
your 'decision making." Rubber Stamping. It is not really decision making ---- the decisions are
made by the corporations that exploit (did | mean to say 'serve') the people and resources of the
State, and exploit the natural capital and virtues of all future Citizens--- all for a profit. And you
merely 'legitimize' these corrupt practices. (Are you apprised of and actively countering Regulatory
Capture by the applicants in your role?) Have you EVER refused to site anything? Or, sited a project
only after huge alterations that were asked for by Citizens or groups, or those effected? Please
correct me with a few examples. Easy, right?

Wait! Are you going to quit reading already? Because.....? you do not like hearing the truth? Or
maybe | am wrong.... just give it couple more paragraphs....a few minutes. (You want to read about
Hanley's tarnished past, right?)

The recent Oregon State Supreme Court ruling clearly slapped you and your corrupt practices back a
bit. We peasants were so pleased that you made rule changes to 'promote public access and
transparency'! Well, you are right---you are smarter than all of us, because we are so easily duped.
We believed you, and took you at your word! You actually did the opposite of what you

said. Apparently the Citizens of this fine State must rely solely on the Court's justice after you meekly
and predictably approve yet another terribly conceived and proposed plan for corporate profit. It
serves the State? The Citizens? Are you unconscious?

Now 'Councilor' Hanley Jenkins was unfortunately the County Planner for Union County for some
years. He did nothing during his tenure to protect the County from onslaughts such as the B2H --and
we can all only predict that he will vote to Rubber Stamp this profit-grabbing, un-needed project that
will harm his very own neighbors and fellow Citizens. ( oh, right...ex-neighbors, he moved.) Why is
this so certain? Because he was instrumental in tearing down a purpose-built structure in La Grande
that was only 15 years old. Who would do that? And why? Because he and the other good ol boys
in the County could not see past their own first 'plan' and their own short-sightedness----and in spite
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of huge protests and multiple alternatives, chose to site the new courthouse, right where the
protective center for the most abused citizens among us, were assisted in their most profound time of
need. Right Hanley? Tear down an almost new Abused Womens and Children's Center, that was
perfectly located next to the Police Station. The good people of Union County know they will not find
a 'defender’ in this man with so little heart or imagination. ....no, no hope can be expected from this
much-detested and reviled mr jenkins. He owns what he wrought...as do you.

Now the rest of you --- not so well known on this side of the State ---- of the eastern part of the
East/West divide.... but we got a glimpse into your hearts when you came to the meetings in our
towns. Truly disgusting behavior on your part---shame on you. To pretend to hold 'listening'
hearings. (" itis required " ---the 'dog and pony show,' ...for some silly reason it is in the damn
regulations.) | am certain you did in no way fulfill the important and legal duty to promote Public input.

Worried Citizens, some scared, some angry, some well researched, came to be heard. People
almost always said " Thank you for coming to listen to us tonight." But it was absolutely clear that
you were not listening, and were not hearing, and clearly did not care. All people are aware when
they are, and when we are not being listened to. In those few hours each of those nights, you tore
down our Democracy bit by bit. | watched you all carefully. Watched while you tapped away on your
laptops, or wrote something or the other on paper...clearly having nothing to do with the people in
front of you. | and others were enraged and disgusted. You all should have been tarred and
feathered, at the least. Would that not be justice for your disrespect of your fellow Citizens? You are
lucky that these good folks are indeed respectful....unlike yourselves.

What exactly are you doing on this Council? Do you have any understanding of the projects or
actually care about the costs and impacts on our State--- our environment , our people? | would like
to quiz you about some obvious facts about the B2H and see how many you can answer. Are you
willing? So why are you on this Council? Certainly not 'service to the Citizens of the State! Service
to the corporate interests? You say, 'no’. What then? How are you serving us now? The future?

You will not read the hundreds of legitimate, well cited, arguments presented to you. We can be
certain of this. We suppose you must instruct the staff to do their best to come up with at least some
reason each and every argument, concern, and point are without any merit, and once again ink-up
your well used rubber stamp. You all are so sadly without ethics, and so predictable.

It may seem harsh...but this seems somehow appropriate. | want to promise each of you will | will
post in the ubiquitous and never dying digital sphere, your 'decisions.' That you abrogated your
sacred trust. You squandered your little bit of power to serve the monied interests over the People
and the Planet and the future. | will do it to provide a small--- a very very small, bit of Justice. And
therefore your children, family and acquaintances will know the truth about you, and so maybe they
will strive to do right... to right your huge and inexcusable wrongs.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Rd.
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: peter barry <petebarry99@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:11 PM

To: TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; efsccomment@stopb2h.org; peter barry; B2H
DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: B2H comments for the Record-- Application by Idaho Power/b2h/ DENY

To EFSC Staff and Council,

Do NOT approve any siting of Idaho Power application for the reasons below, and the many, many
other issues embodied in this travesty of a proposal. Many of them have been submitted to you, so
you can read them, research them, find out they are legitimate and legally significant and actionable
concerns, and act on them. Deny this siting application.

Staff, you have spent countless hours and months dealing with IPs incompetence in this application---
their failures, obscuration, false-hoods, mistakes, inconsistencies some connived, some legitimate
mistakes, and on and on.....at least give the Citizens a break...at least the same breaks IP has been
granted along the way, even though they deserve more and better. You actually work for us, your
fellow Citizens....and your job is not to help site this atrocity....it is to demand the very highest
standards of the applicants. You have an opportunity to help ensure the current and future welfare of
the State, it's Citizens, and the land we are blessed to call home. Do your very best to stop this
nightmare, and serve us, make us proud and keep Oregon healthy. Recommend to the Council that
this application be denied....there are plenty of legitimate and legal and common sense reasons to do
so. No question of that. The Council should follow your lead. If they do not, that's on them.

The concerns and issues below stem from the foundational Planning document for Union County,
Oregon. The Union County Plan. Meet Google Drive — One place for all your files

[x] § Meet Google Drive - One place for all your files

Pg 6, #10 "land and water resources be protected". The setbacks proposed in the application for
construction or severely inadequate to prevent erosion during large storm events, flooding, and other
weather events. The proposed and unnecessary transmission line and it's temporary and
permanent roads, tower bases, and cleared swath, will lead to erosional and other pollutants entering
precious and clean water ways that are protected due to endangered species inhabitants in the
watershed.

Significant Adverse Impacts of protected waterways and wildlife, primarily fish, see Oar 345 022
0060, 345022 0700, 635415 025 The applicant's stingy protection setbacks are inadequate and
must be increased in size based on local advice relating to topography, soils, and weather events. A
bond for mitigation must be in place and sizable.



pg 7, #12 authorized use do no harm to neighbors, nor economy of the County see also #s 14 and
16.  This goal and rule in the plan, which of course is a basic tenet of humans everywhere, alone
will preclude any siting approval. Of course this self serving, money grubbing, planet grinding---and
worst of all, Unnecessary project, WOULD HARM NEIGHBORS. Any questions? The significant
adverse Impacts and Harm has been well documented in other comments, but of course include 345
022 0080, and the documented concerns of the local relator association and it's members, as well of
course of hundreds if not thousand of home-owners within sight of the proposed travesty (line), many
of whom testified tot he Council in person or in writing, are testament to the economic and visual
impacts. ors 469.470, 469.501 et al

pg 8 and 9 see 1 through 7 , note esp #6 "the natural beauty of Union County is worth preserving...
345 022 0080 IF this stupid un-needed massive line were gouged across Oregon so Idaho Power's
shareholders could make a few dollars...more than $70 Million profit... of course it should be sited on
the BLM vetted, common-sense, Preferred route that would solve most of the many and severe
problems encountered in Union County. Make them reapply and select that route for all the obvious
reasons. Yes, you can make that happen. Applicable Substantive Criteria 345 022 0030

pg 9 and 19, #S 9 though 15 B2H proposed routes would diminish prime lands available for rural
residential, esp in low productive areas. The applicant does not even address this economic impact
in their proposal. Necessary for any site approval, plus mitigation. 345 022 0030, oar 660 006

pg 12 second paragraph from bottom ---non-urban industrial ....recognition not compatible with urban
uses and activities 345 022 0030 Would dramatically and significantly adversely impact La Grande
and nearby rural areas. 345 022 0080

top of page 15 'Morgan Lake area seen as potential for farm/residential' 345 022 0030

pg 16 ,,,even rural residences ....'do not interfere with open space...." B2H would interfere with 'open

space'. 345 022 0030
pg 20 #6 ...east of Morgan Lake area potential rural residential.. 345 022 0030

pg 25 Landslide concerns.... In Bold in document "Development may activate stabilized
landslide topography” (like deep blasting and deep digging, road construction, etc???) (In 1979
those local yokels who wrote this Plan sure had an idea what blasting and road construction could
do.) 345 022 0020

pg 29, plan change, 'that public need supports the change." The Public clearly does not support this
line. Why would anybody?

pg 31 ag land conversion, see all of #3 A-E, and #4 345 022 0030 applies.

"that the rural character of and farming activities of agricultural uses will be protected to preserve the
scenic attractiveness and economic social and physical living conditions desirable to farm families."

pg 32 goal 'to conserve forest land for forest uses"
All of #1 through 10 --- B2H would negatively effect ALL of them, but esp #7 and #10

#4 That before productive forest or range land is converted or classified to include other uses, it will
be demonstrated that such areas are more needed by the area economy for those uses.
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#7. That sustained timber yield will be encouraged, even by owners of small woodlots.

#10 That non-forest related development in and around timbered areas will not limit timber
production, harvest, haul out, slash disposal, road construction, scarification, fertilization, pest or
disease control or other timber management operations.

Applicant erroneously minimized impacts and economic damage to forest lands and mistakenly
inventoried them ORS 469. 504, oar 660-006

pg 33 Goal "to conserve open space and to protect natural, cultural, historical and scenic
resources." 345 022 0080 and 345 022 0030

#2 That the following concerns will be taken into account in protecting area visual attractiveness:
a. Maintaining vegatative cover wherever

practical.

b. Using vegetation or other site obscuring

methods of screening unsightly uses.

c. Minimizing number and size of signs.

d. Siting developments to be compatible with

surrounding area uses, and to recognize

the natural characteristics of the location.

345 022 0030, oar 660 006

#6, That development will maintain or enhance attractiveness of the area and not degrade
resources. 345 022 0030 Do not approve application for this reason alone.

#7
That sites or structures that have local, regional, statewide, or national historical or cultural
significance will be protected to the extent practical (like Oregon Trail...) 345 022 0090

pg 35 Air, Water and Land Resource Goal

1. That planning decisions will recognize immediate and long range effects on the quality of natural
resource, and those uses which may likely have an adverse effect on resource quality will be
prohibited. IP and fellow scammers want you to swallow the notion that this effectively permanent
(yes, and unnecessary) scar across Oregon will not have long range effects. How stupid do they
think we are? 345 022 0030, et al

2. That all local, State and Federal agencies will be required to comply with the same air, water, and
land resource quality regulations as required of private interests. 345 022 0030

pg 36 Hazard areas

4. That landslide potential will be recognized in any development south or west of La Grande, and
that development will be prohibited in areas of known active landslide activity. 345 022 0020, 345
022 0030

pg 37 Economy
3. That suitability of proposed industrial developments will be evaluated according, but not limited to,
the following factors: availability of local labor force, materials and market locations, transportation,
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service and other community costs, relationship to the environment and present economic base, and
similar considerations. 345 022 0030, ors 469.470, 469.501, et al

#5 That industries which might likely have undesirable effects on housing conditions, service
costs, school and other public facility capacities and similar consideration will be
discouraged. So, Discourage it.

The list goes on. Some of these are certainly actionable in the Courts and are relevant and germane
to current EFSC process. These are from our guiding document on Land Use --polices and

laws. We can fight on these existing rules and laws and win. But only if you help us do it. Are we
going to throw up our hands because a few out of state, wealthy corporations want to 'take' our land,
our resources, or quality of life ---all to make a killing? Make no mistake, they do plan on 'taking
it...and to use eminent domain to do it. We are fighting. Will you?

Scores of Citizens of this fine County have spent countless hours ---truly countless. More time than
you will ever spend on any issue. They have become reluctant experts. They deserve, yet more
importantly the entire County and State full of Citizens, now and into the future, deserve, a
representative government that actually values them and the local resources, respects their value and
concerns, and efforts --- and will at least fight along side of them, not cave in to an out-of-state
scammer.

Will you do your job to serve Oregon and Oregonians --- or will we Citizens be obligated by you and
Idaho Power, to go to the Courts to seek fairness and justice... to protect our Great State? Step up to
the plate, do your job, protect your neighbors. Protect this fine State from these ravages for now and
long into the future.

Peter Barry
60688 Morgan Lake Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850

petebarry99@yahoo.com



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.38.19.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter signed by me and 54 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and we
request that EFSC deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850






The La Grande Director of Public Works, Kyle Carpenter, provided
information regarding the widths for the streets in question. The two
streets range from 33 feet to 37 feet in width with no sidewalks. |
personally measured the area where the unpaved stem of Hawthorne
leaves the “loop” to go up the hill. At the junction it measures 32 feet curb
cut to curb cut and narrows t018-21 feet in width as it goes around the
corner up the hill. 6 The Public Works Director also provided pictures of
the mapping system showing the existing utilities located in the “loop”.
7-8. It should also be noted that from the entrance to the” loop” at Sunset
Drive to the entrance of the site the road has a 16% grade.

Attachment U2 @ from the application shows an “Aerial Lift Crane to be
Used During Construction” and the Transportation and Traffic Plan on
page 19 10 lists a number of other vehicles anticipated to be used. Article
6.6 — Public Street Standards for the City of La Grande Section 6.6.002
states that “Collector Streets are designed to withstand normal trucks of
an HS20 loading. Larger trucks are to utilize Arterial Streets where at all
possible.” 11 The majority of vehicles listed on page 19 exceed that limit
and would be using a Local Street in addition to Arterial and Collector
Streets. According to the Public Works Director the two streets in the
“loop” were designed as Local Streets for residential use, able to accept
the pressures of HS20 for the purpose of an occasional need such as a
weekly garbage truck or an emergency vehicle but for no more that 5% of
the time. The paving construction of these over 50 year old streets in the
“loop” was not designed for repetitive use by vehicles heavier than a
normal car. These streets in the “loop” have not been repaved, only
patched when necessary, since they were first constructed.

The application does not address the “loop” specifically, but 3.1.2 (pg. 19)
10 and Table 6 (pg.17) 12 of the Transportation and Traffic Plan indicate
there would be numerous vehicles using this route. Not knowing exactly
just which vehicles would be on the “loop” daily but making a conservative
estimate of 50 round trips (100 single) it would be a constant parade with
one truck every 7.2 minutes. This is unacceptable for numerous reasons
including constant excessive noise.

Not only would weight of the vehicles be a problem but the narrowness of
the “loop” streets and the ninety degree blind curves that would have to
be executed would be either impossible or extremely dangerous
considering the turning radius for many of these large vehicles. The













Public Services == GECTE GIENG
OAR 345-022-0110

This standard ensures that the proposed facility will not affect the ability of service providers in local communities to provide
public services, such as fire protection or education. The applicant must assess the proposed facility’s need for water and for
disposal of wastewater, storm water and solid waste. The applicant must also evaluate the expected population increases in
local communities resulting from construction and operation of the facility; and must address all permanent and temporary
impacts of the facility on housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools. The Council must deter-
mine whether the applicant has identified potential adverse impacts to service providers and proposed adequate mitigation to
ensure that there will be no significant adverse effect on the ability of a service provider to provide services. In considering the
impacts, the Council solicits comments from affected local governments, fire or police departments, school districts and health
care agencies.

Waste Minimization

OAR 345-022-0120

This standard requires the Council to evaluate the applicant’s proposal to minimize solid waste and wastewater generated
by construction and operation of the proposed facility. The standard requires recycling of wastes, if feasible, or proper waste
disposal if recycling is not feasible.

The applicant must evaluate the types of waste products that would be produced during construction and operation of the
proposed facility and estimate the amounts or volume of waste products. The applicant must propose appropriate methods
to handle the waste through collection, storage and disposal. Compliance with the standard assures that the applicant will
reduce the amount of waste generated and dispose of waste in a responsible manner.

Need for a Facility

OAR 345-023-0005

This standard requires the applicant for non-generating energy facilities (such as electric transmission lines) to demonstrate
the need for the proposed facility. The Council’s rules allow an applicant to demonstrate need for a non-generating facility
through one of several methods, including the “Least-Cost Plan Rule” (OAR 345-023-0020) or the “System Reliability Rule for
Electric Transmission Lines” (OAR 345-023-0030). Under the Least-Cost Plan Rule, the applicant meets this standard if the
proposed transmission line was included in an Integrated Resource Plan that has been acknowledged by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission (OPUC). More information about the OPUC and the Integrated Resource Plan acknowledgement process
can be found at www.puc.state.or.us.

Specific Standards for Wind Facilities

OAR 345-024-0010 and 345-024-0015

This standard requires the Council to evaluate applications for wind energy facilities to ensure that applicants can design, con-
struct and operate the facility so that that the public is not endangered by moving turbine blades or electrical equipment, and
that the applicant can design, construct and operate wind turbines to prevent structural failure that could endanger public safety.
Siting standards for wind facilities also require the applicant to reduce cumulative adverse environmental effects in the vicinity by
using existing roads, if possible, placing collection lines underground, designing the facility to avoid impacts to vulnerable wildlife
in the area (especially birds and bats), and designing the facility to minimize adverse visual features, including using the minimum
amount of lighting necessary to meet the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration for protecting aircraft.

Specific Standards for Transmission Lines

OAR 345-024-0090

This standard requires that the Council evaluate transmission lines under Council jurisdiction to ensure they are designed, con-
structed and operated to limit the strength of electromagnetic fields in areas where those lines are accessible to the public.
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Transportation and Traffic Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

The following is a summary of anticipated equipment to be used for each transmission-line
construction activity.

e Survey work: pickup trucks or ATVs.
e Timber removal: pickup trucks, feller bunchers, dump trucks, wood chippers.
e Road construction: pickup trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, and water trucks.

¢ Hole digging, installation of directly embedded structures, or foundation installation:
pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, digger derrick trucks, hole diggers, bulldozers, concrete
trucks, water trucks, cranes, hydro cranes, wagon rock drills, dump trucks, and front-end
loaders.

e Hauling lattice steel members, tubular poles, braces, and hardware to the structure sites:
steel haul trucks, carry alls, cranes, and forklifts.

s Assembly and erection of structures: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, carry alls, cranes, and a
heavy lift helicopter.

e Wire installation: pickups, wire reel trailers, diesel tractors, cranes, 5-ton boom trucks,
splicing trucks, three drum pullers, single drum pullers, tensioner, sagging dozers, carry-
alls, static wire reel trailers, bucket trucks, and a light duty helicopter.

* Final cleanup, reclamation, and restoration: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, bulldozers,
motor graders, dump trucks, front-end loaders, hydro-seed truck, and water trucks.

The highest level of traffic will be when the wire stringing operations begin while several other
operations are occurring at the same time, which will likely include ROW clearing, installing
foundations, hauling steel, and assembling and erecting structures. For the station work, the highest
level of traffic will be during site grading and foundation installation. For the communication station
sites, the highest level of traffic will be during grading and site preparation.

Detailed estimates of trips generated by transporting Project construction equipment will be provided
by the construction contractor prior to construction.

3.1.3 Traffic Related to Timber Removal

in forested areas, the Project will require removal of timber from the Project ROW and for
construction and improvement of access roads. Specific timber harvest plans have not been
finalized. Logs from timber clearing may be transported to nearby sawmills. Decisions regarding
transportation routes for harvested timber will be made following completion of a timber harvest
plan, and the number of log truck tips will be estimated when the timber harvest plan has been
finalized. Logging slash will remain onsite if possible. For additional discussion regarding
removal of timber in forested areas, see Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, ROW Clearing Assessment.

3.1.4 Impacts to V/C Ratios

Based on the estimated trip generation numbers in Tables 4 and 6, a maximum of
approximately 1,294 daily one-way vehicle trips are expected within any one construction
spread. To facilitate traffic and other analyses, the two construction spreads are divided into
smaller sections based on similar construction windows and seasonal weather restrictions. Not
all construction sections will have the same number of concurrent construction activities,
depending on how the construction contractor sequences and executes the Project. Some
sections will have fewer daily vehicle trips. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the spreads
are divided into five sections with multi-use areas that could have additive traffic impacts. The
sections are assumed to have approximately equal levels of activity. The 1,294 daily one-way
trips per spread divided over five sections of more concentrated traffic results in 259 daily one-

Idaho Power September 2018 Page 19



















Exh bk

ORDINANCE NUMBER 3077
SERIES 2009
Page (8)

a. City Regulation of Special Movement of Oversized Load

The applicant shall submit an application to the City Manager or designee, showing the
terminal points of the purported movement; the proposed route; the nature of the
movement requested, including the weight and dimensions of the vehicle, load,
machine, building, or structure to be moved; the time, date and duration of the proposed
movement.

b. Special Movement Permit

A permit shall be required to move any vehicle, structure, or load on, or to access a street
when, after preparation for movement, the vehicle, structure or load exceeds fourteen feet (14')
in height, requires the use of guy wires, or could result in the blockage of a street. An approved
application may serve as a permit, and a copy of the approved application shall be provided to
the applicant.

Section 17. TRUCK ROUTES

a. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation to use, drive or operate any
vehicle or combination of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000, pounds or more upon
any street of the City of La Grande, Oregon, except upon posted truck routes.

b. Any vehicle with a gross weight over 26,000, pounds specifically picking up deliveries or
making deliveries to any business or residence located on a street that is not a fruck
route will be exempted if the vehicle is driven from the truck route to the destination in
the shortest, most direct, and safest route.

c. The use of Jacob brakes shall not be allowed within the city limits of La Grande,
Oregon.

d. Truck routes will be posted as follows:

1. Walnut street north from the city limits to C Avenue:
C Avenue east from Walinut Street to Gekeler Avenue;
Gekeler Avenue east to the city limits;
12th street south from Gekeler Avenue to the city limits;
2nd Street south from the city limits to Adams Avenue;
Monroe Avenue east from Spruce Street to Highway 82;
Jackson Avenue east from Spruce Street, and
. Spruce Street south from the city limits to Monroe.
Section 18. IMPOUNDMENT AND DETENTION OF VEHICLES

a. Whenever a vehicle is placed in a manner or location that constitutes an obstruction to
traffic or a hazard to public safety, a police officer or enforcement officer shall order the
owner or operator of the vehicle to remove said vehicle. If the vehicle is unattended, the
officer or enforcement officer may cause the vehicle to be towed and stored at the
owner's expense. The owner shall be liable for the costs of towing and storing,
notwithstanding that the vehicle was parked by another or that the vehicle was initially
parked in a safe manner but subsequently became an obstruction or hazard.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.

SIGNATURE 92 ?7@/{; W(@/’/W'/

PRINTEDNAME . Dpk s @Armm72éx
ADDRESS Hos @rlor, la &rAnde, Ov

EMAIL d rree rmemen @ Conrs. Cor

SIGNATURE C;\«'\;Ml!\//

PRINTED NAME X wn (Kot &€
LeoB3LE MaT v Rd

RS L Gronde R "( 1 ZS/L
EMAIL X Kret dre (o\me blakdsg .o \”c
SIGNATURE ¢

PRINTED N

ADDRESS

% G

PRINTEDNAME e, £, Lo

ADDRESS (o2 fMope/ aur~ Mé‘m%df@/ OK,

EMAIL Vs Toca @ cdsarne. neT

SIGNATURE g(/l @?/
d

PRINTED NAM o bALUT?

ADDRESS A4 porren )L6,0 £ a7
EMAIL




I have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Ellen Barton <elbarton3@frontier.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 5:54 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: B2H Comment Letter: Personal concerns regarding this project

August 21, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

B2H.DPOComments@Qregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft
Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

| have personal concerns regarding the proposed Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project. | live on Walnut Street at the south
end of La Grande just as the road enters the canyon to Morgan Lake and other forest residential and recreational areas. | have lived
here for over 30 years. During that time, | have noted that the hillside across the street from my home has displayed instability in
that small slumps and slides have occurred. It is known to the community that a fault line traverses this area, causing movement in
homes and buildings such as the Grande Ronde Hospital on Sunset Drive. Should there be construction including blasting in the area,
I am concerned that this will exacerbate earth movement and stability of the slopes above this area of town.

After the Oso, Washington slide, | accessed a geology site that showed historic landslides in this area. The possibility of a landslide in
this area of our community was a distinct possibility, especially if triggered by events such as earthquakes or blasting.

| also have personal concerns of the traffic entailed in the construction of this transmission line project. The Morgan Lake Road
carries a significant amount of traffic, both from people accessing the recreational opportunities of Morgan Lake and other activities
such as cross country skiing, snowmobiling, etc., and those people traveling to and from their residences in this area. Should this
project be approved, the increased traffic by large equipment would be more hazardous that it already is.

Finally, I have no desire to view several large towers crossing my view of the mountains and valley where | live. The information
available indicates that this transmission line is not only unnecessary but will be obsolete when it is completed. Residents of the
Grande Ronde Valley and other communities in Oregon will have no benefit from the line and will only have the eyesore of towers
and hazards of fire, slope instability, traffic hazards during construction.

| urge the Energy Facilities Siting Council to deny this project.
Sincerely,

Ellen Barton



91 Walnut

La Grande, OR 97850

E-Mail: elbarton3 @frontier.com




TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 2:55 PM

To: TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE; odoe@service.govdelivery.com

Cc: David Yeakley; comment@boardmantohemingway.com; bharvey@bakercounty.org;

Greg Smith; Greg Smith; Senator_Merkley@Merkley. senate. gov;
senator_wyden@wyden.senate.gov; SEN Bentz; REP Findley;
mbennett@bakercounty.org

Subject: [Fortimail Spam Detected] FW: In opposition to B2H |daho Power proposed route
through Baker County

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

Dear Sir/Madam:

Re: Public Comment Deadline Extension and Transcripts Available on Proposed Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line

Comment for the Record:

It is time that Public Utilities become more interested in safety of Human lives, private and commercial
property and our natural resource Timber (Forests) and rural community economic resources in light of the
horrific death toll caused by Forest Fires resulting from Utility Company faulty Power Lines and Equipment
such as Pacific Gas & Electric Company infrastructure that caused the deadly “Camp Fire” in Northern
California town of Paradise and outlying communities.... Please view my herein correspondence with a Utility
Company who is familiar with HYDC Power Transmission of energy with much Less loss of energy along the
transmission route and safer for people, animals; domestic and wildlife, property and our Valuable Timber
resource, our Forests. This newest technology is being used all around the world today with success and offers
the most safest method of transmission of power energy with less Loss of energy, Waste of Energy along the
transmission line.

There are better alternatives today, both in underground and/or HVDC Power Transmission lines than current
HVAC, with no hazardous EMF danger. Power Energy Corporations and government oversight agencies must
take into account the latest 21t century technology available today to protect Human Lives, Commercial and
Private Property and protect our valuable Timber, our Forests, against such Preventable tragedies....not to
mention citizens health related problems caused by all the smoke from these fires over the obstinate Big
Energy Corporation’s only concern for their bottom line utilizing the most least expensive routes and
installation methods available today with no concern or regards for the public health & rural Oregon
Communities. The savings of loss of energy along these long routes is not considered in costs as these costs
are passed on to the consumer...less loss of energy/wasted energy is a huge savings to the consumer and if
absorbed by the Power Energy Corporations they would be encouraged to find better alternatives. Lives are
more valuable than dollars.

Human lives, private property, rural communities and our valuable forest timber resources must be first
priority...cheapest is not always cheapest when seeing the devastation and the Cost Burden now facing Pacific
Gas & Electric Company of California, not to mention all the personal suffering of victims.... Oregon is not
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exempt from such disasters and is a ticking time bomb that all will be responsible for by ignoring the potential
of other such fires in rural Oregon. There have been several California forest fires triggered by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company’s Power Energy Transmission lines and failed infrastructure and these are not limited to
California.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

Donald R. Beck

Baker City, OR 97814

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

Baker City, OR 97814

~ “Truly my soul silently waits for God; From Him comes my salvation. He only is my rock and my salvation; He is my
defense; I shall not be greatly moved” Psalm 62:1-2

From: dyeakley@charter.net [mailto:dyeakley@charter.net]

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 1:14 PM

To: 'donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com' <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Subject: RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Have you sent this to the Energy Facility Siting Council? Input is due by July 23, and you could forward this information
to:

B2H.DPOComments@OQOregon .gov

| took the council standards, and went through them to show why the line should not be built.

Take care.

From: "Don Beck"

To: bharvey@bakercounty.org

Cc: "David Yeakley", "Cliff Bentz", "Congressman Greg Walden", "Greg Smith", "Greg Smith"
Sent: Monday February 4 2019 4:23:16PM

Subject: RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Dear Commission Bill Harvey:

Greetings and Happy New Year! For the record and for your information as well as those working on the
opposition of the BH2 Idaho Power transmission line | would like to forward to you the information that |
received to my inquiry as to the best solution for installation and long term feasibility & safety of HVDC power
verses HVAC power the current method of transportation. HYDC would not present the EMF human safety
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affects nor the potential of forest fires, like what transpired by the Californian P.G.&E. Co of California which is
now in bankruptcy due to “CAMP FIRE” where complete towns, communities of nearly 3000 commercial
buildings/businesses and 14,000 residential homes were destroyed and took 88 lives
https://www.cbsnews.com/live-news/california-fires-containment-search-rescue-air-2018-11-22-camp-
woolsey-paradise-live-updates/ This is a very Important aspect of the problem with HVAC overhead power
lines. Communities and Lives are put at risk and we cannot afford to ignore this potential in Baker County just
to allow Idaho Power to dictate their most economically based installation methods, which does not take into
consideration the Power Loss along the entire distance of the Transportation of Power. It is not a matter of if,
but when! As you investigate P.G.& E.’s account or record this was not the first nor only accounts of their
facilities causing loss of life, forests and property, just the straw that broke the camel’s back. They have been
proven to lie when investigations that occurred in support of their faulty facilities on numerous occasions.
Money should not dictate objectives over the Lives and Communities, Towns and Forests.

With the newest and latest advancement technology age that we now live in there are better, safer and more
efficient ways of doing business and the Big Electric Corporation should respect the lives and communities that
they want to just mow through thinking of and only putting the dollar first and now, before lives and loss
revenue due to Power Loss along these lines annually.

After considering my questions in the correspondence below and the contact | was given for further answers
of my questions perhaps you could forward this information to whomever is in the position for the County to
represent the opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County to Boardman, OR so that
they can be equipped with questions that need answers and follow through with the best method for our
community in best interest of Baker County citizen’s lives, property owners, including safety from EMF affects
then present findings to Idaho Power.

Thank you Bill, and all the best to you. We greatly appreciate your leadership.

Best regards,

Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 3:02 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
I'd say 400 + miles as the threshold of cost/benefit for HVDC

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 4:10 PM




To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Thank you Tony: One last question what is considered long distance? We are talking about 400 miles here.

Thanks,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 1:23 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
ISO is an independent system operator, and as Oregon does not have its own, the California ISO is the closest one and
would be more geographically relevant than our Midwest system operator.

Due to the complexity of HVDC systems, I'd not expect HVDC to be the future of HV overhead lines...my perspective is
HVDC overhead makes sense for long distances with a dedicated purpose. Outside of the United States, HVDC (non-
classic technology) is being utilized for under water and other unique applications...EPRI would be a great resource here!

Thanks,
Tony Ramunno

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 3:07 PM

To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Hi Tony:

| understand fully, the internet is a great too, but with it comes all the need for protection filters.
| wanted to question your suggesting contacting California ISO, not knowing what this stands for my question
is do you think they would cover the state of Oregon, or mistype? If, so would you have a contact for state of

Oregon?

From your own perspective is HVDC the future of HV overhead lines? Any pros and cons that you can share?



Thank you again Tony.
| appreciate your getting back with me and all the assistance provided.

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 12:41 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
Apologize for not getting back to you, these e-mails got snagged in our spam filter.

Glad you enjoyed our article in T&D...You ask some great questions below! The work we have done here at Great River
Energy has been focused on age and condition analysis of the existing system for long-term reliability. We worked
through MISO, our regional system operator, relative to broader applicability “upgrade analysis” portion, and utilize
EPRI’s (Electric Power Research Institute) HVDC sector for applied research. Similarly, our contacts at ABB are project
management, transformer replacement, and engineering and design for “retrofit” projects.

My suggestion would be to reach out to California ISO, as they would be able to provide the HVDC vs HVAC analysis
criteria and financial thresholds. Not sure if EPRI would be very helpful outside it’s utility membership, however, that
would be another source of excellent information.

Thanks,
Tony Ramunno

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 2:30 PM

To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Hi Tony:

How are you? | am following up on my earlier request below which | sent the first of this month requesting
some information as to HVDC comparisons with HVAC electric transmission lines. | know you have a busy
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schedule and perhaps impacted with all the cold weather. However, | was wondering if you will be able to
assist me in this information? And if not, can you direct me to a source within your company to assist me and
our county commissioners in this matter?

| would appreciate any assistance you may offer us or contact source for the information listed.
Thank you Tony, for your time and assistance in this matter. Have a Blessed day!

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Don Beck [mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 12:56 PM

To: 'tramunno@grenergy.com' <tramunno@grenergy.com>
Subject: HVAC vs. HVDC

Great River Energy www.greatriverenergy.com
Att: Tony Ramunno

Dear Tony:

Hi, | have a few questions that | would appreciate some help with. | received an email from T&D World which
sparked my interests and having gone to their website https://www.tdworld.com/overhead-
transmission/reliability-upgrade-hvdc-system | viewed an article on your project “Great River Energy’s HVDC
system is made up of a 436-mile (702-km), 400-kV transmission line and two converter stations”.

| would like some technical advice and suggestions as to the HVDC verses the HVAC. | have 15 years’
experience working for Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of California in the 60-70’s. | currently live in the Pacific
Northwest in the state of Oregon and an out of state Electric Power Utility Company has proposed installing a
500KV HVAC Overhead Power Transmission Line approximately 300 miles though Oregon. With the potential
of forest fires due to any faulty equipment through the forests like was experienced recently in Paradise, CA
“The CAMP FIRE” where complete towns, communities of nearly 3000 commercial buildings/businesses and
14,000 residential homes were destroyed and took 88 lives https://www.cbsnews.com/live-news/california-
fires-containment-search-rescue-air-2018-11-22-camp-woolsey-paradise-live-updates/ . Due to this most
recent Tragedy and not considering the other fires attributed to this utility company facilities, | was interested
in the best and safest method of infrastructure and installation moving forward such as Underground and/or
Overhead 500KV HVDC verses Overhead 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Lines?




| am looking for comparison of Installation Facilities and Construction Methods of HVAC and HVDC power
transmission. The Best Transmission Infrastructure equipment (facilities) information for the most Safest, Cost
Effective and most Conservative means of energy transmission from point A to point B (with less line energy
loss along the route) utilizing the new Advanced Technology of HVDC verses utilizing the Past and current
methods/facilities of Overhead Line Transmission of 500KV HVAC Energy. Conservation of energy loss and
Safety being of greatest importance as well as startup cost difference and long range savings. According to the
Power Company it is my understanding with the past and current methods of overhead HVAC that 30% of
electric energy is Lost along these long distance overhead power transmission lines. Another concern is the
private property owners fear for health and human safety concerns from EMF near to their homes and farm
lands with workers working in and around the high voltage lines. Not to mention the rights of way easement
litigation and long periods of time for public meetings and approval prior to starting construction which all add
up to substantial costs associated with 500KV HVAC Overhead Line Construction. All considerations taken into
account | feel that there must be a better alternative to the past installation methods, facilities and
construction procedure with all the latest new Advanced Technology of installation and construction of 500KV
HVDC power lines, overhead and/or underground.

1. Taking into account of all the New Advanced Technology how does the HVDC Transmission lines differ
from current 500 KV High Voltage A/C Lines; cost of installation, methods, safety (EMF's)? Including,
above ground or below ground infrastructure potential?

2. Health Risks near installed high voltage 500KV HVAC overhead lines verses 500KV HVDC lines?

3. Costs and savings for installation, facilities and maintenance of HVAC High Voltage verses HVDC High
Voltage Transmission infrastructure? Both short term and long term.

4. Cost savings due to 500KV HVAC Line leakage; overall line energy loss in 300 mile distance compared to
500KV HVDC?

5. Are fewer high voltage lines required with either method of transmission, so that more lines could be
added in the future to existing electric grid corridor?

6. Best Infrastructure System through Farm Lands, Private Property, Rural Communities, Towns and
aesthetics in Historic Site areas, Tourism and with improved public relations and potential for public
support rather than concerns for health related issues and other negative impacts, including potential
cause of forest fires. As we can see even the risk for the potential of one forest fire by faulty power
company’s equipment can outweigh the savings of the entire cost of installation of any proposed
overhead 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Line to the Electric Utility Power Company, not to mention
private property and human life.

7. In addition perhaps you could put me in contact with someone at www.abb.com if you feel that they
could be of further assistance to us.

Being a retired PG&E Construction employee from Northern California with the installation experience in
500KV HVAC Power Transmission and distribution lines with this new era of Advanced Technologies | would
like to know the Best alternatives today in comparisons of construction methods of the Past use of overhead
HVAC Power Transmission Lines verses HVDC Power Transmission Lines and the feasibility of Underground
verse Overhead infrastructure?



Our goal is finding a solution with less impact on health and safety of our citizens, small Rural Communities,
Towns, Private Property, Exclusive Farm Lands and Historic Sites in Oregon, which includes to help eliminate
the negative impact associated with AC 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Lines and their unsightly 200"
Structures in a Tourist region. Public relations by working with locals would be beneficial to all parties and
would insure shorter start up construction times, from the drawing board to the final installation, with
possibly no litigation involving rights of way easements and the like associated with overhead 500KV HVAC
Power Transmission lines and overall cost savings and advantages in the long term.

Any and all information would be very helpful and grateful.
Thank you Tony, for your time and assistance and | look forward to hearing from you.

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.



TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 1:43 PM

To: comment@boardmantohemingway.com

Cc: ‘Stokes, Mark’; ‘Jeff Maffuccio’; 'David Yeakley'; comment@boardmantohemingway.com;

bharvey@bakercounty.org; 'Greg Smith’; 'Greg Smith’;
senator_wyden@wyden.senate.gov; SEN Bentz; REP Findley;
mbennett@bakercounty.org; TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE;
odoe@service.govdelivery.com; ‘gov'

Subject: [Fortimail Spam Detected] RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route
through Baker County

Dear Sirs/Madam:

Thank you for your response and for the record we all have done that for many years now to no avail....Idaho
power by their persistence is only interested in saving themselves money with the least expensive installation
method to reap huge profits from cheap energy with no concerns for we the people or our communities even
with the latest new HVDC Technologies available today and currently proven and used all across our Nation
and around the world for many years. High Voltage D/C power affords the safest method of transmission of
energy through our valuable timber resources removing the potential of deadly Forest Fires and public health
issues; both from EMF Hazards and deaths caused by potential Devastating Forest fires, not accounting for air
quality and subsequent respiratory damage caused.... The potential for their High Voltage A/C infrastructure to
cause forest fires like California experienced recently in three separate Forest Fires caused by Pacific Gas &
Electric Company’s faulty infrastructure are not just confined to California Forests, but Oregon communities
are just as vulnerable to fires from any High Voltage A/C Transmission Energy lines faulty conductors and/or
infrastructure. No one seems to fully understand the urgency or to really be concerned about safety until after
these disasters, but most interested in their own bottom line, the buck, at the risk of human lives and private
property and local communities. Safety of human life must be a priority of any new installation and hopefully
in time retrofit existing HVAC Transmission line through our Forests to make our lives better, safer and
preserve our renewable resources our Forests.

Again, with all due respect as Citizens of Oregon we do expect our government agencies who have the
Oversight and Authority to approve or not approve these requests from Big Energy Corp, such as Idaho Power
to fully investigate and become educated in all latest methods of installation alternatives and be well informed
as to the Truth with Safety of Human Life, Forest Timber Resources, private and rural communities property a
Priority, and not just side with Big Energy Corp’s unwillingness to use the latest Technology in the
transportation of High Voltage Energy. As citizens we all are forced use the newest and latest technologies or
be left behind and it is time for Big Corporations to incorporate these latest technologies that can prevent
these tragic Disasters and loss of human lives. Knowing there are solutions and preventive measure available
today that were not available decades ago. We have no excuse for blatantly ignoring the facts now that we
know there are better and safer and less expensive ways when considering no energy loss along these HVDC
lines to transmit High Voltage Energy though our communities and forests.

| think this is an issue that Government oversight commissions should be very concerned about and do some
diligent investigations and insights as to what are the potential dangers to the public and the best alternative
to alleviate the potential for devastation as we Now know exists from HVAC Energy Transmission
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infrastructure, not to mention the savings of loss of energy for the entire transmission route, not just taking
the word of Big Energy, thus Idaho Power at the risk of our communities, rural economies and human lives.
Public Relations works both ways, not this is what we are going to do like it or not attitude. Let us all resolve to
always to the right thing in the best interest of people’s lives.

| find all these continual meetings yield nothing, but only offer of a pacifier to the public thinking they are
open and listening and yet they still never give up or compromise their original proposed plan and route at the
expense of those of us who have to live with the after affects and the known potential dangers and disasters it
will present in time, hoping the citizens will give up and they can ramrod their original routes and outdated
methods of installation.

Respectfully,

Donald R. Beck

Baker City, OR

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

Baker City, OR 97814
~ “Truly my soul silently waits for God; From Him comes my salvation. He only is my rock and my salvation; He is my
defense; I shall not be greatly moved” Psalm 62:1-2

From: comment@boardmantohemingway.com [mailto:comment@boardmantohemingway.com]
Sent: Monday, July 15, 2019 10:49 AM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Cc: 'Stokes, Mark' <MStokes@idahopower.com>; Jeff Maffuccio <jmaffuccio@idahopower.com>
Subject: RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Hi Don,
Thank you for your comment, we appreciate you taking the time to share your thoughts.
If you would like to discuss the project further, Idaho Power would be happy to meet with you. Feel free to reach out to

Jeff Maffuccio (jmaffuccio@idahopower.com) and Mark Stokes (mstokes@idahopower.com) if you would like to arrange
a meeting.

All the best,
The B2H Team

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 2:55 PM

To: Kellen.Tardaewether@oregon.gov; odoe@service.govdelivery.com

Cc: David Yeakley <dyeakley@charter.net>; comment@boardmantohemingway.com; bharvey@bakercounty.org; Greg
Smith <smith.g.rep@state.or.us>; Greg Smith <bakercountyedc@gmail.com>; Senator_Merkley@Merkley. senate. gov
<Senator Merkley@Merkley.senate.gov>; senator wyden@wyden.senate.gov; Sen.CliffBentz@oregonlegislature.gov;
Rep.LynnFindley@oregonlegislature.gov; mbennett@bakercounty.org

Subject: FW: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst



Oregon Department of Energy
Dear Sir/Madam:

Re: Public Comment Deadline Extension and Transcripts Available on Proposed Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Line

Comment for the Record:

It is time that Public Utilities become more interested in safety of Human lives, private and commercial
property and our natural resource Timber (Forests) and rural community economic resources in light of the
horrific death toll caused by Forest Fires resulting from Utility Company faulty Power Lines and Equipment
such as Pacific Gas & Electric Company infrastructure that caused the deadly “Camp Fire” in Northern
California town of Paradise and outlying communities.... Please view my herein correspondence with a Utility
Company who is familiar with HYDC Power Transmission of energy with much Less loss of energy along the
transmission route and safer for people, animals; domestic and wildlife, property and our Valuable Timber
resource, our Forests. This newest technology is being used all around the world today with success and offers
the most safest method of transmission of power energy with less Loss of energy, Waste of Energy along the
transmission line.

There are better alternatives today, both in underground and/or HVDC Power Transmission lines than current
HVAC, with no hazardous EMF danger. Power Energy Corporations and government oversight agencies must
take into account the latest 21° century technology available today to protect Human Lives, Commercial and
Private Property and protect our valuable Timber, our Forests, against such Preventable tragedies....not to
mention citizens health related problems caused by all the smoke from these fires over the obstinate Big
Energy Corporation’s only concern for their bottom line utilizing the most least expensive routes and
installation methods available today with no concern or regards for the public health & rural Oregon
Communities. The savings of loss of energy along these long routes is not considered in costs as these costs
are passed on to the consumer...less loss of energy/wasted energy is a huge savings to the consumer and if
absorbed by the Power Energy Corporations they would be encouraged to find better alternatives. Lives are
more valuable than dollars.

Human lives, private property, rural communities and our valuable forest timber resources must be first
priority...cheapest is not always cheapest when seeing the devastation and the Cost Burden now facing Pacific
Gas & Electric Company of California, not to mention all the personal suffering of victims.... Oregon is not
exempt from such disasters and is a ticking time bomb that all will be responsible for by ignoring the potential
of other such fires in rural Oregon. There have been several California forest fires triggered by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company’s Power Energy Transmission lines and failed infrastructure and these are not limited to
California.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,

Donald R. Beck

Baker City, OR 97814

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633




Baker City, OR 97814
~ “Truly my soul silently waits for God; From Him comes my salvation. He only is my rock and my salvation; He is my
defense; I shall not be greatly moved” Psalm 62:1-2

From: dyeakley@charter.net [mailto:dyeakley@charter.net]

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 1:14 PM

To: 'donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com' <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Subject: RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Have you sent this to the Energy Facility Siting Council? Input is due by July 23, and you could forward this information
to:

B2H.DPOComments@Oregon .gov

| took the council standards, and went through them to show why the line should not be built.

Take care.

From: "Don Beck"

To: bharvey@bakercounty.org

Cc: "David Yeakley", "Cliff Bentz", "Congressman Greg Walden", "Greg Smith", "Greg Smith"
Sent: Monday February 4 2019 4:23:16PM

Subject: RE: In opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County

Dear Commission Bill Harvey:

Greetings and Happy New Year! For the record and for your information as well as those working on the
opposition of the BH2 Idaho Power transmission line | would like to forward to you the information that |
received to my inquiry as to the best solution for installation and long term feasibility & safety of HVDC power
verses HVAC power the current method of transportation. HVDC would not present the EMF human safety
affects nor the potential of forest fires, like what transpired by the Californian P.G.&E. Co of California which is
now in bankruptcy due to “CAMP FIRE” where complete towns, communities of nearly 3000 commercial
buildings/businesses and 14,000 residential homes were destroyed and took 88 lives
https://www.cbsnews.com/live-news/california-fires-containment-search-rescue-air-2018-11-22-camp-
woolsey-paradise-live-updates/ This is a very Important aspect of the problem with HVAC overhead power
lines. Communities and Lives are put at risk and we cannot afford to ignore this potential in Baker County just
to allow Idaho Power to dictate their most economically based installation methods, which does not take into
consideration the Power Loss along the entire distance of the Transportation of Power. It is not a matter of if,
but when! As you investigate P.G.& E.’s account or record this was not the first nor only accounts of their
facilities causing loss of life, forests and property, just the straw that broke the camel’s back. They have been
proven to lie when investigations that occurred in support of their faulty facilities on numerous occasions.
Money should not dictate objectives over the Lives and Communities, Towns and Forests.

With the newest and latest advancement technology age that we now live in there are better, safer and more
efficient ways of doing business and the Big Electric Corporation should respect the lives and communities that
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they want to just mow through thinking of and only putting the dollar first and now, before lives and loss
revenue due to Power Loss along these lines annually.

After considering my questions in the correspondence below and the contact | was given for further answers
of my questions perhaps you could forward this information to whomever is in the position for the County to
represent the opposition to B2H Idaho Power proposed route through Baker County to Boardman, OR so that
they can be equipped with questions that need answers and follow through with the best method for our
community in best interest of Baker County citizen’s lives, property owners, including safety from EMF affects
then present findings to Idaho Power.

Thank you Bill, and all the best to you. We greatly appreciate your leadership.

Best regards,

Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 3:02 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
I’d say 400 + miles as the threshold of cost/benefit for HYDC

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 4:10 PM

To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Thank you Tony: One last question what is considered long distance? We are talking about 400 miles here.

Thanks,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814




~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 1:23 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
ISO is an independent system operator, and as Oregon does not have its own, the California ISO is the closest one and
would be more geographically relevant than our Midwest system operator.

Due to the complexity of HVDC systems, I'd not expect HVDC to be the future of HV overhead lines...my perspective is
HVDC overhead makes sense for long distances with a dedicated purpose. Outside of the United States, HVDC (non-
classic technology) is being utilized for under water and other unique applications...EPRI would be a great resource here!

Thanks,
Tony Ramunno

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Monday, February 04, 2019 3:07 PM

To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Hi Tony:

| understand fully, the internet is a great too, but with it comes all the need for protection filters.

| wanted to question your suggesting contacting California ISO, not knowing what this stands for my question
is do you think they would cover the state of Oregon, or mistype? If, so would you have a contact for state of
Oregon?

From your own perspective is HVDC the future of HV overhead lines? Any pros and cons that you can share?
Thank you again Tony.

| appreciate your getting back with me and all the assistance provided.

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3



From: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG [mailto:TRamunn@GREnergy.com]
Sent: Monday, February 4, 2019 12:41 PM

To: donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

Subject: RE: HVAC vs. HVDC

Donald,
Apologize for not getting back to you, these e-mails got snagged in our spam filter.

Glad you enjoyed our article in T&D...You ask some great questions below! The work we have done here at Great River
Energy has been focused on age and condition analysis of the existing system for long-term reliability. We worked
through MISO, our regional system operator, relative to broader applicability “upgrade analysis” portion, and utilize
EPRI’s (Electric Power Research Institute) HVDC sector for applied research. Similarly, our contacts at ABB are project
management, transformer replacement, and engineering and design for “retrofit” projects.

My suggestion would be to reach out to California ISO, as they would be able to provide the HVDC vs HVAC analysis
criteria and financial thresholds. Not sure if EPRI would be very helpful outside it’s utility membership, however, that
would be another source of excellent information.

Thanks,
Tony Ramunno

From: Don Beck <donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 2:30 PM

To: Ramunno, Tony GRE-MG <TRamunn@GREnergy.com>
Subject: HVAC vs. HVDC

EXTERNAL
Hi Tony:

How are you? | am following up on my earlier request below which | sent the first of this month requesting
some information as to HVDC comparisons with HVAC electric transmission lines. | know you have a busy
schedule and perhaps impacted with all the cold weather. However, | was wondering if you will be able to
assist me in this information? And if not, can you direct me to a source within your company to assist me and
our county commissioners in this matter?

| would appreciate any assistance you may offer us or contact source for the information listed.
Thank you Tony, for your time and assistance in this matter. Have a Blessed day!

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes

Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633




add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

From: Don Beck [mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 9, 2019 12:56 PM

To: 'tramunno@grenergy.com' <tramunno@grenergy.com>
Subject: HVAC vs. HVDC

Great River Energy www.greatriverenergy.com
Att: Tony Ramunno

Dear Tony:

Hi, | have a few questions that | would appreciate some help with. | received an email from T&D World which
sparked my interests and having gone to their website https://www.tdworld.com/overhead-
transmission/reliability-upgrade-hvdc-system | viewed an article on your project “Great River Energy’s HVDC
system is made up of a 436-mile (702-km), 400-kV transmission line and two converter stations”.

| would like some technical advice and suggestions as to the HVDC verses the HVAC. | have 15 years’
experience working for Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of California in the 60-70’s. | currently live in the Pacific
Northwest in the state of Oregon and an out of state Electric Power Utility Company has proposed installing a
500KV HVAC Overhead Power Transmission Line approximately 300 miles though Oregon. With the potential
of forest fires due to any faulty equipment through the forests like was experienced recently in Paradise, CA
“The CAMP FIRE” where complete towns, communities of nearly 3000 commercial buildings/businesses and
14,000 residential homes were destroyed and took 88 lives https://www.cbsnews.com/live-news/california-
fires-containment-search-rescue-air-2018-11-22-camp-woolsey-paradise-live-updates/ . Due to this most
recent Tragedy and not considering the other fires attributed to this utility company facilities, | was interested
in the best and safest method of infrastructure and installation moving forward such as Underground and/or
Overhead 500KV HVDC verses Overhead 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Lines?

| am looking for comparison of Installation Facilities and Construction Methods of HVAC and HVDC power
transmission. The Best Transmission Infrastructure equipment (facilities) information for the most Safest, Cost
Effective and most Conservative means of energy transmission from point A to point B (with less line energy
loss along the route) utilizing the new Advanced Technology of HVDC verses utilizing the Past and current
methods/facilities of Overhead Line Transmission of 500KV HVAC Energy. Conservation of energy loss and
Safety being of greatest importance as well as startup cost difference and long range savings. According to the
Power Company it is my understanding with the past and current methods of overhead HVAC that 30% of
electric energy is Lost along these long distance overhead power transmission lines. Another concern is the
private property owners fear for health and human safety concerns from EMF near to their homes and farm
lands with workers working in and around the high voltage lines. Not to mention the rights of way easement
litigation and long periods of time for public meetings and approval prior to starting construction which all add
up to substantial costs associated with 500KV HVAC Overhead Line Construction. All considerations taken into
account | feel that there must be a better alternative to the past installation methods, facilities and
construction procedure with all the latest new Advanced Technology of installation and construction of 500KV
HVDC power lines, overhead and/or underground.



1. Taking into account of all the New Advanced Technology how does the HVDC Transmission lines differ
from current 500 KV High Voltage A/C Lines; cost of installation, methods, safety (EMF's)? Including,
above ground or below ground infrastructure potential?

2. Health Risks near installed high voltage 500KV HVAC overhead lines verses 500KV HVDC lines?

3. Costs and savings for installation, facilities and maintenance of HVAC High Voltage verses HVDC High
Voltage Transmission infrastructure? Both short term and long term.

4. Cost savings due to 500KV HVAC Line leakage; overall line energy loss in 300 mile distance compared to
500KV HVDC?

5. Are fewer high voltage lines required with either method of transmission, so that more lines could be
added in the future to existing electric grid corridor?

6. Best Infrastructure System through Farm Lands, Private Property, Rural Communities, Towns and
aesthetics in Historic Site areas, Tourism and with improved public relations and potential for public
support rather than concerns for health related issues and other negative impacts, including potential
cause of forest fires. As we can see even the risk for the potential of one forest fire by faulty power
company’s equipment can outweigh the savings of the entire cost of installation of any proposed
overhead 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Line to the Electric Utility Power Company, not to mention
private property and human life.

7. In addition perhaps you could put me in contact with someone at www.abb.com if you feel that they
could be of further assistance to us.

Being a retired PG&E Construction employee from Northern California with the installation experience in
500KV HVAC Power Transmission and distribution lines with this new era of Advanced Technologies | would
like to know the Best alternatives today in comparisons of construction methods of the Past use of overhead
HVAC Power Transmission Lines verses HVDC Power Transmission Lines and the feasibility of Underground
verse Overhead infrastructure?

Our goal is finding a solution with less impact on health and safety of our citizens, small Rural Communities,
Towns, Private Property, Exclusive Farm Lands and Historic Sites in Oregon, which includes to help eliminate
the negative impact associated with AC 500KV HVAC Power Transmission Lines and their unsightly 200"
Structures in a Tourist region. Public relations by working with locals would be beneficial to all parties and
would insure shorter start up construction times, from the drawing board to the final installation, with
possibly no litigation involving rights of way easements and the like associated with overhead 500KV HVAC
Power Transmission lines and overall cost savings and advantages in the long term.

Any and all information would be very helpful and grateful.
Thank you Tony, for your time and assistance and | look forward to hearing from you.

Best regards,
Donald Beck

Don Beck Bronzes




Visit our on-line Gallery: http://www.donbeckbronzes.com/
email: mailto:donbeck@donbeckbronzes.com

tel: 541 524 1633

add: P.O. Box 713, Baker City, OR 97814

~ “And He hath put a new song in my mouth, even praise unto our God: many shall see it, and fear, and
shall trust in the LORD” Psalms 40:3

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT: The information contained in this message from Great River Energy and any
attachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient(s). If you have received this message in
error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender
immediately by return email and delete the original message.
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Mickie Bell <marcyne5@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 4:14 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway

Transmission Project 0/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

August 22, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Councel

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senion Siting Analyst
Oregon Dept of Energy

550 Capitol Street N>E.

Salem, OR 97301

Via E-mail: B2H DPOComments@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft PROPOSED Order 5/23/2019

To Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the B2H Draft Proposed Order. The Oregon National Historic Trail
will be significantly affected by the Transmission Line.

The Draft Proposed Order identifies significant impacts to the Oregon Trail in several Exhibits, including
Exhibit C:Property Location and Maps; Exhibit L; Protected Areas; Exhibit R: Scenic Aesthetic Vallues; Exhibit S:
Cultural Resources: Exhibit T; Recreational Facilities and Exhibit X: Noise.

B2H crosses the Oregon Trail at least 8 times; EFCS has done a reasonable job of protecting the Trail during
construction and operation, if the proposed requirements are followed, except at the Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center at Flagstaff Hill.

B2H Transmission Line should be buried for approximately 2 to 2 1/2 miles to comply with the exhibits
indicated above. Idaho Power has from the early years refused to do any significant analysis for this option.
IPC uses cost as the reason for stating under-grounding is not feasible. Cost is not a specific standard, and
costs are the responsibility of the Oregon Public Utilities Commission during rate considerations. EFSC has
determined the IPC has the Financial ability even if some partners choose to not participate, so reasonable
cost should not be a determining factor for EFSC.

EFSC should refuse to approve the Draft Project for the following reasons.

1. Does not comply with Noise Standards as no measurements were done at the Oregon Trail viewpoint or
walking trails endpoint near milepost 146. Perhaps not a "Noise Sensitive Property," in the context of
residential sleeping areas; however, certainly for tourists and visitors to the interpretive Center and Hiking
trails noise will be disturbing. Map23 in Attachment X-1 does not even show the Oregon Trail.



2. Within OAR 345-022-0040 Protected Areas and ODEQ standards 340-035-0000-0100, this area should
have been monitored and modeled as a Noise Sensitive Property and was not.

3. Does not comply with Scenic Values from the Blue Mountains Parkway and Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center. The OR 86 encourages drivers to STOP and read interpretive signs, so viewer perception and resource
change cause significant decrease of scenic values. IPC says no significant impact.

4. The DPO does not comply with Exhibit L Protected Areas. The BLM ACEC at Flagstaff Hill has not considered
under-grounding for the protection of the Oregon Trail. No analysis found the pristine Class 1 swales of the
Oregon Trail within the ACEC located at: Lat 44.813762 Long - 117.750194 or 44 degrees 48ft 48.26"N
117degrees 75ft 57.97"W. IPC proposes to build a new construction road over the Oregon Trail in the area
identified in the location above.

5. the DPO does not meet the standards required for Exhibit T Recreational facilities, OAR 345-022-0100,
especially at the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive center, because of:

a. Itis a BLMACEC area managed for public tourism.

b. Itis the single most visited tourist facility in Baker County.

c. The quality of the facility is outstanding.

d. There is no other place where the Oregon Trail can be seen and interpreted.

6. the cost estimates of IPC do not compare with those of the Edison Electric Institute, January 2013
publication "out of Sight, Out of Mind, An Updated Study of the Under-grounding of Power Lines." This article
suggests that for 2.5 miles of rural under-grounding, the cost will be $67,500,000. This is almost half the IPC
estimate.

The Oregon Trail along the route of the B2H has the most damaging effects to its critical historic elements.
Once the Trail is gone it cannot be reconstructed or mitigated back to life. Once gone, always gone. The only
easily accessible pubic facility in Oregon is the Flagstaff Hill Interpretive Center near Baker City. The B2H must
be buried to preserve this important site.

Considering the reasons above and the unconscionable desecration of our national treasure, the Council Must
Deny the side certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project.

Thank you,
Marcyne Bell
3126 Elm Street

Baker City, OR 97814

marcyne5@hotmail.com
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Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

B2H EFSC FAILURE TO SURVEY ACCESSIBLE AREAS FOR NORTHERN GOSHAWK AND
AMERCAN THREE-TOED WOODPECKER, FAILING TO PROVIDE CURRENT INFORMATION,
AND FAILURE TO COMPLETE SURVEYS IN ACCESSABLE AREAS.

The developer indicates that reasons for incomplete surveys was because the
landowners would not give permission, timing conflicts, or the need to cross parcels not
approved to access the area. The applicant failed to survey 287 locations. Many are
located along the applicant’s “preferred option”. In fact, it appears that no surveys were
performed from Mile Post 95 to Mile Post 115 which is virtually the entire length of
Idaho Power’s preferred alternative near the city of La Grande. There are also many
locations from approximately Mile Post 95 to Mile Post 105 which are accessible, but
have not been surveyed. See Figure P1-1, Page P1-l| of application.

Literally 1/3 of the required surveys have not been completed, and the surveys which
were completed were done in 2011 and 2012. The limited additional surveys done in
2016 did not include American three-toed woodpeckers which are listed as sensitive in
the analysis area. The developer is proposing no additional surveys be performed. The
developer provided misleading information regarding the surveys when they listed in
Figure PI-1 that surveys were completed in 2016. Only a small area was surveyed in
2016 and not for both species. In addition, none of the areas where the alternate route
exists in Union County were surveyed. The applicant is proposing that a site certificate
be issued based upon these dated, minimal surveys with no new surveys being
conducted.

The lack of surveys in the areas near Ladd Marsh is very disturbing. There is the
potential for both these bird species to be present in the area. Itis part of the Survey
Area, however, there are practically no surveys along the proposed line. There is no
basis for failing to complete surveys on all areas that can be accessed. This project was
initiated over 10 years ago. Completed surveys should have been provided in the
application, not 2/3 of them. The applicant has failed to comply with the requirements
of OAR 345-021-0060 regarding completion of surveys and cannot be found to be in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0060.

The developer is proposing no additional surveys. The Site Certificate cannot be issued
absent the developer providing current surveys of accessible areas. There is no
exemption allowing a developer to provide no current information and no determination
can be made regarding eligibility absent any reliable information regarding impacts to
these protected birds. This material needs to be in the application prior to the Site
Certificate being issued.
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Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

email: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

B2H EFSC FAILURE TO SURVEY ACCESSIBLE AREAS FOR NORTHERN GOSHAWK AND
AMERCAN THREE-TOED WOODPECKER, FAILING TO PROVIDE CURRENT INFORMATION,
AND FAILURE TO COMPLETE SURVEYS IN ACCESSABLE AREAS.

The developer indicates that reasons for incomplete surveys was because the
landowners would not give permission, timing conflicts, or the need to cross parcels not
approved to access the area. The applicant failed to survey 287 locations. Many are
located along the applicant’s “preferred option”. In fact, it appears that no surveys were
performed from Mile Post 95 to Mile Post 115 which is virtually the entire length of
Idaho Power’s preferred alternative near the city of La Grande. There are also many
locations from approximately Mile Post 95 to Mile Post 105 which are accessible, but
have not been surveyed. See Figure P1-1, Page P1-Il of application.

Literally 1/3 of the required surveys have not been completed, and the surveys which
were completed were done in 2011 and 2012. The limited additional surveys done in
2016 did not include American three-toed woodpeckers which are listed as sensitive in
the analysis area. The developer is proposing no additional surveys be performed. The
developer provided misleading information regarding the surveys when they listed in
Figure PIl-1 that surveys were completed in 2016. Only a small area was surveyed in
2016 and not for both species. In addition, none of the areas where the alternate route
exists in Union County were surveyed. The applicant is proposing that a site certificate
be issued based upon these dated, minimal surveys with no new surveys being
conducted.

The lack of surveys in the areas near Ladd Marsh is very disturbing. There is the
potential for both these bird species to be present in the area. It is part of the Survey
Area, however, there are practically no surveys along the proposed line. There is no
basis for failing to complete surveys on all areas that can be accessed. This project was
initiated over 10 years ago. Completed surveys should have been provided in the
application, not 2/3 of them. The applicant has failed to comply with the requirements
of OAR 345-021-0060 regarding completion of surveys and cannot be found to be in
compliance with OAR 345-022-0060.

The developer is proposing no additional surveys. The Site Certificate cannot be issued
absent the developer providing current surveys of accessible areas. There is no
exemption allowing a developer to provide no current information and no determination
can be made regarding eligibility absent any reliable information regarding impacts to
these protected birds. This material needs to be in the application prior to the Site
Certificate being issued.
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August 5, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, Oregon 97301

Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

APPLICANT FAILED TO INCLUDE ALL REQUIRED SOURCES OF NOISE IN
THEIR MODELING OF NOISE IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT

Idaho Power did not include any of the items listed in OAR 340-035-0035(1)(b)(B)(ii),
which are only exempt from the noise measurement when the development occurs on a
previously used site. When establishing ambient noise level for a new development on a
site not previously used, it states: “Sources exempt from the requirements of section (1)
of this rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (), (j), and (k) of this rule, shall
not be excluded from this ambient measurement.”

The applicant's noise modeling only includes the noise generated from the transmission
line itself. Noise modeling must be corrected to include (b)Warning Devices, (c) sounds
created by road vehicles, (d) Sounds from the operation of any equipment or facility of a
surface carrier engaged in interstate commerce by railroad to the extent that such
equipment or facility is regulated by pre-emptive federal regulations as set forth in Part
201 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, promulgated pursuant to Section 17 of
the Noise Control Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1248, Public Law 92-576 ; (e) bells, chimes, or
carillons; (f) aircraft subject to pre-emptive federal regulations and (k) sounds created by
the operation of road vehicle auxiliary equipment.

The application is incomplete. Without having the information regarding these additional
noise sources, the department and the siting council lack the information regarding how
many noise sensitive properties are impacted and by how much.

A proposed order cannot be issued until the developer submits all the information

regarding the noise impacts of this development. This information must be available to
decide if the standard is met or if it can be met with additional site conditions.
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Ruth Betza <rebetza@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:22 PM
To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Subject: Please Deny B2H

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/018;
Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council,

Please deny the site certificate for B2H. | am a landowner, voter and tax payer of Union County Oregon who cannot see
any benefit to my County or my State from this huge project that comes from Idaho.

We citizens have to adhere to Union County planning rules so | don’t see how a project from Idaho should be able to get
around them.

As an avid outdoors person and lover of natural beauty | am agains an unnecessary transmission line running through
Glass Hill or the high country above La Grande. We love our outdoors—that’s why we live here.

We don’t need or want B2H. There is no benefit to Union County or to Oregon.
| respectfully ask you to deny the site permit.

Ruth Betza

76372 Palmer Junction Road
Elgin, Oregon 97827
rebetza@gmail.com

(541) 437-9201



ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Linda Birnbaum <birnbaumlinda42 @gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 11:28 AM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Wildfire and land stability concerns

August 20, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council

c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE

Salem, OR 97301

B2H.DPOComments@QOregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I'am very concerned about the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project as it is proposed. My concerns are for the safety of myself and all of the citizens of La Grande if
this line is permitted. My primary concerns are slope instability and wildfire hazard.

The proposed route sited to the west of La Grande is placed on a ridge noted to have instability and high risk for slides. The geologic study provided by Idaho Power references
several studies (below).

Table H-2. USGS Quaternary Faults within 5 Miles of Project by County on page H-12 clearly shows that the project is placed right on an active fault in the West Grande Ronde
Valley Fault Zone. In addition, in exhibit H, Geological Hazards and Soil Stability, Table B3: Soils Descriptions, Union County, much of the erosion hazard is rated “severe.”
Below is part of the report:

5.2 La Grande Area Slope Instability

As part of our study, we reviewed DOGAMI’s open file report: Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union County, Oregon, by Schlicker and Deacon (1971). The study
identified several landslides in the areas west and south of La Grande. The majority of the landslide features mapped by Schlicker and Deacon (1971) were similarly mapped as
landslides or alluvial fans in Ferns and others (2010). The current SLIDO database uses the feature locations mapped in Ferns and others (2010). While the two map sets
generally agree, there are differences in the mapped limits of some landslide and alluvial fan areas, and there is one landslide area in Schlicker and Deacon (1971), near towers
106/3 and 106/4, which is not included in SLIDO or Ferns and others (2010). The Landslide Inventory in Appendix E includes mapped landslide and alluvial fan limits from both
SLIDO and Schlicker and Deacon (1971).

This slope instability is not inconsequential to a project like this. Recall in 2014, Oso, Washington, was the site of a catastrophic mudslide as the result of logging disturbance of
the soil upslope from the town combined with significant rainfall. This resulted in 43 fatalities. We must learn from previous mistakes in not heeding the geologists’ warnings. The
area down slope from the proposed B2H line lies the Grande Ronde Hospital and Clinics, which employs hundreds of people and is the critical access hospital for this region. La
Grande High School and Central Elementary School are also positioned down slope from the proposed towers. At least 100 homes are positioned down slope of the proposed
towers. According to “Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union County, Oregon” maps published by Schlicker, and Deacon (1971), the ENTIRE area of the hillside is
deemed a “landslide area” in the La Grande SE quadrangle. This is not a safe place for a transmission line.

The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8" Most Wildfire Prone state in the United States according to Verisk Wildfire Risk analysis. La
Grande is ranked in the top 50 communities in Oregon with the greatest cumulative housing-unit exposure to wildfire as referenced in “Exposure of human communities to wildfire
in the Pacific Northwest,” by Joe H. Scott, Julie Gilbertson-Day and Richard D. Stratton (available at http://pyrologix.com/ftp/Public/Reports/RiskToCommunities OR-
WA_BriefingPaper.pdf). Finally the proposed route is in the vicinity of Morgan lake, the highest risk area (#1) in Union County in terms of wildland-urban interface, according to
the County’s Community Wildfire Protection Plan, August 10, 2005.

Cal Fire cites Pacific Gas and Electric equipment and power lines as the cause of numerous wildfires in the state in the last 2 years. This includes the Camp Fire in Butte County
(2018), Tubbs Fire in Napa/Sonoma Counties (2017), Witch Fire in San Diego (2007), Valley Fire in Lake/Napa/Sonoma Counties (2015), Nuns Fire in Sonoma County (2017),
which were all attributed to transmission.

The Boardman To Hemingway Transmission Line Project proposal places lines about 2000 feet or less than half a mile from the La Grande city limits, including medium density
housing within the city as well as Grande Ronde Hospital. If a line from this proposed route were to spark a fire, La Grande residents would have little time to react. According to
National Geographic, wildfires can move as fast as 6.7 mph in forests and 14 mph in grasslands. A fast-moving fire starting at the B2H lines could move to residential areas of La
Grande and HOSPITAL in 10 minutes. This is frightening and an unacceptable risk for our citizens.

The current proposal for a Boardman to Hemingway transmission line does not adequately address the issue of landslides, basically by stating it will be mitigated somehow when
the time comes to build. The proposal offers no analysis of wildfire risk, which is an unacceptable omission. All of the routes proposed are unsafe and create an unacceptable risk
to the citizens of La Grande.

The Council should DENY the request for a site certificate.

Sincerely,



Linda Birnbaum

Name:

Address:64540 Cherrywood Road
La Grande, OR. 97850



Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst August 5, 2019
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NLE.

Salem, OR. 97301

B2H.DPOComments(@Oregon.gov

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019.

To:  Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

I am very concerned about the risks to our communities during construction of the proposed
transmission line. I take particular exception to the Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-
5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN. The document states; “This plan framework serves as
baseline document to guide development of the complete Blasting Plan developed with the Plan
of Development before issuance of the site certificate and commencement of construction.”

On page 7, at 3.4, Design Feature 32 states; “Watering facilities (tanks, natural springs and/or
developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) will be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or
destroyed by construction and/or maintenance activities to their pre-disturbed condition as
required by the landowner or land-management agency. Should construction and/or maintenance
activities prevent use of a watering facility while livestock are grazing in that area, then the
Applicant will provide alternate sources of water and/or alternate sources of forage where water
is available.”

The stated purpose of blasting is to “crack” rocks to facilitate geotechnical drilling. Introducing
new or expanded fissures/cracks into'rock may alter the flow direction or amount-of water to
existing natural springs or wells.

Since there is no indication that Idaho Power will determine “predisturbed” water flow from
wells or springs, how will the landowner prove that flow has been reduced? Without an agreed
upon baseline, negotiation or legal action will be required. In the case of private landowners, that
will mean legal expenses that may not be available.

Prior to the issuance of a Site Certificate, EFSC should require the additional condition:

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, DESIGN FEATURES:
Idalio Power will determine baseline flow of natural springs or wells within % mile of blasting
site.

Exhibit G Materials Analysis, Attachment G-5 FRAMEWORK BLASTING PLAN on page 5 at
3.3 Safety Procedures, 3.3.3 Fire Safety: Posting fire suppression personnel at the blast site
during high-fire danger periods and prohibiting blasting during extreme fire danger periods is not
sufficient to minimize fire risk.



Idaho Power has written terminology, “high-fire danger periods” and “extreme fire danger
periods” without definition or concurrence with Oregon Department of Forestry. Fire
Suppression Persommel have been previously identified in the Fire Suppression and Prevention
Plan as a “watchman.” This is inadequate!

ADDED CONDITION TO BLASTING PLAN, FIRE SAFETY:
During blastine Idaho Power will provide a water tender staffed by a crew of af least iwo

personnel,

Sincerely,

C@W%?é%?
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orecon Oregon Department of Energy and
NS ENERGY  the Energy Facility Siting Council

Public Hearing on the Draft Proposed Order
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
June 18-20 and June 26-27, 2019, 4:30-8 p.m.
Public Written or Oral Testimony Registration

Name (mandatory) ' a.

Mailing Address (mandatory) 2490

oe I8l
Phone Number (optional) { ) Email Address (optional)
Today’s Date: G- 19
Do you wish to make oral public testimt;ny at this Hearing: Yes No_~/

Written comments can also be submitted today.
All written comments must be received by the deadline, luly 23, 2019, 5 p.m. PDT to:

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503-378-6457

Email: B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note: by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy ata
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
{Please print-legibly — Use the back for additional space if needed. Additional written comments may be attached to this card.)
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Public Hearing on the Draft Proposed Order
for the Boardman Hemingway Transmission Line
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Today’s Date: A’ -/8~ 7

Do you wish to make oral public testimony at this Hearing: Yes 7( No;
Written comments can also be submitted today
All written comments must be received by the deadline, July 23, 2019, 5 p.m. PDT to:

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol Street NE

Salem, OR 97301

Fax: 503-378-6457

Email: B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov

Note by submitting written or oral testimony, you will receive a notice from the Oregon Department of Energy at a
future date of the opportunity to request party status in a contested case hearing on the proposed facility.

Written Testimony
{Please print legibly — Use the back for additional space if needed. Additional written comments may be attached to this card.)
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Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to Hearing
Hemingway Transmission Line June 18, 2019
Page 62 Page 64

1 SECRETARY CORNETT: So we have one more 1 We have a continuous nest of bald eagle that isin the
2 comment card, it's from Idaho Power Company. My 2 same vicinity, within a quarter of amile.
3 understanding isonly if the Council members have 3 And | think that there was a proposed area for
4 questions for them; is that correct? So if Council 4 the transmission line which was alittle ways south of
5 members have any questions based on the testimony that 5 wherewe are. A couple of mileson up the canyon
6 they've heard from others, if they'd like to follow up 6 there'salready atransmission line crossing. Why can't
7 with any guestions with Idaho Power Company, they are 7 they put the proposed transmission line adjacent to that
8 available to answer your questions. 8 one? It'saready designated for that type of system.
9 VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: So I'd like Idaho 9 That'sall | have. Thank you.
10 Power to talk about the tower placement between milepost |10 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
11 255 and 258, if they could, please. 11 Mr. Stokes; correct?
12 SECRETARY CORNETT: Sowecanasotakea |12 MR. MARK STOKES: Yes.
13 short break if Council and presiding officer is 13 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: If you would state
14 interested to give Idaho Power alittle bit of timeto 14 your name and your | guess work address and we'll go
15 think about responding or you could respond now if you'd |15 from there.
16 like. 16 MR. MARK STOKES: Mark Stokes. I'm an
17 MR. MARK STOKES: If we could have afew 17 engineering project leader for Idaho Power, address 1221
18 minutesto at least look at the map. 18 West Idaho Street, Boise, |daho 83702.
19 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Is Council good with |19 And | guessto start off, I'd like to welcome
20 taking aten-minute break and reconvening? 20 all of the Council members here. | appreciate you
21 VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: Sure. 21 traveling over here thisweek and next week aswell.
22 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: It's 6:05 now. 22 WEel'l all be seeing alot of each other both weeks.
23 Let'sreconvene at 6:15 to hear from Idaho Power. 23 To address the specific question that was
24 (Recess taken.) 24 brought up, Councilman Jenkins, would you want to
25 HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Wewill goback on |25 restate your question.
Page 63 Page 65
1 therecord here. 1 VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: Sure.
2 Just a couple of housekeeping things. First 2 So my question goes back to Jay Chamberlin's
3 of al, we have another member of the public who | 3 comment about the tower placement between milepost 255
4 strong-armed into giving comment. So Mr. Bowman, if you | 4 and 258. There was concern -- I'll just leaveit at
5 would like to come up, and then we will hear from 5 that.
6 Mr. Stokeswith Idaho Power. And when we'redonewith | 6 MR. MARK STOKES: Okay. After looking at our
7 that, just to give everybody, some late stragglersiif 7 map set through that area, alot of the folks that have
8 they have comein, the opportunity, we, the people from 8 commented this evening are in that same area, and | was
9 the Department and me and probably the people from Idaho | 9 ableto confirm that our original land was to route
10 Power, will be here until 8:00. So if there's somebody 10 south of that area. The reason that route is not in the
11 that does comein late that still wantsto give comment. 11 project right now is because BLM had determined due to
12 But after we hear from these two gentlemen here, we will |12 the scenic and natural area south of these parcels and
13 go | think probably back on break and then we will 13 the proximity to the Owyhee River and the siphon and
14 reconvene again if somebody else comesin and wantsto |14 that whole area, BLM was not willing to leave the route
15 give acomment. 15 south of these parcels. So that'sreally, the route got
16 So, Mr. Bowman, if you would state your name 16 changed in the whole NEPA process and was moved to where
17 and your address. 17 itisnow. That was part of the agency-preferred route
18 MR. JERRY BOWMAN: My nameis Jerry Bowman. | |18 for BLM. Soin anutshell that's my response to that
19 liveat 2197 Rock Springs Canyon Road. |I'm adjacent 19 question.
20 property owner to Jim Foss. 20 I've got acopy of thismap if any of you
21 That power lineis going to be coming within 21 would liketo look at more specific details there. But
22 feet of my property. 1I'm concerned about the noise 22 that isthe background of that area.
23 level, I'm concerned about the electromotive force. We 23 Now, alittle more specifically, | wanted to
24 have several nests of red-tailed hawks within a quarter 24 comment, Mr. Proesch contacted our office just yesterday
25 of amile of where the transmission lineis going to be. 25 morning, that was the first time we had had any
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.38.19.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter signed by me and 54 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and we
request that EFSC deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850






The La Grande Director of Public Works, Kyle Carpenter, provided
information regarding the widths for the streets in question. The two
streets range from 33 feet to 37 feet in width with no sidewalks. |
personally measured the area where the unpaved stem of Hawthorne
leaves the “loop” to go up the hill. At the junction it measures 32 feet curb
cut to curb cut and narrows t018-21 feet in width as it goes around the
corner up the hill. 6 The Public Works Director also provided pictures of
the mapping system showing the existing utilities located in the “loop”.
7-8. It should also be noted that from the entrance to the” loop” at Sunset
Drive to the entrance of the site the road has a 16% grade.

Attachment U2 @ from the application shows an “Aerial Lift Crane to be
Used During Construction” and the Transportation and Traffic Plan on
page 19 10 lists a number of other vehicles anticipated to be used. Article
6.6 — Public Street Standards for the City of La Grande Section 6.6.002
states that “Collector Streets are designed to withstand normal trucks of
an HS20 loading. Larger trucks are to utilize Arterial Streets where at all
possible.” 11 The majority of vehicles listed on page 19 exceed that limit
and would be using a Local Street in addition to Arterial and Collector
Streets. According to the Public Works Director the two streets in the
“loop” were designed as Local Streets for residential use, able to accept
the pressures of HS20 for the purpose of an occasional need such as a
weekly garbage truck or an emergency vehicle but for no more that 5% of
the time. The paving construction of these over 50 year old streets in the
“loop” was not designed for repetitive use by vehicles heavier than a
normal car. These streets in the “loop” have not been repaved, only
patched when necessary, since they were first constructed.

The application does not address the “loop” specifically, but 3.1.2 (pg. 19)
10 and Table 6 (pg.17) 12 of the Transportation and Traffic Plan indicate
there would be numerous vehicles using this route. Not knowing exactly
just which vehicles would be on the “loop” daily but making a conservative
estimate of 50 round trips (100 single) it would be a constant parade with
one truck every 7.2 minutes. This is unacceptable for numerous reasons
including constant excessive noise.

Not only would weight of the vehicles be a problem but the narrowness of
the “loop” streets and the ninety degree blind curves that would have to
be executed would be either impossible or extremely dangerous
considering the turning radius for many of these large vehicles. The













Public Services == GECTE GIENG
OAR 345-022-0110

This standard ensures that the proposed facility will not affect the ability of service providers in local communities to provide
public services, such as fire protection or education. The applicant must assess the proposed facility’s need for water and for
disposal of wastewater, storm water and solid waste. The applicant must also evaluate the expected population increases in
local communities resulting from construction and operation of the facility; and must address all permanent and temporary
impacts of the facility on housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools. The Council must deter-
mine whether the applicant has identified potential adverse impacts to service providers and proposed adequate mitigation to
ensure that there will be no significant adverse effect on the ability of a service provider to provide services. In considering the
impacts, the Council solicits comments from affected local governments, fire or police departments, school districts and health
care agencies.

Waste Minimization

OAR 345-022-0120

This standard requires the Council to evaluate the applicant’s proposal to minimize solid waste and wastewater generated
by construction and operation of the proposed facility. The standard requires recycling of wastes, if feasible, or proper waste
disposal if recycling is not feasible.

The applicant must evaluate the types of waste products that would be produced during construction and operation of the
proposed facility and estimate the amounts or volume of waste products. The applicant must propose appropriate methods
to handle the waste through collection, storage and disposal. Compliance with the standard assures that the applicant will
reduce the amount of waste generated and dispose of waste in a responsible manner.

Need for a Facility

OAR 345-023-0005

This standard requires the applicant for non-generating energy facilities (such as electric transmission lines) to demonstrate
the need for the proposed facility. The Council’s rules allow an applicant to demonstrate need for a non-generating facility
through one of several methods, including the “Least-Cost Plan Rule” (OAR 345-023-0020) or the “System Reliability Rule for
Electric Transmission Lines” (OAR 345-023-0030). Under the Least-Cost Plan Rule, the applicant meets this standard if the
proposed transmission line was included in an Integrated Resource Plan that has been acknowledged by the Oregon Public
Utilities Commission (OPUC). More information about the OPUC and the Integrated Resource Plan acknowledgement process
can be found at www.puc.state.or.us.

Specific Standards for Wind Facilities

OAR 345-024-0010 and 345-024-0015

This standard requires the Council to evaluate applications for wind energy facilities to ensure that applicants can design, con-
struct and operate the facility so that that the public is not endangered by moving turbine blades or electrical equipment, and
that the applicant can design, construct and operate wind turbines to prevent structural failure that could endanger public safety.
Siting standards for wind facilities also require the applicant to reduce cumulative adverse environmental effects in the vicinity by
using existing roads, if possible, placing collection lines underground, designing the facility to avoid impacts to vulnerable wildlife
in the area (especially birds and bats), and designing the facility to minimize adverse visual features, including using the minimum
amount of lighting necessary to meet the requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration for protecting aircraft.

Specific Standards for Transmission Lines

OAR 345-024-0090

This standard requires that the Council evaluate transmission lines under Council jurisdiction to ensure they are designed, con-
structed and operated to limit the strength of electromagnetic fields in areas where those lines are accessible to the public.
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Transportation and Traffic Plan Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

The following is a summary of anticipated equipment to be used for each transmission-line
construction activity.

e Survey work: pickup trucks or ATVs.
e Timber removal: pickup trucks, feller bunchers, dump trucks, wood chippers.
e Road construction: pickup trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, and water trucks.

¢ Hole digging, installation of directly embedded structures, or foundation installation:
pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, digger derrick trucks, hole diggers, bulldozers, concrete
trucks, water trucks, cranes, hydro cranes, wagon rock drills, dump trucks, and front-end
loaders.

e Hauling lattice steel members, tubular poles, braces, and hardware to the structure sites:
steel haul trucks, carry alls, cranes, and forklifts.

s Assembly and erection of structures: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, carry alls, cranes, and a
heavy lift helicopter.

e Wire installation: pickups, wire reel trailers, diesel tractors, cranes, 5-ton boom trucks,
splicing trucks, three drum pullers, single drum pullers, tensioner, sagging dozers, carry-
alls, static wire reel trailers, bucket trucks, and a light duty helicopter.

* Final cleanup, reclamation, and restoration: pickup trucks, 2-ton trucks, bulldozers,
motor graders, dump trucks, front-end loaders, hydro-seed truck, and water trucks.

The highest level of traffic will be when the wire stringing operations begin while several other
operations are occurring at the same time, which will likely include ROW clearing, installing
foundations, hauling steel, and assembling and erecting structures. For the station work, the highest
level of traffic will be during site grading and foundation installation. For the communication station
sites, the highest level of traffic will be during grading and site preparation.

Detailed estimates of trips generated by transporting Project construction equipment will be provided
by the construction contractor prior to construction.

3.1.3 Traffic Related to Timber Removal

in forested areas, the Project will require removal of timber from the Project ROW and for
construction and improvement of access roads. Specific timber harvest plans have not been
finalized. Logs from timber clearing may be transported to nearby sawmills. Decisions regarding
transportation routes for harvested timber will be made following completion of a timber harvest
plan, and the number of log truck tips will be estimated when the timber harvest plan has been
finalized. Logging slash will remain onsite if possible. For additional discussion regarding
removal of timber in forested areas, see Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, ROW Clearing Assessment.

3.1.4 Impacts to V/C Ratios

Based on the estimated trip generation numbers in Tables 4 and 6, a maximum of
approximately 1,294 daily one-way vehicle trips are expected within any one construction
spread. To facilitate traffic and other analyses, the two construction spreads are divided into
smaller sections based on similar construction windows and seasonal weather restrictions. Not
all construction sections will have the same number of concurrent construction activities,
depending on how the construction contractor sequences and executes the Project. Some
sections will have fewer daily vehicle trips. For the purposes of the traffic analysis, the spreads
are divided into five sections with multi-use areas that could have additive traffic impacts. The
sections are assumed to have approximately equal levels of activity. The 1,294 daily one-way
trips per spread divided over five sections of more concentrated traffic results in 259 daily one-

Idaho Power September 2018 Page 19



















Exh bk

ORDINANCE NUMBER 3077
SERIES 2009
Page (8)

a. City Regulation of Special Movement of Oversized Load

The applicant shall submit an application to the City Manager or designee, showing the
terminal points of the purported movement; the proposed route; the nature of the
movement requested, including the weight and dimensions of the vehicle, load,
machine, building, or structure to be moved; the time, date and duration of the proposed
movement.

b. Special Movement Permit

A permit shall be required to move any vehicle, structure, or load on, or to access a street
when, after preparation for movement, the vehicle, structure or load exceeds fourteen feet (14')
in height, requires the use of guy wires, or could result in the blockage of a street. An approved
application may serve as a permit, and a copy of the approved application shall be provided to
the applicant.

Section 17. TRUCK ROUTES

a. It shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corporation to use, drive or operate any
vehicle or combination of vehicles with a gross weight of 26,000, pounds or more upon
any street of the City of La Grande, Oregon, except upon posted truck routes.

b. Any vehicle with a gross weight over 26,000, pounds specifically picking up deliveries or
making deliveries to any business or residence located on a street that is not a fruck
route will be exempted if the vehicle is driven from the truck route to the destination in
the shortest, most direct, and safest route.

c. The use of Jacob brakes shall not be allowed within the city limits of La Grande,
Oregon.

d. Truck routes will be posted as follows:

1. Walnut street north from the city limits to C Avenue:
C Avenue east from Walinut Street to Gekeler Avenue;
Gekeler Avenue east to the city limits;
12th street south from Gekeler Avenue to the city limits;
2nd Street south from the city limits to Adams Avenue;
Monroe Avenue east from Spruce Street to Highway 82;
Jackson Avenue east from Spruce Street, and
. Spruce Street south from the city limits to Monroe.
Section 18. IMPOUNDMENT AND DETENTION OF VEHICLES

a. Whenever a vehicle is placed in a manner or location that constitutes an obstruction to
traffic or a hazard to public safety, a police officer or enforcement officer shall order the
owner or operator of the vehicle to remove said vehicle. If the vehicle is unattended, the
officer or enforcement officer may cause the vehicle to be towed and stored at the
owner's expense. The owner shall be liable for the costs of towing and storing,
notwithstanding that the vehicle was parked by another or that the vehicle was initially
parked in a safe manner but subsequently became an obstruction or hazard.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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I have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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| have read the attached letter regarding the use of the Modelaire/Hawthorne Loop and
it expresses my concerns and my request to abandon the plan to use this residential
loop for the project. As one of the undersigned | strongly oppose our community being
used as a primary access point to build this transmission line. Furthermore, | oppose
the current proposed preferred route close to the city limits of La Grande because it
impacts in various other ways the daily lives of many residents of our community.
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:28 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order 5/23/2019

Attachments: Scan 2019-8-15 17.14.06.pdf

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Find attached a letter sign by me and 46 other residents of La Grande expressing our concerns regarding the B2H Project and
requesting that EFSC Deny the Site Certificate.

| have also sent a bound copy of this material by US Postal Service.
Virginia L. Mammen

405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850















































































































ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Vickie Braun <vicbraun57@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 4:11 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Subject line : Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to

Hemingway Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019.

| am writing in regards to the Idaho power application for a site certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
transmission project.

Having lines run over a residential home and having that much power over head is not right!! My grandson Hayden lives
there right now where these powerlines are going to be put. | do not want to have 500 kV lines running over the top of
his home where he is living. This is dangerous and unsightly to mention!

They have plans for a new home on the property you are trying to put the lines up on.

Having power lines that big by residential and soon to be recreational property with people should not be allowed.
Please do not erect these on this property!

Sincerely

Vickie Braun

Grandmother to Hayden



ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE

From: Vickie Braun <vicbee57@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 4:26 PM

To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway

Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019.

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:

I am a grandmother to one of the residents directly impacted by your plans. My grandson lives right where
these power lines are going to be erected.
He deserves to live without toxic power lines over head. 500 kilovolt is dangerous to have by residential homes

and property to be turned into recreational camping area.

EFSC Must Deny the Site Certificate!

Sincerely

Steve Braun
1374 S 360 W
Payson UT 84651
801-367-4767

Get Outlook for iOS




RECEIVED

Ala 22009
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy

550 Capitol St. NE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Salem, Oregon 9730l
email: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov

THE APPLICANT SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATES THE IMPACTS TO EMPLOYMENT AND FOREST
LANDS AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED B2H TRANSMISSION LINE

Exhibit K, Attachment K-2, Pages 19 and 20, Section 7.0

The applicant claims that removal of forestiand by clearing of trees for a period of over 50 years
will have little economic impact to forest sector jobs in Umatilla and Union County. They value
the loss of 245.6 acres of forestland in Umatilla County at $488.60 per acre.

They value the removal of 530.1 acres lost to the transmission line in Union County at $182.98
per acre. The applicant provides no justification or documentation to support the figures they
claim apply or the basis for the difference in value per acre between Umatilta and Union
Counties.

Some forest facts related to this section:

According to US Forest Service Tech. Rept. PNW-GTR-578 Rev. 2004 entitled “Forests of Eastern
Oregon: an Overview”, Eastern Oregon Forests produce an average of 20 cubic feet per acre of
timber each year. That would mean that an acre of land would produce approximately 240
board feet of lumber per year per acre during the life of the transmission line. According to
Scott Hartell, Planning Director, Union County, forest land in Union County is classified as either
20 cubic feet per acre per year, or 50 cubic feet per acre per year, so the amounts could be
significantly higher. The “Forest Facts Oregon’s Forests: Some Facts and Figures” published in
2009 by the Oregon Department of Forestry states that economists estimate that for every
billion board feet that is harvested in Oregon 11 forest sector jobs are created or retained.

Idaho Power’s values are unrealistically low according to individuals owning forest land in both
counties. Noone would be using land for trees which precludes other uses if the economic
benefits were as the developer is stating.

The applicant’s identification of the acres of forest land impacted is incorrect due not only to the
failure to use soil types to identify forest lands, but also, the fact that they are requesting a 300
foot right of way and they need to include any additional trees they will be removing in the 100
foot area on each side of the right of way.

The applicants claims that the land in the right of way will have a further reduced due to the
opportunity to use the land for agricultural or range land after the transmission line is
constructed. This is completely unfounded. The lineal nature of a transmission line precludes
any productive use of land taken for the transmission line. The right of way is too narrow to
make it available for production of crops, and the costs associated with purchasing equipment
for agricultural operations would be prohibitive. It would be unusual for a forest operator to
already own equipment for a crop operation. In order to use the right of way as grazing land, it
would have to be fenced. According to “Estimated Livestock Fencing Costs for the Small-Farm
Owner” by Derek L. Barber, the average cost of materials for % mile (1,320 ft.) of field fence is
$1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The lowa State University Extension identified 2011 costs
for constructing % mile of fencing to be $1,947.75 installed. Enclosing a square acre requires 820
feet of fence. In other words, the cost of fencing an acre of lost forest land would exceed the
value the applicant claims the land would add to the local economy per acre for the 50 years the



transmission line is predicted to be in place.

The applicant also claims that the transmission line right of way through forest lands will not
cause a substantial change in accepted forest practices or cause a significant increase in the cost
of accepted forest practices on either lands to be directly impacted by the Project or on
surrounding lands.

Removing trees from land currently being used to grow them will create a substantial éhange in
accepted forest practices. it also will substantially increase the costs of growing and t;arvesting
trees on the surrounding lands. The transmission line will make it impossible to use aerial
equipment to harvest trees on steep hillsides adjacent to the line, it will increase time and costs
of harvest due to the need to avoid equipment contact with the transmission lines, avoid trees
falling on the transmission lines, require the use of routes of access and egress from the forested
lands that avoid having log trucks and equipment moving below the transmission lines, will
decrease the harvest along the transmission line due to loss of trees in forest land adjacent to
the corridor due to wind and weather conditions causing the loss of additional trees due to
weakened root infrastructure once the transmission corridor is cleared.

The economic, social and environmental impacts of running this transmission line through
private forest lands in Union and Umatilla Counties are understated, lack convincing
documentation, and the conclusions stated by the applicant in Section 8.0 are absolutely false.
Farm and forest lands in Eastern Oregon form the basis of our economic and social well being.
This developer shows a complete lack of understanding of the significance this transmission line
destruction of forested lands will have on the well being of the citizens.

In addition, the applicant has failed to provide documentation to support their comments. The
only reference the applicant sites that in any way relates to this issue is the publication from the
Oregon Forest Resources Institute.

In summary:

The applicant has failed to document that they will comply with Land Use Goal 4 OAR 660-006-
000 through OAR 660-006-0010; They have failed to document that they comply with OAR 345-
022-0030; and they have not documented, nor are they able to meet the requirement contained
in OAR 345-022-0030(4) to allow an exception.

There is no justification for determining that the proposed pian to destroy forested lands meets
the requirements under OAR 345-022-0000(1){a) which states "The facility complies with the
requirements of the Oregon Energy Facility Siting statues, ORS 469.300 to 469.570 and 469.590
to 469.619 and the standards adopted by the Council pursuant to 469.501 or the overall public
benefits of the facility outweigh any adverse effects on a resource or interest protected by the
applicable standards the facility does not meet as described in section (2)."

While it will be addressed in other comments, the cumulative adverse effects of the destruction
of forest lands will have significant impacts on not only the economic and social well being of the
citizens of Union and Umatilla Counties, but it will also adversely effect Critical Wildlife habitat,
Threatened and Endangered Species, increase the potential for wildfire, stress local services, as
well as multiple additional resource and interests of concern to the citizens.
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

From: Jordan Brown <jordanisbrown@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:33 AM

To: TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE

Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission

Project dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/2019

Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council;

My comments concern ldaho Power’s poorly developed and possibly illegal “Noxious Weed Plan” (DPO Attachment P 1-
5) as well as their failure to take into account in any way, the Oregon Conservation Strategy.

The Oregon Conservation Strategy http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/overview/ is critical for protecting the natural
heritage or our state. It “represents Oregon’s first overarching state strategy for conserving fish and wildlife. It uses the
best available science to create a broad vision and conceptual framework for long-term conservation of Oregon’s native
fish and wildlife, as well as various invertebrates, plants, and algae. The Conservation Strategy emphasizes proactively
conserving declining species and habitats to reduce the possibility of future federal or state listings. It is not a regulatory
document but instead presents issues, opportunities, and recommended voluntary actions that will improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of conservation in Oregon.”

Under the Oregon Conservation Strategy, IPC’s B2H project is a Key Conservation Issue: “(KCls) are large-scale
conservation issues or threats that affect or potentially affect many species and habitats over large landscapes
throughout the state.”

Despite being a Key Conservation Issue, the Oregon Conservation Strategy and its Goals, are not mentioned in IPC’s
Application at all! Consider Land Use Planning Goal 1: Manage land use changes to conserve farm, forest, and range lands,
open spaces, natural or scenic recreation areas, and fish and wildlife habitats. Neither the current Proposed Route nor Morgan
Lake Alternative of IPC’s Application to EFSC takes these into account! Even if we ignore the fact that the B2H Project likely is
not needed at all, given lowered demand and improved technology of energy storage batteries—IPC intends to disregard the
“Proposed Route” considered in the BLM/USFS Records of Decision. That “Proposed Route” was chosen by the agencies as
being the least harmful to the greatest list of resources—yet IPC has abandoned that in favor of two other routes imminently
MORE harmful and despised by MOST residents of Union County. Is Goal 1 being met when the B2H line goes less than 100
feet from Twin Lake, a gem of a wetland that deserves protection? Is Goal 1 being met when B2H goes through Rice Glass Hill
property, proposed as a State Natural Area? Is Goal 1 being met when noxious weeds are spread by B2H through Union
County’s finest wet meadows and elk wintering habitat?

No, Goal 1 one is not being met. Another very specific example is 5 State listed rare plant species (DPO Exhibit Q) within the
B2H “analysis area”. IPC claims “only” two of these rare species (Mulford’s milkvetch and Snake River goldenweed) will suffer
“direct impacts”, by blading with heavy equipment. IPC claims that,” Avoidance and minimization measures ...described in
Section 3.5.4” will “mitigate” impacts. Upon reading 3.5.4 we find that this consists of “minimum buffer of 33 feet
between the disturbance and the edge of the T&E occurrence”. Habitat for these plants will be completely fragmented
and a buffer of 33 — or even a few hundred--feet will not stop invasion by noxious weeds! These species will suffer
irreparable damage under B2H. The Oregon Conservation Strategy rightly recognizes, “Invasive species are the second-
largest contributing factor causing native species to become at-risk of extinction in the United States.”

To delve further into rare plants slated for damage by B2H, Trifolium douglasii is a USFWS “Species of Concern”
https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Documents/OregonSpeciesStateList.pdf yet not even considered in IPC’s 3.5
“Avoidance to Minimize Impacts”. Although List 1 under ORBIC’s latest ranking https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/rare-
species/ranking-documentation/vascular-plant-ranks it is not shown as State listed Threatened or Endangered, so is

1



ignored by IPC. Species of Concern are “Taxa whose conservation status is of concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (many previously known as Category 2 candidates), but for which further information is still needed.” Douglas
clover has a global rank of G2 “Imperiled because of rarity or because other factors demonstrably make it very vulnerable
to extinction (extirpation), typically with 6-20 occurrences”. DPO Exhibit P Part 2b Appendix 3A and 3B Figure 9 of 23
shows Douglas clover directly on the Morgan Lake alternative! This is not even taking into account that areas of private
land where access was not granted for survey, likely contain additional occurrences of Douglas clover. The area is THE
main place where this rare plant grows in Oregon, and B2H is set to permanently alter and compromise its main habitat
with weeds!

Another very obvious lack is IPC’s failure to discuss Strategy Habitats, outlined in Oregon’s Conservation Strategy:
http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/strategy-habitats/strategy-habitats-summary-by-ecoregion/.

In Union County alone, the Strategy Habitats of Grasslands, Late Successional Mixed Conifer Forest, and Ponderosa Pine
Woodlands would very obviously be impacted by B2H as proposed in the Application.

The Application also neglects to address Strategy Species under OCS “The Conservation Strategy identifies 294 Strategy
Species, which are Oregon’s “Species of Greatest Conservation Need”. Strategy Species are defined as having small or
declining populations, are at-risk, and/or are of management concern. “This is completely unacceptable! How can an
action set to devastate so many of Northeast Oregon’s Strategy Habitats and Species not even respond to our State
Conservation Strategy?

Moving on to invasives, IPC's “Noxious Weed Plan” is greatly lacking. As noted above, it is a threat to Oregon’s
native plant communities. Oregon’s Conservation Strategy states “Invasive non-native species can have many
negative consequences throughout Oregon. Depending on the species and location, invasive plants can:

e dffect food chain dynamics

e change habitat composition

e increase wildfire risk

e reduce productivity of commercial forestlands, farmlands, and rangelands

e modify soil chemistry

e accelerate soil erosion

e reduce water quality”

Chapter 569 of Oregon law covers weeds. Oregon statute 569.180 (Noxious weeds as public nuisance policy) states, “In
recognition of the imminent and continuous threat to natural resources...noxious weeds are declared to be a public
nuisance and shall be detected, controlled and, where feasible, eradicated on all lands in this state.”

Upon careful reading, “Noxious Weed Plan” breaks the law by exempting IPC from weed control after 5 years, denying
responsibility for Class B and C Weed species (the vast majority of weeds), and holding IPC accountable for only the very
limited area of ROW, despite the B2H project introducing and spreading weeds far and wide along a 300 mile stretch
plus dozens of additional access roads and tensioning areas.

In summary, IPC’s Application does not take into account the Oregon Conservation Strategy. The Application clearly is
breaks Goal 1 of the Strategy in many ways; additionally the Application imperils a Federal “Species of Concern”, and
does not consider Strategy Habitats or Strategy Species. IPC's Noxious Weed Plan does not comply with Chapter 569 of
Oregon law. | strongly urge you to deny IPC’s Application. Our State Conservation Strategy and Goals and the integrity
of our native plant habitats and rare plant occurrences cannot be sacrificed!

Sincerely,



Jordan Brown
1440 SE Vica Way

Corvallis, OR 97333

*

_* /\_*_Jordan Brown

_INY jordanisbrown@gmail.com
__//IN\\'____(253)-820-3934

W //7AA\\\ V.
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