B2HAPPDoc8-063 DPO Public Comment_Brown S 2019-07-09

807

B2HAPPDoc8-064 DPO Public Comment_Browne 2019-06-20

809

B2HAPPDoc8-065 DPO Public Comment_Burns 2019-08-10

812

B2HAPPDoc8-066 DPO Public Comment_Carbiener 2019-05-22 to 08-19

815

B2HAPPDoc8-067 DPO Public Comment_Carlson 2019-08-21

850

B2HAPPDoc8-068 DPO Public Comment_Carroll D 2019-08-19

852

B2HAPPDoc8-069 DPO Public Comment_Carroll T 2019-08-19

855

B2HAPPDoc8-070 DPO Public Comment_Carroll V 2019-08-19

858

B2HAPPDoc8-071 DPO Public Comment_Carter 2019-08-21

859

B2HAPPDoc8-072 DPO Public Comment_Cavinato 2019-08-15

863

B2HAPPDoc8-073 DPO Public Comment_Cecilia 2019-06-20

932

B2HAPPDoc8-074 DPO Public Comment_Chamberlin J Owyhee Irrigation District
2019-06-18 to 08-19

933

B2HAPPDoc8-075 DPO Public Comment_Chamberlin W 2019-08-21

941

B2HAPPDoc8-076 DPO Public Comment_Cimon N 2019-06-20

958

B2HAPPDoc8-077 DPO Public Comment_Cimon S 2019-08-19

963

B2HAPPDoc8-078 DPO Public Comment_Clarke 2019-08-22

977

B2HAPPDoc8-079 DPO Public Comment_Clarke T 2019-06-26

983

B2HAPPDoc8-080 DPO Public Comment_Clay 2019-08-19

986

B2HAPPDoc8-081 DPO Public Comment_Cloud 2019-08-19

989

B2HAPPDoc8-082 DPO Public Comment_Collins A 2019-08-05 to 08-22

991

B2HAPPDoc8-083 DPO Public Comment_Collins E 2019-08-10

1010

B2HAPPDoc8-084 DPO Public Comment_Collins M 2019-08-10

1013

B2HAPPDoc8-085 DPO Public Comment_Collman 2019-08-17

1016

B2HAPPDoc8-086 DPO Public Comment_Comfort 2019-08-15

1018

B2HAPPDoc8-087 DPO Public Comment_Cooke 2019-08-22

1087

B2HAPPDoc8-088 DPO Public Comment_Cooper Elburn 2019-08-22

1093

B2HAPPDoc8-089 DPO Public Comment_Cooper Elizabeth 2019-08-22

1106

B2HAPPDoc8-090 DPO Public Comment_Cooper M 2019-08-11 to 08-18

1119

B2HAPPDoc8-091 DPO Public Comment_Corey 2019-08-22

1139

B2HAPPDoc8-092 DPO Public Comment_Cosgrove 2019-06-20 to 08-22

1147

B2HAPPDoc8-093 DPO Public Comment_Coulson 2019-08-22

1151

B2HAPPDoc8-094 DPO Public Comment_Creech K and F 2019-08-22

1161

B2HAPPDoc8-095 DPO Public Comment_Cremin 2019-08-20

1168

B2HAPPDoc8-096 DPO Public Comment_Crews 2019-08-12

1175

B2HAPPDoc8-097 DPO Public Comment_Culley 2019-06-18

1176

B2HAPPDoc8-098 DPO Public Comment_Danforth 2019-08-20

1180

B2HAPPDoc8-099 DPO Public Comment_Danibe 2019-08-10

1183

B2HAPPDoc8-100 DPO Public Comment_Daugherty 2019-08-21

1186

B2HAPPDoc8-101 DPO Public Comment_Davenport P 2019-08-22

1189

B2HAPPDoc8-102 DPO Public Comment_Davenport MR 2019-08-19

1191

B2HAPPDoc8-103 DPO Public Comment_Davenport R 2019-08-22

1194

B2HAPPDoc8-104 DPO Public Comment_DeFord 2019-08-21

1196

B2HAPPDoc8-105 DPO Public Comment_DeLashmutt 2019-06-20

1200

B2HAPPDoc8-106 DPO Public Comment_Deschner 2019-06-19 to 08-22

1203

B2HAPPDoc8-107 DPO Public Comment_Dill 2019-06-20

1216

B2HAPPDoc8-108 DPO Public Comment_Dinger 2019-08-19

1220

B2HAPPDoc8-109 DPO Public Comment_Doherty 2019-06-27

1225

B2HAPPDoc8-110 DPO Public Comment_Drummond 2019-08-22

1227

B2HAPPDoc8-111 DPO Public Comment_Duby 2019-08-19

1231

B2HAPPDoc8-112 DPO Public Comment_Duhr 2019-08-22

1234

B2HAPPDoc8-113 DPO Public Comment_Duncan 2019-08-22

1238

B2HAPPDoc8-114 DPO Public Comment_Durrant 2019-08-19

1258

B2HAPPDoc8-115 DPO Public Comment_Dutto 2019-05-23

1260

B2HAPPDoc8-116 DPO Public Comment_Ebel 2019-08-21

1272

B2HAPPDoc8-117 DPO Public Comment_Eekhoff 2019-08-22

1275

B2HAPPDoc8-118 DPO Public Comment_Elder P and V 2019-08-20 to 08-21

1296

B2HAPPDoc8-119 DPO Public Comment_Elliott 2019-07-27 to 08-05

1303

B2HAPPDoc8-120 DPO Public Comment_Evans B_ESC 2019-08-20

1312

B2HAPPDoc8-121 DPO Public Comment_Evans C 2019-08-19

1315

B2HAPPDoc8-122 DPO Public Comment_Farmer 2019-08-19

1328

B2HAPPDoc8-123 DPO Public Comment_Farnam 2019-08-10

1332

B2HAPPDoc8-124 DPO Public Comment_Fate-Cuthbert 2019-07-27 to 08-16

1336

B2HAPPDoc8-125 DPO Public Comment_Feves 2019-08-22

1361

B2HAPPDoc8-126 DPO Public Comment_Fey 2019-08-05

1364

B2HAPPDoc8-127 DPO Public Comment_Findley R 2019-06-18

1365

B2HAPPDoc8-128 DPO Public Comment_Flick J 2019-07-27 to 08-05

1370

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

SA Brown <sabocta@gmail.com>
Tuesday, July 9, 2019 12:05 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H Draft Proposed Order

July 09, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether
Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR 97301
VIA E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
To: Members of the Energy Facility Siting Council
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the B2H Draft Proposed Order.
Overall, I would want the B2H project to be stopped. I am sure that you heard this very clearly from many
people during the recent public meetings held in eastern Oregon.
That said, my specific concerns are for the Oregon National Historic Trail, which the proposed B2H
Transmission Line will cross in 17 locations. (page S-176).
This trail is part of a nation-wide, congressionally-designated system known as the National Trails System. On
this trail are several federally built and managed visitor/interpretive centers, including one in Baker City,
Oregon – the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center (NHOTIC). The name itself conveys the
significance of the historic resource to the American people. From this center, visitors from around the world
can learn about the trail’s heritage and see pristine trail ruts in situ.
When the NHOTIC opened in 1992, its position on Flagstaff Hill offered visitors a sweeping view of the
landscape emigrants passed through 175 years ago. The center's wall of windows purposely supported a
desired visitor experience.
The Draft Proposed Order offers impact analysis at the NHOTIC site in Exhibit S: Historic, Cultural, and
Archeological Resources. On Table 4.1. “Project Effects to Aboveground Resources” on page 20 of the Historic
Properties Management Plan, several Oregon Trail segments, including the Oregon Trail ACEC (Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, Bureau of Land Management designation) (site B2H-BA-282), will experience
“Potential Adverse Effect” as a result of this project. Table 4.2 “Project Impacts to Oregon Trail Resources” on
pp. 20-21 identifies eight trail resources, including the Flagstaff Hill component, that have the potential to be
adversely affected by this project.

1

The Draft Proposed Order also offers impact analysis at the NHOTIC site in Exhibit R: Scenic Aesthetic Values.
On page R-81 is the following statement:
“In evaluating various alternatives for Project siting, IPC concluded that potentially significant visual impacts from facility
structures in the vicinity of the NHOTIC could result.”

The strategy for mitigating these potentially significant visual impacts involves using shorter towers finished in
weathered steel.
This is not acceptable. Do not allow the Idaho Power Company to destroy or even diminish this nationally
significant cultural resource and historic and scenic view that support our understanding of the overland
emigrant experience by installing a high power transmission line in front of the NHOTIC.
Instead of trying to mitigate impact by lowering and painting the towers, the Idaho Power Company should
further investigate burying the power lines in the vicinity of the NHOTIC. The company should not dismiss this
action by saying the cost would be too high.
What is the cost, not only to Oregonians, but to the thousands of national and international visitors who come
to the NHOTIC each year and stand in front of those huge picture windows – only to see a diminished, or even
destroyed, scenic and cultural view of the overland emigrant trail heritage? Too many people have fought over
the years to protect what little remains on the ground of this nationally significant resource – the Oregon
National Historic Trail. Once destroyed or trampled, the trail’s resource integrity can not be restored.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments on the EFSC B2H Draft Project Order.
Sincerely
Sharon Brown
Western Region Representative
Oregon-California Trails Association
1221 SW 10th Ave, #318
Portland, OR 97205
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In fact, the vegetation literally needs to burn to
regenerate.
"The line will be an economic burden, enabled
by an out-of-date business model with increasing risk
and decreasing financial viability. An economist and
ex-president of the 'Society for Risk Analysis'" -- some
of these actually brought in by utilities -- "had this
to say about billion dollar investments such as this
one:
"If you were silly enough to think about
investing in transmission, we would tell you that we
don't have any idea how you're going to get reimbursed
or how much you are going to get reimbursed.
"The guaranteed rate-of-return offered up to
regulated utilities places that financial burden
squarely on the backs of ratepayers, removing money from
their pockets and" -- it takes it right out of the local
economies. That is what funding this thing will do, in
my opinion, because it's going to be obsolete long
before that 50-year financing lifespan. This provides
context for what I will be writing up.
So you have a very difficult decision in front
of you. These paradigm shifts are difficult, I will not
kid you, but that's exactly what's going on, and we are
starting to see it now accelerate.
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If you could imagine for a brief moment an 8th
grade me, getting dropped off near Table Mountain and
walking the Oregon Trail from Table Mountain to Hilgard
State Park. A popular kid, I guess, too good for
walking the Oregon Trail. I didn't listen, didn't pay
much attention.
Fast forward, and unbeknownst to me, I married
a gal that is a granddaughter of the person that owns
the trail I walked or the property in which the Oregon
Trail sits. So now I'm here today.
So as a person who helps out, caretake for
this property, my wife and I, we became aware of the B2H
power line about, around 2015, give or take.
Fast forward a little ways, we ended up having
a meeting with some gentlemen in the back of the room
here from Idaho Power. I asked the question of why is
it that we are just now being made aware of this when
it's been in the works for some time. And basically
they didn't have an answer for it.
Well, unbeknownst to these guys, I was aware
of a lot of the reasons why, and the reason why is
money. If we can't talk about the Glass Hill route,
apparently it's taboo, but it run into a lot of
litigation, I get it.
So I know we can't take that into account, but
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We had a congressman from Idaho just propose
that all the dams in the Snake River be taken down. The
BPA -- I'm on the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Board,
and I'm not speaking for them. BPA approached us and
told us that they expect that in the next cycle of
planning for the power distribution to the co-ops and
PUDs, we had them tell us quite clearly they expect a
lot of them are going to walk out the door. That's
because the power is getting cheaper from renewables.
What's going to happen then is the cycle where
the people who are -- organizations, utilities that are
left on the grid, the BPA grid, will simply be charged
more, which means more of them will walk out, which
means the others will be charged more. That kind of
vicious cycle can just blow organizations apart.
So there is great concern amongst the
congressional delegations and also amongst the power
plants in the Northwest.
Thank you very much and good luck with your
decision. It's a tough one.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. RYAN BROWN: My name is Ryan Brown. I'm a
resident of La Grande, and I represent seven generations
of the Webster property, which looking west from
La Grande is the horizon that you see.
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I was told that the comment period for the proposed
route and the alternative route had passed. Well, the
comment period for that was before we ever received the
letter.
So my question to the gentlemen in the back
was: What happens if the poles that go in devastate the
property so much that we lose our water? There are
three springs on the property, all of which are within
200 or less feet of proposed towers. If we lose those
three springs, our property is no longer workable.
When I asked them this question, and much like
in the ORS, the burden is on us as landowners. We have
to prove by paying somebody, we aren't going to do it
ourselves, but paying somebody professional to calculate
the flow of water and present what damage has been done.
Does that make any sense? After it's gone in we have to
prove. Is that backwards? Guilty until proven innocent
in our society; right?
So fast forward a little bit more, we allowed
surveyors from Idaho Power, contracted surveyors, and
they walked right over the Oregon Trail; they didn't
even know it existed.
I encourage you to listen to these people. We
are not attorneys, we are not going to comb through
thousands of papers. We don't have the time, it's
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1 impossible. We have families, we have jobs. We can't
2 afford litigation. A lot of us, I can't speak for
3 everybody, but I know I can't. This whole process is
4 the sacrifice of a few to serve the many. It's a
5 divide-and-conquer approach. It's not right.
6
I have to answer the questions of my kids
7 almost every weekend when we work the property, when we
8 go to hunt, hike, whatever it is that we do. Why does
9 that power line -- meaning the existing power line -10 why does that exist? I don't know, that was before my
11 time, but it's here. What are we going to do if another
12 one comes through? I don't know. Dad, how is this
13 legal, how can they take our property? I don't know.
14
Imagine that for a second, trying to answer a
15 9-year-old boy of how you can have property and people
16 just take it. It's impossible.
17
I feel like the Council should take into
18 account the ability of the average person to be able to
19 comb through this paperwork and to present an articulate
20 argument which is being requested and demanded of us.
21 It's impossible. The Council should take into account
22 the average person's ability to understand and to
23 articulate this.
24
So ORS says that we have to cite certain
25 things; recreation, hunting, hiking. Hiking the Oregon
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Tweit.
MR. ASHLEY O'TOOLE: Hi. My name is Ashley
O'Toole. I live at 2 1/2 Depot Street in La Grande.
Thank you to the Council for being here and staying here
with us to the bitter end and hearing what we all have
to say. I appreciate that.
I'll start with referencing a letter To the
Editor that appeared in "The Observer" that I wrote. It
was published online on March 7th of this year, titled,
"Nothing to gain, everything to lose: B2H Transmission
line is obsolete and devastating." I am just going to
read a few excerpts and sort of expand on a few of the
points.
"The B2H transmission line is a 20th century
solution in search of a modern problem that doesn't
exist. It's wasteful, obsolete and potentially
devastating."
La Grande has nothing to gain from this
project and everything to lose. It will ruin our
surrounding ecosystems, our hunting and recreational
grounds, and our historical sites, our property values,
our view of the surrounding mountains and our ability to
effectively protect ourselves from devastating
wildfires. All of this, to help a private corporation's
customers in another state receive hydropower originally
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Trail, the 8th grade me, wildlife, seeing it with my own
eyes; moose, elk, deer, several species, wolves.
So I'm happy to announce, Gail was being
modest, but the last bit of it is historic properties,
the historic property. We have since allowed
professional archeologists on to walk the trail, mark
the trail. It has been approved and recommended to the
National Historic Preservation Society as historic
property, in which how do you mitigate that? Just
because a marker -- or a tower rather, doesn't go right
in the middle of the trail?
Guys, we are talking 300 feet or less of not
only marked trail, some of the best marked trail that
you will see between here and the inception of Emigrant
Campground, burial sites. How do you mitigate that?
You can't. How do you mitigate it for the future
children? How do you mitigate that for the residents of
La Grande who may not even know about this?
I talk to people all the time who don't even
know this exists. Why the hell would they build another
power line? I can't answer that. You cannot mitigate
this. It's impossible.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ashley O'Toole, we will have Kerry
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intended for our state and Washington.
Since 2009, at least 12 similar proposals
across the country for these new high-voltage
transmission lines have been denied, and they have been
replaced by more cost-effective solutions.
I think that is it from the article. But as
you can see, I'm definitely of the Stop B2H crowd, not
move B2H crowd. So we hear people complaining about
this route or that route. Let it be clear, we really
are Stop B2H. I want to touch on a few points I think
from both of those routes, proposed routes.
I think I wanted to, at least first ask, just
because I'm not familiar with how long the Council has
been in town today or yesterday or tonight or tomorrow
morning, but I'm sure we have read the proposals, I'm
sure we have reviewed the engineering plans and
elevations and things. My question is: Perhaps, have
you yet physically been on Morgan Lake Road or do you
intend to be on Morgan Lake Road as you research this?
I think the points I wanted to make were how
steep it is and how sharp of turns those are, and I
understand that there could potentially be a mitigation
plan to that effect. I would love to see where in the
proposal in writing Idaho Power is really going to be
compelled to reach certain minimums with the municipal,
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is the entrance, and they've talked about it a little
bit previously, where you come in off of Sunset onto
Modelaire and it splits to Hawthorne and Modelaire.
There is no sidewalks. It's the only entrance into the
place. There is a lot of bike traffic, a lot of kid
traffic, a lot of walking, people just walking up and
down that hill. And it's a potential hazard, big time.
Idaho Power has been very deceptive, and I've
had almost no contact with them whatsoever. I don't
know what to expect. All the information I'm getting is
just really meetings, and yet I'm going to have to sit
there. And it's getting close enough I'll hear the
buzzing. I'll see two towers. I see people walk up the
Oregon Trail all the time, and they'll have to sit there
and look at these huge towers as they are walking. It's
beautiful up through that little piece of property up
there.
I just found out about the blasting, which I
have a 565-foot well we put in when we did the house.
They are going to have to do some blasting there because
it's solid rock.
So it's just a potential hazard all the way
around, as far as -- I'm not going to gain -- I will
have no gain. Looking at these things, I'll have to
listen to them, and I don't gain anything from them. So
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perspective up there, like I said, Idaho Power has
contacted me a total of four times, and I really don't
know about what is going on or anything. I think they
should be a little more inclusive to people who are
going to be impacted by this.
So I want to thank you guys for listening, and
take some of these things into serious consideration in
making your decision.
Thank you very much.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. GAIL CARBIENER: I'm Gail Carbiener. I'm
from Bend, Oregon, but behind me are lots and lots of
friends. It's almost as if I live in this county I'm
over here so frequently. I represent the Oregon Trail.
That is a national organization whose job it is to do
what we can to protect and preserve the trail as well as
educate the public. I'm proud to say that our national
organization is a member of Stop B2H and has donated a
substantial amount of money to their effort to Stop B2H.
On Exhibit S, Historic Properties Management
Plan, at 7.2.3, which is the field crew definition, I
would like to add an expert from the Oregon Trail's
Association to be a member. There is many, many
instances in the documents presented for the Oregon
Trail where the Oregon Trail is misrepresented,
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I don't think it's -- I'm not really sure how they can
actually come and do that.
So anyway, so that was the third time I was
contacted was in 2017. Then I was actually -- somewhere
around the end of 2017, a gentleman with Idaho Power, I
believe his name was Jeff Maffuccio, or something like
that, came up to the property. We discussed a few
things. I voiced my concerns one more time with him.
Then we discussed -- we discussed about maybe put a road
in a different spot, the one up there. But I don't know
who is going to -- as far as I can tell, they will just
come in and just use the one in front of my house, and
there's nothing I can do about it.
I also live in the area, and a couple of
people have mentioned, about the '73 fire actually
burned where my house sits, right across that property.
So that's another concern of mine as well.
I don't think there has been any environmental
impact statement done on that particular route right
there either. They said something about there was one
done somewhere nearby, but I'm not sure how close that
was or anything.
But I'm just going to ask that you guys take
us into consideration. We have to live and deal with
this and with no gain on it. Especially from my
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sometimes not even on the maps and, therefore, you need
an expert, and there is none on that field crew. You
have got my specific recommendations in writing.
Also, I'm glad to hear that Kellen led off
tonight with information about fire. Last night she did
not. And I mentioned that Idaho Power's fire prevention
plan is not only weak, it is less specific than I think
you are requiring us to be. For example, Idaho Power
last night responded to the chairman's question about
have they submitted a draft fire prevention plan, and he
said that it will be submitted. That is my
recollection.
They not only submitted a draft fire
prevention plan, but it was forwarded to the Forest
Service and to the State Forestry fire prevention and
corrections, and suggestions were submitted. However,
in the draft project order, the fire prevention plan has
not changed. I suggest that they do that.
I recommended a couple of things in the fire
prevention plan: (1) cameras could be posted to cover
the area of the power line if, in fact, it is to be
built; (2) Idaho Power recommends that a watch person,
an individual watch person be present to report fires
during construction. My recommendation is that Idaho
Power provide a crew with a wildfire engine, Category 3,
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which is used by most of the wildfire prevention
districts, to be present during construction at all
times, including after hours when the vehicles and
equipment are being serviced.
Last, but not least, the vegetation management
plan that is presented by Idaho Power is a copy of
PacifiCorp's vegetation management plan. They did not
even take off PacifiCorp's logo. How insulting can that
be?
So I hope that you will hear the people here
tonight, and that you will turn down and reject the
current B2H.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Let's take a break. Let's come back at 6:40,
and then we will then be calling Irene Gilbert to
testify followed by John Williams.
Thank you all.
(Recess taken.)
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: We are back on the
record. We are going to be hearing from Irene Gilbert,
and following Irene we will be hearing from John
Williams.
SECRETARY CORNETT: Before we begin, I'd like
to make a quick announcement. For those of you who will
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recognize or honor the federal protections for
threatened and endangered species; in fact, it removed
them from their rules. I asked Representative Greg
Smith to get a response from Oregon legal Council about
whether or not that was legitimate or legal. And the
response that he got was, Well, they can get away with
it if -- and this was a written response -- as long as
they include all those animals in their habitat section
of the evaluation.
They do not cover all of the threatened and
endangered or federally protected species; and, in fact,
it says that pretty much if they run into them, sort of
as an aside, they will note it. So I think that's a
problem.
I think that when you read through these site
certificates, there is a lot of use of language to
misdirect people. And in the thousands of pages of
information they provide they say things like: There
will be no direct impacts on things like the Oregon
Trail. That means they won't put a tower right in the
middle of the trail.
They have done other things, like with Ladd
Marsh, they rated it on a 30-point scale, they rated the
views from Ladd Marsh and rated it an 11. So I would
say that is a long ways from 30. And when they say they
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come in a little bit later -- Max, can you raise your
hand back there? Max. Cliff, in the red shirt, if
anybody has come in late, we have comment cards. If you
would like to make a comment, please fill out a card.
Max is holding them up right now. Go back and talk to
him. You can fill them out and then he'll bring them up
to us. Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Also, if there is
anybody that is on the phone that would like to give a
comment telephonically, please speak up now so we can
accommodate you. We are going to put the phone callers
in at the end of the in-person testimony, but we need to
know if anybody is on the line so we can have time for
you. Hearing none, we will proceed and time it as if
there is nobody on the phone that wants to participate.
So, Ms. Gilbert, thank you.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: My name is Irene Gilbert.
I live at 2310 Adams Avenue here in La Grande. I come
representing myself. I'm also the legal research
analyst for Friends of the Grande Ronde Valley and a
member of the board for Stop B2H.
I want to make a few just really quick
comments before I get into the main part of my
presentation. But this is some of the concerns that I
have: The Oregon Department of Energy does not
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1 are protecting raptor nests, that means they won't cut
2 one down as long as there are young in the nest; but if
3 the young are not there, they will cut it down and put a
4 tower right next to it.
5
So those are the kind of individual things
6 that I hope people are looking at and commenting on. I
7 could give you 50 others.
8
Anyway, you previously heard from me in some
9 level of detail about noise and weeds resulting from
10 this development. I'd like you to keep in mind that the
11 recommendations from the Oregon Department of Energy in
12 the draft proposed order only give information in
13 support of their recommendation.
14
So I hope that you thoroughly consider the
15 comments and the written comments that you will receive
16 from the rest of the community here.
17
One thing that happened is Idaho Power chose
18 to identify the minimum amount of land that they
19 possibly could as a part of their site. So what that
20 means is things like to notice those people who are
21 impacted that they have to notify people with 250 feet
22 of it, they really limited the amount of people who got
23 to know that this was happening. They also then got to
24 minimize the damages from things like farm and
25 forestland impacts. They didn't have to do surveys in a
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HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
After Mr. Meyer, we will hear from Laurie, is
it Solisz?
MR. MIKE MEYER: My name is Mike Meyer. I
live in Baker City. This will be one of them less
effective comments.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Meyer, I think
just for the record we do need an address more specific
than just Baker City.
MR. MIKE MEYER: And why do you need my
address?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: So that we can
provide you notice of the things that are happening.
MR. MIKE MEYER: Do I -- mailing address?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mailing address.
MR. MIKE MEYER: Mailing address?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Yes.
MR. MIKE MEYER: Is 3155 Grove Street, Baker
City, Oregon.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. MIKE MEYER: I find it unfathomable that
anyone from Idaho, including Idaho Power, has the
audacity to rape 71 miles of Baker County with what I
think will be unnecessary and outdated towers by the
time they're ever put in. And I also would like to
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on with the Interpretive Center, which is a beautiful
museum -- and if you people are not from here, I would
highly recommend you going there. It is so inspiring.
I cry every time I go. This bump is the Interpretive
Center. So this is looking east. The Interpretive
Center looks west, which is the towers are going to come
up, supposedly not be able to be seen, under the
Interpretive Center.
So we have about 300 acres. We already bear,
our particular property already bears the burden of the
high-voltage 230 line. That was placed in 1950. That
line, they gave my ancestors, who thought it was a good
idea to help get electricity, a little bit of money.
However, 60 years later, we still have the line on our
property. It impacts our ability to do crops, it
interrupts our grazing. They were sagging close to the
ground. My husband was in jeopardy on his tractor this
last year. There's not much maintenance that goes on
with these lines.
So the B2H, and you've already heard about the
right-of-way difficulties that are going to be expected.
We've already had impact from the B2H; people, they've
entered our land without permission, claimed ignorance,
they drive on our property, they've flown over with
helicopters, interrupted the cattle. So we've already
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shame anyone that would ever permit this to happen.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ms. Solisz, we'll hear from Gail, is
it Carbiener?
MR. GAIL CARBIENER: Close.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Sorry for maiming
names.
MS. LAURIE SOLISZ: My name is Laurie Solisz.
I'm a direct descendent of the land that this is going
to go across. My mailing address is P.O. Box 1110,
Baker County, Oregon.
So what I have brought today, I'm not very
high tech, but I have provided some pictures of how this
will impact our property, which is directly below the
Interpretive Center. I have four pictures here, and the
shadow, which is so interesting how this works, this is
what happens in the morning, sunrise, the shadow falls
directly on the line where the transmission line is
proposed, which I find very fascinating.
We don't have -- we just -- and this is a
picture of how the line will go across these hills. And
I will leave these pictures with you. The little bump
on the hill is the Interpretive Center. So if anyone
thinks that this isn't going to interrupt what's going
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experienced disturbance. And everyone claims ignorance,
Oh, we didn't mean to do that. Well, we didn't think,
and so forth. But it happens, and we are the ones that
bear that burden.
Well, I guess I ran through all my thoughts.
Any questions?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Do you want to leave
the photos?
MS. LAURIE SOLISZ: I would.
And if you have any questions, you can always
ask.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Any questions,
Council? Thank you.
MS. LAURIE SOLISZ: Thank you for listening.
Thanks for coming.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: We will next, after
we hear from you, we will hear from Wayne -- is it
Kaaen?
MR. WAYNE KAAEN: You're doing good on the
names.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. GAIL CARBIENER: My name is Gail
Carbiener. I live in Bend, Oregon, on 2920 Northeast
Conners Avenue. I represent the Oregon-California
Trails Association. I have been before the Council
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before.
Tonight I'm speaking a couple of times to the
people behind me. Because if you read the literature
that Idaho Power has provided in the fire prevention
area, it's as if the California fires never existed.
They have a sentence in there that says: "In operation,
the B2H line will not significantly increase fire
potential."
Now, the State of California, and the day
before yesterday the State of Nevada, have legislated
that their utility companies prepare a detailed fire
prevention plan. I have sent to the Chairman my letter
with details on what I think Idaho Power should do.
The other thing that I would like to talk to
the people sitting behind me, is in reclamation. Idaho
Power says that the power line will be active in
perpetuity; that means forever. They provide no data,
no references. 500-kilovolt power lines in the state of
Oregon have begun in the 1980s. That's not a hundred
years.
What's more, in reclamation, they say because
it's going to be forever, they're shifting the risk of
reclaiming the land to the public for the first
50 years, because they're not going to bond reclamation
after and during from the time that it's in operation
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that's working for Idaho Power, in the burying of a
power line in Hailey-Sun Valley, Oregon [sic], that
they're having difficulty with because of scenic views.
POWER Engineering says this 1 1/2 miles here at the toe
of the foothill, sagebrush off irrigated land will cost
$111 million.
If it's just a straight line, it doesn't cost
that much. In reality, they have not had a foot on the
ground that they have documented. They've not turned
over a shovel of dirt in front of that Interpretive
Center that they've documented. I've documented the
Chino Hills, and I've talked with those people. And
they say it's probably 50,000, but that's their guess -50 million, excuse me.
You will receive other letters from me rather
than speaking this last 4 minutes, but I would certainly
hope that you would seriously consider the
undergrounding. POWER Engineering in their estimate
states that they are a Level 5 estimate, based on their
civil engineering standards. They have given the
definition of a Level 5 as ratio, ballpark, blue sky,
seat of the pants, idea study, prospect, estimate,
concession, license, or guesstimate. That's their
definitions. You've got to do better.
Thank you very much.
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1 until the first 50 years. Now, that's like not insuring
2 a new home because you don't think it's going to burn
3 down until it gets old.
4
They don't provide any data. Hard data. And
5 what's more -- I'm looking at Todd -- what's more, it
6 concerns me that the EFSC can approve without requiring
7 more detail.
8
Now, in the last 7 minutes, I have sent you
9 this letter as well, and again, I'm talking to the
10 people behind me, wearing my Oregon Trail cap. Exhibit
11 BB, section 3.4.2, the conclusion regarding
12 undergrounding the power line. Idaho Power continues to
13 says it's too expensive. I have sent to Mr. Beyeler,
14 the Chairman, and I don't know how far my letters go,
15 pictures of a comparison of 3.7 miles down in Chino
16 Hills, California, of a 500-kilovolt power line that was
17 put underground for 3.7 miles. Almost every foot of
18 that ditch had a infrastructure under the ground. That
19 cost $224 million.
20
I've recommended, as I hope people in the
21 audience have, that the line be put underground in front
22 of the Interpretive Center.
23
For illustration purposes, Idaho Power has
24 used 1 1/2 miles and asked POWER Engineering, one of the
25 consultants, it's a good firm, but it's a consultant
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HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
After we hear from Mr. Kaaen, we will hear
from Bruce Owen. And if anybody else that has not yet,
that wants to be heard tonight, if you have not
completed a comment form, please do so and provide it to
staff. I think we will, after Mr. Owen, we've run out
of comments, people who want to comment at this point,
so we will take a break after that. And if anybody else
wants to be heard, we'll reconvene and hear from you.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Can we have it quieter
in here? It's really noisy in the back. Can you
address the noise in the back of the room, please.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Well, I know that we
do have some people coming in to get their tacos and -UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It's really hard to
hear.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Is it?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, it is.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: I'm sorry about
that. And when you speak, if you'll speak into the
microphone.
MR. WAYNE KAAEN: Certainly.
My name is Wayne Kaaen. I'm from Halfway,
Oregon. Post Office Box 402, Halfway. I have property
which B2H is impacting. Obviously that's why I'm here.
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gail Carbiener <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Wednesday, July 3, 2019 4:53 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Response
B2H - EFSC letter 9 Ore Trail.docx

Kellen:
Here is my response to the DPO. Please notice the Baker City-Baker County wastewater facility in the same area
as B2H. Also notice there is a class 1 trail segment that has not been identified, to my knowledge, on maps or in the
text where B2H crosses. Noise study does not include the Trail, especially near the Flagstaff Hill area.
best
Gail Carbiener

1

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR 97301
Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR 97701-7927

July 3, 2019

VIA E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER

To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the B2H Draft Proposed Order. I represent the
Oregon-California Trails Association (OCTA), whose mission is to protect and preserve the
emigrant trails. 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 ½ 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 refused 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,” 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. 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
vales. IPC says no significant impact.

3. 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 44⁰ 48’ 48.26”N 117⁰ 75’ 57.97”W. IPC
proposes to build a new constructed road over the Oregon Trail in the area identified
in the location above.
4. The DPO does not meet the standards required for Exhibit T Recreational Facilities,
especially at the Flagstaff Hill interpretive center, because of:
a. It is a BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism
b. It is 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.
5. 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.
6. The Baker City-County plans to construct a treated wastewater storage lagoon,
irrigation site and effluent transmission pipeline in the same location as the B2H to
the west of the Interpretive Center. Neither has referenced the other, certainly EFSC
must determine affect upon the B2H.
In summary, the Oregon Trail along the route of the B2H has the most damaging affects 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.

Gail Carbiener

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gail Carbiener <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Wednesday, May 22, 2019 4:35 PM
TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
B2H

Hi Kellen:
My eyes are tired, but I have a glass of wine.
Look at -PA-02, you may mean Morgan Lake …. not Ladd Marsh.
good job, but lots of data.
gail
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gail Carbiener <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Saturday, May 25, 2019 5:05 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
DPO Comments
B2H - EFSC letter 1.docx

Kellen Tardaewether:
Attached are my comments for B2H.
Sincerely
Gail Carbiener
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May 26, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and object.
I object to the “Conclusion Regarding Undergrounding of the Project” at Exhibit BB, Section 3.4.2
reached by Idaho Power and supported by Staff.
The text at page BB-7 states in part: “because of the high cost of an underground line compared to overhead
500-kV lines, unproven technology over long distances for 500-kV, reliability and reactive compensation issues
for long installations, and increased land disturbance, the alternative of placing the 500-kV line underground
was not considered feasible for the Project” These conflicting points all come from a 2009 National Grid
publication that is currently out of date.
Reliability, Reactive Power Compensation and Environmental issues are not significant in a 2.25-mile
underground line. The 2009 National Grid publication refers to “long distances and long installations” when
describing these three issues. Cost continues to be the major reason for not considering a short underground in
front of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center near Baker City.
Power Engineers, who is the major contractor for Idaho Power’s 138-kV line in Blaine County near Hailey,
Idaho, provided estimates of B2H costs. There is no indication or reference that they have set foot on the
ground at the site in Oregon.
Power Engineers estimate the cost to be $102 million to $111 million for the 1.5 miles in front of the
Interpretive Center. Using AACE Cost Estimates with a 50% contingency and a Class 5 MATURITY LEVEL
OF PROJECT DEFINITION DELIVERABLES, expressed as 0% -2% of complete definition, this is the least
confident estimate allowed.1 The only reference used by Power Engineering was the 3.7 mile, 500-kV
underground line in Chino Hills, California constructed by Southern California Edison at a cost of $224 million.
The Chino Hills project crossed two major thoroughfares, several minor roadways, a shopping center, two
flood-control channels and two holes of a golf course. One-third of the alignment was on a 15 percent average
grade, with slopes as steep as 35 percent in some locations. In all, the project involved the installation of
approximately 17,000 linear feet of duct bank and numerous horizontal drills ranging from 800 to 2,100 feet in
length.2

1
2

www.aacei.org
Underground construction magazine 5/7/2017

Compare these two sites:
Below is only 400 feet of the underground 500-kV line in Chino Hills.

The 3.7 miles of undergrounding through a major city and its infrastructure cost $224 million. The 1.80 miles of
undergrounding through open land without any obstacles should cost considerably less than a straight
proportion of costs. (3.7 = $224 so 1.80 = $109)
This compares with Power Engineers cost estimate
of $102-$111.

The definitions as presented by AACE show the cost estimates used by Idaho Power as presented by Power
Engineers Within Exhibit BB Errata Info, cost estimates may be 50% to high.

The Council should reject the Conclusion Regarding Undergrounding of the Project
(3.4.2) and require a Site Certificate Condition as follows:
Prior to Construction
Prior to construction, the certificate holder shall finalize and submit to the department
for its approval, an on-the-ground survey to level 3 Degree of Project Definition as
illustrated below:3

3

AACE International Cost Estimate Classifications

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gail Carbiener <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Wednesday, May 29, 2019 12:24 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
DPO Comment
B2H - EFSC letter 3 Fire.docx

Kellen:
Please include the attached comments in response to the DPO for B2H.
Gail Carbiener
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May 30, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com
To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
My comments in this response refer to Public Services Condition 5 (a), specifically the draft Fire
Prevention and Suppression Plan as provided in Attachment U-3 and During Operation Public
Services Condition 8:
The following comments appear in Attachment U-3 at 1.1 Purpose and 3.1 Operational.
“The risk of fire danger during transmission line construction is related to smoking, refueling
activities, operating vehicles and other equipment off roadways, welding activities, and the use
of explosive materials and flammable liquids. During operation, the risk of fire is primarily from
vehicles and maintenance activities that require welding. Additionally, weather events that affect
the transmission line could result in the transmission line igniting a fire.”
It seems to me that Idaho Power and Tetra Tech never researched or consulted officials in any of
the California wild fires. Santa Rosa’s Fire Chief, during a forum sponsored by Firehouse which
supports first responders, was quoted: “Firefighters responded from 17 states and Australia. 266
Engines, 79 Crews, in addition, over 4,300 law enforcement officers were called in to help with
traffic control, evacuations, and other tasks. The California National Guard put 2,300 soldiers on
the ground to assist with various tasks.”1
It is difficult to imagine getting even one-tenth of these resources to Baker City or La Grande.
Both of these cities as well as Meacham and Hilgard are at risk. All are in a bowl with winds
from the north able to push a fire, downslope through the forest into the city. It is worth noting
that the Camp Fire in Paradise was started by the 115-kV Caribou-Palermo transmission line.

1

Firehouse.com/news - 3/8/2018

Since the Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan is to establish standards and practices to
minimize risk of fire ignition and, in the case of fire, provide for immediate suppression, these
additional conditions should be included.
Public Services Condition 5: (a.1)
Idaho Power with the concurrence of effected county and city fire districts and the BLM
and Forest Service, will develop a “fire-risk map” over the route with a minimum coverage of 20
miles extending from each side from center line of ROW.
Three fire risk zones will be identified using the following definitions:
Zone 1 consists of areas in direct proximity to communities, roads, and utility lines, and
represents a direct threat to public safety.
Zone 2 consists of areas where there is an elevated risk for destructive utility-associated
wildfires.
Zone 3 consists of all other areas not covered in either Zone 1 or 2.
Public Services Condition 5: (a.2)
In Fire Risk Zone 1, Idaho Power or the Contractor shall provide enhanced fire protection
during construction. That will include as a minimum, a 3500 gallon 4x4 water tender, staffed at
all times with two personnel. Period includes all times that either the BLM or Forest Service
declare fire season for adjoining properties. The tender will remain staffed during construction
working hours.
Public Services Condition 5: d.
Prior to energizing the transmission line for operation, Idaho Power will install highdefinition cameras that cover Zones 1 and 2. These cameras should be similar to those installed
by ALERTWildfire.2

2

ALERTWildfire is a consortium of three universities -- The University of Nevada, Reno (UNR), University
of California San Diego (UCSD), and the University of Oregon (UO) -- providing access to state-of-the-art
Pan-Tilt-Zoom (PTZ) fire cameras and associated tools to help firefighters and first responders: (1)
discover/locate/confirm fire ignition, (2) quickly scale fire resources up or down appropriately, (3)
monitor fire behavior through containment, (4) during firestorms, help evacuations through enhanced
situational awareness, and (5) ensure contained fires are monitored appropriately through their demise.

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Gail Carbiener <mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com>
Thursday, June 6, 2019 7:48 AM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
response - Fire
B2H - EFSC letter 3 Fire.docx

Please accept the attached response to the DPO section on Fire.
Gail Carbiener
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June 6, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com
To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
I do not believe that Exhibit U, Public Services; 2.1 General Standards for Siting Facilities,
especially Police and Fire Protection 3.4.6.2 Fire and errata additions, have been met.
The “Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan” dated September 2018 in paragraph 1.1 Purpose
states: “The risk of fire danger during transmission line construction is related to smoking,
refueling activities, operating vehicles and other equipment off roadways, welding activities, and
the use of explosive materials and flammable liquids. During operation, the risk of fire is
primarily from vehicles and maintenance activities that require welding. Additionally, weather
events that affect the transmission line could result in the transmission line igniting a fire.”
This Fire Plan is weak, reactive and lacks adequate prevention. Idaho Power does not describe
the significance of a 500-kV line compared to other high voltage lines for potential fires. The
Fire Plan obviously is the least costly attempt at compliance.
It seems to me that Idaho Power has never researched or consulted officials in any of the
California wild fires. Santa Rosa’s Fire Chief was quoted: “Firefighters responded from 17 states
and Australia. 266 Engines, 79 Crews, in addition, over 4,300 law enforcement officers were
called in to help with traffic control, evacuations, and other tasks. The California National Guard
put 2,300 soldiers on the ground to assist with various tasks.”1
It is difficult to imagine getting even one-tenth of these resources to Baker City or La Grande.
Both of these cities as well as Meacham and Hilgard are at risk. All are in a bowl with winds
from the north able to push a fire, downslope through the forest into the city. It is worth noting
that the Camp Fire in Paradise was started by the 115-kV Caribou-Palermo transmission line.

1

Firehouse.com/news - 3/8/2018

The Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan is inadequate to minimize risk of fire ignition and, in
the case of fire, provide for immediate suppression. These additional conditions should be
included.
Additional Condition #1:
FIRE PREVENTION MEASURES 2.0
2.0.5 Equipment:
Idaho Power or the Contractor during construction, shall provide enhanced fire protection.
This will include a four-wheel drive fire engine that is designed for rapid deployment. For
example, a “Type 3 fire engine” which typically includes a pump operating at 120 gpm, a
large 500 gal/tank, 1000 ft. 1 1/2″ hose. A minimum crew of two will be present during all
hours of construction, including equipment servicing and maintenance.
[This replaces the “Watchman” which is totally inadequate fire prevention and protection]
Additional Condition #2:
2.0 Restricted Operations:
The Contractor and IPC will restrict or cease operations in specified locations during periods of
high fire danger at the direction of the land-management agency’s closure order. Restrictions
may vary from stopping certain operations at a given time to stopping all operations. IPC may
obtain approval to continue some or all operations if acceptable precautions are implemented.
[add] IPC will notify fire agencies responsible for work locations, when approval is
obtained from land-management agencies.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 3.0
IPC states at 3.1; “During transmission line operation, the risk of fire danger is minimal. The
primary causes of fire on the ROW result from unauthorized entry by individuals for recreational
purposes and from fires started outside the ROW.”
Pacific Gas & Electric’s statistics on wildfire causes from 2015-20172 show:
Vegetation (49%) Tree, tree limb, or other vegetation contact with conductors that result in fire
ignition.
Equipment Failure – Conductor/Hardware (28%) Failure of conductor resulting in wire
down and fire ignition.
Third-Party Contact (13%) Contact caused by a third party, leading to fire ignition, such as
cars hitting poles and Mylar balloon contacts.
Animal (8%) Animal contacts that result in fire ignition, such as birds contacting energized
conductors then falling to the ground and causing an ignition.
Unknown (2%) Situations where PG&E was unable to determine the cause of the ignition.
The majority of fires will start and burn for some time before being discovered and reported.
Three additional preventive conditions are recommended. Condition #5 is particularly important
because IPC is not near or has quick access to the transmission line.

2

PG&E amended Wildfire Safety Plan

Additional Condition #3:
Wildfire evacuation plan:
IPC should partner with willing counties and cities and a traffic and evacuation expert, to
determine anticipated traffic conditions and evacuation times and recommend strategies
that could be used.

Additional Condition #4:
Camera Deployment
Prior to energizing the transmission line for operation, Idaho Power will install highdefinition cameras that cover fire-threat areas where there is an extreme risk (including
likelihood and potential impacts on people and property). Areas to be covered by cameras
will be determined by IPC and appropriate fire-control authorities. These cameras should
be similar to those installed by ALERTWildfire.3
Additional Condition #5:
When the following weather conditions are predicted, IPC will send a qualified crew to
predetermined sites to determine if the line should be turned off.
 A Red Flag Warning declared by the National Weather Service
 Humidity levels predicted below 20%
 Forecasted sustained winds predicted above 25 mph and wind gusts in excess of 45
mph

Sincerely

Gail Carbiener

3

ALERTWildfire is a consortium of three universities -- The University of Nevada, Reno (UNR), University
of California San Diego (UCSD), and the University of Oregon (UO) -- providing access to state-of-the-art
Pan-Tilt-Zoom (PTZ) fire cameras and associated tools to help firefighters and first responders: (1)
discover/locate/confirm fire ignition, (2) quickly scale fire resources up or down appropriately, (3)
monitor fire behavior through containment, (4) during firestorms, help evacuations through enhanced
situational awareness, and (5) ensure contained fires are monitored appropriately through their demise.
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Kellen:
Please accept this response to the DPO.
Gail Carbiener
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June 8, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and object.
In eastern Oregon there are no 500-kV transmission lines. B2H is very large, sometimes three time the size of
current lines in the area.
Exhibit W Retirement, 3.1 Estimated Useful Life:
Idaho Power claims that the transmission line will remain in service for perpetuity. There are no references or
hard data to support this optimistic estimate. In fact, 500-kV long distance transmission lines were first built in
the 1960s. This same argument is being used for the “Sams Valley Reinforcement Projects” by PacifiCorp.
Over the last 50 years, wind power, solar power, local distributed energy, including new battery storage will
certainly affect long distance transmission lines. Cancellation of 500-kV projects such as Cascade Crossing and
Colusa-Sutter in California, are specific illustrations of changes being made by forward thinking executives.
Exhibit W Retirement, 3.2 Site Restoration Activities:
On page W-3, IPC is required to “remove foundations for each support structure to a depth of one (1) foot
below grade, depending on ground slope.” There will be over 4400 cement foundations, most at four feet
diameter, but some up to eight feet in diameter.
Regrowth of native grasses, shrubs and trees will
require more than one foot of soil.
The requirement of one foot has been used on other
energy facilities, but B2H is much larger than any
other facilities constructed to date in eastern
Oregon. IPC does not say how they will remove
the reinforced concrete, but mechanical equipment
will certainly leave cement chunks in the ground to
be covered with some top soil. Weather erosion will
soon show the remaining rebars and foundation.
ADDED CONDITION #1: Foundations will be
removed to depth of three feet below grade.

Exhibit W Retirement and Financial Assurance Condition 1: This formula of required bonding will leave
the public exposed to risk of returning the lands to preconstruction condition. Most damage will be done in the
early stages of construction, such as ground disturbance for roads and right-of-way and foundation preparation.
In (d.) bond or letter of credit amendments should be based upon qualified appraisal.
ADDED CONDITION #2: IPC will contract with a qualified construction appraiser to determine amount
of construction completed at each six (6) month period. This amount will be used for bond or letter of
credit adjustment if the amount is equal or more than $250,000 from straight line formula.

Exhibit W Retirement and Financial Assurance Condition 2: A bond or letter of credit purpose, is to protect
the public from the RISK of not having the site restored to a useful non-hazardous condition. EFSC is
recommending that the Council approve the assumption that the risk to the public is ZERO (0) for 50 years,
then remain under-insured for the next 50 years. If EFSC and IPC feel that the risk is zero, then the cost of the
bond should be low. The risk should be moved to the bank, not forced upon the public. The fact that it may have
an operating life of 100 years does not remove the risk that it is there and would need removal and ROW
recondition.
ADDED CONDITION #3: On the date that the facility is placed in service, the bond or letter of credit
will be set at the final appraised amount of restoration. This amount will be adjusted, by qualified
appraisal, at least every 5 years.
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Kellen:
A second response for undergrounding.
Thank you
Gail Carbiener
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Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301

July 24, 2019

Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
To: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council
Idaho Power has used inflated costs to describe undergrounding for approximately two miles in
front of the Oregon Trail Interpretive Center near Baker City. In addition, it is stated that ground
disturbance will be more than overhead lines, however, most ground disturbance will be
temporary and the transition stations will cover about 2 acres each. Most of the underground
route is not on side hills, but can be placed at the toe of the hill, with most hills not more than
10% grade for half the corridor. None of the undergrounding will be on cultivated lands.
Directional Drilling, for 1000 feet, will be recommended so the final exit and transition station
will be on Baker County land not private lands. Splices will be required to connect the multiple
sections of cable, and splicing vaults will be placed approximately every 1500 feet and covered
with several feet of soil.
I have included pictures taken July 21, 2019 of the Southern California Edison’s 500-kV
underground line in Chino Hills.

The picture above shows a splicing vault with the manholes that are near ground level.
Constructing B2H with only temporary ground disturbance, following the current 230 line, and
needing only one splice vault, the route is 80% flat. Certainly, this needs to be considered.

The powerline comes over the hill and goes underground through the golf course. Cattle could
graze on the hill.

The picture below, shows the transition station, built to the left for expansion and totaling
approximately 2 acres.

Power Engineers provided a cost estimate at the AACE Level 5 for 1.5 miles. Class 5 estimates
are generally prepared based on very limited information, and subsequently have wide accuracy
ranges. As such, some companies and organizations have elected to determine that due to the
inherent inaccuracies, such estimates cannot be classified in a conventional and systematic
manner. Class 5 estimates, due to the requirements of end use, may be prepared within a very
limited amount of time and with little effort expended—sometimes requiring less than an hour to
prepare. 1
Power Engineers were involved with the Southern California Edison Chino Hills
underground 500-kV power line so should be asked to provide a Class 3 Cost Estimate
using the AACE guidelines. This will provide an accurate cost estimate for the total of twomiles.
Class 3 estimates are typically prepared to support full project funding requests, and become the
first of the project phase control estimates against which all actual costs and resources will be
monitored for variations to the budget. They are used as the project budget until replaced by
more detailed estimates.2
The Chino Hills project crossed two major thoroughfares, several minor roadways, a shopping
center, two flood-control channels and two holes of a golf course. One-third of the alignment
was on a 15 percent average grade, with slopes as steep as 35 percent in some locations. In all,
the project involved the installation of approximately 17,000 linear feet of duct bank and
numerous horizontal drills ranging from 800 to 2,100 feet in length.3
Power Engineers in Errata BB, additions to Complete Application, have estimated that 1.5 miles
of undergrounding will cost between $102 and $111 million. According to the article Out of
Sight Out of Mind this estimate is grossly overestimated.4
Using Mr. Hall’s updated Edison Electric Institute calculations, the 2-mile underground new
construction is more likely to be $67 to $70 million.
I do not agree with 3.4.2 Conclusion Regarding Undergrounding of the Project:
…….. because of the high cost of an underground line compared to overhead 500-kV lines,
unproven technology over long distances for 500-kV, reliability and reactive compensation
issues for long installations, and increased land disturbance, the alternative of placing the 500-kV
line underground was not considered feasible for the Project.
Therefore, the Energy Facilities Siting Council should require a condition in the proposed
order that requires an AACE Cost Estimate at the Level 3 be presented and approved by
EFSC prior to construction.

1

www.aacei.org
www.aacei.org
3
Underground construction magazine 5/7/2017
4
Out of Sight, Out of Mind, 2012: An Updated Study on the Undergrounding of Overhead Power Lines, Prepared
by: Kenneth L. Hall, P.E. Hall Energy Consulting, Inc.; Prepared for: Edison Electric Institute January 2013
2
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Kellen:
Please accept my final response to the B2H Draft Proposed Order.
best
Gail Carbiener

1

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301

August 10, 2019

Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
To:

Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Project Order for B2H. I look forward to
the opportunity of comment in person.
After reading thousands and thousands of document pages, and attempting to understand all the
rules and regulations, I have submitted several responses. However, it is clear Idaho Power will have a
significant number of “final” plans that will be submitted after the August 22, 2019 comment closing
date. These include Fire Protection, Vegetation, Geotechnical, Blasting, Scenic, Noise and others.
A perfect example of one of these is: Public Services Condition 2: Prior to construction, the site
certificate holder shall submit to the department for its approval a Helicopter Use Plan, which
identifies or provides: a. The type of helicopters to be used (all helicopters must be compliant with the
noise certification and noise level limits set forth in 14 C.F.R. § 36.11); b. The duration of helicopter
use; c. Roads or residences over which external loads will be carried; d. Multi-use areas and light-duty
fly yards containing helipads shall be located: (i) in areas free from tall agricultural crops and livestock;
(ii) at least 500 feet from organic agricultural operations; and (iii) at least 500 feet from existing
dwellings on adjacent properties; and e. Flights shall occur only between sunrise and sunset.
Another example is: Public Services Condition 3: Prior to construction, the certificate holder shall
finalize, and submit to the department for its approval, a final Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan.
Another: A list of streams including name, size, location, stream type, and RMA width will be
provided in IPC’s final Plan for an Alternate Practice prior to initiation of harvest activities. Prior to
activity within 100 feet of type F or D streams, IPC will submit a written plan in accordance with OAR
629-605-0170.
These and other activities, not made public until after the closing of comment period, are vital public
concerns. Myself, and others have responded to what is currently available from Idaho Power, but will
those details change in the Final Plan?
The Siting Council should consider an Amended Draft Proposed Order and require Final Plans.
Confidential data can be redacted.

Thank you
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Kellen:
After reading the RAI and IPC responses, I submit these additional comments.
best
Gail Carbiener
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Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
Salem, OR 97301

August 19, 2019

Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Gail Carbiener
2920 NE Conners Ave., Apt 207
Bend, OR. 97701-7927
(541) 312-1451
mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate.
Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
Please accept these final comments on the B2H power line project. I appreciate the opportunity
and look forward to presenting in person.
Amended Site Certificate, page U-25
Page U‐25 states, “Construction workers and maintenance personnel are not trained firefighters
and are not expected to fight fires. However, qualified equipment operators, at the direction of
Incident Command, may use construction equipment to assist local firefighting efforts when safe
to do so.” Idaho Power states: Page U‐25 is revised in the Exhibit U Errata to include the
following text: In the event of a fire, the Incident Management Team may request local
assistance in fire fighting, if personnel have required training including the use construction
equipment on the Project site. (emphasis by Carbiener)
Idaho Power continues to ignore the factor of time. Incident Management Teams are called in
after the fire is beyond control of local personal, in this case the contractor and local fire districts.
Local districts are responsible for relatively small areas, and the contractor does not have fire
fighting as the top priority.
Idaho Power continues to under-estimate the potential for fire and the possibility of loss of
property and life. The response confirms my previous recommendation, which improves the day
to day fire protection from the multiple districts and provides “on-site” protection.
Idaho Power or the Contractor during construction, shall provide enhanced fire protection.
This will include a four-wheel drive fire engine that is designed for rapid deployment. For
example, a “Type 3 fire engine” which typically includes a pump operating at 120 gpm, a
large 500 gal/tank, 1000 ft. 1 1/2″ hose. A minimum crew of two will be present during all
hours of construction, including equipment servicing and maintenance.

Exhibit N: Need.
It is important to know that Idaho Power’s 2019 Integrated Resource Plan has been presented
and then postponed until October 31, 2019. If significant changes are made to the 2019 Plan
from the 2015 Plan, that has been relied upon by EFSC Staff, some Exhibits may need revision.
Exhibits A, D, M, U, and W will be affected by different assumptions. For example, financial
responsibility if a participant drops out, or if the Oregon Public Utilities Commission enacts
wildfire regulations.
I recommend that EFSC revisit the need for the B2H.
Exhibit S – Cultural Resources; Section 3.4.1
Idaho Power stated that resources that could not yet be properly evaluated are recommended as
unevaluated but are treated as NRHP-eligible for the purposes of analysis. A specific segment of
the Oregon Trail was presented to the State Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation on
February 22, 2019. The following motion was made:
Oregon Trail: La Grande to Hilgard Segment
Ms. Trice moved to forward the nomination to the Keeper of the National Register under
Criterion A with amendments as recommended by the committee. Ms. Oberst seconded. The
motion passed unanimously.
The boundary of the nominated segment extends 250 feet on either side of the centerline of the
Oregon Trail or to the margin of private property if the distance is less than 250 feet. The total
distance of the nominated trail segment is 3.66 miles. Oregon Trail is within Section 7 T3S
R38E, and Section 12 T3S R37E and in Section 10 T3S R37.
This segment is all on private property and is within 150 feet of the center line of the ROW for
B2H. This segment should be noted prior to construction.

Thank you
Gail Carbiener
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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.
I have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,
Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:28 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order 5/23/2019
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.
I have also sent a bound copy of this material by US Postal Service.

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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Mr. Chamberlin, your name and your address and
then your comments.
MR. JAY CHAMBERLIN: Thank you.
My name is Jay Chamberlin. I'm general
manager of the Owyhee Irrigation District. My address
is 422 Thunderegg Boulevard, Nyssa, Oregon 97913.
I'd like to thank the Council for this
opportunity to hear our concerns. No. 1, the Department
of Energy needs to ensure that the tower placed between
mileposts 255 through 258 are placed in consultation
with the Owyhee Irrigation District's staff in order to
provide good, high clearance, and minimal structural
interference with existing irrigation canals,
structures, and roadways.
We would also like to see the term "...and
existing irrigation waterways" added after "protected
areas" on page 246 of the draft proposed order.
Also the statement on page 589 of the draft
proposed order that a water right transfer is
unnecessary is inaccurate. The proposed tower placement
near milepost 255 on existing irrigated lands will
require a water right transfer to allow that those water
rights be transferred to other portions of land, if
indeed that tower is placed there.
And other than that, I think we, as an
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resources and people from one group of people to
another.
So I think one of the things that's happened
with this line is that it's kind of been a divide and
conquer thing where people who don't want this line to
happen, and actually there was a meeting in La Grande
with probably 400 people in the room, and when they were
asked, Does anyone support this line, no one did. But
people want, nobody wants to have to experience the
impact so they argue that it should hurt other things.
So we are not doing that.
Today I'm going to focus on just actually
about 25 pages of the draft proposed order, the section
regarding noise. And these are not all the issues but I
thought I would list some of them. I'm not going to
meet the standard to provide rules; I will give that to
you folks later in written testimony prior to the
July 23rd deadline.
But starting off, the Oregon standards allows
for more noise than is recommended by the World Health
Organization and the standard that is used in most other
countries. In Malheur County alone, there are 26
residences that are considered "noise sensitive
residences" within one-half mile of the transmission
line. That means that they will be subject to noise

Page 31

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

irrigation district, have been part of the process all
along. It certainly isn't where we would like it to
see, but we have worked and we would certainly be
willing to continue to do such so that we can have as
least amount affected our waterways and transmission
systems ourselves as possible.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ms. Gilbert we will hear Michael
Horton.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Should I start?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Yes, please do, with
your name and your address, please.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Irene Gilbert, 2310 Adams
Avenue, and I'm here representing myself but also
Friends of the Grande Ronde Valley, and I am a member of
Stop B2.H so I certainly hope my comments would be
considered coming from that group also.
A few things first is, in particular with the
B2H group, there are now over 500 members, as I
understand, individual members and multiple nonprofits
who are members of that group. And we are focused on
impacts to the entire route, along the entire route. So
Stop B2H has not said we prefer that you move the line
from here to there; it only moves the impacts on the

Min-U-Script®

Page 33

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

increases. Only a few of them actually exceed the
standards and the rest are ignored. The noise at
residences not exceeding the standard could increase by
up to 10 decibels.
Given that the Oregon Health Authority has
stated in their report regarding noise from wind
turbines that an increase of 3 decibels is perceived as
doubling the noise at a location. So as you can see,
there are a lot of people who are going to be
experiencing noise impacts that aren't being told that
that's going to happen. There's also documentation of
people actually exceeding the standard that are residing
more than a half mile from the proposed transmission
line. So there are a lot of people that don't know
what's going to happen here who will get a surprise.
There was no modeling of helicopter, road
legal vehicles or auxiliary equipment in establishing
the noise impacts, which is actually required in
modeling the impacts of this development in relation to
the 50 dBA noise limit. Idaho Power chose to ignore a
piece of the statute that requires that.
No modeling or inclusion of schools, churches,
hospitals or public libraries in the noise modeling.
That's also required.
No modeling of the entire site, including

M & M Court Reporting Service
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established, and let's say they put access roads down
that right-of-way and use it.
In eastern Oregon, trespass elk hunting is a
big problem, and you want to lock your ground up so you
don't spread weeds or vandals. And some of these guys
are pretty ornery, to the point you need legal, just a
pack of sheriffs to deal with your problems, with a
person that is not going to cooperate if you ask them
nicely.
So I know OHV-ATV trails, they provide funding
for enforcement. I think there will have to be some
sort of follow-up in the mitigation plans to help
landowners to enforce the promises that Idaho Power
submits.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Before you leave,
can you repeat or spell the name of the invasive grass
that you -MR. THOMAS THOMPSON: Ventenata dubia. If
it's not an amoeba, if it's not in the vegetation
management plan, it wasn't site specific enough. Not
only the power line and poles, but the access roads.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. NORM CIMON: My name is Norm Cimon,
C-i-m-o-n. I live at 1208 First Street. I'm a systems
analyst. I'm retired but I still have my own company.

Page 108

1 storage, smart meters, and smart inverters is reworking
2 the way that utilities participate in the marketplace.
3 The pace of that change will [only] accelerate..."
4
"The key points are as follows:
5
"Within 10 to 15 years much of the power on
6 the grid will come from widely distributed generating
7 sources.
8
"Many of these sources will be small to
9 moderately sized providers hosted through standalone
10 microgrids.
11
"Top-down control of those thousands of
12 emerging sources will no longer be viable."
13
You can't have tens of thousands of sources
14 managed the way we've been managing it. What we need is
15 something that looks a lot more like the Internet. That
16 is exactly what has been proposed by our research
17 organizations that are looking into this.
18
"The rules needed to provide robust management
19 for many of those sources will mimic those of the
20 Internet protocols which provide information from the
21 bottom up.
22
"Distributed generation will make the grid:
23 More reliable, more resilient, safer to operate."
24
That is all over the engineering journals. In
25 fact, large power grids tend to collapse, and there is
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I have acted as a consultant for the Stop B2H group.
And I'm also a board member of the same organization
that Mr. Whitaker talked about, Oregon Rural Action.
I'd like to thank the Commission for making
their way to La Grande to listen to our concerns. And I
will be submitting a detail analysis of Exhibit H, the
geology and the soils.
I feel there is a weakness in the bonding,
that there is some substantial problems with the route
itself. I don't know that there is much choices. The
fact is that the bulk of the trail, or the route that
goes across the Blue Mountains goes right through severe
erosion potential. So I will be submitting all of that.
What I'd like to read into the record for the
future is something that I know a lot about, and I think
it's going to greatly impact the future. I think we
need to have this stuff in the record so that people can
look back, which is the age we are in now. We are
talking social media; we are talking the web.
Everything is public; there is no private stuff anymore.
The decisions are always going to be known, whatever
happens.
"An Overview: The electric grid, which has
remained in the same basic form for 100 years, is
changing very rapidly. The introduction of battery
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no way to stop it. It's a huge argument going on in the
engineering community right now about just that. The
grid in a nutshell is chaotic. You cannot predict when
it's going to go down. Big stuff just makes it happen
more often and bigger.
"The paradigm shift will make much of the
high-voltage transmission system obsolete.
"That obsolescence will occur long before the
proposed 50 years of financing [for this project].
"The proposed Boardman to Hemingway 500kV
power line is unneeded. Idaho Power's own data clearly
shows that the utility's electric demand has been flat"
[from 2007 to 2016]."
And that's because even with population growth
we are seeing efficiencies, we are seeing conservation,
and we are seeing renewables. So it's all changing
very, very quickly.
"The existing grid will be eclipsed by a
decentralized system. High-voltage, long-distance power
lines will be increasingly underutilized. Moreover,
such lines are inherently unstable and dangerous. They
are fire hazards in arid, semi-arid, and forested
environments -- the ecosystems along any proposed route
for the line in eastern Oregon."
Everything we have around us is fire prone.
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In fact, the vegetation literally needs to burn to
regenerate.
"The line will be an economic burden, enabled
by an out-of-date business model with increasing risk
and decreasing financial viability. An economist and
ex-president of the 'Society for Risk Analysis'" -- some
of these actually brought in by utilities -- "had this
to say about billion dollar investments such as this
one:
"If you were silly enough to think about
investing in transmission, we would tell you that we
don't have any idea how you're going to get reimbursed
or how much you are going to get reimbursed.
"The guaranteed rate-of-return offered up to
regulated utilities places that financial burden
squarely on the backs of ratepayers, removing money from
their pockets and" -- it takes it right out of the local
economies. That is what funding this thing will do, in
my opinion, because it's going to be obsolete long
before that 50-year financing lifespan. This provides
context for what I will be writing up.
So you have a very difficult decision in front
of you. These paradigm shifts are difficult, I will not
kid you, but that's exactly what's going on, and we are
starting to see it now accelerate.
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If you could imagine for a brief moment an 8th
grade me, getting dropped off near Table Mountain and
walking the Oregon Trail from Table Mountain to Hilgard
State Park. A popular kid, I guess, too good for
walking the Oregon Trail. I didn't listen, didn't pay
much attention.
Fast forward, and unbeknownst to me, I married
a gal that is a granddaughter of the person that owns
the trail I walked or the property in which the Oregon
Trail sits. So now I'm here today.
So as a person who helps out, caretake for
this property, my wife and I, we became aware of the B2H
power line about, around 2015, give or take.
Fast forward a little ways, we ended up having
a meeting with some gentlemen in the back of the room
here from Idaho Power. I asked the question of why is
it that we are just now being made aware of this when
it's been in the works for some time. And basically
they didn't have an answer for it.
Well, unbeknownst to these guys, I was aware
of a lot of the reasons why, and the reason why is
money. If we can't talk about the Glass Hill route,
apparently it's taboo, but it run into a lot of
litigation, I get it.
So I know we can't take that into account, but
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We had a congressman from Idaho just propose
that all the dams in the Snake River be taken down. The
BPA -- I'm on the Grande Ronde Model Watershed Board,
and I'm not speaking for them. BPA approached us and
told us that they expect that in the next cycle of
planning for the power distribution to the co-ops and
PUDs, we had them tell us quite clearly they expect a
lot of them are going to walk out the door. That's
because the power is getting cheaper from renewables.
What's going to happen then is the cycle where
the people who are -- organizations, utilities that are
left on the grid, the BPA grid, will simply be charged
more, which means more of them will walk out, which
means the others will be charged more. That kind of
vicious cycle can just blow organizations apart.
So there is great concern amongst the
congressional delegations and also amongst the power
plants in the Northwest.
Thank you very much and good luck with your
decision. It's a tough one.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. RYAN BROWN: My name is Ryan Brown. I'm a
resident of La Grande, and I represent seven generations
of the Webster property, which looking west from
La Grande is the horizon that you see.
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I was told that the comment period for the proposed
route and the alternative route had passed. Well, the
comment period for that was before we ever received the
letter.
So my question to the gentlemen in the back
was: What happens if the poles that go in devastate the
property so much that we lose our water? There are
three springs on the property, all of which are within
200 or less feet of proposed towers. If we lose those
three springs, our property is no longer workable.
When I asked them this question, and much like
in the ORS, the burden is on us as landowners. We have
to prove by paying somebody, we aren't going to do it
ourselves, but paying somebody professional to calculate
the flow of water and present what damage has been done.
Does that make any sense? After it's gone in we have to
prove. Is that backwards? Guilty until proven innocent
in our society; right?
So fast forward a little bit more, we allowed
surveyors from Idaho Power, contracted surveyors, and
they walked right over the Oregon Trail; they didn't
even know it existed.
I encourage you to listen to these people. We
are not attorneys, we are not going to comb through
thousands of papers. We don't have the time, it's
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Attached are several letters voicing my concerns along with the total disregard of our property.
Vera Clarke
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August 22nd, 5 p.m. Pacific Daylight Time, I think.
Unless it's Standard Time, but I believe it's Daylight
Time at this time of year.
One last opportunity for anybody to give
comment this evening. I don't know, do we want to -- we
will plan to stay around in case somebody comes in later
and wants to give comment. But we will go into recess
now until somebody comes in, if they do.
It is 6:24 p.m. We are in recess.
(Recess taken.)
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: It's 7:27. We are
reconvening for another member of the public to give
public comment.
If you would hand me your form there.
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: I haven't filled it out.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You can do it
verbally. If you would state your name and your
address, please.
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: Ed Miltenberger, 803
Southwest Court, Pendleton, Oregon. That's my mailing
address. The property is, we are located out in the
Gerdain [ph] District. My concern, is that where I
should start?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Yeah. What issues
did you want to raise about the B2H draft proposed
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erosion in a place where erosion really doesn't occur
because it is kind of on the knoll of a hill that
provides access to this road that is proposed into that
property.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Just to clarify,
it's a road that they are going to use as an access road
or is it going to be -MR. EDWARD MILTENBERGER: Yeah, it is on the
plat, as an aerial plat of it. I see how it would
service probably three towers. So if there is any
activity in inspecting the towers in the future or just
setting them all up, it's going to be pretty hard on
this piece of property because it's so sparsely
vegetated. The grass out there is pretty fragile.
That's kind of what I'm looking out for is
that I don't get a runoff problem. It just winds up in
the middle of a ravine below it.
CHAIRMAN BEYELER: How large an acreage is it?
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: 380 acres.
CHAIRMAN BEYELER: Okay. So that's part of
the section.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Anything else you
want to bring up?
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: Not at this time, unless
there is -- I would be open to the idea of an improved
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order?
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: The issue I want to
bring up is just to state here that I'm concerned with
the fragile depth of the soil and the traffic across it
and the terrain steepness and the topographical outlay,
that it's going to be pretty hard on that piece of
property.
I know I avoid the "trail," as you might call
it, and I see they have listed it as a "road." It's
really not much of a road because the only thing they
use it for is servicing the springs up on top. And I
try to stay off of it as much as I can, so as light of
traffic as possible because it's so steep. There is
some parts of it that stay pretty wet and it tears it up
pretty bad.
Like I said, the soil is real fragile. The
grass that is on it is less than in 2 inches of soil,
and I know it takes more than 2 years for some of it to
come back in the tracks that I've laid.
So with that in mind, the runoff in the spring
is terrible up there because we do get a lot of snow,
and it stays on pretty good. But when it comes off, you
can tell by these ravines in the map, that, boy, there
are really torrents that come down out of there.
This road is a testimony to a great amount of

Min-U-Script®

Page 65

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

road on the property, but not so much. It's like
unpredictable to say that any road up there as a
permanent access would do that property any good at all.
And if it winds up that way, I would want to be
compensated for the upkeep of the road and the
preparation to keep it from turning into a complete
runoff thing, or someone should be responsible for the
terrain.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. ED MILTENBERGER: That's about it.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: It's 7:32 and we are
back in recess.
(Recess taken.)
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: We are reconvening
again. We have another member of the public who wants
the opportunity to comment. It is 7:50. We are going
to hear from Terry L. Clarke.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: If you would state
your name and your address for the record.
MR. TERRY L. CLARKE: I'm Terry L. Clarke,
1325 Northwest Horn, Pendleton, Oregon.
I also represent TJL Ranch, one of the
properties impacted by this proposed line.
So what I wanted to get on the record is that
we object to this, the construction of this line,
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especially as it pertains to shipping power out of
state. It's been our feeling that the Oregonians have
paid for part of this project, for the construction of
the windmills with our tax credits and all the incentive
programs that we have had, and in doing so, I think we
are short-circuiting ourselves. We have got a lot of
new industry in the area with Amazon and what is
happening with the ports, I think that power can be used
here.
I think if the Siting Council allowed the
construction of those windmills originally with the onus
that there was adequate transmission lines in the area
to take care of those, then the mistake is either then
in allowing them to be constructed or now in allowing
the power to be removed from the area. So I think this
power belongs to Oregonians first.
As far as the impact to our properties, we see
it's a grazing area that we've had for over -- we've
been there over 50 years. The property has been used
for grazing forever. I think the impact, allowing
additional people and structure in the area has a
negative impact to us, both from the view scape as well
as the use of the property. I don't think all of the
impacts have been properly addressed at this point.
If someone could show us in the future that

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
I, BEVERLY A. BENJAMIN, CSR No. 710, Certified

Shorthand Reporter, certify:
That the foregoing proceedings were taken before

me at the time and place therein set forth;
That the testimony and all objections made were
recorded stenographically by me and transcribed by me or

under my direction;
That the foregoing is a true and correct record

of all testimony given, to the best of my ability;
I further certify that I am not a relative or
employee of any attorney or party, nor am I financially

interested in the action.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I set my hand and seal this

10th day of July 2019.

______________________________________

BEVERLY A. BENJAMIN, CSR 710
Notary Public
P.O. Box 2636
Boise, Idaho 83701-2636

Page 67

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

all the environmental concerns would be addressed and
that we could maintain our view scape without any kind
of adverse impact, then we might consider it. But at
this point we wish to go on the record as objecting.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: All right. Thank
you.
MR. TERRY L. CLARKE: You are welcome.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: There is no Council
members here to ask questions; so I think we will
just -- is there anything else you want to add?
MR. TYLER L. CLARK: No. I just am really
concerned with in siting these originally, because
windmills are so localized. There is wind in Idaho,
there is wind in Washington, there is wind everywhere.
Why would we build them here to take transmission lines
to go 200 miles east to tie to something else. It
doesn't make any sense. The windmills could have been
there. They could have saved billions of dollars. This
wouldn't even be an issue.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Clarke, thank
you.
MR. TERRY L. CLARK: You are welcome.
(Hearing concluded at 7:54 p.m.)
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August 10, 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.: Unsafe siting of drill sites adjacent to the City of La
Grande 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 local area residents.
The relevant standard is 345-022-0020 Structural Standard:
“(a) The applicant through appropriate site-specific study, has adequately characterized the seismic
hazard of the site; and
(b) The applicant can design, engineer and construct the facility to avoid dangers to human safety and
the environment presented by seismic hazards affecting the site. As identified in subsection (1)(a);
(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.
The construction process is described in detail in 3.9 Mitigation of the Exhibit H of IPC’s ASC. IPC relies
on DOGAMI’s assurance that “4) You (DOGAMI) were aware that in transmission line construction,
design for wind and ice forces is more than sufficient to account for typical seismic forces”,(IPC letter
to DOGAMI dated 17 December 2012 and included in the ASC, summarizing a meeting in 2011). This
refers to the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) Guidelines for Electrical Transmission Line
Structural Loading (Wong and Miller 2010), which further states, “This may not be the case if the
transmission structure is partially erected or if the foundations fail due to earth fracture or
liquefaction.”, Page H-10, ASC.
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345-022-000 (2)(D) states the IPC’s ASC must describe…”The magnitude of any anticipated adverse
effects on a resource or interest, taking into account any proposed mitigation.” IPC has presented a
letter to DOGAMI summarizing a meeting in 2011. IPC’s “desktop geology report presents… the seismic
hazards that could affect the project”. What follows in Exhibit H-I follows is already established data:
“The conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are based primarily on available
published information, with very limited field reconnaissance.”
Table B-8. Proposed Route Structure, page B-50 proposes that the Distance Between Structures (ft) of
the 500-kV Single-Circuit lattice Steel Structure would be 1,200-1,800 feet. Here is how the data in
Exhibit H presented for one of the routes that traverses the entire south side of the city including the
hill the Grande Ronde Regional Hospital, a critical access hospital, rests upon.
Tower 101/1 to 103/3: More than two miles between towers.
101/1 Soil is 40C – Moderate erosion, 7.3 ph Construction requires truck or track; straddles
SLIDO 134
103/3 Soil is 18E – Severe erosion, 7.8 ph 5-40% slope; on the edge of SLIDO 129. Requires
track construction.
Tower 106/3 to 110/2: approximately four miles straddling an earthquake fault.
106/3 Soil is 56F – Severe erosion, 7.3 ph 35-700% slope, crossing SLIDO 380 and directly above
another landslide documented by Schlicher & Dean, 1971. Table C-1 Proposed Borings cites Angle
change, slope and geologic hazard. Requires track or platform construction.
110/2 Soil is 56E – Severe erosion. 7.3 ph 35-70% slope, Table C-1 cites angle, slope, geohazard and fault crossing. Requires track construction.
Tower 110/3 to 112/4: approximately two miles.
110/3 Soil is 56F – Severe erosion. 7.3 ph 35-70% slope, Table C-1: slope and geo-hazard.
Requires track construction.
112/4 Soil is 56E – Severe erosion. 7.3 ph, 7-35% slope, Requires track construction.
Tower 117/2 to 120/3: approximately three miles.
117/2 Soil is 18E – Severe erosion. 7.8 ph, 5-40 % slope, requires track
120/3 Soil is 17E – Severe erosion. 7.8 ph, 20-40% slope, requires track construction, cites
angle change, highway crossing and utility crossing.
Are towers missing from Table C1: Summary of Proposed Borings? Is IPC having problems locating
towers at many points on this route due to the delicate crust of the earth in the foothills above the
City of La Grande? Because the IPC failed to include all the towers on this route meeting their
estimate of spacing between towers, the application does not comply with the relevant standard.
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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. This is not a route that
provide corridor stability as a backup to the Western Oregon energy corridors. Approving this corridor
just puts another utility infrastructure asset at risk of seismic hazard.
Disqualify this route as an unreasonable risk for a site for an additional high voltage power facility and
too close in proximity to a populated area on unstable slopes and over earthquake faults.
Anne Collins, M.A., M.L.I.S., retired librarian
806 Washington Ave, La Grande, OR 97850
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.
Ferns, Mark L. McConnell, V. S., Madin, I.P., and Johnson, J.A., 2010 Geology of the Upper Grande Ronde
Basin, Union County, Oregon: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Open-File Report
2003-11, 85.0, scale 1:125,000.
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, OAR Amend: 345-022-0020; Structural
Standard EFSC 2-2017 Chap. 345, Division 22; General Standards for Siting Facilities. Effective date:
10/18/2017.
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.
Schlicker, H. G. and Deacon R. J. 1971 Engineering Geology of the La Grande Area, Union County,
Oregon: Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries Open File Report O-1971-03, 16 p., 1
plate, scale 1;24,000.
State of Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries; Publications Center;
http://www.oregongeology.org/pubs.
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rebecca Collman <rcollman@icloud.com>
Saturday, August 17, 2019 8:15 AM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H

August 17, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
Salem, Oregon 9730l

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:
Yet ANOTHER reason to reject the B2H!

PLEASE USE AN ALTERNATE ROUTE.

COMMENT REGARDING THE NOISE DECISION REGARDING THE BOARDMAN TO HEMINGWAY TRANSMISSION LINE
Idaho Power did not complete noise monitoring and noise modeling for all ‘Noise Sensitive Properties,” including my own, in compliance with the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) regulations, Chapter 340, Division 35 and the ODEQ Sound Measurement Procedures
Manual (NPCS 1.)
Idaho Power had a choice for determining the baseline ambient noise measurement: a) use the standard baseline measurement of the ODEQ at 26
dBA; or, b) conduct actual monitoring at the noise sensitive property. Idaho Power stated that due to the large number of NSR’s, identified within
the analysis area, it was not feasible to conduct baseline monitoring at every individual noise sensitive property. (Page 5, Line 36 of the Baseline
Sound Survey.) (Noise Sensitive Receptor or NSR is also used to refer to noise sensitive property, NSP.)
Instead, they placed measuring points “representative of the house and yard accommodations.” Measuring points were placed “in similar
surroundings experiencing the same weather and acoustic conditions of where a resident was expected to spend the majority of time when outdoors”
or they were placed to accommodate the homeowner’s request. See 3.2, Page 7 of Baseline Sound Survey.
The practice of using a baseline sound measurement at a single monitoring point to represent a group of nearby noise sensitive properties is
unacceptable and does not comply with the ODEQ rules and standards. This is why a standard baseline exists. They could have simply followed the
ODEQ standard and used 26dBA as a baseline.
Idaho Power attributed noise measurements at a single noise sensitive location to multiple other noise sensitive properties where measurement did not
occur based upon a subjective evaluation that the terrain was similar or they were in the reviewer’s estimation close to the property that was actually
measured. For example, the measurement for MP 11 was used to establish baseline noise level for a total of 63 noise sensitive properties according
to Table 1 listing, in Attachment X-6, ”Monitoring Points representing Noise Sensitive Receptors,” page 2 of the “Technical Memorandum, Ch2M
dated April 29, 2016.” Monitoring Position 11 is 207 feet from the Union Pacific Railroad. This alone should preclude any determination that it is
consistent with the other locations which do not have a railroad track located this close to them. It thus invalidates all results from the Monitoring
Position 11 being used as the baseline noise measurement applied to other noise sensitive receptors, like my home. Please do not contaminate my
lovely home and our peaceful valley with the noise emitted from these lines.
Rebecca Collman
61695 Skyline Lane
La Grande, Oregon 97850
541-975-3131
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019
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.
I have also sent a bound copy of this material by the US Postal Service.

Sincerely,
Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:28 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order 5/23/2019
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.
I have also sent a bound copy of this material by US Postal Service.

Virginia L. Mammen
405 Balsa
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Matt Cooper <mcooperpiano@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 11, 2019 8:26 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Letter re: B2H DPO/Exhibit U/flood and fire protection
B2H letter.docx

Dear Siting Council,
Here is a letter regarding the DPO for the Boardman to Hemingway line, in regard to concerns with fire risk, as well as
storm water drainage causing flooding in the southwest hills of La Grande where I live.
Sincerely,
Matt Cooper, DMA
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850
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August 11, 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 Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I am a long term resident of La Grande, and live on C Avenue (which overlays the
Oregon Trail) on the edge of town near the proposed route of the B2H Morgan Lake
Alternative line. I wish to express my concerns about Exhibit U (3.5.6.2 and 3.5.6.5)
and the negative impacts the B2H line could have on fire and flood protection to the
residents of Southwest La Grande, particularly if the Alternate Route is adopted.
I would submit that this project is in violation of Oregon Administrative Rule 345022-0110, which requires that the construction and operation of the facilities
“are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to the ability of public and
private providers within the analysis area described in the project order to provide:
sewers and sewage treatment, water, storm water drainage, solid waste
management, housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and
schools” (italics mine).
Fire Protection: I am glad that Idaho Power acknowledges the fire risks in their
Draft Protective Order, as in Exhibit U-3.5.6.2 (p. U-24): “Most activities will occur
during summer when the weather is hot and dry. Much of the proposed
construction will occur in grassland and shrub-dominated landscapes where the
potential for naturally occurring fire is high. Project construction-related activities,
including the use of vehicles, chainsaws, and other motorized equipment, will likely
increase this potential risk in some areas within the Site Boundary. Fire hazards can
also be related to workers smoking, refueling, and operating vehicles and other
equipment off roadways. Welding on broken construction equipment could also
potentially result in the combustion of native materials near the welding site.”
This is noteworthy because in the Morgan Lake area or the hills to the south and
west of La Grande, where the proposed construction would take place, fire would
likely be catastrophic, with hundreds of homes located down the canyons of Mill
Creek and Deal Creek. In addition, Grande Ronde Hospital, La Grande High School,
and Central Elementary School all lie a short distance from the mouth of Deal
Canyon. Note that both canyons lie to the south or west of town; prevailing winds in
this region come from those directions, and the down-valley wind effect common in
late afternoons and evenings would carry the flames directly down these drainages.
As a result, the 1973 Rooster Peak wildfire burned over a large section southwest of
town, coming within a quarter-mile of Grande Ronde Hospital

(https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4036445-151/recalling-the-fireof-august-1973).
In Idaho Power’s own application, JB Brock, Union County Emergency Manager,
states that “volunteer fire departments (rural fire protection districts) have a hard
time finding volunteers due to budget constraints, similarly to budget constraints at
the state and federal level. The wildland fires are getting bigger and cost more to
fight. He stated that during construction it would be challenging in a rural location
for ambulance calls. It would require local coordination of emergency response
plans. Operation of the project has the potential for impacts. He stated that the
project (transmission line) could limit the ability on initial attack if fire fighters have
to wait for power lines to be de-energized.” (U-1C-6)
Idaho Power’s application also acknowledges that “Most of the fire districts within
the analysis area comprise volunteers, and in some cases, it takes considerable time
to collect and mobilize an entire fire crew. In addition, much of the analysis area
includes open remote lands where access is limited. A fire in one of these areas may
not be immediately identified. However, once a fire has been identified, the fire
districts responding to requests for information have indicated that average
response times range from about 8 to 40 minutes, depending on the location (Table
U-10).” (p. U-16)
However, the Table U-10 claims that response times for Union County Rural Fire
Department range from 4 to 8 minutes (p. U-17). This is an absurd claim for Morgan
Lake, a narrow gravel road which gains over 1,000 feet of elevation in less than 2
miles. Starting from its origin at the end of Walnut Street, a vehicle would have to
travel up this hill at an average speed of almost 30 miles per hour to reach Morgan
Lake in four minutes—a speed which would be unsafe on this road for even a
passenger car, let alone a fire engine. This does not take into account the
approximately two additional miles from the La Grande fire station to the base of
Morgan Lake Road.
Storm Water Drainage and Flood Protection: In addition, road building, blasting, and
earth moving activities threaten to cause erosion and sedimentation in the south
and west hills, worsening the possibility of flooding in the Mill Creek, Miller Creek,
and Deal Creek drainages. Deal Creek and Miller Creek areas have flooded in recent
years, causing flooded basements, washed-out driveways; this happened at our
house on March 23, 2019, as a result of flooding of a creek known to locals as “Miller
Creek.” Miller Creek is so small it is not even shown on topographic maps (it only
shows as a drainage); yet it caused $800 worth of damage to our driveway, eroded
streets and gutters, and deposited gravel throughout the neighborhood. As a result
of this same flood, La Grande city crews spent major time monitoring and repairing
flooding on Mill Creek in the area of C Avenue
(https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/newsroomstafflist/7079739-151/watersrising).

Idaho Power claims to mitigate storm water drainage in Exhibit U, 4.1.3 (p. 27), yet
they plan to build a new road a short distance away and directly uphill from the
same site that flooded our home earlier this spring, as shown by the following map
(upper center, the road which begins at Modelaire St.). Since Miller Creek is not even
shown as such on existing topo maps, it is unlikely that they are even aware of the
topography of this area or the potential for flood damage downhill from their
proposed road:
https://boardman2hemingway.blob.core.windows.net/maps/03_Union/Map_51.pd
f
This is not the only such incident in recent memory. On May 25, 2011, major floods
swept through La Grande and caused flooding along B, C, M and N as well as Alder
Street, resulting in both the city and county declaring a state of emergency. Streets
were damaged, basements were submerged, and some residents had to be
evacuated (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4083593-151/countycity-move-forward-with-emergency-declarations). “Norm Paullus, director of La
Grande Public Works, said water poured out of the Mill Creek and Gill Creek
drainages in La Grande's South Hills district, clogging pipes and spilling into
southside streets, including B, C, M and N avenues, and Alder Street. Some families
reported flooded basements. . . The west end of C Avenue and driveways in that area
were washed out, Paullus said. No injuries were reported, but people in some
neighborhoods were evacuated and damage to southside homes and outbuildings
was extensive.” (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4083480151/rain-swollen-creeks-flood-streets-homes)
In summary, the B2H transmission line poses significant threats to the southwest
hills of La Grande in terms of fire risk, particularly in Mill Creek canyon directly
downhill from Morgan Lake. They also are likely to exacerbate problems with storm
water drainage in the west hills, increasing the likelihood of seasonal flooding
resulting in damage both to private property (homes, basements, and driveways)
and to city streets in this part of town. As such, they would be in violation of OAR
345-022-0110, and thus I recommend that the Council reject the proposal to
construct this line.
Sincerely,

Dr. Matthew J. Cooper
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Matt Cooper <mcooperpiano@gmail.com>
Sunday, August 18, 2019 8:47 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Letter re: mapping, property owner notification, distances
B2H Letter II--MC--Notification.docx

Dear Siting Council,
Attached is a letter regarding these issues.
Thank you,
Matt Cooper, DMA
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850
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August 17, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Dear Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I am a long-term resident of La Grande and live on C Avenue, the site of the Oregon Trail
and near the proposed B2H “Alternative Route.” I’m concerned that Idaho Power
Corporation is not complying with the requirements for notification of nearby property
owners and the posting complete or detailed maps to the public. It has also attempted to
obfuscate and confuse the public regarding the required distances from the project to
nearby noise sensitive properties, and the EFSC has made matters worse by circumventing
existing OARS on the required distance for notification.
1. Confusion and obfuscation regarding distances; attempts to circumvent ORS
183.335 and OAR 345-001-0000 (Exhibits F and X):
There is inherent confusion and contradiction within the Draft Proposed Order regarding
the distances required. Exhibit F (2.1, F-1) reads:
“ Property adjacent to the site boundary means property that is: 22 (A) Within 100 feet of
the site boundary where the site, corridor or micrositing corridor is 23 within an urban
growth boundary. 24 (B) Within 250 feet of the site boundary where the site, corridor or
micrositing corridor is 25 outside an urban growth boundary and not within a farm or
forest zone. 26 (C) Within 500 feet of the site boundary where the site, corridor or
micrositing corridor is 27 within a farm or forest zone.”
Yet Exhibit X (3.5, p. F-5) reads:
“OAR 345-021-0010(1)(x): (E) A list of the names and addresses of all owners of noise 3
sensitive property, as defined in OAR 340-035-0015, within one mile of the proposed site 4
boundary. 5 The Amended Project Order states: 6 However, because of the linear nature of
the proposed facility, the requirements of 7 paragraph E are modified. Instead of one mile,
to comply with paragraph E the applicant 8 must develop a list of all owners of noise
sensitive property, as defined in OAR 340-035-9 0015, within one-half mile of the
proposed site boundary. 10 IPC will provide noise sensitive property owner within onehalf mile of the proposed Site 11 Boundary information in Attachment F-1. To ensure that
the most current property owner 12 information will be used for notification, IPC will
provide Attachment F-1 with the final Application 13 for Site Certificate.”

Given the contradictions within the DPO, and the irrelevance of terms such as “Urban
Growth Boundary” to areas such as La Grande, it would seem reasonable to simply
notify property owners within the larger of the two distances. Failing to do so is
potentially confusing to the public, and can potentially obfuscate the issue of whether or
not the list is complete under each of the relevant standards, and in so doing create
confusion about who has been notified for and for what reason.
Yet even if this practice were to be adopted, Exhibit X proves that the EFSC has attempted
to circumvent Oregon Administrative Rules by arbitrarily changing the required
distance from one mile to one half-mile.
EFSC has not cited any authority for its assertion in the Project Order that a reduction of
the notice area is allowed. Instead the Order just states that a reduction is authorized.
That is neither legal, nor appropriate.
The one-mile notice list is required by a Rule. To amend or modify an adopted Rule, EFSC
(like any other agency) must follow the procedures set out in ORS 183.335 and OAR 345001-0000(1). That was not done here. Instead, the Project Order purports to amend or
modify the Notice rule, as an administrative act by the agency. That type of amendment
is not lawful.
For there to be lawful notice in conformance with the rules, EFSC should insist that the
applicant provide a list of all owners of noise sensitive property within one mile of all edges
of the proposed site boundary – and then re-open the comment period on this project.

2. Attempts to circumvent OAR 345-021-0010, regarding notification to noisesensitive property:
Under OAR 345-021-0010(1)(x)(E) the application must include “a list of names and
addresses of all owners of noise sensitive property . . . within one mile of the proposed site
boundary.” In this instance EFSC purported to modify or amend that requirement, in its
Project Order, to only require a list of owners within ½ mile. (Project Order at p. 21.)
The Rule is clear that the list of names and addresses must include “all owners of noise
sensitive property… within one mile of the proposed boundary.” OAR 345-0210010(1)(x)(E)(emphasis added). The Rule does not require a notice list 1 mile in diameter.
It specifies a list with the boundary of the project as the starting point for measuring
the 1-mile notice.

3. Incomplete mapping; failure to locate nearby property owners:

The following map reveals that, although many property owners have been identified and
listed, numerous property boundaries are shown which do not identify any property
owner. Our own property at 302 C Avenue is not listed, nor is that of our neighbors
Brian Spencer (202 C); Cori Brewster (306 C); or Susan Albers (301 C). These appear as the
blank properties in the upper center of the map, where the proposed road from the end of
Modelaire takes an abrupt turn to the south:
https://boardman2hemingway.blob.core.windows.net/maps/03_Union/Map_51.pdf
Many other neighbors are also omitted; of the ones I can name easily, Mike and Candace
Smith, Grant Cooper, Steve and Susan Eder (vicinity of B and Walnut). If Idaho Power has
not even bothered to locate owners of noise sensitive property, how do they expect
to give proper notification?
In addition, this map omits many details. According to OAR 345-001-0010(55): “Maps shall
provide enough information for property owners potentially affected by the facility to
determine whether their property is within or adjacent to the site boundary. Major roads
shall be named. IPC shall include maps drawn to a scale of 1 inch = 2,000 feet or smaller
when necessary to show detail.”
“Maps shall clearly show the boundaries of the proposed corridor within which the
transmission line would be constructed, and shall include familiar landmarks such as roads
and existing power lines that reviewing agencies and affected landowners may use to
identify the proposed route. Aerial photographs with all roads identified are helpful for
public interpretation and review. The site boundaries of all proposed related or supporting
facilities, including but not limited to access roads, temporary lay down areas, switching
stations/substations, must also be identified. Maps showing access roads included as
related or supporting facilities shall clearly depict where existing roads or road segments
are proposed to be in the site boundary.”
The maps provided in the application do not clearly depict existing roads or road segments.
Therefore the B2H application maps lack the detail that is required by the state of Oregon
because the maps do not show the names of the streets. Without detailed maps property
owners cannot tell how they will be directly affected by this project. Summary: La Grande
maps lack the details required by the state of Oregon to meet ordinance OAR 345-0010010(55).

In summary, Idaho Power’s application for the Boardman to Hemingway power
transmission line contains multiple flaws. The application has not provided clear maps
with all roads identified to help the public interpret and review their application and thus

determine how this project would affect them personally. The application has also omitted
the names of the roads that will be used in La Grande. Its maps omit many nearby property
owners, thus it is incomplete and inaccurate. It has also attempted to confuse the public
with regard to what is required as far as notification (Exhibits F and X), and even worse, the
EFSC has attempted to circumvent OARs by reducing the required distance in Exhibit X
from one mile to one half mile.
Therefore the Oregon Department of Energy Siting Council needs to deny Idaho Power’s
application for the B2H transmission project due to the fact that the application violates
several OARS, including 345-001-0010(55) (clear mapping), 345-021-0010(1)(x)(E)
(notification of noise sensitive property owners), and ORS 183.335 and OAR 345-0010000(1) (modification of adopted rules by an agency).

Sincerely,

Dr. Matthew J. Cooper
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850-1137

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Matt Cooper <mcooperpiano@gmail.com>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 12:02 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Letter re: B2H Morgan Lake Alternative; Exhibits R and T
B2H Letter III.docx

Dear Council Members,
Attached is a letter expressing my concerns about IPC's proposed B2H/Morgan Lake Alternative line, particularly in
regard to the degradation of scenic and recreational values at Morgan Lake City Park in La Grande.
Sincerely,
Dr. Matthew J. Cooper
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850-1137
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Aug. 19, 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
E-MAIL: B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I am writing to comment on the Idaho Power Application for Site Certificate (ASC) to
construct the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line. Specifically, this
comment will address noncompliance with requirements and council standards in
Exhibit T (and an omission in Exhibit R) in Union County, and more specifically
those relating to Morgan Lake Park, located just outside the city limits, but
belonging to the city of La Grande.
As a long time resident of La Grande, I’ve participated in some, and observed many
of the wide range of uses in all four seasons of Morgan Lake Park, which the city
acquired sixty years ago in 1959. The park is a popular spot for hiking, picnicking,
birding, camping, trail running, fishing (including the ODFW Free Fishing day, and
the Bi-Mart fishing derby), swimming, kayaking (motorized craft are prohibited),
and paddle-boarding. It’s been the site more than once for the XTerra Solstice
Triathlon (https://www.lagranderide.com/xterra/race-central), with competitors
swimming Morgan Lake and using nearby single track for biking. Since Morgan Lake
Road gains over 1200 feet in less than two miles from the southwest corner of town,
it is also a destination for local mountain bikers and trail runners. In terms of
wildlife, it is home to cormorants, osprey, and nesting bald eagles. The Union High
School cross-country team uses it for training, and it has been used for “Ultimate
Frisbee” tournaments. In winter, it is used by skiers, ice skaters and even ice
fishermen.
This jewel of a city park, one of few such parks in Oregon that can compare in terms
of scenic and recreational opportunities, is threatened by the prospect of being
turned into an industrial zone by 150 foot, buzzing utility towers. The scenic value
will be unalterably degraded, leading to a loss of recreational value for the city, the
county, Northeast Oregon, and visitors to this region. And inexplicably, it is
entirely omitted from Table R-1: it is omitted from the list of scenic locations
in both Union County (p. R-9) and La Grande (p. R-13). (It may have been
omitted from the La Grande list due to the fact that it lies outside the city limits?)
Morgan Lake Park, analyzed as part of the Morgan Lake Alternative (Attachment T-3, Table T-2, p. T-3-2; Table T-3-1, p. T-13) and Summary of

Impacts, pp. T-27-28, 43, (T-4-51-56), inaccurately describes the park itself
and severely underestimates the permanent impact of development on this
unique city park.
OAR 345-022-0080 states that “to issue a site certificate, 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.”
The Morgan Lake Recreational Use and Development Plan (City of La Grande undated)
specifies that the park “shall be managed and improved in a manner consistent with
the objective of providing a quality outdoor recreational experience harmonious with
a natural forest and lake area. . . . 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…”
OAR 345-022-0100
The Morgan Lake Recreational Use and Development Plan (City of La Grande undated)
specifies that the park “shall be managed and improved in a manner consistent with
the objective of providing a quality outdoor recreational experience harmonious with
a natural forest and lake area. . . . 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…”
Interpretation of Designation: Management objectives are not specified for scenic
resources. However, enjoying scenery is mentioned as one of the activities offered by
the park (City of La Grande 2016); therefore, scenery is considered a valued attribute
of this recreation opportunity. Management goals that specify preservation of the
“maximum natural setting” speak to how the City will develop and maintain
recreational facilities within the Park (City of La Grande undated). (p. T-4-51)
As one crests the hill of the Morgan Lake Road, 2 miles from La Grande, suddenly
there is a breathtaking view of Big Sky Country landscape. Cloud formations fill the
view. They are the only impediment to a 360 degree view of the forested hills at
least 20 miles to the west, Mount Emily to the north, rolling pasture land to the
south, and to the east, a view across the entire valley, as far the Blue Mountains and
Eagle Cap. This is a stunning viewscape, unmarred by buildings or power lines.
Avoidance and minimization of potential visual impacts were primary objectives in the
Project siting work. Exhibit B and Attachments describe the siting studies completed
for the Project. Sensitive viewers and viewing locations addressed in the siting study
included scenic byways, intact segments of the Oregon National Historic Trail, ACECs,
community park communities. (p. T-57)

The Morgan Lake Alternative Route would site a 150’ tower directly ahead as
one crests the Morgan Lake Road. This tower would be 723’ from the park
boundary. Another tower, to the east, will be within 500’ of the park
boundary.
Magnitude of Impact:
Explanation: Views of the Project will be experienced from a neutral position and will
be equally peripheral and head-on, intermittent and continuous. Vegetation will block
views of the towers from most locations in the park, so viewer perception could be
intermittent and peripheral while viewers are moving through the park, but could be
continuous and/or head-on while engaging in activities such as camping, picnicking,
and fishing. Therefore, viewer perception will be medium. (p. T-4-54)
Camping, picnicking and fishing are precisely the activities that draw locals
and tourists to the lake. Viewer perception will not be “moderate” or
“medium;” it will be changed to shockingly industrial.
The landscape is primarily flat, with the lake being the primary feature, appearing
smooth, flat, and reflective. (p. T-4-51)
Vegetation located along the southern perimeter of the lake will screen views from
campsites and locations on the water. Visual contrast from these areas will be weakmoderate and the tops of towers will appear subordinate to the larger landscape and
vegetated ridgeline. (p. T-4-53)
As for “vegetation screening views,” this is an absurd statement, given that the
tallest trees bordering the lake are 80’ high. They will not block 150’ high
towers from viewers either on or next to the lake.
Though scenic attractiveness and landscape character would be maintained, scenic
integrity will be reduced to moderate. (p. T-4-54)
Landscape character will be altered and scenic integrity of the Morgan Lake
experience would, in fact, be destroyed permanently.
Summary and Conclusion:
The Proposed Project will result in long-term visual impacts to Morgan Lake Park.
Impacts will be medium intensity as measured by visual contrast and scale dominance,
resource change, and viewer perception. Visual impacts will not preclude visitors from
enjoying the day use and overnight facilities offered at the Morgan Lake Park.
Therefore, visual impacts to Morgan Lake Park will be less than significant. (p. T-456)

Admittedly “view perception” and “enjoyment” are subjective. Although the
view of 150’ high support towers for a 550kV transmission line may be enjoyable to
select Idaho Power staff and share holders, it will be devastating to La Grande and
Union County residents who, for generations, have enjoyed time at this exceptional
lake at the top of a mountain road--a wildlife and nature preserve far from the
sound of the interstate, with no shooting or motorized craft allowed in order to
maintain the serenity of a camping, fishing and picnicking experience unavailable at
any other park in the county.
Morgan Lake Park is an important opportunity primarily because of its unique
designation status as a city park, rareness, and special qualities per OAR 345-0210010(1)(t)(A) Attachment T-3, Table T-3-1 (p. T-13)
It is impossible to argue that camping in the middle of an asphalt urban
parking lot is the same as camping in a pristine rural campground. Morgan
Lake Park hosts’ records show that tourists from all over the United States have
braved the challenge of driving their campers up the dangerously steep and narrow
Morgan Lake Road to experience the unique pleasures of this admittedly rare
tranquil lake experience. They willingly forgo the commonly provided amenities of
electricity and running water to enjoy the serenity of this lakeside location, which
limits camping to three nights in one of only 12 campsites. Of course it is possible to
fish and picnic and camp within sight of mega-towers supporting crackling, popping
transmission lines, but to say that the impact of those towers on the experience
will be “less than significant” is corporate self-serving and disingenuous.
Unless these conclusions are supported by valid research showing that
recreationists make no distinction between pristine rural campsites and
urban, noisy crowded campgrounds, they are invalid.
This application characterizes Morgan Lake as “probably irreplaceable,” a
spurious designation. Mitigation could not possibly duplicate this jewel of
Union County.
Existing Conditions:
Morgan Lake Park comprises Morgan Lake, the shoreline, and the treed
areas immediately surrounding it to the south and east. (p.T-4 46 )
In this application, Morgan Lake Park is described as containing one lake. In fact,
Morgan Lake Park encompasses two separate lakes. Morgan Lake is 70 acres in
size and is developed with road access and camping. Lower Morgan Lake is 27 acres
in size, undeveloped, and with no road access or camping. The Application map of
Morgan Lake Park (Figure T-4-6, p. T-4-57) is inaccurate. It shows Morgan
Lake Park with a small unnamed lake outside the park perimeter. Twin Lake,
aka Lower Morgan Lake, is indisputably within the park boundaries.

Per OAR 345-022-0040 “Morgan Lake Park is not a Protected Area.”
Lower Morgan Lake is officially recognized by both the State of Oregon and by
Federal Agencies as Twin Lake (See USGS – Hilgard Quadrangle Topographic Map).
This is especially confusing because the City of La Grande’s Morgan Lake Park Plan
recognizes Twin Lake as “Lower Morgan Lake.” Twin Lake has been identified by
both Federal and State efforts to conserve, restore, and protect wetlands.
Oregon has developed a Wetland Conservation Strategy (Oregon Division of Lands,
1993). This Strategy is implemented through the Oregon Wetlands Inventory and
Wetlands Conservation Plans (See Webpage). This planning process allows local
governments to balance wetlands protection with other land-use needs. Twin Lake
was recognized as an important – persistent emergent wetlands that includes both
submersed and floating plants.
As visual evidence, I’ve included five Morgan Lake photos taken by retired Circuit
Court Judge and noted scenic photographer Eric Valentine
(www.praisephotography.com). Valentine publishes photos from places ranging
from New Zealand to Ecuador to Afghanistan, but the much of his work focuses on
the special beauty of Northeast Oregon—especially the Wallowa and Blue
Mountains (where this lake is located), and Hells Canyon. These photos show some
of the range of recreational activities that take place here year-round. Needless to
say, Morgan Lake would not end up in Valentine’s photos or calendars if 150 foot
utility towers and lines were looming over it.
This site evaluation of Morgan Lake Park is flawed, sloppy, and factually
inaccurate, with conclusions based on supposition rather than research. As
such, the Council should reject Idaho Power’s application to build the B2H line
on the Morgan Lake “Alternative Route,” as it would irreparably damage the
scenic value of this gem of Eastern Oregon.
Sincerely,
Dr. Matthew J. Cooper
302 C Ave.
La Grande, OR 97850-1137
Attachments: five (5) photos of Morgan Lake by Eric Valentine

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Charity Murphy <murphy@corey-byler.com>
Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:11 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H Public Comments
B2H Project 8.22.19.pdf

Kellen,
Please find the attached letter in response to the B2H project.
Thank you,

Charity Murphy
Assistant to Steven H. Corey
Corey, Byler & Rew, LLP
Attorneys at Law
P.O. Box 218
Pendleton, OR 97801
(541) 276-3331

*******************************************************************************
THIS MESSAGE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHOM IT IS ADDRESSED, AND MAY CONTAIN
INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL, AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF YOU ARE NOT
THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THIS MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION, OR COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS
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CUNNINGHAM SHEEP & LAND COMPANY
PENDLETON RANCHES, !NC.
MUD SPRINGS RANCHES
HOKE RANCHES

CUNNINGHAM SHEEP COMPANY
303 S.E. 3RD STREET

P.O. BOX I I 8G

54 I -276-S39 1

PENDLETON, OREGON 97801

August 22, 2019

Hearing Officer
C/o Kellen Tardaewether/ Senior Siting Analyst Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem/ Oregon 97301
Our farming and ranching companies set forth on this stationery will be adversely
affected by the crossing of our agricultural and forest lands in Umatilla County and parts of
Union and Morrow Counties by the proposed B2H 500 kv power line. We continually opposed
the positioning of the line starting with our attendance at what we believe was the first public
notice and hearing in Boardman about 10 years ago. We have had multiple meetings with
personnel of Idaho Power over the years, at our offices and in the field, and have not resolved
our differences.
We continue our objection. Any siting of the line should avoid or minimize impacts. If
impacts must be absorbed by private parties, the impacts should be minimized. We had been
working with Idaho Power personnel on minimizing impacts to our property, but the last two
meetings scheduled were postponed by Idaho Power. Our issues are still unresolved/ and
without minimizing or waiving our continuing objections/ they include:
1. The taking of a 250/ corridor of our high production timber land through the
Meacham Lake area/ including the siting of the corridor on our property as compared to an
equalization of the siting impact on our property and our neighbors. Not only are we required
to give up more of our forest land, but we lose our long-time efforts to protect wildlife and
habitat. We suffer damage by the taking itself, but also to the remaining forest and grazing
lands.

2. As the proposed line crosses McKay Creek both on and adjacent to our lands, its
visual impact destroys a multi-purpose pasture we have. The line noise, presence of the line
itself over the top of the entry gates to the main pasture/ and visual site damage to the entire
pasture, is terrible. The unknown adverse affects to our long-purposed protection of the

Hearing Officer
C/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst Oregon Department of Energy
Re:B2H
August 22,2019
Pg.2

naturalness of the area will be permanently felt by our owners. We do not know the extent of
damage to our cattle/ sheep, forest and recreation pursuits/ including future possible fire
damage. Attempts to microsite adjustments to line location to lessen impacts were promised
but have not occurred, and still need to be addressed.
3. The proposed line extends to the west across our properties. Similar damages will
occur. In the area of our properties Just west of Birch Creek, near Whitaker Flats/ the line is
sited across a wheat field. Micro-siting needs to occur to minimize impact and while that has
been proposed by Idaho Power on the ground/ with the cancellation of recent meetings/ that
has not occurred. We were to meet Idaho Power personnel on the west portions of our
property to look at site location in the field, but that also has not occurred.
Even more significant, as we stated in the beginning/ a wholly different route should
occur for the transmission line through Umatilla County to take advantage of an existing electric
transmission corridor, rather than the creating of a new additional electricity corridor across
our property and property of our neighbors. The existing BPA line could be used, but we and

others have been prejudiced by selection of this line as compared to negotiation with BPA and
the Confederated Tribes on a line that would have little overall impact along an existing
corridor as compared to adding a new corridor. Costs are not the only factor in siting of a line
that will be in place for decades if not centuries. Idaho Power should be required to pay the
price to the Confederated Tribes and long-term lease or acquire rights through the reservation,
utilizing the existing corridor. This alternative has been ignored and pushed aside by the
proponents in order to convince you there is a better way. This is false. The best way is to use
the existing corridor. The failure to locate the transmission line in a manner that creates the
greatest good and results in the least private injury will give rise to serious legal challenges to
the authority to condemn necessary easements. These challenges will increase the project s
cost/ create uncertainty, and cause significant delay as they work their way through the court
system.

Thank you. We appreciate the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely yours,
/

-.-"-•-

..

'-^^

•

Steven H. Corey, Secretary

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Subject:

B2H DPOComments * ODOE
FW: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project dated 9/28/18; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/19

From: Cheryl Cogs rove <dbrcmc@frontier.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 5:02 PM
To: WOODS Maxwell * ODOE <Maxwell.Woods@oregon.gov>
Subject: Fwd: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project dated 9/28/18;
Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/19

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Cheryl Cogs rove <dbrcmc@frontier.com>
Date: August 22, 2019 at 3:44:11 PM PDT
To: Kellen.Tardaewether@oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
dated 9/28/18; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/19
Chair Bayeler and Council Members,
IP illegal noxious weed plan as well as their failure to respect or take into account in any way the Oregon
Conservation Strategy is a reason to stop this project . Under the Oregon Conservation Strategy IPC's
project is a Key Conservation Issue. (KCI's ) are large scale conservation issues or threats that affect or
potentially affect many species and habitats over large landscapes throughout the state. This is not
addressed or mentioned in IPC's application .
Please do not allow this project to move forward. As a critical care RN who has helped patients heal for
over 40 years in our beautiful Grande Ronde Valley it sickens me to see the undeserved stress our
community members have suffered because of IPC's
presence. Stop B2H, please do no further harm to our community members and environment.
Cheryl Cosgrove RN, MN, CEN
La Grande, Oregon
Sent from my iPad
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cheryl Cogs rove <dbrcmc@frontier.com>
Thursday, August 22, 2019 3:44 PM
TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project dated 9/28/18; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/19

Chair Bayeler and Council Members,
IP illegal noxious weed plan as well as their failure to respect or take into account in any way the Oregon
Conservation Strategy is a reason to stop this project . Under the Oregon Conservation Strategy IPC's project is
a Key Conservation Issue. (KCI's ) are large scale conservation issues or threats that affect or potentially affect
many species and habitats over large landscapes throughout the state. This is not addressed or mentioned in
IPC's application .
Please do not allow this project to move forward. As a critical care RN who has helped patients heal for over
40 years in our beautiful Grande Ronde Valley it sickens me to see the undeserved stress our community
members have suffered because of IPC's presence. Stop B2H, please do no further harm to our community
members and environment.
Cheryl Cosgrove RN, MN, CEN
La Grande, Oregon Sent from my iPad
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Juanette <jjmd@eoni.com>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 9:59 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Comments - B2H Transmission Line
bh2.docx

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97301

Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Juanette Cremin
805 N Avenue
La Grande, Oregon 97850

541-963-4725
jjmd@eoni.com

August 19, 2019

To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council

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

There are so many reasons, big and small, to dispute the incursion of the Boardman to Hemingway transmission line
across Eastern Oregon.
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Small, like:
 destruction of our community’s view shed – something we in La Grande treasure, and promote as a plus for our small
town.
 Or the impact of construction traffic in the neighborhoods along the route of the proposed gargantuan
towers. Neighborhoods where children live and play. Neighborhoods housing K-12 schools. Neighborhoods where the
hospital is located.

But there are much more huge issues needing to be addressed.

Longevity – There are serious questions being raised about the actual need for this project to go forward. Idaho Power
claims the transmission line will remain in service for perpetuity. There are no references or hard data to support this
optimistic estimate. In fact, 500-kV long-distance transmission lines were first built in the 1960s. This same argument is
being used for the “Sams Valley Reinforcement Projects” by PacifiCorp.

Over the last 50 years, wind power, solar power, local distributed energy, including new battery storage will certainly
affect long-distance transmission lines. Cancellation of 500-kV projects, such as Cascade Crossing and Colusa-Sutter in
California, are specific illustrations of changes being made by forward-thinking executives.

Landscape Stability — 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, a catastrophic mudslide occurred in Oso,
Washington, 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. In the area
downslope 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 downslope from the proposed towers. At least 100 homes are positioned downslope 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 the landscape disruption inevitable in the construction and placement of the
proposed transmission line.

Wildfire — The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8th 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
2

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 two years. This includes the catastrophic 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), 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 and
the three K-12 schools in the area. 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, the hospital and
three schools in ten minutes. This is frightening and an unacceptable risk for our citizens.

In Summary -- The current proposal for a Boardman to Hemingway transmission line is operating on old data with
respect to the reasonable expectation of its need and longevity. Nor does it take into consideration the risk the siting or
operation of the transmission line puts on the community of La Grande. Suggesting landslide risk will somehow be
mitigated when the time comes to build is a foolish and irresponsible proposal. Worse the B2H 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.

Thank you for considering my comments in this critical decision-making effort.

Sincerely,

Juanette Cremin
805 N Avenue
La Grande, Oregon

3

We don’t inherit the earth from our ancestors, we borrow it from our children. — Wendell Berry
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Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, Oregon 97301
Via E-MAIL: B2H DRAFT PROJECT ORDER
From: Juanette Cremin
805 N Avenue
La Grande, Oregon 97850
541-963-4725
jjmd@eoni.com
August 19, 2019
To: Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23, 2019
There are so many reasons, big and small, to dispute the incursion of the Boardman to
Hemingway transmission line across Eastern Oregon.
Small, like:
• destruction of our community’s view shed – something we in La Grande treasure, and
promote as a plus for our small town.
• Or the impact of construction traffic in the neighborhoods along the route of the
proposed gargantuan towers. Neighborhoods where children live and play.
Neighborhoods housing K-12 schools. Neighborhoods where the hospital is located.
But there are much more huge issues needing to be addressed.
Longevity – There are serious questions being raised about the actual need for this project to go
forward. Idaho Power claims the transmission line will remain in service for perpetuity. There
are no references or hard data to support this optimistic estimate. In fact, 500-kV long-distance
transmission lines were first built in the 1960s. This same argument is being used for the “Sams
Valley Reinforcement Projects” by PacifiCorp.
Over the last 50 years, wind power, solar power, local distributed energy, including new battery
storage will certainly affect long-distance transmission lines. Cancellation of 500-kV projects,
such as Cascade Crossing and Colusa-Sutter in California, are specific illustrations of changes
being made by forward-thinking executives.
Landscape Stability -- 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, a catastrophic
mudslide occurred in Oso, Washington, 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. In the area downslope 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 downslope from the proposed towers. At least 100 homes
are positioned downslope 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 the landscape disruption inevitable in the construction and placement of the
proposed transmission line.
Wildfire -- The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8th 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_ORWA_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 two years. This includes the catastrophic 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), 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 and the three K-12 schools in the area. 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, the hospital and three schools in ten minutes. This is frightening and an
unacceptable risk for our citizens.
In Summary -- The current proposal for a Boardman to Hemingway transmission line is
operating on old data with respect to the reasonable expectation of its need and longevity. Nor
does it take into consideration the risk the siting or operation of the transmission line puts on the
community of La Grande. Suggesting landslide risk will somehow be mitigated when the time
comes to build is a foolish and irresponsible proposal. Worse the B2H 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.
Thank you for considering my comments in this critical decision-making effort.
Sincerely,

Juanette Cremin
805 N Avenue
La Grande, Oregon

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

steve culley <Steveculley@live.com>
Tuesday, June 18, 2019 3:42 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H comments
B2h.docx

Steve Culley 2249 Virginia Ave
Baker City, Ore. 967814
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B2H
Steve Culley

I recently attended a B2H, Boardman to Hemingway, meeting on
Idaho Power’s requested to build a multimegawatt power line from
Boardman Oregon to Hemingway Idaho near Boise.
I am opposed. Some background. When I was somewhat younger,
1962 or 63 I was fishing the Powder River Canyon several miles below
Thief Valley Dam and hooked two silvers sided steelhead. Man, those
fish were bright for being so far from the ocean. I later pulled one up
onto the road out of Big Creek at the mouth of a little stream called Lick
Creek. My brother and father hooked two in Velvet Creek near where it
runs into Big Creek. In those years on the farm if the hay got put up we
would have a family excursion for a few days on Eagle Creek. We
camped at Skookum Creek. Kids with fly rods could catch dozens of fish
during the day and near night fall the pool at Skookum Creek would
come alive with smaller trout rising to flies. We didn’t know much
about fisheries, just being farm kids, but those trout that we caught all
day long were steelhead smolts and the smaller ones in the evening
were salmon smolts.
Things started down hill with the approval of Brownlee dam Oxbow
and Hells Canyon Dams, with no fish ladders in 1958. Fish runs were
abandoned in 1963. Warnings that the infamous Rube Goldberg
contraption above Brownell to trap and haul migrating smolts would be
a failure mattered not and much money was saved to supply cheaper
power to the region, and it is cheaper if you discount blocking hundreds
of miles of anadromous fish producing streams. That deficit is made up
for with hatcheries that are financed partly by a surcharge on your

electric bills. Out of sight out of mind cheap power , fish runs on the
brink of extinction, recreational fisherman, high seas fishermen,
cannery workers, guides etc. are out of luck but if the destruction of the
largest area of salmon, steelhead sturgeon and sea run Dolly Vardon
counts for nothing then cheap it is. Destruction of riparian zone habitat
was supposed to be mitigated by Idaho Power and somehow they
forgot to do that for almost 50 years until the relicensing process was
about to begin. The purchase of the big Daley Creek Ranch south of
richland and dumping of some salmon and steelhead into the boise and
Powder Rivers was nothing but a short- term public relations stunt.
Recent efforts by the state of Oregon to install fish ladders in the
canyon was defeated and put off for 20 years. Sure would have been a
lot of construction jobs there. Oh well the power line will create jobs.
One thing that is not mentioned on the B2H line. It does not end at
Hemingway. It will connect with other power grids. We used to call this
as the Western intertie . Rocky Mountains to the Pacific, connect it all
together. Modern efficient power generation and distribution, designed
by the same people who lined up all the battle ships and airplanes at
Pearl Harbor. All the eggs in one basket where one smart guy with a
computer can make a third 0f the United States go dark.

For decades we have fought over the management of BPA hydro
electric power on the Columbia dams. Salmon and steelhead flushes
where water is released to move smolts downstream, Columbia River
water is more than spoken for. Any power distribution scheme that
could alter the balance of salmon and steelhead and sturgeon is just
begging for an endangered species act lawsuit. If that doesn’t scare the
B2H advocates then there is the Treaty of 1855 and the Bolt Decision
and tribal rights.

The Hells Canyon Complex with no passage was one of the biggest
environmental blunders ever, compounding that with the biggest
white elephant power scheme is not real smart.

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Suni & Charlie Danforth <cdsj@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 9:18 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Danforth letter regarding B2H
Danforth letter concerning fire dangers.docx

To whom it may concern,
Please submit my letter to EFSC prior to the next B2H meeting/hearing.
Thank you,
Suni B. Danforth
Milton Freewater, OR
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August 19, 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@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.

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 all
of the citizens of La Grande and those visitors who recreate in this area as well 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 8th 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_ORWA_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,

Suni B. Danforth
225 Maple Ave.
Milton Freewater, OR. 97862

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Subject:
Attachments:

B2H DPOComments * ODOE
FW: comment on proposal
Stopb2h letter.docx

From: D4D <d4d@q.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:34 AM
To: B2H DPOComments * ODOE <B2H.DPOComments@oregon.gov>
Subject: comment on proposal

Please see attached document
August 21, 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@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: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council
I 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 ½ 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.
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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 44⁰ 48’
48.26”N 117⁰ 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:
It is a BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism
It is the single most visited tourist facility in Baker County
The quality of the facility is outstanding
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.
It is important to understand that isolated scenic/historic areas are, more and more, becoming rare; a thing of the past. We must
ensure that future generations are allowed to visit and appreciate visually these isolated areas that we have known and enjoyed in our
lifetimes. The historically isolated areas in question are part of our Oregon Heritage and must be preserved.
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,
Steven M. DeFord
Mailing Address: 40155 Rhody Road, Baker City, OR 97814
Email: d4d@q.com

-The Only Thing Necessary for the Triumph of Evil is that Good Men Do Nothing.
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August 21, 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@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: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council
I 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 ½ 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: Lat 44.813762 Long -117.750194 or 44⁰ 48’ 48.26”N 117⁰ 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. It is a BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism
b. It is 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.
It is important to understand that isolated scenic/historic areas are, more and more, becoming rare; a thing of the
past. We must ensure that future generations are allowed to visit and appreciate visually these isolated areas that
we have known and enjoyed in our lifetimes. The historically isolated areas in question are part of our Oregon
Heritage and must be preserved.
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,
Steven M. DeFord
Mailing Address: 40155 Rhody Road, Baker City, OR 97814
Email: d4d@q.com
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1
MR. JOHN WINTERS: I'll be brief. Thank you
2 very much for being here tonight. It's a long day for
3 you guys, I'm sure. And I hope you get to enjoy our
4 beautiful valley a little bit while you are here.
5
John Winters, W-i-n-t-e-r-s, I live at 60214
6 Morgan Lake Road, La Grande.
7
And being at Morgan Lake, I go up and down the
8 hill a lot, and there are some summers where you are
9 afraid to walk through the grass it gets so dry. I'm
10 just afraid some time it's going to blow up in fire. So
11 I am just going to speak to the possibility of any
12 increase in fire risk is something that doesn't make a
13 lot of sense to me.
14
Especially in light of California's
15 experience, it just occurred to me that the fire risk is
16 a little underappreciated. Five of the ten most
17 destructive fires since 2015, as you may well know, are
18 linked to the PG&E network. PG&E is now bankrupt. They
19 have 50 lawsuits and $30 billion in liabilities. And I
20 kind of wonder if Idaho Power wants to go that route.
21
Californians are served by PG&E. Idaho Power
22 does not serve any Oregonians. So it's not as if we are
23 getting anything out of the deal.
24
Paradise, interestingly, is somewhat similar
25 to La Grande. Its elevation is 1,800 feet; we are about
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firefighters from Australia, they had almost 300
engines, 4,300 law enforcement and 2,300 National Guard.
I just don't get the impression that Idaho
Power takes very seriously the even small increase in
risk that they may present with their power line, and
it's us that is going to have to be paying the price.
So that is all I have to say. Thank you very
much for your time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
On deck is Rod Muilenburg. But first we have
Mr. DeLashmutt.
MR. BILL DeLASHMUTT: My name is Bill
DeLashmutt, and I'm here representing myself. Thank you
for the opportunity to present my thoughts about the
B2H.
I am speaking in support of the B2H, and
invite you to consider some of the reasons for
supporting the line and the effect on our lives.
I understand the concerns of the opposition,
particularly those of you on the route or near the
route; that has to be hard. So I have a question to
start things with, and nobody has to answer it, but did
you apply the brakes on your car and increase energy
consumption as you drove to the meeting? When you have
the heat on in your house, do you open the windows and
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1,200 feet. They are about twice the population of
La Grande. And they get three times as much rain as we
do. So we are a far more arid region than they are, and
we do get winds coming through here and drying patterns.
I talked to John Punches, OSU Extension
forester here, and he demurred on the B2H question, but
he did say that they are tracking weather and there is
more hotter days -- the days are hotter and there is
more of them. He says it only takes a couple of extra
hot days for a tree to turn the corner and to stress a
tree and it will die usually by the next year. He is
seeing a pattern, as we've probably all heard, that
things are going in that direction. So to me it makes
no sense to invite an additional risk when we have got
plenty of existing risks as it is.
The proposal states in Exhibit U, 3.5.6.2,
Exhibit U, it says: The project is not expected to have
significant adverse impacts on fire protection as
they've talked to all the various volunteer units along
the way.
I wonder what California would say. Cal Fire,
again, I talked to them; they wouldn't comment. But the
Santa Rosa Fire Chief has been quoted as saying, they
have 17 states that -- I believe it was the Woolsey
Fire, they had firefighters from 17 states. They had
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heat the outside air? Of course the answer is no. That
wouldn't be smart. We should not ask Idaho Power,
PacifiCorp, and Bonneville Power Administration to waste
energy either.
I want to discuss power line losses and a few
causes. We are all concerned about energy efficiency.
So are Idaho Power Company, PacifiCorp, and Bonneville
Power Administration. B2H will lower line losses. I
can help you visualize that. Power line temperature
rises when you add load to the line. The larger the
load, the hotter the line becomes. This is a problem
with the existing system. And we are wasting energy.
B2H will lower the line losses on the existing system.
If you force Idaho Power Company, PacifiCorp,
and Bonneville Power Administration to operate without
B2H, you are doing the same thing as driving your car
with the brake applied and turning up the heat in your
house while you open the windows.
Idaho Power Company is demonstrating good
corporate practices by providing low-cost power that is
in the bottom 10 percent of the nation. Idaho Power
Company provides you power at 25 percent less cost than
the national average. That is good corporate practice.
Wind farm activity increases losses. We all
talk about microgrids that locate power generation close
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to your home. Microgrids would be nice. Instead the
trouble is we are locating wind farms such as the one in
the once naturally scenic Pyles Canyon south of
La Grande, the wind farms and once beautiful Columbia
River Gorge, and the wind farm in the once scenic Burnt
River Canyon on the way to Boise.
These unreliable sources of energy are far
from your home and the load they serve. These energy
sources load the power lines and increase power line
losses. This unnecessary transport of very unreliable
power has created the need for more ability to transport
power.
Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and Bonneville Power
Administration are responding to the requirements that
power be maintained to your house whether or not the
wind is blowing, and they are keeping this power system
together whether or not the wind is blowing.
A big item in our lives is electric cars.
Transportation accounts for a huge part of our national
energy usage. We want to be able to provide energy for
electric cars. Electric cars hog a lot of electric
power. That will require nearly double the electric
output of our power system. Let's don't stall electric
cars because of stalling a power line.
Please don't pass the mess of a weak
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From what I am understanding this form
provided by Idaho Power, the long and short, from what I
understand, Oregon is supposed to take one for the team
for the sake of Idaho. That makes me wonder. What is
it about the Idaho infrastructure and Idaho's power grid
that determines the demand from Oregon? It also makes
me wonder, why is it that you insist it be in our
backyard and not in your backyard?
I've been here my whole life. I remember the
fire of '73. I remember how hard people worked to save
their houses. I remember the sun disappearing, and I
remember a tinder box ready to go. And you want to go
with an overhead power system that the world doesn't
even recognize anymore. The world puts power grids
underground today. It's the future. It's how we do it.
You are taxing a system that doesn't have to be taxed.
These lines, they inevitably are overtaxed, and they
droop, they hang, and they cause fires. And as I said,
we've have got a tinder box surrounding us.
I don't know if we want to go through the
inevitable again of having another fire. I don't know
if we want to suffer the inevitable outcome that
happened to Paradise, California, when they had only
time enough to grab their purse and wallet and the
shirts on their backs before their house was rendered to
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infrastructure of our power system to our children and
all the people in the Northwest. Let's allow Idaho
Power Company, PacifiCorp, and Bonneville Power
Administration to drive without their brakes on. Let's
allow Idaho Power Company, PacifiCorp, and BPA to heat
their house with the windows closed.
If we want to have unreliable energy sources
such as the wind farms located far from where the
electric load is, let's provide the power lines to carry
the load and maintain system stability. If we want to
provide for a huge electrical energy increase to support
electric vehicles, then Idaho Power Company, PacifiCorp,
and BPA have the power lines they need to handle the
load.
I understand your feelings about where to put
the line. Let's not allow our power system to become an
obsolete mess for our children. Let's figure out the
best place to locate B2H. Please make some siting
suggestions to the Commission and to Idaho Power
Company.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. ROD MUILENBURG: My name is Rod
Muilenburg. I reside at 412 16th Street, La Grande,
Oregon.
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a mere foundation and a fireplace and the rest is a
toxic waste element. Do we want to go through that?
And then I heard only yesterday that a diamond
factory in Washington is going to demand enough voltage
to supply 10,000 people to manufacture synthetic
diamonds. I don't know when this ends.
But I've listened to all these people behind
me talking about the eyesore we are going to see,
talking about the impact. And they are mentioning
things I haven't even considered; hearing problems,
sound transmission lines. There's a whole lot involved
that we have just barely touched the tip of the iceberg.
And is it a requirement that Idaho have its power in the
first place?
I don't know, I am just thinking we have got a
lot of small cities, too, with the prevailing winds
around this area, Ukiah, and all these little cities
surrounding here, and how bad will it be? Is there
enough fire suppression? Is there enough accountability
for the environmental impact?
I don't think anybody here has weighed this
whole thing out until they attended this forum tonight.
Which, by the way, I appreciate you putting it on. I
appreciate you being here. I appreciate Idaho Power for
allowing us to voice our opinions.
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ag industry without mitigation, and we will provide a
detailed summary of those impacts.
Probably one that's near and dear to our
hearts is that the county ag producers and Idaho
Power -- and I want to compliment the field staff, they
have worked closely with that -- but bureaucracies, be
what they may, it hasn't come. We've requested a line
placement movement, a micrositing, within the Durkee
area, and at this point it hasn't occurred. And we
would request, as a condition of approval, that the
Council direct that this occur. That it meets the
needs, that, once again, that it causes the least impact
to the landscape and to those managing the land here and
to the residents. Once again, these residents are in
excess of 65, 70 years old, and impacting their entire
life and their way of life is just really tough.
We also, in closing, request that the Baker
County comprehensive land use plan requirement of
benefit to Baker County be met in that a guaranteed
point of presence be placed in Baker County to serve as
mitigation to meet future requirements for needs of the
economy of Baker County.
Are there any questions?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: No. Thank you.
MR. MARK BENNETT: Thank you very much.
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MR. WHIT DESCHNER: OAR 345-025-0007, the real
issues.
Ethics.
(a) in 2007, B2H was announced. No vote was
offered whether the people wanted it or not.
(b) Under Governor Tom McCall, an energy
corridor was established for high-voltage power line
routes. It was a low-impact route. When Idaho Power
proposed B2H, they either ignored or deemed this route
too costly.
(c) Idaho Power is a for-profit corporation
traded on the New York Stock Exchange.
Roman numeral i. This brings up conflicts of
interests. What is right for IPC's shareholders is not
always in the best interest of the public. Idaho Power
Corporation will turn a profit to satisfy shareholders
at the expense of Baker County and eastern Oregon. With
sparse population, Idaho Power rides roughshod through
the county, dictating how and where they choose to run
the line.
Also, Roman numeral ii. A crooked playing
field. Opponents are not given adequate or the same
amount of time as Oregon Department of Energy or Idaho
Power to review new documents or developments.
And Roman numeral iii. Skewered data, like
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HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: After we hear from
Mr. -- assuming it's Mr. Deschner, it will be Karen
Yeakley.
MR. WHIT DESCHNER: My name is Whit Deschner.
I live at 1640 3rd Street, Baker.
I want to preempt this speech, out of
frustration, if I say anything to Idaho Power about
Idaho Power, please don't take it personally. You're
probably real nice people.
I appreciate the Council for hearing me. And
I appreciate Marcy Grail for recusing herself off of
this case. And also I want to thank Mark Bennett and
Holly for their work on this.
Upon reviewing the discrepancy in the 20,000
or so EFSC standards in Oregon Administration Rule, I
have found a serious flaw. Oregon Administration Rule
345-025-0007 is missing. Upon further investigation, I
discovered that the key set of OARs was redacted with
white-out. I failed to find the original version but I
have a good idea why this was omitted. Unfortunately, I
can't replicate the legalese of this administrative rule
nor do I speak the language but I can give you the gist.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Deschner, if you
want to slow down just a stitch so that the court
reporter can take everything down.
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averaging numbers to falsify state or bend IPC's
position.
(d) The Interpretive Center opened in 1992
through a highly effective partnership of local, state,
and federal government agencies, nonprofit
organizations, and local residents. I'll read that
again.
The Interpretive Center opened in 1992 through
a highly effective partnership of local, state, and
federal government agencies, nonprofit organizations,
and local residents. There was a gentlemen's
understanding that nothing would be built in the
viewshed of the Center, nor did anyone dream that the
view would be degraded in such a manner. Nothing was
signed but this was Baker and handshakes were valid and
honored.
(e) Idaho Power is proposing to blatantly run
their up to 190-foot tall pylons in front of the BLM's
Oregon Trail Interpretive Center. Where is the BLM's
voice in all of this? Why are they allowing a
corporation to build in front of the BLM historical
center, ruining the whole historical presentation of
what the taxpayers' $16 million national showcase
interpretive center represents?
Conclusion.
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(a) Idaho Power is a large, powerful
corporation bullying its way through a small rural
community just because it can. Regard their contractual
agreement to provide fish ladders on the dams they built
on the Snake, but then reneged on their obligation once
the dams were up and running. They cannot be trusted.
There are no repercussions in place if they won't and
don't follow up on their promises and again, we, the
local citizens, have to live with the damages.
(b) Morals and decency have been thrown out
the window. Money and greed are trying to replace them.
If approved, Idaho Power is guaranteed an $80 million
profit for itself and their partners' shareholders.
What does Baker get?
(c) This process needs to ask bigger
questions. B2H is the subject to a vetting system that
can't and never has said no to other similar projects, a
vetting system that is allowing this boondoggle to get
its rubber stamp. This process needs a non-partial
forum for fairness, a council made up of people not
picked or reinstated by a governor who was backed by
PacifiCorp, Idaho Power's silent partner in B2H.
(d) While these hearings are supposed to bring
out the flaws in the proposed plan, they also help Idaho
Power plug their leaking dike. These are problems Idaho
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return on their investment. This has been 12 years, and
if I was on the Idaho Power board, I would be asking if
this was the best investment. I'd be jumping up and
down wondering, why can't we get this done? If it was
that necessary 12 years ago, it should be even more
necessary today. There is new technology, and the data
used is not current nor represents residents' input
along the proposed route.
I'm old school, I was raised differently. I
was taught to give more here while I was here before I
leave. I've never seen too many people leave with their
wagon full of their goodies off to heaven. So that's
why I volunteer and do things. And I appreciate your
time in volunteering, too. It's not an easy job.
Believe me, I understand that.
In your siting standards of protecting against
adverse environmental impacts, this project, due to
construction, will have significant adverse impacts.
Construction decreases farmland that affects our food
source, the wildlife, pollinators like bees and
butterflies, and cattle grazing.
Oregon Administrative Rules and Council
standards have numerous references to mitigation.
Mitigation will not help dead eagles, dead owls, dead
blue heron, dead ducks, dead geese, dead hawks, dead
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1 Power should have already foreseen if they had planned
2 better.
3
(e) I have fought this B2H proposal since near
4 the beginning. It was a bad idea then and it's an even
5 worse idea now.
6
(f) All we, the public, would like in this
7 process is impartiality and that we have not been given.
8
Thank you.
9
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
10
After we hear from Ms. Yeakley, we'll hear
11 from Irene Gilbert.
12
MS. KAREN YEAKLEY: I made copies for the
13 Council and the Department of Energy.
14
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Start with your name
15 and address.
16
MS. KAREN YEAKLEY: Yes.
17
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
18
MS. KAREN YEAKLEY: For the record, my name is
19 Karen Yeakley. I'm a former mayor of Baker City and the
20 former manager of the Baker County Chamber of Commerce,
21 and former president of the Chamber.
22
Let's be clear, Idaho Power is a profit-making
23 business. They are in business to make money. The
24 board of directors have a fiduciary responsibility to
25 protect the investment and provide shareholders with a
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trumpeter swans, and dead sage-grouse that we've so hard
and diligently tried to protect.
It will not protect the Oregon Trail ruts at
the Interpretive Center. I watch from my house busloads
of students in May headed up to the center to learn of
our history from across the state. Use of compensatory
mitigation is not okay; dead is dead. It will not come
back. The land will not come back. You cannot mitigate
that, and you cannot buy off property and values and the
way of life in Baker County.
We should learn from the California fires that
killed 85 people and destroyed thousands of buildings.
PG&E utility company seeks bankruptcy protection over
California fires. Governor Kate signed House Bill 2222
requiring annual report on wildfire protection efforts.
The bill was inspired in part by the wildfire last year
in Paradise, California. Frankly, I would hate to have
been on that board knowing that my transmission lines
caused that fire and all the damage it did to places in
California.
I've enclosed an article on electric and
magnetic fields affecting milk production and behavior
of cows. If the transmission lines can cause that
effect on cows, then what is the long-term effect? Why
would we want to risk public health with the side
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Aug. 17, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Sitting Analyst
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capital St NE
Salem, OR 97301
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23rd, 2019

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
Background
I am a citizen and land and home owner in Baker County and I urge you to deny this site certificate to
Idaho Power to build their Boardman to Hemingway high voltage power line. However, my protest letter
is aimed towards this DPO’s treatment of the Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center. Either Idaho
Power is naïve of the issues involved here or, they are just showing their arrogance and think they can
bowl a small town over. This community worked hard with the BLM to create this showpiece of the
Oregon Trail. This is a National Treasure. It was built with a handshake understanding that Idaho Power
would not desecrate the Center’s view-scape of the trail. It is obvious that Idaho Power doesn’t, or ever
did, honor such agreements except when it is in their favor not to.
Scenic Aesthetic Values. Scenic Resources 1.0 Introduction
EFSC should not approve this Draft Project Order. Reasons:
“… (IPC) proposed mitigation measures near the National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive
Center—is not likely to result in significant adverse impacts to scenic resources and values
identified as significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land management plans, and
federal land management plans for any lands located within the analysis area described for the
Project…”
Why is Idaho Power allowed to propose their mitigation so why can they pick and choose their own
standards as to what ‘significant adverse impacts’means? The DPO goes for pages (over 100) trying
subjectively and unsuccessfully to describe what scenic values are and how they would apply to the
Interpretive Center. Idaho Power produces this solution:
In preliminary analyses conducted for the Flagstaff Alternative, IPC concluded that potentially significant
visual impacts from facility structures, as proposed, may result from that alignment due to its proximity
to the NHOTIC. Consequently, IPC analyzed three mitigation options aimed at reducing adverse impact
to less than significant: (1) applying a natina finish to the lattice structure; (2) using an H-frame structure
with galvanized finish; or (3) using an H-frame structure with a natina finish. IPC incorporated Option 3
into its Project design. In the final indicative design, IPC relocated the Proposed Route to the east of the

Flagstaff Alternative outside of the active agriculture area but closer to the NHOTIC. To mitigate
potential visual impacts, IPC incorporated prior mitigation and design work emphasizing the use of Hframes, but proposes using shorter stature H-frames structures ranging in height from 100 feet to 129
feet for towers located directly to the north and west of the NHOTIC. The proposed finish is weathered
steel (or an equivalent coating).
page R-120
The fact is the pylons are still pylons yet with their special paint they are claiming they can’t be seen. Is
this the same paint they painted the fish ladders on the Oxbow, Brownlee and Hells Canyon dams? No
mention is made of the wires being seen, what special paint these will these be painted so as not to be
seen.
The DPO goes on:
…the applicant must demonstrate why the proposed facility is compliance with the Scenic Resources
standard. Visual simulations or other visual representations are not required, but can provide important
evidence for use by the Department and Council in understanding the potential visual impact of the
proposed facility to Scenic Resources.
This, Idaho Power has failed to do. And although what is scenic is subjective, what is noise is not. There
were no models made of powerline noise from the Oregon Interpretive Center’s Trail. To be a tourist
and hear powerlines would be quite disturbing. Why was a study not included in the DPO?
Protected Area
Again, here is OAR 345-022-0040, which is 479 words describing the significant adverse visual impacts
along with the ACEC acronym which unfolded means: AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIORNMENTAL CONCERN
and yet in a single unsubstantiated sentence: IPC concluded visual impacts, considering this mitigation
and design, would be less than significant. Again IP is getting out their magic invisible paint.
3.6 Mitigation OAR 345-022-0040(1): Except as provided in sections (2) and (3), the Council shall not
issue a site certificate for a proposed facility located in the areas listed below. To issue a site certificate
for a proposed facility located outside the areas listed below, the Council must find that, taking into
account mitigation, the design, construction and operation of the facility are not likely to result in
significant adverse impacts to the areas listed below. References in this rule to protected areas
designated under federal or state statutes or regulations are to the designations in effect as of May 11,
2007: . . . . IPC determined the Project, without mitigation, may cause significant adverse visual impacts
to two protected area resources within the analysis area: the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, and
the Birch Creek ACEC. Based on this conclusion, IPC developed site specific measures to avoid, reduce,
or otherwise mitigate these potentially significant impacts so that the Project can ultimately be
constructed, operated, and maintained without a significant adverse impact. 3.6.1 Oregon Trail Area of
Critical Environmental Concern – National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center Parcel 3.6.1.1 History
of Siting and Mitigation Considerations In evaluating various alternatives for project siting, IPC
concluded that potentially significant visual impacts from facility structures located directly west of the
NHOTIC (corresponding to the Flagstaff Alternative) could result. To address potential impacts, IPC
analyzed three design options aimed at reducing adverse impacts to less than significant: (1) applying a
natina finish to the lattice structure; (2) using an H-frame structure with galvanized finish; or, (3) using

an Hframe structure with a natina finish. These mitigation strategies were considered for six
transmission tower structures located directly west and within 1,200 feet of the NHOTIC boundary.
Because of the terrain backdrop, IPC selected the H-frame structure with the weathered steel surface
treatment, as it was expected to reduce the visual contrast below that of the standard galvanized
structures. The H-frame structure type was selected because these structure types can be designed with
a lower overall height than either lattice towers or monopoles and can appear similar in character to the
wood H-frame structures often used for transmission lines of 115 kV to 230 kV. H-frames also may
appear to have a narrower profile, depending on the relationship of the viewer to the structure. The
heights of the towers shown in the simulations prepared from KOP 25c were 145 feet for H-frame
structures (as opposed to 195 feet for lattice structures). Considering this mitigation, preliminary
conclusions regarding visual impacts to the Oregon Trail ACEC – NHOTIC Parcel, NHOTIC recreation site,
and VRM Class II area assumed medium intensity impacts, resulting from both medium resource change
and viewer perception. Medium intensity impacts were determined not to preclude the resource from
providing the visual qualities that currently exist within the ACEC, or as influenced from the surrounding
landscape. IPC concluded visual impacts, considering this mitigation and design, would be less than
significant.
Recreation
Attachment T-3, Table T-3-1, the NHOTIC is an important opportunity because of its designation status,
high level of use, outstanding quality, and irreplaceable character per OAR 345-021-0010(1)(t)(A).
The DPO doesn’t even come close to appeasing the OAR.
Besides being a historical site, this BLM facility was made for tourist and it is managed as such. It is the
most visited attraction in Baker County. It is part of our National Heritage and it is a natural treasure.
What Idaho Power is proposing to do is to harm this piece of our history nor do they seem to care.
This DPO is very confusing, bases itself on many assumed facts and twisted semantics and it hardly
provides adequate answers to the problems it creates.
Because of the discrepancies in the above exhibits the DPO should not be approved by EFSC.
Thank you,
Whit Deschner
1640 3rd St
Baker City, OR 97814
541 519 2736

deschnerwhit@yahoo.com

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
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Attachments:

Whit Deschner <deschnerwhit@yahoo.com>
Thursday, August 22, 2019 2:31 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H DPO
_DPO comments re Interpretive Center 2.docx

please see attached.
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Aug. 17, 2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Sitting Analyst
Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capital St NE
Salem, OR 97301
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order May 23rd, 2019

Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I am a resident of Baker County I have fought this B2H now for 10 years. I realize there is a protocol to
writing letters at this stage of the process, that substantiated facts are required to back up the holes we
see in the DPO, however, consider this: Baker County carries the most miles of the power lines—71
miles of the 305 through Oregon and what do we get? Absolutely nothing. Not even a substation and,
Idaho Power plans to run the project in plain sight through the view scape of the Historic Oregon Trail
Interpretive Center. The people of Baker worked hard, coordinating with the federal government to
create this facility and if Idaho Power is blatantly allowed to desecrate a civic/cultural/historical
monument like this one and get away with mere lip-service mitigation, then what faith should we have
in a democratic process such as this one? What Idaho Power is doing is just plain wrong. Please deny
them this certification application.

Sincerely, Whit Deschner

Hearing
June 20, 2019

Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line
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the road to visit, and even more park goers. That road
is steep, it's a 17-degree slope. They don't even let
you build those anymore. Besides it being steep, it's
narrow, windy, and in bad shape. Except for a few days
after its annual grading, which they just did, in case
you want to drive up there, I imagine, the road is
bumpy, rutted and loose with gravel.
Earlier this year a car-sized section of the
road slumped more than a foot, causing one-way traffic
for more than 3 weeks. Last year a long section of
guardrail simply fell off the side of the road and
remained off for months.
The prolonged pounding of large tires on heavy
construction vehicles going up and down the road, that
application says it will cause only temporary and less
than significant impact. That is just not true. There
will be significant impact to the daily users and
significant and probably long-term impact to the
condition of the road.
And finally there is the future. The
likelihood for this area to become a utility corridor.
Imagine a guy showing up on your front doorstep and just
moving in, uninvited, unwanted, parking in your
driveway, throwing stuff around your house, making noise
and dust, wrecking your view for months, and you get no
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scenic vistas of the mountains surrounding our valley.
Many out-of-town visitors are drawn to Union County
because of this scenic beauty. Placement of these
towers will certainly have an impact on this part of our
tourism.
I often take early morning walks and am in awe
of the beauty that surrounds us, especially in my views
to the southern end of the valley where I reside. I
have always considered myself fortunate to live in such
a spectacular area. I am extremely concerned as to the
blight these towers will place upon our viewshed.
Currently, I look out and see a ridge line
topped with green trees that presents a spectacular
view. This will forever be changed and irrevocably
harmed by the placement of these towers. Please
consider the aesthetic needs and economic interests of
our beautiful valley and take the responsible action
against the siting of these towers in our valley.
Thank you for your time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Mr. Kelly, we will hear from Anita
Metlen.
MR. BRIAN KELLY: Good evening. I'm Brian
Kelly, B-r-i-a-n, K-e-l-l-y. My address is PO Box 2768
in La Grande, Oregon 97850.
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benefit. There are no substations that benefit people
in Union County or other nearby counties. And when this
guy finally moves out, he leaves a big swath through
your landscape with a permanent buzz overhead. And he
says, Oh, by the way, there will probably be more of us
coming. Uninvited, unwanted, offering us no benefit.
These are significant and permanent impacts.
I object, especially knowing that this whole thing could
have gone through uninhabited BLM land.
Thank you. I will submit details.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Following Mr. Dill,
we will hear from Brian Kelly.
MR. DWIGHT DILL: Dwight Dill, I live at 7077
Aquarius Way in La Grande.
You spoke a lot this evening about raising our
issues with sufficient specificity. I will be
submitting written comments at a later date. I will be
sufficiently specific. I think my comments tonight are
probably more emotional.
I'd like speak to my concern regarding the
environmental and visual impact of the B2H towers since
they were proposed to be sited on the southern edge of
La Grande near Morgan Lake. I have heard many
individuals refer to Union County as a "hidden gem" in
Oregon. We have an incredibly beautiful valley with
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I am the restoration director with the Greater
Hells Canyon Council. We are a conservation
organization based right here in La Grande. We have
been in existence for 52 years located in northeast
Oregon.
One reason I mentioned that we have been
around for 52 years is we started to prevent dam
building in Hells Canyon. The reason I bring that up
tonight is because when I read through the justification
for this power line, it's eerily reminiscent of the
justification to build the dams in Hells Canyon. As you
may know, we have three existing dams in Hells Canyon,
but there was a proposal in the late '60s to construct
more dams that would block up the Salmon River coming
out of central Idaho and the Imnaha River coming out of
the heart of the Wallowa Mountains.
When they constructed the original dams, one
day in 1958, 4,000 salmon came to the construction site
and promptly died. In my book, that constitutes crime
against nature. And we, when I say "we," the people who
came before me, successfully prevented those dams from
being built and prevented a crime against nature.
We have learned a lot. We have developed a
lot of technology in the last 52 years, and we can do
better than constructing this power line. When I was
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preparing for tonight, I pulled up some comments that I
had written earlier. And these comments, I won't
provide them tonight because I printed them out on some
other stuff I'd prefer not to share with you. But I've
already sent them to you. And these are dated
September 2010. I'm not going to read them, I'm just
going to use them as a cheat sheet for myself to page
through some of the topics that I want to cover.
I'm going to focus on forests and the
grasslands and the wildlife and the fish. Just in terms
of background, I have a bachelor's degree from Cornell
University, where I studied forestry and arboriculture.
I have been a certified arborist in good standing for
the last 23 years. I have lived and worked in northeast
Oregon for almost 40 years, and during that time I have
studied extensively the forests and the grasslands of
this area.
One of the most important aspects of our
ecosystems is the connectivity of a variety, a wide
variety of habitat we have here, forests and
non-forests. And connectivity is the way that plants
and animals can move across the landscape. As we
continue to see the effects of climate change, that
connectivity is going to be so much more important.
Constructing a power line through the middle
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forest, our shared public lands, will be clear-cut as a
part of this project and will be maintained in a
non-forest condition.
Also, the Forest Service has waived their
requirements for protecting riparian areas, and they
waive their protections for large trees and older trees
with this project.
I have looked at the new draft proposed order
for the project. I have not found a total on the
acreage of private land forests that will be clear-cut,
but I assume it's extensive also. These are really
important ecological damages that will result in this
project.
Let's see, just to name a few wildlife
species, sage-grouse down in Baker County. In Union
County this line would cross some of the most important
and the most valuable elk habitat in the state of
Oregon, just south of La Grande here. And pronghorn
antelope and mule deer, they all need habitat, they all
need to be able to migrate, they all need connectivity
of habitat. And this line would severely damage all of
those functions.
I did want to read one section that I wrote
8 years ago, 9 years ago. It says: "Rural Oregon tends
to have higher poverty rates, lower wages and higher
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of these native forests and grasslands goes right
against the concept of connectivity because by the
nature of it you are disrupting it, you are creating a
barrier.
It was mentioned earlier that in the forested
areas that the right-of-way would be 300 feet wide. And
in layman's terms what that means is there is going to
be a 300-foot wide clear-cut through all the forests
that this power line crosses. 300 feet is the length of
a football field. So if you stand at the zero yard line
and you are looking clear down to the other end of the
100-yard football field, that is going to be width of
the clear-cut through the forest.
Personally I feel like clear-cuts are not a
good thing to begin with, but under a power line it's
always going to be a clear-cut, and it's going to be
maintained either by cutting down the trees and shrubs
that grow back in or spraying with herbicide. Herbicide
is a necessary tool, but it comes with a lot of
environmental damages, and creating a new magnet for
herbicide is really just a bad idea.
I have reviewed the environmental impact
statement, and I objected, we objected to the national
forest decision on this project. And one of the reasons
we did is because several hundred acres of national
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unemployment than the urban areas where the electricity
would be shipped. Environmental justice is not served
when these rural areas are saddled with the
environmental cost of a transmission line and more
affluent urban areas are the primary beneficiaries."
That remains true, and that is just not right.
So my time is almost up. In conclusion, I
would just -- I hope -- again, I want to thank you for
coming and listening, coming to the community where we
all live.
I mentioned some of the challenges we face in
the community, but we are a strong community. So I urge
you to do the right thing and prevent this line from
being built.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ms. Metlen we will have Joe Horst,
and I think we will do one more after Mr. Horst. We'll
hear from Gail Carbiener, then we will take our break.
MS. ANITA METLEN: Good evening. Thank you
for hearing me and allowing all my fellow community
members to make comments on this project. My name is
Anita Metlen. I live at 65208 Hull Lane, Imbler, Oregon
97841.
I strongly agree with all the previous
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communities served along this right-of-way that utilize
Bonneville Power Administration energy, will be able to
have their rates affected by this in a positive manner.
Bonneville will be able to experience the net savings of
the energy imbalance market, which is a net benefit to
all of the ratepayers in this region.
The additional construction of the project, of
course, is a time-limiting benefit within the region,
but also the construction of the project should also
benefit the entire region wherever the work occurs.
We have a lot of electrical workers that would
be benefited from this kind of construction. Our
generation facilities, all of you are familiar with
Boardman, the coal plant and the building of the
gas-fired plant. Those additional capacities continue
to be levied throughout the transmission corridors.
I think that's all I'll submit for oral
comment. We will be submitting written testimony that
outlines some of those benefits with the electrical or
the energy imbalance market, as well as some of the
other workforce studies throughout the region.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you very much.
Next up is Brian Doherty.
MR. BRIAN DOHERTY: Hello. My name is Brian
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usefulness of our property. It will limit the future
development opportunities on our property. It will make
farming more expensive, less efficient, and our
production will be lowered. We can't afford that.
We have never been "not my backyard" people,
our family. But if you're going to cut a swath through
our land 250 feet wide, make the compensation fair.
Paying for an easement with a single payment, with the
possibility of a judge determining what's fair, doesn't
sound like a good deal to us.
In 2012, we had the federal government shut
down the installation of windmills on our property. I'm
not sure we ever got the true explanation of why that
was done.
In the early 1980s, my father had irrigation
that he legally developed on the west side of our
property shut down by the State with regulations that
came later on the critical groundwater area. This was
an economic blow that was very difficult for us to
overcome. Forgive us if we have misgivings about what
the government will deem fair.
I don't believe I have the political or
economic clout to stop Idaho Power, PacifiCorp, and BPA.
But I would like to propose an ongoing lease payment
based on each tower or a portion of receipts from
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Doherty, B-r-i-a-n, D-o-h-e-r-t-y. My address is 70516
Highway 207 in Lexington, Oregon.
As I said, my name is Brian Doherty. I'm a
fourth-generation dryland wheat farmer in central Morrow
County. I have five children. My wife Peggy and my son
Dan are here with me today.
The B2H project will cut a nearly 4-mile swath
through our family's farm. My great-grandfather
established our farm at Sandhollow in 1885. It's not an
easy place to farm and survive economically. And I
think some of my neighbors would agree with me on that.
Over the years our family has supported
development that improved life for everyone in our area.
We have over 20 miles of state and county roads cutting
through our property. With right-of-ways, that's a lot
of land removed from production.
There's a substation just above our farmstead
and many standard power lines on our property. In
addition, there are phone lines, fiberoptic lines, and a
gravel borrow pit for the State. Historically we have
been very cooperative with these projects for the
greater good.
I oppose the B2H project coming through my
family's property as it is currently proposed. This
project will permanently change the landscape and

1 wielding costs returned to the landowner based on how
2 many towers are on their land. And I'd like to credit
3 my neighbor Roger Morter for that idea.
4
You can respond that it isn't done this way,
5 but that doesn't mean it can't be. I think most of the
6 landowners would find this more agreeable. We are not
7 opposed to prudent development for the common good. But
8 we are losing more than the land under these towers.
9
My view of the Gleason Butte from my tractor
10 seat will forever be altered. I love that view, I've
11 earned that view. We can work with you, but be fair.
12 Recognize that we are giving up more than an easement
13 here. Compensate us fairly, that's all we ask.
14
Thank you.
15
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Next up is Elizabeth
16 Ashbeck.
17
MS. ELIZABETH ASHBECK: E-l-i-z-a-b-e-t-h,
18 A-s-h-b-e-c-k. Mailing address 71384-A, as in "apple,"
19 Highway 207, Echo, Oregon 97826. The reason why it's in
20 Echo and not Lexington is they won't deliver to where we
21 live. So we go 6 miles to go get our mail.
22
Which is why I'm here. I don't have anything
23 on any studies. I have been in agreement with Sam and
24 Brian both of what they have said. I appreciate your
25 time.
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Hello,
Please find attached my letter with comments the B2H transmission line proposal.
Thank you for the opportunity to add my voice,
Meg

1

August 22, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/23/2019
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council;
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Proposed Order for Idaho Power’s B2H project. I
am writing this both as a noxious weed control professional and a resident of southeastern Washington
who recreates in many locations along the proposed route of the high voltage lines. I also have several
friends in the LaGrande area whose land will be directly impacted by this ill-advised, unnecessary, and
illegal project. These people have been dedicated stewards of their land, some of them working for
decades to protect and restore native plants and high quality rangelands on their property. All of this work
would be severely damaged by this project.
I am also a citizen deeply concerned by the climate crisis. While on first glance, this project may appear
to be a step in right direction towards carbon neutrality; it is not. Even if this power were needed in the
Idaho market it claims to be needed in (which is deeply disingenuous, if not an outright lie from my
understanding), this type of macro-grid energy development is not what we need. The costs of forest
removal for hundreds of miles, the interruption in habitat corridors for wildlife and plants, and the end
state: a vast area now permanently at elevated risk of wildfire and susceptible to new non-native plant
invasions are not worth it. Whatever dubious emissions reductions created by long-distance transmission
lines connecting Columbia River dams to Idaho consumers will be canceled out by this exceptionally
poor land use.
Returning to the matter of invasive weeds, there are myriad inadequacies and failings with the proposed
project. Though I am writing this letter on my personal time and from my personal computer, I would like
you to understand that I work full time as an Integrated Pest Management Specialist for the US Fish and
Wildlife Service in this area. I am not speaking on behalf of my agency, but I speak from a place of
knowledge and experience. I have worked to control weeds in the Umatilla, Boardman, and Pendleton
area and I am very familiar with the weed disasters and increased wildfire risks that ensue from any
ground disturbance and removal of established vegetation. I am also intimately familiar with the weed
species that are likely to colonize the disturbed ground in the project area. Once established, many of
these species are exceptionally difficult to control and require many years of sustained effort. The
proposal does not recognize this reality.
Preventing the spread of invasive weeds is the most effective step we can take in addressing the threat of
invasive species. IPC’s “Noxious Weed Plan” fails to take responsibility for spreading noxious weeds in
several alarming ways. Here is an excerpt from their Plan (Monitoring 6.1):
As stated above, noxious weed monitoring and control will occur during the first 5-year period.
When it is determined that an area of the Project has successfully controlled noxious weeds at any point
during the first 5 years of control and monitoring, IPC will request concurrence from ODOE. If ODOE

concurs, IPC will conclude that it has no further obligation to monitor and control noxious weeds in that
area of the Project. If control of noxious weeds is deemed unsuccessful after 5 years of monitoring and
noxious weed control actions, IPC will coordinate with ODOE regarding appropriate steps forward. At
this point, IPC may suggest additional noxious weed control techniques or strategies, or may request a
waiver from further noxious weed obligations at these sites.
The landowner, or occupant of land in this case, is required by law to control weeds in perpetuity—not
just for 5 years. To declare that IPC “has no further obligation” and can “request a waiver” is in blatant
disregard of the law.
From Chapter 569 of Oregon law (https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors569.html ):
569.180 Noxious weeds as public nuisance; policy. In recognition of the imminent and continuous threat
to natural resources, watershed health, livestock, wildlife, land and agricultural products of this state,
and in recognition of the widespread infestations and potential infestations of noxious weeds throughout
this state, noxious weeds are declared to be a public nuisance and shall be detected, controlled and,
where feasible, eradicated on all lands in this state. It is declared to be the policy of this state that
priority shall be given first to the prevention of new infestations of noxious weeds and then to the control
and, where feasible, eradication of noxious weeds in infested areas. [Formerly 452.615]
569.390 Owner or occupant to eradicate weeds. Each person, firm or corporation owning or occupying
land within the district shall destroy or prevent the seeding on such land of any noxious weed within the
meaning of ORS 569.360 to 569.495 in accordance with the declaration of the county court and by the
use of the best means at hand and within a time declared reasonable and set by the court, except that no
weed declared noxious shall be permitted to produce seed.
IPC again disregards Oregon law by proposing to treat only Class “A” and “T” (a rotating list of weeds
for focused treatments in a given year) weeds, ignoring the majority of problematic weed species. Class A
weeds are "Early Detection/Rapid Response" species, those which have not yet been found in a given
county or are currently occurring at very low densities. They are also sometimes called "watch list"
species. Class A weeds are species which an entity (County or State) believes can be eradicated.
Naturally, the list of Class A species is small and constantly evolving. In my work, I rarely treat or even
encounter Class A weeds, because they are so rare. Most of our energies are focused on Class B and C
weeds, because these are actually the worst weeds, spreading most aggressively and causing the worst
impacts to native plants, wildlife habitat, and private lands. Why should Idaho Power be exempt from
responsibility for the full list of noxious weeds? The B2H project could become a conduit for the worst
noxious weed species to get established in some of the best remaining native habitat in northeast Oregon.
In my research prior to writing this letter, I read “B2H Noxious Weed Plan Comments”, a document
collated by weed supervisor Brian Clapp of Union County after a meeting of Morrow, Umatilla, and
Union counties, Oregon Dept. of Ag, and the Tri-County Cooperative Weed Management Area on August
22, 2O17. In this meeting of local weed management experts, they reviewed the B2H Attachment P1-5
Noxious Weed Plan. These comments reflected their concerns about the IPC plan, all of which I
personally share. I was surprised and dismayed to recently learn that none of these were acknowledged in
IPC’s later version, published over a year later.
Lastly, in indication that IPC has no understanding whatsoever of how noxious weeds function, the Plan
states they are not responsible for “areas outside of the ROW". The sites immediately outside areas of
potential disturbance should be the highest priority, not an excluded after thought from their plans. Rapid
spread and highly competitive traits are what makes noxious weeds noxious. Noxious weeds would
explode in and near the ROW, ruining native habitat and compromising decades of work by landowners.
IPC is proposing a huge area of disturbance; their responsibility should not be limited to the ROW.

I urge you to deny IPC’s B2H Application for the reasons I have described above. IPC’s “Noxious Weed
Plan” does not comply with Oregon law. They deny responsibility for control of most weed species, deny
responsibility for weed control after 5 years, control weeds only once a year, and give themselves a
waiver when control fails. EFSC should reject the Weed Plan and Application.

Sincerely,
Meg H. Duhr
1122 West Elm Street
Walla Walla, WA
99362

TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dutto <dutto@eoni.com>
Thursday, May 23, 2019 7:01 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
B2H

April 19, 2019-This is being resubmitted on May 23, 2019 because I apparently wrote my comment too
soon. More buraucratic problems stifling public comment.
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
Salem, OR 97301
B@H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposal Order
Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
As a citizen of La Grande and a City Councilor, I have grave concerns about the proposed placement of the
Idaho Power Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project. My concerns are for the safety of myself, my
family and the citizens of La Grande if this line is erected. My primary concerns are twofold: 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).
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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 8th 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_ORWA_BriefingPaper.pdf).
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 ELECTRICAL OR POWER LINES.
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 electrical 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. This proposal should be REJECTED.
Sincerely,
Corrine Dutto
107 Penn Ave
La Grande, OR 97850
dutto@eoni.com
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Exposure of human communities to
wildfire in the Pacific Northwest
Joe H. Scott, Pyrologix
Julie Gilbertson-Day, Pyrologix
Richard D. Stratton, USDA Forest Service

Purpose and background
At the request of the United States Forest Service Pacific Northwest Regional Office, Pyrologix1 assessed
the exposure to wildfire of housing units within named human communities across the Pacific
Northwest Region (Oregon and Washington). The purpose of the assessment was to identify the
communities most threatened by wildfire. The fifty most-threatened communities in each state were
identified.
These results have several applications. A home buyer can use these results for comparing the relative
wildfire exposure of homes in different communities; homeowners can gauge their wildfire exposure
compared to their peers in neighboring communities. Governments and other organizations can
potentially use the results to prioritize communities for home-loss mitigation efforts, allocate mitigation
funding, inform building codes, and guide residential development. Finally, land owners and land
management agencies can use the exposure-source results to identify locations within their ownerships
that produce damaging wildfires.
What is exposure to wildfire?
In the broadest sense, wildfire exposure encompasses the likelihood of wildfire burning a given location
on the landscape, and the potential intensity of a wildfire if one were to occur. For this assessment we
focus only on wildfire likelihood because the effect of fire intensity on home loss rate is not well studied,
and because the inclusion of intensity for this and similar assessments did not influence the conclusions.
Wildfire likelihood is measured by annual burn probability, a measure generated by comprehensive
simulation of wildfire occurrence and spread (see section below on Wildfire hazard simulations).
What is a human community?
We defined a human community as the population (housing units) within a community core as defined
by the Populated Place Areas dataset produced by the United States Census Bureau plus the population
within a 45-minute drive of the boundary of the community core2.
Housing unit data
The West Wide Wildfire Risk Assessment (Sanborn Map Company 2013) produced a spatial dataset
called Where People Live (WPL). The WPL layer, which was generated by processing LANDSCAN and U.S.
Census data, represents the estimated density of housing units across the 17 western states. We
converted those housing-unit density values to housing-unit counts. Summing the housing-unit count
1

Pyrologix is a Montana-based wildfire threat assessment research firm (www.pyrologix.com).
The drive-time analysis was conceived and conducted by Dr. Alan Ager and his staff at the Rocky Mountain
Research Station, USDA Forest Service.
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values for all locations in a named community provides an estimate of the total number of housing units
in the community.
For this assessment, housing units were considered directly exposed to wildfire if they were located on
burnable land cover3. Housing units were considered indirectly exposed to wildfire if they were located
on nonburnable land cover (other than open water) but within 150 m of burnable land cover. Only
directly or indirectly exposed housing units are summarized in this report. Nonexposed housing units
(those within an urban core, for example) are not included.
Wildfire hazard simulations
This assessment relies on wildfire behavior simulations produced using a comprehensive wildfire
occurrence, growth and behavior simulation system called FSim (Finney and others 2011). The FSim
modeling for Oregon was conducted for the Pacific Northwest Region Quantitative Wildfire Risk
Assessment (QWRA), which was completed in 2018 (Gilbertson-Day and others 2018). The FSim model
works by simulating 10,000 or more “iterations” to produce spatial data representing annual burn
probability—the annual likelihood that a wildfire will reach a given point on the landscape. Each
iteration is a possible realization of a complete calendar year. The FSim burn probability results show
considerable variation in wildfire likelihood across the states (Figure 1).
In addition, FSim records the start location and final perimeter for each of its simulated wildfires,
enabling us to attribute housing-unit exposure to the origin location, which we use in an assessment of
the source of exposure of housing units to wildfire.

Housing-unit exposure to wildfire
Mean burn probability
We calculated the mean burn probability where the housing units are located within each community.
This measure represents the mean likelihood that a housing unit in a community will experience a
wildfire in one year. The higher this value, the more likely it is that an individual housing unit will
experience a wildfire. Mean burn probability is not a cumulative measure for a community, so it does
not necessarily increase as the number of housing units increases. Instead, this measure is sensitive to
the general location of a community within the burn probability map (Figure 1) and the specific locations
of housing units with each community.
Community-wide housing-unit exposure
We first generated raster data representing the expected annual number of housing units exposed to
wildfire (the product of housing-unit count and burn probability). We then summed those results within
each community; a community with more housing units can therefore have a greater community-wide
exposure. The resulting sum represents the estimated mean annual number of housing units expected
to experience a wildfire. The top 50 Washington communities by this measure are listed in Table 1; the
top 50 Oregon communities are listed in Table 2.
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Burnable and nonburnable land cover is characterized by the LANDFIRE 2014 FBFM40 data layer
(www.landfire.org), with minor calibration edits informed by local expert knowledge. Burnable land cover includes
land covered by grasses, forbs, shrubs, tree litter, understory trees, or logging slash. Nonburnable land cover
includes urban areas, irrigated agricultural land, permanent snow or ice, bare ground, and open water.

A community can be ranked as highly exposed due a combination of high likelihood or high population.
To illustrate those contributing factors, we plotted mean burn probability against total housing unit
count for the 50 communities with the greatest cumulative exposure (Figure 2 and Figure 3). Both axes
are plotted on a common-log scale. The plot is divided into a 4-by-3 grid, which is convenient for
interpreting the results with the communities plotted in the lower right-hand corner having the greatest
likelihood of burning, but relatively few exposed housing units, while communities in the top left square
have the greatest number of housing units and relatively low burn probability. The communities plotted
in the middle, far-right squares have some of the highest burn probabilities and a moderate number of
housing units exposed. These communities could be further evaluated for wildfire mitigation
opportunities to reduce exposure near the homes.
Landscape-wide sources of housing-unit exposure
We assessed the relative potential for different parts of the landscape to produce wildfires that expose
housing units. That damage potential is a function of spatial variation in fire occurrence and fire growth
potential (which is simulated by FSim), in conjunction with spatial variation in housing-unit count. To do
this we summed the number of housing units within each simulated fire perimeter, then attributed the
start location of each fire with that number. We then created a smoothed surface that represents the
relative annual number of housing units exposed by fires originating across the landscape (Figure 4).
Even though a small number of large fires account for the vast majority of wildfire area burned (Strauss
and others 1989) it appears that wildfires originating near populated areas are responsible for the vast
majority of the housing-unit exposure. The areas of higher exposure-source tend to fall near where
communities exist.

Discussion
Spatial inequality in housing-unit exposure to wildfire
We show results for the 50 most-exposed communities in both Washington and Oregon, but we
assessed exposure to all 1,005 named communities across the two states. In Washington, the 50
communities most exposed to wildfire comprise only 12% of the 2,196,244 housing units located on or
near burnable land cover in the state. However, those same communities represent roughly 70% of the
cumulative housing-unit exposure. In Oregon, the 50 most-exposed communities comprise only 19% of
the 1,196,187 housing units located on or near burnable land cover, but 80% of the cumulative housingunit exposure. Across both states combined, the 100 most-exposed communities comprise 15% of the
housing units located on burnable land cover but 76% of the cumulative housing-unit exposure.
These results illustrate an unequal distribution of wildfire exposure among human communities—most
of the wildfire exposure occurs in a relatively small number of communities. The unequal distribution
suggests that focusing mitigation efforts on the most-exposed communities is likely to result in the
greatest benefit.
Ownership at source locations of housing-unit exposure
In contrast with other “risk transmission” analyses, we did not focus on the effects of fires originating on
any particular land ownership (e.g., USFS land) on housing-unit exposure. Instead, we identified
locations with greater potential for reaching housing units using a purely spatial approach. When USFS
land ownership is overlaid on this map, it is evident that USFS land is not the dominant contributor to
overall housing-unit exposure in the Pacific Northwest. Fires with potential to affect housing units tend

to start near housing units, and the land surrounding housing units is generally not in USFS ownership.
Exceptions exist, however. Fires originating on some portions of USFS land ownership, especially east of
the Cascade Mountains in Washington, can indeed reach significant numbers of housing units.
More information
The full list of communities in Washington and Oregon and their exposure to wildfire in is available here
as a Microsoft Excel workbook.
Additional detailed spatial information about wildfire hazard and risk to homes in Oregon can be found
at the Oregon Wildfire Risk Explorer.
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Figure 1. Annual burn probability across the states of Washington and Oregon and exposed human
communities in each state. The 50 most-exposed communities in each state are mapped in dark red. The
most-exposed communities tend to be in areas with the highest annual burn probabilities based on the FSim
modeling results.
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Figure 2. Exposure of Washington communities to wildfire. The 50 most-exposed communities (by
cumulative annual housing-unit exposure) are shown as larger gray dots. The top 15 are labeled with the
rank and community name. See Table 1 for the names of the remaining top-50 communities. Smaller gray
dots represent communities not among the 50 most exposed. Only the 382 communities with a mean burn
probability greater than 0.0001 (1 in 10,000) are shown; 245 communities with a lower mean burn probability
are not shown. Axes are shown on a common-log scale (base 10).
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Figure 3. Exposure of Oregon communities to wildfire. The 50 most-exposed communities (by cumulative
annual housing-unit exposure) are shown as larger gray dots. The top 15 are labeled with the rank and
community name. See Table 2 for the names of the remaining top-50 communities. Smaller gray dots
represent communities not among the 50 most exposed. Only the 244 communities with a mean burn
probability greater than 0.0001 (1 in 10,000) are shown; 133 communities with a lower mean burn probability
are not shown. Axes are shown on a common-log scale (base 10).

Table 1. The 50 communities in Washington with greatest cumulative housing-unit exposure to wildfire. The
“mean of exposed housing units” rank indicates the mean (typical) burn probability of housing units within
each community.
Community
Exposure
Ranking

Community Name

Total number of
housing units
exposed to
wildfire

Estimated mean
annual number of
housing units
visited by wildfire

Mean annual
burn
probability

Burn
probability
rank

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Leavenworth
Ellensburg
Selah
Spokane
Wenatchee
Chelan
Goldendale
Tonasket
Cashmere
Omak
Twisp
Deer Park
Clarkston Heights-Vineland
Okanogan
Colville
Cle Elum
Winthrop
Sunnyslope
Brewster
Kittitas
Entiat
Ahtanum
Summitview
Malott
Manson
Springdale
Thorp
Asotin
Riverside
Republic
Mead
South Wenatchee
White Swan
Inchelium
Oroville
Klickitat
Yakima
Naches
Ephrata
White Salmon
Othello
Addy
Kennewick
Newport
West Richland
Spokane Valley
Trout Lake
Cowiche
Terrace Heights
Gleed

4,025
12,204
5,873
58,409
11,864
2,938
3,341
2,343
3,822
4,065
1,364
6,684
3,198
1,947
4,720
1,936
1,095
2,528
1,973
1,952
1,570
2,318
1,361
830
1,670
1,388
757
947
638
1,057
6,614
2,090
1,035
1,022
2,317
734
22,047
1,147
3,623
2,487
3,961
1,157
22,660
3,871
4,889
30,340
814
864
2,960
1,557

43.5
42.3
32.6
26.2
20.4
20.3
17.9
17.5
17.1
17.1
16.4
16.3
15.0
13.8
13.7
13.7
13.3
12.7
12.6
12.5
12.3
12.3
11.5
10.0
9.3
9.2
8.6
8.5
8.4
8.3
8.0
7.8
7.6
7.3
7.3
7.2
7.2
7.1
6.9
6.7
6.5
6.5
6.4
6.4
6.1
6.0
5.9
5.8
5.4
5.4

0.0108
0.0035
0.0056
0.0004
0.0017
0.0069
0.0053
0.0075
0.0045
0.0042
0.0121
0.0024
0.0047
0.0071
0.0029
0.0071
0.0122
0.0050
0.0064
0.0064
0.0079
0.0053
0.0084
0.0120
0.0056
0.0066
0.0114
0.0089
0.0131
0.0078
0.0012
0.0037
0.0073
0.0072
0.0031
0.0099
0.0003
0.0062
0.0019
0.0027
0.0016
0.0056
0.0003
0.0017
0.0013
0.0002
0.0072
0.0067
0.0018
0.0035

11
76
52
165
112
37
55
28
62
65
7
96
59
32
87
33
6
58
41
42
25
56
23
8
51
40
9
18
2
26
126
73
29
31
84
13
176
44
108
91
115
50
178
114
125
186
30
39
109
77

Table 2. The 50 communities in Oregon with greatest cumulative housing-unit exposure to wildfire. The
“mean of exposed housing units” rank indicates the mean (typical) burn probability of housing units within
each community.
Community
Exposure
Ranking

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50

Community Name

Merlin
Redwood
Medford
Bend
Warm Springs
Eagle Point
Redmond
Grants Pass
Ashland
Prineville
New Hope
Terrebonne
Williams
Cave Junction
Wimer
Gold Hill
Chenoweth
Talent
Central Point
Sisters
Tumalo
Selma
Jacksonville
Rogue River
Klamath Falls
Madras
Ruch
Phoenix
White City
Ontario
Glendale
Shady Cove
Burns
La Pine
Eagle Crest
Takilma
The Dalles
Odell
Halfway
La Grande
Foots Creek
Culver
Trail
Mount Hood
Elgin
Mitchell
Hines
Butte Falls
Prairie City
Pendleton

Total number of
housing units
exposed to
wildfire

Estimated mean
annual number of
housing units visited
by wildfire

Mean annual
burn
probability

Burn
probability
rank

4,628
4,451
29,340
41,321
1,362
4,443
13,005
14,718
9,853
9,285
2,616
3,353
1,481
2,049
1,617
2,576
1,650
4,138
6,282
3,336
3,119
1,055
2,132
2,189
12,620
4,408
1,463
3,346
4,186
6,086
1,356
1,804
1,778
6,357
1,565
532
6,032
2,239
619
5,426
683
1,207
763
664
997
310
970
560
650
6,215

34.2
28.9
26.3
23.4
23.0
21.3
21.3
20.6
19.5
17.7
17.7
16.6
15.4
15.2
14.8
14.8
14.8
12.5
12.4
11.3
11.2
10.1
10.1
10.1
9.9
9.9
9.7
9.5
9.4
8.8
8.8
8.6
7.9
6.7
6.6
6.0
5.0
5.0
4.9
4.1
4.1
3.9
3.9
3.8
3.5
3.5
3.4
3.3
3.3
3.2

0.0074
0.0065
0.0009
0.0006
0.0169
0.0048
0.0016
0.0014
0.0020
0.0019
0.0067
0.0050
0.0104
0.0074
0.0091
0.0057
0.0090
0.0030
0.0020
0.0034
0.0036
0.0096
0.0047
0.0046
0.0008
0.0022
0.0067
0.0028
0.0022
0.0015
0.0065
0.0048
0.0044
0.0011
0.0042
0.0112
0.0008
0.0022
0.0079
0.0008
0.0060
0.0033
0.0052
0.0058
0.0036
0.0114
0.0035
0.0059
0.0050
0.0005

21
29
128
145
1
45
103
108
90
92
25
43
9
20
13
35
15
71
91
67
62
12
47
49
134
82
26
75
83
106
28
46
51
120
53
8
132
84
16
138
31
69
41
34
63
7
65
33
21
29

Figure 4. Sources of housing-unit exposure to wildfire across Washington and Oregon and exposed
communities across the two states. The fifty most exposed communities in each state are shown in dark red,
the remaining communities in gray. Dark blue areas of the map tend to produce greater annual housing-unit
exposure.

ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicki Ebel <nebel@mountainvalleytherapy.biz>
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 9:24 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Objection to the Proposed B2H Transmission Line Project

August 21, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St, N.E.
Salem, OR 97301
Sent 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.
RE: Anadromous Fish in Ladd Creek, Union County
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Energy Facility Siting Council:
I am writing in protest of the proposed Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project. I have
many concerns regarding this Transmission Line traveling through the Grande Ronde Valley but
specifically, I am protesting regarding the B2H Draft Proposed Order, the Final Environmental Impact
Statement, and the project’s plan regarding wild and threatened fish.
Both of the proposed routes in Union County for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
project include a crossing of the Ladd Creek and/or its tributaries. Ladd Creek flows approximately
14 miles through the Wallowa Whitman National Forest and private land on the east side of the Blue
Mountains, into the Ladd Marsh Wildlife area, connecting with Catherine Creek and the Grande
Ronde, Snake, and Columbia Rivers.
Historically, there were anadromous fish (steelhead and salmon returning from the ocean) in Ladd
Creek. ODFW has documented that steelhead and salmon used Ladd Creek for
spawning. However, construction of Interstate 84 in the 1970’s stopped the passage of these fish
above the interstate due to a vertical culvert being installed (see Power Point “Ladd Creek Fish
Passage Project - ODOT FTP”).
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Mission is to protect and enhance Oregon’s fish and
wildlife and their habitats for use and enjoyment by present and future generations. The department is
the only state agency charged exclusively with protecting Oregon’s fish and wildlife resources. The
state Wildlife Policy (ORS 496.012) and Food Fish Management Policy (ORS 506.109) are the
primary statutes that govern management of fish and wildlife resources.
The B2H Draft Proposed Order (page 9-10 of draft Fish Passage Plan in ASC Exhibit BB, Attachment
BB-2), states that Ladd Creek and its tributaries contain only local fish (trout), but that status has
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changed due to major culvert work along and under the I-84 interstate in the last 4 years. As a
result, the information contained in the B2H Draft Proposed Order is incorrect and out of compliance
with Oregon and Federal statutes.
In 2015, ODOT completed a 2-year project to replace culverts that previously had blocked fish
passage in the creek and at the I-84 crossing of Ladd Creek (see
https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/csp/mediapool/sites/LaGrandeObserver/LocalState/story.csp?cid=
4108250&sid=824&fid=151).
According to ODFW Fish biologist Tim Bailey, in the year after completion of the fish passage project
(2016) a steelhead redd was documented above the culvert, upstream from the freeway.
ODOT has continued this fish passage project in 2019 along with plans for freeway reconstruction
and additional traffic lanes (see https://www.constructionequipmentguide.com/odot-works-to-improvei-84-fish-passage-in-ladd-canyon/45648). Construction has resulted in costs over 32 million dollars,
and the list of agencies and individuals in support of this costly fish passage project include ODFW,
Union County Board of Commissioners, The Grande Ronde Model Watershed, the US Army Corps of
Engineers, Senator Jeff Merkley, Senator Ron Wyden, and the National Marine Fisheries Service
(see https://www.oregon.gov/odot/projects/pages/project-details.aspx?project=20381) and ([PPT]
Ladd Creek Fish Passage Project - ODOT FTP).
An entire watershed is protected when it is determined that it contains federally threatened or
endangered fish species. Idaho Power in its application and the B2H Draft Proposed Order have
failed to incorporate information regarding identification of the habitat category or locations which will
be impacted by the proposed B2H powerline development. Critical habitat is specifically identified in
the federal law recording the listing of threatened species (ESA). The current application and site
certificate fails to include requirements that would assure that the state is complying with federal laws
in providing habitat protection for listed species (salmon and steelhead).
The B2H Draft Proposed Order contains the following outdated information:
1. In Table 1. Road-Stream Crossing Ownership, Risk Summaries, Proposed Crossing Types,
and Fish Passage Information Idaho Power names 5 waters in the Ladd Creek area (page 911 of draft Fish Passage Plan in ASC Exhibit BB, Attachment BB-2) with stream
crossings. The report states that the only fish in these waters are resident fish. This
information is now incorrect.
2. The B2H Draft Proposed Order states that for all of Ladd Creek and its tributary streams that
“No new ODFW fish plan anticipated.” (page 9-11 of Attachment BB-2). It cannot be
overemphasized that this information is now incorrect.
3. The alternative route Idaho Power has chosen will necessitate a 3a/3b (page 11 BB-2) design
change for a bridge crossing on Ladd Creek if this route is chosen, this will trigger an ODFW fish
passage plan to be implemented (OAR 17 412-0035) based on Oregon Administrative Rules
(OAR) 635-412-0020. Again, the B2H Draft Proposed Order information is now incorrect.
Because of the change of status of the fish population in Ladd Creak, the B2H Draft Proposed Order
is out of compliance with several Federal and State laws including:
1. ORS 509.580 through 509.910: Fish Passage; Fishways; Screening Devices; Hatcheries Near
Dams
2

2. OAR 635-41-0005 through 635-412-0040: Fish Passage
3. Oregon Forest Practice Administrative Rules and Forest Practices Act, OAR Chapter 629
(ODF 2014)
4. Forest Practices Technical Note Number 4, Fish Passage Guidelines for New and
Replacement Structures (ODF 2002)
5. Fish and Wildlife Mitigation Policy (OAR 635-415-0000), which states that :
a. The mitigation goal if impacts are unavoidable, is no net loss of either habitat quantity or
quality and to provide a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality.
(b) The Department shall act to achieve the mitigation goal for Category 2 habitat by
recommending or requiring:
(A) Avoidance of impacts through alternatives to the proposed development action; or
(B) Mitigation of impacts, if unavoidable, through reliable in-kind, in-proximity habitat
mitigation to achieve no net loss of either pre-development habitat quantity or quality.
In addition, a net benefit of habitat quantity or quality must be provided. Progress
towards achieving the mitigation goals and standards shall be reported on a schedule
agreed to in the mitigation plan performance measures. The fish and wildlife
mitigation measures shall be implemented and completed either prior to or concurrent
with the development action.
(c) If neither 635-415-0025(2)(b)(A) or (B) can be achieved, the Department
shall recommend against or shall not authorize the proposed development action.
In conclusion, aside from many other concerns regarding the environmental impact, the B2H Draft
Proposed Order contains an improper evaluation of the potential short and long term negative
impacts to the fish habitat in the Ladd Creek drainage, including surrounding creeks, given the fact
that species listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act are now returning to Ladd
Creek, with their numbers expected to increase in upcoming months and years.
Sincerely,
Nicki Ebel
2510 East M Ave
La Grande, Or
97850
nebel@mountainvalleytherapy.biz
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Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St, 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.
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I respectfully request that this letter protesting issuance of a Site Certificate for the proposed Boardman
to Hemingway Transmission Project be entered on the record.
Specifically, the applicant has failed to acknowledge the presence of a Federal and State-listed,
Threatened species, and has failed to identify Category-1, Critical Habitat.
The Draft Proposed Order (DPO), p. 304, lines 20-26, fails to list Bull Trout, a listed State-Sensitive
Threatened Species, also listed as Threatened by USFWS. OAR-345-021-0010 (1)(p) requires
identification of all fish and wildlife at the proposed location, and identification of habitat classification
categories, as set forth in OAR-635-415-0025, in order to comply with OAR-345-022-0060, requiring
identification of habitat categories and required mitigation. The applicant has failed to comply with
these requirements!
The Grande Ronde river watershed contains a well-documented population of Bull Trout. By statute,
wherever a portion of a watershed contains a Threatened or Endangered species, the entire watershed is
under federal protection. The Grande Ronde river watershed encompasses the entirety of Union county,
and the majority of Wallowa county. As evaluated in the DPO, ASC Exhibit P, suitable habitat used by
state-listed Threatened and Endangered species is designated pursuant to ODFW's Habitat Mitigation
Policy, and EFSC's Fish and Wildlife Habitat standards, as Category-1 Habitat, where any impact, direct
or indirect is prohibited. There is NO mitigation for Category-1 Habitat!
The DPO, p. 304, line 32, through p. 307, line 21, acknowledges that there will be impact, but is unable
to quantify it. Since any impact is prohibited, the magnitude of impact becomes irrelevant.
The applicant has failed to meet the requirements for issuance of a Site Certificate contained in OAR345-022-0080, as noted above.
In view of the fact that sufficient recovery of the Bull Trout population to remove its Threatened status
is reliably estimated to be a matter of decades, issuance of a Site Certificate should be denied, with
prejudice!

Sincerely,

Printed Name: Molly Eekhoff
Address: PO Box 2961, 802 O Ave., La Grande, OR 97850

Kellen Tardaaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301

August 21, 2019

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 G5 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 ¼ 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: Molly Eekhoff
Address: PO Box 2961, La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 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@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: 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. 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 OAR
354-022-0090, or 345-022-0080, Scenic resources. EFSC Must Deny the Site Certificate!

_______________
Signature
Printed name: Molly Eekhoff
Mailing address: PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 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@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: Chairmen Beyeler and Members of the Council
I 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 ½ 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: Lat 44.813762 Long -117.750194 or 44⁰ 48’ 48.26”N 117⁰ 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. It is a BLM ACEC area managed for public tourism
b. It is 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,

______________
Signature
Printed Name: Molly Eekhoff
Mailing Address: PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 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.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:
1. Idaho Power failed to provide noise estimates for the lay down areas and incorrectly
determined they were not required to do so.
2. Idaho Power failed to include all sources of noise as required by OAR 340-035-0035 in
noise modeling done on all sites which were not previously used.
References:
OAR 340-035-0035
The exception to requiring noise impacts from sources listed in subsections (5)(b) - (f), (j),
and (k) does not apply to developments on sites not previously used. When a lay down
area, or other development is located on a site not previously used, the rule states “Sources
exempt from the requirements of section (ii) 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 must provide noise monitoring results for all lay down areas or other areas
where these types of noise will occur in areas not previously used.
Site Condition needed:
The applicant will complete noise modeling which includes the noise sources identified in
OAR 340-035-0035 for all areas where development will occur on sites not previously
used. The uses are contained in OAR 345-035-0035(5)(b) - (f), (j), and (k).
For any site exceeding the noise standards, the developer will obtain a waiver from the
property owner prior to the start of construction, or establish through all available means
of mitigation that the location will not exceed the noise standard.
When applying another agency’s rules, the Oregon Department of Energy and Energy
Facility Siting Council do not have the authority to make unique interpretations of common
terms like “infrequent”. The Oregon DEQ as the agency responsible for the rules must

provide any interpretation if indeed one is needed beyond the dictionary and common use
of the term.
Noise surveys have not been completed, and it has not been established that the project
will be able to meet the requirements of the standard, therefore, the site certificate must be
denied.
Sincerely,

______________________________________
Signature
Printed Name: Molly Eekhoff
Mailing address: PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 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
B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
As I understand it, the applicant did not complete noise modeling on multiple noise
sensitive properties within ½ mile of the development as required by OAR 340-0350015(38). In fact, the closest noise modeling was performed at Hilgard, the junction
of I-84 and 244, about 8 miles air miles away, with a train track near by. Applicant
could scarcely have chosen a site less representative of the absolute silence typical of
the Morgan Lake setting.
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…” Solitude, of course, suggests an absence
of distraction from external stimuli including noise. Campers often comment on the
tranquility of the park where a 5 mph speed limit is enforced to limit noise, and no shooting or
motorized craft are allowed on the lake. Even when the campground is full, it’s possible to
picnic or hike beside the lake in absolute silence.
Noise Sensitive Property is “property normally used for sleeping, or normally used as schools,
churches, hospitals, or public libraries. Obviously the noise corona of popping, humming
transmission lines will interfere with the silence campers have every right to expect in a
natural setting.
This transmission line is planned to be sited within 500’ west of the park boundary,
which would place it easily within less than 1/5 of a mile of overnight camp sites.
The applicant’s ASC should be denied until all required and adequate noise modeling has been
performed.

________________________
(Signature)
Name: Molly Eekhoff
Address: PO Box 2961, La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 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
Email: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
Morgan Lake Park, analyzed as part of the Morgan Lake Alternative - (Attachment T-3, Table T2, p. T-3-2; Table T-3-1, p. T-13) and Summary of Impacts, pp. T-27-28, 43, (T-4-51-56),
inaccurately describes features of the park itself and severely underestimates the permanent
impact of development on this unique city park.
See OAR 345-021-0010 (1) (T) (A) (B) (D) & OAR 345-022-0100
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)
Page 62 (T-57) refers to “extensive work in the siting study of the Morgan Lake Alternative.”
That is doubtful 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. In their
application, Idaho Power 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 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 park.”
In reality, one tower would dominate the entrance to the park, all 130’ 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.
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, might ever intrude]…”
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 of “no significant
impact.”

____________________________________
Signature
Name: Molly Eekhoff
Mailing Address: PO Box 2961, La Grande, OR 97850

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@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.

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 8th 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_ORWA_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,

___________________________________________
Name: Molly Eekhoff
Address:

PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR. 97850

August 21, 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
(c) …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.”
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.” IPCs 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 I84 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.
I appreciate your consideration and your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

____________________________________
Signature

_Molly Eekhoff_______________________________________
Printed Name:

Mailing Address: PO Box 2961, La Grande, OR 97850
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August 21, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
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 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 ¼ mile (1,320 ft.)

of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The Iowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing ¼ 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 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.

_______________________________________________________ _____Molly Eekhoff_____________________________________
Signature
Printed Name
Mailing Address: PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR 97850

August 21, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
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 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 ¼ mile (1,320 ft.)

of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The Iowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing ¼ 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 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.

_______________________________________________________ _____Molly Eekhoff_____________________________________
Signature
Printed Name
Mailing Address: PO Box 2961
La Grande, OR 97850
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Attached is a letter regarding the B2H project. Thank you!
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August 20, 2019
Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
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 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 tha0.5"t 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.
Current studies associated with valuing the carbon sequestration activities of forests as well as the
undisturbed land with the additional weeds, grasses and soil indicate its highest value may be its positive
impact on climate change. The Oregon legislature recently was poised to enact a carbon tax on activities
that release carbon dioxide to the atmosphere. Idaho Power ignores that cost in terms of estimating the
tons of carbon dioxide the construction and operation of the B2H project would release into the
atmosphere.
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. Additionally, “border trees” next to the cleared area will be weakened due
to the lack of protection provided by sheltering trees and therefore subject to damage or destruction.
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 ¼ mile (1,320 ft.)
of field fence is $1,108.53 plus the cost of building it. The Iowa State University Extension identified 2011
costs for constructing ¼ 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 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.

Signature
Mailing Address:
P.O. Box 864
Union, Oregon 97883

Printed Name: Albert J. Farmer
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Alan Feves <Alan@feves.com>
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B2H DPOComments * ODOE
[Fortimail Spam Detected] B2H DPO

August 21, 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 Chairman Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I am a long term resident of Pendleton, I wish to express my concerns about Exhibit U (3.5.6.2 and 3.5.6.5) and
the negative impacts the B2H line could have on fire and flood protection to the residents of Southwest La
Grande, particularly if the Alternate Route is adopted.
I would submit that this project is in violation of Oregon Administrative Rule 345-022-0110, which requires
that the construction and operation of the facilities
“are not likely to result in significant adverse impact to the ability of public and private providers within the
analysis area described in the project order to provide: sewers and sewage treatment, water, storm water
drainage, solid waste
management, housing, traffic safety, police and fire protection, health care and schools” (italics mine).
Fire Protection: I am glad that Idaho Power acknowledges the fire risks in their Draft Protective Order, as in
Exhibit U-3.5.6.2 (p. U-24): “Most activities will occur during summer when the weather is hot and dry. Much
of the proposed construction will occur in grassland and shrub-dominated landscapes where the potential for
naturally occurring fire is high. Project construction-related activities, including the use of vehicles, chainsaws,
and other motorized equipment, will likely increase this potential risk in some areas within the Site Boundary.
Fire hazards can also be related to workers smoking, refueling, and operating vehicles and other equipment
off roadways. Welding on broken construction equipment could also potentially result in the combustion of
native materials near the welding site.”
This is noteworthy because in the Morgan Lake area or the hills to the south and west of La Grande, where the
proposed construction would take place, fire would likely be catastrophic, with hundreds of homes located
down the canyons of Mill Creek and Deal Creek. In addition, Grande Ronde Hospital, La Grande High School,
and Central Elementary School all lie a short distance from the mouth of Deal Canyon. Note that both canyons
lie to the south or west of town; prevailing winds in this region come from those directions, and the downvalley wind effect common in late afternoons and evenings would carry the flames directly down these
drainages. As a result, the 1973 Rooster Peak wildfire burned over a large section southwest of town, coming
within a quarter-mile of Grande Ronde Hospital (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4036445151/recalling-the-fire-of-august-1973).
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In Idaho Power’s own application, JB Brock, Union County Emergency Manager, states that “volunteer fire
departments (rural fire protection districts) have a hard time finding volunteers due to budget constraints,
similarly to budget constraints at the state and federal level. The wildland fires are getting bigger and cost
more to fight. He stated that during construction it would be challenging in a rural location for ambulance
calls. It would require local coordination of emergency response plans. Operation of the project has the
potential for impacts. He stated that the project (transmission line) could limit the ability on initial attack if fire
fighters have to wait for power lines to be de-energized.” (U-1C-6)
Idaho Power’s application also acknowledges that “Most of the fire districts within the analysis area comprise
volunteers, and in some cases, it takes considerable time to collect and mobilize an entire fire crew. In
addition, much of the analysis area includes open remote lands where access is limited. A fire in one of these
areas may not be immediately identified. However, once a fire has been identified, the fire districts
responding to requests for information have indicated that average response times range from about 8 to 40
minutes, depending on the location (Table U-10).” (p. U-16)
However, the Table U-10 claims that response times for Union County Rural Fire Department range from 4 to
8 minutes (p. U-17). This is an absurd claim for Morgan Lake, a narrow gravel road which gains over 1,000 feet
of elevation in less than 2 miles. Starting from its origin at the end of Walnut Street, a vehicle would have to
travel up this hill at an average speed of almost 30 miles per hour to reach Morgan Lake in four minutes—a
speed which would be unsafe on this road for even a passenger car, let alone a fire engine. This does not take
into account the approximately two additional miles from the La Grande fire station to the base of Morgan
Lake Road.
Storm Water Drainage and Flood Protection: In addition, road building, blasting, and earth moving activities
threaten to cause erosion and sedimentation in the south and west hills, worsening the possibility of flooding
in the Mill Creek, Miller Creek, and Deal Creek drainages. Deal Creek and Miller Creek areas have flooded in
recent years, causing flooded basements, washed-out driveways; this happened at our house on March 23,
2019, as a result of flooding of a creek known to locals as “Miller Creek.” Miller Creek is so small it is not even
shown on topographic maps (it only shows as a drainage); yet it caused $800 worth of damage to our
driveway, eroded streets and gutters, and deposited gravel throughout the neighborhood. As a result of this
same flood, La Grande city crews spent major time monitoring and repairing flooding on Mill Creek in the area
of C Avenue (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/newsroomstafflist/7079739-151/waters-rising).
Idaho Power claims to mitigate storm water drainage in Exhibit U, 4.1.3 (p. 27), yet they plan to build a new
road a short distance away and directly uphill from the same site that flooded our home earlier this spring, as
shown by the following map (upper center, the road which begins at Modelaire St.). Since Miller Creek is not
even shown as such on existing topo maps, it is unlikely that they are even aware of the topography of this
area or the potential for flood damage downhill from their proposed road:
https://boardman2hemingway.blob.core.windows.net/maps/03_Union/Map_51.pdf
This is not the only such incident in recent memory. On May 25, 2011, major floods swept through La Grande
and caused flooding along B, C, M and N as well as Alder Street, resulting in both the city and county declaring
a state of emergency. Streets were damaged, basements were submerged, and some residents had to be
evacuated (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4083593-151/county-city-move-forward-withemergency-declarations). “Norm Paullus, director of La Grande Public Works, said water poured out of the Mill
Creek and Gill Creek drainages in La Grande's South Hills district, clogging pipes and spilling into southside
streets, including B, C, M and N avenues, and Alder Street. Some families reported flooded basements. . . The
west end of C Avenue and driveways in that area were washed out, Paullus said. No injuries were reported,
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but people in some neighborhoods were evacuated and damage to southside homes and outbuildings was
extensive.” (https://www.lagrandeobserver.com/localstate/4083480-151/rain-swollen-creeks-flood-streetshomes)
In summary, the B2H transmission line poses significant threats to the southwest hills of La Grande in terms of
fire risk, particularly in Mill Creek canyon directly downhill from Morgan Lake. They also are likely to
exacerbate problems with storm water drainage in the west hills, increasing the likelihood of seasonal flooding
resulting in damage both to private property (homes, basements, and driveways) and to city streets in this
part of town. As such, they would be in violation of OAR 345-022-0110, and thus I recommend that the Council
reject the proposal to construct this line.
Sincerely,

Alan Feves
304 NW Furnish
Pendleton OR 97801
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Hearing
June 18, 2019

Input on Draft Proposed Order for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Line
Page 22
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testimony.
Department staff will track the time for each
commenter, and the commenter should be able to view how
much time is remaining. If the commenting time ends and
the commenter is still speaking, if we have some free
time I will let you continue; I won't just cut you off.
But we will transition to the next speakers as soon as
reasonably possible.
Please be respectful of the allotted time and
the other speakers. If I or a Council member asks for a
clarification or questions the commenters, the time will
be stopped for the question and response and then
restarted to provide the commenter with the full time
allotment.
Any requests made to EFSC will be brought up
at the conclusion of the public testimony opportunity of
the hearing.
Today's hearing as well as all of the public
hearings on the Boardman to Hemingway draft proposed
order are being documented by a certified court
reporter, and there will be transcripts of the testimony
made available after the completion of the public
hearings. We're also recording the hearing today. The
presentations, written comments, and oral testimony are
part of the decision record for the proposed facility.
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5:04 p.m. All speakers please provide your name and
address for the record at the beginning of your
testimony.
I'm going to call up at this point the first
two, and they were the order that they were given to me,
the first one is Isaac Martinez, and then the second to
come up will be Carl and Julie Morton.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Isaac isn't here. He
wants to be on the list. He wants to be contacted.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: He wants just to
receive notice?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: The next lucky
person is Roger Findley, and following Mr. Findley we'll
hear from Gary Pearson.
MR. ROGER FINDLEY: Good evening. It's an
honor to have you here in Ontario. It's not very often
we get visitors from all over the state to this part of
eastern Oregon.
I'm Roger Findley. I'm the chairman of Stop
Idaho Power. It's an organization in Malheur County.
And this is a letter that I'm reading on behalf of Stop
Idaho Power.
"Dear EFSC, In September, 2008, many
landowners in Malheur County were notified by letter
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We are ready for the next slide.
Pursuant to OAR 345-015-0220(5)(a) and (b),
please note the following: "A person who intends to
raise any issue that may be the basis for a contested
case must raise the issue in person at the hearing or in
a written comment submitted to the Department of Energy
before the deadline stated in the notice of the public
hearing," which we've said is July 23rd of this year.
"A person who intends to raise any issue that may be the
basis for a contested case must raise the issue with
sufficient specificity to afford the Council, the
Department of Energy and the applicant an adequate
opportunity to respond, including a statement of facts
that support the person's position on the issue."
To raise an issue in a contested case
proceeding, the issue must be: Within the Council's
jurisdiction; raised in writing or in person prior to
the close of the hearing record, or close of the comment
period, which is July 23, 2019; raised with sufficient
specificity to afford Council, the Department of Energy,
and the applicant an adequate opportunity to respond.
To raise an issue with sufficient specificity,
a person must present facts that support the person's
position on the issue.
We will now begin the public testimony. It is
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1 from Idaho Power that it had filed a Notice of Intent
2 with EFSC to build a 5,000 [sic] kilovolt power line
3 from Hemingway, Idaho, to Boardman, Oregon, better known
4 as the B2H line. Idaho Power was on a 'fast track' with
5 the proposed power line and planned on construction in
6 2012 with power flowing in 2013. Proposed in the B2H
7 route were 54 miles of line in Malheur County all on
8 private land with 38 miles going over prime farm [sic]
9 land designated as Exclusive Farm Use or EFU. The
10 landowners immediately met and organized Stop Idaho
11 Power (SIP), which has about 300 members. The one and
12 only stated goal of SIP was 'to keep the B2H power line
13 off EFU land in Malheur County.' SIP started having
14 meeting with Idaho Power trying to convince them the
15 power line was in the wrong location. After a series of
16 meetings, Idaho Power reconsidered its position and
17 halted its Notice of Intent and initiated meetings with
18 all concerned landowners," government officials,
19 "government agencies, environmental groups and others to
20 determine the best route for the B2H power line. Though
21 it has taken" many "years...to get back to this point in
22 the process, the B2H power line through Malheur County
23 has met 90 percent of SIP's goal. There are two areas
24 SIP would like to see a different route for B2H. One is
25 near Adrian [Oregon] where B2H crosses EFU land."
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Someone is going to comment on that later. "The
alternative route," called the Double Mountain, does
cross "the Owyhee Wild and Scenic River. Someone has
decided that Wild and Scenic Rivers is a higher priority
than EFU land, both have to be addressed in EFU [sic]
criteria. The other...concern is Northwest of Vale
[Oregon] where the B2H [power line] again crosses EFU
land. The alternative route there crosses Sage Grouse
habitat. Again, both EFU and Wildlife habitat are
points that have to be addressed by EFSC. Again someone
has decided that Sage Grouse habitat is a higher
priority than EFU land. SIP is asking EFSC to evaluate
ORS 345-20-10 which defines what EFU land is and the
protection it is afforded. We also ask for EFSC to
evaluate ORS 215.275 which lists the criteria that
[does] allow the power line such as B2H to cross EFU
land.
"In summary, SIP is generally well pleased
with Idaho Power for stopping the fast track process in
2010 and listening to all the stakeholders. Through a
collaborative [process] we have devised the best
possible route for the B2H power line through Malheur
County. SIP would like to see Idaho Power go ahead and
construct the power line. Most...members of SIP are
engaged in farming. With pressure from the Clean Water
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might be a stranger to you folks, I assure you I'm not a
stranger to this project or, in fact, Idaho Power.
I'm a long-time resident of Malheur County,
and I've been involved as a concerned citizen with the
B2H project for over 10 years. That involvement
includes being in the first meetings with officials from
Idaho Power outlining our reasons for resisting their
original planned route for the 500-kV power line. I was
on the citizens advisory panel set up by Idaho Power,
which resulted in numerous additional meetings with
Idaho Power which finally resulted in an alternative
route that would avoid Malheur County exclusive farm use
agricultural land.
I have testified in front of several
government entities, including a government hearing in
Salem. I am a board member of the nonprofit entity
known as Stop Idaho Power. That group was instrumental
in the decision by Idaho Power to institute the claims
advisory process in the first place.
The only reason I am outlining my history with
this project is to document for the record the fact that
I parrot the same exact issues that Roger Findley just
outlined involving the entire process, and as well as
the fact that the area near Adrian and north of Vale,
the line is still going across some acreage that is
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Act, many acres of EFU land are [now] being converted
from surface flow...to either" drip or sprinkler
irrigation. "Making this switch requires energy to run
pumps and motors. Also SIP understands that the greater
Boise area is experiencing a booming population growth.
Both these factors together contribute to greater
consumption of electrical power each year. Though some
of this increased demand has been met through the use of
renewable energy...such as wind and solar, irrigators
need power 24/7...not only when the wind blows or the
sun shines. SIP applauds Idaho Power for looking into
the future and trying to provide for our needs.
"Sincerely, Roger Findley."
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you,
Mr. Findley.
Just before we hear from Mr. Pearson, the next
one up after Mr. Pearson will be Jay Chamberlin.
And Mr. Findley, for the record, if you could
please state your address.
MR. ROGER FINDLEY: 3535 Butte Drive, Ontario,
Oregon.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Mr. Pearson, your name and address.
MR. GARY PEARSON: Thank you.
Hello. My name is Gary Pearson. And while I
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classified as EFU land.
And I further want to document the fact and
get on record that after 10 years of effort involving
hundreds of hours of time, I do not want to be shut out
from further proceedings and/or hearings down the road
if they become necessary.
I would also like to applaud Idaho Power in
having the wisdom to listen to the citizens of Malheur
County, and work with us to change their original plan
and work to find an alternative route that would avoid
damaging the Malheur County agricultural industry, which
is basically our only industry. We are very, very close
to that goal.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Pearson, if you
would please just add your address for the record.
MR. GARY PEARSON: I live at 654 King Avenue,
Ontario, Oregon 97914.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MR. GARY PEARSON: If you'd like a copy of
this, I would like to give you a clean copy. This looks
like a road map because I made many changes in the last
10 minutes.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Before we hear from
Mr. Chamberlin, the next up is Irene Gilbert.
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