B2HAPPDoc8-129 DPO Public Comment_Flick R 2019-07-27 to 08-05

1375

B2HAPPDoc8-130 DPO Public Comment_Flynn 2019-08-14 to 08-19

1378

B2HAPPDoc8-131 DPO Public Comment_Foss 2019-06-18 to 08-21

1381

B2HAPPDoc8-132 DPO Public Comment_Fouty 2019-08-20

1387

B2HAPPDoc8-133 DPO Public Comment_Fraser 2019-07-22

1394

B2HAPPDoc8-134 DPO Public Comment_Fratzke 2019-08-21

1396

B2HAPPDoc8-135 DPO Public Comment_Freeman S 2019-08-21

1409

B2HAPPDoc8-136 DPO Public Comment_Frewing 2019-08-15

1411

B2HAPPDoc8-137 DPO Public Comment_Garlick 2019-08-06

1480

B2HAPPDoc8-138 DPO Public Comment_Garlitz 2019-08-15

1481

B2HAPPDoc8-139 DPO Public Comment_Garrison 2019-08-19

1550

B2HAPPDoc8-140 DPO Public Comment_Gaylord 2019-06-22

1554

B2HAPPDoc8-141 DPO Public Comment_Geer 2019-08-22

1558

B2HAPPDoc8-142 DPO Public Comment_Gilbert 2019-06-18 to 08-22

1567

B2HAPPDoc8-143 DPO Public Comment_Giles 2019-08-22

1701

B2HAPPDoc8-144 DPO Public Comment_Giller 2019-08-19

1712

B2HAPPDoc8-145 DPO Public Comment_Gillis 2019-06-20 to 08-10

1716

B2HAPPDoc8-146 DPO Public Comment_Goddard 2019-08-20

1724

B2HAPPDoc8-147 DPO Public Comment_Goldstein 2019-08-19

1726

B2HAPPDoc8-148 DPO Public Comment_Gould 2019-08-05

1732

B2HAPPDoc8-149 DPO Public Comment_Grammer 2019-06-20

1733

B2HAPPDoc8-150 DPO Public Comment_Gray D 2019-08-21

1734

B2HAPPDoc8-151 DPO Public Comment_Gray J 2019-08-21

1737

B2HAPPDoc8-152 DPO Public Comment_Gray M 2019-08-21

1740

B2HAPPDoc8-153 DPO Public Comment_Gulzow 2019-08-15

1742

B2HAPPDoc8-154 DPO Public Comment_Haggerty 2019-06-20

1811

B2HAPPDoc8-155 DPO Public Comment_Hall 2019-06-13

1813

B2HAPPDoc8-156 DPO Public Comment_Hampton B 2019-07-19

1814

B2HAPPDoc8-157 DPO Public Comment_Hampton C 2019-07-19

1834

B2HAPPDoc8-158 DPO Public Comment_Hampton P 2019-07-19

1854

B2HAPPDoc8-159 DPO Public Comment_Hampton R 2019-07-19

1874

B2HAPPDoc8-160 DPO Public Comment_Hampton T 2019-07-19

1894

B2HAPPDoc8-161 DPO Public Comment_Hancock 2019-08-20
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teresa Flynn <tflynn70@gmail.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2019 3:34 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Site Certificate

Concerning the subject of Idaho Power application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission
Project. We are not in favor , and oppose this project. Idaho cannot comply with the State Standards. Therefore EFSC
must deny the site certificate. We have spent the majority of our lives in Oregon. Now we have retired in Washington
State.
Teresa Flynn 610 Taylor Rd. # 1813 Kalama, Wa. 98625 -tflynn70@gmail.com- 360-6733646
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because you don't get to respond to the decisions of the
Council directly. And the Department of Energy has made
it increasingly difficult for the public to access the
Energy Facility Siting Council members.
So you add to that the fact that there's no
reasonable time to review these proposed orders, and
you're talking about 600 pages in the draft proposed
order. These issues, and it's not the complete list,
came from 25 pages. I guess it was actually 24 pages of
that draft proposed order. So go figure.
Do I have any more time left?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You have 23 seconds.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: I was going to add a bunch
of other things. The developer has ignored things like
protected lands. There are three federal mitigation
sites at Ladd Marsh; they choose not to even mention
them. They ignore federal threatened and endangered
species protections. They will not provide any
protection of them. They don't honor the tribes and the
treaty agreements.
You've approved things as far as where the
views amount to someone floating on Wild and Scenic
River and looking up to energy development that's a mile
away, and seeing a bunch of turbines while you're on the
Wild and Scenic River.

1 District. The Joint Committee manages the Owyhee Dam on
2 the Owyhee River along with two hydroelectric power
3 plants. One of the power plants is located at the base
4 of the Owyhee Dam and the other plant is located at the
5 head of the irrigation tunnel near the Owyhee Dam.
6
The Joint Committee operates and maintains a
7 69-kV transmission line which transmits power from the
8 Owyhee hydroelectric facilities to Idaho Power's power
9 grid system. The hydroelectric power plants were
10 partially funded by loans through the Department of
11 Energy. The 69-kV transmission line will be crossed by
12 the proposed 500-kV line somewhere to the east of
13 proposed milepost 256.
14
The Joint Committee requests additional
15 language be added to the draft proposed order to require
16 Department of Energy staff and irrigation districts'
17 staff be consulted on tower and line placements near the
18 intersections of the power lines and canals, tunnels,
19 and access roads.
20
The Joint Committee members share the same
21 concerns expressed tonight, that you've heard tonight on
22 the proposed placement on EFU lands.
23
Thank you.
24
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
25
Following Mr. Jordan we will have Jim Foss.
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As far as the placement of these, in Union
County, we have 80 percent on private land, we have
55 percent, federal land. So I could go on. I will go
on but not in this format.
So thank you for the time. You will get all
of the statutory references.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you,
Ms. Gilbert.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Before we hear from
Mr. Horton, the next one is Frank Jordan.
SECRETARY CORNETT: For the record, Council
Member Betty Roppe joined, so we do have a quorum at
this point in time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Mr. Horton, if you want to start with your
name and address.
MR. MICHAEL HORTON: I'm Michael W. Horton.
My address is 106 Main Street, P.O. Box 1565, Nyssa,
Oregon 97913. I want to welcome Council to eastern
Oregon.
I'm secretary of the Joint Committee of the
Owyhee Project. The Joint Committee consists of
representatives from Owyhee Irrigation District,
Ridgeview Irrigation District, and Gem Irrigation

1
Mr. Jordan, if you'd state your name and
2 address, please.
3
MR. FRANK JORDAN: My name is Frank Jordan. I
4 live at 3370 Old Stage Road in Westfall.
5
I own property west of Vale that the power
6 line will be crossing. And my main concern is the power
7 line is basically using our driveways as their access
8 roads. We have a home within one-eighth of a mile of
9 the power line. We have fields that it's crossing. An
10 irrigation pond within feet of where they propose to
11 cross.
12
And I have not been contacted at all by Idaho
13 Power to come out and look at where they are putting the
14 line. No one from Idaho Power has come out. No one
15 from Oregon Department of Energy has been on my property
16 to look where the line is going. I find this kind of
17 disturbing that Idaho Power or the Oregon Department of
18 Energy would basically put a line somewhere without
19 actually going out and talking to the landowners and
20 seeing exactly where the line is proposed. That's my
21 only comment.
22
Thank you.
23
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
24
After we hear from Mr. Foss, will be followed
25 by Arnold Tropf.
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Mr. Foss, your name and address, please.
MR. JIM FOSS: My name is Jim Foss. My
residence is at 774 Pheasant Road, Adrian, Oregon. Is
that it?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You're good to go.
MR. JIM FOSS: Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen.
The place in question isn't my home place. We
have another -- we have other property just off the
Owyhee River, off of Owyhee Avenue and Rock Springs
Road. And the power, the transmission line started out
above us, and then they changed it to come directly
across us, and put a tower in the middle of our center
pivot irrigation system. And they finally came out and
realized the irrigation system went around there and
they couldn't put the tower.
We've been told they were not going to put the
tower there, that's just verbal, and that they would put
a tower above us on private ground. And in talking to
the neighbors, they put another tower across the Owyhee
Avenue Road and stretched the lines down across our
irrigation system of our property. And the irrigation
system is a T-L Grand irrigation system, GPS-navigated,
state-of-the-art -- we run it with our phones or can -system. And it has a rover arm on it that will go out
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Guidelines For the Installation and Operation of
Irrigation Systems Near High Voltage Transmission Lines,
Bonneville Power Administration, Transmission
Maintenance & Electrical Effects, February 15, 2002. Of
course, I won't read it all to you; we'd be here all
night.
Safe Working Practices. If the pivot point of
a circular irrigation system is near or under a
transmission line, the irrigation system could acquire
an electrostatic charge during operation. To prevent
this electrostatic charge buildup, the pivot point
should provide a good electrical ground" -- which we
have -- "for the sprinkler system. This will eliminate
electrostatic shock nuisances during operation.
"This electrical ground, however, does not
eliminate hazards due to inductive coupling between the
transmission line and the sprinkler pipe. With the
irrigation system near or under the transmission lines,
the pipe could rotate to two locations parallel or
nearly parallel to the transmission line." Similar with
wheel lines, they talk about wheel lines in here, too.
"It is recommended that personnel not touch
the sprinkler pipe or its supporting structures when the
system is operating under or parallel to...the
transmission line."
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and catch the corners and then come back in. Again,
it's GPS navigated.
So the concern is that the pivot, the
irrigation system crosses in two places underneath this
transmission line. And I have documentation from T-L
engineers, and I'll read part of the statement, that
they're concerned about losing the RTK fix, which is
they have to have a fix to navigate the system, and it's
self-steering. Again, it's off of GPS.
And so they state that if the pivot system has
unshielded span cable, which is typical for T-L
Irrigation pivot control such as point control or
precision point control, which is what we have, the
magnetic field-induced voltage on the span cable could
interfere with control signals, especially the end tower
speed center signal or Garmin GPS serial lines. This
would be true especially if the pivot spans are parallel
to overhead lines directly above the pivot. That goes
on to unshielded buried cable, which we do not have.
So it will virtually stop the pivot, it will
veer off track. And then its safety shuts off and it
will stop the irrigation system. I'm talking this one
pivot that the line is going over. So that's a big
concern of mine.
I'd like to touch on this one page, it's
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Okay. "With the sprinkler pipe parallel and
close or under the transmission line, the inductive
coupling between the transmission line and the sprinkler
boom can result in hazardous shock currents if a person
touches the system while the boom is connected to the
pivot point."
So when we put the system in, we were by law
mandated to have a licensed electrician do this, and
then we were inspected so that this would not be
happening, my understanding of it. And now, they're
wanting to drape this transmission line over the top of
it and tell me that I can't -- now, the pivot may, it's
vulnerable to be stuck, whether water runs to one spot
and it gets stuck. So if it does get stuck under the
transmission line, I can't touch the pivot, I can't
touch the machine. It virtually puts me out of
business. And that's my concern.
I've had a concern about the EFU but we've
pretty well beat that up, and I believe everybody -there is an alternative route; they just chose to come
back over onto the landowners. If this goes across,
it's assuming that they're able to get tower sites on
private landowners above me and below me. Because, of
course, they can't span clear across the valley.
And as far as wild and scenic, they're
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1 crossing the Owyhee River going through me. The Owyhee
2 River, in my eyes and pretty much anybody that lives
3 around there in that area, is wild and scenic, ladies
4 and gentlemen. We have deer and we have turkeys, wild
5 turkeys and pheasants, quail, all of that, just like
6 they do up the river. But we have people making their
7 livings and taking care of their -- pay their taxes and
8 things as well.
9
And so that's my concern of crossing over our
10 ground on the Owyhee.
11
VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: Ms. Webster, may I ask
12 a question of Mr. Foss?
13
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You may.
14
VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: The first three
15 speakers that we had, Roger Findley, Gary Pearson, and
16 Jay Chamberlin, talked about crossing agricultural land
17 in the Adrian area. Is this your land that they were
18 referring to?
19
MR. JIM FOSS: This is a Nyssa address, but it
20 is, I'm assuming -- and that's all I can do -- I believe
21 it's coming across over the hill, and we live on the
22 Idaho side of the Snake River but we're in Oregon. So
23 it's not there in Adrian; it's a Nyssa address. It's
24 Rock Springs Road and Owyhee Avenue, which goes to the
25 dam, right up the Owyhee River.
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today, and I've heard quite a bit about it, and there's
been quite of bit of friction about it.
And looking at this map where the line is
supposedly going to cross, it looks to me like on
Cline's Hill, around Cline's Hill there east of Harper;
am I right? Am I correct?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: I can't answer the
question.
MR. ARNOLD TROPF: Well, anyway, where it
crosses 20/26 there between Vale and Harper.
I've been wondering why they can't just
completely eliminate going into farm ground. Going
south with the line, going pretty close to the mouth of
the Owyhee Canyon, cross the canyon, go over toward,
what, Blackjack Mountain and go over and hit that Glen
Bridger transmission line and use the right of way right
there and follow that transmission line right toward
Murphy, and then drop down into Murphy. Why can't they
do that rather than even to come close to this farm
ground?
And I heard that they had restrictions there.
They've got restrictions for ATVs and stuff. What's
more important? We've got to get what's most important
here figured out.
And it looks to me like they can bring that
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VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: But where this pivot

1 line down through there west of Mitchell Butte and Chalk
2 Butte and go across the mouth of the canyon there where
MR. JIM FOSS: Where the pivot is, yes. It's
3 the siphon goes across and go south and hit the Glen
crossing quite a bit of private ground or different
4 Bridger transmission line, follow that Glen Bridger line
private ground owners there, two, maybe three. I'm not
5 right over into Idaho and drop right down into Murphy.
real sure. I'm one of them where they've dog-legged the
6 Now, it sounds to me like that's a no-brainer.
thing down in here and then come across this versus the
7
So I think we better get our maps out and
alternate route that they have to go stay out on the
8 study things because this doesn't make sense to even
BLM. If I'm understanding the maps right.
9 have to come into farm ground and have a problem with
VICE CHAIRMAN JENKINS: Thank you.
10 litigation.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
11
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: And I will just
MR. JIM FOSS: You're welcome.
12 refer us back to what Ms. Tardaewether said at the
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Just a reminder, if 13 outset, which is that the EFSC is not talking about
there's anybody who hasn't filled out a green form that
14 reconfiguring at this point; it was the application came
does want to give public comment tonight, please fill it
15 forward with the sites for the transmission lines. And
out.
16 the EFSC's job is pretty much a thumbs up/thumbs down on
Following Mr. Tropf we will hear from Timothy,
17 the route that has been provided.
I think is it Froesch or Froesch?
18
MR. ARNOLD TROPF: So it's all cut and dried
MR. TIMOTHY FROESCH: Yes.
19 then on where you're going to put this line?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Mr. Tropf, if you 20
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: There is a proposal
could, provide your name and address, please.
21 for a line that the EFSC will either approve or not
MR. ARNOLD TROPF: Yes. I'm Arnold Tropf. I 22 approve.
live at 404 Main Street, Adrian, Oregon.
23
MR. ARNOLD TROPF: So that's all I got to say,
I would like to thank you for including me in
24 but it sounds to me like they done the figuring wrong
this oral discussion. I just heard about this meeting
25 when they lined this thing out.

is?
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Comments related to B2H
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Please accept the attached comments from Suzanne Fouty into the B2H record.
Thank you.
Suzanne Fouty
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August 20, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019.
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I have lived in Baker County for the last 17 years and I am a recently retired Forest Service
hydrologist/soils specialist. My comments will focus on concerns related to soil productivity,
existing and future above and below ground carbon sequestration, carbon dioxide emissions,
climate change, monitoring of effects and reclamation efforts.
To summarize, the project is in direct opposition to the State of Oregon’s efforts to proactively
do its part for addressing climate change (OGWC 2018a, 2018b) and should not be approved.
A review of Exhibits I, K and Y make clear that this project will have a negative, long-term
impact on climate by reducing soil productivity, removing existing above ground stored carbon,
accelerating the decomposition of below ground carbon, and generating carbon dioxide
emissions during the construction process and as a result of construction activities. We have
ample past evidence (super fund sites, Forest Service roads left unmaintained, old mine shafts,
hydroelectric dams without promised fish passage etc.) to know that what IPC promises will
happen, will not actually happen. Money dries up, priorities change, funds are not sufficient for
the work needed, staff are not allowed time to monitor, staff changes and historical knowledge of
monitoring and reclamation commitments end up on a shelf gathering dust and forgotten or in
court with people attempting to get commitments fulfilled. Therefore, rather than travel the same
tired road, using up valuable energy, time and resources, the EFSC should not approve the
project and stop it before destructive construction begins.
Specific concerns related to project are described below.
1. Carbon dioxide emissions and OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(y)
In Exhibit Y (Section 3.1, p.Y-1), IPC states that OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(y) regarding carbon
dioxide emissions does not apply to the Project because "the Project does not include a base
load gas plant, does not include a non-base load power plant, and will not emit carbon dioxide."
However, IPC should not be exempt from complying with OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(y) because
the construction of the transmission line will result in large amounts of carbon dioxide emissions.
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Actions in the project that will generate carbon dioxide emissions are found in Exhibit K,
Attachment K-2. In this Attachment, IPC states that they will harvest timber and burn or
masticate the slash along the ROW depending on the fuel loads (p. 12-15). The timber harvest,
as well as any vegetation removal along ROW and for roads and buildings, will speed up below
ground plant decomposition and further contribute to carbon dioxide emission. Given that soil
carbon has been identified as representing a substantial portion of the carbon found in terrestrial
ecosystems (Ontl and Schulte 2012), actions that release it back into the atmosphere are of
concern and will contribute to climate change. IPC also plans to build roads and structures
which will result in carbon dioxide emissions. All of these activities are directly tied to the
project and necessary for the project to be completed (connected actions). Therefore, the project
should be held accountable to OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(y) and the existing application is
incomplete and should not be approved.
2. The project is not in alignment with Oregon’s climate goals.
The project is not in alignment with Oregon’s climate goals because it will have a cumulative
negative effect on climate. The Oregon Global Warming Commission’s 2018 Forest Carbon
Accounting Report (OGWC 2018a) directly addresses forest harvest and fire as carbon sources
and has identified the importance of intact forests as carbon sinks. Under ORS 468A.250(i), an
accurate forest carbon accounting is required to meet the directive to the Oregon Global
Warming Commission (OGWC) to "track and evaluate the carbon sequestration potential of
Oregon's forests, alternative methods of forest management that can increase carbon
sequestration and reduce the loss of carbon sequestration to wildfire, changes in the mortality
and distribution of tree and other plant species and the extent to which carbon is stored in treebased building materials."
Because the project effects are in opposition to Oregon’s climate goals, the project should not be
approved.
3. IPC has not addressed or quantified the amount of existing and potential future carbon
sequestered above and below ground lost as a result of this project.
The project will release an unknown amount of carbon back into the atmosphere and decrease
soil productivity in the disturbed areas. The loss of soil productivity will limit future carbon
sequestration potential. Carbon sequestration in plants and in the soil is an important strategy for
helping to address climate change (Ontl and Schulte 2012) and so needs to be maximized as a
climate change strategy. Consequently, the project is counter to Oregon’s climate goals as
described in the Oregon Global Warming Commission’s 2018 Biennial Report (OGWC 2018b).
Because the application is incomplete (no carbon storage and loss analysis) and in opposition to
Oregon’s climate goals, the project should not be approved.
4. Restoring soil productivity
The information and language is deliberately vague. Absent in the application is any discussion
of what soil factors will be quantified to determine pre and post disturbance productivity. Absent
also is any discussion of who determines if the soil restoration is sufficient or how close is close
2
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enough. Will compensation be a one-time payment or ongoing to account for lost future
potential?
IPC understands that restoring soil productivity to its prior condition after disturbance is not
economically feasible. This understanding is evident in the language they use in Exhibit
K/Attachment K-1 (see examples below), language that puts limits on what they are obligated to
do to restore productivity. Phrases such as “as nearly as possible” and “reasonably restore” allow
IPC to be in full compliance with what they said they would do (i.e. as nearly as possible;
reasonably restore). Their frequent references to compensation suggests that this will be their
chosen approach since restoration of soil productivity is costly, time consuming and difficult, if
not impossible in some cases (e.g. loss of top soil due to erosion). Yet what does “reasonably
restore” mean? Reasonable to whom and for what?
Attachment K-1, Section 7.0: Efforts to minimize impacts to agricultural lands
P. 28: Land used during construction of the transmission line will be restored, as nearly as possible,
to former productivity (p. 28).
p. 36: IPC together with the landowner…, will strive to schedule activities to minimize impacts and
identify reasonable measures to restore agricultural land to its original productivity.
Attachment K-1, Section 7.3: Mitigation Actions
P. 37: IPC will reasonably restore the land to its former condition or compensate each landowner, as
appropriate, for damages and/or impacts to agricultural operations caused as a result of Project
constructions (Attachment K-1, p. 37).

In Exhibit I, tables I-5 and I-9 identify 4347.6 acres of “temporary” disturbances and 756.9 acres
of permanent disturbance for a total of 5704.5 acres. As the table below shows, the soils in the
proposed disturbance area have a high erosion potential. A permanent loss of soil productivity
can be expected with its corresponding loss of carbon sequestration potential. This is in addition
to the permanent compaction impacts as a result of both permanent and temporary roads, despite
restoration efforts of the temporary use roads.
Erosion Factors
(from Tables I-5, I-9 in Exhibit I)
Highly Wind Erodible
High K Factor (easily detached soil particles)
Low T Factor (soil loss tolerance)

Total acres
(temporary and permanent
disturbance
1265.5
2918.6
2708

% of total area disturbed

22%
51%
47%

Soil loss or reduced productivity is a long-term impact with financial and ecological costs.
These long-term financial impacts include loss of the opportunity to benefit from any carbon
sequestration program, loss of agricultural productivity, and an increase in soil and plant
sensitivity to climate conditions such as drought. The loss of below ground organic matter due to
the project will lead to a decrease in the water-holding capacity of the soil (important feature
given climate change) and in nutrients. These losses in turn contribute to decreased soil
productivity, plant growth, and the ability of disturbed areas to sequester carbon. While
3
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separating out topsoil from subsurface soil may prevent mixing, topsoil key soil structure and
organic matter will be lost in the process of removing and piling it. Soil permeability and
porosity and organic matter are factors that influence the movement of water and nutrients
needed for plant recovery. Therefore, the productivity of the top soil will have decreased
considerably from it pre-disturbance condition.
During my 16 years plus years with the Forest Service I looked at a number of roads that the
agency defined as temporary. These roads were temporary only in the context of access and use,
not in terms of its footprint and impact on the landscape. Years after “temporary” roads were
closed with some attempted mitigation, many remain drivable in a personal vehicle. Therefore,
use of the word “temporary” in reference to roads or other construction related activities is
incorrect. All of the soil mitigations proposed by IPC are used by the Forest Service (e.g.
mulching, seeding, scarifying, ripping of roads) with very limited success at restoring the soil’s
productivity and vegetation. The impacts have lasted.
Finally, while erosion and sediment control measures may meet local, county, state, and federal
guidelines, what is important is their effectiveness. Top soil lost to erosion cannot be replaced
and represents a permanent impact with long-term community impacts. As I repeatedly saw
while working for the Forest Service, you can meet a “standard or guideline” but still not
effectively protect soil productivity and vegetation. Given the limitations of what is possible in
terms of restoring soil productivity, the importance of protecting existing soils and the expected
impacts of the project, the project should not be approved.
5. Carbon sequestration is a land use.
The application lacks an analysis of carbon sequestration as an important land use. It is not
mentioned in either Exhibit K (Land Use) or Exhibit I (Soil Protection). Yet it has large
economic benefits related to maintaining and improving agricultural yields and ecological
benefits related to helping mitigate climate change impacts. Efforts to mitigate climate change
means that there will be increased value in altering land use practices to improve the amount of
above and below ground carbon stored. As such it represents an up and coming land use. The
project will negatively impact over 4000 acres of potential carbon sequestration area and
therefore should not be approved.
6. The Economic Impacts to Agricultural Operations (Attachment K-1, Section 6.0).
IPC undervalues the economic impacts and future losses to agricultural operations because the
economic analysis is based only on current use types, not future use types. It ignores the lost
future economic benefits of carbon sequestration to agricultural operations where the potential to
become quality trade areas in Carbon cap and trade efforts is high. The value of sequestering
carbon is expected to become a priority as Oregon works to meet it climate change goals.
Therefore, the economic analysis is incomplete and the project should not be approved.
7. IPC has incorrectly limits the analysis area to the 20,750.5 acres and ignores the project’s
cumulative effect on climate change.
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The analysis area is too small for the project’s impact on climate change and must be expanded
to an appropriate scale for a proper cumulative effects analysis to occur. The expansion of scale
is required because the impacts of lost existing and future above and below ground carbon
sequestration, lost soil and soil productivity, and carbon dioxide emissions have a cumulative
effect when added to other existing actions influencing greenhouse gas emissions and carbon
sequestration potential (i.e. deforestation, loss of wetlands).
IPC has expanded the analysis area in other places and should do so related to the project’s
impacts and contribution to climate change. For example, when assessing the significance of
impacting high values soils in the project area, they expanded their comparison area from the site
boundary to the County-scale to make the point that only 0.05% of high value County soils
would be impacted due to construction (Exhibit I, table 1-7). However, while the overall value
may be small when compared at the County or State scale, it ignores the cumulative effects of
the loss of high value farm land from other actions within the state and worldwide. It incorrectly
treats these impacts as separate, unconnected activities and incorrectly infers that the project has
no cumulative effect on soil productivity, agricultural yields, and carbon sequestration potential.
They need to take a similar scale increase approach when presenting the permanent (or
foreseeable future) loss of forest and its carbon sequestration and cooling properties. While the
amount of forest lost due to the project is small when assessed at the County or State scale, the
loss is additive to the other ongoing effects of forest loss. There are already die offs of trees
occurring due to climate change which increase in scale with each passing year. These die offs
will release additional carbon into the atmosphere, exacerbate the tendency towards larger, more
frequent and higher intensity wildfires, and increase the potential for soil erosion and loss of soil
productivity. The impacts of increased tree mortality are already being seen due to insects and
disease which thrive in hotter temperatures and longer growing seasons.
In summary, IPC has inadequately analyzed the effects of their project because they have too
narrowly defined the area and nature of the impacts and their cumulative effect. Any cumulative
effects analysis must include the impacts of decreased existing carbon sequestration and future
potential carbon sequestration, because the effects of decreased soil productivity and carbon
sequestration related to the project overlap in time and space with the impacts of other human
land uses changes and interact synergistically with them.
8. Mitigation Measures (Exhibit I, Section 3.6) and Soil Monitoring (Exhibit I, Section 3.7)
As a retired Forest hydrologist/soils specialist, I have seen firsthand that promises made in
project decision documents are rarely met regarding monitoring of effects and reclamation or
restoration efforts. As stated in the beginning, money dries up, priorities change, funds are not
sufficient to the work needed, staff are not allowed time to monitor, staff changes and historical
knowledge of monitoring and reclamation commitments end up on a shelf gathering dust and
forgotten. The Forest Service knows that monitoring of project effects and use of that
information to direct future projects or do adaptive management will not happen. In some cases
they include monitoring in their Decision documents with the best of intentions. However, in
many cases it is simply a box they must check with the unspoken intent to mislead the public and
legal system.
5
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While IPC may have the best intentions now, we can expect a pattern similar to that observed
during my time with the Forest Service. As power demands and power generation technologies
change, the transmission line, already an obsolete approach, will only become more so. As a
result, IPC can expect its revenue to change, likely decreasing, and with that reduction or change
in priorities, reclamation and monitoring of the project will decrease or be dropped. The result
will be impacts that exceed what they predict for the project.
Conclusion
Climate change makes the project’s centralized power grid approach and old outdated
technology vulnerable to climate and human disruptions with regional economic and ecological
consequences. IPC has ignored emerging issues and new science related to climate change and
the importance of carbon sequestration. They are overly optimistic about their ability to restore
lost soil productivity and maintain a monitoring and rapid response effort over the long-term.
They have minimized the difficulty of restoring soil productivity once organic matter has
decomposed and soil structure lost, and ignored the carbon dioxide emissions related to the
project.
Once again, one has only to look at the Forest Service for examples of what is really going to
happen if this project goes forth. In the case of the Forest Service, roads that are supposed to be
maintained become rutted and impassable and livestock range monitoring becomes every 5, 10,
or 50 years despite documents saying there will be annual monitoring with appropriate
management changes. Prescribed burns targets designed to decrease wildfire intensity and
spread are not met because of weather, budget or wildfires that take the needed personnel away
to fight wildfires. IPC and this project will be no different. It is time for Oregon to move
forward and address its energy needs and climate change concerns in a more proactive,
ecologically and economically sound way. Denying the Site Certificate is an essential step. If
Oregon is to meet its climate change goals, then the Energy Facilities Siting Council Must
Deny the Site Certificate.
Sincerely,

Suzanne Fouty
2518 Valley Avenue
Baker City, OR 97814
References:
OGWC (2018a). Forest Carbon Accounting Project Report
OGWC (2018b). 2018 Biennial Report to the Legislature for the 2019 legislative session.
Ontl, T. A. and Schulte, L. A. (2012) Soil Carbon Storage. Nature Education Knowledge 3
(10):35 https://www.nature.com/scitable/knowledge/library/soil-carbon-storage-84223790/
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Dale Mammen <dmammen@eoni.com>
Thursday, August 15, 2019 5:53 PM
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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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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:

S GM <garlick2@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, August 6, 2019 10:09 AM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Boardman to ID power lines

I attended a meeting on this subject in Pendleton earlier this year and brought up a concern about fire fighting
capability in the area southeast section path through Oregon. There was not a good answer.
I worked as an education specialist assigned to schools including Boardman all the way to Vale, so I am very
familiar with the transmission route. I also own property in Santa Rosa, CA that was within striking distance,
but for a wind change, of the devastating fire in 2017. It has been ruled that the cause of that fire was PGE
power lines.
The route has little rain, spread out habitation, and, as was attested to at the meeting, limited or no
firefighting infrastructure. I witnessed a fire along I84 that was burning with no oversight or attention. I pulled
into the nearest rest stop, but had no idea where to call to report.
We as a nation and planet need to change how we supply ourselves with energy. The gorge has wind farms
and a large solar panel array was installed outside Pendleton last year. If this area has a need for additional
power, why are we selling to a neighboring state? And frankly, why have they spent years putting this deal
together rather than developing their own local clean energy?
The Boardman power plant is dangerous and is finally closing down. I worked with children born into a family
with three healthy older siblings born elsewhere. My students were born in Boardman with extensive birth
defects.
However, now “PGE is buying extra hydropower to make up for the coal-plant closure for the first five years.”
OPB Jan. 7, 2019 Oregon is obviously not overflowing with excess power. Do not continue this massive
disruptive and potentially dangerous power transfer.
S Garlick
Sent from my iPhone
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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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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:

Marie Gaylord <marie.gaylord@gmail.com>
Saturday, June 22, 2019 12:34 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Stop B2H Transmission Line

Hello,
I am writing out of concern for both the projected routes of this transmission line and it being built at all. There
are three proposed routes that go near where I live in La Grande, OR. The blue line goes through a black bear
den sight that has successfully raised cups for the last two years. This is also a haven for deer and elk to birth
their fawns and calves as the attached pictures show. All three lines will affect elk and deer migration which
would have to pass directly under all of the proposed routes to get from Ladd Marsh and the Grande Ronde
Valley to their summer grounds high in the mountains. The elk and deer come to these mountainous areas to not
only give birth, but raise their young, and breed. There are few scientific studies that have been done to
definitively say how this transmission line will affect elk migration, but they do show that elk calving is
negatively effected by the presence of transmission lines.
Furthermore, I have personally seen wolves on Glasshill Rd numerous times starting in 2017. If wolves are now
denning in this area, then they should be considered in the construction and route of this transmission line. The
predator prey relationship is just reestablishing itself after years of overhunting and mismanagement, and
adding a this line into the mix will set back this recovering ecosystem.
Other animals to take into consideration is the Columbia Spotted Frog which I have seen in the both the
headwaters of Sheep Creek and in Morgan Lake which is close to the blue route. These are sensitive species that
require wetland habitat especially for developing egg masses and juveniles. Most adults live in running water or
permanent wetlands which are becoming more and more fragmented and destroyed. Their numbers have seen a
significant decrease in the last 50 years and will be negatively impacted by not just the building of the
transmission line but the warm temperatures associated with clear cutting near streams and other bodies of
water. Because Sheep Creek is an intermittently flowing stream, a decrease in Large Woody Material (LWM)
recruitment would have a greater negative impact on water retention and temperature regulation. Sheep Creek
flows into Rock Creek that then flows into the Grande Ronde River. If we reduce shade coverage created by
trees and reduce the potential of LWM recruitment, then water temperatures will rise making the stream
uninhabitable for these amphibians.
Moreover, because Sheep Creek is part of the Grande Ronde Watershed, it should be protected due to its
contribution to ESA listed fish spawning habitat. Rock creek is a perennial stream that helps maintain the
Grande Ronde River temperature especially during the peak summer months, and if Rock Creeks and two of its
tributaries (e.g. Sheep Creek and Graves Creek) will be clear cut at multiple locations then this watershed will
see a significant reduction in productivity. It is possible that ESA listed fish such as Bull Trout are using Rock
Creek and eDNA should be done on this creek and its tributaries to see which fish species are present. In
addition, the reduction in LWM and root mass will increase unstable banks causing erosion and an increase in
sediment. Erosion can lead to flash floods and early spawning fish and amphibians to have their eggs and egg
masses more easily swept away. The increase in sediment is a large contributor to both fish and amphibian eggs
being smoothed and not hatching, thus further reducing productivity.
Lastly, migrating waterfowl that require deeper lakes such as Morgan Lake (especially the smaller lake)
provides needed respite and save haven. Species such as Common Loons and grebes use this area in spring and
1

fall migration. This is one of only two locations (the other being Thief’s Valley Reservoir) in which Common
Loons are seen in this area. A transmission line would be an impediment on their yearly migration to and from
Canada and would ultimately cause bird deaths.
I hope these points will be considered when choosing to continue this projects and which route is chosen.
Sincerely,
Marie Adele Gaylord
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Please find my comment, attached
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August 22, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
Via email B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/2019
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council;
I am a Botanist/Ecologist who has worked in eastern Oregon for over 20 years; although employed by
Wallowa Whitman National Forest, I write to you today as a Union County citizen and landowner. I have
reviewed Idaho Power Company’s (IPC’s) amended Application and offer the following comments for
the consideration by the council in their decision on the pending Application for Site Certificate.
With regards to Exhibit P, IPC’s “Noxious Weed Plan” (DPO Attachment P 1-5) is vastly inadequate and
presents a threat to Oregon’s native plant communities/wildlife habitat, promotes risk from wildfire,
and presents a public menace. Oregon statute 569.180 (Noxious weeds as public nuisance policy)
states, “In recognition of the imminent and continuous threat to natural resources…noxious weeds are
declared to be a public nuisance and shall be detected, controlled and, where feasible, eradicated on all
lands in this state.” Chapter 569 of Oregon law covers weed
control https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors569.html including obligation of land
occupant:
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.
Excellent comments were provided in “B2H Noxious Weed Plan Comments” by a large group of weed
professionals, submitted by Brian Clapp of Union County. The document states, “The County Weed
Supervisors of Morrow, Umatilla, and Union counties met with the Oregon Dept. of Ag and Tri-County
CWMA on August 22, 2O17 to go over the B2H Attachment P1-5 Noxious Weed Plan. In conjunction
with comments from previous meetings with Malheur and Baker county weed supervisors, the following
list of concerns was developed…” IPC’s Noxious Weed Plan of 2018 (Attachment P1-5) does NOT include
the suggestions made by the weed managers.
The foremost finding by weed managers in 2017 was that IPC illegally excludes themselves from
responsibility for the FULL list of weeds. In 2018, IPC’s Weed Plan still only obligates IPC to control
weeds in Class A and Class T lists. It is widely recognized that these weed “Classes” are determined
according to agricultural priorities, not according to which weeds are the biggest threats to natural
areas. Treating only Class A and T, a shorter list of weeds which are not very common, is especially
devastating for natural areas, i.e. the vast majority of the proposed B2H routes. Any invasive plant can
devastate an area- regardless of which “list” it is on. In fact, Class B and C weeds are generally the worst
weeds and tend to be those which are spreading most aggressively and to more areas, thus threatening
and ultimately devastating the most native habitat. The Weed Managers state, “Every landowner and

land manager is responsible for the control of ALL state and county listed noxious weeds on their
property/ ROW. Whether the weeds have been here for 50 years or don't show up till the 20th year of
Operation, lPC will be held responsible for the control of noxious weeds in the areas they manage-the
same as everyone else.” IPC has offered nothing in response.
As an example of serious weeds that would be excluded according to IPC, two of the worst weeds which
occur in Union County, Leucanthemem vulgare (ox eye daisy) and Rosa rubiginosa (sweet briar rose) are
NOT included in Table 1 of the Weed Plan “Designated Noxious Weeds”. These species are listed in
Union County Class B http://union-county.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Union-County-Weed-List2019-and-cost-share-Ad.pdf. Other “Class B” list weeds include sulphur cinquefoil, whitetop, diffuse and
spotted knapweed – all among the very worst noxious weeds, present in the proposed areas of
disturbance and certain to spread to currently intact native plant communities, should B2H construction
proceed. These weeds, which are even now devastating thousands of acres of native plant
communities, would not be treated under IPC’s Weed Plan – and neither would any of the other dozens
of species on Class B and C lists, not to mention new invasives, which take some time to be added to a
list. Union County Class “B” list alone includes 24 noxious weeds. Other landowners are required to
follow County and State laws and control ALL noxious weeds. Why should Idaho Power be exempt?
Weed Surveys provided in Exhibit P-1 part 2a and b are misleading; many species which would NOT be
controlled by IPC under their “Weed Plan” were included in the surveys. Surveys were done between 38 years ago, a very long time in terms of weed spread! Surveys done so long ago using an outdated list
and in such an artificially limited area are not acceptable.
In addition to exempting themselves from the full list of weeds, IPC’s Post Construction treatments is
otherwise ridiculously limited and unacceptable. In fact I could not believe the State Weed Program
would sign off on it. Perhaps they did not. No comments were provided in DPO Attachment 3,
“Reviewing Agency Comments”. Here is an excerpt from the IPC 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.
Anyone who has tried to control weeds will realize that by treating weeds only once per year, many will
be missed and weeds will spread. Further, noxious weeds cannot be “successfully controlled” in 5
years. My observations of disturbed areas on both public and private lands show that weed treatment
and monitoring must continue in perpetuity to keep those areas weed free. An Alberta study by Cole et.
al. in 2007 concluded, “Eradication attempts usually involve mechanical removal to prevent seed spread,
followed by a systemic, residual herbicide treatment well beyond the infestation site. The key to the
extirpation of these invasive plants is the on-going locating, marking, monitoring and managing by the
municipalities, agricultural field men and land owners…” The treatment that IPC proposes fail in all ways;
they are neither “on-going” nor do they extend “well beyond the infestation site”. If there is any
marking, monitoring and managing, IPC will be long gone and leaving that burden to residents and

County and State. It seems ludicrous that IPC be allowed to appeal to ODOE after 5 years to claim areas
of the “Project” had “successfully controlled weeds”- and then be exempted from further responsibility-- while invasives return as soon as herbicide treatments cease.
In the same unreasonable vein, the Plan further states, “if control of noxious weeds is deemed
unsuccessful…IPC will coordinate with ODOE regarding appropriate steps forward,” including “request a
waiver from further noxious weed obligations”. Essentially IPC comes by once per year for 5 years at
most, inevitably fails in weed control, and is ultimately not responsible. Landowners and County are
burdened with more weed control, and our ever-shrinking valuable native plant communities are
compromised or eliminated, leaving native animals without habitat.
IPC’s Plan further states they are not responsible for “areas outside of the right of way (ROW)”. Weed
sites immediately outside areas of potential disturbance are nearly certain to but would not be recorded
or treated! Noxious weeds spread quickly, often exploding exponentially in a single season. IPC is
proposing a HUGE area of disturbance; their responsibility should not be limited to the ROW.
As IPC has proposed only annual treatments, one can surmise they would use primarily residual
herbicides. Residual herbicides may seem like the answer to the dilemma of weeds constantly in seed
production. Herbicides such as aminopyralid and imazapic have become the herbicides of choice for
many species. I have been using these herbicides for years now and have found they prevent
germination for up to 3 years following application in eastern Oregon. This means germination of native
plants as well as weeds. Bare spots are created where weeds once were. Revegetation by anything at
all is prevented. After 2-3 years when the soil born chemical is reduced, weeds pioneer the site. In
addition, native plants next to the weeds can die as a result of root uptake of the herbicide even though
they were not sprayed directly. When using aminopyralid, willows, aspen, conifers (especially larch) and
desirable native forbs in certain families are often killed in this way. Successful revegetation very
unlikely. Since IPC is proposing to treat weeds for only 5 years, it is very likely a couple of treatments
using residual herbicides would suppress weeds for that time, only to explode on the – now bare—areas
once occupied by valuable native plants.
In summary, IPC’s Noxious Weed Plan does not comply with Chapter 569 of Oregon law. IPC denies
responsibility for control of most weed species, denies responsibility for weed control after 5 years,
controls weeds only annually, and even allows them a waiver when control has failed. EFSC should
reject the Weed Plan and Application. As a condition of re-applying, IPC should be required to post a
bond to secure weed management for the lifetime of the project, which they claim is 45 years. Much is
at stake, and there is no going back when thousands of acres of native plant communities are lost to
invasives.

Sincerely,
Susan Geer
906 Penn Ave.
La Grande OR 97850
susanmgeer@gmail.com
541-963-0477
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B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Fuji Kreider
Comment on rare plant and plant communites
Geer_EFSC_comment_rareplants_2019.docx

Find attached
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August 22, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
C/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/2019
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council;
In my previous letter I wrote to you outlining problems with Idaho Power’s Noxious Weed Plan, part of
their amended Application for Site Certificate. Here I offer comments on the implications for rare plants
and State-listed priority unprotected plant communities, should IPC’s Amended Application be accepted.
First of all, I was dismayed to learn that Oregon Department of Agriculture Rare Plant program did not
provide comments (DPO Attachment 3, Reviewing Agency Comments). Upon contacting Oregon’s Rare
Plant Co-coordinator, I learned that no funding was provided to him for that task! It is a tremendous
oversight and disservice to Oregon’s rare plants, to have no State involvement in an application with
such HUGE potential impacts to Oregon’s rare plants and habitats.
The Threatened and Endangered Species Standard at Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 345022-0070 provides:
To issue a site certificate, the Council, after consultation with appropriate state agencies,
must find that:
(1) For plant species that the Oregon Department of Agriculture has listed as threatened or endangered under
[Oregon Revised Statute (ORS)] 564.105(2), the design, construction and operation of the proposed facility, taking
into account mitigation:
(a) Are consistent with the protection and conservation program, if any, that the Oregon Department of
Agriculture has adopted under ORS 564.105(3); or
(b) If the Oregon Department of Agriculture has not adopted a protection and conservation program, are
not likely to cause a significant reduction in the likelihood of survival or recovery of the species

Furthermore, Site Certificate applicant requirements OAR 345-021-0010(1)(q) requires Exhibit Q include
the following:
(A) Based on appropriate literature and field study, identification of all threatened or endangered species listed
under ORS 496.172(2), ORS 564.105(2) that may be affected by the proposed facility.
(B) For each species identified under (A), a description of the nature, extent, locations and timing of its occurrence
in the analysis area and how the facility might adversely affect it.
(C) For each species identified under (A), a description of measures proposed by the applicant, if any, to avoid or
reduce adverse impact.
(D) For each plant species identified under (A), a description of how the proposed facility, including any mitigation
measures, complies with the protection and conservation program, if any, that the Oregon Department of
Agriculture has adopted under ORS 564.105(3).
(E) For each plant species identified under paragraph (A), if the Oregon Department of Agriculture has not adopted
a protection and conservation program under ORS 564.105(3), a description of significant potential impacts of the
proposed facility on the continued existence of the species and on the critical habitat of such species and evidence
that the proposed facility, including any mitigation measures, is not likely to cause a significant reduction in the
likelihood of survival or recovery of the species.
(F) concerns only animals
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(G) The applicant’s proposed monitoring program, if any, for impacts to threatened and endangered species.
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To say that IPC meets these requirements is a stretch of the imagination!
First of all, an incomplete and outdated plant list was used in surveys. Exhibit P, Attachment P1-2
Revised Final Biological Survey Workplan, 3.2.1 “Agency Survey Requirements” states that ODA
“requires that state-listed threatened and endangered species, which appear on ORNHIC List 1 and have
the potential to occur in the project area, be considered for survey…Regardless of land ownership,
suitable habitat for sensitive plants will be identified during the pre-survey vegetation mapping phase
and refined during the species-specific surveys. Appendix C-2 provides information on sensitive species
with the potential to occur within the project area.”
In fact, the State entity which maintains the state list is ORBIC, not ORNHIC. Appendix C-2 is undated and
contains only 8 of the 64 State T & E plants listed by ODA in 2019
(https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/rare-species/ranking-documentation/vascular-plant-ranks). The
likely conclusion is that most current State T & E plant species were not included in surveys. Also,
strangely, neither OR/WA BLM, nor USFS Region 6, which jointly participate in ISSSP (Interagency special
status/sensitive species program https://www.fs.fed.us/r6/sfpnw/issssp/agency-policy/) are mentioned
at all! Instead, Idaho State BLM program plant are listed in Attachment P1-2, Appendix C-2. ISSSSP list
was updated in 2015 and again in 2018; apparently none of those revisions were acknowledged by IPC in
their surveys.
Exhibit Q part 3.4.2.3 “Summary of Potential Adverse Effects to Plants” finally mentions using 2016
agency data “BLM (2016), ORBIC (2016a), IDFG (2016),and USFS (2016) databases, along with field
survey data results (see Exhibit P1, Attachment P1-7A, Biological Surveys Summary Report), were
combined in GIS to generate species occurrence information”. These references to 2016 lists appear to
have only been added post-survey and hardly make up for the fact that IPC sponsored surveys
themselves did not use proper or updated plant lists.
While I realize this a review of State mandates, not federal ones, all agencies purport to co-operate with
each other in the effort to manage rare species to avoid further listing. Failing to use updated plant lists
reflects negatively on IPC, and failure to survey for ISSSSP species reflects negatively on both IPC and the
State of Oregon. It is incredible to me that the BLM and USFS have signed off on this (2018 Record of
Decision). I believe this is a gross oversight. It is imperative EFSC halt this faulty process immediately
and require ODA Rare Plant Program involvement and comments and surveys for ISSSP list plants!
Secondly, in contrast to the wording in (OAR) 345-022-0070, no State listed plants have a conservation
program in place. Undoubtedly, this is because the State has not yet developed the programs. IPC does
not propose any either. In addition, no critical habitat is named for any of the species. The State has
apparently not found time or funding for ODA to address this; IPC does the bare minimum and does not
provide any conservation program or critical habitat either. To add insult to injury, IPC does not propose
any monitoring programs (as suggested) for impacts to T&E species!
Even with inadequate plant lists and little access to private lands, 5 State listed T&E plant species (DPO
Exhibit Q) were found in surveys of the B2H “analysis area”. IPC claims “only” two of these rare species
(Mulford’s milkvetch and Snake River goldenweed) will suffer “direct impacts”, by blading with heavy
equipment. IPC claims that,” Avoidance and minimization measures …described in Section 3.5.4” will
“mitigate” impacts. Upon reading 3.5.4 we find that this consists of “minimum buffer of 33 feet
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between the disturbance and the edge of the T&E occurrence”. Habitat for these plants will be
completely fragmented and a buffer of 33 – or even a few hundred--feet will not stop invasion by
noxious weeds. OAR 345-022-0070 says the design, construction and operation of the proposed facility, following their “Noxious Weed Plan” IPC stops treating weeds after 5 years, leaving T&E plants to be
overwhelmed! T&E species will suffer irreparable damage under B2H. The Oregon Conservation
Strategy rightly recognizes, “Invasive species are the second-largest contributing factor causing native
species to become at-risk of extinction in the United States.”
To delve further into rare plants slated for damage by B2H, Trifolium douglasii is a USFWS “Species of
Concern” https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Documents/OregonSpeciesStateList.pdf yet not even
considered in IPC’s 3.5 “Avoidance to Minimize Impacts”. Although List 1 under ORBIC’s latest ranking
https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/rare-species/ranking-documentation/vascular-plant-ranks it is not
shown as State listed Threatened or Endangered, so is ignored by IPC. Species of Concern are “Taxa
whose conservation status is of concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (many previously known as
Category 2 candidates), but for which further information is still needed.” Douglas clover has a global
rank of G2 “Imperiled because of rarity or because other factors demonstrably make it very vulnerable to
extinction (extirpation), typically with 6-20 occurrences”. DPO Exhibit P Part 2b Appendix 3A and 3B
Figure 9 of 23 shows Douglas clover directly on the Morgan Lake alternative! This is not even taking into
account private lands where access was not granted for survey, contains additional occurrences of
Douglas clover. The Morgan Lake/ Glass Hill area is THE main place where this rare plant grows in
Oregon, and B2H is set to permanently alter and compromise its main habitat with weeds!
State List 1 and 2 species NOT specifically included on the Threatened and Endangered list were not
required by OARs and thus were not addressed at all by IPC. It seems wrong to completely exclude
species which are only a step away from listing at the highest level. In fact, in these times, any rare
species which shows a Moderate or higher “Climate Vulnerability” as determined by ORBIC
https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/rare-species/ranking-documentation/vascular-plant-ranks should
absolutely be considered in any Application. The fact that it was not runs counter to the Oregon Climate
Plan. Speaking of Oregon and State Goals, IPC’s Application made no mention at all of the Oregon
Conservation Strategy! Both of these omissions are critical and unacceptable!
Even more disturbing was the exclusion of the State Natural Areas Plan
https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/natural-areas-program.
A look at the list of unprotected plant associations according to the Natural Areas Plan reveals that many
are located in the B2H “analysis area”. Since I am most familiar with the Glass Hill area, I can point to
Ponderosa pine/bluebunch wheatgrass, Ponderosa pine/Idaho fescue, Douglas fir/oceanspray,
Mountain alder-snowberry riparian, and Western larch – mixed conifer forest as being plant
communities slated for destruction under B2H in the Blue Mountains Ecoregion which are currently
listed as “unprotected” by the Natural Areas program, and thus listed as top-priority in the Natural Areas
Plan.
In conclusion, the ODA Rare Plant program was excluded from comments, and is apparently so
underfunded they have not been able to provide essential conservation plans, critical habitat, or
monitoring plans. Idaho Power surveys are outdated and used an incomplete list. ISSSSP lists were not
included. Mitigation measures provided by IPC for State T&E species are pathetic. A Federal Species of
Concern was not even considered in the Application. State List 1 and 2 species and Climate Vulnerable
species were not considered. The Oregon Climate Plan and Oregon Conservation Strategy were ignored
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and completely excluded. The State Natural Areas Plan and unprotected plant community types was not
even discussed.
Considering all of these crucial exclusions and problems meeting Oregon laws, plans, and goals, EFSC
must deny IPC’s Application.

Sincerely,
Susan Geer
906 Penn Ave.
La Grande OR 97850
susanmgeer@gmail.com
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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
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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
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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
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areas where site boundary does not connect with the
right-of-way boundary. I'm talking about things here
like the lay-down areas.
I mentioned restricting the noise modeling to
one-half mile, in spite of the fact that there's
documentation, Idaho Power provided documentation of
exceedances beyond this distance. So a bunch of people
aren't getting noticed.
Limiting the notice to 250 feet from this line
is just unbelievable when you consider the impacts that
it will have beyond that area.
They only included in their monitoring of
noise impacts foul weather, rain from .8 millimeters per
hour to 5 millimeters per hour, with no documentation
that the corona effect would not be perceived over
5 millimeters or that it would not exist with less than
.8 millimeters per hour.
No inclusion in modeling of noise due to the
"burn in period," damaged lines, oil or substances on
the lines or other causes that also create noise from
these transmission lines.
No addressing increase in noise impacts with
the lineal noise source rather than point source,
because lineal sources actually create a higher level of
noise than the point generated source.
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And I'm still working on a list of issues with
the proposed approaches to dealing with noise
exceedances, but I can tell you that Idaho Power has
stated in their application that they think a reasonable
mitigation method is that they provide noise, basically
blinds that will cut down on the noise impacts or pay
for them. Now, I don't know about the rest of you, but
for me, to have a power company move in and tell me that
I don't get to see out my windows because my noise
standards are too high seems pretty unbelievable.
They are averaging exceedances over a 300-mile
line -- this is the developer -- where the impacts will
be anywhere from 22 to 80 days a year where noise at
specific residences will exceed the DEQ limits. That's
not appropriate.
They're not requiring methods of mitigation
that are being utilized by other utilities to minimize
impacts.
They are allowing irrelevant reasons as
supporting documentation of why the noise rules should
be ignored such as federal rules that only apply to
federal lands. And they're applying them to private and
state lands.
They're accepting that this is the only way to
meet the developer's perceived need when they provided,
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They documented exceedances beyond the 50 dBA
and then modeled that there would be no future
exceedances beyond 50 dBA.
They inferred that a noise consultant approved
methods of limiting evaluation of increased noise to a
period from 12:00 midnight till 5:00 a.m. There was no
approval of that particular period in terms of looking
at the noise occurring. They only approved that period
for establishing the baseline.
Redefined "infrequent" or "unusual," and this
is something that the Oregon Department of Energy did,
they redefined "infrequent" or "unusual" to mean, get
this, "not consistent, not continuous, and not
representative of normal operating procedures." This
definition is not consistent with any legal, dictionary,
other agency or public definition and the Oregon
Department of Energy lacks authority to make up
interpretations when they're applying rules of another
agency.
They are not requiring the developer to pay
for actual sound testing if there is a future question
regarding the accuracy of the modeling. Statutes
require developers to pay for actual monitoring, not
place the burden on the landowners to prove that the
developer's predictions are not accurate.
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or the developer provided 12 other plans to the PUC that
did not include Boardman to Hemingway. And in the last
PUC notice they stated outright that Idaho Power should
remain flexible in terms of changing their plans based
on the change in energy environment.
The overarching concerns that drive me and
others regarding the decisions coming from the Energy
Facility Siting Council -- and I'm talking to you folks
here directly -- is that you were all placed in your
positions absent any requirement for knowledge, skills,
and abilities. And the governor appointed you, and it's
reasonable to assume that she appointed the folks on
this committee because she felt they would do what she
was hoping they would do. And so far they've approved
everything that has come before them.
Some of you have personal interests, which
mean that there may be a personal advantage to approving
these.
Oregon Department of Energy only provides to
the Energy Facility Siting Council supporting
information that leads you to agree with their
proposals. You do not receive the staff report that
indicates reasons why you should be denying this
particular energy development. The process makes it
very difficult for the public to have their views heard
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because you don't get to respond to the decisions of the
Council directly. And the Department of Energy has made
it increasingly difficult for the public to access the
Energy Facility Siting Council members.
So you add to that the fact that there's no
reasonable time to review these proposed orders, and
you're talking about 600 pages in the draft proposed
order. These issues, and it's not the complete list,
came from 25 pages. I guess it was actually 24 pages of
that draft proposed order. So go figure.
Do I have any more time left?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You have 23 seconds.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: I was going to add a bunch
of other things. The developer has ignored things like
protected lands. There are three federal mitigation
sites at Ladd Marsh; they choose not to even mention
them. They ignore federal threatened and endangered
species protections. They will not provide any
protection of them. They don't honor the tribes and the
treaty agreements.
You've approved things as far as where the
views amount to someone floating on Wild and Scenic
River and looking up to energy development that's a mile
away, and seeing a bunch of turbines while you're on the
Wild and Scenic River.

1 District. The Joint Committee manages the Owyhee Dam on
2 the Owyhee River along with two hydroelectric power
3 plants. One of the power plants is located at the base
4 of the Owyhee Dam and the other plant is located at the
5 head of the irrigation tunnel near the Owyhee Dam.
6
The Joint Committee operates and maintains a
7 69-kV transmission line which transmits power from the
8 Owyhee hydroelectric facilities to Idaho Power's power
9 grid system. The hydroelectric power plants were
10 partially funded by loans through the Department of
11 Energy. The 69-kV transmission line will be crossed by
12 the proposed 500-kV line somewhere to the east of
13 proposed milepost 256.
14
The Joint Committee requests additional
15 language be added to the draft proposed order to require
16 Department of Energy staff and irrigation districts'
17 staff be consulted on tower and line placements near the
18 intersections of the power lines and canals, tunnels,
19 and access roads.
20
The Joint Committee members share the same
21 concerns expressed tonight, that you've heard tonight on
22 the proposed placement on EFU lands.
23
Thank you.
24
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
25
Following Mr. Jordan we will have Jim Foss.
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As far as the placement of these, in Union
County, we have 80 percent on private land, we have
55 percent, federal land. So I could go on. I will go
on but not in this format.
So thank you for the time. You will get all
of the statutory references.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you,
Ms. Gilbert.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Before we hear from
Mr. Horton, the next one is Frank Jordan.
SECRETARY CORNETT: For the record, Council
Member Betty Roppe joined, so we do have a quorum at
this point in time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Mr. Horton, if you want to start with your
name and address.
MR. MICHAEL HORTON: I'm Michael W. Horton.
My address is 106 Main Street, P.O. Box 1565, Nyssa,
Oregon 97913. I want to welcome Council to eastern
Oregon.
I'm secretary of the Joint Committee of the
Owyhee Project. The Joint Committee consists of
representatives from Owyhee Irrigation District,
Ridgeview Irrigation District, and Gem Irrigation

1
Mr. Jordan, if you'd state your name and
2 address, please.
3
MR. FRANK JORDAN: My name is Frank Jordan. I
4 live at 3370 Old Stage Road in Westfall.
5
I own property west of Vale that the power
6 line will be crossing. And my main concern is the power
7 line is basically using our driveways as their access
8 roads. We have a home within one-eighth of a mile of
9 the power line. We have fields that it's crossing. An
10 irrigation pond within feet of where they propose to
11 cross.
12
And I have not been contacted at all by Idaho
13 Power to come out and look at where they are putting the
14 line. No one from Idaho Power has come out. No one
15 from Oregon Department of Energy has been on my property
16 to look where the line is going. I find this kind of
17 disturbing that Idaho Power or the Oregon Department of
18 Energy would basically put a line somewhere without
19 actually going out and talking to the landowners and
20 seeing exactly where the line is proposed. That's my
21 only comment.
22
Thank you.
23
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
24
After we hear from Mr. Foss, will be followed
25 by Arnold Tropf.
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effects of the transmission lines? We don't want the
transmission lines here any more than we need the oil
drilling on the Oregon Coast.
I have included several news clippings and our
testimony during the NEPA process for your review.
I thank you for your time.
Do you have any questions of me? Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ms. Gilbert, we'll hear from JoAnn
Marlette.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Hi. Irene Gilbert, here
representing myself, Friends of the Grande Ronde Valley,
and I'm a member of the Stop B2H group. So thank you
for allowing me to speak again. I spoke yesterday on
noise. And actually, if anyone in the audience wants
copies of my comments, I have them with me.
Today I kind of wanted to introduce with a few
sort of responses to Commissioner Bennett's comment, and
he talked about the need for mitigation. I would be
concerned, or I am concerned in this county with the
fact that this line is taking some of the very limited
allotment of basically damage to sage-grouse habitat.
And when you talk about mitigation, I start thinking,
what could they use with that land? Could they build a
manufacturing site? Would they build homes and utilize
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supposed to be protected forever. There is supposed to
be absolutely no damage to that federal site. Or the
F&W gets paid every year to make sure there's absolutely
no impacts to that site.
Well, this is going to impact that site. It's
going to impact the animals that go back and forth
daily. And so I'm not sure that when they say permanent
protection that Idaho Power really means permanent
protection.
I'm concerned because moving this line, I know
Idaho Power has worked with people and said, Oh, they're
so mad about this, we'll see if we can do a little
micrositing. Well, first off, their area that they can
microsite is 500 feet across. So without an amendment
there's not going to be a lot of micrositing going on.
And I'm concerned that if it's not in the site
certificate, it isn't a guarantee and they can back out
on anything they say and it will be after the period of
time has lapsed when anyone can ask for a contested
case.
I'm also concerned because when you move the
line, you're just changing the damage to somebody else.
You're changing the damage to making it apply to other
animals, other people. The answer is, this is not a
line that's needed, and it shouldn't be placed, and it's
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it? In this county, they can't build a garage once they
run out of that allotment of sage-grouse habitat that
they can damage.
So I'm really concerned about, No. 1, the lack
of mitigation; No. 2, the way mitigation is dealt with.
I know with habitat impacts there is no mitigation
provided whatsoever for all the farm damage. So of
course, developers like to place their developments on
high-value farmland. When they do provide mitigation,
it's only for the basis of structures. So when you're
talking about a transmission line, what they consider
permanent is a basis of those big metal structures, and
they make the folks reseed what they have torn up as far
as the habitat around there.
I don't think that was ever the intent of the
rules, but that's the way it's being interpreted. You
end up with thousands and thousands of acres of damage
in a 60-acre mitigation site. I'm making that up but it
really is that radical. It's unbelievable.
Anyway, I want to talk about mitigation. I
was reading the developer's material and they said, Oh,
we're going to mitigate for these damages, and we'll
provide land that's going to be protected permanently.
Well, that marsh is a federal mitigation site for the
Bonneville Power dam for the damages, and that's
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causing a whole lot of damage in this state without
benefits to us.
So anyway, now I'll get on to what I mainly
was going to talk about, which was weeds. And I've been
kind of taking these sections one at a time, which is
challenging because when you talk about weeds, you have
to check about, well, eight or nine different areas in
the application. I don't think that ODOE did a real
good job of trying to put things in a capsule form where
people can find information.
But the invasive weeds, there's a state law
that says that the owner or the user of property has to
assure that no invasive -- that invasive weeds do not go
to seed. Now, Idaho Power has suggested that they will
do annual monitoring for the first 5 years unless Oregon
Department of Energy tells them they can get out of this
earlier. But it's once a year. And I went through some
of the invasive species of weeds that are along this
transmission line, and they come to -- they bloom and go
to seed at different times. So I can absolutely assure
you there's nowhere on this line where a once-a-year
approach to dealing with invasive weeds is going to keep
them from going to seed.
Idaho Power thinks that they should only be
responsible for their right of way. Well, if they're
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not making sure that nothing is going to seed along that
right of way, they are seeding the whole area along
this, which is creating negative impacts to our
agriculture, it's a loss of agricultural growth, it is
causing damages to our threatened and endangered
species, it's causing damages to our habitat. There's a
bunch of rules that apply when you start sending weeds
out over the country.
The Indians have commented directly, saying
they would like this site certificate to apply to the
state law that says that vehicles and equipment have to
be cleaned before they go on to a site or off of the
public roadway. They have to be cleaned before they go
from one landowner to another.
The developer is saying they'll put these
cleaning sites at their multiple use areas. Well, those
are temporary, they're a long ways away from where these
areas are that they're supposed to be cleaning. So
they're flat out not planning on adhering to the state
statutes.
I'm a little upset about this whole weed thing
because they're saying that if the weeds already exist,
well, they're not responsible for more of them. If
there are weeds in the area, they're not responsible for
them going on to the site. Well, I can tell you right
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impacts are temporary, if they don't exceed the life of
the development. Now, okay, so you cut our timber down,
there's no timber growing there for the life of the
project, and that's a temporary impact? Hmm. Well, I
think it's kind of a creative definition. There are a
bunch of creative definitions about how they look at
what they have to mitigate for.
Anyway, I'm actually going to give you a
minute or so free time here. But I thank you. You know
you'll be hearing from me again. I hope anybody here
that wants help with their comments, I've been fighting
with EFSC for 8 or 9 years. And while I have far more
losses in my columns than wins, I do have a few wins and
I'm very actively concerned about this.
Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Ms. Marlette, we'll hear from
Michael Meyer. And Mr. Meyer, when you do come up,
please provide your address and contact information.
MS. JoANN MARLETTE: Hello again. I'm JoAnn
Marlette, and I live at 2031 Fort Street, Baker City,
Oregon. And I am a member of Stop B2H Coalition.
Well, I think all of you are aware that Oregon
has an existing utility corridor, which was set in place
during the administration of Governor Tom McCall. I
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now, that when you start tearing up land and habitat,
that transmission line is going to be a focal point of
noxious weed development. And when they start growing
along the transmission line, that means that they're
going to increase all the way along it with all the
private property.
And at least in Union County, I know we're in
Baker County right now, but in Union County, the line is
81 percent on private land. We have 51 percent BLM
land. And I wish I could remember the figures because I
wrote them down in a comment for Baker. But Baker is
comparable. And so you're talking about private
landowners suffering because this developer wants to
create a freeway that's 250 feet wide across our whole
state practically.
And other things, just in terms of, I'm just
throwing things out here, they're undervaluing our
farmland, they're undervaluing our forest land. They're
saying that in Union County, for instance, that they can
destroy over 500 acres of our forest land, and that it's
worth $97,000 to our economy. I own forest land. I can
tell you that I wouldn't own forest land if it was worth
$97,000 over a 50-year period, which is kind of the
period that they talk about.
They say that it's temporary impacts, their
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knew Tom McCall. As a matter of fact, I typed the first
draft of his mother Dorothy Lawson McCall's book "Ranch
Under the Rimrock."
It was his love of this ranch and to central
Oregon that led him to his commitment to preserve farm
and forest lands. In the early '70s as governor, he
signed Senate Bill 100, which created a statewide land
use regulatory system, aimed at preserving farm and
forest land.
Knowing how important preserving farm and
forest land would be, a utility corridor was set from
Boardman, Oregon, to the Idaho border, so that issues
such as what we are having right now would not exist.
All the utilities would have their corridor and would
not encroach on farm and forest land in other parts of
the state. Idaho Power has claimed many times that
using our existing utility corridor would cost them too
much money.
Also, I find a discrepancy as to their need.
My research shows that market is not growing. Idaho
Power's bill of sales for the last 10 years have been
essentially flat, if not declining. That's supported by
reports from the US government and Idaho Power's own
data.
And thank you so much for your time.
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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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fairly large area.
And what's ended up happening is they've had
to ask the Oregon Department of Energy and the Energy
Facility Siting Council to give them an exception to the
Goal 5 land use rules. And what the developers have
asked is they have asked the Oregon Department of Energy
to give them the exception to this for putting roads
through forest lands that are not on part of the site.
Now, this is kind of interesting, because I
had a contested case before the Siting Council because
of the developer who was not including a transmission
line in their order. What happened is I lost that
contested case because the Department of Energy decided
that if the developer didn't include it in their
application, then it wasn't considered part of the site.
I was not real happy about losing that
contested case until now, because now Idaho Power wants
you to approve this exception to the forest damages that
they are going to create. And unfortunately for them,
it's clear in the state statutes, the agency rules,
contested case results I referred to, that for site
certificates the Council can only approve construction
within the site.
So Idaho Power now has four options for these
roads outside of the area of their site, as I see it.

1 Mr. Williams, we will hear from Peter Barry.
2
MR. JOHN WILLIAMS: Appreciate the opportunity
3 to talk here. John Williams, I live at Box 1384,
4 La Grande. I own property northwest and west of Morgan
5 Lake, and both power lines are going to cross my
6 property.
7
I would like to start off and go back to
8 something from 2009, which is the Sixth Power Plan
9 Overview from Northwest Power Conservation Council. And
10 this is the memo that apparently the folks didn't get.
11
The first full paragraph says, this is a
12 summary: "The Pacific Northwest power system is faced
13 with significant uncertainties about the direction and
14 form of climate change policy, future fuel prices,
15 salmon recovery actions, economic growth, and
16 integrating rapidly growing amounts of variable wind
17 generation. And yet the focus of the Council's power
18 plan is clear, especially with regard to the important
19 near-term actions.
20
"The Council's power plan addresses the risks
21 these uncertainties pose for the region's electricity
22 future and seeks an electrical resource strategy that
23 minimizes the expected cost of, and risks to, the
24 regional power system over the next 20 years. Across
25 multiple scenarios considered in the development of the
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They can go through each individual county and go
through their processes to get approval for every one of
these roads they are going to put on people's property
who have received no notice and have no clue what is
going on. That will allow people to participate in
another process like this.
They can amend the site certificate and start
over with the Energy Facility Siting Council. They can
try to win a court case by arguing that they should be
able to have an exception for property where people have
no idea that this thing is coming through and get the
Energy Facility Siting Council to say, Yes, you can
build roads anywhere you want outside the site.
And the fourth option, which I recommend, is
to recognize that this transmission line is not needed
and build local energy developments in Idaho to meet
their perceived need, assuming they actually do occur.
I've said it before and I'll say it again:
The Travel Management Plan is not the only government
action eastern Oregon citizens can stop if the people
are active in participating and resisting.
And I am really glad to see, I want to thank
everyone who showed up, because we can stop and we will
stop the Boardman to Hemingway transmission line.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Following
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plan, one conclusion was constant: the most
cost-effective and least risky resource for the region
is improved efficiency of electrical use.
"In each of its power plans, the Council has
found substantial amounts of conservation to be cheaper
and more sustainable than most other types of
generation. In this Sixth Power Plan, because of the
higher costs of alternative generation sources, rapidly
developing technology, and heightened concerns about
global climate change, conservation holds an even larger
potential for the region.
"The plan finds enough conservation to be
available and cost effective to meet 85 percent of the
region's load growth for the next 20 years. If
developed aggressively, this conservation, combined with
the region's past successful development of energy
efficiency could constitute a resource comparable in
size to the Northwest federal hydroelectric system.
This efficiency resource will complement and protect the
Northwest's heritage of clean and affordable power."
The list goes on to address -HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: If you could just
slow down because we are trying to listen and she's
trying to get it all down.
MR. JOHN WILLIAMS: It goes on to address the
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because the purpose is to hear from the public tonight.
But it's a concern that you can raise and a question
that you can present to be considered later.
MS. JENNIFER MILLER: Okay. I was just
wondering.
Of course all of my ideas ran right out of my
head. I can't think of anything else right now.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: You had the trail
concern, the noise concern. Was there another one?
MS. JENNIFER MILLER: And the weed suppression
and the fires that was mentioned, too. So I appreciated
the comments that Kellen made.
I know that wildfires are becoming
increasingly more serious all the time. And so that is
a big concern of mine, that in the county level, that if
there were to be a fire, the demands and the pressure
would be on the local fire departments. And I think
that is too large of an area, too much demand for the
local communities to be able to support the cost, the
manpower, and just the wherewithal to be able to deal
with the kind of fire that might be very far-reaching
because of the cause.
I've also spent some time under electric
lines, and I hear how much snapping of electricity is
being lost as the electricity is being transported. And
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I want to go over several different things.
One is about the forestland and the impacts that this
development is going to have on forestland. What I
found is that the assessment of what is forestland is
pretty questionable in terms of the amount of forestland
that they're saying the transmission line will affect.
And I know in Union County they used prevailing use of
the land, which is inconsistent with litigation that
said that it had to do with the soil classification.
And so first off, the amount of acres is I
think fairly low. Also, the way they value forestland
is really questionable. In Union County, we're going to
lose they say 530 acres. They value that the economic
value is $97,000 for 50 years.
In Umatilla County, they're going to lose
245 acres, according to the developer, and they value
that at $120,000. So I guess the people in Umatilla
County have better trees or something, I don't know.
I've been really curious about the difference in how
they value those.
One thing also with the forestland that are
impacted, they only include the ones that are within the
site boundary, and there is a lot of activity that's
going to occur outside of the site boundary, and they're
not including those impacts in their statement of the
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to me that is a concern, that this proposed line is
going to transport all this energy and not all of it
will even be able to be delivered because of the loss
that happens over the miles that electricity is being
transported.
Another concern I have is there are no
off-ramps in Oregon. I don't want to pay for something
I don't get any benefit from. I think that's a fair
statement. I mean, our taxes, I'm assuming, would go up
to pay for this transmission line that will pay for
electricity to go to California or somewhere else,
wherever the highest bidder is. We get pretty cheap
electricity because we are right by the dam, and that
goes into our grid. So I have a concern about paying
higher bills because that electricity is going to
somebody else that I'm paying for.
I think that's it.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you,
Ms. Miller.
Next is Irene Gilbert.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Irene Gilbert, 2310 Adams
Avenue. I don't imagine you can figure out who one of
the groups are that I'm here for. I'm also here for
myself as a citizen and also as the legal research
analyst for Friends of the Grande Ronde Valley.
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impacts to forestland.
One of the things that's very concerning to me
is the way Idaho Power did their application. There was
actually a contested case about what was included in the
site boundary, and the rules of the statute are pretty
clear. It says that it's going to be the development
and all the related or supporting facilities like roads
and transmission lines and that sort of thing.
Well, one of the developers didn't include a
transmission line, and so there was a contested case.
And I'm sure that the people on the Energy Facility
Siting Council recall that. The decision of the Council
was that if the developer did not include one of these
related and supporting facilities, it wasn't considered
part of the site. So it was left up to the developer to
make that decision.
Now, this developer, when they filed their
application, they included as the site basically the
right-of-way. They have some little isolated circles
around some multi-use areas, but they did not include a
lot of the access roads. And so what that has meant is
that they didn't do surveys of those areas, they didn't
do wildlife impacts, they didn't do any of the things
they have to do for the site.
Well, now we are at this point in the
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application and Idaho Power is asking the Oregon
Department of Energy and the Energy Facility Siting
Council to authorize an exception or a variance to the
Goal 4 forestland impacts under the land management
rules.
That's going to be very problematic because,
for one thing -- I have some quotes from some site
certificates that the Department of Energy and the
Energy Facility Siting Council have issued that say
clearly: Site certificates are authorizing a
development at a designated site. And the Department of
Energy and the Energy Facility Siting Council do not
have the authority to authorize construction activities
outside of the site boundaries.
So we have the developer here who has avoided
all of the things that they have to do to clear a site,
and now they're saying that the Energy Facility Siting
Council should give them an exception to go forward.
Well, that really isn't an option that's available to
them from anything I can read in the statutes or rules.
Their options are: They can go back and add
all those roads, which would be nice because all of the
people along those roads, they didn't get notified if
they were affected by noise, they haven't received
notice. So it's going to be a real surprise to them
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Anyway, this is a problem. And when it comes
to you folks and you see the draft proposed order and
you see that they are asking for this, I would suggest
that you really carefully read the comments that you get
about it.
I'm going to look through here because I have
a bunch of little notes on a whole bunch of little
pieces of paper.
What Idaho Power is saying also -- another
thing I found interesting about the application is where
the transmission line is going through forests, one
thing they say they value that area, that timberland,
for eternity, very low.
They've also said that their evaluation of the
value of this land will be reduced because the owners of
the forestland won't be able to graze cattle or raise
crops in this right-of-way. So we've got a 300-foot
right-of-way with forest owners, and I can tell you I'm
a forest owner, I don't have any equipment to plant the
plants and do agriculture that way.
Anyway, I got the figures for what it would
take to fence these corridors because that's what it
would take. And actually I did do some fencing around
this 6-acre plot, and it cost me over $3,000 to put that
fence in.
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when Idaho Power starts trying to run roads through
people's forestland when there has been nothing done so
far. So you have a bunch of noise-sensitive properties.
You have people who are just clueless.
Now, Idaho Power's answer to that is that they
are saying that they will ask for an alternative process
and approvals through that method. What that method
requires is the only way under the Forest Service rules
that you can do that is if you can change the
classification of the land from forestland to like
agricultural or grazing.
Idaho Power is saying that -- I don't know how
they can do this, but that's their plan is to require
these landowners somehow to allow their forestland to
all of a sudden not be forestland any longer, for it to
be agricultural land, and then they can cut the trees
and be okay. It's not going to fly.
In my mind, they either have to refile and
include all these roads or they are going to have to
deal with the local counties and get approval through
their processes for all of these roads, whereby all of
these citizens will get notice, they will get to
participate in that. Or another option would be just to
abandon the project, and I vote for that. We'll see how
that turns out.
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But according to the -- I went to the people
who do this thing, and the cheapest that I could find
was to do a mile of fencing was $1,900 for 1 mile. And
the other one was about $1,600, not counting the
building of the fence.
So as you can see, nobody is going to be
putting cattle in the middle of -- I'm the only one who
is foolish enough to try to fence off agricultural in
the middle of a tree farm.
So another issue is noxious weeds. And
actually all of the weed folks in all five counties, I
believe, came up with this document, and this has 31
things that the weed management folks were requiring of
the developer. I could not find these things in the
draft of their weed management plan. So they are not
listening to the counties, from what I can see.
And just an interesting kind of a statement,
BLM -- this is a thing from BLM, it says that: Noxious
and invasive weeds in agricultural and natural areas
cost our country $13 billion a year. Noxious and
invasive weeds are the second-most important reason for
the loss of biological diversity and habitat
destruction. The Bureau of Land Management estimates
that 2,300 acres per day of land, their land, is being
lost to noxious weeds and invasive plants and nearly
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4,000 acres per day are estimated to be lost to weeds
nationally. So weeds are a big deal, a big deal for
agriculture, for animals, for everything.
And Oregon has a statute that says that for
noxious weeds the person who is the developer, or owner
in this case, the person that is building this, has to
assure that noxious weeds are not allowed to go to seed.
The other thing that they're required to do is
they're required to clean all their equipment when it
goes onto a public road or when it goes from one
person's property to another person's property.
The developer has said in their application
they are planning to doing a cleaning station at their
multipurpose area. Well, that's not consistent with
cleaning their equipment when it goes from one person's
property to another. So it's apparent that they don't
plan on doing that at this point unless their site
certificate demands that of them.
They also say they're only going to manage the
weeds for 3 to 5 years; that they would only be
responsible for the right-of-way, the 250 feet; and that
they would not be responsible for weeds that come from
the surrounding area.
So they're going to dig up this land, which we
all know creates a perfect place for noxious weeds to
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That's probably enough to tell you. That
there are major problems with the weed management plan,
there are major problems with the forest management
issue, there are also major problems with noise.
Because the developer, in their analysis of
noise, they looked at a baseline that was developed by
actually taking noise measurements. So their baseline
for noise is considerably higher than the standard of
26 decibels, and they are considered out of compliance
if they raise the noise more than 10 decibels. Ten
decibels is a lot. Three decibels is perceived as
doubling the sound if you are listening to sound.
So 10 decibels is a great deal. They don't
even deal with noise unless there is at least that
10-decibel difference.
So in, I think it was 14 residences that were
considered noise-sensitive residences in Umatilla County
here, 4 of them exceeded the standard. They have
documented that there are people exceeding that noise
standard who are further than half a mile from the
transmission line; however, they're only looking at
noise sensitive properties within a half mile.
So one thing that I believe should happen is
they should look at a mile from the transmission line so
they can get all of those properties. The developer did
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grow, and then take no responsibility if the surrounding
area sends seeds in and they take root along the
right-of-way. They are taking no responsibility for
anything that happens outside the right-of-way. They
say that they shouldn't be responsible for things like
vehicles that bring weeds in, like trespassers.
Basically, I'm not sure what they're taking
responsibility for, other than they say they will
monitor and treat weeds once a year, which isn't going
to keep them from going to seed, by the way. I did look
at some of the noxious weeds and when they go to seed,
and the periods when they go to seed are different for
different types of noxious weeds. It means they start
going to seed in the spring, they are also seeding clear
into the fall. It would require at least two trips a
year to deal with it.
By the way, there was one thing with Malheur
County, they said that they had to treat the noxious
weeds, not only at the right-of-way but 50 feet outside
the right-of-way. So I guess they were a little more
with it than the rest of those counties.
Let's see, some of the problems. The
construction contractors is going to do the weed
management plan for this developer. I think that's a
problem.
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not do noise monitoring around the lay-down areas and
that kind of thing, and they're supposed to do it for
the entire site. So there is a problem there.
There is certainly a problem where they are
not including roads in the development. The developer
read the rules saying they didn't have to include things
like -- there are about six different things that it
says you don't have to include for part of your
evaluation. But for baseline noise evaluation, some of
the things that are in there are roadworthy equipment or
vehicles, and helicopters. So they did not consider the
impact of helicopters and these big pieces of equipment
that are roadworthy when they did their noise
evaluation, and they have to do that.
All they looked at when they looked at the
noise was basically weather, and they limited that.
They only looked at the time frame between midnight and
5:00 in the morning to say, Hey, we don't have a lot of
exceedances of the noise standard, look at these
numbers.
Well, in Union County, the weather alone means
that people who are impacted by this can expect
22 percent of the time our weather is conducive to the
corona effect, which is a snap, crackle, and pop. That
means 80 days out of every year these poor devils are
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going to be experiencing a bunch of noise. That is like
inhumane to approve something like that.
And if the developer thinks that putting
noise-blocking blinds up is a way to mitigate for having
exceedances of the noise standard. So all these people
in all these counties that have beautiful views can
choose between going nuts with tinnitus and noise
impacts or not being able to see out the front window.
So those are not real good options in my mind.
I could go on for hours. And my last comment
I guess would be, I have done a lot of, spent a lot of
time reviewing rules and identifying various areas that
are problematic. I'm having a really hard time getting
through this application and the draft proposed order
and analyzing what it all means. And so I really
believe that you have a lot of people out here who are
laypeople, and I'm hearing from a lot of them saying,
I'm completely lost, I can't understand all this.
I think that July 23rd is really not realistic
for people -- I'll get through it by July 23rd because
I'm willing to working until 2:00 or 3:00 in the
morning, if that's what it takes to get through all of
these rules. But there are a whole lot of people out
there that have jobs -- I'm retired -- and they are
struggling.
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And thank you for showing up. Thank you for
listening to me over and over. I hope I covered some
different things this time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you,
Ms. Gilbert.
We have Margaret Mead next.
MS. MARGARET MEAD: My name is Margaret L.
Mead. I live at 57744 Foothill Road, La Grande.
This doesn't meet a lot of your
specifications, but I feel like it's something that
needs to be said. And on behalf of a friend who
testified last week, he just had said, Would you please
say to the Council, listen to people talking. He had
the impression last week that people were more involved
with their computers or their laptops or whatever. And
I said, I really thought that people were taking notes.
So I'm just delivering that message. And I guess if I'm
the last speaker, it's irrelevant basically.
A myriad of reasons Idaho Power's preferred
route should not be approved have been presented in
previous testimony. My remarks primarily concern Idaho
Power's reason for choosing this particular route. It
is the least costly for them. Their cost estimation,
however, completely ignores the truly important costs,
that to the people who live along this proposed line.
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So it seems to me that 60 days is not a lot of
time for them, especially when the Department of Energy
has been working on this for years. So that's my final
comment.
Any questions?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: What do you believe
would be a reasonable time if Council were to consider a
request to extend it?
MS. IRENE GILBERT: I think they should have
had 90 days anyway. It's not good for me because I plan
on going somewhere this summer, and I probably still
will. But from what I'm hearing from people, they are
just now starting to figure out, at least a starting
point, but they are overwhelmed.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: So total of 90 days
or -MS. IRENE GILBERT: A total of 90 days.
Another 30 days I think would be reasonable to give
people. Like I say, they are just starting to figure it
out.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Okay. I think, as I
indicated at the outset, we will approach, that Council
will approach that request I think at the end of the
public comment tonight.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Thank you.

Min-U-Script®

Page 41

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

And yes, we, the people, matter. We live and
work here, we pay taxes, we are engaged in volunteer
activities that make our community better. We own
businesses, farms, ranches, and homes. We might have
been born here or we chose to live here, often because
of the natural beauty that surrounds us. We have a
quality of life that is not found in urban areas.
Should this line be built as proposed, that
quality of life will be greatly diminished. 74 percent
of the land along the preferred route is owned by
private persons, with only 26 percent being public.
What right does a corporation have to usurp
our private lands, this land individuals have cared for
and that provides a livelihood and/or a place of refuge,
our homes?
I understand eminent domain as a privilege
only for the government, which, theoretically, is for
the public's good. Corporations should not have the
capability to take from private persons. The cost to us
is great and immeasurable.
My Minnesota story, which I share because it
is similar to what millions of other people throughout
the United States have experienced. And I really hope
that the people who live along the proposed route won't
have to.
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a lease with another company. I'm wondering how that's
going to be handled. And that lease could have
something be built on it? And if that is built, what
happens then to the power line? Where does it go?
And that's pretty much it at this point.
Unless somebody wants to answer the questions.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Unfortunately, no
real answers tonight, just testimony from the public.
MR. CHRIS RAUCH: Yeah, I know.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you though.
Next up, Irene Gilbert.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Irene Gilbert, Stop B2H
member. And first I want to make -- oh, 2310 Adams
Avenue, La Grande, Oregon.
First, actually, today I'm just going to make
some general comments about different areas of the
application. But I also wanted to remind the folks
here -- I know you don't deal with me that much -- but
when people talk about restrictions on the transmission
line, I just wanted to remind you that a lot of the big
players, like Google, Target, Walmart, Home Depot, all
those big companies are trying to get off the grid.
They're wanting to develop their own energy sources.
There are lots of litigation things going on in
different states now because the utilities don't want
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A lot of these farmers and ranchers, the
average for these smaller developments -- we weren't
small, we had a thousand acres, that's a lot in the
Willamette Valley -- but here, a lot of these people,
according to the data, says they're living on an average
of like $22,500 a year.
So I can appreciate this line would make jobs
for some electricians, and I can appreciate that they
would like that. But it also can take away the jobs and
the livelihood of a lot of farmers who understand they
don't own the land they're on; they are the caretakers
of that land. The land owns them. And they're here
trying to protect what is -- well, it's just the basis
of their entire existence.
So having said that as kind of an
introduction, I'd like to remind you that whatever you
put in the site certificate, if indeed you get a site
certificate issued, is all that Idaho Power is going to
be required to do.
So when you don't have final plans for things
like fire, and you say it's going to be developed after
the fact, you are leaving all of these people very
vulnerable because they had no input in what the final
product looks like. It's my observation that you have
accepted some very bare-bones kinds of plans, and say,
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them to leave the grid or be able to do that. So
anyway, that really counters the idea that we're going
to have this huge influx of electric need.
Also, the FERC requirement that new renewables
have a consistent level of energy coming onto the grid
has resulted in, as you well know, a lot of the wind
developers are asking to have solar and batteries added
to their development so that they can have consistency
in the energy that they're providing.
So those kinds of things are going to mean
that the projections for this huge need for transmission
lines is somewhat overstated.
Now, I've been a member of a farming family,
ranching family. And in the Willamette Valley, we
raised a lot of cattle, we raised feed for them, we grew
trees, we harvested trees. We provided habitat for
western pond turtles and endangered species of fish, all
kinds of wildlife.
And I can remember at one point having to sit
around the table and having one of my sister-in-laws
say, I wonder how many cows we would have to raise to
make any money. We were selling 200 cows every fall and
the prices were so bad that we were thinking, if we
raise more will we start making money or how does this
work?
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We'll work it out later. Idaho Power is going around
telling people, We'll work it out later.
They got 31 issues from the weed folks in five
counties that they have felt should be in that plan.
Those things are not in the plan. And Idaho Power is
telling people, they're telling our commissioners, We'll
work it out later. We'll talk about it after the site
certificate is issued.
We all know that if people don't ask for a
contested case now, by the time those things happen,
it's too late. And all of these people that are
concerned about it will have nothing. They wouldn't
even be notified of what kinds of final plans get
approved. So it's a pretty unbalanced kind of system.
And a few things I just wanted to just comment
about are notification of people. When you notify
people within 250 feet of a transmission line that this
line is going to go in, there are a whole lot of people
that are being directly impacted who don't even know,
who were never notified. It's not a just kind of
notification.
I am concerned about groundwater and the
groundwater impacts. You heard something about that
here from one of these farmers. But when you bring in a
bunch of equipment and you start -- one thing, you
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compress the soils, you tear up the habitat. And
feeding the groundwater system is dependent on having a
cover of grasses and things for the water to get
through. When you take that away, what you end up with
is a lot of erosion. When you talk about in these
areas, it's not just about water erosion, you're not
getting water into the ground table, but you also have
issue of wind, and you have windstorms. And they are
losing their property when it blows away.
So I'm concerned about wetlands and the fact
that this developer is only having to deal with wetlands
within the site boundary. Now ODF&W, I go out to the
Ladd Marsh fairly frequently, and they have a sign there
on the wetlands that says: Wetlands are the most
important habitat in the state. And yet, this developer
is being allowed to do things right up next to wetlands,
and they are being allowed to tear up wetlands.
They also, for whatever reason, I know ODF&W
rates property as Category 1 through 6. Some of the
wetlands they're rating as a Category 3. I mean, where
do you come by figuring out that a wetlands and the
number of critters that are dependent on it, that that
would be just sort of an, Okay, let's just destroy it.
We'll just kind of make it up someplace else. So I hope
you really look carefully at how they're looking at the
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The thing with Ladd Marsh and not talking
about the fact that there's a federal mitigation site
there. Actually, there are three parcels of land. And
ODF&W receives payment every single year to make sure
that those mitigation areas as a result of the Columbia
River Dam have, if you look at the documents, those are
supposed to have zero damage, zero negative impact. And
ODF&W has gotten hundreds of thousands of dollars to
protect those and see that nothing damages them.
Now, when you put a transmission line that's
impacting wildlife that are supposed to be utilizing
that, that's not consistent with zero damage.
I have trouble with the way they dealt with
scenic impacts because basically Idaho Power made up a
scale -- it's nothing that's had any kind of research -they made up a way of rating visual quality on a 1-to-30
scale, and then they made objective statements about how
different areas are rated on this scale.
And I'm sure when I go to turn in my
statements or my written information, I will include
pictures of some of these places that they've rated.
And certainly one of them will be Ladd Marsh because
they rated it an 11 on a scale of 30. And Ladd Marsh is
surrounded 360 degrees with mountains. 11 out of 30,
hmm, strange scale.
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categorization of some of this. Any water resources
that they're saying is a Category 3, I just I can't
believe that.
The rating of things like farmlands are very
understated. And in fact, one place in the application
they said that when lands are rated as farm and grazing,
they don't include them in the farmland. They don't
include them as part of the farmland. So they said that
right in the application. And they said that someone
had gotten ahold of LCDC and made that determination. I
can tell you that the LCDC rules don't say that grazing
land is not farmland or the combination of grazingagricultural is not agricultural land. It is
agricultural land. So some things like that are just
kind of very questionable.
I think I said something to someone the other
day about the site certificates are getting a lot better
and it's a lot harder to challenge some of the site
certificates that are coming out. But this is not the
case with this one. And it doesn't have to do with EFSC
staff. It has to do with garbage in-garbage out. You
have gotten garbage in this application. And so you're
dealing with garbage and you're not going to get a good
product unless you go back and really look at what's in
that application, because it's not the way it seems.
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I'm going to be quick today. You'll be
thrilled with this.
One thing, another thing that bothers me a lot
in looking through this application is that Idaho Power
has rated -- I have a problem with the habitat
mitigation anyway because only things that have
structures on them are considered permanent impacts
normally. But they decided that when you cut down a
forest, and they say this line is going to last
indefinitely, that that's a temporary impact because
it's only going to last as long as the transmission line
lasts.
I question that when you have something, when
you have a change in habitat that's going to last as
long as this transmission line, that's not a temporary
impact.
The area around that, along that transmission
line where they are cutting out forests, all of it
should be habitat that is compensated and mitigated for.
At least in the area around La Grande, their surveys for
wildlife show almost a hundred species fewer birds than
the surveys that were done for Antelope Ridge and the
surveys that have been done out at the wildlife refuge.
So I'm not so sure -- and they're looking at
this whole line and how many birds is it going to
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impact. I can tell you, there's information out there
that contradicts what they're saying.
Around fires, this is another one. They're
relying on local fire departments, volunteer fire
departments, to deal with fires along this transmission
line. It takes minutes in some of these low-lying dry
areas for a fire to go a really long ways.
And I know one fire department in our area
said they can respond between 4 and 6 minutes. Well,
whoever asked them and they responded, I don't think so.
When you have a fire alarm and you're relying on people
to leave their work and their houses and get to the fire
department, they can't be there in 4 to 6 minutes. So
sometimes you kind of have to wonder how the question
was asked to get the kind of responses that they say
they've gotten.
Regardless of that, the fire issue and who is
going to take care of fires. I know Baker County asked
for a unit, to have the developer develop resources to
deal with fires, particularly in forested areas, because
those local fire departments don't have the equipment
that's necessary to deal with wildland fires. And
that's what you're going to be dealing with part of the
time. It's ignored in the application.
The traffic statements that they've made about
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like 10 percent weather that would cause a corona effect
and 22 percent weather that would cause a corona effect,
that's a big difference. They didn't look at individual
locations, which as I read the rules, that's what you're
supposed to do is look at individual locations and what
is the difference going to be.
They didn't include some things in their
baseline noise evaluation that, according to the rules,
have to be included.
The fact that they took a consultant's
statement that it was okay to use a 5-hour period to
establish the baseline noise level and interpreted that,
it was interpreted as meaning it was okay to look at a
5-hour period of time to establish how many times a day
there was going to be a noise exceedance is pushing the
envelope, I would say. So typically you're looking at a
24-hour period when you look at it.
I would also like to share there was
mitigation with LCDC and also with the state courts that
say that the noise standard is not subject to de minimus
decision-making; it is a yes/no answer. It is a black
and white answer. So that is not consistent with saying
a certain percentage, whatever the percentage is, if
they're over the standard, they're over the standard.
And I did provide that to one of your folks here to go
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changes in traffic, I haven't looked at a lot of the
roads they're going to use supposedly to take equipment
and things up to this site, back and forth, but I know
in my area they're talking about doubling the amount of
traffic that's currently existing on those roads.
Now, it may be legal to add 130 vehicles to a
narrow country road, with no sidewalks, like Foothills
Road. If any of you are familiar with Union County,
Foothill Road gets an incredible amount of -- bikers
love that road, walkers love that road. There is a lot
of just people who use that road. And now we're talking
about taking a road that normally gets about 120
vehicles a day and putting another 130 vehicles a day,
and that's not even including big equipment. That is a
safety issue where someone is going to get killed. Some
kid is going to run out in the middle of the road and
get killed. Who is responsible for that?
They didn't model noise along a lot of the
site, for instance, like the lay-down areas and that
kind of thing. I think I mentioned that the other day.
They also, as far as noise, there's so many problems
with noise I can't even hardly begin to think about it.
But they average the noise exposure across the 300-mile
line. So when people's exposure to noise is going to
run between 20 percent weather that would cause it -- or
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back and look at that.
Because I don't think you can say that it's
okay when you have litigation already that's gone
through the Oregon courts that say it is yes or it is
no. It is not de minimus.
So thank you. And you'll hear lots and lots
from me, comments, I'm sure you know. Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
MS. IRENE GILBERT: Any questions?
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Anybody else that
would like to fill out a comment card, please do so.
And Mr. Luciani, you are up.
I have a question for you: Is today your
birthday?
MR. JOHN LUCIANI: Yes. I'm here on my
birthday.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Happy birthday.
MR. JOHN LUCIANI: Thank you.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: It looked like you
were very used to writing June 27 of a different year,
that's why I guessed it was your birthday.
MR. JOHN LUCIANI: Very good.
I'm John H. Luciani. It's L-u-c-i-a-n-i. My
address is 27633 Butter Creek Road, Echo, Oregon 97826.
I thank you for being here.
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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
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!
Carolyn Giles
804 O Avenue
La Grande, OR 97850
541 663 0858
Email: gilesci@eou.edu
1
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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
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).
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.

1

The next significant hazard to our community is wildfire. Oregon is ranked 8 Most Wildfire Prone state in the United States
according to Verisk Wildfire Risk analysis. La Grande is ranked in the top 50 communities in Oregon with the greatest cumulative
housing-unit exposure to wildfire as referenced in “Exposure of human communities to wildfire in the Pacific Northwest,” by Joe H.
Scott, Julie Gilbertson-Day and Richard D. Stratton (available at http://pyrologix.com/ftp/Public/Reports/RiskToCommunities_ORWA_BriefingPaper.pdf).
th

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.

Yours truly
Carolyn Giles
804 O Av
La Grande OR 97850
541 663 0858
email: gilesci@eou.edu
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[Fortimail Spam Detected] IdahoPower Amended Application for the Boardman to
Hemingway TransmissionProject dated 9/28/2018; draft proposed order dated
5-23-2019

Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst

Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St. NE
Salem, Oregon 9730l
COMMENT: The Section K, Attachment K-2 FOREST LAND IMPACTS
This section is grossly inadequate and inaccurate. For example:
1. The application provides no information regarding the wildlife present in the forested areas and indicates an
intent to obtain information from the Oregon Department of Forestry or USFS. The agency which should be
addressing these impacts is the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.
2. No surveys have been completed as part of the application to indicate the actual extent of the wildlife present
in the forested areas.
3. The wildlife surveys completed for the Antelope Ridge Wind development which was to be sited adjacent to
this proposed transmission line found 75 different bird species nesting in the forested areas. The numbers of
birds was so high that the US Fish and Wildlife Service recommended no development in the forested areas.
The Baseline Noise Surveys, page 10, describe the route of the transmission line to be adjacent to the 230 KV
line adjacent to the Elkhorn Wind Development. For this reason, the wildlife information and studies
completed as a result of the Elkhorn and Antelope Ridge Wind Developments are relevant to and should be
analyzed in terms of impacts to wildlife which can be expected from the transmission line. Comments,
recommendations and concerns documented in comments regarding these two developments are directly related
to the area of impact of this transmission line.
4. The creation of a corridor through the middle of forest land is stated as a benefit to wildlife. There are
multiple studies showing the negative impacts of creating corridors such as this as it provides opportunities for
raptors and other predators to access prey. This should be widely known by the developers given the concerns
they are required to address to attempt to minimize the use of transmission structures by raptors and other birds.
The entire section on Forested Land Analysis needs to be rewritten to accurately reflect the true impacts of this
development including negative impacts to adjacent land and adjacent landowners such as impacts from the use
of chemicals to control vegetation, erosion from development of the transmission line and roads, transmission
lines are identified in multiple studies as a primary source of invasive weeds and it appears from this section
that the developer plans to only spray for weeds a couple of times a year. That will assure that there will be
multiple problems with invasive weeds as a result of this transmission line.
Yours truly
Carolyn Giles
1

804 O av
La Grande OR 97830
541 663 0858
gilesci@eou.edu
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carolyn Giles <gilesci@eou.edu>
Thursday, August 22, 2019 2:40 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
[Fortimail Spam Detected] IdahoPower Amended Application for the Boardman to
Hemingway TransmissionProject dated 9/28/2018; draft proposed order dated
5-23-2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Kellen.Tardaewether@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;
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Proposed Order for Idaho Power’s B2H project.
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.
To start with, the landowner or occupant of land in this case, is required by law to control weeds in perpetuity—not just
for 5 years! TO say that IPC “has no further obligation” and can “request a waiver” is in blatant disregard to 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.
Secondly, IPC flagrantly flaunts 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 weed species. Class A weeds are mainly agricultural
weeds and weeds which an entity (County or State) believes they have the best chance of controlling i.e. known patches
1

are few in that area. Class B and C weeds are generally the worst weeds, spreading most aggressively and to more areas,
thus threatening and ultimately devastating the most native habitat. Why should Idaho Power be exempt from
responsibility for the FULL list of weeds? This is absolutely awful proposition, but especially awful for Union County,
where 81% of the land that would be wrecked by the B2H project is private land. Putting the route through federal
lands, IPC at least gives a nod to Agency (BLM or USFS) rules for weeds. On private lands in Union County, several of the
landowners in on “Proposed” or “Morgan Lake Alternative” routes have labored for years, even decades, to control
weeds and maintain native habitats. Case in point are Joel Rice and the City of La Grande (Morgan Lake Park). Now
Idaho Power comes along to trash these natural areas. The B2H project is set to become a conduit for the worst noxious
weed species to be injected into some of the best native habitat in our County.
“B2H Noxious Weed Plan Comments” is 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 Tri-County CWMA on August 22, 2O17 to go
over the B2H Attachment P1-5 Noxious Weed Plan. These comments reflect some of my concerns about weeds. I find it
nearly unbelievable the Comments by weed managers are NOT acknowledged in IPC’s Plan, published over a year later!
To top the travesty of IPC’s “Noxious Weed Plan” the Plan states they are not responsible for “areas outside of the
ROW”. The weed sites immediately outside areas of potential disturbance are definitely going to spread to disturbed
areas --but would not even be recorded! Noxious weeds would explode near the ROW, ruining native habitat, trashing
decades of work by landowners, and with no accountability by IPC. IPC is proposing a huge area of disturbance; their
responsibility should not be limited to the ROW.
I strongly urge you to deny IPC’s B2H Application. 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.

Yours truly
Carolyn Giles
804 O Av
La Grande OR 97850 541 663 0858
email: gilesci@eou.edu
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carolyn Giles <gilesci@eou.edu>
Thursday, August 22, 2019 2:30 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
[Fortimail Spam Detected] Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to
Hemingway Transmission Project dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated
5/22/2019

Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Kellen.Tardaewether@oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Amended Application for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Project
dated 9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order dated 5/22/2019
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council;
I am very concerned re: Idaho Power’s faulty and illegal “Noxious Weed Plan” (DPO Attachment P 1-5) as
well as their failure to take into account in any way, the Oregon Conservation Strategy.
The Oregon Conservation Strategy http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/overview/ “represents
Oregon’s first overarching state strategy for conserving fish and wildlife. It uses the best available science
to create a broad vision and conceptual framework for long-term conservation of Oregon’s native fish
and wildlife, as well as various invertebrates, plants, and algae. The Conservation Strategy emphasizes
proactively conserving declining species and habitats to reduce the possibility of future federal or state
listings. It is not a regulatory document but instead presents issues, opportunities, and recommended
voluntary actions that will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of conservation in Oregon.”
Under the Oregon Conservation Strategy, IPC’s B2H project is a Key Conservation Issue: “(KCIs) are largescale conservation issues or threats that affect or potentially affect many species and habitats over large
landscapes throughout the state.”
Despite being a Key Conservation Issue, the Oregon Conservation Strategy and its Goals, are not
mentioned in IPC’s Application at all! Consider Land Use Planning Goal 1: Manage land use changes to
conserve farm, forest, and range lands, open spaces, natural or scenic recreation areas, and fish and wildlife
habitats. Neither the current Proposed Route nor Morgan Lake Alternative of IPC’s Application to EFSC takes
these into account! Even if we ignore the fact that the B2H Project likely is not needed at all, given lowered
demand and improved technology of energy storage batteries—IPC intends to disregard the “Proposed
Route” considered in the BLM/USFS Records of Decision. That “Proposed Route” was chosen by the agencies
as being the least harmful to the greatest list of resources—yet IPC has abandoned that in favor of two other
routes imminently MORE harmful and despised by MOST residents of Union County. Is Goal 1 being met
when the B2H line goes less than 100 feet from Twin Lake, a gem of a wetland that deserves protection? Is
Goal 1 being met when B2H goes through Rice Glass Hill property, proposed as a State Natural Area? Is Goal 1
being met when noxious weeds are spread by B2H through Union County’s finest wet meadows and elk
wintering habitat?
No, Goal 1 is not being met. Another very specific example is 5 State listed rare plant species (DPO Exhibit
Q) within the B2H “analysis area”. IPC claims “only” two of these rare species (Mulford’s milkvetch and Snake
River goldenweed) will suffer “direct impacts”, by blading with heavy equipment. IPC claims that,” Avoidance
and minimization measures …described in Section 3.5.4” will “mitigate” impacts. Upon reading 3.5.4 we
find that this consists of “minimum buffer of 33 feet between the disturbance and the edge of the T&E
1

occurrence”. Habitat for these plants will be completely fragmented and a buffer of 33 – or even a few
hundred--feet will not stop invasion by noxious weeds! These species will suffer irreparable damage
under B2H. The Oregon Conservation Strategy rightly recognizes, “Invasive species are the secondlargest contributing factor causing native species to become at-risk of extinction in the United States.”
To delve further into rare plants slated for damage by B2H, Trifolium douglasii is a USFWS “Species of
Concern” https://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Documents/OregonSpeciesStateList.pdf yet not even
considered in IPC’s 3.5 “Avoidance to Minimize Impacts”. Although List 1 under ORBIC’s latest ranking
https://inr.oregonstate.edu/orbic/rare-species/ranking-documentation/vascular-plant-ranks it is not
shown as State listed Threatened or Endangered, so is ignored by IPC. Species of Concern are “Taxa
whose conservation status is of concern to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (many previously known as
Category 2 candidates), but for which further information is still needed.” Douglas clover has a global
rank of G2 “Imperiled because of rarity or because other factors demonstrably make it very vulnerable to
extinction (extirpation), typically with 6-20 occurrences”. DPO Exhibit P Part 2b Appendix 3A and 3B
Figure 9 of 23 shows Douglas clover directly on the Morgan Lake alternative! This is not even taking into
account that areas of private land where access was not granted for survey, likely contain additional
occurrences of Douglas clover. The area is THE main place where this rare plant grows in Oregon, and
B2H is set to permanently alter and compromise its main habitat with weeds!
Another very obvious lack is IPC’s failure to discuss Strategy Habitats, outlined in Oregon’s Conservation
Strategy: http://oregonconservationstrategy.org/strategy-habitats/strategy-habitats-summary-byecoregion/.
In Union County alone, the Strategy Habitats of Grasslands, Late Successional Mixed Conifer Forest, and
Ponderosa Pine Woodlands would very obviously be impacted by B2H as proposed in the Application.
The Application also neglects to address Strategy Species under OCS “The Conservation Strategy
identifies 294 Strategy Species, which are Oregon’s “Species of Greatest Conservation Need”. Strategy
Species are defined as having small or declining populations, are at-risk, and/or are of management
concern. “This is completely unacceptable! How can an action set to devastate so many of Northeast
Oregon’s Strategy Habitatsand Species not even respond to our State Conservation Strategy?
Moving on to invasives, IPC’s “Noxious Weed Plan” is greatly lacking. As noted above, it is a threat
to Oregon’s native plant communities. Oregon’s Conservation Strategy states “Invasive nonnative species can have many negative consequences throughout Oregon. Depending on the species and
location, invasive plants can:
 affect food chain dynamics
 change habitat composition
 increase wildfire risk
 reduce productivity of commercial forestlands, farmlands, and rangelands
 modify soil chemistry
 accelerate soil erosion
 reduce water quality”
Chapter 569 of Oregon law covers weeds. Oregon statute 569.180 (Noxious weeds as public nuisance
policy) states, “In recognition of the imminent and continuous threat to natural resources…noxious
weeds are declared to be a public nuisance and shall be detected, controlled and, where feasible,
eradicated on all lands in this state.”
Upon careful reading, “Noxious Weed Plan” breaks the law by exempting IPC from weed control after 5
years, denying responsibility for Class B and C Weed species (the vast majority of weeds), and holding
IPC accountable for only the very limited area of ROW, despite the B2H project introducing and
spreading weeds far and wide along a 300 mile stretch plus dozens of additional access roads and
tensioning areas.
In summary, IPC’s Application does not take into account the Oregon Conservation Strategy. The
Application clearly is breaks Goal 1 of the Strategy in many ways; additionally the Application imperils a
Federal “Species of Concern”, and does not consider Strategy Habitats or Strategy Species. IPC’s
2

Noxious Weed Plan does not comply with Chapter 569 of Oregon law. I strongly urge you to deny IPC’s
Application. Our State Conservation Strategy and Goals and the integrity of our native plant habitats
and rare plant occurrences cannot be sacrificed.
Sincerely,
Carolyn Giles
804 O av
La Grande OR 97850
541 663 0858
email: gilesci@eou.edu
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litigation that had proven that. So I have to trust
them on that, I guess.
I think you'll have to understand, I'm a
little bit skeptical about this. Idaho Power hasn't
been -- I haven't been contacted -- I mean, I have now.
But through this planning process, I really wasn't
contacted. Nobody came to my place and looked at the
site. I don't know if they know there is a pond right
next to where they want to put this tower. I don't know
if they understand I had to put a well in 700 feet deep,
the water is amazing. I don't know if that will change.
The road coming up Hawthorne has to have a lot
of annual maintenance on it for just three houses. The
idea of them hauling that heavy equipment, and I don't
know what they are going to do to improve or better that
road, my concern is they will make it worse. Only
because of the limited history that I've had with them
hasn't really been very supportive. Tonight was the
first night that I got a chance to listen to this many
people talk about their concerns.
Honestly, I'm more concerned now than before I
came in. I have heard a lot of information tonight that
kind of would make, I think, anybody in my shoes afraid
of the future of what's going to happen up there. I
love this place. I think it's going to change
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1
For everybody here, if you are to looking at
2 the computer screen that's up on the back wall, there is
3 a third power line, which is the green route. There is
4 red, green, and yellow. And I'm pleased to see that the
5 green line was turned on this evening. It wasn't on
6 when I originally looked at it.
7
I also came in late and I was told that I'm
8 not supposed to advocate for the western route
9 recognized by the BLM and environmental analysis because
10 it has not been applied for. That route is what I've
11 been involved with advocating for for 10 years now,
12 since day one, really.
13
I think I probably wrote Adam Bless, with the
14 Oregon Energy Council, probably the first letter he
15 received with my concerns about siting this line through
16 Union County here. And with an empirical background for
17 virtually every acre of the stretch from Hilgard to Ladd
18 Canyon that probably nobody else has, I feel like it's
19 my community contribution to represent it as completely
20 and as well as I can.
21
The green route is by far the superior route
22 when you consider just about any aspect; fish, forest,
23 wildlife, range, fire, feasibility, all the above. In
24 my analysis collecting facts relative to all these
25 resources, the green route is by far the best route.
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dramatically. That is all I have.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Mr. McAllister we have Charles
Gillis on deck.
MR. MICHAEL McALLISTER: I'm Michael
McAllister. I live at 60069 Morgan Lake Road right at
the top where you confront the wind as you break the
summit.
I am of the Move B2H camp, an advocate of
moving and have been for at least 10 years, when the
initial proposed route was presented. I am a natural
resource inventory expert, and made a career
inventorying fish, forest, wildlife, range, ozone
damage, carbon sequestration. I collect facts from the
landscape and have been in La Grande since 1979, when I
lived right below lower Morgan Lake, which apparently is
not recognized by Idaho Power.
The eagles built two nests right above my wall
tent where I lived as I went to school here at Eastern
Oregon University. And it's really a pleasure to be
here tonight with the community and hearing all of their
different concerns and considerations. It's always been
above my mental capacity to explore the rightness or
wrongness of the power line; so I have focused on moving
B2H.
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And I can honestly say that it's a travesty that, for
whatever reason, Idaho Power has chosen to completely
disregard that route. I have seen no evidence in
10 years that Idaho Power has shown any consideration of
that route. I think it's appalling.
I do credit Idaho Power for having in the
10 years considered routes through John Day, extensively
routes through the Blue Mountains, and having recognized
the importance of not further fragmenting large-scale
forest tracks, and that the I-84 corridor is probably
the best route. But specifically through this neck of
the woods, through Union County, Ladd Canyon, I think
every concern I've heard here this evening can be
mitigated by placing this transmission line on the
environmentally-preferred route.
And I am providing comment, written comment
that will specify as well as I can with the time that I
have. I don't believe it's up to me to demonstrate a
burden of proof to this end, but I'm doing my best to do
that.
And I thank you all for your listening here
this evening.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Mr. Gillis, we will hear from, I
believe it's John Winters, if I'm reading that

M & M Court Reporting Service
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correctly.
MR. CHARLES GILLIS: I would like to thank the
Energy Facility Council for coming here. The last time
I spoke before you, about 10 years ago, Ryan Wolf was
the chairman. A very fine man. I hope he's doing well.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: If you could state
your name and your address, please.
MR. CHARLES GILLIS: Charles Gillis,
G-i-l-l-i-s, 1210 1/2 Adams Avenue in La Grande.
Mr. McAllister mentioned the burden of
evidence, and I hope that there is a burden of proof on
Idaho Power to -- that is, something along the lines of
the preponderance of the evidence, or more likely than
not, that they can achieve the tasks that they have to
do to show the Energy Facility Siting Council that they
are worthy of a site certificate.
Tonight I would like to address Exhibit M,
Financial Capability. "Information about Idaho Power's
financial capabilities including ability to obtain a
bond or letter of credit for decommissioning site."
OAR 345-022-0050 states: "Retirement and
Financial Assurance.
"To issue a site certificate the Council must
find:
"(1) The site, taking into account mitigation,

1 communication between Oregon Public Utilities Commission
2 and PacifiCorp.
3
In the OPUC written comments, the term "the
4 Company" refers to PacifiCorp. OPUC asked PacifiCorp:
5 "The Company has not identified a need for B2H in its
6 IRP." I believe that is Integrated Resource Plan.
7 "Beyond an update of the project sponsors' role and
8 resource need, the Company has not presented a clear
9 case for why B2H is needed but other segments of Energy
10 Gateway are not. The Company should identify the role
11 of B2H as a need or component in its
12 least-cost/least-risk portfolio and why it intends on
13 moving forward with the project. The Company should
14 also explain the size and status of any B2H transmission
15 service requests that have been submitted to
16 PacifiCorp."
17
Again, this is October 2018.
18
PacifiCorp Response:
19
"The project schedule and in-service date is
20 driven by Idaho Power as the project manager, and
21 PacifiCorp reflects that information as it is made
22 available. PacifiCorp has not determined a need to move
23 forward beyond the permitting phase of the project and
24 as such is only a party to the current permit funding
25 agreement. As the project moves to permit completion, a
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can be restored adequately to a useful, nonhazardous
condition following permanent cessation of construction
or operation of the facility.
"(2) The applicant has a reasonable likelihood
of obtaining a bond or letter of credit in a form and
amount satisfactory to the Council to restore the site
to a useful, nonhazardous condition.
"Idaho Power Corporation is the lead
organization for B2H but has only a 21 percent interest.
The Bonneville Power Administration and PacifiCorp
control the majority interests in B2H. Therefore BPA
and PacifiCorp must pick up 79 percent of the costs
associated with obtaining a bond or letter of credit in
a form and amount satisfactory to the Council to restore
the site to a useful, nonhazardous condition.
"Included in Project Fact Sheets provided by
Idaho Power," is the statement, quote: "Economic and
population growth are driving up demand for electricity
among customers of Idaho Power, PacifiCorp and
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). In the next
decade, the utilities will need more resources to meet
customers' needs in part of Idaho and Oregon."
In October of 2018, there was testimony before
the Oregon Public Utilities Commission by PacifiCorp.
As a consequence of that testimony, there was written
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determination of next steps will be made based on
customer need. To date PacifiCorp has not received any
requests for service on the B2H [transmission] line."
Zero. That might have changed. This is October 2018,
but I haven't heard of them.
One of the concepts that I've learned in
discussing and speaking with my many friends who oppose
this is the concept of stranded assets. And I believe
that Exhibit M is a collateral consequence of a failure
of Idaho Power to meet Exhibit M's requirements would be
stranded assets.
Specifically, let's hypothetically assume that
the Energy Facility Siting Council gives Idaho Power the
go-ahead. After 5 years of so of our county being
blessed with 140-foot power towers, the paradigm shift
discussed earlier occurs, the power lines are no longer
needed and we are stuck with God knows how many
unnecessary power lines because the PacifiCorp and
Bonneville Power Administration did not pony up the
money required to restore the site to a useful
nonhazardous condition.
I thank you for your time.
HEARING OFFICER WEBSTER: Thank you.
Following Mr. Winters, we will hear from Bill
DeLashmutt.
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Letter voicing concerns about the need for B2H.
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Joel Goldstein
60826 Morgan Lake Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850
(541) 910-4072
August 19, 2019
Energy Facilities Siting Council
c/o Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol St N.E.
Salem, OR. 97301
Via EMAIL: B2H.DPOComments@Oregon.gov
Subject: Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project
9/28/2018; Draft Proposed Order 5/23/2019.
Dear Chair Beyeler and Members of the Council:
I’m writing in opposition to the B2H Proposal. I am a former member of the committee
appointed by our county commissioners to explore the B2H proposal. The general
consensus of the committee was not to support the proposal for the following reasons:
1) The need for the line was not substantiated.
2) Lack of consideration was given to more environmentally friendly sources of energy
and local grids less vulnerable to attack.
2) Concerns about the environmental impact.
3) Cost, initial and ongoing.
4) Increased fire risk.
5) Impact on the towns view-scape.
The following strongly suggests the need for the line has not been substantiated.
Idaho Power’s “Integrated Resources Plan” (IRP) includes the Boardman to Hemingway
(B2H) transmission project as their “preferred portfolio.” They consider B2H as their
“least-cost, least-risk” portfolio in their plan. Stop B2H Coalition is challenging the IRP
and Idaho Power’s calculations before the Oregon Public Utility Commission in docket
LC-68.
Who pays for this?
The 2016 estimate for the cost of the B2H line is $1-1.2 billion! That’s before inflation
and cost overruns which can easily be half again as large. Rate payers may be on the
hook for $1.4 to 1.7 billion when all is said and done.

1

Is the Transmission Line Needed? Is it “Lowest-cost?”
The utility may have a lot more capacity on its existing transmission lines than it’s letting
on. One of our consultants, who has examined the Idaho Power plan carefully, believes
that it’s biased in favor of B2H and that the costs are calculated incorrectly.
These are the important points for challenging the plan (IRP):
1) Idaho Power hasn’t included all existing transmission capacity they already have to
the Northwest energy market. That makes it seem like the system has less capacity
than it really does and therefore supports the assumption that they need the B2H for
additional capacity.
They don’t! Energy imports from the Pacific Northwest are adequate for Idaho Power.
2) Idaho Power is also using lower cost estimates for the power that they would
purchase from the Pacific Northwest, less than what is being charged right now! That
makes those purchases look cheaper than they will be. Our estimates are that the real
cost would be 134% higher - $52 a MWh – than the amount shown in their 2017 plan.
The plan also includes something that no utility has included up to now. Idaho Power
proposes using anticipated revenue from sales to third party customers to offset the
costs of the B2H line. Not only is this is not standard practice, the sales projections for
this charge are unrealistic.
There’s more:
1) A fee for the transport of energy on the B2H line could price renewables out of the
market! Our calculations show an increase of 144% in the transmission rate for wind
and solar if the B2H line is ever built. An attack on Oregon’s clean energy goals?
2) There’s no agreement about how much of the power line Idaho Power could write off
or depreciate every year. Is it the 20 years of the planning process, the 50-year
schedule Idaho Power imagines, or is it the estimate of the OPUC staff with its 60-65year schedule? Without an agreed upon schedule there’s no knowing the amount
ratepayers will end up paying.
The OPUC can protect Oregon ratepayers by requiring Idaho Power to fully disclose all
calculations and costs of the B2H, including their forecasted revenues and customers
who will be required to pay their transmission tariffs.
“Batteries & Grid Security”
STOP B2H Coalition has been raising technical-heck about Idaho Power’s Integrated
Resource Plan (IRP) in front of the Oregon Public Utilities Commission (OPUC) in
docket LC-68! An IRP is a significant planning document in a utilities’ demonstration of
“need.”
Batteries are out there and getting cheaper... Idaho power’s plan (IRP) gives lip-service
to batteries, only considering them as a “storage resource.” Batteries can offer much
more with the ancillary services they provide.
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Getting power to customers means a lot of things. It means:
1) smoothing out power fluctuations
2) making sure that there’s the right relationship between current and voltage;
3) reduced start-up and shut-down costs when coal or gas generation facilities need to
ramp up to meet demand;
4) less carbon emissions; and:
5) reduced risk of exposure to fuel price volatility.
Batteries can help with all of this. This is happening with many utilities are cutting down
on the need for fossil fuels. These services will make the grid more stable. Batteries
may or may not be the cheapest alternative but prices are dropping extremely rapidly.
A bid for new wind + storage energy in Colorado is cheaper than energy from the state’s
existing coal plants;
solar + storage energy is cheaper than 75% of the state’s coal energy. Keeping them
out of the Idaho Power plan lacks vision and rubs up against an Oregon PUC’s
Guideline: “…taking into account anticipated advances in technology.” That couldn’t be
much clearer.
The Oregon PUC should order Idaho Power to look at all the benefits of distributed
generation. and of battery storage and the services they can provide.
As for grid security and reliability…
Research and real-life experience argue strongly for turning away from ever-larger grid
components, and towards the emerging modular grid. These campus-scale grids will
bring greatly improved resilience for – hospitals, police stations, fire stations, assembly
points, food distribution centers and more – that are essential both in emergency and
non-emergency situations.
On the other hand, the lack of security of a centralized transmission system is not in our
best interest. The failure of one large transmission line can cascade across an entire
region with cities and rural areas blacked out and vulnerable. These days, cyberterrorism is one more reason to worry about that possibility. With distributed generation,
some areas would still have power including military installations with their need for
preparedness.
Distributed generation has other advantages, including reliability which is something
Idaho Power claims to value with their vision, values, and mission statements. A large
transmission line like B2H sited directly next to an existing power line, will not offer that
reliability. Those lines themselves are known to start forest fires which can take out all
the lines in the corridor.

What about the Forecasts for Future Electric Demand?
Idaho Power insists that there will be increased electric demand in the future and they
will have a shortfall by 2025, but the market is not growing. Idaho Power’s billed sales
(in all categories of customers) for the last ten years have been flat. That’s in line with
reports from the US Government. Across the country from 2010 to the present,
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residential electricity sales have declined by 3%. This makes sense because each of
those homes is, on average, using 7 % less electricity. The population has increased
but the drop in average demand has decreased even faster. The same thing is
happening in Idaho Power’s service area. An increase in population has been matched
step-for-step by renewables and by more efficient use of energy.
Acknowledging this trend, Idaho Power’s forecast for customer demand has decreased
since the last plan two years ago. Yet they continue to claim a .9% annual increase in
their forecasting.
Considering the rapid and accelerating changes in the industry and consumer demands,
projections from Idaho Power of increases in load are not very realistic. The Oregon
Public Utility Commission should step forward and ask for a more robust analysis of the
population and energy growth scenarios.
Are there provisions for Energy Efficiency and Conservation?
Idaho Power’s efforts to persuade rate payers to conserve energy are less than stellar.
Energy conservation is the act of saving energy by reducing a service. In other words,
to conserve energy, you need to cut back on your usage. In 2016 Idaho Power
promoted a Smart-Saver Pledge to make an “energy saving behavior change” for 21
days. This included suggestions like turning thermostats down one to three degrees,
washing a full load of laundry in cold water and hanging drying it, have a “no
electronics” night once a week; and using the crock pot or BBQ instead of the oven.
The pledge was responded to by 937 people out of over 500,000 customers and 408
participated in a follow up survey for $100 cash prize. These results as compared to the
work of the Oregon Energy Trust are uninspiring. However, using less
energy decreases sales and thus profits so energy conservation is a de-incentive to
Idaho Power.
Incentives can have a real impact on reducing consumption when they’re used. Idaho
Power can do more!
In addition to their less than stellar energy conservation measures, Idaho Power
continues to underestimate the energy efficiency of their customers. Energy efficiency
is defined as saving energy, but keeping the same level of service. For example, if you
turn off the lights when you leave a room, you are practicing energy conservation. If
you replace an inefficient incandescent light bulb with a more efficient LED bulb, you are
practicing energy efficiency.
Major industrial customers, like Simplot, have a 25x10 goal where they are reducing
energy consumption by 2.5% per year for 10 years with a 25% energy efficiency target.
Idaho Power is out of step with their customers who are already saving energy and
have the ability for more! Since 2010, Idaho Power consistently under predicts its
energy efficiency (aka demand-side) savings by almost 37%, according to their own
planning documents.
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If these energy efficiency and conservation savings, were to be incorporated into the
company’s “need” calculation in their (IRP) plan and forecasts, there would be a
significant reduction in Idaho Power’s estimated power needs and the B2H would not be
needed.
Idaho Power needs encouragement to up their energy efficiency and conservation
programs! The OPUC, in their review of the Idaho Power’s (IRP) plan, can insist that
Idaho Power do more!

What About Local (Distributed) Generation?
The Oregon Public Utility Commission’s own guidelines state that electric utilities should
evaluate distributed generation on an equal footing with the other resources they use to
meet their needs, and to put a number on the additional benefits from that generation.
The technology for measuring (e.g.: smart meters) and feeding in the power from those
new sources (e.g.: solar and batteries) is changing fast! That means price declines in
energy generation (e.g.: roof-top solar) and distribution (micro-grids) could push back or
even eliminate the need for big investments, like the B2H. That would seem to be a
better and more prudent strategy. Yet, the Idaho Power planning document pays hardly
any attention to distributed generation. The Oregon PUC should order Idaho Power to
do a thorough examination of distributed generation and incorporate it into their IRP
planning.
Thank you,

Joel Goldstein
60836 Morgan Lake Road
La Grande, Oregon 97850
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ESTERSON Sarah * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dianne Gray <diannebgray@gmail.com>
Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:00 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Idaho Power Application for a Site Certificate for the Boardman to Hemingway
Transmission Project
B2H Noise monitoring and mitigation Dianne Gray.docx

Attached please find my letter commenting on the proposed B2H project siting.

1

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:
I am writing about the inadequate noise estimates that Idaho Power provides in its
application for a site certificate. Specifically,
1. Idaho Power failed to provide noise estimates for the lay down areas and
incorrectly determined they were not required to do so, and
2. Idaho Power failed to include all sources of noise as required by OAR 340-0350035 in noise modeling done on all sites which were not previously used.
References:
OAR 340-035-0035
The application is incomplete as Section X must include information regarding all receptors
within ½ mile of site and include all noise sources required to be included in establishing
the noise level generated directly or indirectly by the development. Idaho Power has not
provided information adequate to determine if they are able to meet the noise standard,
even with site certificate conditions.
IDAHO POWER FAILED TO COMPLY WITH OAR 345-021-0010(1)(x) which states that
Exhibit X must include information about noise generated by construction and operation of
the Project within ½ mile of the site boundary. The site boundary means “the perimeter of
the site of a proposed energy facility, it’s related or supporting facilities, all temporary
laydown and staging areas and all corridors and micrositing corridors proposed by the
applicant” (OAR 345-001-0010(55)).
1. The applicant lists the areas which are included in the site boundary in Exhibit F,
Page F-2, however, they failed to include noise modeling or include all the receptors
within the ½ mile area beyond the entire site perimeter.

2. The applicant failed to do noise modeling for all noise sensitive property as they did
not include churches, schools, libraries, or hospitals as is required by the definition
in OAR 340-035-0015(38).
3. The applicant also failed to include the noise identified in OAR 340-0350035(1)(b)(B)(ii) as not being exempt from the ambient statistical noise level
indirectly caused by or attributable to that source including all its related activities.
This section states, “Sources exempted from the requirements of section (1) of this
rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (f), (j), and (k) of this rule, shall not
be excluded from this ambient measurement.” The application is not complete prior
to the applicant finishing Exhibit X to include all sources required by this rule as
well as all receptors within ½ mile of the entire site boundary. No decisions can be
made absent an accurate accounting of the predicted noise impacts which has not
occurred.
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.
The applicant has not provided information necessary to determine compliance with the
noise standard or if conditions can be included which would make them meet the noise
standard. Therefore, the site certificate must be denied.
Sincerely,

______________________________________
Signature
Printed Name:

Dianne B. Gray

Mailing address:

60332 Marvin Rd.
La Grande, OR 97850

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

1

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:

Roberta Hall <rlhall@peak.org>
Thursday, June 13, 2019 8:57 AM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
[Fortimail Spam Detected] Boardman to Idaho transmission

To: Kellen Tardaewether, Senior Siting Analyst, Oregon Dept of Energy, 550 Capitol St N.E., Salem 97301
As an Oregonian concerned about wildfires and other potential injuries to our natural systems and our wildlife, I
oppose the proposed transmission line from Boardman to Hemingway, Idaho.
This is a time of climate change. Where I live in the Willamette Valley of Western Oregon we are experiencing
unusually hot weather for early June (high 90’s, normally occurring later in the summer) and increasing wind. These
features bode ill for spread of fire, and in themselves are not healthy. This is a time to conserve and cut back on
power—not increase it.
Thank you for your attention, Roberta Hall, 620 NW WItham Drive, Corvallis, OR 97330
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TARDAEWETHER Kellen * ODOE
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rogers Asphalt <rasphalt@oregonwireless.net>
Friday, July 19, 2019 1:31 PM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Fw: NO to B2H
20190719120519089.pdf

Attaching our comments. Mailing the original with signatures.
Patricia Hampton
Randall & Charlene Hampton
541-963-3633
-----Original Message----From: rasphalt@oregonwireless.net
Sent: 19 July, 2019 09:05 AM
To: Rogers

This E-mail was sent from "RNPF70DDC" (Aficio MP C2050).
Scan Date: 07.19.2019 12:05:18 (-0400)
Queries to: rasphalt@oregonwireless.net
--This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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ODOE Note: Attachment send in unopenable file type

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

catherine hancock <attyhancock@aol.com>
Tuesday, August 20, 2019 11:27 AM
B2H DPOComments * ODOE
Idaho Power Application
fish.letter

Please see attached.
Attorney Catherine M. Hancock
25 Main Street
Easthampton, MA 01027
tel: 413-527-1400
fax: 413-529-0107
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Idaho Power Application
fish2.let

Please see attached.
Attorney Catherine M. Hancock
25 Main Street
Easthampton, MA 01027
tel: 413-527-1400
fax: 413-529-0107
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