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*Note to Reader* Some documents are long. If Attachment is downloaded there
are searchable headings for each comment letter and documents on the left
side of a PDF viewer.
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ApPASC RAIN-1

Section3.2.1, Page Nb

OAR 3450230020(2)

Note: It is stated in Section 3.2.1 that the development
B2H has been included in the skerim plan of action in

Currently Idaho Power expects the OPUC to istsie
acknowledgement order before the DPO s issued

IPC’s Integrated Resource Plans in 2009, 2011, 2013, anBlven so, Idaho Power would like to ntitat Idaho

2015, and that the Oregon Public Utilities Commission
has acknovedged each plan. As such, IPC states that
EFSC must find that the need standard has been met.

However, as described in the PUC's orders regarding tl
IPC 2013 and 2015 IRPs, the PUC only acknowledged
the ongoing permitting, planning, and regulatory fiing
related to B2H. ODOE would consider the
“development” of a project to include both the permitting
and planning as well as the actual construction. The PU
orders state that the construction of B2H is beyond the
typical IRP planning horizon.

OAR 3450230020(1) states that the “Council shall find

that the applicant has demonstrated need for the facility|i

the capacity of the proposed facility ...is identified for
acquisition in the shoterm plan of action...approved or
acknowledged by a...governmental bdalgttmakes or
implements energy policy...”. OAR 34%230020(2)
states that the Council shall find that a least plan

meets the criteria of an energy resource plan described|i

section (1) if the PUC of Oregon has acknowledged the
least cost plan.”

ODOEdoes not agree with IPC that the PUC
acknowledgement of the 2013 and 2015 IRPs, which
include only ongoing permitting, planning, and regulator
filings related to B2H (and not “development” as
understood to include both planning/permitting and
constructiol, constitute PUC acknowledgment of B2H
“acquisition” under OAR 345230020(1). As such,
based on current information in the record, ODOE woul
not recommend compliance with the Council's Need
Standard under OAR 34830020 LeasCost Plan

Rule.

However ODOE understands that in its 2017 IRP, IPC
has specifically requested the PUC acknowledge the
planning/permitting and construction of B2H. If PUC
acknowledges the 2017 IRP including the permitting an|
construction of B2H, under OAR 34230020, ODOE
woud recommend that Council shall find compliance

(=}

with the Need Standard.

Power is seeking to meet the Need Standard
alternatively under the Least Cost Plan Rule and th
System Reliability RuleAccordingly, theiming and
outcome of the OPUC proedings may not be

edeterminative of whether the Need Standard is met
provided Idaho Power ssfiesthe System Reliability
Rule.

=
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Statute/Rule/Ordinance

Comment or Request for Additional Information

Response

Reference Reference
ODOE understands that the PUC may not take action gn
the 2017 IRP until sometime later in 2018. ODOE wiill
not require IPC to include the PUC's acknowledgment of
the 2017 IRP in a corfgie application for site certificate.
However, if IPC wishes to rely upon a PUC
acknowledgment (if issued for both permitting and
construction of B2H) to meet the Need Standard under
OAR 3450230020 Least Cost Plan Rule, the PUC'’s
acknowledgement must part of the ODOE record prior
to issuance of a DPO.

ApASC RAIN2 Exhibit N - throughout OAR 345021-0010(1)(n) Please update Exhibit N as appropriate to reference IP( Idaho Power has updated the information in
2017 IRP. For example, Exhibit N Section 3.3.2.2 Exhibit N to incorporate the latest information
references IPC’s 2015 IRP leagbource balance tables, | from the 2017 IRP, including updating
including specific page references in the 2015 IRP. Pleas€ection3.2.2.2,Sectim 3.3.5 the North Valmy
update these references to the72BIP. As another closure references, Tablel\ and other relevant
example, Exhibit N Section 3.3.5 references that the information.
“preferred resource portfolio in the 2015 IRP
contemplates ceasing cdiabd operations for Valmy
Units 1 and 2 in 2025,” however, in the 2017 IRP, it is
stated that IP@iill cease coafired operations at Valmy
Unit 1 by 2019 and Unit 2 by 2025. TablelNhcludes
expecteetase portfolio costs, from the 2015 IRP.
Please also include the 2017 IRP as an attachment to thelThe 2017 IRP is attached as Attachmer.N
exhibit. Please note that if IPC is not relying upon Additionally, while Idaho Power appreciates
previous yeds IRPs, these documents do not need to b¢ ODOE's suggestion that the company remove the
included in the complete application. OAR 3B- pre2017 IRPs from the application, Idaho Power
0010(1)(n)(B)(i) only requires the inclusion of the believes those IRPs support the need for the
“energy resource plan or combination of plans which the Project, even if only as background and context f
applicant relies to demonstrate need,” meaning, if IPC | the Need Standard determinatidherefore, Idaho
only relies upon the 2017 IRP, that is the only document Power has lefthose IRPs in the application.
that needs to be included in the application.

ApASC RAIN-3 Sedion 3.3.6, Page N5 OAR 345021- This section states that the NERC TPL and WECC ratif The WECC process discussed in Exhibit N is a

0010(1)(n)(F)(vi) processes were both used to demonstrate reliability process whereby a utility propesn increase to a

compliance and regional performance criteria. Please
provide reference to a document or reporifieC,

NERC, WECC, or some other entity that documents the
results of these planning studies.

certain transmission patshowing thathe
proposedncreasavould be achieved without

2 violations ofapplicable NERC/WECC standards
and local reliability criteria. With respect to B2H,
WECC approved Idaho Power’s proposal for B2H
in 2012. [daho Power added Footnote@7

Exhibit N referencing that approval:

ExhibitN - 2
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Reference Reference
While this section states that with the B2H project, IPC | B2H is not the onlyossiblesolution to meetg
demonstrates compliance with NERC and WECC Idaho Power’s growing demand for electridity
criteria, it does not state that without B2H, Iég&s not compliance with NER@nd WECC reliability
meet compliance with the same standards. Could IPC | standardsHowever, Idaho Power would have to
meet the NERC and WECC standards without B2H? | meet load growth demands through some
alternative Idaho Power has determined, oves th
course of many successive PFhat the B2H
project is the leastost, leastisk resource-as
compared to many other altetives—to meet the
company’'sgrowingdemands
ApASC RAIN-4 Section3.2.8 Page N18- OAR 345021- It is stated that the 2011 IRP included an analysis for th{ Yes, the 2017 IRP evaluated the B2H project
19 0010(L)(N)(F)(vii)(IV) costeffectiveness of the 500 k&ihgle circuit design. Has | against other feasible resource options and

this analysis been reviewed and reassessed in the 201
IRP?

determined B2H was the least cost, lowest risk
resource to meet the future need Idaho Power’s
customers. Chapter 9 of tB817 IRP, beginning
on page 109, presents an explanation of the
analysis and a summary of the resufisither,
Appendix D of the 2017 IRP provides a
comprehensive review of the Project as a resourg
including addressing the need for the Project,
discussing (qualitatively and quantitatively) the
benefits of the Project, and considering the risks
and benefits of the Project in contrast to a
traditional generation sourc®f particular
relevanceTable 2in AppendixD provides a high
level explanation of the differences between the
Project and other resource options, and
AppendixD-1 provides comparisons among
different transmission line construction and
upgrade scenarios (e.g., replacing OxdaMo
230-kV line with a 500kV line).

ExhibitN - 3
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RAI-4-X*

General Comment

IPC has requested Council approval of both an
exception and a variance for the proposed facility in
its entirety, not only at the 30 identified NSRs with
expected noise exceedances. ODOE will assess and
make recommendations to Council regarding the
requestd exception and variance on each NSR or
groupings of NSRs, and will not recommend to

Council an exception and/or variance for the proposed®

facility in its entirety. This is based on two factors: 1)
IPC does not need an exception/variance for the
proposedacility in its entirety, only at the identified
NSRs that are expected to exceed the noise standar
and 2) ODOE believes that the assessment of an
exception/variance should be s#fgecific and based
on local factors and conditions. For example, based
the weather data provided in Exhibit X, the foul
weather conditions vary considerably between the
weather stations and regions, and as such, the
assessment of an exception request which relies upqg
infrequent circumstances of the event, will also vary.
Additionally, the request for variance should be base
on sitespecific conditions at any particular NSR or
NSR grouping with similar, sitspecific
circumstances. For example, IPC states that “...the
only cure for an exceedance at a particular NSR is tg
reroute the line away from the NSR. Unfortunately,
IPC’s analysis reveals that such rerouting is not
possible.” (ApASC, Exh X, Page-38). This blanket
statement is not validated by the information currentl
included in Exhibit X. The analysis should instead be
site-specific to demonstrate that avoiding the NSR
exceedance is in fact not possible. For example, it m
be the case that the exceedance at-NSRis
impossible to avoid because the proposed route mug
stay within the designated energy corridor. On the
contrary, at NSRL15, no other constraints appear on
figure X-10 that seem to be obvious constraints on th
routing in this area. It is also not obvious why the
Willow Creek area, which contains multiple NSRs,
could not be avoided. IPC explains on pagg9¢hat
the BLM would not allow an alternative segment in
this area to cross its land due to sage grouse

Seeattachedcorrespondence from Mark Stokes,
Idaho Power, to Kellen Tardaeweth®DOE,
discussing certain issues raised by this comment.

Additionally, as requested by ODOE, Idaho Power|
has expanded in the text of Exhibit X the discussiqg
f the siting constraints surrounding N&RE5,the
Willow Creek areaand NSR8 through NSRL1.

o

on

=}

considerations. ODOE does not question that todfie

! ODOE provided its Exhibit )Request for Information4 (RAI-4) to Idaho Power on obautOctober 192017

Exhibit X - 1

n



Idaho Power’s Response to ODOE’s Request for Additional Information 4

Exhibit X —Noise

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

December2017

Request for
Information

Amended pASC
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Response

and understands that BLM has control over use of itg
land, but the decision to cross the Willowe€k valley
as shown on figure X is not on BLM land, and it is
not clearly demonstrated why the line could not be
moved to elsewhere on n@LM land in this area to
avoid the noise exceedance at multiple NSRs. Finall
IPC relies upon a general list @fal constraints (page
X-37), including federal land management authority,
WECC requirements, Category 1 habitat avoidance,
and Protected Areas avoidance, but it is not evident
that any of these constraints are at issue around NS
8-11 (figure X5).

As auch, please provide an assessment of the reque
for exception and/or variance for each NSR or NSR
grouping, as appropriate (groupings as identified on
figures X5 to X-10).

RS

5t

RAI-4-X?

Section 3.4.5.2, Page- X
22, table X6

OAR 34060350010

Table X6, and the corresponding assessment of fou
weather conditions, defines “foul weather” as periods
when rainfall is between .8 mm/hr and 5 mm/hr.
Please explain why this range was selected. Are the
periods when rainfall would be greater than 5 mm/hr
Is that not considered foul weather?

As reviewed and approved by ODQ#aho Power
used the Bonneville Power Administration’s
Corona and Field Effects (CAFE) program to
€analyze audibleagise generated from the
? transmission lines. That method calculates the foull
weather L50 noise level during rainy conditions of

1 millimeter per hour (mm/hr) (0.039 inch/hr).

Longterm measurements show that L50 audible

noise levels occur at this rain rate (EPRI 2005). Th

CAFE program assumes this standard rain rate, and

does not allow for adjustments or modifications.

However, as the analysis progresseaho Power

recognized that audible noise may be present from

the conductors when there are water aigpbn the

conductors, such as just after rain (conductor not y

dried off) or a light mist or heavy fog although theg

latter conditions are highly variable. The rain rate

1 mm/hour used in the CAFE model does not

necessarily cover light rains or fog when corona

noise will also be generated. Therefore, the Projeq
assumed foul weather to be a rain rate of ranging
from 0.8 to 5 mm/hour for the following reasons:

« It is a slightly more conservative definition of the|
weather conditions likely to result in maximum
corona noise than the 1 mm/hour usethiey
CAFE program, but is consistent with EPRI

0]

t

= D g

p=3

2 ldaho Power retained in this document the numbering used by ODOE in its RAI worksheet, which included two RAI “X”s and no RAI “1.”

Exhibit X - 2
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Iﬁ;ec?rlrf:tti ;(r)]r Am;gfdeer(;r?cAeSC Statuteélz?é%(r)“r:cémance Comment or Request for Additional Information Response
guidance and further confirmed durildgho
Power’sfield verificationmeasurements.

« It also correctly excludes precipitation heavy
enough that it could be reasonably expected that
the noise from the weather would increase
ambient sound levels to the extent that the coropa
noise would be masked.

It is assumed that precipian at a higher rate than

5 mm/hour would result in masking of corona

noise.

RAI-4-X Section3.3.2.1 Reiteration of RAI 3X-12: please provide the two See attached.
referenced BPA documents related to the noise poligy
compliance or a link where the referenced documen
can be accessed (footnotes 8 and 9 of Exhibit X).

RAI-4-X-2 Section3.4.2, PageX-15 OAR 3400350035(5) Please provide any regulations, approval criteria or | |daho Power has added the relevant Code of
conditions of operation related to noise that will apply, Federal Regulatiorsitation to Exhibit X,
or are expected to be applied, to the helicopter Section3.4.2—i.e., 14 C.F.R. § 36.1Which
operations during construction as imposed by the | provides for noise certification standards and noise
FAA. level limits applicable to helicoptef§o ensure

compliance with such standards, Idaho Power hag
added the following requirement to Public Services
Condition 2: ‘dl helicopters must be compliant
with the noise certification and noise level lisnéet
forth in 14 C.F.R. § 36.11Further, Public Services
Condition 2 already includes the following
requirements to avoid or minimize the noise
impacts on the public by limiting the location of the
helicopter flights to areas away from dwellings ang
by limiting the timing of the flights to daylight
hours: ‘tl. Multi-use areas and ligduty fly yards
contairing helipads shall be located: . . . (iii) at least
500 feet from existing dwellings on adjacent
properties; ané. Flights shall occur only between
sunrise and sunsétn its entirety, Public Services
Condition 2, as revised, reads:

Public Services Condition 2: Prior to
construction, the site certificate holder shall
submit to the department for its approval a
Helicopter Use Plan, which identifies
provides:

a. The type of helicopters to be usad

Exhibit X - 3



Idaho Power’s Response to ODOE’s Request for Additional Information 4

Exhibit X —Noise

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project

December2017

Request for
Information

Amended pASC
Reference
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b. The duration of helicopter use;
c. Roads or residences over which external loag
will be carried,;

d. Multi-use areas and lighiuty fly yards
containing helipads shall be located: (i) in areas
free from tall agricultural crops and livestock; (ii)
at least 500 feet from organic agricultural
operations; and (jii) at least 500 feet from
existing dwellings on adjacent properties; and
e. Flights shall occur only between sunrise and
sunset.

RAI-4-X-3

Section3.4.3, Pag&X-15

OAR 3400350035(5)

Please discuss the expected frequency of use and a|
proposed conditions of use of helicopters during
facility operation.

Response pending.

RAI-4-X-4

Attachment X4

OAR 3400350035

In Attachment X4, is the predicted sound level show
in L1, L10 or L50 dBA Please discuss how the
facility complies with the entirety of the standard for
new noise sources at night: L50, 50 dBA; L10, 55
dBA; and L1, 60 dBA.

The noise modelling methods developed by BPA
provides predicted foul weather L50 and L5 sound
levels. Tk model predicts that the L5 sound level
is always 3.5 dBA greater than the L50 sound leve
Thus if the predicted L50 sound level is 50 dBA,
the predicted L5 will be 53.5 dBA. The L5
represents the loudesp®rcent of an hour (3
minutes of an hour) vile the L10 represents the
loudest 10% of an hour (6 minutes of an hour). THh
L10 is therefore always less than or equal to the L|
and if the L5 complies with 55 dBA, the L10 will
also comply with 55 dBA. The BPA model does
not provide a method to calet# the L1 sound
level, but it is not expected that the L1 will exceed
the L5 by more than 6 dBA nor the L50 by more
than 10 dBA,; thus compliance with the L50 of 50
dBA criteria is anticipated to also yield compliance|
with the L10 criteria of 55 dBA andétL1 criteria
of 60 dBA.

L)l(.D

RAI-4-5

Section 3.4.5.2, Page- X
18

OAR 346035
0035(1)(b)(B)()

The discussion of Table-X and the anticipated 30
NSR noise exceedances references anligte-time
periodof midnight to 5 AM when exceedances may
occur, during foul weather conditions. However, the
L50 dBA nighttime noise standard applies between 1
PM and 7 AM. Please explain if the difference in time
between the standard and what IPC appears to have

Themidnight5amtimeframeappears to have come
at the request of ODOE or ODOE's consultarer
objections by Idaho Powdf we use the 10pfiam
timeframe insteaddaho Powewould expect that
Othe existing baseline noise levels would be higher
becaus¢he additional hours would capture more
activity such as camoiseand other actions that

generate noise.

Exhibit X - 4
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Reference
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Response

analyzd result in a different outcome than what is
reported in Exh. X.

RAI-4-6

Section 3.4.5.2, Page- X
19

OAR 346035
0035(1)(b)(B)(i)

TableX-5 is reported in L50 dBA. However, the noise
standard also considers standards for L1 and L10

dBA. Please explain if there is a difference in results
from the analysis using L50 and an analysis using L1
or L10.

See response to RAHX-4 above.

RAI-4-7

Figure X5-X-10

OAR 345021-0010(1)(x)

A number of NSRs from Table-X do not appear on
Figures X5 to X-10. Specifically these are NSRs: 71,
93, 95, 101, 102, and 104. Please add these to the
maps or explain why they are not shown on the map

ldaho Powehas added NSR1,-93,-95,-102,-
102, and104 where missing.

Exhibit X - 5
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Noise Control Regulations are applied. There is a single noise sour@ntbexe exceedance

along that sigle noi® source, at any point and regardless of where along that noise source the
exceedance appeampmpts the need for either an exception or a variance. And in turn, an
exception or variance will applp the Project as a whole and not justéstain NSR loatiors.

For example, OARB40-035-0100(1) states that a variance may be granted to “such specific noise
source” as necessanmyeaning the variance isn’t intended to apply atgestain locations or for
certain NSR exceedangaetss intended to apply to the entire projethat being so, here, an
exception or variance for the Projecbald be granted to the Project in its entirety and not just
for specific NSR locations. This distinction is important, not onlyefgelaining the scope of the
exception owvariance, but also for framing tieentext for the exception and variance evaluation,
as explained below.

Il. ODOE Should Evaluate the Exception and Variance Requests Separately

ODOEs comments addressed s#gecific conditions suounding certain NSR exceedances, but
the comments did not identifyhether tlat discussion applied to thexception analysis, the
variance analysis, or both analysieho Power requests that ODOE provide a ruatailed
response that addresthe excepon and variance requests separatelythatiframea those
comments in the context of the specffictors set forth in the exception and variance
regulations.

I1. The Foul Weather Events Potentially Causing Exceedansef the Ambient
Antidegradation Standard Will Be Infrequent, Justifying an Exception.

OAR 3403035-0035(6) provides that aswner of an industrial noise souesuch as B2H-may
receive an exception to the regulatogise levels for “unusual and/or infrequent everitsthis
instance)daho Power shows that, while corona noise from the transmission line may exceed the
ambient antidegradation standard at certain NBRisg certain foul weather events, tieéevant

foul weather events are predicted to occur only 1.3 percent of the time each year. The Noise
Control Regulations do not define the term “infrequent” for purposes of the exception. However,
the common meaning of that term is “seldom happening or occurring,” or “placed or occurring at
wide intervals in sace or time.? Because the potential exceedances are anticipated to occur only
1.3 percent of the time, theertainly should be considered agldom happeningidnd therefore
should beconsidered infrequent events for purposes of the exception. ODOEsarumdo not
appear to challenge that the exceedances will be “infrefjueand therefore,raexception is
warranted.

ODOE states that it “believes that the assessment of an exception/variance shoulsipgeeifite-

and based on local factors and conditjbasd ‘the foul weather conditions vary considerably
between the weather stations and regions, and as such, the assessment of an exception request
which relies upon infrequent circumstances of the event, will also vary.” Here, Idaho Power
believes that Exhibit Xsufficiently discussethe local weather conditions affecting the NSR
exceedance locationand ODOE’s comments do not mention any specific giecific weather
information that is missing from Exhibit Xhat being soagain, Exhibit X provides sufficient
information justifying an exception.

I MerriamWebster Online Dictionary at https://www.merriamebster.com/dictionary/infrequent.
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To the extent ODOE suggeshatin order to receive an exceptitdaho Power must show that
avoiding theexceedanc®lSRs is impossible, OAR 34035-0035(6) does not require such a

showing. Rather, that provision only requires a showing that the exceedance is due to an unusual
or infrequent event. Andnithis case, Exhibit X clearly makes that showing, where the foul

weather events that potentially will cause an exceedance are predicted to occur only 1.3 percent
of the time. While ODOE’s basis for its alternative routing analysis requirement is umclear f

its October 19 comments, to the extent ODOE is relying on OARD38@035(6), ODOE

should provide a morddailed explanation of how it interpreted that rule as requiring an
alternatives analysis.

If ODOE is relying on OAR 34@35-0010(2)and not OAR 340035-0035(6) it must be
clarified that the factors set forth in that subsection deerptesslyincludeany alternative siting
analysis If ODOE is relying on OAR 34035-0010(2), ODOE should explain in more detail
how it determined that #t provison contemplatean alternative siting analysis

Additionally, and perhaps more importantly, OAR 3285-0010(2) provides that the listed

factors only need beconsidered OAR 340035-0010(2) does not state that the factors are
“requirements.” ODOE should explain how an alternative siting analysis is a requirement and not
just a consideration under OAR 38385-0010(2). Also, ® the extent ODOE is relying on

OAR 340035-0010(2), ODOHnNust consideeach of the factors listed in that subsection and not
just its alternative siting analysis. Whenthlk factorsare consideredhe totality of the
circumstancegeven if ODOE’s alternative siting analysis is taken into consideratierghs

heavily in favor of an exception, given that there are relatively few affected NSRs given the size
of the Project (nearly 30files long), that tb few affected NSRs are expected to experience
exceedances only 1.3 percent of the time and then only during foul weather events when the
occupants are |y to be insidduildingswhere the sound will bleuffered that Idaho Power is
offering to fund window treatments to further buffer the sound inside the affected NSR

buildings, that there were numerous competing siting constraints thattbdeoleationof the

Project, andhatthe quantity of noise generated is still expected in all instances to be below the
50 dBA maximum permissible limit. Finally, ODOE'’s analysis under OAR33®0010(2)

should consider the fact that the State of Oregon has defunded the noise program and the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quaktythe agency charged widdministering and enforcing the
Noise Control Regutions—has by rule suspended adhisiration of the noise program:

In 1991, the Legislative Assembly withdrew all funding for implementing and
administering ORS Chapter 467 and the Department's noise program.
Accordingly, the Commission and the Department have suspended administration
of the noise program, including but not limited to processing requests for
excepions and variances, reviewing plans, issuing certifications, forming

advisory committees, and responding to complaints. Similarly, the public's
obligations to submit plans or certifications to the Department are suspended.

OAR 340035-0110. Whileldaho Pwerunderstand®DOE believes it must still consider the
Noise Control Regulationsecause oEFSC'’s rules, ODOE'’s analysis under OAR 385-
0010(2) should recognizbat the Legislative Assembly and ODBQ long fund ormplement
the noise program, suggesting that they do not view the Noise Control Reguldébakne
strict compliance with the ambient antidegradation stardasdbeingritical to “health, safgt,
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and welfare of Oregon citizens” under OAR 3#86-0010(2).For all of the above reasons,
Exhibit X provides sufficient information justifying an exception.

V. A Variance Requires a Showing of Special Considerations Making Compliance
Unreasonable or Special Physical Conditions Making Compliance Impractical;
There Is No Impossibility Test.

ODOE states that, in order to get a variance, ldaho Power must show that “avoiding the NSR
exceedance is in fact not possiblieldho Power disagre@dth ODOE’s interpretation of the

rule. First, the relevant thresholds under O340-035-0100(1)are whether strict compliance is
“unreasonable” or “impractical,” both of which thresholds are lower @ROE’s ‘impossible”
threshold. Second, there is no sitengpidance test under OAB10-035-0100(1).Instead, that
provision require®nly thatthe person seeking a variance show itriseasonable or impractical

for the noise source taretly comply with the noise rulegjiven special considerations or

special physical conditions. OABI0035-0100(1) statethat a variance iwarranted if strict
compliance is inappropriate “because of special circumstances which render strict compliance
unreasonableor impractical due to special physical conditions or causg€ QAR 340035-
0100(1). Here, the foul weather events are #petial circumstances” or “special physical
conditions” affecting strict complianc&he foulweatherevents are special because they will
occuronly infrequentlyand they uniquelgause coronaoise on transmission lineand not on

most if any, other facilities) The foul weather events rendgrict compliance unreasonable or
impracticalbecausédaho Power cannot controldbefoul weatherventsthe cause of the non-
compliance. Tie focus of the variance analysis is on the reasonableness or pracifcality
Projects ability to comply with the noise rules, given the special weather evertkss case, it's

not reasonabler practicalto expect the Project to meet the antidegradation standard, given that
the certainfoul weatherevents arexpected taccur (if only infrequentlyand Idaho Power

cannot control the weather

V. Conclusion

Idaho Power appreciates ODOE’s comments on Exhibit X of the June 2017 Amended
Preliminary Application for Site Certificatédaho Power believes the additional information and
explanation provided in this correspondenoafirms that the Project warrants an exception,
variance, or both to account for the projected exceedances of the ambient antidegradation
standard caused byrt&in infrequent foul weather eventyou have any additional comments
or questions regarding these issues, please do not hesitate to call or write.

Sincerely

Mark Stokes
Engineering Project Leader

cc: Max Woods, Maxwell. Woods@oregon.gov



May 26, 1982 Bonneville
Power Administration
Memorandum on Sound Level
Limits for BPA Facilities
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