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Q: State your name and the organization you represent. Explain the mission of your
organization and your role.
A: My name is Jim Kreider and I am the Co-Chair of the Stop B2H Coalition (aka Stop B2H
or STOP). Our mission is:
“To stop the approval and construction of an unneeded 305 mile, 500 kv transmission line
through Eastern Oregon and Western Idaho, thereby:
e protecting environmental, historical and cultural resources;
e preventing degradation of timber and agricultural lands and the Oregon National Historic
Trail; and
e promoting energy conservation and supporting the rapid development of new
technologies in energy generation, storage and distribution throughout the western region

and the USA.”

Q: Why doesn't the Stop B2H Coalition have an attorney representing them?
A: STOP, as a regional grassroots organization, has been fundraising since its inception. All
the money we have raised has been dedicated to attorneys in the ODOE/EFSC site certificate
contested case and our appeal to the Oregon Supreme Court. Therefore, we are navigating this
docket without legal advice and using our best efforts to understand and navigate the contested
case process at OPUC. The OPUC process is different from the contested case process at
ODOE/EFSC so it is a steeper learning curve than expected.

Realizing that our footnoted citations in the original filing of our Opening Testimony

may not have been admitted into the PCN-5 record based on the January 25, 2023 status
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conference with ALJ Mellgren, we are updating and including exhibits in this Amended Opening

Testimony.

Q: What does STOP think about the expedited procedural schedule in this docket?

A: It has put STOP and the landowner interveners, members of the public with no training to
engage in proceedings like this, at a distinct disadvantage. As a grassroots organization it takes
time to reach out and organize the public, understand and define the various regional/individual
issues, consult with attorneys or other knowledgeable experts, and develop training programs and
tips/guidance, so the public can represent themselves before the adjudicating body.

Idaho Power and PacifiCorp have legions of experienced utility attorneys that are being
paid by us, the ratepayers, to fight us, the ratepayers. If there ever was an uneven playing field
we are looking at it here. Therefore, we plead that the content of our argument, while probably
not properly formatted or cited, be accepted with instructions to configure our future testimony
in the proper manner. STOP is looking for attorneys and has been turned down by many. We
have learned that representing STOP is the kiss of death to many attorneys that might want future
work from the utilities.

Additionally, this timeline has an artificially fabricated urgency created by Idaho Power.
Their assertion that the sky will fall if the B2H isn't on line by 2026 is not true. Idaho Power,
after doubling their planning reserve margins in the 2021 IRP (a paper exercise) and the purchase
of transmission rights by third parties outside their balancing authority shocked their planners
and suddenly they have a large energy deficiency from the 2019 to 2021 IRP. They also claim
the early exit of some of the Jim Bridger units will exacerbate this shortfall. It needs to be noted

that units 1 and 2 were scheduled to be decommissioned and are now being converted to natural
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gas. That leaves units 3 and 4 which have scrubbers and meet the clean air act standards (that
units 1 and 2 did not have). These two units (3 and 4) do not have to be retired except for the
political greenwashing points for carbon reduction which the company is not required to do.
We’ve heard their greenwashing since the beginning of the B2H project. The need for
transmission was to replace the coal plants. Now two of the coal plants are gas plants and we
have only more hollow promises.

If it takes longer to correctly and fairly deal with a CPCN for the B2H there is enough
energy that Idaho will not go without power. The urgency is a red herring. Between the multi-
source RFP that Idaho Power has recently issued for more generation that will be online before
2016, the Jim Bridger units that will likely be kept on line until their end of life in 2034, and the
(academic) changes in their reserve margin, we reiterate that Idaho Power’s urgency is self-
created. Bottom line is we have time for thoughtful and careful consideration for the B2H

CPCN, to identify all the land parcels targeted for condemnation — and all permits to be acquired.

Q: Why is the Stop B2H Coalition concerned about Idaho Power’s CPCN application?
A: As our mission states, Stop B2H is a coalition of people and organizations that have been
trying to prevent the construction of this massive industrial intrusion into the lives, livelihoods,
habitats, and special places in Eastern Oregon that we all cherish and wish to protect. With
nearly 1,000 members, thousands more who support us from our member organizations, and
years of research and docket engagements, STOP knows the B2H is unnecessary to meet the
energy needs in Idaho, it is very expensive, and it is counter to what we believe are better and

more secure ways to modernize our grid infrastructure and enhance our climate resiliency.
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The CPCN would enable an out of state utility to export energy from the Mid-C, which is
entering a resource inadequacy. The Pacific Northwest Power Supply Adequacy Assessment for
2027 in the Executive Summary in part it says',

As in the plan, this assessment found risk factors to monitor when determining
how to implement and adapt the resource strategy to the wide range of
uncertainties the region faces. If regional planners observe increased demand
due to accelerated electrification in any part of the region without an
associated increase in resources and reserves, and/or resources of significant
size are retired without replacement, the risk of adequacy issues increases
significantly.

The inadequacy is due to the accelerated retirement of carbon generation resources and a
slower replacement of that lost capacity by renewable energy systems. Energy prices will
increase due to this resource inadequacy naturally. Staff pointed out in the 2021 IRP LC 78 that
the AURORA modeling for Mid-C prices was significantly lower than actual prices seen in the
Mid-C. Additionally AURORA did not calculate the impacts of the resource inadequacy nor the
impact to prices if the lower Snake River dams are taken down with their loss of generation
capacity. These scenarios should be modeled in a 20 year plan. Energy prices will increase even
more if the B2H is built for two additional reasons: 1) the B2H will export more of the Mid-C’s
limited energy supply thus increasing prices and; 2) the OATT for PATH 14 will increase
because of B2H. All three price increases will be passed onto the customer.

Logic would suggest that if I[daho Power built more of their own renewable generation in

Idaho, closer to load and enhancing its intrastate transmission/distribution system. It will reduce

! Pacific Northwest Power Supply Adequacy Assessment for 2027-Executive Summary
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energy costs in both markets. The IPUC staff in IPC-E-19-14 Application for Power Purchase
Sales Agreement with Jackpot Holdings found that the 120 MW PPA with Jackpot was more
cost effective than buying energy from the Mid-C (see Exhibit 1, pp. 10-13). If both regions
build renewables to meet their resource inadequacies, a new large transmission system will not
be needed. With regional generation and load more in balance the current transmission system
can be upgraded, reconducted, and fire hardened for maximum benefits.

STOP will address the incompleteness and inappropriateness of this CPCN application
and reserves the right to add additional evidence once discovery is complete and all data requests
are received.

As STOP is also unrepresented at this time, we reserve the right to add legal counsel to

our team, when we are able to retain one.

Q: Overall, tell us what issues STOP is contesting in this case.

A: STOP is contesting the fact that there are alternatives to this project that better protect the
public health, safety and welfare of Oregonians, and that the application is still incomplete and
therefore, prematurely filed. We trust that the OPUC is conducting its own investigation into the
matter.” We understand that the OPUC will be relying on the decisions of EFSC, which approved
a site certificate for the B2H project. However, there are decisions that are outside of the EFSC
jurisdiction’, and others that need special consideration because: they are on appeal at the
Oregon Supreme Court"; there are mitigation plans that are not complete and they need to be

complete and approved by various agencies/authorities before compliance with the site

2 ORS 758.015(2): “...in addition to considering facts presented at such hearing, shall make the commission’s own
investigation to determine the necessity, safety, practicability and justification in the public interest...”

* OAR 860-025-0035(2) “... has already been acknowledged or approved by regulatory or permitting authorities.”
* Links to the Supreme Court Briefs, which have been filed into the record by IPC previously:
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/pecn5hah81518.pdf
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certificate can be assured’; and/or, because a new project amendment is pending which will be a
type A amendment requiring a contested case and they have only begun the amendment analysis
and decision making process under ODOE.® At least 2 more project amendments are expected,

making this docket a longer process.

Q: Stop B2H Coalition says that its mission is more than just stopping the project, and
you mentioned alternatives above. What are STOP’s alternatives?
A: We have many alternatives. Some are alternatives to transmission and are more climate-
friendly solutions for Idaho Power; and some are about “right-siting,” which is more
environmentally-friendly and considers the people impacted, if the project must go forward.
Years of suggestions in our opening and closing comments in IPC’s IRP’s’ present
numerous alternatives. We have presented opening and closing comments since 2015, attended
all IRP meetings and IPC-led workshops since 2016. We have advocated for increased energy
efficiency (EE) targets -- especially when IPC’s own data demonstrated that their customers are
achieving more EE than they projected.® In 2017, STOP’s IRP comments included a “Citizen
Portfolio” which included suggestions for more robust demand-side management programs,
enhanced partnering with industrial and commercial customers in efficiency programs as well as
co-generation, aggressive roll-out of their smart grid technologies (e.g.: Advanced Metering

Infrastructures) while partnering with residential customers (utilizing their smart meters for two

> See Exhibit 2.a. in particular, 5.0 Pre-Construction Conditions (GEN- and PRE-) in the EFSC issued Site
Certificate. https://www.oregon.gov/energy/facilities-safety/facilities/Facilities%20library/B2H-AMD1-pRFA-
Attachments.pdf

® The first amendments are noticed: https://www.oregon.gov/energy/facilities-
safety/facilities/Facilities%20library/2022-12-15-B2H-AMD [ -pRFA-Public-Notice.pdf and the Request for
Amendment is Exhibit 2. https://www.oregon.gov/energy/facilities-safety/facilities/Facilities%20library/B2H-
AMDI1-pRFA-and-Cover-Letter.pdf

7 STOP Public Comments and Technical Filings 2015-2023, Exhibit 2.b. (102.b.)

% Exhibit 3 (103) STOP’s 2017 IRP comments pp. 17-18; and Exhibit 4 (104) Consortium of Groups’ EIS
objections comments: pp. 25-26.
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way communications and conservation), securing or building more renewable generation close to
load/demand and existing substations (BPA’s “non-wires” solutions), battery storage and
ancillary services (e.g.: smoothing and balancing voltage on the grid), again near substations.
STOP’s years of advocacy for these types of alternatives are aligned with OAR 860-025-
0030(2)(n). °

STOP has also been advocating for upgrading, digitizing, and fire-hardening our three
existing 230 kV lines in PATH 14 for many years. We believe this is in the best interest and
benefit of the public. The security of fire-hardening cannot be under-stated, security and
resiliency is gained by upgrading before building new, and it is prudent, in terms of common
sense and fiscal responsibility. IPC says upgrading and fire hardening will cost more to their
shareholders and customers. But financial costs are not the only consideration in prudency. Loss
of natural, cultural and historical resources, habitats, and livelihoods — and now potential
property losses, all must be considered. It’s impossible to put a price on them—they are
Precious. Note: In the past week STOP learned that the BPA is upgrading and rebuilding the 45
mile Roundup-La Grande 230 kV line beginning in 2023 in a letter from Henkels and McCoy,

Inc. STOP has asked for more details.

Q: You mentioned “right-siting” above. Can you address that?
A: Administrative rules in OAR 860-025-0030 “Petitions for CPCN for Construction of

Overhead Transmission Lines” and its subsections 860-025-0030 2(c)(C), (g), (1), and “CPCN

’ (n) An evaluation of available alternatives to construction of the transmission line, including but
not limited to conservation measures, non-wires alternatives, and construction of one or more
lower-voltage single or multi-circuit lines. The petitioner may make reference to relevant
sections of its most recent integrated resource plan (IRP) filed under OAR 860-027-0400, local
transmission plans, or a planning document substantially equivalent to an IRP;
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Review Criteria” OAR 860-025-0035 1(c) and 2, address the applicant's evaluation of
alternative routes in various ways. All of these are part of ‘right-siting” and IPC’s petition is not

in compliance with these rules.

Q: Why are they not in compliance?
A: The most obvious example is Idaho Power’s choice, with EFSC’s approval, to not
include the BLM’s Environmentally-Preferred route in Union County in its analysis. This does
not comply with OAR 860-025-0035 (2) which says that the Commission will give due
consideration to reviews that have already been approved by a regulatory or permitting agency. "
To summarize: the applicant has not evaluated all available alternative routes per ORS
469.370(13) which states, “For a facility that is subject to and has been or will be reviewed by a
federal agency under the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 4321, et seq., the
council shall conduct its site certificate review, to the maximum extent feasible, in a manner that
is consistent with and does not duplicate the federal agency review. Such coordination shall
include, but need not be limited to:

(a) Elimination of duplicative application, study and reporting requirements;

(b) Council use of information generated and documents prepared for the federal agency
review;

(c) Development with the federal agency and reliance on a joint record to address applicable
council standards;

(d) Whenever feasible, joint hearings and issuance of a site certificate decision in a time
frame consistent with the federal agency review; and

(e) To the extent consistent with applicable state standards, establishment of conditions in
any site certificate that are consistent with the conditions established by the federal
agency. In fact the environmentally preferred route selected by the BLM was not allowed

1% 1t should be noted that this issue is pending before the Supreme Court; it was delayed by the EFSC process.
Petitioner McAllister intended to bring the issue forward to the Supreme Court in Nov 2020 but was informed by
DOIJ/EFSC Attorney Ratcliff that it could not be filed until the full EFSC process was completed. Hence, 2 years
later, the case on the NEPA route can finally be heard. The public good was not served by the bureaucratic delay
which favored Idaho Power’s choice and influence of route selection.
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to be evaluated by EFSC. EFSC erred in their decision to block consideration of this
properly analyzed route.”

The Energy Facility Siting Council did not allow the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
route, called the “Glass Hill Alternative,” selected by BLM in its Record of Decision (ROD)'' in
Union county be evaluated. In the BLM ROD (see Exhibit 5 (105)) which states,
“The ROW authorization decision applies only to BLM-administered lands in the B2H
Project area. In making its decision, however, BLM considered effects on other public
lands managed by the BLM, as well effects on private lands and lands managed by
agencies other than the BLM. This decision would achieve the B2H Project’s purpose
while also avoiding, minimizing, or requiring compensation for impacts on sensitive
resources along the route.” (Exhibit 105 p. 3, highlighted).
It is clear that the BLM designated Union County’s Glass Hill Alternative as the environmentally
preferred route (see map, p. 4 in Exhibit 105, light blue line). Furthermore, on page 6 of Exhibit
105, it states:
“Although the BLM does not have authority over state or private land, the Applicant has
agreed that provisions of the draft and final Construction PODs will be applied
consistently to state and private land as well as Federal land, unless otherwise indicated
by the state and/or by private landowners.” (page 6 of Exhibit 105, highlighted).
Pro Se Michael McAllister in the ODOE/EFSC contested case regarding a site certificate
for the B2H transmission line in OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 was prohibited by the ALJ

and EFSC from arguing that the BLM NEPA environmentally preferred route, the Glass Hill

| ""BLM Record of Decision (November 2017), See Exhibit 5 (105) for Excerpt.
https://eplanning.blm.gov/public_projects/nepa/68150/125243/152690/20171117_Record Of Decision.pdf
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Alternative should be evaluated. In Mr. McAllister's appeal to the Oregon Supreme Court'? he
quotes, “Based on this construction of Petitioner’s issue, the Council held the matter was outside
of its jurisdiction, adopting the reasoning: An applicant’s choice of routes, and whether
Applicant selects the route with the least environmental impact, are matters that fall outside
Council’s jurisdiction. There is no siting standard requiring Council to consider routes not
proposed by Applicant and no siting standard allowing Council to recommend routes that are not
proposed in the ASC. Because Applicant’s selection of the Morgan Lake Alternative route
(instead of the Agency Selected NEPA Route, or other possible routes) falls outside Council’s
jurisdiction, the above issues are not properly raised for consideration in the contested case. OAR
345-015-0016(3)"".

Mr. McAllister’s two (2) comments in PCN 5, with the subjects of “In the Matter of
Idaho Power Utility Company Petition for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, PCN
5, Memorandum Issued: December 19, 2022 (January 6, 2023)”14 and “Comments of Michael
McAllister PCN 5 IDAHO POWER CERTIFICATION OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND
NECESSITY (January 10, 2023)”"* he further details the failures of EFSC and the EFSC’s ALJ
to follow ORS 469.370(13) to allow for an evaluation of the Glass Hill Alternative which is the

BLM’s preferred NEPA route in Union County.

Q: Why should the OPUC evaluate the Glass Hill Alternative, BLM’s Environmentally

Preferred Route in the ROD?

> Michael McAllister versus Energy Facility Siting Council, Oregon Department of Energy, and Idaho Power
Company (IPC), Respondents — S069920: https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/pcn5Shah81518.pdf

'3 Links to the Oregon Supreme Court opening Briefs sent by Idaho Power per ALJ Mellgren’s December 19, 2022
Memorandum asking for documents related to all appeals of the Energy Facility Siting Council’s site certificate for
the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line pdf, page. 90.
https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAH/pecnShah81518.pdf

" https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAC/penS5hac 144747 .pdf, McAllister’s response to ALJ Mellgren.

15 https://edocs.puc.state.or.us/efdocs/HAC/pcn5hac161936.pdf, McAllister’s public comment, PCN-5.
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A: As stated earlier, 860-025-0030 2(c)(C), (g), (1) and 860-025-0035 1(c) and 2, instructs
the OPUC in varying ways to evaluate all possibilities to construct and evaluate transmission
lines for the public good. In evaluating a petition under this rule (860-025-0035(2)), the
Commission will give due consideration to related regulatory reviews and permitting approvals
as pertinent to the proposed transmission line, if the transmission line has already been
acknowledged or approved by regulatory or permitting authorities.

In this case the BLM under NEPA has evaluated and approved the Glass Hill Alternative
in Union County which has not been evaluated for this CPCN and therefore it should be
evaluated and compared with the other routes to achieve the best public good in terms of “right

siting.”

Q: Where can we find the EFSC B2H Record?
A: If it has not been admitted into the record of this docket, we are introducing it

electronically into the record via Exhibit 7 (107).

Q: In OAR 860-0250-0035 (1) the commission is charged with determining the
necessity, safety, practicability, and justification in the public interest for the proposed
transmission line. Tell me why STOP believes this line cannot be operated safely?

A: STOP contends that the transmission line will not be operated in a manner that protects

the public health, safety and welfare of Oregonians.'® "Safety" means "the condition of being

' ORS 467.010: “The Legislative Assembly finds that the increasing incidence of noise emissions in this state at
unreasonable levels is as much a threat to the environmental quality of life in this state and the health, safety and
welfare of the people of this state as is pollution of the air and waters of this state. To provide protection of the
health, safety and welfare of Oregon citizens from the hazards and deterioration of the quality of life imposed by
excessive noise emissions, it is hereby declared that the State of Oregon has an interest in the control of such
pollution, and that a program of protection should be initiated....”
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safe, freedom from being exposed to danger; exemption from hurt, injury, or loss.”'” To
establish the safety of a project, the developer must show that the project will be constructed,
operated, and maintained in a manner that protects the public from danger.

One of the reasons that Idaho Power and its partner cannot comply with this statute is
because of the industrial noise pollution. Idaho Power has said it best themselves in the
application for a Site certificate to EFSC: the project would be “unpermittable.”'®* EFSC’s site
certificate gives the B2H project a blanket waiver to Oregon’s Rules and Standards (designed to
protect people) along the entire 300 mile route. STOP asserts that: 1) EFSC erred when it held
that it has the authority to grant variances, under a statute (OAR 467.060) in which the
legislature gave that authority solely to a different agency (the EQC) and; 2) Similarly, but
separately, EFSC erred when it held that it could grant exceptions to noise rules promulgated by
a different agency (the DEQ). Stop B2H and a number of other petitioners in the EFSC
contested case process, brought forward volumes of compelling testimony and evidence. "
STOP’s evidence includes reports from: 1) the original ODOE consultant used for reviewing the
project,”® 2) the former Noise Control Administrator for the DEQ,*' 3) personal declarations and
affidavits from other petitioners, and 4) a letter from the Engineering Leader of the project and
current Idaho Power Vice President for Planning, Engineering and Construction, Mitch Colburn,

to the BLM?” stating that it would be “...untenable to propose locating a 500-kV transmission

' Pacific Power Petition for Public Convenience and Necessity, UM 1495, Order No. 11-366 p 4 (Sept. 22, 2011)
' Idaho Power cannot comply with Oregon DEQ’s Ambient Degradation Noise Rules/Standards; the project is
“unpermittable.” (ASC p X-1.) See Exhibit 6 (106); and Exhibit 9 (109) p 7.

" The file organization is complex and at times confusing therefore we are providing screen shots to hopefully help
the reader to find the information. See Exhibit 7 (107) screen shots of The Full Record of the EFSC process and
Contested Case, can be found here: https://oregonenergy-
my.sharepoint.com/:f:/g/personal/askenergy_odoe_state_or_us/EiXVWw7QhEZOiND]GP-
KuGgBp0ACia6zeJbmwHEYOH96cw.

2% Exhibit 8 (108) STOP’s written direct testimony in ODOE/EFSC contested case, Exhibit #5; and Surrebuttal
testimony NC-2, NC-3, NC-4_Kreider Attachment A.

*! Exhibit 8 (108), pp. 11-18.

2 Exhibit 9 (109) STOP’s written testimony in ODOE/EFSC contested case, Exhibit #3, page 7.
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line within 1,200 feet of so many residences when a viable alternative exists that would avoid

those impacts.

Q: Didn’t the EFSC already grant a variance and exception to the Noise Control
standards?

A: Yes they did and it is currently on appeal at the Oregon Supreme Court. Nonetheless, it
needs to be mentioned that there were more problems with this blanket variance and exception
than is being appealed. The appeal focuses on the legal authority matters. Significant problems
still exist that the Commission may want to consider, including but not limited to, the rationale

that EFSC used to make its (illegal) determinations for variance and exception.” (See Exhibit

10.)

Q: Can you give us a practical example of this rationale and its impact?

A: One example is a metric that [PC used and ODOE acquiesced, for determining the level
of corona sound exceedances. ODOE and IPC convinced the volunteer members of EFSC that
the frequency of sound or noise exceedances in the project vicinity would be “infrequent and
unusual” because we have a dry climate.** The ODEQ rules state that the metric that should be
utilized for determining the frequency of an exceedance is “60 consecutive minutes (or one hour)
for every 24 hours.”” In the case of “foul weather”*® Idaho Power convinced ODOE and EFSC
that this state rule was not to be followed, and rather the metric should be by minutes not hours.

We are confident that the professionals at the OPUC will see this difference and note that unless

3 Exhibit 10 (1010): STOP Written Testimony, NC-2 Kreider, pp 3-9, including Exhibit #4; STOP Closing
Argument Opening Brief pp. 5-9; STOP Closing Argument Response Brief pp 5-22.

** Moist conditions increase corona noise.

* ODEQ’s OAR 340-035-0015(7)

*% Foul weather, i.e.: rain and wind were measured and averaged using the 4 regional weather stations.
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or until there was a reason to change this ODEQ standard’s definition, that the frequency of
possible exceedances forecasted is accurate. Humidity, ice, fog and other condensation aside,?’
based only on the historical weather of rain, there are predicted exceedances for 13% of the time,
for the region as a whole, and 22% in the La Grande area. This is NOT infrequent! In the
record, there are more examples and we hope the OPUC will investigate because of the impact
that increased corona noise will have on the public health and safety of the people living in

Eastern Oregon.

Q: Is there some kind of mitigation that can occur?

A: No, there is no current technology for masking corona noise. We know already, that by
IPC’s forecasts that 41 homes are predicted to exceed standards, primarily clustered in Malheur
and Union Counties. Residents are burdened with the legal costs, stress, and time for negotiating
some kind of mitigation (per Site Certificate NC4). The residents have not been assessed as to
their health, and if any special accommodation is necessary and/or possible, beyond IPC’s
proposed mitigation ideas (i.e.: window treatments, coverings, and possible home insulation.)
STOP proposed additional mitigations, such as monitoring and upgrading the masking

techniques as they become technologically available in the future; however EFSC disagreed.

Q: Does STOP have other safety concerns?

A: Yes, Wildfire is a big one! The EFSC Process was ineffective in assessing risks and
mitigation plans for Idaho Power and the B2H in the context of wildfire. This was primarily
because the OPUC was promulgating its own rules at the time and Idaho Power was claiming

that it would comply with OPUC and therefore they met EFSC standard. STOP has been

| *7 Also contributors of elevated corona noise.
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involved in the AR 638 and UM 2209 dockets regarding utilities’ wildfire plans. IPC has missed
a number of high risk areas along the B2H, namely in Union County®® and Morrow Co.”’ In
Union County: the state, county, and Oregon Trail Electric Cooperative (OTEC), identify the
Morgan Lake area, which the B2H runs right through, as a high-risk Urban Wildfire Interface
area. There were four additional contest cased issues about wildfire risks and planning in the

EFSC contested case demonstrating the seriousness of concern.

Q: You mentioned that STOP believes the application has been filed prematurely. Can

you explain why?

A: STOP takes issue with the fact that the forecasted costs, as required in 860-025-

0030(2)(d)(a) thru (F), are very preliminary; and, the application is still incomplete.
Q: What do you mean by incomplete? Didn’t Idaho Power file this petition correctly?
A: No. 860-025-0030(2)(p) states,

“A narrative that identifies all land use approvals and permits required for construction of
the transmission line. This narrative must include information on whether petitioner has
submitted an application for each approval or permit, the status of all such applications,
and an explanation as to why petitioner did not obtain any pending or outstanding
approvals or permits before submitting a petition under this rule as applicable, including
anticipated timelines for issuance of any pending or outstanding approvals and permits,
and the section of OAR 860-025-0040 under which the petitioner seeks to demonstrate

compliance with that rule;”

2 Exhibit 11 (1011) STOP’s Comments in UM2209 docket.
** Exhibit 12 (1012) Written Direct Testimony in ODOE/EFSC contested case-Myers LU-9.
3% See Contested Case Issues in Exhibit 7 (107), Issues: PS-4, PS-9, PS-10.
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The company states on p 11 of its petition that “the Company is submitting this Petition
prior to obtaining the outstanding permits and approvals due to scheduling constraints.”' In staff
DR 12 the company further answers, “The permits and approvals beyond those discussed above
are in various stages of their respective application and approval processes, the status of which is
presented in the chart below, and Idaho Power expects they will be issued prior to the start of

construction in 2023.”

In Idaho Power’s Application for Site Certificate (Sept. 28, 2018), Exhibit E Permits for
Construction and Operation, Section 3.2 lists Permits Outside the Council’s Jurisdiction (Not
Included In or Governed by Site Certificate). There are 16 federal, state, or county permits listed.
Many of these permits from Attachment 16, Permit Status Chart,’” are pending with deadlines
passed or they have nebulous deadlines. Additionally there is no analysis of the probability of
getting them, if they can be permitted. Since the Land Use Compatibility Statement (“LUCS”)
860-025-0040 (3)(a)-(c) was developed for land use permit situations outside the EFSC site
certificate it would be logical for the commission to require the same degree of due diligence for

all other permits.
Q: Is STOP concerned about the B2H budget?

A: As STOP has pointed out in IPC’s 2019 and 2021 IRP’s the budget for B2H defining the

“least cost portfolio” as B2H is incomplete.*® It is not up to industry standards and ready for an

31 Scheduling constraints and urgency are red herrings. Idaho Power’s protracted 2019 IRP is a prime example of

their own delays and constraints. Plus, with coal plants being converted to natural gas and new renewables being
built in Idaho, the pressure for urgent needs has been eliminated.

32 Exhibit 13 (1013): Permit Status Chart.

33 Exhibit 14 (1014): STOP Closing Comments, LC 78 - Idaho Power’s 2021 IRP, pp 5-8.
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RFP. A budget ready for an RFP is the budget STOP believes should be vetted for proper cost
estimates and STOP reserves its right to comment on the final budget once it is developed. In
addition, costs have not been fully updated to reflect inflation, supply chain issues, labor issues,
and all the other assorted snafu’s that large industrial projects are having with cost overruns.
However the budget is bid, there needs to be a stop-loss-clause to protect the ratepayers; and
keep Idaho Power's zealous defense of their budget projects on the shareholders and not the

ratepayers.

This Petition for a CPCN is premature. Suspending the docket is the most protective and prudent

at this time.

Thank you for your consideration.

Submitted by:

/s/ Jim Kreider
Jim Kreider

February 1, 2023

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

On February 1, 2023, I certify that I filed the above Opening Testimony with the
Administrative Law Judge via the OPUC Filing Center, for the Docket # PCN-5, and to the
following party as noted below.

/s/ Jim Kreider
Jim Kreider

Stop B2H Coalition, Co-Chair
Intervenor, PCN-5



AN L AW~

By: Arrangement for hand delivery:
John C. Williams

PO Box 1384

La Grande, OR 97850
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EDWARD J. JEWELL
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL

IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PO BOX 83720

BOISE, IDAHO 83720-0074 CCimiob
(208) 334-03 14

IDAHO BAR NO. 10446

Street Address for Express Mail:
11331 W CHINDEN BVLD, BLDG 8, SUITE 201-A
BOISE, ID 83714

Attorney for the Commission Staff

BEFORE THE IDAHO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF )
IDAHO POWER FOR APPROVAL OF A ) CASE NO. IPC-E-19-14
POWER PURCHASE AGREEMENT WITH )
JACKPOT HOLDINGS, LLC, FOR THE SALE )
AND PURCHASE OF UP TO 220 MEGAWATTS )

)

)

OF RENEWABLE SOLAR GENERATION.

COMMENTS OF THE
COMMISSION STAFF

The Staff of the Idaho Public Utilities Commission comments as follows on ldaho Power

Company’s Application.

BACKGROUND

On April 4, 2019, Idaho Power Company (“Idaho Power” or “Company™) filed an
Application seeking approval of a Power Purchase Agreement (“PPA™ or “Agreement™) with
Jackpot Holdings LLC, (“Jackpot Solar™) for energy generated by the Jackpot Solar Facility
(“Facility™). The Facility is located between Twin Falls and the Nevada border.

On April 25, 2019, the Commission issued a Notice of Application and Notice of
Intervention Deadline. Order No. 34321. No parties intervened.

On June 5, 2019, the Commission issued a Notice of Modified Procedure and set a
comment deadline of July 23, 2019, and a reply comment deadline of August 6, 2019. Order
No. 34353.
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On July 19, 2019, the Company submitted a letter to the Commission indicating that the
Company supported an adjustment to the comment deadline because the Company could not
provide a supplemental economic modeling analysis requested by Staff within the original
comment period.

On July 23, 2019, Staff filed comments recommending the Commission vacate the
comment deadline and set a revised comment deadline after the Company filed the supplemental
economic modeling analysis.

On August 5, 2019, the Commission issued a Notice of Suspended Comment Period,
which ordered “that the previously established comment deadlines are vacated until the
Company files additional analysis and the Commission establishes new comment deadlines.”
Order No. 34399 at 2. The Commission also notified the public that “the Company expects the
additional analysis to take until the end of August 2019.” /d.

On October 23, 2019, the Company submitted Comments of Idaho Power Company
Regarding PPA Elections (“Comments Regarding PPA Elections™). In its Comments Regarding
PPA Elections, the Company notified the Commission that pursuant to terms of the PPA the
Company elected to: 1) decline its option to purchase the 100 MW output from the Option
Facility; and 2) exercise its right, through a non-regulated IDACORP affiliate of Idaho Power
Company, to negotiate for ownership of the Facility.

The Comments Regarding PPA Elections state that the Company “is completing and
providing to Staff through discovery updated portfolio analysis from its 2019 Integrated
Resource Plan (“IRP”) relating to the inclusion of Jackpot Solar (120 MW) and Franklin Solar
(100 MW) as generation resources in the IRP.” Id. at 3.

On November 7, 2019, the Commission re-established comment deadlines. Order
No. 34479,

The PPA prices Net Output at $21.75/MWh escalated at 1.5% for 20 years. This pricing
assumes the Facility owner can secure the 30% federal Investment Tax Credit, which would

require significant action before December 31, 2019.

STAFF REVIEW
Introduction
The overall purpose of Staff’s review is to make a recommendation on the prudence of

the Jackpot Solar PPA. Specifically, Staff’s review consists of the following:
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1. An economic analysis to determine if the resource and associated transmission
upgrade investments will likely provide a net benefit to customers;'
2. A review of the terms contained within the PPA to determine if there are specific
issues of concern; and
3. Identification of important considerations needed to protect Idaho Power’s customers
given the potential purchase of Jackpot Solar facility by the non-regulated IDACORP
affiliate.
Through its review, Staff concludes: 1) Jackpot Solar is likely to provide a net economic
benefit to customers; 2) there are no contract terms that raised any major concerns; and 3) extra
scrutiny will be required to ensure that IDACORP is not unduly profiting from Idaho Power

customers because of the affiliated transaction with the regulated utility.

Economic Analysis

Staff believes Jackpot Solar is a resource decision based primarily on a time-limited
economic opportunity and not on the need of the resource to meet reliability requirements. The
opportunity is time-limited because the PPA contains contract prices that reflect investment tax
credits that are only available if a minimum threshold of investments are made by the developer
before the end of the 2019 calendar year. The justification needs to be based on economics,
providing a net benefit to Idaho Power’s customers, because the resource is not needed to meet
load over the next decade. Application at 8-9.

Because the time-limited nature of the project precludes the ability to evaluate other
alternative resources that could be more beneficial to customers,” Staff believes the project needs
to pass increased scrutiny in terms of cost-savings and minimal risk.

Due to increased scrutiny for the project, Staff believes the “expected” analysis for
determining the prudence of Jackpot Solar, given the Company’s modeling capabilities, should
be based on Net Present Value (“NPV™) cost comparisons over the life of the contract with and
without the project. The analysis would be similar to the type of analysis the Company included

in its Application using models and data from the 2017 IRP.

! Although the Company’s proposed cost of the proposed transmission upgrades was evaluated in the 2019 IRP
analysis and in the contract price to market price comparison, a determination of prudence should be based on actual
cost in the next general rate case.

% Alternative resources would be identified through a robust request-for-proposal process and included for evaluation.
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Unlike the 2017 IRP analysis, the “expected” analysis would use the most recent data and
assumptions and would be tested across a range of the most cost-sensitive variables that could
change in the future in order to evaluate risk, such as natural gas prices, CO2 prices, and several
potential resource portfolios that the Company might implement in the future. The analysis
would start by first identifying several portfolios that perform well under a range of potential
future conditions without including the resource in question. If the NPV cost for each of these
portfolios improves by adding the resource to each portfolio across a reasonable range of
alternative futures, then the resource is likely to be economically prudent.

For a range of reasons to be discussed, the Company was not able to provide Staff’s
“expected” analysis for Jackpot Solar using data and assumptions from the 2019 IRP. However,
the Company did provide 2019 IRP model runs that Staff analyzed indicating a cost saving to
customers. Because the 2019 IRP analysis was not as robust as needed to pass the increased
scrutiny required for a standalone analysis, Staff supplemented its review by performing
comparisons of forecasted market price vs. the PPA contract price, and by reviewing the
Company’s analysis using the 2017 IRP included in the Company’s Application. The sum-total
of all three of these analyses indicate that the project is likely to be a cost-savings to customers
over the length of the contract. A more comprehensive description, results, and shortcomings, of

each analysis will be provided in the sections to follow.

2019 IRP Analysis
Historical Context and Method

The Company has used the hourly time-step dispatch module in the Aurora power cost
modeling software for longer than a decade. The dispatch module can only provide “what-if”
capability, returning relative cost differences between different feasible portfolios.® In past
IRPs, the Company has developed portfolios outside the model. The best the Company can
provide using this functionality is the lowest cost feasible portfolio among a limited set of
portfolios provided as inputs.

In this year’s IRP, the Company attempted to implement Aurora’s Long-term Capacity

Expansion (“LTCE") module which is supposed to provide an optimal least-cost portfolio within

3 A feasible portfolio is a resource plan that meets load, reliability, environmental, and other operational constraints
needed by the system. A feasible portfolio may not be optimal, but an optimal portfolio must be feasible.
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a set of constraints as an output. For the LTCE module to work, the Company must input a wide
variety of potential resources that the LTCE can select to fill resource deficits in the Company’s
current load and resource balance. For the PPA filing and for the 2019 IRP, the menu of
potential resources included both Jackpot and Franklin Solar projects. If the LTCE selected
either or both of the solar projects, it would indicate that the projects selected were cost effective
for a given natural gas forecast, CO2 price, and Boardman-to-Hemmingway (“B2H") scenario.

However, the analysis in the Company’s Application showed that Jackpot Solar and/or
Franklin Solar was not included in 7 of the 12 optimized portfolios that included the B2H
Transmission Line. This concerned Staff because B2H is the resource the Company has chosen
to fill the first capacity deficit in the past several IRP’s.

After sharing Staff’s concern, the Company agreed to perform additional model runs
comparing portfolios where the solar projects were both forced and eliminated for selection into
portfolios by the LTCE. After simulating the portfolios using the dispatch module, the results
showed that the projects were not economic under several alternative futures, but more
importantly indicated a problem with the LTCE model logic. The Company realized that
because the logic was designed to optimize the cost of the entire Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (“WECC”) region, it can result in portfolios that are sub-optimal for Idaho
Power’s system.*

Although the Company had to mostly abandon the LTCE module to evaluate the solar
projects and to produce optimal portfolios for the IRP, the Company re-ran all 24 alternative
future scenarios through the LTCE to produce WECC-optimized portfolios as a starting point.
This created portfolios for evaluation in the dispatch module that, although not optimized, are
considered feasible in Idaho Power’s system. It also provided the opportunity, prior to running
the LTCE, for the Company to: 1) update some of the assumptions used in the dispatch modules;
2) re-evaluate exercising the Company’s right-of-first-refusal to purchase Jackpot Solar; and
3) decide if the Company wanted to purchase the output from the Franklin Solar facility.

The Company incorporated Renewable Energy Credits (“REC”) generated by the project
as benefits and added about $11 million in “transmission upgrade” cost, neither of which were
included in the analysis in the original Application. According to the Company, it did not

include any value for the sale of RECs generated from the projects originally because “if the

4 Staff repeatedly pointed out in IRP meetings that optimizing the WECC region in the LTCE was problematic.
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REC sales were to be included, the net benefit to customers would be even higher.” (Larkin, DI,
p.16). Staff believes the value of the project’s RECs were needed to offset the cost of
transmission upgrades that have since become the responsibility of the Company.

The Company did not include the cost of transmission upgrades at the time of
Application because the seller had executed a Generator Interconnection Agreement (“GIA™) for
Jackpot Solar as an Energy Resource. Application at 7. However, according to the Company,

[O]nce the project contracted to sell all of its output to Idaho Power, Idaho Power
was required to request Network Integration Transmission Service. The network
upgrades for the associated Network Integration Transmission Service are funded
by the Transmission Provider pursuant to the OATT, which in this case is ldaho
Power Transmission. Therefore, these costs are appropriately included in the
updated Jackpot analysis, as they reflect a Company-funded investment in its
transmission system. Production Request No. 34.
Staff believes this is the proper treatment for upgrades required for a resource designated as a

Network Resource. According to FERC,

Most improvements to the Transmission System, including Network Upgrades,
benefit all transmission customers, but the determination of who benefits from such
Network Upgrades is often made by a non-independent transmission provider, who
is an interested party. In such cases, the Commission has found that it is just and
reasonable for the Interconnection Customer to pay for Interconnection Facilities
but not for Network Upgrades. FERC, Docket No. RM02-1-000, Order No. 2003,
July 24, 2003.

In addition to updating costs and benefits in the models, the Company decided to exercise
its contractual rights to purchase the Jackpot Solar facility through its affiliate, IDACORP, and to
forego its right to acquire the 100 MW output from Franklin solar. This eliminated consideration
of Franklin Solar as a resource in any of the resource portfolios. But no other changes to the
economic analysis would be required as a result of the affiliate’s purchase of the facility because
according to the Company, “the PPA with Idaho Power as presented to the Commission, along
with the associated benefits to Idaho Power customers, would not change.” Idaho Power
Comments, October 23, 2019 at 8.

The top performing WECC-optimized portfolios with and without B2H were further
manually adjusted to lower the cost and to create additional feasible portfolios.> By manually

adjusting the WECC-optimized portfolios to achieve a better result when simulated in the

* The manual adjustments included modifying Jim Bridger retirement dates and the timing of additional future
resources to get lower cost portfolios.
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dispatch module, it provided validation that the LTCE module was not returning optimized
portfolios for Idaho Power’s system. Although the Company’s decision has resulted in
significant rework and delays, the change has increased Staff’s confidence in the Company’s
overall modeling results.

Due to limited time to perform additional analyses and to meet the production tax credit
deadlines, Staff requested NPV dispatch model comparisons both with and without Jackpot Solar
for: (1) the highest performing three manually-adjusted portfolios; (2) Planning and Mid-level
gas price forecasts; (3) Planning and Zero CO2 cost assumptions; and (4) portfolios with and
without B2H. This request produced 18 different scenarios to help Staff evaluate the costs,
benefits, and risks associated with including the project in Idaho Power’s System. The results of

this analysis are discussed in the following section.

2019 IRP Analysis Results

Staff requested an analysis similar to its “expected” analysis using 2019 IRP models with
the intent to functionally isolate the economic effect of adding Jackpot to already high
performing portfolios without the project. Instead, the Company provided results of an analysis
that economically compares portfolios with Jackpot Solar to similar portfolios substituting
Jackpot with other resources to meet future load. Staff analyzed two sets of NPV comparisons
from the results of this analysis: the first was the NPV differential results provided by the
Company as a result of Staft’s production request; the second was a more conservative
comparison calculated by Staff. The results of both of these analyses showed a net positive
benefit to customers in all scenarios except for one. However, the best conclusion that these
analyses can provide is that adding Jackpot Solar at the end of 2022 is better than alternative
resources that may or may not be least-cost, least risk resources added later. Staff believes this
provides some indication that Jackpot Solar is economic, but on its own is not sufficient. The
results of this analysis and its shortcomings are discussed further.

The net present value differential results (NPV(d))® of the Company’s analysis using
different combinations of with and without B2H, Planning and Mid-level gas price forecasts, and

Planning and Zero carbon prices are shown in Table 1 below.

® The NPV(d) shows if the project is a benefit to customers, a negative value, or a cost to customers, a positive value,
over the 20 year time frame of the IRP analysis.
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Table 1- Company 2019 IRP Analysis NPV(d)

Results
(Benefit)/Cost ($ x1000)
Scenarios SN NPV(d)

with B2H | without B2H

1st Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon $ (70,177) | $ (36,006)
2nd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon $ (35,130) | § (52,936)
3rd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon $ (52,225) | $ (482)
1st Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (69,582) | § (47,851)
2nd Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (41,915) | $ (62,648)
3rd Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (52,613) | §  (2,990)
1st Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (77,294) | $ (28,919)
2nd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (36,549) | § (48,902)
3rd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (52,486) | § (3,121)
Average | § (54,219) | $ (31,539)

All Scenario Average | § (42,879)

The analysis shows that the portfolios with Jackpot Solar compared against alternative

portfolios for each modeled alternative future results in a net benefit. Staff believes there is

value in this analysis, but the analysis is not sufficient for determining the pure economic benefit

as described by Staff’s expected analysis. For example, some of the results reflected in Table 1

are counter-intuitive. Jackpot Solar, which is a zero carbon-emitting resource, shows lower

benefits with planning carbon than it does with the zero carbon scenarios with B2H. Although

explainable, the counter-intuitive results reflect the fact that the resources substituted for Jackpot

Solar into portfolios used for comparison were not least-cost alternatives.
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Table 2- Staff 2019 IRP Analysis NPV(d) Results
(Benefit)/Cost ($ x1000)

Scenarios NPV(d) with | NPV(d) without

B2H B2H
1st Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon $ (53.462) $ (15,712)
2nd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon $ (35,130) $  (2,393)
3rd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Planning Carbon S (24,848) S (482)
Ist Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (53,491) S (3,548)
2nd Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (41,915) $ (13,768)
3rd Portfolio - Mid Gas, Planning Carbon $ (30,535) $ (2,990)

1st Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (25,427) $ 2,020
2nd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (36,549) $ (1:822)
3rd Portfolio - Planning Gas, Zero Carbon $ (18,729) $ (3,121)
Average | § (35,565) S  (4,646)

All Scenario Average | § (20,106)

Utilizing results from the Company’s analysis, Staff performed a more conservative set
of comparisons illustrated in Table 2 above. This analysis compares the results for each model
run with Jackpot Solar to the best performing portfolio without Jackpot Solar for a given
alternative future. As can be seen in Table 2 above, these comparisons show that all NPV

differences result in a net positive savings in all cases except for one.

Shortcomings of the 2019 IRP Analysis

Although the results of this analysis provide some indication that Jackpot Solar will
provide a net benefit to customers, Staff believes the analysis is insufficient for several reasons
including: (1) the method of analysis does not reflect the intent to show that Jackpot Solar is
justified based on economics and not a need to meet load; (2) there is no evidence that the
resources used to compare to Jackpot Solar are least-cost without some type of competitive
bidding; and (3) the analysis does not cover a sufficient range of natural gas and CO2 prices to
evaluate risk.

First, as mentioned above, the analysis performed by the Company does not isolate the
effect of adding Jackpot Solar to an already high-performing feasible portfolio without the
resource. Instead, it essentially compares how Jackpot Solar portfolios compare to a

hypothetical set of resources within an alternative portfolio. Staff believes there is no way to
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determine if the combination of these resources substituted for Jackpot Solar are least-cost
resources which can lead to a high-cost portfolio used for comparison, biasing the result.

This leads to the second shortcoming: the 2019 IRP analysis does not compare Jackpot
Solar to resources that are competitively bid. While the 2019 IRP-based analysis did compare
Jackpot Solar against other resources included in the IRP, it did not compare the project against
actual alternatives that are determined through a robust request-for-proposal process. As stated
by the Company,

The Commission requires Idaho Power to comply with the competitive
procurement rules applicable in the Company's Oregon service area in the
acquisition of new supply-side resources. Case No. IPC-E-10-03, Order No. 32745.
However, there was not sufficient time to conduct a full competitive procurement
request for proposals process for the generation, and as a time-limited opportunity
that benefits customers, this resource acquisition is exempt from the competitive
procurement rules of the Public Utility Commission of Oregon. Application at 3.

Staff agrees the time-limited nature of this project restricted a full request for proposal, but
because of this constraint, Staff believes that a different but increased scrutiny for determination
of prudency is required.

Third, the analysis did not cover a full enough range of values for risk variables that can
affect the cost of the portfolios. Staff only requested two levels of natural gas and CO2 prices
given the amount of time left to meet safe harbor requirements to obtain the investment tax

credits.

Market Price to Contract Price Analysis

Staff conducted a market price to contract price comparison, mainly because of issues
and shortcomings in the Company’s 2019 IRP analysis. Normally, Staff would have used a 2019
IRP-modeled analysis on a stand-alone basis to evaluate Jackpot Solar, but due to deficiencies,
Staff placed increased weight on this analysis to determine its recommendation. Staff believes
this analysis adds validity because the cost of Jackpot Solar is primarily energy cost with only a
small amount of capital. The analysis showed a $145,000 savings during the first year of the

PPA, and increased savings thereafter.
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Analysis Method and Results

Staff performed several comparisons between the contract price and market prices
generated for the Mid-Columbia market hub (Mid-C) generated by Aurora. The analysis include
both average hourly and monthly comparisons over likely alternative futures. If the assumption
is made that market prices are an acceptable surrogate for the marginal energy cost of Idaho
Power’s system, then customers should see a cost saving with the addition of Jackpot Solar to the

Company’s resource mix.

Staff first compared the contract price against average monthly market prices for several
alternative futures modeled in Aurora. One of the main functions of Idaho Power’s
implementation of Aurora is to predict hourly market prices across all the hubs in the WECC
region. Predicted Mid-C market prices were used for the comparisons because Idaho Power
transacts most of its market purchases through the Mid-C hub. Although in the initial years of
the contract, the forecasted monthly average market price reflects some months of the year that
are lower than the contract price, this is not the case in the majority of future years since market
prices are predicted to increase faster than contract prices. Price comparisons for three
alternative futures across the 2019 IRP planning horizon are reflected in the graph below: (1)

Planning Gas/Planning Carbon; (2) Planning Gas/Zero Carbon; and (3) Mid Gas/Planning
Carbon.
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Comparing average monthly prices gives a general indication of how the contract prices

compare with overall market prices, but does not provide the granularity needed to compare
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prices when Jackpot Solar will be producing energy. To compare the price when Jackpot Solar
will be producing energy, Staff compared several years of average hourly market prices to the
contract price only when Jackpot Solar is producing energy. This comparison for the first full
year of the contract uses Planning gas/Planning carbon Mid-C prices as illustrated as an example

in the graph below.
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Although the market price is lower than the contract price for 52% of hours during the
first year of the contract, the total cost difference when market prices are higher than the contract
price is much greater than when market prices are lower than the contract price. In other words,
if the Company had to pay market prices instead of the contract price for the same amount of
Jackpot Solar generation, the cost would be much higher. This is made clear by examining how
much larger the orange area is above the contract price line (green line) compared to the orange
area below the line in the graph above.

Staff quantified the cost difference by calculating the cost of energy produced by Jackpot
Solar using the contract price and compared it against the cost for an equivalent amount of
energy using the market price. The results show that the cost of energy using the contract price
is approximately $145,000 less. For the second year of the contract, the annual cost is $492,000
lower using the contract price. The difference continues to grow for subsequent years since the

average market price increases at a rate faster than the contract price.
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Shortcomings of the Market Price-to-Contract Price Analysis

Staff identified two shortcomings that can affect the validity of this analysis. First,
neither the REC benefits generated by the project nor the transmission upgrade capital costs are
included in this analysis. However, Staft did compare the annualized cost of the transmission
upgrades and determined that the annualized REC benefits more than covered the additional
transmission upgrade cost, minimizing the effect of this shortcoming.

Second, as mentioned earlier, a market price to contract price comparison assumes that
market prices are equivalent to the marginal energy cost in Idaho Power’s system. This
assumption only holds true if the market is consistently the marginal cost resource in Idaho
Power’s system. This is not always the case. The Company’s IRP model captures the marginal
resource in the Company’s resource stack for every hour modeled over the planning horizon. By
performing model runs with and without Jackpot Solar, as described in Staff’s “expected”
analysis, the savings generated by including Jackpot Solar will always reflect the marginal
avoided cost for whatever resource is at the margin and available to meet load. The additional
benefit of an IRP-modeled analysis is that it captures potential changes in future resources that

can affect the marginal cost.

Analysis Based on 2017 IRP

The Company performed an analysis of Jackpot Solar using models from its 2017 IRP.
Results showed approximately $90 million in total savings. The Company’s methodology is
similar to Staff’s “expected” analysis, but was insufficient on a standalone basis for reasons
discussed below. Staff reviewed the analysis to substantiate Staff’s final conclusions, but due to
shortcomings, Staff gave it an appropriately reduced weight. A description of the Company’s

methodology, the results, as well as shortcomings of the analysis are provided.

Analysis Method and Results

The Company compared the dispatch cost of the Company’s preferred portfolio from the
2017 IRP with the dispatch costs of the preferred portfolio including Jackpot Solar. The models
were run over a 20-year period (2017-2036) using contract prices with escalation rates included
in the contract and under the planning case for natural gas. The method was similar to Staff’s
“expected” analysis because it started by determining the cost with a high performing portfolio,

in this case the Company’s preferred portfolio, and then by adding Jackpot Solar to the portfolio.
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By keeping everything constant and only changing the portfolio by adding Jackpot Solar, the
Company was able to quantify the economic benefit of Jackpot Solar in isolation.

The results from the analysis showed a net customer savings in dispatch costs of about
$90 million, which is significantly higher than the $20 million average savings generated from

the 2019 IRP analysis described above.

Shortcoming of the 2017 IRP Analysis

Staff reduced the weight it gave the 2017 IRP analysis performed by the Company
because: 1) the method did not evaluate different types of risk that could likely affect the results;
and 2) it used outdated and missing information.

Staff expects that a prudence analysis of Jackpot Solar needs to be tested across a
reasonable range of the most cost-sensitive variables that could change in the future such as
natural gas price, CO2 prices, and other potential future resource alternatives. According to the
Company, they only ran their dispatch model using the planning case for natural gas. This is
insufficient to test the economics of the project across alternative future natural gas prices or
CO2 prices. In addition, the Company only compared the cost results using the Company’s 2017
IRP preferred portfolio. Staff believes that the resources contained in the preferred portfolio are
not likely to be the resources the Company actually implements due to dynamically changing
conditions. Evaluating the amount of cost savings ought to be tested across multiple high-
performing portfolios with and without Jackpot Solar to determine if the savings are durable
using different resource portfolios.

Another source of deficiency is the data used as inputs in the models. Data from the 2017
IRP is over 2 years old. The Company also did not include the cost of the transmission upgrades,
which became the Company’s responsibility when the interconnection was designated a Network

Resource.

PPA Contract Terms

Company Opt-out of the Franklin Solar Project
As part of the Jackpot Solar PPA, the Company had the option to add 100 MW of

capacity from the Franklin Solar Facility. In Comments to the Commission on
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October 23, 2019,” the Company stated that it decided not to purchase an additional 100 MW
from the Franklin Solar Project for the following reasons: 1) Preliminary Company IRP analysis
(optimized for the WECC region and including Franklin Solar) showed benefits to customers,
but additional assessment of the Project revealed that more specific variable integration and
system studies are needed to integrate solar beyond 173 MW;® 2) A 220 MW facility would be
among the largest solar facilities in the nation; 3) The incremental 100 MW in the PPA causes an
overall contract price increase and the Company has received offers that are priced lower than
the Franklin Solar Project; 4) The Company has received several existing and potential customer
requests for large incremental additions of solar generation that are not already committed solar
installations, as Jackpot Solar and the Franklin Project would be; and 5) The Company’s credit
rating agencies take an unfavorable view of large, non-PURPA, PPA obligations. Staff was
presented with several iterations of Company IRP analysis that were difficult to interpret and
believes the Company was unable to determine from supplemental IRP analyses if the Franklin
Solar Project would provide overall system benefit. Given the issues outlined in Company
Comments, Staff finds that the decision not to pursue the additional 100 MW output from
Franklin Solar is reasonable. Staff would point out that the IRP and integration study, the size of
the solar facility with the Franklin Project, and the credit rating impact for the PPA, were all

existing issues when the Company submitted the PPA Application.

Right of First Offer/Purchase Option

Comments to the Commission on October 23, 2019 also included notice that Idaho Power
has acted on Right of First Offer and the Ownership/Purchase Options for Jackpot Solar. Staff
recognizes that the Company has a right to exercise these components of the PPA, and although
ownership of Jackpot Solar may change, Staff expects the terms of the PPA and assigned

obligations will remain the same.

7 Comments of Idaho Power Company Regarding PPA Elections, October 23, 2019.

¥ The Company filed a Variable Energy Resource Study in Oregon that identified 173 MW could be integrated without
compromising Idaho Power Company system reliability. Larkin DI at 20-22. The Company stated that 2019 IRP
Aurora analysis allowed a more dynamic study of reserves and indicated the Company had sufficient regulating
reserves to integrate more than 173 MW of renewable generation. Larkin DI at 25-26.

STAFF COMMENTS 15 NOVEMBER 26, 2019




Stop B2H/100
Kreider/101
Page 17

Output Guarantee

The PPA includes a performance provision in the form of an Output Guarantee. Jackpot
Solar is obligated to deliver a defined Net Output each month. If the delivered energy is less
than 90% of the estimated generation amount, Jackpot Solar must pay an “Output Shortfall”
multiplied by Idaho Power’s “Cost to Cover™ as Liquidated Damages. Agreement, Section
7.12.1 at 40. Staff believes the output stability provision provides a degree of protection from
excessive peak market pricing for replacement energy caused by any output shortfall, and that
the amount of liquidated damages be reflected as reduced net power cost in the Power Cost

Adjustment (“PCA”) Mechanism.

Forecasting

Idaho Power has agreed to provide the Solar Energy Forecast of monthly net output for
Jackpot Solar, which has commonly been provided by the generation facility to the Company.
Jackpot Solar will pay the cost of the Solar Energy Production Forecasting, with a first-year cap
at 0.1% of total energy payments made to Jackpot Solar. After the first contract year, the
Company will estimate the Annual Solar Energy Production Forecasting Cost based on the
previous year’s cost and expected costs. Agreement, Section 7.7.2. Staff finds it reasonable for

Jackpot Solar to pay Idaho Power to create the monthly output forecast.

Affiliate Transaction

On October 23, 2019, Idaho Power filed comments in this case regarding elections under
the PPA contract. Specifically, Idaho Power notified the Commission that it intends to
“commence negotiations for the purchase of the Facility through a non-regulated IDACORP
affiliate, and would leave the PPA in place as submitted, with the only change being the
IDACORRP affiliate as the ultimate owner of the Facility and counter-party to the Idaho Power
Company in the contract.” Id at 7.

In order to avoid affiliated companies of a regulated utility from unduly profiting off the
customers of the utility, transactions between affiliates must be included in customer rates at the
lower of cost or market. Any additional benefits gained by an affiliated transaction should be
passed onto ratepayers, while any loss incurred by an affiliated transaction should not be borne

by customers. If IDACORP is successful in its negotiations to purchase Jackpot Solar, Idaho
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Power should only be allowed to recover through the PCA the lower of the contract price in the
PPA, or IDACORP’s cost to produce the electricity.

Idaho Power has stated in its October 23 comments that if IDACORP concludes the
purchase of the Facility, Idaho Power will make a subsequent filing with the Commission
regarding the affiliate transaction. Staff looks forward to the subsequent filing so that it can
outline appropriate cost recovery and any required risk mitigation for the affiliated PPA

transactions.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends the Commission approve the PPA by December 20, 2019, to allow
investment tax credit deadlines to be met. If approved, Staff recommends that all payments for
purchases of generation under the PPA be allowed as prudently incurred expenses for ratemaking

purposes and be included for collection in future Power Cost Adjustment filings.

Respectfully submitted this QAC'M day of November 2019.

o )

Edward J. Jéwell
Deputy Attorney General

Technical Staff: Michael Eldred
Travis Culbertson
Rachelle Farnsworth
Michael Louis
Stacey Donohue

i:umisc/comments/ipcel9.14ejmetnerfsd comments
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Exhibit 2 &~ IDAHO
POWER.
Preliminary Request for Amendment 1 AN IDACORP Company
(RFA1) to the B2H Site Certificate

December 07, 2022

(;

®

Ms. Kellen Tardaewether
Oregon Department of Energy
550 Capitol Street NE, 1st Floor
Salem, OR 97301

Re: Request for Amendment 1 for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line
Project

Dear Ms. Tardaewether,

Idaho Power Company (Certificate Holder), a wholly owned subsidiary of IDACORP, Inc. is
requesting an amendment (RFA 1) to the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
(Project) Site Certificate. The Project consists of approximately 300 miles of high-voltage
electric transmission line between the proposed Longhorn Station near Boardman, Oregon, and
the Hemingway Substation in southwestern Idaho.

IPC is submitting this RFA 1 to amend the site boundary approved in the Site Certificate to
accommodate: (a) re-location of the transmission line on three properties based on IPC’s
coordination and agreement with the affected landowners; and (b) refinement of the location of
certain roads resulting from additional design and engineering review.

The materials delivered as part of RFA 1 include:

- PDF and Word versions of the RFA 1, delivered electronically via a Microsoft Teams site
- Two (2) printed hard copies mailed to ODOE office in Salem, OR

The Certificate Holder submits RFA 1 pursuant to Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 345-027-
0350(4)(c) or “Type A” amendment review process because IPC is proposing to design,
construct, and operate a portion of the Project in a manner that is different from the description
in the Site Certificate and that requires a change to condition GEN-GS-06.

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to working with you during the amendment
process. Please feel free to contact Joe Stippel [(208)-388-2675] or Dave Wymond [(208) 388-
2742] at any time with any questions or comments regarding this RFA 1.

Sincerely,
Joe Stippel Dave Wymond

Idaho Power Company
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IPC; Certificate Holder Idaho Power Company
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PA Programmatic Agreement

Project; B2H Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project
RFA 1 Request for Amendment 1
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SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
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UCDO Umatilla County Development Ordinance
UCZPSO Union County Zoning, Partition, and Subdivision Ordinance
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Summary and Request

Idaho Power Company (IPC or Certificate Holder) has a site certificate to construct, operate,
and maintain the Boardman to Hemingway 500-kilovolt (kV) transmission line (Project). The
Project consists of approximately 300 miles of high-voltage electric transmission line between
the proposed Longhorn Station near Boardman, Oregon, and the Hemingway Substation in
southwestern Idaho. The Project is sited across approximately 275 miles in Oregon and 24
miles in Idaho. The Project includes construction of a single-circuit 500-kV transmission line,
removal of approximately 12 miles of existing 69-kV transmission line, rebuilding of
approximately 1 mile of a 230-kV transmission line, and rebuilding of approximately 1 mile of an
existing 138-kV transmission line.

IPC is submitting this Request for Amendment 1 (RFA 1) to amend the site boundary approved
in the Site Certificate (the “Previously Approved Site Boundary”) to accommodate: (a) re-
location of the transmission line on three properties based on IPC’s coordination and agreement
with the affected landowners; and (b) refinement of the location of certain roads resulting from
additional design and engineering review (the “Proposed Site Boundary Additions”). This
includes approximately 7.2 miles of 500-kV transmission line alternatives, and 33.8 miles of
access road changes associated with the Approved Route. The Proposed Site Boundary
Additions cover 952.5 acres and are described in detail in Section 4.0 below.

1.2 Procedural History

The Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC or Council) approved a site certificate for the
Project on September 27, 2022 (Site Certificate). This is IPC’s first request for an amendment to
the Site Certificate.

2.0 AMENDMENT DETERMINATION AND APPLICABLE REVIEW
PROCESS

2.1 Amendment Required for Change to Site Certificate
Condition GEN-GS-06

OAR 345-027-0350. Changes Requiring an Amendment

Except for changes allowed under OAR 345-027-0353, an amendment to a site certificate is
required to:

(1) Transfer ownership of the facility or the certificate holder as described in OAR 345-027-
0400;

(2) Apply later-adopted law as described in OAR 345-027-0390;

(3) Extend the construction beginning or completion deadline as described in OAR 345-027-
0385;

(4) Design, construct, or operate a facility in a manner different from the description in the site
certificate, if the proposed change:
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(@) Could result in a significant adverse impact that the Council has not addressed in an
earlier order and the impact affects a resource or interest protected by an applicable law or
Council standard;

(b) Could impair the certificate holder’s ability to comply with a site certificate condition; or

(c) Could require a new condition or a change to a condition in the site certificate.

IPC is submitting this RFA 1 per Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 345-027-0350(4)(c),
because IPC is proposing to design, construct, and operate a portion of the Project in a manner
that is different from the description included in the Site Certificate and that requires a change to
Site Certificate Condition GEN-GS-06. Specifically, IPC is proposing to amend the Previously
Approved Site Boundary by adding the Proposed Site Boundary Additions as alternative
corridors to accommodate: (a) requests by three landowners to re-locate the Project on their
land; and (b) refinements of the Project roads based on additional engineering and design
review. Because the Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not appear in “ASC Exhibit C
Attachment C-2 and C-3 mapsets,” as referenced in GEN-GS-06, IPC is requesting that the
condition be amended to incorporate the Proposed Site Boundary Additions as follows:

GEN-GS-06: Subject to conditions of the site certificate, the certificate holder
may construct the facility anywhere within the site boundary (approved
corridor(s)), and as described in ASC Exhibit B and represented in ASC Exhibit C
Attachment C-2 and C-3 mapsets_and Amendment 1 mapsets. The approved
corridors include:

a. The transmission line route extending approximately 273-miles through
Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Baker, and Malheur counties;

b. West of Bombing Range Road alternative 1 and the west of Bombing Range
Road alternative 2 in Morrow County;

c. Morgan Lake alternative in Union County; ard

d. Double Mountain alternative in Malheur County; and

e. Amendment 1 site boundary additions.

2.2 Application of Type A Review Process

OAR 345-027-0351(2): The type A review process, consisting of OAR 345-027-0359, 345-027-
0360, 345-027-0363, 345-027-0365, 345-027-0367, 345-027-0371 and 345-027-0375, is the
default review process and applies to the Council's review of a request for amendment
proposing a change described in OAR 345-027-0350(2), (3), or (4).

Because IPC is seeking an amendment proposing a change described in OAR 345-027-
0350(4), the Type A review process is the default review process and applies to the Council’s
review of RFA 1. Pursuant to OAR 345-027-0051(2), the terms of the Type A review process
are set forth in OAR 345-027-0359, OAR 345-027-0360, OAR 345-027-0363, OAR 345-027-
0365, OAR 345-027-0367, OAR 345-027-0371, and OAR 345-027-0375.

3.0 CERTIFICATE HOLDER INFORMATION

OAR 345-027-0060(1) sets forth the requirements for a request for amendment.
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OAR 345-027-0360(1): To request an amendment to the site certificate required by OAR 345-
027-0050(3) or (4), the certificate holder must submit a written preliminary request for
amendment to the Department that includes the following:

(a) The name of the facility, the name and mailing address of the certificate holder, and the
name, mailing address, email address and phone number of the individual responsible for
submitting the request;

3.1 Name of the Facility

The name of the facility is the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project.

3.2 Name and Mailing Address of the Certificate Holder

The name and mailing address of the Certificate Holder is:

Idaho Power Company
1221 W. Idaho Street
Boise, ID 83702-5627

IPC is a wholly owned subsidiary of IDACORP, Inc.:

IDACORP, Inc.
1221 W. Idaho Street
Boise, ID 83702-5627

3.3 Name and Mailing Address of the Individuals Responsible for
Submitting the Request

The names, mailing addresses, email addresses, and phone numbers of the individuals
responsible for submitting this RFA 1 on behalf of IPC are:

Joe Stippel, Project Manager
Idaho Power Company

1221 W. Idaho Street

Boise, ID 83702-5627
JStippel@IdahoPower.com
(208) 388-2675

Dave Wymond, Senior Resource Professional
Idaho Power Company

1221 W. Idaho Street

Boise, ID 83702-5627
DWymond@IldahoPower.com

(208) 388-2742
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4.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CHANGE

OAR 345-027-0360(1): To request an amendment to the site certificate required by OAR 345-
027-0350(3) or (4), the certificate holder must submit a written preliminary request for
amendment to the Department that includes the following:

(b) A detailed description of the proposed change, including:
(A) A description of how the proposed change affects the facility;

(B) A description of how the proposed change affects those resources or interests protected by
applicable laws and Council standards, and

(C) The specific location of the proposed change, and any updated maps and/or geospatial data
layers relevant to the proposed change;

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(b) requires a description of the proposed change, including a description
of the effect on the facility, the effect on protected resources and interests, and the location of
the proposed change.

4.1 Effect on the Facility

| OAR 345-027-0360(1)(b)(A): A description of how the proposed change affects the facility; ||

The Project, as approved, is a yet-to-be constructed electrical transmission line facility. Since
the submission of the Application for Site Certificate (ASC) for the Project, IPC worked with
certain landowners to identify an alternative route on their respective properties that would
minimize impacts to the landowners while also meeting IPC’s design criteria and avoiding
impacts to sensitive resources. In addition, based on further design and engineering review, IPC
has refined the location of several roads associated with the Project as approved in the Site
Certificate. IPC is including road design changes in this RFA 1 where the changes extend
outside of the Previously Approved Site Boundary.

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions would be in general proximity to the Previously
Approved Site Boundary, be constructed of the same materials and components previously
described in Exhibit B of the ASC and approved by the Council in its Final Order, and affect or
occur in similar fish and wildlife habitat types, topography, and land uses to those previously
considered. Accordingly, as discussed in more detail in Sections 5 through 8 below, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will neither create significant new impacts, affect interests
protected by the Council’s siting standards, nor alter the basis of the Council’s previous findings
that the Project complies with all applicable laws and standards.

IPC is requesting that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions be represented as alternative
routes, allowing IPC the option to develop either the alternatives or the original routes,
depending on the outcome of further discussions between IPC and the landowners.

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions are summarized below in Table 4.1-1.
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Table 4.1-1. Proposed Site Boundary Additions

Length of Length of Description
Proposed Site Change - Change - Area of of Site
Boundary Transmission | Access Road Change Boundary
Additions County Line (miles) (miles) (acres) Change
Little Juniper Morrow 1.0 1.4 78.7 Shifted
Canyon transmission
Transmission Line line to the
Alternative west to
minimize
impacts to
proposed
solar facility
Access Road Morrow NA 4.2 61.9 Road design
Changes in changes
Morrow County
Access Road Umatilla NA 3.4 71.3 Road design
Changes in changes
Umatilla County
Access Road Union NA 1.8 36.7 Road design
Changes in Union changes
County
True Blue Guich Baker 4.3 8.6 422.8 Adjusted
Transmission Line transmission
Alternative line to the
west and
south to
minimize
noise and
visual
impacts
Durbin Quarry Baker 1.9 2.1 130.0 Shifted
Transmission Line transmission
Alternative line to avoid
crossing
ODOT
quarry
Access Road Baker NA 17.0 95.5 Road design
Changes in Baker changes
County
Access Road Malheur NA 7.4 139.1 Road design
Changes in changes
Malheur County
TOTAL | NA 7.2 45.9 1,036.0 NA

ODOT = Oregon Department of Transportation
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4.2 Effect on Protected Resources or Interests

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(b)(B): A description of how the proposed change affects those resources
or interests protected by applicable laws and Council standards, and

In Sections 5 through 8 below, IPC discusses in detail how the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions will affect resources and interests protected by applicable laws and the Council
standards.

4.3 Location of the Proposed Change

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(b)(C): The specific location of the proposed change, and any updated
maps and/or geospatial data layers relevant to the proposed change;

The specific locations of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions are shown in Figure 4-1 and
summarized in Table 4.1-1. In Section 5.2, IPC further describes the locations of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions in relation to information requested under OAR 345-021-0010(1)(c).

5.0 DIVISION 21 INFORMATION

OAR 345-027-0360(1): To request an amendment to the site certificate required by OAR 345-
027-0350(3) or (4), the certificate holder shall submit a written preliminary request for
amendment to the Department that includes the following:

(c) References to any specific Division 21 information that may be required for the Department
to make its findings;

IPC has identified certain Division 21 ASC information related to the Project Description, the
Project Location, and Waters of this State that may be required for the Council to make its
findings on this RFA 1.

5.1 Project Description

The Exhibit B requirements of OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b) require an applicant to provide certain
information related to the description of the project. Idaho Power has identified below those
subsections of that provision that may be required for the Department to make its findings on
this amendment request.

5.1.1 Corridor Selection Assessment

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(b)(D): If the proposed energy facility is a pipeline or a transmission line
or has, as a related or supporting facility, a transmission line or pipeline that, by itself, is an
energy facility under the definition in ORS 469.300, a corridor selection assessment explaining
how the applicant selected the corridors for analysis in the application. In the assessment, the
applicant must evaluate the corridor adjustments the Department has described in the project
order, if any. The applicant may select any corridor for analysis in the application and may
select more than one corridor. However, if the applicant selects a new corridor, then the
applicant must explain why the applicant did not present the new corridor for comment at an
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informational meeting under OAR 345-015-0130. In the assessment, the applicant must discuss
the reasons for selecting the corridors, based upon evaluation of the following factors:

IPC underwent an extensive siting process over several years, evaluating several routing and
re-routing options to avoid as many identified constraints and sensitive resources as practicable.
The result of IPC’s siting studies, and consideration of the outcome of the federal review
process, resulted in the proposed and alternative routes identified in the ASC.

Following the submission of the ASC, IPC has continued to communicate with the landowners
affected by the Project. In the case of the landowners affected by this RFA 1, IPC and the
landowners have identified an alternative route on their respective property that would minimize
impacts to the landowners while also meeting IPC’s design criteria and avoiding impacts to
sensitive resources. The Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in general proximity to the
routes approved in the Site Certificate and within the original ASC corridor selection
assessments.!

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(i): Least disturbance to streams, rivers and wetlands during
construction;

IPC has designed the Proposed Site Boundary Additions to avoid impacts to streams, rivers,
and wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. Details on the occurrence of and impacts on
Waters of this State are provided in Section 5.3 and Section 7.2.2 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(ii): Least percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located within areas of Habitat Category 1, as described by the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions will avoid all Category 1 habitat, as explained in
Section 7.1.5 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(iii): Greatest percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located within or adjacent to public roads and existing pipeline or
transmission line rights-of-way;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not include co-locating with existing rights-of-way,
because the changes are relatively short in length and because IPC was focused on addressing
individual landowner concerns on their particular parcels and not on re-visiting project-wide
efforts to co-locate.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(iv): Least percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located within lands that require zone changes, variances or
exceptions;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions minimize zoning changes, variances or exceptions,
which are discussed in detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(v): Least percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located in a protected area as described in OAR 345-022-0040;

1 See ASC, Exhibit B, and associated siting studies at Attachments B-1, B-2, B-3, B-4, and B-6.
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The Proposed Site Boundary Additions will not be located in any protected areas, as discussed
in more detail in Section 7.1.4 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(b)(D)(vi): Least disturbance to areas where historical, cultural or
archaeological resources are likely to exist;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions will avoid impacts on historical, cultural, or
archaeological resources to the maximum extent practicable, as discussed in more detail in
Section 7.1.8 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(b)(D)(vii): Greatest percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located to avoid seismic, geological and soils hazards;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions will avoid seismic, geological, and soils hazards, as
discussed in more detail in Sections 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 below.

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(b)(D)(viii): Least percentage of the total length of the pipeline or
transmission line that would be located within lands zoned for exclusive farm use;

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions will avoid lands zoned as exclusive farm use (EFU)
where practicable, as discussed in more detail in Section 7.1.3.

5.1.2 Information Required for Transmission Line Projects — Length of
Transmission Line

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(b)(E): If the proposed energy facility is a pipeline or transmission line or
has, as a related or supporting facility, a transmission line or pipeline of any size:

(i) The length of the pipeline or transmission line;

The length of the transmission line provided in the Proposed Site Boundary Additions is
included in Table 4.1-1, totaling 7.2 miles of transmission line centerline.

5.2 Project Location

The Exhibit C provisions of OAR 345-021-0010(1)(c) require an applicant to provide certain
information related to the project location. Idaho Power has identified below those subsections
of that provision that may be required for the Council to make its findings on this RFA 1.

5.2.1 Maps of the Proposed Changes

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(c)(A): A map or maps showing the proposed locations of the energy
facility site, all related or supporting facility sites and all areas that might be temporarily
disturbed during construction of the facility in relation to major roads, water bodies, cities and
towns, important landmarks and topographic features, using a scale of 1 inch = 2000 feet or
smaller when necessary to show detail;

Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show the locations of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions and are
organized by county, proceeding north to south showing the location of each proposed change.
Each set of county maps includes series of detailed maps that are at a scale of 1 inch equals
1,000 feet. Project features shown include the site boundary, structure locations, and access
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roads. Temporary project features are also shown, including structure work areas and pulling
and tensioning sites.

5.2.2 Location Description

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(c)(B): A description of the location of the proposed energy facility site,
the proposed site of each related or supporting facility and areas of temporary disturbance,
including the total land area (in acres) within the proposed site boundary, the total area of
permanent disturbance, and the total area of temporary disturbance. If a proposed pipeline or
transmission line is to follow an existing road, pipeline or transmission line, the applicant must
state to which side of the existing road, pipeline or transmission line the proposed facility will
run, to the extent this is known; and

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions are on predominantly private lands in five counties in
Oregon. Consistent with the ASC, IPC has prepared descriptions of the proposed changes by
segment, with each segment summarizing the proposed changes at the county level. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are described by number or amount of each major
component and related and supporting facilities. Acreages of ground disturbance associated
with those facilities is also described.

Forest-clearing activities associated with vegetation management in the right-of-way will occur
in Umatilla and Union counties. The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not include
transmission line centerline changes in forested areas. To the extent that changes to roads
involves forest clearing, those impacts will be inventoried and included in the Final Right-of-Way
Clearing Assessment prior to construction and in accordance with OAR 345-025-0016 and in
compliance with Site Certificate Condition GEN-LU-13.

5.2.3 Segment 1 - Morrow County

The Little Juniper Canyon Alternative is located between Little Juniper Lane and Bombing
Range Road approximately 3 miles south of Naval Weapons Systems Training Facility —
Boardman (NWSTF Boardman). The predominant land use at the Little Juniper Canyon
Alternative is dryland agriculture (Figure 4-1, Map 1). Several proposed changes in Morrow
County are associated with access road design updates along the Previously Approved Site
Boundary. This includes roads in agricultural areas near NWSTF Boardman (Figure 4-2, Maps 1
to 2) and roads in rangeland areas near Butter Creek (Figure 4-2, Maps 3 to 4). Table 5.2-1
identifies the major components and related and supporting facilities associated with each of the
site boundary changes in Morrow County. Table 5.2-2 summarizes the amount of ground
disturbance associated with the proposed changes in Morrow County.
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Table 5.2-1. Summary of Proposed Changes — Morrow County

Little Juniper
Canyon Access Road Total Number
Project Features Alternative Changes of Sites

Towers — Single Circuit 500-kV 4 - 4
Lattice
Pulling and Tensioning Sites 2 - 2
Access Roads Total Miles
Existing, 21-70% Improved 1.0 0.9 1.9
Existing, 71-100% Improved - - -
New, Bladed 0.2 1.8 2.0
New, Overland 0.2 0.1 0.3
Crossings Number of

Crossings
High-Voltage Transmission Line - - 0
Crossings?
Existing Road Crossings? 1 - 1
Existing Railroad Crossings® - - 0

1 Source: ABB Ventyx (2016) and Idaho Power Company; includes only transmission lines over 69 kV.
2 Source: U.S. Census (2020), primary and secondary highways.
3 Source: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014).

Table 5.2-2. Acres of Land Disturbed during Construction and Operation - Morrow

County
Land Affected Land Reclaimed | Land Permanently
During After Converted to
Proposed Changes/Project Construction Construction Operations
Component (acres) (acres) (acres)
Little Juniper Canyon Alternative
Access Roads — New or 3.2 0.9 2.3
Substantial Improvements
Structure and Other Work Areas 10.7 10.5 0.2
Subtotal 14.0 115 2.5
Access Road Changes
Access Roads — New or 9.8 5.0 4.8
Substantial Improvements
Subtotal 9.8 5.0 4.8
Morrow County — Total 23.8 16.4 7.3

Note: Acreages are rounded and may not sum exactly.

5.2.4 Segment 2 — Umatilla County

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions in Umatilla County are limited to access road design
updates along the Previously Approved Site Boundary in open rangeland and forested areas
(Figure 4-2, Maps 5 to 11). Table 5.2-3 identifies the major components and related and
supporting facilities associated with each of the proposed changes in Umatilla County.

Table 5.2-4 summarizes the amount of ground disturbance associated with the proposed

changes in Umatilla County.

10
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Table 5.2-3. Summary of Proposed Changes — Umatilla County

Access Road Total Number
Project Features Changes of Sites

Towers — Single Circuit 500-kV Lattice - -
Pulling and Tensioning Sites - -
Access Roads Total Miles
Existing, 21-70% Improved 1.4 1.4
Existing, 71-100% Improved - -
New, Bladed 2.0 2.0
New, Overland - -
Crossings Total

Crossings
High-Voltage Transmission Line - -
Crossings?
Existing Road Crossings? - -
Existing Railroad Crossings® - -

1 Source: ABB Ventyx (2016) and Idaho Power Company; includes only transmission lines over 69 kV.

2 Source: U.S. Census (2020), primary and secondary
3 Source: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014

highways.
).

Table 5.2-4. Acres of Land Disturbed during Construction and Operation —

Umatilla County

Land Land Land
Affected Reclaimed Permanently
During After Converted to
Construction | Construction Operations
Proposed Changes/Project Component (acres) (acres) (acres)

Approved Route Access Road Changes
Access Roads — New or Substantial 11.1 55 5.6
Improvements
Subtotal 11.1 5.5 5.6
Umatilla County — Total 11.1 5.5 5.6

Note: Acreages are rounded and may not sum exactly

5.2.5 Segment 3 — Union County

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions in Union County are limited to access road design
updates along the Previously Approved Site Boundary in open rangeland and forested areas
(Figure 4-2, Maps 12 to 17). Table 5.2-5 identifies the major components and related and
supporting facilities associated with each of the proposed changes in Union County. Table 5.2-6
summarizes the amount of ground disturbance associated with the proposed changes in Union

County.
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Table 5.2-5. Summary of Proposed Changes — Union County

Access Road

Total Number

Project Features Changes of Sites
Towers — Single Circuit 500-kV - -
Lattice
Pulling and Tensioning Sites - -
Access Roads Total Miles
Existing, 21-70% Improved 0.3 0.3
Existing, 71-100% Improved 0.1 0.1
New, Bladed 1.4 1.4
New, Overland - -
Crossings Total Crossings
High-Voltage Transmission Line - -
Crossings?

Existing Road Crossings? 0 0
Existing Railroad Crossings?® 0 0

1 Source: ABB Ventyx (2016) and Idaho Power Company; includes only transmission lines over 69 kV.
2 Source: U.S. Census (2020), primary and secondary highways.
3 Source: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014).

Table 5.2-6. Acres of Land Disturbed during Construction and Operation — Union

Page 20

County
Land Land Land
Affected Reclaimed | Permanently
During After Converted to
Proposed Changes/ Construction | Construction | Operations
Project Component (acres) (acres) (acres)
Approved Route Access Road Changes
Access Roads — New or Substantial 6.5 3.6 2.9
Improvements
Subtotal 6.5 3.6 2.9
Union County — Total 6.5 3.6 29

Note: Acreages are rounded and may not sum exactly

5.2.6 Segment 4 — Baker County

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions in Baker County include two transmission line alternatives

and proposed access road changes. The True Blue Gulch Alternative is approximately 4 miles
southwest of Durkee and one mile south of the Burnt River Canyon in mountainous terrain (Figure
4-1, Maps 2 to 4). The True Blue Gulch Alternative includes a portion of Site Boundary that is

larger than typical to allow for flexibility in the final design (Figure 4-1, Map 2). The Durbin Quarry

Alternative is located on the west side Interstate 84 at Huntington in open rangeland (Figure 4-1,
Maps 5 to 6). The proposed access road changes are predominantly in open rangeland settings in
Baker County (Figure 4-2, Maps 18 to 27). Table 5.2-7 identifies the major components and

related and supporting facilities associated with each of the proposed changes in Baker County.
Table 5.2-8 summarizes the amount of ground disturbance associated with the proposed changes

in Baker County.
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Table 5.2-7. Summary of Proposed Changes — Baker County

True Blue Durbin
Gulch Quarry Access Number of
Project Features Alternative | Alternative | Road Changes Sites
Towers — Single Circuit 500-kV 14 10 - 24
Lattice
Pulling and Tensioning Sites 4 4 - 8
Access Roads Total Miles
Existing, 21-70% Improved - - 3.0 3.0
Existing, 71-100% Improved 4.7 - 1.8 6.5
New, Bladed 3.8 2.1 1.3 7.2
New, Overland 0.1 - 0.2 0.3
Crossings Total
Crossings
High-Voltage Transmission 0 0 0
Line Crossings!
Existing Road Crossings? 0 0 0
Existing Railroad Crossings?® 0 0 0

1 Source: ABB Ventyx (2016) and Idaho Power Company; includes only transmission lines over 69 kV.
2 Source: U.S. Census (2020), primary and secondary highways.
3 Source: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014).

Table 5.2-8. Acres of Land Disturbed during Construction and Operation — Baker
County

Land
Land Affected Land Permanently
During Reclaimed After| Converted to
Proposed Changes/ Construction | Construction Operations
Project Component (acres) (acres) (acres)

True Blue Gulch Alternative
Access Roads — New or Substantial 33.1 18.7 14.5
Improvements
Structure and Other Work Areas 37.6 37.0 0.7
Subtotal 70.8 55.6 15.1
Durbin Quarry Alternative
Access Roads — New or Substantial 9.0 54 3.6
Improvements
Structure and Other Work Areas 22.2 21.8 0.4
Subtotal 31.2 27.2 4.1
Approved Route Access Road Changes
Access Roads — New or Substantial 18.6 7.9 10.7
Improvements
Subtotal 18.6 7.9 10.7
Baker County — Total 120.6 90.7 29.9

Note: Acreages are rounded and may not sum exactly.
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5.2.7 Segment 5 — Malheur County

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions in Malheur County are limited to access road changes in
open rangeland (Figure 4-2, Maps 28 to 41). Table 5.2-9 identifies the major components and
related and supporting facilities associated with each of the proposed changes in Malheur
County. Table 5.2-10 summarizes the amount of ground disturbance associated with the
proposed changes in Malheur County.

Table 5.2-9. Summary of Proposed Changes — Malheur County

Access Road

Project Features Changes Number of Sites
Towers — Single Circuit 500-kV - -
Lattice
Pulling and Tensioning Sites - -
Access Roads Total Miles
Existing, 21-70% Improved 1.9 1.9
Existing, 71-100% Improved 15 15
New, Bladed 3.7 3.7
New, Overland 0.3 0.3

Crossings

Total Crossings

High-Voltage Transmission Line
Crossings?

Existing Road Crossings?

Existing Railroad Crossings?

1 Source: ABB Ventyx (2016) and Idaho Power Company; includes only transmission lines over 69 kV.
2 Source: U.S. Census (2020), primary and secondary highways.
3 Source: Oregon Department of Transportation (2014).

Table 5.2-10. Acres of Land Disturbed during Construction and Operation —

Malheur County

Land Affected | Land Reclaimed | Land Permanently
During After Converted to
Proposed Changes/Project Construction Construction Operations
Component (acres) (acres) (acres)

Approved Route Access Road Changes

Access Roads — New or Substantial 25.2 12.8 12.4
Improvements

Subtotal 25.2 12.8 12.4
Malheur County — Total 25.2 12.8 12.4

Note: Acreages are rounded and may not sum exactly.

5.3 Waters of this State

The Exhibit J requirements of OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j) require an applicant to provide certain
information about impacts to Waters of this State. IPC has identified below those subsections of
that provision that may be required for the Council to make its findings on this RFA 1.
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5.3.1 Surveys and Removal-Fill Permitting

To identify any Waters of this State affected by the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC
applied the same methodology used in the ASC and approved by the Council in the Final Order.
For those areas where IPC has completed on-the-ground wetland delineations and reporting
(Phase 2 and Phase 3 in the ASC), IPC has incorporated the results in this RFA 1. For those
areas where IPC has not had access or has not completed on-the-ground wetland delineations
and reporting, IPC utilizes desktop data from the National Wetland Inventory (NWI), the National
Hydrography Dataset (NHD), and aerial photo interpretation analysis (described as Phase 1 in
the ASC). Per Site Certificate Condition PRE-RF-01, prior to construction, IPC will complete all
necessary surveys and submit wetland delineation reports to the Oregon Department of Energy
(ODOE) and Oregon Department of State Lands (ODSL) and receive a Letter of Concurrence
from the ODSL.2

IPC will submit a final Joint Permit Application (JPA), including the final Compensatory Wetland
and Non-Wetland Mitigation Plan, and Site Rehabilitation Plan. Impact quantities and
compensatory mitigation required for the Project will be based on the results of the completion
of field surveys and final impact calculations.

5.3.2 Description and Location of Waters of this State

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(j)(A): A description of all areas within the site boundary that might be
waters of this state and a map showing the location of these features;

Wetlands and waters described in the section below are located within the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions. Maps showing the location of waters of this state are included in Figure 5-1
and Figure 5-2. Surveys are ongoing and delineation reports will be prepared in support of the
final JPA. Therefore, Figure 5-1 and Figure 5-2 include delineated wetlands and waters where
surveys have been performed; where surveys have not been completed, IPC utilized NWI and
NHD data to inform this RFA 1.

5.3.3 Impacts to Waters of this State

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(j)(B): An analysis of whether construction or operation of the proposed
facility would adversely affect any waters of this state;

Wetland and water delineation surveys in the RFA 1 areas are not yet complete and so NWI
and NHD data were used to determine impacts in areas where access has not yet been
obtained. Similarly, data about the width of the waterways is unavailable as of this RFA 1 and so
the calculation for potential impacts is given in linear feet instead of acres. The estimated
impacts on waters of this state are provided in Table 5.3-1.

2 Site Certificate Condition PRE-RF-01 provides:
The certificate holder shall:
a. Prior to construction of a phase or segment of the facility, submit updated electronic wetland
delineation report(s) to the Department and to the Oregon Department of State Lands. All wetland
delineation report(s) submitted to the Oregon Department of State Lands shall follow its
submission and review procedures.
b. Prior to construction of a phase or segment of the facility, the Department must receive a Letter
of Concurrence issued by the Oregon Department of State Lands referencing the applicable
wetland delineation for the phase or segment of the facility.
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Table 5.3-1. Estimated Temporary and Permanent Impacts on Waters of this State
for RFA 1

County/ Temporary Impacts Permanent Impacts

RFA 1 Alternative Acres!? Feet? Acres!? Feet?
Little Juniper Canyon -- 450.14 -- 15.24
Alternative
True Blue Gulch Alternative 0.48 1,103.62 0.23 278.91
Durbin Quarry (ODOT) -- 971.32 -- --
Alternative
Approved Route Access 0.12 1,088.51 0.11 704.78
Road Changes
Total 0.60 3,613.59 0.34 998.93

! Impact acres pertain to field delineated wetlands and mapped NWI wetlands in Alternative areas where Project
disturbance activities intersect wetlands. NWI mapping was used for impact calculations in Alternative areas that
have not been ground surveyed yet. Once wetland surveys are completed, and mapped NWI wetland sites have
been field surveyed, it is likely the total NWI wetland impacts will be lower that estimated.

2 Impacts displayed in feet pertain to field delineated intermittent and perennial streams and mapped NHD streams in
Alternative areas where Project ground disturbance activities intersect streams. Once wetland surveys are
completed, it is likely that many NHD streams will be considered ephemeral; therefore, not waters of the state,
thereby reducing the total regulated stream impacts.

5.3.4 Description of Significance of Impacts to Waters of this State

OAR 345-021-0010(1)(j)(C): A description of the significance of potential adverse impacts to
each feature identified in (A), including the nature and amount of material the applicant would
remove from or place in the waters analyzed in (B);

For many waters of this state, a Removal-Fill Authorization is required if a project will involve 50
cubic yards of fill and/or removal (cumulative) within the jurisdictional boundary. For activities in
Essential Salmonid Habitat (ESH) streams, State Scenic Waterways and compensatory
mitigation sites, a permit is required for any amount of removal or fill.

The impacts described in Section 5.3.3 are the result of temporary and permanent access roads
as well as temporary work areas.

5.3.5 Why Removal-Fill Authorization is Not Needed

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(j)(D): If the proposed facility would not need a removal-fill authorization,
an explanation of why no such authorization is required for the construction and operation of the
proposed facility.

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(j)(D) requires an explanation if a removal-fill authorization (Removal-Fill
Permit) is not needed. Here, because the Project will require a Removal-Fill Permit, OAR 345-
021-0010(1)(j)(D) does not apply. See Section 7.2.2 for further information on the Removal-Fill
Permit.
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5.3.6 Information to Support Removal-Fill Authorization

OAR 345-021-0010(2)(j)(E): If the proposed facility would need a removal-fill authorization,
information to support a determination by the Council that the Oregon Department of State
Lands should issue a removal-fill permit, including information in the form required by the
Department of State Lands under OAR Chapter 141 Division 85.

Section 7.2.2 below discusses the application submission requirements and agency review
standards relevant to a Removal-Fill Permit application.

6.0 PROPOSED CHANGES TO SITE CERTIFICATE

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(d): The specific language of the site certificate, including conditions, that
the certificate holder proposes to change, add, or delete through the amendment;

Attachment 6-1 includes the red-lined Site Certificate, which reflects the proposed changes of
RFA 1. Specific amendments include the following:

Adding language to a general standard of review condition to expand the facility description to
include any modifications approved during the site certificate amendment process.

Site Certificate Condition GEN-GS-06: Subject to conditions of the site certificate, the,
certificate holder may construct the facility anywhere within the site boundary
(approved corridor(s)), and as described in ASC Exhibit B and represented in ASC
Exhibit C Attachment C-2 and C-3 mapsets and Amendment 1 mapsets. The
approved corridors include:

a. The transmission line route extending approximately 273-miles through

Morrow, Umatilla, Union, Baker, and Malheur counties;

b. West of Bombing Range Road alternative 1 and the west of Bombing Range
Roadalternative 2 in Morrow County;
Morgan Lake alternative in Union County; and
Double Mountain alternative in Malheur County-; and
e. Amendment 1 site boundary changes.

Qo

7.0 APPLICABLE STATUTES, RULES, STANDARDS, AND
ORDINANCES

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(e): A list of all Council standards and other laws, including statutes, rules
and ordinances, applicable to the proposed change, and an analysis of whether the facility, with
the proposed change, would comply with those applicable laws and Council standards. For the
purpose of this rule, a law or Council standard is “applicable” if the Council would apply or
consider the law or Council standard under OAR 345-027-0375(2); and

OAR 345-027-0360(1)(e) requires a list of all applicable Council standards, laws, rules, and
ordinances. For this RFA 1, which involves adding new area to the site boundary, the Council
must determine that proposed changes comply with all Council standards, laws, rules, and
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ordinances applicable to the original Site Certificate and that the amount of the bond or letter of
credit in the Site Certificate is adequate.®

Table 7-1 lists the Council standards, laws, rules, and ordinances applicable to the original Site
Certificate; addresses the RFA 1 compliance with the same; and lists the relevant Site
Certificate conditions.

3 OAR 345-027-0375(2) provides, in relevant part:

To issue an amended site certificate, the Council must determine that the preponderance of
evidence on the record supports the following conclusions:

(a) For a request for amendment proposing to add new area to the site boundary, the portion of
the facility within the area added to the site by the amendment complies with all laws and Council
standards applicable to an original site certificate application;

(d) For all requests for amendment, the amount of the bond or letter of credit required under OAR
345-022-0050 is adequate.
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Table 7-1. Standards and Laws Relevant to Proposed Amendment

Standard or Other Permit

Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

OAR 345-022-0000
General Standard of Review

The General Standard of Review requires compliance with the EFSC
Statutes and Standards. As demonstrated in the remainder of this

Table 7-1 and elsewhere in the findings, analysis, and conclusions within
this RFA 1, IPC demonstrates the Proposed Site Boundary Additions
comply with all applicable EFSC Statutes and Standards and, by
extension, OAR 345-022-0000.

e |IPC does not specifically address the General Standard of Review
in more detail in this RFA 1. Instead, the applicable EFSC Statutes
and Standards are addressed throughout this RFA 1 in the context
of the relevant statutes, rules, standards, and ordinances.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is proposing an amendment to Site
Certificate Condition GEN-GS-06.

GEN-GS-01 Construction deadlines

GEN-GS-02 Pre-construction compliance

CON-GS-01 Semi-annual construction reporting

OPR-GS-01 Annual operation reporting

OPR-GS-02 Legal description

GEN-GS-03 Compliance during all phases

CON-GS-02 Construction in one area while route changes elsewhere
GEN-GS-04 Notification of environmental impacts

OPR-GS-03 Implementation of the Reclamation and Revegetation Plan
GEN-GS-05 Transfer of ownership

GEN-GS-06 Construction within the site boundary

OAR 345-022-0010
Organizational Expertise

The Organizational Expertise Standard requires that the applicant have
the organizational expertise to construct, operate, and retire the facility in
compliance with Council standards and site certificate conditions.
Because RFA 1 does not propose any changes that would affect IPC’s
organizational expertise, or that would introduce any new Project
components or related or supporting facilities requiring new types of
organizational expertise, the Council’s existing findings, analysis, and
conclusions in the Final Order regarding organizational expertise and the
related Site Certificate conditions are adequate to ensure the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions comply with OAR 345-022-0010.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

OPR-OE-01 Submission of inspection documentation with annual reporting
GEN-OE-01 Notification of qualifications and contractor identity changes
PRE-OE-01 Notification of contractor identities

PRE-OE-02 Assurance of contractor compliance

PRE-OE-03 Submission of third-party permit list and permits

GEN-OE-02 Issuance of notice of violation

GEN-OE-03 Reporting of Site Certificate violations

OAR 345-022-0020
Structural Standard

The Structural Standard requires that the applicant adequately
characterize and address potential seismic hazards. As discussed in
Section 7.1.1 below, for the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC has
adequately characterized the potential seismic hazards and will further
refine that characterization prior to construction consistent with the
existing Site Certificate conditions. Moreover, IPC demonstrates that the
existing Site Certificate conditions requiring IPC to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate seismic hazard risks will adequately address any potential
seismic hazards related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions.
Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this
RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0020.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.1 below.

¢ In relation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

PRE-SS-01 Submission of geological and geotechnical investigation plan and
report

GEN-SS-01 Compliance of building codes

GEN-SS-02 Avoidance of seismic hazards

GEN-SS-03 Notification of foundation changes

GEN-SS-04 Notification of other geological observations
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Standard or Other Permit

Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

OAR 345-022-0022
Soil Protection

The Soil Protection Standard requires that the design, construction and
operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to
result in a significant adverse impact to soils. As discussed in

Section 7.1.2 below, for the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC has
adequately characterized the potential soil impacts, and IPC
demonstrates that the existing Site Certificate conditions requiring IPC to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate soil impacts will adequately address any
potential soil impacts related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions.
Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this
RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate
conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0022.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.2 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-SP-01 Implementation of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) 1200-C and Erosion Sediment Control Plan

GEN-SP-02 Implementation of Construction Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan

GEN-SP-03 Implementation of Operations SPCC Plan

GEN-SP-04 Implementation of final Blasting Plan

OPR-SP-01 Inspection of facility components and mitigation for soil impacts

OAR 345-022-0030
Land Use

The Land Use Standard requires that the facility complies with the
statewide planning goals. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, IPC
demonstrates that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions comply with
local applicable substantive criteria, Land Conservation and Development
Commission rules and goals, and any land use statutes directly applicable
to the facility. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information
provided in this RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject
to the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0030.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-01 Submission of Morrow County permits, aggregate supplier
identities, and riparian impact consultation

GEN-LU-02 Adherence to Morrow County setback requirements

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Contaminant Permit
PRE-LU-01 Road construction consultation with Umatilla County Public Works
GEN-LU-04 Adherence to Umatilla County setback requirements

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

GEN-LU-06 Adherence to Union County setback requirements

PRE-LU-02 Submission of aggregate supplier identities to Baker County
GEN-LU-07 Submission of Baker County permits

CON-LU-01 Adherence to Baker County setback requirements

GEN-LU-08 Submission of Malheur County permits

GEN-LU-09 Adherence to Malheur County setback requirements

GEN-LU-10 Adherence to City of North Powder setback requirements
GEN-LU-11 Implementation of final Agricultural Assessment and Mitigation Plan
GEN-LU-12 Limitations of right-of-way within Goal 4 forest lands

GEN-LU-13 Implementation of final Right-of-Way Clearing Assessment
CON-LU-02 Submission of Memorandum of Agreement with City of LaGrande
for Morgan Lake Park improvements
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Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

OAR 345-022-0040
Protected Areas

The Protected Area Standard requires that the facility avoid certain
protected areas, except in certain situations, and that the design,
construction and operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation,
are not likely to result in a significant adverse impact to protected areas.
As discussed in Section 7.1.4 below, IPC demonstrates that the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions will not be located in a designated protected area
and will not otherwise significantly adversely impact any such protected
areas. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in
this RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the
related Site Certificate conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0040.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.4 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-PA-01 Implementation of protection measures for the Ladd March Wildlife
Area

GEN-PA-02 Avoidance of Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area if Morgan Lake alternative
route chosen

OAR 345-022-0050
Retirement and Financial Assurance

The Retirement and Financial Assurance Standard requires that the site,
taking into account mitigation, can be restored, and that the applicant has
a reasonable likelihood of obtaining a bond or letter of credit to fund that
restoration. Because RFA 1 does not propose any changes that would
affect a potential site restoration or IPC’s ability to fund that restoration,
the Council’s existing findings, analysis, and conclusions in its final order
regarding retirement and financial assurance and the related Site
Certificate conditions are adequate to ensure the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions comply with OAR 345-022-0050.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-RT-01 Prevention of hazardous site conditions

RET-RT-01 Retirement of facility in compliance with the Retirement Plan
RET-RT-02 Retirement of facility upon permanent cessation

PRE-RT-01 Adjustment of bond or letter of credit during construction
OPR-RT-01 Submission and maintenance of bond or letter of credit during
operations
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OAR 345-022-0060
Fish and Wildlife Habitat

The Fish and Wildlife Habitat Standard requires that the design,
construction and operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation,
are consistent with ODFW'’s fish and wildlife habitat mitigation goals and
standards and with the Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Strategy for
Oregon. As discussed in Section 7.1.5 below, for the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, IPC has adequately characterized the potential fish
and wildlife habitat impacts, and IPC demonstrates that the existing Site
Certificate conditions requiring IPC to avoid, minimize, and mitigate fish
and wildlife impacts will adequately address any fish and wildlife habitat
impacts related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Therefore, IPC
has demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate
conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0060.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.5 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-FW-01 Implementation of final Reclamation and Revegetation Plan
GEN-FW-02 Implementation of final Vegetation Management Plan
GEN-FW-03 Implementation of final Noxious Weed Plan

GEN-FW-04 Implementation of final Habitat Mitigation Plan

GEN-FW-05 Implementation of worker environmental awareness training
GEN-FW-06 Flagging of environmentally sensitive areas

GEN-FW-07 Speed limit enforcement

GEN-FW-08 Adherence with the Avian Protection Plan and fatality reporting
PRE-FW-01 Preconstruction surveys to be completed on unsurveyed portions
of the site boundary.

PRE-FW-02 Preconstruction surveys to be completed on entirety of site
boundary

PRE-FW-03 Submission of final Sage-Grouse Habitat Mitigation Plan
PRE-FW-04 Perform preconstruction traffic study in elk habitat and sage-grouse
habitat

CON-FW-01 Avoidance of elk or mule deer winter range during temporal
restriction

CON-FW-02 Notification of pygmy rabbit colonies or State Sensitive bat species
CON-FW-03 Conduct construction avian surveys during migratory bird nesting
season

CON-FW-04 Avoidance of raptor nests within buffers and temporal restrictions
CON-FW-05 Implementation of final Sage-Grouse Habitat Mitigation Plan
CON-FW-06 Avoidance of sage-grouse habitat during temporal restriction
OPR-FW-01 Adherence with final compensatory mitigation calculations
OPR-FW-02 Access control enforcement within elk and sage-grouse habitat
OPR-FW-03 Submission of traffic studies data for indirect sage-grouse habitat
impact calculations

OPR-FW-04 Perform operations traffic study in elk habitat and sage-grouse
habitat
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OAR 345-022-0070
Threatened and Endangered Species

The Threatened and Endangered Species Standard requires that the
design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into account
mitigation, adequately address potential impacts to state-designated
threatened and endangered species. As discussed in Section 7.1.6 below,
for the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC has adequately
characterized the potential impacts to such species, and IPC
demonstrates that the existing Site Certificate conditions requiring IPC to
avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to threatened and endangered
species will adequately address any impacts to such species related to
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated
with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions,
comply with OAR 345-022-0070.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.6 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

CON-TE-01 Avoidance of Category 1 Washington ground squirrel habitat
CON-TE-02 Avoidance of threatened or endangered plant species within buffers

OAR 345-022-0080
Scenic Resources

The Scenic Resources Standard requires that the design, construction
and operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to
result in significant adverse impacts to certain scenic resources. As
discussed in Section 7.1.7 below, for the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions, IPC has adequately characterized the potential impacts to
scenic resources, and IPC demonstrates that the existing Site Certificate
conditions requiring IPC to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to
certain scenic resources will adequately address any impacts to such
resources related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Therefore,
IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate
conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0080.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.7 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-PA-02 Avoidance of Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area if Morgan Lake alternative
route is chosen

GEN-SR-01 Usage of dull-galvanized steel for lattice towers and non-specular
conductors

GEN-SR-02 Union County visual impact reduction

GEN-SR-03 Reduction of National Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center
visual impacts

GEN-SR-04 Reduction of Birch Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern
visual impacts
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OAR 345-022-0090
Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources

The Historic, Cultural and Archaeological Resources Standard requires
that the design, construction and operation of the facility, taking into
account mitigation, are not likely to result in a significant adverse impact to
certain historic, cultural and archaeological resources. As discussed in
Section 7.1.8 below, for the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC has
adequately characterized the potential impacts to historic, cultural and
archaeological resources, and IPC demonstrates that the existing Site
Certificate conditions requiring IPC to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts will adequately address any potential impacts to such resources
related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Therefore, IPC has
demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate
conditions, comply with OAR 345-022-0090.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.8 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-HC-01 Avoidance of Oregon Trail/National Historic Trail resources
GEN-HC-02 Implementation of final HPMP
OPS-HC-01 Submission of Cultural Resources Technical Report

OAR 345-022-0100
Recreation

The Recreation Standard requires that the design, construction and
operation of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to
result in a significant adverse impact to important recreational
opportunities. As discussed in Section 7.1.9 below, for the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, IPC has adequately characterized the potential
impacts to important recreational opportunities, and IPC demonstrates
that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions will not result in any significant
impacts to such opportunities. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the
information provided in this RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with
OAR 345-022-0100.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.1.9 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-RC-01 Reduction of Morgan Lake Park visual impacts
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Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

OAR 345-022-0110
Public Services

The Public Services Standard requires that the construction and operation
of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in a
significant adverse impact to the ability of providers to provide public

services. Because RFA 1 does not propose any changes that would affect

public service providers differently, or that would introduce any new
Project components or related or supporting facilities requiring new types
of public service providers, the Council’s existing findings, analysis, and
conclusions in its final order regarding public service providers and the
related Site Certificate conditions are adequate to ensure the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions comply with OAR 345-022-0110.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-PS-01 Submit Helicopter Use Plan

GEN-PS-02 Submit Final Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan
GEN-PS-03 Submit Wildfire Mitigation Plan

PRE-PS-01 Consultation with Owyhee Irrigation District

PRE-PS-02 Submit county-specific Transportation and Traffic Plan
PRE-PS-03 Submit FAA form 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration

PRE-PS-04 Implementation of Environmental and Safety Training Plan

OAR 345-022-0120
Waste Minimization

The Waste Minimization Standard requires that, to the extent reasonably
practicable, the plans for the construction and operation of the facility are
likely to minimize the generation of waste, and the management of waste
is likely to result in minimal adverse impacts to the surrounding and
adjacent areas. Because RFA 1 does not propose any changes that
would affect Idaho Power’s waste minimization plans, or that would
introduce any new types of waste, the Council’s existing findings,
analysis, and conclusions in its final order regarding waste minimization
and the related Site Certificate conditions are adequate to ensure the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions comply with OAR 345-022-0120.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-WM-01 Implementation of Construction Waste Management Plan

OAR 345-023-0005
Need

The Need Standard requires that the applicant demonstrate the need for
the Project either through the least-cost plan rule or system reliability rule.
Because RFA 1 does not propose any changes that would affect the
consideration of the Project under IPC’s Integrated Resource Plan, or that

would impact the need of the Project to enable IPC’s transmission system,

the Council’s existing findings, analysis, and conclusions in its final order
regarding the need for the Project are adequate to ensure the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions comply with OAR 345-023-0005.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.
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Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

OAR 345-024-0090
Transmission Lines

The Sitting Standards for Transmission Lines require that the design,
construction and operation of the facility meet certain alternating current
operating criteria and minimize induced currents. Because RFA 1 does
not propose any changes that would affect the alternating current electric
fields or induced currents, the Council’s existing findings, analysis, and
conclusions in its final order regarding alternating current and induced
current, and the related Site Certificate conditions, are adequate to ensure
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions comply with OAR 345-024-0090.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-TL-01 Management of electromagnetic field exposure

OPR-TL-01 Reduction of induced current and nuisance shock risks
GEN-TL-02 Adherence with the National Electrical Safety Code and grounding
practices

PRE-TL-01 Meeting with Public Utility Commission (OPUC)

OPR-TL-02 Submission of compliance updates to OPUC

OAR 340-035-0035
Noise Control Regulations

The Noise Control Regulations require that the construction and operation
of the facility meet certain noise standards. As discussed in Section 7.2.1
below, for the proposed changes, IPC has adequately characterized the
potential noise impacts, and IPC demonstrates that the existing Site
Certificate conditions requiring IPC to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts will adequately address any such potential impacts related to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with
the information provided in this RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with
OAR 340-035-0035.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.2.1 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-NC-01 Implementation of Noise Exceedance Mitigation Plans
GEN-NC-02 Implementation of a noise complaint response system
CON-NC-01 Implementation of design measures and construction techniques
OPR-NC-01 Adherence to the ambient antidegradation standard during
infrequent or unusual foul weather events

OPR-NC-02 Variance to compliance with the ambient antidegradation standard

Removal-Fill Permit
OAR Chapter 141, Division 85

The Removal-Fill Rules require a permit from the Department of State
Lands to remove material from, or to fill in, waters of the state. As
discussed in Section 7.2.2 below, for the proposed changes, IPC has
characterized the potential impacts to Waters of this State, and the
existing Site Certificate conditions requiring IPC to obtain a permit and
avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts will adequately address any such
potential impacts related to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions.
Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this
RFA 1 that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Removal-Fill Regulations.

e |PC addresses this standard in more detail in Section 7.2.2 below.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

PRE-RF-01 Submission of updated wetland delineation reports

GEN-RF-01 Implementation of final Site Rehabilitation Plan

GEN-RF-02 Implementation of final Compensatory Wetland and Non-Wetland
Mitigation Plan

PRE-RF-02 Provide copy of Joint Permit Application

GEN-RF-03 Compliance with General and Special Conditions

GEN-RF-04 Compliance with Removal-Fill Conditions and procedures
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Fish Passage Plan Approval
OAR Chapter 635, Division 412

The Fish Passage Rules require approval of fish passage plans for any
new artificial obstructions, or substantial modifications to existing
obstructions, affecting native fish streams. As part of the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, IPC is not proposing any new artificial obstructions,
or substantial modifications to existing obstructions, on any waters.
Therefore, the Council’'s existing findings, analysis, and conclusions in its
final order regarding fish passage, and the related Site Certificate
conditions, are adequate to ensure the Proposed Site Boundary Additions
comply with the Fish Passage Rules.

e |PC does not address this standard in more detail in this RFA 1.

¢ Inrelation to this standard, IPC is not proposing any new
conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-FP-01 Implementation of final Fish Passage Plan

Public Land Action Permit

None of the proposed changes in RFA 1 occur on non-federal public
lands, and therefore, no Public Land Action Permit is required.

N/A

Morrow County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision
(Utility Facility; EFU Zone)

In Morrow County, all of the proposed site boundary changes in RFA 1
occur in the EFU zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will comply with the relevant county
code provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information
provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Morrow County EFU Zone
requirements.

e IPC addresses the Morrow County EFU Zone requirements in
more detail in Section 7.1.3.1 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Morrow County EFU Zone requirements, IPC is
not proposing any new conditions or changes to existing
conditions.

GEN-LU-01 Submission of Morrow County permits, aggregate supplier
identities, and riparian impact consultation

Morrow County Land Use Permit — Zoning Permit (Utility
Facility; General Industrial Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Morrow
County General Industrial zone.

GEN-LU-01 Submission of Morrow County permits, aggregate supplier
identities, and riparian impact consultation

Morrow County Land Use Permit — Zoning Permit (Utility
Facility; Port Industrial Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Morrow
County Port Industrial zone.

N/A
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Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision and
Zoning Permit (Utility Facility; EFU Zone)

In Umatilla County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions
occur in the EFU zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed
changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code provisions.
Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this
RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate
conditions, comply with the Umatilla County EFU Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Umatilla County EFU Zone requirements in
more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Umatilla County EFU Zone requirements, IPC is
not proposing any new conditions or changes to existing
conditions.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Helipads; EFU Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions involve helipads.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
and Land Use Decision (Utility Facility; Grazing-Farm
Zone/Goal 4 Forestlands)

In Umatilla County, portions of the transmission line Proposed Site
Boundary Additions occur in the Grazing Farm zone. As discussed in
Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the
relevant county code provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with
the information provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject
to the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Umatilla County
Grazing-Farm Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone
requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

e Inrelation to the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone
requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions or changes
to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit
GEN-LU-12 Limitations of right-of-way within Goal 4 forest lands

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Exception to Goal 4
(Access Roads; Helipads; Grazing-Farm Zone/Goal 4
Forestlands)

In Umatilla County, certain access roads in Proposed Site Boundary
Additions occur in the Grazing-Farm zone and Goal 4 forest lands. As
discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 support
a Goal 4 exception, if the Council deems necessary. Therefore, IPC has
demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions,
warrant a Goal 4 exception in the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone.

e |IPC addresses the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone Goal 4
exception requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone Goal 4
exception requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions
or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit
GEN-LU-12 Limitations of right-of-way within Goal 4 forest lands

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
and Land Use Decision (Helipads; Grazing-Farm Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions involve helipads.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit
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Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Access Roads; Grazing-Farm Zone)

In Umatilla County, portions of the access road Proposed Site Boundary
Additions occur in the Grazing Farm zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3
below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant
county code provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the
information provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to
the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Umatilla County
Grazing-Farm Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone
requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

e Inrelation to the Umatilla County Grazing-Farm Zone
requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions or changes
to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Utility Facility; Light Industrial Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Umatilla
County Light Industrial zone.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Batch Plant; Light Industrial Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Umatilla
County Light Industrial zone.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Umatilla County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Multi-Use Area; Rural Tourist Commercial Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Umatilla
County Rural Tourist Commercial zone.

GEN-LU-03 Submission of Umatilla County permits and Air Containment Permit

Union County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision (Utility
Facility; EFU Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Union County
EFU zone.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
and Land Use Decision (Helipads; EFU Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions involve helipads.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
and Land Use Decision (Concrete Batch Plants; EFU Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions involve concrete batch
plants.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision (Utility
Facility; Agriculture-Grazing Zone)

In Union County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Agriculture-Grazing zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the
proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code
provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information
provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Union County Agriculture-
Grazing Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Union County Agriculture-Grazing Zone
requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

e Inrelation to the Union County Agriculture-Grazing Zone
requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions or changes
to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

39

Request for Amendment to Site Certificate

Page 37



Request for Amendment #1
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line

Stop B2H/100
Kreider/102

Idaho Power Company

Standard or Other Permit

Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

Union County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision
(Predominant Use Determination; Timber-Grazing Zone)

In Union County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Timber-Grazing zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the
proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code
provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information
provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Union County Timber-Grazing
Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone
requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3.3 below.

¢ In relation to the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone
requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions or changes
to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision (Utility
Facility; Timber-Grazing Zone, Predominantly Farmland
Parcels)

In Union County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Timber-Grazing zone, predominantly farmland parcels. As
discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 will
comply with the relevant county code provisions. Therefore, IPC has
demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions,
comply with the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone, predominantly
farmland, requirements.

e IPC addresses the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly farmland, requirements in more detail in Section
7.1.3.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly farmland, requirements, IPC is not proposing any
new conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Utility Facility; Timber-Grazing Zone, Predominantly
Forestland Parcels)

In Union County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Union County Timber-Grazing zone, predominantly forestland
parcels. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed changes in
RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code provisions. Therefore,
IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions,
comply with the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone, predominantly
forestland, requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly forestland, requirements in more detail in
Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly forestland, requirements, IPC is not proposing any
new conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

41

Request for Amendment to Site Certificate

Page 38



Request for Amendment #1
for the Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line

Stop B2H/100
Kreider/102

Idaho Power Company

Standard or Other Permit

Compliance

Related Site Certificate Conditions

Union County Land Use Permit — Exception to Goal 4
(Transmission Line Right-of-Way Width; Timber-Grazing
Zone, Predominantly Forestland Parcels)

In Union County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Timber-Grazing zone and Goal 4 forest lands. As discussed in
Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 support a Goal 4
exception, if the Council deems necessary. Therefore, IPC has
demonstrated with the information provided in this RFA 1 that the
proposed changes, subject to the related Site Certificate conditions,
warrant a Goal 4 exception in the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone.

e |IPC addresses the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone Goal 4
exception requirements in more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone exception
requirements, IPC is not proposing any new conditions or changes
to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Union County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Access Roads; Timber-Grazing Zone, Predominantly
Forestland Parcels)

In Union County, portions of the access road Proposed Site Boundary
Additions occur in the Union County Timber-Grazing zone, predominantly
forestland parcels. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the proposed
changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code provisions.
Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information provided in this
RFA 1 that the access road proposed changes, subject to the related Site
Certificate conditions, comply with the Union County Timber-Grazing
Zone, predominantly forestland, requirements.

e IPC addresses the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly forestland, requirements in more detail in Section
7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Union County Timber-Grazing Zone,
predominantly forestland, requirements, IPC is not proposing any
new conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-05 Submission of Union County permits

Baker County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision (Utility
Facility; EFU Zone)

In Baker County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Baker County EFU zone. As discussed in Section 7.1.3 below, the
proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant county code
provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the information
provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to the related
Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Baker County EFU Zone
requirements.

e IPC addresses the Baker County EFU Zone requirements in more
detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Baker County EFU Zone requirements, IPC is not
proposing any new conditions or changes to existing conditions.

GEN-LU-07 Submission of Baker County permits

Baker County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Rural Service Area Zone)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the Baker County
Rural Service Area zone.

GEN-LU-07 Submission of Baker County permits
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Baker County Land Use Permit — Land Use Decision (Utility
Facility; EFU and ERU Zones)

In Baker County, portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
in the Baker County EFU-ERU zones. As discussed in Section 7.1.3
below, the proposed changes in RFA 1 will comply with the relevant
county code provisions. Therefore, IPC has demonstrated with the
information provided in this RFA 1 that the proposed changes, subject to
the related Site Certificate conditions, comply with the Baker County EFU-
ERU Zone requirements.

e |IPC addresses the Baker County EFU-ERU Zone requirements in
more detail in Section 7.1.3 below.

¢ Inrelation to the Baker County EFU-ERU Zone requirements, IPC
is not proposing any new conditions or changes to existing
conditions.

GEN-LU-07 Submission of Baker County permits

Baker County Land Use Permit — Conditional Use Permit
(Helipads; EFU and ERU Zones)

None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions involve helipads.

GEN-LU-07 Submission of Baker County permits

Permit (Multi-Use Area; Commercial Residential Zone)

Huntington.

City of North Powder — Conditional Use Permit (Multi-Use None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the City of North NA
Area; Commercial Interchange Zone) Powder.

City of Huntington — Land Use Decision (Multi-Use Area; None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the City of North NA
Commercial Industrial Zone) Huntington.

City of Huntington — Land Use Decision/Temporary Use None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in the City of North NA
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7.1 Division 22 Standards Discussed in Detall

7.1.1 Structural Standard — OAR 345-022-0020

The Structural Standard generally requires the Council to evaluate whether the Certificate
Holder has adequately characterized the potential seismic, geological, and soil hazards within
the site boundary, and that the Certificate Holder can design, engineer, and construct the
Project to avoid dangers to human safety from these hazards.

For the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, IPC employed the same methods used in the ASC
to characterize the seismic risk of the site. As demonstrated in Figure 7-1, the Little Juniper
Canyon Alternative (Map 1) and True Blue Gulch Alternative (Maps 2-4) will be constructed
through mapped landslide features. Figure 7-2 characterizes the geological features associated
with the Access Road Changes. IPC’s engineers will review aerial imagery, and light detection
and ranging (or LIDAR) data prior to final design and will use it to identify and assess landslide
features, as possible. IPC’s engineers will include the potential areas of soil instabilities in the
site-specific geotechnical scope of work. Site-specific geotechnical design will consider the most
recent version of the International Building Code (IBC 2018) to address the seismic hazards of
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions, similar to the evaluation performed in Attachment H-1 of
the Final Order.

Prior to the development of final engineering design, based on limited subsurface explorations
liquefaction susceptibility will be evaluated at the geotechnical boring locations. Additional
evaluation of liguefaction also may be needed as the final alignment and tower locations are
chosen. The geotechnical engineer may recommend additional exploration and/or analysis as
applicable to assess liquefaction hazards in the geotechnical design report for the transmission
line. For locations where liquefaction poses a risk, an assessment of susceptibility may be made
to determine if lateral spreading would be an additional hazard.

While seismic activity in the Project area generally could lead to the settling of sediment and
exacerbate potential subsidence associated with groundwater withdrawal in more populous
regions, no historical cases of subsidence in the specific areas of the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions have been identified by IPC, and the majority of the sites have a low susceptibility to
subsidence. At this time, there are no specific locations where subsidence studies will be
performed. However, if subsidence-prone areas are identified during the Phase 2 geotechnical
investigation, the transmission line will be designed and located to avoid subsidence hazards.

As noted above, the Certificate Holder has and will continue to condition compliance adequately
to characterize the seismic, geological and soils hazards and can design, engineer, and
construct the Proposed Site Boundary Additions to avoid dangers to human safety and the
environment. Therefore, based on the information provided in this RFA 1 and the application of
the relevant Site Certificate conditions, IPC has demonstrated that the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions comply with the Structural Standard.

7.1.2 Soil Protection — OAR 345-022-0022

The Soil Protection Standard requires the Council to find that, after taking mitigation into
account, the design, construction, and operation of a facility will not likely result in a significant
adverse impact to soils. Exhibit | of the ASC identified the soil conditions and land uses in
accordance with the submittal requirements in OAR 345-021-0010 (1)(I) paragraphs (A) through
(E). The following applies a similar analysis to the Proposed Site Boundary Additions.
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7.1.2.1 Background Review

IPC identified the properties of soils throughout the RFA 1 site boundary using literature-derived
soil properties and land cover types. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) maintains the State Soil Geographic Database
(STATSGO; NRCS 2011), which presents general soil properties for the entire United States.
STATSGO data are used to characterize soil erosion and soil reclamation properties.

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) maintains the National Elevation Dataset (NED) with
nationwide coverage of detailed elevation information compiled from multiple sources. The NED
data were used for the slope analysis presented in this RFA 1.

7.1.2.2 Surveys

Site-specific geotechnical investigations are ongoing for all of the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions and are not used to inform the analysis in RFA 1. Detailed information relating to the
scope of the geotechnical investigation is available in Attachment H-1 of the Final Order. The
investigation includes drilling of exploration borings and collection of soil samples for laboratory
analysis of soil properties.

7.1.2.3 Findings

Figure 7-3 and Figure 7-4 are mapbooks of the STATSGO soil mapping units contained within
the proposed site boundary changes. Attachment 7-1 is a table displaying the STATSGO saill
properties by soil mapping units contained within the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. Table
7.1-1 summarizes the STATSGO data at the highest soil taxonomic level, soil order.

Table 7.1-1. Soil Orders within the Site Boundary of RFA 1

Soil Order (acres)

County Aridisols Mollisols Andisols Entisols
Morrow 36.7 103.8 - -
Umatilla - 71.3 - -
Union - 36.7 - -
Baker - 597.8 - 50.5
Malheur 72.6 66.5 - -

RFA 1 Total 109.4 876.1 - 50.5

Source: STATSGO

Current land uses that may require or depend on productive soils were evaluated by identifying
high value farmland soils data and land cover type data. High value farmland soils data are
shown in Table 7.1-2 to identify lands that may include current land uses that require or depend
on productive soils within the Proposed Site Boundary Additions. The high value farmland soils
data do not provide a qualitative description of actual current land use but may be
representative of current agricultural land uses within the proposed site boundary changes. For
purposes of this analysis, IPC assumes that high value farmland soils are actively used for
agricultural purposes and depend on the presence of productive soils. Similarly, IPC assumes
that land cover types identified as agriculture (cultivated crops and pasture/hay) and
forest/woodland also require productive soils. For estimates on the amount of the Proposed Site
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Boundary Additions in agriculture and forest/woodland, see the habitat mapping performed in
Section 7.1.5.

Table 7.1-2. High Value Farmland Soils within Site Boundary of RFA 1

Site Boundary High Value Farmland Soils
County (acres) (acres)?!
Morrow 140.6 73.8
Umatilla 71.3 594
Union 36.7 20.7
Baker 648.3 479.1
Malheur 139.1 7.9
RFA 1 Total 1,036.0 640.9

1 Source: SSURGO data.

Impacts on soils from Project activities are discussed in the ASC in regard to how the Project
may contribute to soil erosion, loss of reclamation potential, and the potential for chemical spills.
RFA 1 does not describe these potential soil impacts but does identify the RFA 1 soil properties
that indicate susceptibility to erosion and loss of reclamation potential. Impacts resulting from
chemical spills will be mitigated per the Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan as
required under condition GEN-SP-02.

Soil erosion factors are defined in Exhibit | of the ASC and include: soil K factor, wind erodibility,
slope, and soil T factor. Table 7.1-3 shows the soil erosion factors for RFA 1 construction areas.
Construction areas are inclusive of temporarily disturbed areas that will be reclaimed and areas
that will maintain a permanent facility through operation of the Project.

Table 7.1-3. Erosion Factors in RFA 1 Construction Disturbance Area

Slope
Construction Highly High Greater Low
Disturbance |Wind Erodible??| K Factor®? Then 25%° | T Factor!#
County Area (acres) | Acres % Acres % |Acres| % |Acres| %

Morrow 23.8 6.0 254% | 20.2 |84.7% | - - 3.6 [15.3%
Umatilla 111 - - 11.1 | 100% - - 6.6 |59.3%
Union 6.5 - - 3.6 |55.2%| - - 2.6 |40.2%
Baker 120.6 - - 745 |61.8% | 25.6 |21.2%| 105.2 |87.2%
Malheur 25.2 2.5 9.9% 58 |23.0%| 1.2 | 4.6% | 21.6 |85.4%
REA 1 Total 187.2 8.6 46% | 115.1 |61.5% | 26.8 |14.3%| 139.5 | 74.5%

1Source: STATSGO data.
2Highly wind erodible include STATSGO wind erodibility classes 1 through 4 (wind erosion greater than or equal to

86 tons per acre per year.
3High K factor defined as K factor greater than or equal to 0.37.
4Lot T factor defined as T factor less than or equal to 2 tons per acre per year.
5Source: USGS National Elevation Dataset database.

Soil reclamation factors are defined in Exhibit | of the ASC and include: soil compaction, stony-
rocky soils, droughty soil, shallow bedrock, and hydric soils. Table 7.1-4 identifies the soil
reclamation factors of soils in the Proposed Site Boundary Additions construction areas. The
NRCS STATSGO soil properties were reviewed within the Proposed Site Boundary Additions.
No soil was detected with the combination of fine grain size, and poor drainage characteristics
that would result in classification as highly compactible. Therefore, no areas within the
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construction disturbance area were identified as needing special considerations for soil
compaction.

Table 7.1-4. Soil Reclamation Factors in RFA 1 Construction Disturbance Area

Construction Shallow
Disturbance | Stony/Rocky!? | Droughty!® | Bedrock* | Hydric Soil®
County Area (acres) Acres % |Acres| % |Acres| % |Acres| %

Morrow 23.8 3.6 15.3%| 9.7 |40.7%]| 17.6 |74.0%| 23.8 | 100%
Umatilla 11.1 4.5 40.7%| 4.5 |40.7%| 11.1 |100% | 11.1 | 100%
Union 6.5 6.0 91.9%| 6.0 |91.9%| 6.0 |91.9%| 3.1 |48.3%
Baker 120.6 120.0 [99.5%| 120.0 |99.5% | 105.2 |87.2%| 120.6 | 100%
Malheur 25.2 175 169.4%| 12.8 |50.9%| 16.6 |65.8%| 0.6 | 2.4%
RFA 1 Total 187.2 151.7 [81.0%]| 153.0 |81.7%| 156.5 |83.6% | 159.2 |52.5%

1Source: STATSGO data.

2Stony rocky soil is defined as soil with at least 20 percent of soil particles with size greater than 2 mm.

3Droughty soils are defined as soil with sandy loam or coarser texture, and drainage class of moderately to
excessively well-drained.

4Shallow bedrock is defined as bedrock occurring within 51 inches of ground surface.

5Source for hydric soil is SSURGO database and Oregon Wetland Database from the Oregon Spatial Data Library
(2013).
Note: SSURGO and STATSGO databases did not contain any highly compactable soil within analysis area;
therefore, highly compactable soil is not shown on this table.

7.1.2.4 Conclusion

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur in soil conditions that were previously
characterized and evaluated in the ASC and do not affect the basis for the Council’s previous
findings of compliance with the Soil Protection Standard. Changes proposed in RFA 1 would
adhere to all soil protection conditions identified in the Site Certificate, including: compliance
with the NPDES 1200-C permit and Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (GEN-SP-01);
development of a final Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan (GEN-SP-02 and
GEN-SP-03); development of a final Blasting Plan (GEN-SP-04); and regular inspection of the
as-built facility components for ongoing soil impacts (OPR-SP-01). Therefore, the Council may
conclude that the Proposed Site Boundary Additions comply with the Soil Protection Standard.

7.1.3 Land Use — OAR 345-022-0030

Under OAR 345-021-0010(1)(k), an applicant must elect to address the Council's Land Use
standard by obtaining local land use approvals directly from the relevant local governments
under Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 469.504(1)(a), or by obtaining a Council determination
under ORS 469.504(1)(b). In the ASC, IPC elected to have the Council make the land use
determination for the Project under ORS 469.504(1)(b) and OAR 345-022-0030(2)(b). The ASC
identified applicable substantive criteria from the following local governments: Morrow County,
Umatilla County, Union County, Baker County, Malheur County, City of North Powder, and City
of Huntington. The analysis area for potential land use impacts, as defined in the ASC, is the
area within and extending half-mile from the site boundary. An assessment of applicable
substantive criteria for RFA 1 follows with subsections 7.1.3.1 through 7.1.3.13 below.
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7.1.3.1 Morrow County Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

Section 5.2.3 details the proposed changes in Morrow County. The Council previously found
that the Project would be consistent with applicable criteria of the MCZO and MCCP.# There
have been no substantive modifications to the Morrow County Zoning Ordinance (MCZO;
Morrow County 2017) or to the Morrow County Comprehensive Plan (MCCP; Morrow County
1986) since the Certificate Holder submitted the ASC on September 28, 2018. Specifically, the
Certificate Holder has reviewed and confirmed there have been no changes to the Agricultural,
Natural Hazards, Utility Finding, and Goal 5 Resources policies of the Morrow County
Comprehensive Plan that were addressed in the Council’s Final Order on the ASC. Since
September 28, 2018, Morrow County has amended the listing of proposed aggregate sites on
the Morrow County Inventory of Natural Resources - Aggregate and Mineral Resources. None
of the new mineral aggregate resources identified in the Significant Resource Overlay Map
occur within the site boundary or within 0.5 mile of the area subject to RFA 1. As such, Morrow
County’s Inventory of Natural Resources has not changed in ways that would impact the
Council’s prior findings under the land use standard.

The proposed changes do not affect the findings provided in the Final Order and summarized in
Table 7.1-5.

Table 7.1-5. Morrow County Applicable Substantive Criteria

Section/Subsection | Name | Proposed Changes

Morrow County Zoning Ordinance (MCZO)

Article 3 — Use Zones

Section 3.010 Exclusive Farm Use Applicable and complies. Portions of the
(EFU) Zone Proposed Site Boundary Addition in
Morrow County will occur within the EFU
zone. Transmission lines that are
necessary for public service are permitted
in EFU lands under MCZO

Section 3.010(D)(10), provided the towers
are no greater than 200 feet in height. The
proposed changes in RFA 1 are part of a
transmission line project necessary for
public service and do not include towers
greater than 200 feet. Accessory uses are
also permitted in EFU lands. MCZO 1.030
defines “accessory use” as “a use
incidental and subordinate to the main use
of the property and located on the same lot
as the main use.” Because the access
roads will serve the transmission lines and
will be located on the same lot as the
transmission lines, the access roads are
considered an accessory use to the
transmission lines. Therefore, the portions
of the Proposed Site Boundary Addition
occurring in the EFU Zone are permitted
outright under MCZO 3.010(D)(10).

4 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 162-163
(September 2022)
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Subsection D Use Standards

Applicable and complies.

MCZO 3.010(D)(10) identifies utility
facilities “necessary” for public service as a
conditional use permitted on EFU zone
land, subject to MCZO Article 6 Conditional
Uses. The Council concluded the
transmission line and associated access
roads, modified existing roads, multi-use
areas, temporary pulling and tensioning
sites, and communication stations in the
EFU zone are considered under the “utility
facility necessary for public service” land
use category. The Council previously
found that the conditional use
requirements beyond those that are
consistent with ORS 215.275 are not
applicable to proposed and alternative
facility components because, as a utility
facility necessary for public service under
ORS 215.283(1)(c), the use is permitted
subject only to the requirements of

ORS 215.275 and the county cannot
impose additional approval criteria.
Therefore, the conditional use
requirements of MCZO Article 6
Conditional Uses and are not evaluated as
applicable substantive criteria. The
Council's previous determination that the
ASC complies with Section 3.010(D) and
ORS 215.275 is applicable to RFA 1.

Section 3.070
Zone

General Industrial (M-G)

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the M-G zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the M-G zone, so these standards
do not affect RFA 1.

Subsection A

Uses Permitted Outright

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the M-G zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the M-G zone, so these standards
do not affect RFA 1.

Subsection C Use Limitations

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the M-G zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the M-G zone, so these standards
do not affect RFA 1.
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Subsection D

Dimension
Requirements

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the M-G zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the M-G zone, so these standards
do not affect RFA 1.

Subsection E

Transportation Impacts

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the M-G zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the M-G zone, so these standards
do not affect RFA 1.

Section 3.073

Port Industrial (PI) Zone

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the PI zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the Pl zone, so these standards do
not affect RFA 1.

Subsection A

Uses Permitted Outright

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the PI zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the Pl zone, so these standards do
not affect RFA 1.

Subsection C

Use Limitations

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the PI zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the Pl zone, so these standards do
not affect RFA 1.

Subsection D

Dimensional Standards

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the PI zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the Pl zone, so these standards do
not affect RFA 1.

Subsection F

Transportation Impacts

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of the transmission line and
accessory uses within the PI zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are not
within the Pl zone, so these standards do
not affect RFA 1.

Section 3.100

Flood Plain Overlay
Zone

Applicable and complies. Portions of the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions fall
within the 100-year flood plain along Little
Juniper Creek, which is classified as a
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) in the
Flood Plain Overlay Zone. MCZO

Section 3.100(4.1-1) establishes that a
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flood plain development permit is required
for construction activities within a SFHA.
GEN-LU-O1 requires the Certificate Holder
to obtain, prior to construction of any
phase or segment of the Project, a Flood
Plain Development Permit for work in the
Flood Plain Overlay zone. GEN-LU-O2
restricts structure placement within the
SFHA, or requires adherence to MCZO
requirements for anchoring and
construction materials and methods.
Because Site Certificate Conditions GEN-
LU-O1 and GEN-LU-O2 will apply to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions and IPC
will obtain a Flood Plain Development for
the relevant portions of the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions will comply with
Section 3.100.

Section 4.1-1

Development Permit

Applicable and complies. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions fall within the 100-
year flood plain along Little Juniper Creek,
which is classified as a SFHA in the Flood
Plain Overlay Zone. GEN-LU-O1 requires
the Certificate Holder to obtain, prior to
construction of any phase or segment of
the Project, a Flood Plain Development
Permit for work in the Flood Plain Overlay
zone. Because Site Certificate Conditions
GEN-LU-O1 and GEN-LU-O2 will apply to
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions and
IPC will obtain a Flood Plain Development
for the relevant portions of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions, the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions will comply with
Section 4.1-1.

Section 5.1-1 Anchoring

Applicable and complies. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions fall within the 100-
year flood plain along Little Juniper Creek,
which is classified as a SFHA. GEN-LU-O2
restricts structure placement within the
SFHA, or requires adherence to MCZO
requirements for anchoring and
construction materials and methods.
Because Site Certificate Condition GEN-
LU-O2 will apply to the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions will comply with
Section 5.1-1.
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Section 5.1-2
and Methods

Construction Materials

Applicable and complies. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions fall within the 100-
year flood plain along Little Juniper Creek,
which classifies as SFHA. GEN-LU-O2
restricts structure placement within the
SFHA, or requires adherence to MCZO
requirements for anchoring and
construction materials and methods.
Because Site Certificate Condition GEN-
LU-O2 will apply to the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions will comply with
Section 5.1-2.

Section 3.200
(Goal 5) Sites

Significant Resource

Applicable and complies. Morrow County
established a Significant Resource Overlay
Map identifying the location of designated
Goal 5 resources. The County indicated in
the original ASC that only those resources
depicted on the 1986 Significant Resource
Overlay Map were considered Goal 5
designated resources in Morrow County.
On December 7, 2015, the County
provided to IPC Geographic Information
System data identifying the location of the
Goal 5 designated resources in Morrow
County under the 1986 Significant
Resource Overlay Map and the MCCP.
Figure K-22 of the original ASC depicts the
1986 Significant Resource Overlay Map
information provided by Morrow County
and shows the upper reach of Juniper
Canyon, but not Little Juniper Canyon.
There are no Goal 5 resources, as
identified in the 1986 map, within the
analysis area for RFA 1. Therefore, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will
comply with the County’s Goal 5 standards
in Section 3.200.

and Activities

Section D Review Criteria Not applicable. There are no Goal 5
resources identified within the analysis
area for RFA 1, so these standards do not
affect RFA 1.

Section E List of Conflicting Uses Not applicable. There are no Goal 5

resources identified within the analysis
area for RFA 1, so these standards do not
affect RFA 1.
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Section/Subsection | Effect of Proposed Change

Morrow County Comprehensive Plan

Agricultural Policy 1 The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency with
Agricultural Policy 1. GEN-LU-11 requires the Certificate Holder to
finalize, prior to construction, an Agricultural Land Assessment and
Mitigation Plan, which implements mitigation measures and monitoring
during construction. Therefore, the Council’s previous findings,
analysis, and conclusions that the Project would be consistent with
MCCP Agricultural Policy 1 are equally applicable to RFA 1.

Natural Hazards The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency with
Element the Natural Hazards Element. As described under Section 3.100,
GEN-LU-O1 requires the Certificate Holder to obtain, prior to
construction of any phase or segment of the Project, a Flood Plain
Development Permit for work in the Flood Plain Overlay zone. GEN-
LU-O2 restricts structure placement within the SFHA, or requires
adherence to MCZO requirements for anchoring and construction
materials and methods. Therefore, the Council’s previous findings,
analysis, and conclusions that the Project would be consistent with the
MCCP Natural Hazards Element are equally applicable to RFA 1.

Utility Finding C; The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency with
Policy C Utility Finding C; Policy C. The proposed site boundary changes do
not impact the selection of the Longhorn Station site. Therefore, the
Council’s previous findings, analysis, and conclusions that the Project
would be consistent with MCCP Utility Finding C; Policy C are equally
applicable to RFA 1.

Goal 5 Resources There are no new Goal 5 resources identified within the analysis area
for RFA 1. The Council may find that no additional analysis is required
to comply with the County’s Goal 5 standards in Section 3.200(E) and
the MCCP.

7.1.3.2 Umatilla County Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

Section 5.2.4 details the portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Addition in Umatilla County.
The Council previously concluded that the Project, including access roads, complied with the
applicable substantive criteria of Umatilla County’s comprehensive plan and development
code.® There have been no substantive modifications to the Umatilla County Development
Ordinance (UCDO; Umatilla County 2022) or to the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan
(UCCP; Umatilla County 2022) since the Certificate Holder submitted the ASC on September
28, 2018. Specifically, the Certificate Holder has reviewed and confirmed there have been no
changes to the Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources and Public
Facilities and Services Elements of the Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan that were
identified in the Final Order for the ASC.® Since September 28, 2018, Umatilla County has
amended the previously reviewed Transportation Element. However, the change is not
substantive (as described in Section 7.1.3.8). In addition, the UCDO has been updated in 2022,
but the updates did not change or alter the criteria evaluated with the ASC.

5 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 168-186
(September 2022)

6 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Proposed Order, p. 184-
185 (September 2022)
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Table 7.1-6. Umatilla County Applicable Substantive Criteria

Section/Subsection | Name I Effect of Proposed Change
Umatilla County Development Code (UCDC)
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) Zone
Section 152.059 Land Use Decisions Applicable and complies. Portions of
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions in
Umatilla County will occur within the EFU
zone. UCDC 152.059(C) establishes that
utility facilities necessary for public
service may be permitted in the EFU
zone through a zoning permit under
UCDC 152.025. The Council previously
concluded the associated access roads,
modified existing roads, multi-use areas,
and communication stations in the EFU
zone are considered under the “utility
facility necessary for public service” land
use category. Therefore, the portions of
the Proposed Site Boundary Additions
occurring within the County’s EFU zone
are permitting under Section 152.059.

Grazing Farm (GF) Zon
Section 152.085 Conditional Uses Applicable and complies. Portions of
Permitted the Proposed Site Boundary Additions in
Umatilla County will occur within the GF
zone. UCDC 152.085(R) identifies new
utility facilities for public service, defined
in UCDC 152.617(1)(C) as commercial
utility facilities for the purpose of
generating and distributing power for
public use by sale, as a conditional use
permitted on GF zoned land. The Council
previously concluded that UCDC
152.085(R) does not apply to facility
components located in GF land because
it applies to commercial utility facilities for
the purpose of generating and distributing
power and is therefore not applicable to
the non-energy generating facility (or
specific non-generating facility
components) in the GF zone. Therefore,
the portions of the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions occurring within the
County’s Grazing Farm zone are
permitted under Section 152.085.

D

| Light Industrial (LI) Zone
Section 152.303 Conditional Uses Not applicable. The ASC included one
Permitted temporary multi-use area within Umatilla
County’s LI zone. The Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are not within the LI
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zone, so these standards do not affect
RFA 1.

Section 152.304

Limitations on Use

Not applicable. The Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are not within the LI
zone, so these standards do not affect
RFA 1.

Section 152.306

Dimensional Standards

Not applicable. The Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are not within the LI
zone, so these standards do not affect
RFA 1.

Rural Tourist Commercial (RTC) Zone

Section 152.283

Conditional Uses
Permitted

Not applicable. The ASC included a
portion of a temporary multi-use area
within Umatilla County’s RTC zone. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions are
not within the RTC zone, so these
standards do not affect RFA 1.

Section 152.284

Limitations on Use

Not applicable. The Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are not within the
RTC zone and do not impact the
temporary multi-use area.

Section 152.286

Dimensional Standards;
Setbacks

Not applicable. The Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are not within the
RTC zone and do not impact the
temporary multi-use area.

General Provisions

Section 152.010

Access to Buildings

Applicable and complies.

UCDC 152.010 establishes general
provisions for site and building access
that is applicable to the temporary multi-
use areas and communications stations
in all zones. GEN-LU-04 dictates the
terms necessary to comply with the
UCDC 152.010 requirements. Because
Site Certificate Condition GEN-LU-04 will
apply to the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions, the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions will comply with

UCDC 152.010.

Section 152.016

Riparian Vegetation

Applicable and complies. UCDC
152.016 establishes standards for
permitted uses in all zones that result in
maintenance, removal and replacement
of riparian vegetation along streams,
lakes and wetlands. The Council's
previous determination that the ASC
complies with Section 152.016 is
applicable to RFA 1. GEN-LU-04 will
ensure compliance with UCDC 152.016
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requirements. Because Site Certificate
Condition GEN-LU-04 will apply to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will
comply with UCDC 152.016.

Section 152.017 Conditions for

Development Proposals

Applicable and complies. UCDC
152.016 requires that a permitted uses in
all zones not impose a significant change
in trip generation within the local
transportation system. The trip durations
associated with the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions are similar to those
considered by the Council in the Final
Order and are not likely to generate a
significant increase in trip generation. The
Council’'s previous determination that the
ASC complies with Section 152.017 is
applicable to RFA 1. PRE-PS-02 will
ensure compliance with UCDC 152.017
requirements. Because the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions will not generate
significant increase in trip generation and
Site Certificate Condition PRE-PS-02 will
apply to the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions, the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions will comply with

UCDC 152.017.

Section 152.439

Review

Historical, Archeological
or Cultural Site/Structure
Overlay; Criteria for

Not applicable. UCDC 152.439
establishes requirements for proposed
uses in the Historical, Archeological or
Cultural (HAC) Site/Structure Overlay
zone. The Certificate Holder maintains
the HAC Overlay zone is over 25 miles
from the proposed site boundary and
therefore does not apply to the proposed
Project site.

As detailed in this RFA 1 under

Section 7.1.8, new surveys have
occurred to determine the proposed
amendment makes no changes that will
alter the basis for the Council’s earlier
findings, or its conclusion that the Project
will not likely result in an adverse impact
to any historical, cultural and
archaeological resources in the Analysis
Area, and therefore the amendment
request meets the requirement of the
Historical, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources Standard.
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Section 152.456

Critical Winter Range
Overlay; Applicability

Not applicable. UCDC 152.458
establishes requirements for specific
uses in the Critical Winter Range (CWR)
Overlay zone that would result in
eventual placement of a dwelling, and
administrative review of non-resource
dwellings. The ASC demonstrated that
UCDC 152.458 standards apply to
dwellings, and because the Project does
not include any dwellings, UCDC 152.458
does not apply to the Project.

Even so, potential impacts to elk and
deer winter range were evaluated under
the Council’s Fish and Wildlife Habitat
standard. Section 7.1.5 of this RFA 1
evaluates potential impacts to elk and
deer winter range and proposes
mitigation that meet that standard.

Goal 5 Technical Report D-63

Applicable and complies. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions cross
into medium density archaeological and
McKay Creek waterfowl/furbearer Goal 5
resource areas that were previously
identified with the original ASC. There are
no new Goal 5 resources identified within
the analysis area for RFA 1.

The Certificate Holder stated in the
original ASC that Umatilla County has not
adopted any Goal 5 protection program
for furbearers and hunted non-game
wildlife, or Goal 5 fish streams.
Nevertheless, impacts to streams and
riparian vegetation would be minimized
as evaluated under UCDC 152.286 and
152.306 and imposed under Condition
GEN-LU-04, which requires a 100-foot
setback from structures to the high water
mark of any stream, lake or wetland;
minimization of cleared vegetation; and,
restoration and monitoring.”’

As evaluated in the Final Order, UCDC
152.435 through 152.443 are the only
applicable provisions to HAC sites within
the HAC Site/Structure Overlay Zone

7 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 184

(September 2022)
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UCDC. UCDC 152.436 defines an HAC
site as “any historic, archeological or
cultural site or structure, or geographic
area listed on the Umatilla County
Register of Historic Landmarks or
recognized as significant by the County
Comprehensive Plan and Technical
Report.” Umatilla County has not
identified any specific HAC sites or
structures included in the Goal 5
inventory within the analysis area. A
complete assessment of protected areas,
scenic resources, and historical
resources follows below in Sections
7.1.4,7.1.7, and 7.1.8. Because Umatilla
County has not adopted specific
provisions for Goal 5 HAC sites, the
Council found no additional analysis is
required to comply with the County’s Goal
5 planning goals for historic resources.®

Therefore, the Council may find that no
additional analysis is required to comply
with the County’s Goal 5 planning goals.

Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan

Open Space, Scenic
and Historic Areas, and
Natural Resources
Element - Finding 37;
Policy 37

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency
with Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural Resources
Element - Finding 37; Policy 37. The Project would predominately be
located on EFU-zoned land within Umatilla County which, based on
Policy 37, may be considered open space appropriate for energy
facility use. The Council’s previous determination that the Project
would not significantly impact accepted farm practices remains
applicable to RFA 1. A complete assessment of protected areas,
scenic resources, and historical resources follows below in Sections
714,71.7,and 7.1.8.

Public Facilities and
Services Element -
Finding 19; Policy 19

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency
with Public Facilities and Services Element - Finding 19; Policy 19.
Minimum separation distances for high-voltage transmission lines, as
established by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation
(NERC) and Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC),
remain a constraint. The Council’s previous determination that the
ASC evaluated feasibility of using existing right-of-ways remains
applicable to RFA 1.

8 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 184

(September 2022)
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Section/Subsection Name | Effect of Proposed Change
Transportation Element | The Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not affect consistency
- Finding 20; Policy 20 | with Transportation Element - Finding 20; Policy 20. Minimum
separation distances for high voltage transmission lines, as
established by NERC and WECC, remain a constraint. The
Certificate Holder worked extensively with local landowners in the
siting process and Umatilla County maintains the opportunity to
review recommendations consistent with the Transportation Element
Finding 20 and Policy 20.

7.1.3.3 Union County Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

Section 5.2.5 details the proposed changes in Union County (Figure 4-1, Maps 12 to 17). The
Council previously concluded that the Project transmission line, including access roads,
complied with the applicable substantive criteria of Union County’s development ordinance.®
There have been no substantive modifications to the Union County Zoning, Partition, and
Subdivision Ordinance (UCZPSO; Union County 2015) since the Certificate Holder submitted
the ASC on September 28, 2018. The Certificate Holder identified slight differences (detailed
below in Table 7.1-7) in criteria references when comparing the ASC and Final Order with
UCZPSO available on the County website. However, the differences are not substantive, and
the criteria evaluated with the ASC remains consistent with existing applicable criteria in the
UCZPSO. As such, an analysis of the updated applicable criteria follows in Section 7.1.3.9.

Table 7.1-7. Union County Applicable Substantive Criteria

Section/Subsection | Name | Effect of Proposed Change
Union County Zoning, Partition, and Subdivision Ordinance (UCZPSO)
Exclusive Farm Use(A-1) Zone
Section 2.03 Administrative Uses | Not applicable. Portions of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions occur within Union
County’s EFU A-1 zone. The Final Order
listed utility facilities necessary for public
service as an administrative use in the A-2
zone; however, the UCZPSO states in
Article 2.04(11) that utility facilities
necessary for public service are conditional
uses with general review criteria.
Compliance with the applicable conditional
use standards of Article 2.04(11) is detailed
under Section 7.1.3.9.

Agricultural-Grazing (A-2) Zone
Section 3.03 Administrative Uses | Not applicable. Portions of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions occur within the
County’s A-2 zone. The Final Order listed
utility facilities necessary for public service
as an administrative use in the A-2 zone,
however the UCZPSO states in Article
3.04(11) that utility facilities necessary for

9 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 191-211
(September 2022)
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public service are conditional uses with
general review criteria. The Council
previously found the Project is a utility facility
necessary for public service that would be a
permitted use in the A-2 zone. As such, an
analysis of the updated applicable criteria
follows in Section 7.1.3.9.

Section 3.04

Conditional Uses

Applicable and complies. Article 2.04(11)
and 3.04(11) state that utility facilities
necessary for public service are conditional
uses with general review criteria. As such,
an analysis of the updated applicable criteria
follows in Section 7.1.3.9.

Section 3.05

Use Standards

Applicable and complies. The use
standards for a utility facility necessary for
public service is listed under UCZPSO
Section 3.05(15), as analyzed in

Section 7.1.3.9

Section 3.07

Development
Standards

Applicable and complies. The Final Order
referenced UCZPSO Section 3.07 for
development standards, but Section 3.07
speaks to dwellings associated with farm
use. The current UCZPSO establishes
development standards for uses permitted in
the A-2 zone in Section 3.17. The numbering
has changed, but the criteria is identical (see
comparison in Section 7.1.3.8).

No partitions are proposed subject to
Section 3.17(1). The Council’s previous
determination that the ASC complies with
Section 3.07 is applicable to RFA 1. GEN-
LU-06 ensures compliance with setback
requirements outlined in Section 3.17(2) and
signage siting requirements outlined in
Section 3.17(4). Therefore, the Council may
rely on its previous findings and conditions,
and the Project, as amended by RFA 1, will
continue to comply with these standards.

Section 3.08

Development and
Fire Siting
Standards

Not applicable. There are no Development
and Fire Siting Standards in Article 3.00 and
Section 3.08 speaks to accessory farm
dwellings. Development and Fire Siting
Standards are listed in UCZPSO Section
5.08, which identifies fire siting standards for
structures including requirements for
placement of signs, specifying the location
and size.
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GEN-LU-06 ensures compliance with these
standards by requiring submission of Union
County permits in accordance with UCZPSO
Sections 3.08 and 5.08. Since there is no
reference to signage in Section 3.08, the
Certificate Holder assumes the Council
intended to refer to the development
standards of Section 3.17.

Timber-Grazing (A-4) Zone

Section 5.03

Administrative Uses

Not applicable. Portions of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions will occur within the
County’s A-4 zone. However, the ASC listed
utility facilities necessary for public service
as an administrative use in the A-4 zone;
however, the UCZPSO states in Article
5.04(21) that new electric transmission lines
with right-of-way widths up to 100 feet, as
specified in ORS 772.210, are conditional
uses with general review criteria. As such,
an analysis of the updated applicable criteria
follows in Section 7.1.3.9.

Section 5.04

Predominantly

Forestland

Conditional Uses

Applicable and complies. Article 5.04(21)
states that new electric transmission lines
with right-of-way widths up to 100 feet are
conditional uses with general review criteria.
This definition applies the Project. An
analysis of the updated applicable criteria
follows in Section 7.1.3.9.

Section 5.06

Minimum Parcel

Sizes

Not applicable. The updated UCZPSO
details minimum parcel sizes in Article 5.10.
The minimum parcel sizes remain
unchanged; however, no partitions are
proposed. The parcels to be used for siting
of the proposed and alternative facility
components within A-4 zoned land would not
likely involve partitioning, however if partition
is necessary, the Certificate Holder would
work directly with Union County to obtain
approval according to minimum parcel size
standards.

Section 5.07

Siting Standards for
Dwellings and

Structures

Not applicable. The Council previously
found that no additional limitations are
warranted since the communication stations
have been sited in a way to minimize any
unnecessary cumulative impacts. The
Proposed Site Boundary Additions do not
involve communication stations or other
structures, and therefore Section 5.07 does
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not apply to the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions.

Section 5.08

Development and
Fire Siting
Standards

Applicable and complies. The applicable
Development and Fire Siting Standards are
listed in UCZPSO Section 5.08, which
identifies fire siting standards for structures
including requirements for placement of
signs, specifying the location and size.
These standards have not changed and the
Council’s previous determination that the
ASC complies with Section 5.08 is
applicable to RFA 1. GEN-LU-06 ensures
compliance with these standards by
requiring submission of Union County
permits in accordance with UCZPSO
Section 5.08. Because Site Certificate
Condition GEN-LU-06 will apply to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will
comply with UCZPSO 5.08.

Section 21.06

General Standards
for Governing
Conditional Uses

Applicable and complies. UCZPSO 21.06
applies to all conditional uses in Union
County. These standards have not changed
since the ASC was submitted. UCZPSO
21.06(1) requires that conditional uses meet
the development standards relevant to uses
permitted outright in the zone, including
UCZPSO 5.06 (Minimum Parcel Size),
UCZPSO 5.07 (Siting Standards for
Dwellings and Structures), and UCZPSO
5.08 (Development and Fire Siting
Standards), which would be satisfied based
on applicant representations and compliance
with GEN-LU-06. Because Site Certificate
Condition GEN-LU-06 will apply to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will
comply with UCZPSO 21.06.

Supplementary Provisions

Section 20.08

Riparian Zone
Setbacks

Applicable and complies. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions do not change
conditions that would alter the Council’s
previous determination that the ASC
complies Section 20.08. These standards
have not changed since the ASC was
submitted. The Council imposed GEN-LU-06
to ensure the locations the Project will cross
or be near Class | streams complies with the
riparian area setback requirements of
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UCZPSO 20.08. Because Site Certificate
Condition GEN-LU-06 will apply to the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions, the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions will
comply with UCZPSO 20.08.

Section 20.09

Significant Goal 5
Resource Areas

Applicable and complies. The proposed
site boundary changes cross into Big Game
Winter Range Goal 5 resource areas that
were previously identified with the original
ASC. Union County indicated that its
mapping is intended to be over-inclusive of
possible habitat areas.!® The standards of
Section 20.09 have not changed since the
ASC was submitted. In the original ASC, the
Certificate Holder evaluated the economic,
social, energy, and environmental criteria to
demonstrate compliance with Union
County’s Goal 5 Resources Comprehensive
Plan Element implemented through
UCZPSO 20.09 Based on the Certificate
Holder’s detailed evaluation, the Council
found the Project complies with UCZPSO
20.09.1

The Proposed Site Boundary Additions
would generally be in proximity to the
approved site boundary, be constructed of
the same materials and components
previously described in Exhibit B of the ASC,
and would occur in similar habitat types,
topography, and land uses to those
previously considered. As depicted on
Figure 4-2, the Certificate Holder has
attempted to use existing roads and to limit
the development of new roads in Big Game
Winter Range overlay areas. These efforts
have resulted in the development of a
proposed access road system to support the
construction of the transmission line that
substantially relies on the system of publicly
maintained roads as well as unimproved
roads on public and private lands. Therefore,
the previous evaluation remains consistent
with the Proposed Site Boundary Additions,
and the Council may rely on its previous

10 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 207

(September 2022)

11 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 211

(September 2022)
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findings and conditions that the Project
complies with the County’s Goal 5 planning
goals.

7.1.3.4 Baker County Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

Section 5.2.6 details the proposed changes in Baker County. The Council previously concluded
that the Project complied with the applicable substantive criteria of Baker County’s development
ordinance.'? The Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (BCZSO; Baker County
2020) has been updated since the Certificate Holder submitted the ASC on September 28,
2018. However, the updates (detailed in Table 7.1-8) are not substantive and criteria evaluated
with the ASC remains consistent with existing applicable criteria in the BCZSO, which has been
amended to clarify and reorganize standards. The amended standards mirror what was
previously evaluated with Exhibit K of the ASC. There have been no identified updates to the
Baker County Comprehensive Plan since the ASC was submitted on September 28, 2018.

Table 7.1-8. Baker County Applicable Substantive Criteria
Section/Subsection | Name [ Effect of Proposed Change
Baker County Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance (BCZSO)

Article 3: Uses Zones

Section 301 Exclusive Farm Use Zone

Not applicable. Portions of the Proposed
Site Boundary Additions occur within Baker
County’s EFU zone. Section 301
establishes that “major utility facilities as
defined in Section 108(B)” and their
accessory uses (including roads) are
conditional uses within Baker County’s EFU
zone, subject to BCZSO 301.05, 301.06
and Article 6 of the ordinance. The BCZO
has been amended and Section 301 has
been renumbered as Chapter 410, which
authorizes “utility facilities necessary for
public service” as a Type Il administrative
decision as analyzed in Section 7.1.3.9.

Subsection 301.02 Conditional Uses

Section 305 Rural Service Area

Applicable and complies. Portions of the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
within Baker County’s Rural Service Area
(RSA) zone. The Project and its related and
supporting facilities (including access
Subsection 305.02 Conditional Uses roads) are considered a major utility facility
for purposes of BCZSO 150.03 (formerly
Section 108(B)). As stated in the ASC, the
BCZSO indicates Project features in the
RSA Zone are permitted conditional uses.
Due to the limited potential impacts

12 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 216-227
(September 2022)
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resulting during construction and operation
of facility components within RSA zoned
land, the Council found that the facility
would satisfy the standards granting a
conditional use. The BCZSO has been
amended, but standards addressed in the
ASC for conditional uses are not
substantially different from the amended
BCZSO Conditional Use approval criteria in
the newly adopted Chapter 210.04(A)(1-6).

Article 4: Supplementary Provisions

Section 401 Setbacks and Frontage | Applicable and complies. The BCZSO
Road Requirements has been amended and Section 301 has
Flood Plain District been renumbered as Chapter 340
Development Standards (Setback
Requirements) for All Zones. A comparison
of these chapters follows below in Section
7.1.3.8.
Section 412 Historic/Cultural and Applicable and complies. The BCZSO
Natural Area Protection | has been amended and Section 301 has
Procedure been renumbered as Chapter 710. A
comparison of these chapters follows below
in Section 7.1.3.8.
Section 410 Flood Plain Provisions | Not applicable. Section 410 Flood Plain

Provisions was removed during the update
to BCZSO. A new section, Chapter 630
Floodplain Development Zone was adopted
for floodplain management. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions are not within the
floodplain development zone and is
therefore not applicable to RFA 1.

Article 6: Conditional Uses

Section 602

Standards for Granting
a Conditional Use

Applicable and complies. As stated
above, utility facilities necessary for public
service are permitted in the EFU zone as
an administrative permit, therefore the
standards for granting a conditional use are
not applicable to RFA 1.

However, the conditional use standards
remain applicable for the portions of the
Project within the RSA and Recreation
Residential (RR-2) zones in Baker County.
The standards addressed in the ASC for
conditional uses remain largely the same as
the amended BCZSO Conditional Use
approval criteria in Chapter 210.04(A)(1-6).
The chapter has been renumbered, but the
criteria is consistent with the language
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previously addressed in the previous
BCZSO Section 602. A comparison of
these chapters follows below in Section
7.1.3.8.

Baker County Comprehensive Plan

Goal V Open Space,
Scenic and Historic
Areas and Natural
Resources

Open Spaces and
Scenic Areas
Natural Areas
Historic and Cultural
Sites, Structures,
Districts

As described in the ASC, the proposed facility and site boundary
would be located within Baker County’s Big Game Overlay zone and
could potentially impact several scenic resources protected under the
Baker County Comprehensive Plan Goal 5 Resources element.
Portions of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions also occur within
the Big Game Overlay. In ASC Exhibit K, the applicant evaluated
Goal 5 resources to confirm that the proposed facility would not result
in significant adverse impacts. The Final Order stated that Baker
County’s land use regulations for the EFU zone are compatible with
big game habitat and do not include any Goal 5 protection programs
applicable to permitted uses in the EFU zone. To minimize potential
impacts to riparian vegetation, the Council imposed GEN-LU-07.
Based on compliance with GEN-LU-07 and because the facility is
permitted in the EFU zone, the Council found the proposed use would
be consistent with the county’s Goal 5 planning goals for protecting
big game habitat.’ A complete assessment of protected areas and
scenic resources follows below in Sections 7.1.4 and 7.1.7.

7.1.3.5 Malheur County Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

Section 5.2.7 details the Proposed Site Boundary Additions in Malheur County. The Council
previously concluded that the Project complied with the applicable substantive criteria of

Malheur County’s development ordinance. ' The Malheur County Code (MCC; Malheur County

2021) has been updated since the Certificate Holder submitted the ASC on September 28,
2018. However, the updates to the MCC did not change the criteria evaluated with the ASC.

There have been no identified updates to the Malheur County Comprehensive Plan since the
ASC was submitted on September 28, 2018.

Table 7.1-9. Malheur County Applicable Substantive Criteria

Section/Subsection | Name | Effect of Proposed Change

Malheur County Code (MCC)

Exclusive Farm use and Exclusive Range Use

MCC 6-3A-2 Permitted Uses Applicable and complies. Portions of the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur
within Malheur County’s EFU zone. The
Project is a transmission line necessary for
public service, which is permitted outright in
EFU lands, provided the towers are no
greater than 200 feet in height. The
proposed site boundary changes do not
affect compliance with standards of the EFU

13 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 225
(September 2022)

14 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 229-236
(September 2022)
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Zone. As described in this RFA 1, the
Council concluded the transmission line and
associated access roads, modified existing
roads, multi-use areas, temporary pulling
and tensioning sites, and communication
stations in the EFU zone are considered
under the “utility facility necessary for public
service” land use category. The Proposed
Site Boundary Additions occur within the
County’s EFU zone and the Council’s
previous determination that the ASC
complies with MCC 6-3A-2 is applicable to
RFA 1. GEN-LU-08 requires the Certificate
Holder to obtain applicable permits from
Malheur County prior to construction
(including a zoning permit for components in
the EFU zone). Therefore, the Council may
rely on its previous findings and conditions,
and the Project, as amended by RFA 1, will
continue to comply with these standards.

Heavy Industrial Use

MCC 6-31-4

Performance
Standards

Applicable and complies. A portion of the
Proposed Site Boundary Additions is within
the Heavy Industrial Use zone, where “utility
facilities” are allowed as a conditional use.
As described in this RFA 1, the Council
concluded the transmission line and
associated access roads are considered
under the “utility facility necessary for public
service” land use category. GEN-LU-08
requires the Certificate Holder to obtain
applicable permits from Malheur County
prior to construction (including a zoning
permit for development of facility
components in the Heavy Industrial (C-12)
zone). Therefore, the Council may rely on its
previous findings and conditions, and the
Project, as amended by RFA 1, will continue
to comply with these standards.

Flood Plain Management Zone

MCC 6-3K-3

Flood Plain
Development
Standards

Applicable and complies. Under MCC 6-
3K-3, any development within the 100-year
flood plain requires compliance with MCC
Title 5, Chapter 2, the Federal Insurance
Administration requirements, and the
standards of the underlying primary zone.
The Certificate Holder stated in the original
ASC that it does not anticipate that any
permanent Project features will be located
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with the 100-year flood plain in Malheur
County. A portion of the Proposed Site
Boundary Additions, specifically existing
road improvements along the Malheur River,
is within a Malheur County SFHA. However,
these existing road improvements are not
considered “permanent construction.” MCC
Chapter 2 Flood Control states “permanent
construction does not include land
preparation, such as clearing, grading and
filling; nor does it include the installation of
streets and/or walkways. Further, GEN-LU-
08 requires the Certificate Holder to provide
applicable permits approved by Malheur
County prior to construction (including flood
plain development permits for each location
where development could occur within a
regulatory floodplain). Therefore, the Council
may rely on its previous findings and
conditions, and the Project, as amended by
RFA 1, will continue to comply with these
standards.

MCC 5-2-5-1; 5-2-5-2

Flood Hazard
Reduction

Applicable and complies. GEN-LU-08
requires the Certificate Holder to provide
applicable permits approved by Malheur
County prior to construction (including flood
plain development permits for each location
where development could occur within a
regulatory floodplain). Therefore, the Council
may rely on its previous findings and
conditions, and the Project, as amended by
RFA 1, will continue to comply with these
standards.

Malheur County Comprehensive Plan

Goal 3 Agricultural
Lands, Policies 2,7, 8
and 9

The proposed site boundary changes do not affect consistency
with Agricultural Policy 1. GEN-LU-11 requires the Certificate
Holder to finalize, prior to construction, an Agricultural Land
Assessment and Mitigation Plan, which implements mitigation
measures and monitoring during construction. Therefore, the
Council’s previous determination that the Project would be
consistent with MCCP Agricultural Lands Policies 2, 7, 8, and 9
remains applicable to RFA 1.
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7.1.3.6 City of North Powder Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

The Council previously concluded that the Project complied with the applicable substantive
criteria of the City of North Powder’s comprehensive plan and development ordinance.*® None
of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur within the City of North Powder, and therefore
the Council may find that no additional analysis is required to comply with the standards outlined
in Table 7.1.3-6.

7.1.3.7 City of Huntington Applicable Substantive Criteria and Comprehensive Plan

The Final Order described how the multi-use area within the City of Huntington would be located
within both the Commercial Industrial (Cl) Zone and Commercial Residential (CR) Zone, as
represented in ASC Exhibit K Figure K-53, City of Huntington Zoning and Proposed Multi Use
Area. In ASC Exhibit K Section 6.9.2.1., the Certificate Holder describes that, in a June 2, 2016
email, the City of Huntington indicated that because the multi-use area would be a temporary
use, no provisions of the City of Huntington Zoning Ordinance (CHZO) would apply and no City
permits would be required.® None of the Proposed Site Boundary Additions occur within the
City of Huntington, and therefore the Council may find that no additional analysis is required.

7.1.3.8 Updated Applicable Substantive Criteria

Table 7.1-10 shows a comparison between the substantive criteria evaluated in the ASC against
the updated version of the current substantive criteria.

Table 7.1-10. Comparison of Updated Applicable Substantive Criteria and
Archived Applicable Substantive Criteria Previously Analyzed with the ASC

Archived Applicable Criteria Updated Applicable Criteria
Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan Umatilla County Comprehensive Plan
Transportation Element Finding 20 and Transportation Element Finding 18 and
Policy 20 Policy 18

Finding 20. Major transmission lines (natural | Finding 18. Major transmission lines (fuel,
gas and electricity) traverse the county with power and communication) traverse the

additional expansion proposed, and County. Additional expansion proposed, and
additional new lines or pipelines could be additional new lines or pipelines could be
proposed through the county. proposed through the County.

Policy 20. The county will review right-of-way | Policy 18. The County will review right-of-
acquisitions and proposals for transmission way acquisitions and proposals for
lines and pipelines so as to minimize adverse | transmission lines and pipelines so as to
impacts to the community. minimize adverse impacts on the community.
Response: The amended text changes the definition of “major transmission lines” as
applying to “natural gas and electricity” lines to “fuel, power, and communication” lines.
Finding 18 still applies to the Project, including the Proposed Site Boundary Additions,
because it transmits electrical “power.” Beyond the definition change, Umatilla County’s
Transportation Element findings and policies have not changed in ways that would impact the
Council’s prior findings under the land use standard.

Union County (UCZPSO) 3.07 Union County (UPZPSO) 3.17

Development Standards Development Standards

15 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 239-
241(September 2022)

16 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Application for Site Certificate - Final Order, p. 242
(September 2022)
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Any proposed division of land included within
the A-2 Zone resulting in the creation of one
or more parcels of land shall be reviewed and
approved or disapproved by the County
(ORS 215.263).

Setbacks from property lines or road rights-
of-way shall be a minimum of 20-feet front
and rear yards and 10-feet side yards.
Animal shelters shall not be located closer
than 100 feet to an R-1 or R-2 Zone.

Signs shall be limited to the following:

a. All off-premise signs within view of any
State Highway shall be regulated by State
regulation under ORS Chapter 377 and
receive building permit approval.

b. All on-premise signs shall meet the
Oregon Administrative Rule regulations for
on-premise signs which have the following
standards:

A. Maximum total sign area for one business
is 8% of building area plus utilized parking
area, or 2,000 square feet, whichever is less.
B. Display area maximum is 825 square feet
for each face of any one sign, or half the total
allowable sign area, whichever is less.

C. Businesses which have no buildings
located on the premises or have buildings
and parking area allowing a sign area of less
than 250 square feet may erect and maintain
on-premises signs with the total allowable
area of 250 square feet, 125 square feet
maximum for any one face of a sign.

D. Maximum height of freestanding signs
adjacent to interstate highways is 65 feet, for
all other highways is 35 feet, measured from
the highway surface or the premises grade,
whichever is higher to the top of the sign.

E. All on-premise signs within view or 660
feet of any State Highway shall obtain permit
approval from the Permit Unit, Oregon State
Highway Division. No sign shall be moving,
revolving or flashing, and all lighting shall be
directed away from residential use or zones,
and shall not be located so as to detract from
a motorists vision except for emergency
purposes.

e Any proposed division of land included
within the A-2 Zone resulting in the
creation of one or more parcels of land
shall be reviewed and approved or
disapproved by the County (ORS
215.263).

e Setbacks from property lines or road
rights-of-way shall be a minimum of 20-feet
front and rear yards and 10-feet side
yards.

e Animal shelters shall not be located closer
than 100 feet to an R-1 or R-2 Zone.

¢ Signs shall be limited to the following:

A. All off-premise signs within view of any

State Highway shall be regulated by State

regulation under ORS Chapter 377 and

receive building permit approval.

B. All on premise signs shall meet the
Oregon Administrative Rule regulations for on
premise signs which have the following
standards:

(1) Maximum total sign area for one business
is 8% of building area plus utilized parking
area, or 2,000 square feet, whichever is less.

(2) Display area maximum is 825 square feet
for each face of any one sign, or half the total
allowable sign area, whichever is less.

(3) Businesses which have no buildings
located on the premises or have buildings
and parking area allowing a sign area of less
than 250 square feet may erect and maintain
on-premises signs with the total allowable
area of 250 square feet, 125 square feet
maximum for any one face of a sign.

(4) Maximum height of freestanding signs
adjacent to interstate highways is 65 feet, for
all other highways is 35 feet, measured from
the highway surface or the premises grade,
whichever is higher to the top of the sign.

C. All on premise signs within view or 660
feet of any State Highway shall obtain permit
approval from the Permit Unit, Oregon State
Highway Division. No sign shall be moving,
revolving or flashing, and all lighting shall be
directed away from residential use or zones,
and shall not be located so as to detract from
a motorist vision except for emergency
purposes.
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Response: The side-by-side comparison of these applicable criteria in the UCZPSO
demonstrate that the only changes are in the numbering and lettering of the standard. The
text is identical and therefore the intent remains the same. The Council may find that there
are no substantive changes to the applicable criteria previously addressed with the ASC.

Baker County (BCZSO) Section 602
Standards for Granting a Conditional Use

Baker County (BCZSO) Chapter 210
Conditional Uses Approval Criteria

A. The proposal will be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and objectives of this
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance and other
applicable policies of the County.

B. Taking into account location, size, design
and operating characteristics, the proposal
will have a minimal adverse impact on the (1)
livability, (2) value, and (3) appropriate
development of abutting properties and the
surrounding area compared to the impact of
development that is permitted outright.

C. The location and design of the site and
structures for the proposal will be as
attractive as the nature of the use and its
setting warrant.

D. The proposal will preserve assets of
particular interest to the community.

1. The proposal will be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and objectives of this
Ordinance and other applicable policies of
the County.

2. Taking into account location, size, design
and operating characteristics, the proposal
will have a minimal adverse impact on the (1)
livability, (2) value, and (3) appropriate
development of abutting properties and the
surrounding area compared to the impact of
development that is permitted outright.

3. All required public facilities have adequate
capacity to serve the proposal.

4. The proposal will not result in emissions
that damage the air or water quality of the
area. Documentation is required to
demonstrate that required state and federal
discharge permits have been obtained.

5. The location and design of the site and
structures for the proposal will be as
attractive as the nature of the use and its
setting warrant.

6. The proposal will preserve assets of
particular interest to the community.

current standard.

Response: The side-by-side comparison of these applicable criteria in the BCZSO
demonstrate that the only changes are to include the new provision that “3. All required public
facilities have adequate capacity to serve the proposal” and “4. The proposal will not result in
emissions that damage the air or water quality of the area. Documentation is required to
demonstrate that required state and federal discharge permits have been obtained.” Site
Certificate Condition GEN-LU-07 requires the Certificate Holder to obtain applicable permits
required by Baker County ordinances. If after commencement of construction the Certificate
Holder determines additional County-approved permits are required, the Certificate Holder
will provide to the department a copy of those additional permits. In addition, Site Certificate
Condition PRE-PS-02 was imposed to address public services criteria. PRE-PS-02 requires
the Certificate Holder to submit a Transportation and Traffic Plan for review and approval by
the Department in consultation with the affected county. The condition also requires that,
through county-issued road-related permits, the Certificate Holder execute a formally binding
agreement with the county for use of and potential impacts to roads during construction
activities. With respect to new provision 4, the Proposed Site Boundary Additions will not
result in any air or water quality impacts that the Council did not previously consider and
analyze in the Final Order, Therefore, the Council may find the Project complies with the
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BCZSO Section 401 Setbacks and
Frontage Road Requirements Flood Plain
District

BCZSO Chapter 340 Development
Standards (Setback Requirements)

A. APPLICATION

These requirements shall apply to all
structures except for adjustments permitted in
Section 402. See also Section 407(B).

B. STANDARDS

1) The minimum land width at the front
building lines shall be 220 feet.

2) No part of a structure shall be constructed
or maintained closer than 60 feet to the
center line of a road or street, or 30 feet from
any right-of-way in excess of 60 feet.

3) No part of a building or other structure,
except for a sign, shall be constructed or
maintained closer than 10 feet to any
property line.

4) No part of a building or other structure
requiring a building permit or farm use
affidavit or a road to access such
development, shall be constructed within 50
feet of a naturally occurring riparian area,
bog, marsh or waterway.

A. Applicability.

These requirements shall apply to all
structures except for adjustments permitted in
Section 340.03 and Livestock Concentration
Limitations in Section 510.05.

B. Standards.

1. Minimum road frontage shall be 220 feet
per parcel, unless the subject property is:

a. Currently accessed or proposed to be
accessed from a dead-end road, in which
case 60 feet of road frontage shall be
required; or

b. Accessed by an easement granted
before 2005, in which the width of the
existing easement shall suffice; or

c. A parcel or lot on the radius of a road or
facing the circular end of a cul-de-sac, in
which case no less than 30 feet of road
frontage shall be required upon said road,
measured on the arc of the right-of-way.
Such frontage shall be subject to the
standards set forth in Chapter 340.

2. No part of a structure shall be constructed
or maintained closer than 60 feet to the
centerline of a road or street, or 30 feet from
any right-of-way in excess of 60 feet.

3. No part of a building or other structure,
except for a sign, shall be constructed or
maintained closer than 10 feet to any
property line.

4. If any part of a structure and/or
development is proposed within a
jurisdictional wetland, as described in Section
660.03, notification shall be provided by the
Baker County Planning Department to the
Department of State Lands, as required by
ORS 196.795-990. The applicant/property
owner shall be responsible for obtaining all
necessary permits for the proposed structure
and/or development from the Department of
State Lands.

Response: The amended text in BCZSO Chapter 340 is generally the same as previously
written in the archived version of BCZSO analyzed with the ASC. The updates add clarity, but
do not change the intent of the setback restrictions, which remain the same for the Project.
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BCZSO Chapter 150 defines “building” as “a structure built for the support, shelter or
enclosure of persons, animals, goods, chattel, or property of any kind.”

Access roads: The Project access roads will not be built to support, shelter, or enclose
anything. Therefore, the access roads are not considered buildings, and the yard
setback requirements of BCZSO 401(B)(1) do not apply to the relevant access roads.

Transmission Line Towers: The Project transmission towers will not be built to support,
shelter, or enclose anything. Therefore, the transmission towers are not considered
buildings, and the yard setback requirements of BCZSO 340 (B)(1) do not apply to the

relevant towers.

not apply to the relevant towers.

applicable.

340(B)(1) are not applicable.

Light-Duty Fly Yards: There will be no light-duty fly yards in the proposed Baker
County alternatives. Therefore, the yard setback requirements of BCZSO 340(B)(1) do

Multi-Use Areas: There will be no multi-use areas in the proposed Baker County
alternatives. Therefore, the yard setback requirements of BCZSO 340(B)(1) are not

Communication Stations: There will be no communication stations in the proposed
Baker County alternatives. Therefore, the yard setback requirements of BCZSO

GEN-LU-07 requires the Certificate Holder to provide applicable permits approved by Baker
County prior to construction. In addition, CON-LU-01 ensures the Certificate Holder complies
with applicable setback distances and other requirements in Baker County. Therefore, the
Council may rely on its previous findings and conditions, and the Proposed Site Boundary
Additions will continue to comply with these standards.

BCZSO Section 412 Historic/Cultural and
Natural Area Protection Procedure

BCZSO Chapter 710 Historic, Cultural, and
Natural Resources Protection

This Section shall not apply to sites
designated as 3A or 3B sites, pursuant to
OAR 660-16-010 (1) and (2), respectively.
Major alteration or destruction of a Natural
Area designated as 2A or 3C shall first
require an ESEE analysis, justification, and
Plan Amendment.

A permit shall be required to destroy or make
major alteration to a historic/cultural/natural
site or structure inventoried as significant in
the County Comprehensive Plan. Upon
receipt of an application for said permit, the
Planning Department shall institute a 30-day
hold. During that time various actions will be
initiated by the County depending upon the
nature of the threatened resource. All of the
inventoried natural sites, historic sites and the
cultural sites identified with one, two or three
stars will be subject to a public hearing.
Notice of the proposed change and public
hearing will be provided to the general public,
the State Historic Preservation Office, the

710.02 Applicability. This Section shall not
apply to sites designated as 3A or 3B sites,
pursuant to OAR 660-016-0010(1) and OAR
660-016-0010(2), respectively. Major
alteration or destruction of a Natural Area
designated as 2A or 3C shall first require an
ESEE (economic, social, environmental and
energy) analysis, justification, and
subsequent Plan Amendment application.

710.03 Permits Required

A. A permit shall be required to destroy or
make major alteration to a
historic/cultural/natural site or structure
inventoried as significant in the County
Comprehensive Plan. Upon receipt of an
application for said permit, the Planning
Department shall institute a 30-day hold.
During that time various actions will be
initiated by the County depending upon the
nature of the threatened resource. All of the
inventoried natural sites, historic sites and the
cultural sites identified with one, two or three
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State Natural Heritage Advisory Council, the
State Department of Fish and Wildlife and/or
affected local historical, cultural, or
governmental entities. The opportunity to
educate, persuade, pay for, and/or require
the preservation of a significant resource will
be provided by the County. At the hearing
before the Planning Commission a review will
be conducted to determine:

A. If the change will destroy the integrity of
the resource.

B. If the proposal can be modified to
eliminate its destructive aspects.

C. If any agency or individual is willing to
compensate the resource owner for the
protection of the resource.

D. If the resource can be moved to another
location.

If, after this review, it is determined by the
County that the integrity of a significant
historic/cultural structure or townsite or a
Natural Area resource is threatened, the
following criteria will be applied to decide
whether to allow, allow with conditions, or
disallow the proposed change.

FOR SIGNIFICANT HISTORIC/CULTURAL
STRUCTURES AND TOWNSITES

A. The historic/cultural structure or townsite
constitutes a hazard to the safety of the
public occupants and cannot reasonably be
repaired; or

B. The retention of the historic/cultural
structure or townsite would cause financial
hardship to the owner which is not offset by
public interest in the structure's/townsite's
preservation; or

C. The improvement project is of substantial
benefit to the County and cannot be
reasonably located elsewhere, and overrides
the public's interest in the preservation of the
historic/cultural structure or townsite; or

D. Major exterior alteration shall, to the extent
possible, be consistent with the
historic/cultural character of the structure.
FOR SIGNIFICANT NATURAL AREAS

A. The existence of a site report: The site's
relative significance is indicated by the

stars will be subject to a public hearing.
Notice of the proposed change and public
hearing will be provided to the general public,
the State Historic Preservation Office, the
State Natural Heritage Advisory Council, the
State Department of Fish and Wildlife and/or
affected local historical, cultural, or
governmental entities. The opportunity to
educate, persuade, pay for, and/or require
the preservation of a significant resource will
be provided by the County. At the hearing
before the Planning Commission a review will
be conducted to determine:

1. If the change will destroy the integrity of
the resource.

2. If the proposal can be modified to eliminate
its destructive aspects.

3. If any agency or individual is willing to
compensate the resource owner for the
protection of the resource.

4. If the resource can be moved to another
location.

B. If, after this review, it is determined by the
County that the integrity of a significant
historic/cultural structure or townsite or a
natural ar