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Docket No: PCN 8 Staff/100
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Q.

Shierman/1

OVERVIEW
Please state your name, occupation, and business address.
My name is Eric Shierman. | am a Senior Utility Analyst employed in the
Energy Resources and Programs Division at the Public Utility Commission of
Oregon (OPUC or Commission). My business address is 201 High Street SE,
Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301.
Please describe your educational background and work experience.
My witness qualifications statement is found in Exhibit Staff/101.
Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket?
Yes. | prepared the following exhibits:
e Exhibit Staff/101 — Witness Qualifications Statement.
e Exhibit Staff/102 — PacifiCorp’s Responses to Staff Data Requests.
e Exhibit Staff/103 — Public Comments.

How is your testimony organized?

My testimony is organized as follows:

OVEBIVIBW ...t ettt et et e e e e e e e e e e eeeae e et e eaneeeneeeanes 1
Issue 1: ROUtE SEIECHON ........ceeeiieeeee e 7
Issue 2: Filing RequiremMents ... 25
Issue 3: Environmental JUSHICE ........c.uoivniiieiiie e 26
Issue 4: Land Use FINdINGS ..o 29

. What is the purpose of your testimony?

My testimony reviews and analyzes PacifiCorp’s (the Company) Petition for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN or Petition) for the
Lone Pine—Whetstone Line (LPW), a 11.5-mile, 230-kV (kilovolt) transmission
line project (Project). | will provide a general background of the case, address a

new statutory standard for petitions for CPCN, discuss Staff’'s concerns with
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Shierman/2

PacifiCorp’s selected route, address if the Petition has adequately met filing
requirements, factored in environmental justice issues, and whether PacifiCorp
has presented adequate evidence to support a finding of land use compatibility.
Staff has another witness. Yassir Rashid addresses whether the line
meets a need for reliability of the electric grid, whether the proposed line would

meet applicable safety standards, and whether the route selection meets a

need relative to alternate routes. (Staff/200).

Staff’'s testimony separates the examination of this Petition into four broad
issues. These are:

1) Meets a need for capacity and route selection—whether the Project meets
a need for capacity and the selected route meets that need relative to
alternate routes in the Petition and considering facts from public comment.

2) Whether the Petition adequately meets the filing requirements in
ORS 758.015(1).

3) Environmental Justice issues.

4) Whether the Land Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS) filed by PacifiCorp
provides information from which the PUC could adopt required land use

compatibility findings for the purposes of this CPCN.

. How did you analyze PacifiCorp’s Petition for a CPCN?

Staff reviewed the Petition and its supporting testimony, evaluated PacifiCorp’s
responses to Staff's data requests (DRs), considered Jackson County’s Land
Use Compatibility Statement (LUCS), reviewed public comments, performed

field research on-site, and interviewed affected landowners.
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A.

Shierman/3

. Are there any other remarks Staff would like to make before presenting

preliminary findings?

Yes. Staff clarifies that the analysis presented in this testimony does not fully
reflect all information that Staff will consider for a comprehensive
understanding of PacifiCorp’s Petition. Discovery in this docket is still ongoing,
and additional testimony may be filed by other parties.

Does Staff apply the current CPCN standard in ORS 758.015 or the new
standard from HB 3681 to the LPW Petition?

Staff's analysis centers around the new standard from HB 3681 that will be
effective January 1, 2026. When | say “new standard” | mean the language
from HB 3681 that amends ORS 758.015, which is the statute that provides the
Commission authority to review petitions for CPCN to construct overhead
transmission lines that require the condemnation of land. With the new
standard the Commission must “determine whether the proposed transmission
line meets a need for increased transmission capacity and reliability in the

electric grid.”

Q. Does ORS 758.015 contain other language that shapes Staff’s review?

A.

Yes. In relevant part, it states that the utility provides the availability of alternate
routes, the Commission gives notice, holds a public hearing, considers facts
presented at a public hearing, and conducts its own investigation to determine
whether the proposed transmission line meets a need for increased

transmission capacity and reliability in the electric grid.

Q. Was Staff involved in the public hearing?
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A. Yes. Staff attended an in-person public hearing on July 9, 2025, and a virtual
public hearing on July 22, 2025. Staff read all public comments submitted to
the Commission. Staff followed up with an on-site survey of the proposed route
and interviews with property owners that provided public comment.

Q. What facts did Staff learn at hearing and in follow-up work?

Staff learned that PacifiCorp’s selected route places transmission facilities in
the front yard and directly adjacent to homes on Foothill Road. This routing
issue on Foothill Road is Staff's main concern and is discussed in further detail
below.

Q. What aspects of PacifiCorp’s Petition are not controversial in Staff’s
opinion?

A. Initially, Staff finds the following is not controversial in Staff’s opinion:

. PacifiCorp has fulfilled all filing requirements in ORS 758.015(1).
ORS 758.015(1) requires a petition for CPCN “set[] forth a detailed
description and the purpose of the proposed transmission line, the
estimated cost, the route to be followed, the availability of alternate
routes, a description of other transmission lines connecting the same
areas, and such other information in such form as the commission may
reasonably require in determining the public convenience and necessity.”

o A 230 kV line reinforcing the connection between the Lone Pine and
Whetstone substations will provide reliable service to PacifiCorp’s

customers in south Oregon and northern California. This line can also
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Shierman/5

support future capacity growth and allow greater interconnection of new
resources.

The LUCS PacifiCorp filed is sufficient under OAR 860-025-0040(3), so
the Commission may rely on the LUCS to make the findings required
under OAR 860-025-0040(2).

As proposed, the route for the Project raises serious concerns about
siting choices, relative to applicable safety standards, and whether
specific parcels are needed. PacifiCorp does not appear to have made
sufficient planning effort to minimize harm to property owners. While Staff
supports the need for a reinforcing line between the Lone Pine and
Whetstone substations, the exact positioning of the Project does not
appear fully justified as needed. Staff needs to know the route is
reasonable by seeing plans that give Staff much more confidence that
micro-siting issues of the line are properly accounted for in terms of
meeting national safety standards and in more reasonably meeting the
needs of impacted property owners. As the local land use process may
involve PacifiCorp’s future application of a CPCN authority, Staff finds the
justification of the route needs to be as thorough and specific. Options
that Staff has identified include: the Company either thoroughly consider
other eastern route options, design structural adjustments to the micro-

siting, or come to an agreement with the Foothill Road property owners.
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Staff will continue to analyze the issues and consider other parties’ testimony
prior to making a final recommendation on the issuance of a CPCN to

PacifiCorp.
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ISSUE 1: ROUTE SELECTION

Q. Please describe the transmission line for which PacifiCorp has filed a
Petition for CPCN.

A. PacifiCorp is proposing to build an 11.5 mile long 230-kV transmission line
connecting the existing Lone Pine and Whetstone substations (LPW)." The
Petition describes the chosen route as a combination of the fourth and fifth

routes the Company considered.

T PAC/100, Bremer/1.
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Figure 1: Proposed Route, From the Company’s Attachment 2

Delta\Waters|Rd:
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Q. Did Staff review the Company’s planning processes for consistency with

this Petition?
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Yes, Staff reviewed PacifiCorp’s Integrated Resource Plan, Distribution System
Plan, and Local Transmission Plan. This Project is referenced by the Integrated
Resource Plan and the Local Transmission Plan but not the Company’s
Distribution System Plan.

How many parcels of land will require condemnation if PacifiCorp does
not otherwise obtain an easement interest?

The Company states the proposed route would impact 74 parcels, which is
larger than any other route PacifiCorp considered in sufficient detail for this
comparison.? The quantity that will require condemnation remains uncertain,
because the Company is in ongoing negotiations with the owners. However, at
the time the Petition was filed, PacifiCorp was still in negotiations for 54 parcels
of land.? If the Company does not reach an agreement with these landowners,
then many parcels will need to be condemned.

Is LPW part of a larger project?

No. LPW will connect the two substations with a redundant line to meet
reliability needs of PacifiCorp’s current system.* However, this Project has
added benefits of being a prerequisite for building a new transmission line for
the Sams Valley.®

Please provide some background on the selection of the route for

which the Company has applied for the CPCN.

a » W N

PAC/100, Bremer/37.

PacifiCorp Petition at 15 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PAC/100, Bremer/16-19.

PAC/100, Bremer/20-21.
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A. PacifiCorp presents five routes that the Company studied before selecting the
chosen route.® Routes #1, #2, and #4 were different permutations of a western
route. Route #3 was an eastern route, and Route #5 went through the middle.

Q. Which routes were given to Power Engineers to evaluate?

A. Staff observes PacifiCorp only commissioned the engineering consulting firm,
Power Engineers, to evaluate the viability of two routes, what the Petition refers
to as the “East and West Alternative Routes.”” Route #4 became the West
Alternative Route, and Route #5 became the East Alternative Route.
PacifiCorp’s selected route is mostly Route #5 fused with the initial southern
portion of Route #4. In sum, Power Engineers considered only the fourth and
fifth routes, depicted in Figure 2.2 Route #3, an eastern route that used an

existing high voltage corridor, was not considered.

PacifiCorp Petition at 13 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PacifiCorp Petition at 15 (Mar. 11, 2025).
8 PAC/100, Bremer/31.
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Figure 2: PacifiCorp's East and West Alternative Routes from the Company’s Attachment 3

- P
»oWh
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Q. Please describe why PacifiCorp ultimately chose the proposed route.

A. The Company states PacifiCorp performed an internal review that filtered out
three of the five routes by considering the number of parcels crossed, number
of higher-value environmental resources, opportunities to parallel existing
transmission lines, and opportunities to parallel existing roads.® Routes four

and five were selected by PacifiCorp as the best two for further analysis by

9 PacifiCorp Petition at 19 (Mar. 11, 2025).
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Power Engineers. PacifiCorp ultimately chose a modified Route #5 for the
Project because it “largely follows existing utility corridors and roadways,
thereby reducing impacts on undeveloped and undisturbed lands.”°

What public outreach was done by PacifiCorp in developing and
selecting the proposed route?

Before the proposed route was selected, public outreach was limited to the
review process of the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC)."" As explained in
more detail below, Staff sees a missed opportunity for the use of feedback from
landowners on Foothill Road for the Company to better understand the impact
of following the path of Jackson County road widening.

Does Staff conclude PacifiCorp’s route selection was reasonable?

No. Staff finds the Company did not sufficiently consider viable alternatives
to Route #5. Comparing any route to one of the three western routes looks
to Staff like a failure to explore a more likely contender to Route #5. Instead,
a western route looks more unviable than Route #3 or permutations of
Route #5, raising questions as to why the western alternative route was
given to Power Engineers as the only other option.

Did PacifiCorp consider any alternative routes that did not require
obtaining easements?

No. The Company made clear that all routes that were considered would

require some easements.?

10
11
12

PAC/100, Bremer/45.
PAC/100, Bremer/24.
PacifiCorp Petition at 19 (Mar. 11, 2025).
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Staff/100
Shierman/13

Please describe PacifiCorp’s cost estimate for the chosen route.

The Company estimates the line will cost a total of $30.3 million."3

How does that cost compare to other routes?

The Company did not compare the five routes based on cost.'

What was PacifiCorp’s cost estimate for Route #37?

The Company does not have one, because this eastern route was not fully
evaluated.'®

Is that acceptable to Staff?

No. This route appears to offer the least impact to property owners of the
routes that were mapped. Not evaluating such a choice calls into question
whether PacifiCorp has shown this Project needs to be placed along Foothill
Road. Because route three is longer than the proposed route, the Company
assumes it would have been more costly.'® However, PacifiCorp never made a
cost estimate nor assessed cost as a decisive factor in selecting a route.
Staff sees in Route #3 some of the factors the Company values in the chosen
route, such as paralleling existing lines and avoiding impacts on landowners.
By failing to evaluate Route #3 the Company leaves an information gap and

creates an issue with route selection.

13

15
16

PacifiCorp Petition at 17 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PacifiCorp Petition at 21 (Mar. 11, 2025).
Staff/202, Rashid/3.
Staff/202, Rashid/2.
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Shierman/14

Q. Did PacifiCorp evaluate undergrounding the line?

A. Yes. The Company’s assessment of this option indicated that it would be

significantly more expensive than the proposed design and add operational
complexity.'” Specifically, PacifiCorp expects undergrounding to increase the
cost of the Project by a factor of ten and make the line more difficult to
maintain.'®

Does Staff find undergrounding to be a feasible alternative?

Not for the entire line. Staff recognizes several benefits of undergrounding
transmission lines, such as reduced risk of wildfire and reduced visual impact
to landowners must be weighed against the significantly increased monetary
costs associated with undergrounding that would be passed on to customers,
as well other negative impacts to landowners. As such, while undergrounding
is one alternative, Staff agrees with PacifiCorp’s decision to construct the LPW
line as an overhead, rather than underground, line. While Staff agrees with
PacifiCorp in a broad sense, the potential impacts of the preferred route in very
specific instances to residents along Foothill Road puts Staff in the position to
not rule out the possibility of specific locations receiving a net benefit from
alternate siting or structures, including undergrounding.

Did Staff analyze any specific adverse impacts to landowners?

Yes. Staff considered the comments offered by stakeholders at the in-person

public comment hearing on July 9, 2025, and has followed up with further

17
18

PAC/100, Bremer/47.
PAC/100, Bremer/63.
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Q.

Shierman/15

research. All these stakeholders had at least one thing in common: owning
property on Foothill Road where Jackson County is in the process of widening
the public right-of-way. The coincidence of the county project with PacifiCorp’s

Petition has exacerbated the impact of the Company’s route selection.

. Who were these stakeholders?

Seven people provided public comment at the July 9, 2025, hearing: Jay Clark,
Thomas Rineman, Joe Berggren, Sandi Berggren, Lynn Ogden, John Webb,
and Danny Rivera.

Please summarize the public comments of Jay Clark.

Mr. Clark owns a horse ranch at the Assessor’s Parcel Number

(APN) 10495540."° He doesn’t oppose the LPW line. He asks that it traverse
the other side of his property.2® Mr. Clark is concerned about how the Project
imposes more cost on the value of his property than just the restrictions on the
easement, because of where it crosses his property.

Please summarize the public comments of Thomas Rineman.

Mr. Rineman owns a residence at 6000 Foothill Road which sits on APN
10456262.2" He is concerned that the line is built too close to his house and the
impact to his property value that will result from that distance.??

Please summarize the public comments of Joe and Sandi Berggren.

19
20

21
22

PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).

Transcript, Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public Utility Commission on
July 9, 2025, at 17 (July 23, 2025).

PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).

Transcript, Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public Utility Commission on
July 9, 2025, at 18 (July 23, 2025).
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Mr. and Mrs. Berggren own property on Foothill Road. They are concerned
how the Project follows on top of Jackson County’s recent takings for widening
Foothill Road and the impact that will have on their property value.?3

Please summarize the public comments of Lynn Ogden and John
Webb.

Ms. Ogden and Mr. Webb own a residence at 6716 Foothill Road, which sits on
APNs 10495531 and 10874735.2* They are concerned about how the Project
follows on top of Jackson County’s widening of Foothill Road, which puts the
line too close to their house. This may not just impact their property value. The
line comes so close to their house, the easement will overlap their home,
restricting what remodeling and reconstruction options they have.?® Also,

Mr. Webb has a pacemaker, so they are concerned with health side effects
from living so close to a high voltage wire.

Please summarize the public comments of Danny Rivera.

Mr. Rivera’s family owns property near Highway 140 and Foothill Road.?® He is
concerned about the asymmetry of power that PacifiCorp has over his family’s
property. His family also uses their property to raise horses and cattle and are

concerned about the economic damage from the Project.?”

. Were any other public comments sent to the Commission?

23

24
25

26
27

Transcript, Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public Utility Commission on
July 9, 2025, at 19-22 (July 23, 2025).

PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).

Transcript, Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public Utility Commission on
July 9, 2025, at 22-25 (July 23, 2025).

PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).

Transcript, Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public Utility Commission on
July 9, 2025, at 22-25 (July 23, 2025).
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Shierman/17

A. Yes. John Webb, Matt Stormberg, and Bill Smith provided additional public

comment. These comments are entered into the record as Staff/103.

Did John Webb provide additional information beyond what he and
Lynn Ogden spoke about at the July 9, 2025, Public Comment Hearing?
Yes. Mr. Webb states that at the first Company visit to his property, Dave
Schober acknowledged there is an issue in routing and the easement. The
Company’s second visit resulted in John Aniello confirming the problem and
discussing altering the equipment configuration.

Please summarize the public comments of Matt Stormberg.

Mr. Stormberg owns a residence at 6068 Foothill Road on APN 10761120.28
He is concerned about the negative impact the Project will impose on his
property value.?®

Please summarize the public comments of Bill Smith.

Mr. Smith owns property on 5210 Foothill Road, 5066 Foothill Road, and 4976
Foothill Road which spans APNs 10460083 and 10459967. He would like the
line buried because the Project takes up too much farmland and is too close to
home sites. In a follow-up interview, Mr. Smith told Staff he would support
construction of LPW on the east side of his property, but the only part of his
land that can be farmed are the flat lands on the west along Foothill Road. With
the County’s widening of the road and Pacific Power’s easement he would lose

his ability to farm this land.

28
30

PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PacifiCorp Petition Attachment 7 at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).
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Shierman/18

Q. Do these impacts appear to Staff to have been avoidable?

A. Yes. While PacifiCorp identified “public input” as a factor in route selection,

Staff sees evidence the Company’s due diligence in heeding the input of
Foothill Road landowners before filing the Petition is lacking.

Please highlight that evidence.

The Company presents its process of public input as starting and ending with
the review of the LPW line by the Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) and
the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC).3? PacifiCorp reveals in testimony
that the route was selected based on input from the ODOE review process and
that the proposed route was chosen “to reduce potential impacts on specially
designated land uses and sensitive environmental resources.”? After that
decision was made, PacifiCorp “hosted a public open house to inform the
property owners along and adjacent to the proposed route.”3* Reading Mr.
Bremer’s testimony, Staff observes the Company was open to suggestions
from ODOE on environmental impacts but met with the public to “inform”
property owners, not to receive input. Yet, at that open house, PacifiCorp was
informed about “the ongoing road improvements along Foothill Road” which the
Company characterizes as insightful.3® Specifically an attendee “noticed that
this area does not appear to take into account the changes planned for Foothill

Rd. The Road is planned to be straightened and her neighbors have given up

31
32
33
34
35

PAC/100, Bremer/3.

PAC/100, Bremer/24.
PAC/100, Bremer/24.
PAC/100, Bremer/24.
Staff/102, Shierman/7.
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quite a bit of property on the same side as the transmission alignment is
shown.”® These insights appear to have come after PacifiCorp selected and
designed the route which suggests PacifiCorp did not consider the impact of
road widening on Foothill Road early enough in the design process.
PacifiCorp’s apparent oversight of the county’s Foothill Road widening project
and its impacts on residents raises concerns broadly about PacifiCorp’s route
selection process such as not sending additional alternate routes to Power
Engineers for analysis. The oversight also raises questions about engineering
analysis and decisions, like the appropriateness of constructing H-frames on
the east side of the road when road widening would push the lines so close to
homes and businesses. Staff is concerned that these basic misses of the
micro-siting and moving of the LPW along Foothill Road belies a process that
may not fully justify the selected route. Simply moving LPW deeper into
properties of Jay Clark, Thomas Rineman, Joe & Sandi Berggren, Bill Smith,
Lynn Ogden & John Webb, Matt Stormberg, and Danny Rivera would avoid
asking why PacifiCorp intentionally choose to locate a 230 kV power line less
than five feet from John Webb’s home, a man with a pacemaker. In Staff/200,
Mr. Rashid testifies this is a safety violation. | testify that it's evidence of
insufficient public engagement and undermines Staff’s ability to determine if the

line is justified as currently configured.

Q. Did ODOE’s process include public engagement?

A. Yes.

36

Staff/102, Shierman/11.
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Q. How did PacifiCorp make use of ODOE’s public comments?

A. PacifiCorp’s characterization of the 41 public comments submitted to ODOE

suggests that the Company considered the primary concerns of property
owners as under the jurisdiction of EFSC. These stakeholders focus on the
negative externality of the power line on their access to their property and
downward pressure on their property’s market value appears marginalized
when PacifiCorp states:

While many of the comments received related to right-of-way,

property values, and compensation to property owners, many

commenters raised concerns or issues that fall under EFSC

standards: land use (zoning and effects on agriculture), public

services, wildfire risk prevention and risk mitigation, electric and

magnetic fields, noise, fish and wildlife habitat, recreation,

scenic resources, and need for the facility.3”

Staff observes that a couple public comments to ODOE mentioned
Jackson County’s enhancement of Foothill Road.38 Staff sees no evidence that
important fact informed PacifiCorp’s route selection or micro-siting design.
Instead, such comments appear to have been considered beyond the scope of
relevant information for route selection.

When was it determined that LPW was outside EFSC jurisdiction?
After receiving the initial public comments, PacifiCorp was informed by ODOE’s

EFSC staff in November 2023 that LPW did not meet the definition of an

energy facility.3°

37
38
39

PAC/100, Bremer/26.
PacifiCorp response to DR 38.
PAC/100, Bremer/34.
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Q. Following the determination that LPW was outside EFSC jurisdiction, did
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PacifiCorp conduct any further public outreach?

No. The only public event the Company has provided is the January 23, 2024,
open house where PacifiCorp explicitly states the purpose was to inform
landowners of the Company’s decision and ongoing negotiations for
easements. Staff sees no evidence the design of this Project was informed by
the general public, such as the affected landowners.

In this regard, how does it appear PacifiCorp treated the 41 LPW public
comments submitted as part of the EFSC process?

It is unclear. PacifiCorp alludes to these comments as having happened and
falling under “EFSC standards” but not how they were incorporated into the
Company’s development of the project once the public process reverted back
to PacifiCorp. Further, based on the apparent safety standard violations along
Foothill Road, PacifiCorp may have benefited from a more robust stakeholder

process once EFSC was no longer involved.

. What evidence has Staff found that PacifiCorp altered a plan related to

the proposed transmission line in response to stakeholder feedback?
Staff sought instances of this through discovery, and the Company was only
able to identify ODOE as a source of heeded feedback.4? Staff sees no
evidence PacifiCorp altered any plans based on feedback from the general

public about how to minimize the economic externalities to landowners.
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impacts were scoped out:

The criteria developed for the route study and evaluation were
developed to meet engineering, safety, land use, and
environmental standards and requirements and to meet
regulatory requirements of the North American Electric
Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC). Requirements of the Energy
Facility Siting Council (EFSC) process, including the Notice of
Intent (NOI) and Project Order, and the Jackson County land
use criteria for the conditional use permit and comments
received from reviewing agencies provided the guidance for
refining the alignment and for placement of transmission line
poles (e.g., avoidance of sensitive land uses and environmental
resources). The selection of the proposed route, which resulted
in combining segments of the alternative routes to increase the
amount of proposed transmission line co-located with existing
transmission line was the result of Oregon Department of

Instead, the Company’s response to PUC DR 28 appears to confirm such

Energy’s (ODOE) preference to co-locate lines.*’

Q. How important is public engagement to the Petition?

A. PacifiCorp states explicitly that, for route selection, “Private residences were

avoided where feasible. Compatibility of land uses with the Project was a key

routing criteria.”*? Staff agrees this should be key, and therefore, public

engagement is an import part of route selection. Staff observes the Company

failed to sufficiently apply it, especially after November 2023 when EFSC was

no longer involved. The combination of the Jackson County road expansion

and the choice of H-frames in their proposed locations would appear

incompatible with residential and other land uses along the eastern side of

Foothill Road and potentially in violation of national safety standards.

41 Staff/102, Shierman/12.
42 PAC/100, Bremer/24.
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PacifiCorp’s stated reason for paralleling property lines is “reducing the
magnitude of impacts to landowners’ use of property and the environment.”*3
That may most often be the effect, but in this instance, simply parallelling the
road appears to magnify the impact. The Company should mitigate this impact
by either considering alternatives to Foothill Road, by making specific
adjustments to structure design to accommodate Jay Clark, Thomas Rineman,
Joe & Sandy Berggren, Bill Smith, Lynn Ogden & John Webb, Matt Stormberg,
and Danny Rivera, or by reaching an agreement with these landowners.

Has the Company already made a micro-siting adjustment to mitigate a
specific impact?

Yes. PacifiCorp adjusted the location of one structure to avoid a cultural
resource site.** The Company should make the same effort to accommodate
the Foothill Road property owners.

Has PacifiCorp made a commitment to make such accommodation for
landowners?

Yes. After describing the cultural resource instance of structure adjustment, Mr.
Bremer goes on to state “Further micro-siting may result from easement
negotiations with affected landowners.”® Based on public feedback received
via the PCN 8 public comment hearing, Staff believes there are grounds for
more negotiations with these property owners that have participated in this

proceeding.
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Q. What is Staff’s conclusion about the merit of these stakeholder’s
objection to the Project?

A. Staff concludes their objections have merit. Staff’s initial analysis leads us to
believe PacifiCorp failed to adequately minimize adverse impacts to properties,
most notably along Foothill Road, by failing to produce other middle-corridor
options near Foothill Road and failing to fully evaluate Route #3 further to the

east.
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ISSUE 2: FILING REQUIREMENTS

Q. How did Staff evaluate the adequacy of the filed Petition?

A. Staff evaluated whether PacifiCorp has provided the information it was required
to include in the Petition under ORS 758.015(1), including: “detailed description
and the purpose of the proposed transmission line, the estimated cost, the
route to be followed, the availability of alternate routes, a description of other
transmission lines connecting the same areas, and such other information in
such form as the commission may reasonably require in determining the public
convenience and necessity.”

Q. What is Staff’s finding on the adequacy of the filing?

Staff’s finding is that PacifiCorp’s initial filing fulfilled all the filing requirements

in ORS 758.015(1).
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ISSUE 3: ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Did PacifiCorp consider environmental justice in its selection of a
route?
Not in route selection; however, in response to standard data requests (SDR),
the Company performed an environmental justice (EJ) analysis that found no
disparate impact.*6
Does Staff conclude this is sufficient?
No.
How does the Commission consider environmental justice issues?
Under ORS 182.535, the Commission is a natural resource agency. As such,
under ORS 182.545, the Commission must “consider the effects of the action
on environmental justice issues.” Environmental justice is defined in
ORS 182.535(3) as:
[T]he equal protection from environmental and health risks, fair
treatment and meaningful involvement in decision making of all
people regardless of race, color, national origin, immigration
status, income or other identities with respect to the
development, implementation and enforcement  of
environmental laws, regulations and policies that affect the
environment in which people live, work, learn and practice
spirituality and culture.
In addition, Staff references similar definitions of “environmental justice”
and “environmental justice community” in ORS 756.010(4) and (5):
(4) “Environmental justice” means equal protection from
environmental and health hazards and meaningful public

participation in decisions that affect the environment in which
people live, work, learn, practice spirituality and play.
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(5) “Environmental justice communities” includes communities
of color, communities experiencing lower incomes, tribal
communities, rural communities, coastal communities,
communities with limited infrastructure and other communities
traditionally underrepresented in public processes and
adversely harmed by environmental and health hazards,
including but not limited to seniors, youth and persons with
disabilities.

However, it is important to note that the Commission does not have a
specific standard under which it evaluates EJ issues in a CPCN proceeding.
For this reason, Staff does not intend to recommend the Commission hold
PacifiCorp to an exhaustive prescription on how to perform environmental
justice analysis.

Q. Does Staff have any minimum recommendation on what the Company
should have done?

A. Yes. Since negotiating with landowners already entails direct contact with
residents and businesses along the proposed route, PacifiCorp should survey
the landowners for membership in environmental justice communities.

Q. Why is this important?

A. Protecting EJ communities from hazards and ensuring their meaningful
participation requires more than PacifiCorp’s process of checking whether the
census tracts through which the chosen route impacts are relatively different
than other tracts that a different route could follow. The Company needs to
identify where EJ communities are located along the proposed route and

alternate routes. Once identified, the Company can work with EJ communities

to mitigate harm. For example, in PCN 5, the Commission found that Idaho
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Power’s efforts to make changes to the route of the Boardman to Hemingway
line (B2H) and adjust its micro-siting in response to public comments provided
sufficient evidence that “no environmental justice communities were improperly
burdened by the siting of the B2H project.”*” Not only does Staff see no
instances of this in PacifiCorp’s route selection, despite robust public comment,
Staff observes that census tract level data is insufficiently granular for the

Company to consider specific micro-siting adjustments for EJ compliance.

47 See Docket No. PCN 5, PUC, Order No. 23-225 at 42 (June 29, 2023).
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ISSUE 4: LAND USE FINDINGS

Q. How has the Commission’s responsibility for land use findings under

ORS 758.015(2) changed?
HB 3681 (2025) amended ORS 758.015(2) to state “[tlhe commission shall
consider a petition for a certificate of public convenience and necessity and
enter an order without requiring a petitioner to first obtain any required state or
local land use approvals.” With this new language, Staff believes that the
Commission may continue to rely on a Land Use Compatibility Statement
(LUCS) as described in OAR 860-025-0040(3). As relevant here,
OAR 860-025-0040(3)(c) the Commission may rely on a LUCS that:
(c) States the proposed transmission project will be compatible
with the jurisdiction’s acknowledged comprehensive plan if
petitioner obtains the land use permits identified in the LUCS,
and the LUCS confirms the acknowledged comprehensive
plan’s general provisions will not be substantially affected by
issuance of a certificate if those permits are obtained.
Please describe the LUCS issued by Jackson County
On December 10, 2024, Jackson County issued a LUCS for this Project. It
explicitly states the Project is not prohibited:
LUCS establishes that the proposed transmission project will be
compatible with the jurisdiction's acknowledged comprehensive
plan if the Applicant obtains the land use permit(s) identified
above. Issuance of this LUCS confirms the acknowledged
comprehensive plan's general provisions will not be

substantially affected by issuance of a certificate if those permits
are obtained.*8

48
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Q. Does this LUCS meet the Commission’s requirements?
Yes. Staff’'s review indicates that it satisfies the current OAR requirements for a
LUCS and does not conflict with the new statutory standard in
ORS 758.015(2).
Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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38. Please provide information regarding PacifiCorp’s outreach to communities affected

by the route, including:

1.

ii.

1il.

1v.

Vi.

What specific actions did PacifiCorp take to ensure the affected community was
notified of the proposed transmission line project?

Any discussion during local planning meetings, such as DSP local planning
conversations or other community outreach meetings.

During any meetings with communities or public, identify whether any other
routing alternatives or project alternatives were discussed and whether any
public input on possible options was solicited, received or considered in
selecting the routing.

Please provide the dates and times of any public outreach meetings, including
county board meetings where the transmission line was discussed. Please
provide all written materials and any notes of the verbal discussion. Please
provide the number of attendees, officials, company employees (and their
positions) and if available, please include the number of affected landowners
present at each meeting.

Please provide any public outreach meeting minutes or notes in which the
transmission line was discussed, including the date and time the meeting was
held, the attendees of the meeting and the PacifiCorp representatives and their
positions.

Please provide any “mockup” materials, such as plans or visuals used to
communicate the impact the transmission line would have on the landscape,
whether explicitly shared during any community meetings or as evaluated within
the Company.

Response to OPUC Data Request 38

In late April 2023, PacifiCorp submitted to the Oregon Department of Energy
(ODOE) a Notice of Intent (NOI) to file for a Site Certificate, which triggered
the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) process. The NOI addressed two
alternative routes. As part of the process, ODOE posted the NOI for agency
and public review, and potentially affected communities were notified by
ODOE of PacifiCorp’s proposed project in May 2023. A public informational
meeting was conducted on June 7, 2023, both in person and virtually,
followed by a 30-day period during which the public was encouraged to
provide comments on the project.

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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The May 2023 notification, a Request for Comments on the NOI to file an
Application for Site Certificate (ASC), informed the recipients (560+ property
owners potentially affected [directly and/or indirectly]); three tribes identified
by the Oregon Legislative Commission on Indian Services; and special
advisory groups (Jackson County and City of Medford, and several reviewing
agencies) of the need for the project, location, and description of the project,
and invited comments and encouraged attendance and participation in the
public informational meeting held on June 7, 2023. Notification of the project
and public information meetings was made by mail and the local newspaper, a
minimum of two weeks in advance of the public meeting. Please also see
PacifiCorp’s Response to OPUC Standard Data Request No. 22 for more
information regarding the outreach for the June 7, 2023, public informational
meeting, the presentations provided by ODOE and PacifiCorp at the meeting,
and the comments received during the meeting.

The public informational meeting was conducted in the project area at a time
and location selected by ODOE that was accessible and conducive to all
interested parties. During the meeting, ODOE gave a presentation explaining
the EFSC process and the opportunities for the public to participate in the
process. The Company was invited by ODOE to provide a presentation
explaining the need for the project, location and description of the project, and
project milestones. The presentation given by PacifiCorp at the meeting
explaining the need for the project, location and description of the project, and
project milestones, and a summary of the comments from the meeting are
provided as Attachment 1.

Following the public meeting and as a result of advanced engineering review,
PacifiCorp determined that 0.9 mile of the southernmost segment along
Foothill Road, north to Delta Waters Road, could be collocated with an
existing 115 kilovolt (kV) transmission line by replacing the existing poles to
accommodate the existing 115 kV transmission line and the proposed 230 kV
transmission line (double circuit) on steel monopoles within existing right-of-
way. PacifiCorp also determined that 1.0 miles of the proposed line could be
collocated with the existing 230 kV transmission line on the north side of and
parallel to Highway 140 in the area between Lakeview Drive and

Highway 62. The existing H-frame structures will be replaced with double-
circuit steel monopoles to accommodate the existing 230 kV transmission line
with the proposed 230 kV transmission line within existing Department of

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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Transportation right-of-way. Due to the modified project design and the fact
that less right-of-way is needed (double circuiting 1.9 miles of line within
existing right-of-way),! in November 2023, ODOE confirmed that, because
certain portions of the proposed route did not meet the definition of an
“energy facility” under ORS 469.300(11)(a)(C), the Lone Pine to Whetstone
Project is exempt from EFSC jurisdiction. Jackson County is now the land use
permitting authority.

Once Jackson County became the permit authority and the preferred route for
the proposed transmission line was selected, PacifiCorp prepared for and
voluntarily hosted a public open house meeting on January 23, 2024. This
meeting is briefly discussed in PacifiCorp’s Response to OPUC Standard Data
Request No. 27. In addition, a summary of this meeting is provided in
Attachment 2 to OPUC Standard Data Request No. 28. PacifiCorp’s Response
to OPUC Standard Data Request No. 22, Attachment (Public Questions and
Responses) includes questions posed by landowners at the January 23, 2024,
public open house meeting and PacifiCorp’s responses.

The Company’s intent in hosting this public meeting was to provide an
opportunity for property owners along and in the vicinity of the preferred
route to learn about the project and provide comments. The Company gave a
presentation with an update on the status of the project explaining the need for
the project, location and description of the project, routing study process
overview, the selection of the preliminary preferred route, project milestones,
summary of comments received at the first public information meeting and
answered questions from the attendees. A copy of this presentation is included
as Attachment 2. Approximately 16 people attended the meeting. While only
six people engaged at the Geographic Information System (GIS) stations, no
completed comment forms were submitted, attendees spoke in-person with
project personnel. A list of the comments received at the GIS stations is
provided as Attachment 3. No comments were received during the 15-day
comment period following the in-person event.

! One criterion that qualifies a transmission line project for review by EFSC is the length (10 or more miles
in length), that is, 10 miles or more of new right-of-way required. Although the proposed route is 11.5
miles long, only 9.6 miles of new right-of-way are required. 1.9 miles of the proposed route will be
double-circuited with existing transmission lines in existing rights-of-way.

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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1l

iil.

Most attendees visited the GIS station to review the location of the proposed
transmission line and placement of poles in relation to their properties or
properties of interest, and provided insight about future development (e.g., on
individual properties with driveways and/or other building plans, the ongoing
road improvements along Foothill Road, and subdivision plans on the west
side of Foothill Road). Comments received focused on understanding why the
preliminary preferred route was selected when there are other locations with
existing roads and transmission lines that could be paralleled.

The Distribution System Planning Team did not discuss this project through
any of the local workshops that have occurred. Transmission line scoping and
routing is not within the scope of distribution system planning and would
generally not be discussed through Distribution System Planning workshops.

As discussed above in the response to part (i), during the first public
information meeting hosted by ODOE on June 7, 2023, routing alternatives
were shown to the public and public input on routing options was solicited by
PacifiCorp. Following the presentation by PacifiCorp, the Company accepted
input and answered questions from the attendees. Approximately 25 people
attended the meeting. A total of 41 public comments were submitted during
the public comment period. While many of the comments received related to
right-of-way, property values and compensation to property owners, many
commenters raised concerns or issues that fell under EFSC standards: land use
(zoning and effects on agriculture), public services, wildfire risk prevention
and risk mitigation, electric and magnetic fields, noise, fish and wildlife
habitat, recreation, scenic resources, and need for the facility. Comments also
were received from Jackson County and reviewing agencies. No comments
were received from the tribes notified by ODOE about the project. The
comments from the public, ODOE, the reviewing agencies and Jackson
County were included in ODOE’s Project Order, submitted to the Company in
August 2023, and provided direction for preparing the ASC. Once received,
these comments were taken into consideration when selecting the proposed
route.

The public comments on the Lone Pine to Whetstone Project were varied in
terms of support. Three official public comments were received at the
informational meeting, with approximately 25 citizens in attendance (multiple
spouses did not officially sign-in), and 14 comments were collected at a GIS

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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station during the meeting. Additionally, 25 people submitted written
comments online during the 30-day commenter period through the Setting
Docket’s online portal. Five comments were submitted after the deadline. Ten
individuals provided comments or questions to PacifiCorp in response to a
letter sent to landowners along the alternative routes.

The comments showed a mix of support and non-support for the proposed
transmission line routes. Some supporters expressed their approval if an
alternative route was chosen. Concerns regarding the western route were
raised by 14 commenters who were worried about the impact on the urban
corridor, particularly in the southern part of the project area. Several citizens
expressed concern over wildlife and environmental issues near the Whetstone
substation at the north end of the project area. On the other hand, the eastern
route received the same number of comments due to its potential impact on
existing and future residential developments, including a middle school in the
planning stages. This route would follow existing corridors with a lower
population density. Seven commenters expressed non-support for the project
in general, regardless of the preferred route.

Common concerns shared by commenters, regardless of the preferred routing,
included the proximity of the transmission lines to their properties, potential
impacts on property values, right-of-way issues, land use considerations,
aesthetic factors like noise and visual effects, health and safety concerns
related to electric and magnetic fields (EMF), liability and fire risk (see
Attachment 1).

At the public meeting hosted by PacifiCorp on January 23, 2024, the
Company’s intent was to provide an opportunity for property owners along
and in the vicinity of the preferred route to learn about the project and provide
comments. Approximately 16 people attended the meeting. The meeting
included a GIS station where landowners could view their properties in
relation to the proposed transmission line. While only six people engaged at
the GIS station, no completed comment forms were submitted, attendees
spoke in-person with project personnel. No comments were received during
the 15-day comment period following the in-person event.

Most attendees visited the GIS station to review the location of the proposed
transmission line and placement of poles in relation to their properties or

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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properties of interest, and provided insight about future development (e.g., on
individual properties with driveways and/or other building plans, the ongoing
road improvements along Foothill Road, and subdivision plans on the west
side of Foothill Road). Comments received focused on understanding why the
preliminary preferred route was selected when there are other locations with
existing roads and transmission lines that could be paralleled

(see Attachment 3).

One commenter asked about the possibility of placing the line underground
(they asked if donating their easement would cover the costs of placing the
line underground). PacifiCorp responded that overhead high-voltage
transmission lines are a reliable, low cost, easily maintained, and established
method to transport bulk electricity. Unlike lower-voltage distribution lines,
which deliver electricity to homes and businesses, high-voltage transmission
lines are not frequently installed underground because of several factors.
Underground transmission lines require insulated underground cables and a
concrete duct bank with large manholes along the length of an underground
line, increasing building costs 10 times or more. Some studies estimate the
average cost at $10 million versus $1 million per mile. Burying transmission
lines results in more impacts on the environment than placing them overhead.
Benefits and costs of undergrounding are important issues, since the benefit
gained from undergrounding the line may be limited while the cost is passed
on to the rate payers. While underground transmission lines are expected to
have fewer weather-related outages, underground lines can still fail. And
when outages occur, it takes an average of eight to 10 days to repair an
underground line, instead of hours to repair an overhead line. Also, the
lifespan of underground lines is estimated to be about half that of overhead
lines. With a few notable exceptions, the nation’s utilities have found that
building cross-country transmission lines underground is cost-prohibitive.
Electric utilities consider the following factors when deciding whether to
construct transmission facilities above ground or bury them: time required to
restore power in the event of an outage, capacity requirements, line-length
challenges, multiple cables and cooling challenges, extensive impacts from
construction, overhead to underground transition stations, site restoration and
cost.

Other questions were questions frequently asked by the public about
transmission lines related to EMF, audible corona sound (crackling or

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.



Staff/102
Shierman/8

PCN 8 / PacifiCorp
May 22, 2025
OPUC Data Request 38

humming sound) at the Jackson County Sports Park, impacts to property
values, effects on views, and construction activities. A Senior Engineer from
Medford Water in attendance was interested in how the project’s construction
may affect access to a pumping station near the route. Questions and
comments were responded to by project personnel either during the
presentation or one-on-one during the open house. Please also see
PacifiCorp’s Response to OPUC Standard Data Request No. 22, Attachment
(Public Questions and Responses) for PacifiCorp’s responses to these
questions.

Based on consideration of all criteria and evaluation factors, refined
environmental resource data from the pedestrian field surveys, results of the
survey to identify access to the right-of-way and consideration of public and
agency input and further engineering evaluation, the Company selected a
preferred route for the transmission line. Because the preferred route largely
follows existing utility corridors and roadways, the Company will mostly
avoid impacting completely undisturbed and untouched natural resources such
as wetlands and wildlife habitat. In addition, based on field survey results and
engineering micro-siting, the majority (if not all) of the occupied habitat for
threatened and endangered species will be spanned and avoided during
construction of the preferred route. Accordingly, PacifiCorp has determined
that potential impacts along the preferred route can be largely avoided and
mitigated due to maximizing the use of existing utility corridors and rights-of-
way, which also lowers costs and reduces construction timelines. Any
alternatives to construction of an overhead line would have significant
technical challenges and costs.

1v. Please see the dates and times of the public outreach meetings below, which
include the PacifiCorp personnel who attended each meeting.

The first public informational meeting was hosted by ODOE on June 7, 2023,
from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Rogue Regency Inn, 2300 Biddle Road,
Medford, Oregon. Approximately 25 people attended the meeting. Officials,
company employees, and PacifiCorp consultants who attended the meeting
included:
e Sarah Esterson (Senior Policy Advisor, Oregon Department of Energy)
e Kathleen Sloan (Senior Siting Analyst, Oregon Department of Energy)

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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Nancy Hatch (Administrative Specialist, Oregon Department of
Energy)
John Aniello (Project Manager, PacifiCorp)

David Schober (Senior Engineering Project Manager, PacifiCorp)
Cindy Smith (Senior Project Manager, POWER Engineers)
Richard Wright (Project Coordinator/Land Use Specialist, POWER
Engineers)

Kirsten Severud (GIS Analyst, POWER Engineers)

Another public outreach meeting was hosted by PacifiCorp on January 23,
2024, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. at the Roxy Ann Grange, 1850 Spring
Street, Medford, Oregon. Approximately 16 people attended the meeting.
Official company employees and PacifiCorp consultants who attended the
meeting included:

John Aniello (Project Manager, PacifiCorp)

Derik Vowels (Project Director, POWER Engineers)

Cindy Smith (Senior Project Manager, POWER Engineers)

Richard Wright (Project Coordinator, Environmental Planner, POWER
Engineers)

Ruby Nufiez (Public Involvement Specialist, POWER Engineers)
Kirsten Severud (GIS Analyst, POWER Engineers)

Patricia Williams (GIS Analyst, POWER Engineers)

A project update was provided to the Jackson County Board of
Commissioners during their working session on January 23, 2024. Official
company employees, PacifiCorp consultants, and County Commissioners
present at the briefing included:

John Aniello (Project Manager, PacifiCorp)

Derik Vowels (Project Director, POWER Engineers)

Cindy Smith (Senior Project Manager, POWER Engineers)

Richard Wright (Project Coordinator, Environmental Planner, POWER
Engineers)

Ted Zuk (Development Services Director, Jackson County)

Charles Bennett (Land Use Planner, Jackson County)

Rick Dyer (Jackson County Commissioner)

Dave Dotterrer (Jackson County Commissioner)

Colleen Roberts (Jackson County Commissioner)

The minutes and presentation from the meeting with the Jackson County
Board of Commissioners are included as Attachment 4.

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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PCN 8 / PacifiCorp
May 22, 2025
OPUC Data Request 38

V. Please see PacifiCorp’s responses to parts (i) through (iv) above.

e Public Informational Meeting hosted by ODOE on June 7, 2023. The
presentation given by PacifiCorp at the meeting and a summary of the
comments from the meeting is provided as Attachment 1.

e Public Open House Meeting hosted by PacifiCorp on January 23,
2024. A copy of the presentation for this meeting is included as
Attachment 2. A list of the comments received at the GIS stations during
this meeting is provided as Attachment 3.

e Update to Jackson County Board of Commissioners on January 23,
2024. The minutes and presentation from the meeting with the Jackson
County Board of Commissioners are included as Attachment 4.

Vi. An analysis of scenic resource impacts from the Lone Pine to Whetstone
Project was conducted and it was determined that the project is not likely to
result in significant adverse impacts on scenic resources and values identified
as significant or important in local land use plans, tribal land management
plans, and federal land management plans for any lands located within the
analysis area described for the project. The analysis area for scenic resources
included the study corridor boundary and two miles from the study corridor
boundary. A summary of the visual analysis conducted for the project is
included as Attachment 5.

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.



Concern ID
20240123171444

20240123172256

20240123172757

20240123184704

20240123185537
20240123183508

Record Date
1/23/2024 17:14

1/23/2024 17:22

1/23/2024 17:27

1/23/2024 18:47

1/23/2024 18:55
1/23/2024 18:35

Concern

Tom came in to see where the project is. He is concerned about how close his house (marked with a point) is to the line.
Currently there is one pole on the property. Tom is concerned about property value and resale of his house. Tom thinks it
would be easier in flatter area than along Foothills. There is a distribution line on the other side of the road.

Kim came in and noticed that this area does not appear to take into account the changes planned for Foothill Rd. The
Road is planned to be straightend and her neighbors have given up quite a bit of property on the same side as the
transmission alignment is show.

John and Kim came in to see where the project is. They were talking about putting in a driveway along the property line
where there is currently a structure planned. They asked how much poles can be moved to accodate.

This is Eugene's property. He has a number of concerns. He is worried about the affects on his view. He is also concerned
about the two main city water lines that run in this general area (marked).

There is underground fiber on his side of the road and then crosses the road south of his property to the west side.

The section of Foothills road along his property and to the south are dangerous. The road is icy in winter and there have
been multiple accidents. There are signs to notify the public of the icy conditions. Poles in this area could cause an
additional hazard.

Eugene is suggesting monopoles through the curves and where the road is being widened.

The point marked to the north on Folsom's (formerly his wife's family's ranch) is a Walnut tree and a Marker Tree.

The point at the corner of the property is a marked survey corner.

The polygon on the property to the south is a neighbors new barn.

This property is split 4 ways with Judith Coggin's family - Blackburn. Judith is one of the 4 siblings.
Wanted a map of their properties to see pole placement.

Name Address 1
Tom Rineman

Kim Smashey

Kim Smashey and John Higley

Eugene & Judith Coggins

Eugene & Judith Coggins
Bill & Jennifer Smith

Address 2

City

State

ZipCode

Staff/102
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PCN 8 / PacifiCorp
March 11, 2025
Standard Data Request — OPUC 028

Standard Data Request — OPUC 028

Environmental Justice, Equity - Please describe the outcomes of the
engagement efforts described in DR #6 and how stakeholder feedback
demonstrably played a role in the Petitioner’s decision-making as it relates to the
proposed transmission line. To the extent possible, please highlight any instances
where the Petitioner altered a plan related to the proposed transmission line in
response to stakeholder feedback. Please provide any relevant agendas, minutes,
handouts, recordings, or other documents related to this engagement.

Response to Standard Data Request — OPUC 028

PacifiCorp assumes that the reference to “DR #6” is intended to be a reference to
Standard Data Request — OPUC 027 which seeks information concerning
engagement efforts. Based on the foregoing assumption and clarification, the
Company responds as follows:

The criteria developed for the route study and evaluation were developed to meet
engineering, safety, land use, and environmental standards and requirements and
to meet regulatory requirements of the North American Electric Reliability
Corporation (NERC) and Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC).
Requirements of the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) process, including the
Notice of Intent (NOI) and Project Order, and the Jackson County land use
criteria for the conditional use permit and comments received from reviewing
agencies provided the guidance for refining the alignment and for placement of
transmission line poles (e.g., avoidance of sensitive land uses and environmental
resources). The selection of the proposed route, which resulted in combining
segments of the alternative routes to increase the amount of proposed
transmission line co-located with existing transmission line was the result of
Oregon Department of Energy’s (ODOE) preference to co-locate lines.

Please refer to Attachment SDR-OPUC 028-1 through Attachment SDR-OPUC
028-3 which provide summaries of comments received in response to ODOE’s
request for comments on the PacifiCorp’s NOI, comments received from the
PacifiCorp-hosted public open house, and comments on PacifiCorp permit pre-
application materials submitted to Jackson County; PacifiCorp’s action(s) in
response to the comments, and how PacifiCorp’s action may influence decision-
making. Specifically:

Attachment SDR-OPUC 028-1

(“PCN 8 NONC _ PACtoOPUC_SDRO028R_Attachl-Excerpt from ODOE Project
Order Summarizing NOI Public Engagement”) is an excerpt from ODOE’s
Project Order summarizing the public informational meeting hosted by the ODOE

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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PCN 8 / PacifiCorp
March 11, 2025
Standard Data Request — OPUC 028

on June 7, 2023, as well as comments received from reviewing agencies and the
action(s) PacifiCorp is taking and how decision-making may be influenced.

Attachment SDR-OPUC 028-2

(“PCN 8 NONC PACtoOPUC SDRO028R_Attach2-Summary of PAC Hosted
Open House Meeting-Jan. 23, 2024) is a summary of the PacifiCorp-hosted open
house meeting on January 23, 2024, a summary of the comments received, and
PacifiCorp’s responses and how the comments may affect decision-making.

Attachment SDR-OPUC 028-3 (“PCN 8

_NONC PACtoOPUC SDRO028R Attach3-Reviewing Agencies’ Comments on
Jackson Co. Development Permit”) is a list of the reviewing agencies that
provided comments to Jackson County Development Services on permit pre-
application materials submitted by PacifiCorp, the action(s) PacifiCorp is taking
and decision-making may be influenced.

Despite PacifiCorp's diligent efforts, certain information protected from disclosure by the attorney-client privilege or other applicable
privileges, or law may have been included in its responses to these data requests. PacifiCorp did not intend to waive any applicable
privileges or rights by the inadvertent disclosure of protected information, and PacifiCorp reserves its right to request the return or
destruction of any privileged or protected materials that may have been inadvertently disclosed. Please inform PacifiCorp
immediately if you become aware of any inadvertently disclosed information.
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Response to Data Request 33A-33F
Impact
Code 3
Within . Total Total Impact Impact | (Near-term Affected
Identity/Type of Comm- Level of
Geograph Area Proposed Environmental Justice Pop. HH. Code 1 Code 2 / Long- unit Engage-
graphy (acres) Study Community! (Est. (Est. (Benefit/ | (Direct/ term/ Enaa yed n?er?t
Area (%) y Pop.)' | HH.)' | Burden)? | Indirect) | Trans- (%N%s
generation
al)?
Population-weighted estimation of communities within each Route Study Area (one-mile on either side of the Project centerline)
Communities of Color, Rural,
Limited Infrastructure 21,749 7,339 Burden Direct Near-term Consult to
P 0, ) ) ’
Proposed Route 15,948.8 100% Environmental, Health and (21,749) | (7,339) Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Involve
Climate Inequities
Communities of Color, Rural, Burden Direct Near-term
E o Limited Infrastructure, 20,237 6,849 Consult to
East Alt. Route 16,563.2 100% . Y
Environmental, Health and (20,237) | (6,849) ) . Involve
. . Benefit Indirect Long-term
Climate Inequities
Rural, Limited Infrastructure, Burden Direct Near-term
WestAlt. Route W | 13,625.6 |  100% Environmental, Health and (1;’123) (2'528) Y Consultto
Climate Inequities ’ ’ Benefit Indirect Long-term
All census tracts crossed by the Route Study Areas
Communities of Color, Rural,
Limited Infrastructure 4,330 1,763 ) . Consult to
P E,W 0, ’ ; y ~
Tract 4.03 779.8 57.4% Environmental and Health (2.485) | (1.012) Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Involve
Inequities
Rural, Limited Infrastructure, Burden . Near-term
*Tract 4.04PEW | 7148 90.9% Environmental and Health 5872 | 2,051 Direct Y Consultto
. (5,339) | (1,865) ) Indirect Involve
Inequities Benefit Long-term
Communities of Color, Rural,
Limited Infrastructure 4,806 2,071 ) . Consult to
w 0, ’ ’ ’ .
Tract 4.06 700.2 0.0% Environmental and Health ) 0) Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Involve
Inequities
Communities of Color, Rural, Burden Near-term
. *PEW o Limited Infrastructure, 5,524 2,061 Direct Consult to
Tract 11.00* "~ E 13,597.5 14.0% . ) Y
Environmental, Health and (774) (289) ) Indirect Involve
. I, Benefit Long-term
Climate Inequities
Communities of Color, Rural, Burden . Near-term
*Tract 12.00PEW | 45068 | 29.7% Limited Infrastructure and | 4308 | 1,627 Direct Y Consult to
. " (1,296) (483) ) Indirect Involve
Environmental Inequities Benefit Long-term
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Communities of Color, Rural,
Limited Infrastructure, Burden . Near-term
*Tract 13.01PEW | 91257 64.7% Environmental, Health and (g’;gg) (1 'ggs) lr?(;:f:ét Y C%’:/Sc:l’\'/tf
Climate Inequities. Justice40 ’ ’ Benefit Long-term
DAC
Communities of Color, Rural,
Limited Infrastructure 6,981 2,166 , . Consult to
PE o ) , , ~
Tract 13.03 488.8 100.0% Environmental and Health (6.981) | (2.166) Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Involve
Inequities. Justice40 DAC
Rural, Limited Infrastructure,
Environmental, Health and 5,682 2,045 ) . Consult to
* P, E,W o, ’ ’ ’ _
Tract 13.04 23,515.2 18.9% Climate Inequities. Justice40 (1.075) (387) Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Involve
DAC
Rural, Limited Infrastructure,
Tract 14.02PE | 14,026.6 0.0% Environmental, Health and 920 500 Benefit | Indirect | Long-term Y Consult to
. o (0) (0) Involve
Climate Inequities
Rural, Limited Infrastructure,
Tract 28.00 PEW 5,779.3 1.2% Environmental, Health and 4,751 1,934 Benefit Indirect Long-term Y Consult to
. " (58) (24) Involve
Climate Inequities

Sources: United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2024) Version 2.3. EJScreen. American Community Survey, ACS 5-Year Estimates (2018-2022)

Notes: Alt. = Alternative; DAC = Disadvantaged Community; Est. = Estimated; HH. = Households; Pop. = Population; * = Census tract crossed by the Project
centerline; P = Proposed Route; E = East Alt. Route; W = West Alt. Route

' Estimated Population and Households is a calculated based on the % of the Census Tract within the Proposed Route Study Area.

2 Construction of the proposed transmission line will be short term with direct impact on affected properties. The presence of the transmission line will be long term.
Anticipated long-term benefits include increased transmission system reliability.

3 As required by the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) process (OAR 345-020-011(1)(f)(C), the notification mailing list of landowners included names
and mailing addresses of property owners of record in Jackson County location within 100, 200 or 500 feet of each parcel on which the 500-foot-wide site
boundary for the proposed facility is located. Property ownership records were obtained from Jackson County Tax Assessor’s office.
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PCN 8-1
5/12/2025 1:20:13 PM
Bill Smith

I live on Foothill Road. PP&L has approached me about an easement covering 6.75 acres of
my land. The easement will allow for 4 "H" poles on our land with 230 kilovolts transmission
lines. My first concern is that they do not want to get an appraisal for the easement. My
second concern is that they could bury the lines instead of "H" poles. The H poles are set
12" apart, which takes up a lot of area that I'm farming. It's difficult to work around the 100’
poles, and the static electricity causes me to get shocked when | open the gates. Also, we
may not be able to use the home sites established because of the location of the poles and
the power lines overhead. How do we convince the power company to bury the lines? Take
care, Bill

PCN 8-2
6/26/2025 1:57:41 PM
John Webb

Letter entered by Consumer Services staff 6.26.25 dr Jan. 7 2025 Public Utility commission
201High Street Suite 100 Salem, OR 97301 To whom it may concern, This letteris in
response to Pacific Power Docket #PCN 8 Pacific Power's notice of intent to file petition For
Certificate of public convenience and necessity. The notice of intent is premature
considering we have had 2 on site visits from Pacific Power representatives regarding
easement and routing issues. The first visit by Dave Schober, he acknowledged that there is
an issue in routing of the easement and power lines, he suggested further investigation and
a visit from a Pacific Power engineer was appropriate. The second visit was from John
Aniello project manager and an engineer, it was again determined by the engineer there is
anissue. There was some discussion concerning altering the equipment configuration,
however no solutions were developed at this time. Pacific Power representatives decided
to develop a plan and return to us with their updated plan, as of the date of this letter we
have not heard back from them. In summary: without the revised information from Pacific
Power it's impossible To move forward on this Docket #PCN 8 issue. If you have any
questions please feel free to contact us. /s/ John & Lynn Webb 6716 Foothill Rd Central
Point, OR 97502 541 941-3172
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THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

Docket No. PCN 8
PACIFICORP dba PACIFIC POWER

Petition for Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity

July 9, 2025

Public Comment Hearing held before the Oregon Public
Utility Commission on July 9, 2025.

PRESENT:
Administrative Law Judge: John Mellgren
Board Chair: Letha Tawney
Commissioners: Les Perkins
Karin Power
Transcription Service: CourtScripts, LLC
Jennifer Muir, CET-1149
PO Box 123

Philomath OR 97370
(541)207-7412
jmuirtranscriber@gmail.com

Proceedings recorded by electronic sound recording;
transcript produced by transcription service.
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Thomas Rineman

Joe Bergeron
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(July 9, 2025)

ALJ MELLGREN: Good evening, everyone.
We're going to go on the record. And just so everyone
knows, we are recording this session so that we can
prepare a transcript of this and consider it throughout
our proceedings.

My name is John Mellgren. I'm an
administrative law judge with the Public Utility
Commission of Oregon. It is 6:01 p.m., and we are here
for the Public Comment Hearing in PCN 8, which is the
docket where the Public Utility Commission of Oregon is
going to consider PacifiCorp's petition for what's
called the Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity for the Lone Pine to Whetstone Transmission
Line Project.

As I mentioned, we're recording this
session, and we're going to include a transcript of
this in the materials for this case.

Before we begin, I'm going to turn it
over to Commission Chair Letha Tawney for some
introductory remarks.

Chair Tawney.

CHAIR TAWNEY: Thank you so much, John.

Can you —-- oh, there it is.

(Indiscernible) microphone.
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So I'm Chair Tawney of the Oregon Public
Utility Commission, and it's lovely to see you all here
on a Wednesday evening, a warm Wednesday evening here
in beautiful Medford.

So these hearings are really important
to the CPCN process, but they can feel a little
strange, because we are listening and learning from
you, and that means we're not answering questions. Our
job is to take in all the information, your concerns,
the analysis that our staff does -- our staff has
engineers and economists who will dig into the project
and produce a set testimony about whether they think it
meets the criteria or not. And we will take all that
in, and then we will weigh all the evidence and make a
decision.

That means tonight we're really in
listening mode, and so we're paying close attention to
the issues you're raising, the concerns that you have,
the questions that you have. But it can feel really
unsatisfying because we don't have answers to your
questions. The Company is the one putting forward the
project. They're the ones with the answers.

And a lot of what happens here is, as
you ralse concerns and questions, our staff will take

note of them and incorporate them into the analysis.
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And I know Judge Mellgren will also talk about other
ways for you to be involved.

But I just want to acknowledge that this
sort of project really impacts folks' lives, that
anytime you're talking about rights of way and
condemnation of land, that it's really emotional and
really touches people's hearts deeply. And we get
that, and that's why we're here to listen. That's why
we've come down to Medford, to be with you and listen.

And so even though we can't have a
conversation about it, I want you to know that we're
taking very seriously what you're raising. And we'll
look for it and make sure that those questions are in
the record and addressed.

And so we're at the beginning of a long
process. And I really encourage you to find ways to
stay engaged in the process as we go along. And that
fact that it's a long process is a blessing and a
curse. It's exhausting. And it also is why it 1is
really important given how thorough it needs to be
before we come to a decision.

So thanks so much for taking time on a
weeknight. 1I'm sure there are things you'd rather be
doing. And we really appreciate you bringing your

thoughts to us and ensuring that we have a really
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robust examination and question.

And so I'm going to offer the mic to my
colleagues.

COMMISSIONER PERKINS: I think you
covered everything that was possible to say.

CHATR TAWNEY: Sorry.

Okay. All right. So, John, I'll hand
it back to you, Judge Mellgren.

ALJ MELLGREN: Okay. Thank you, Chair
Tawney. And thanks to Commissioners Perkins and Power.

Before I turn things over to Commission
Staff for a brief presentation, I wanted to cover a few
things about this docket. First, I also did want to
note that the Company, PacifiCorp, does have
representatives here that are listening to the comments
as well. So please know that you're speaking to the
Company as well as the Commissioners here this evening.

And so I mentioned earlier I'm an
administrative law judge or an ALJ. And my Jjob is to
ensure that these proceedings comply with the law,
proceed in a fair manner, and that we develop a robust
record to inform the Commissioners' deliberations and
decisions on the CPCN petition.

Now, my role is different from

Commission Staff, who you'll be hearing from in a
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little bit. They are parties to this case, just like
the utility is and just like any of you could be, or
any person or business or other entity could become a
party to this case.

But my job is an independent one, and
I'm here to ensure the process is fair, that we comply
with the law, and that everyone can participate here.

So, now, PacifiCorp filed this petition
for a CPCN back in March of this year. And this
started what's called a contested case process before
the Commission. And it's called PCN 8, as I mentioned
earlier.

This is a formal trial-type proceeding
where there are parties that file evidence, there's
expert testimony, and they make arguments, as you would
in court, to inform the Commission's decision on
whether to grant the petition.

If the Commission grants the
CPCN —-- (indiscernible).

PacifiCorp can use it as conclusive
evidence in court during condemnation proceedings to
show that the transmission line is of public use and
necessary for public convenience. Importantly, the
Commission's decision here does not condemn land. It

does not grant the utility a property right in anyone's
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8

land. And it does not decide compensation related to
any land condemnation. The Commission's decision does
not even mean that the transmission line will be
constructed. It is just one required government agency
decision in the process.

Slide.

In April 2025, I held what's called a
prehearing conference, and we set a procedural schedule
for this docket. And on the screen, I have a few
highlights of upcoming events.

On July 22nd, we have another public
comment hearing by Zoom. The 24th is the requested
public comment deadline. And July 31lst is the
requested petition to intervene deadline. And I'll
talk about what those mean in a little bit. Those are
some upcoming dates.

And in the packet that was on the table
right outside of the door it included the entire
procedural schedule and some information on how to
participate as well so that you can bring that with you
tonight. All this information is also available on the
Commission's website.

So if you are a potentially affected
landowner, you should have received a letter in the

mail from the chief administrative law judge, Alison
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Lackey, which is outside on the table if you didn't get
one in the mail or you don't have it with you. And it
has all this information in it.

If we can go to the next slide, please.

So if you are interested in becoming a
party in this proceeding, it does come with
responsibilities to participate in the process, to
comply with the procedural schedule. You can make
discovery requests of the Company, but they can also
make discovery requests of you, and you need to respond
to those. It's like participating in civil litigation
in a sense.

We ask that you submit a petition to
intervene -- you have to ask permission to become a
party. We ask that you do that by the end of July,
July 31st, so that you have full time to participate in
the process and all the upcoming deadlines.

I know it sounds intimidating. We do
have sample petitions to intervene on our website, and
you can also contact this email address here,
puc.hearings@puc.oregon.gov, or give them a call, and
they can also help direct you to how to find that
information and how to participate in our processes.

Next slide.

If you just wish to submit a written
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comment on the proposal, we ask that you submit it by
July 24th so that it can be fully used by Staff and
other parties in the proceeding for their testimony.

And up on the screen, we have a list of
ways to participate or how you can submit those
comments, whether by phone, website form, email, or
U.S. mail. All that information is in the letter
that's out on the table as well, so you don't have to
write all that down.

And I also want to mention every filing
in this case is going to go on the Commission's

website. We have a thing called eDockets on the

website, and you can search for "PCN 8." Every single
document that's been filed is available there. The
original petition from PacifiCorp is on there. Their

opening testimony, which describes their justification
for the project, that's all there. So you can review
it along with detailed maps and other required
components of their petition.

And instructions on how to find that on
our website is, again, in that letter on the table.

So lastly, next slide, I wanted to note
that in June of 2025, Governor Kotek signed House Bill
3681 into law, which changes the standard that the

Commission applies to decisions on Certificates for
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Public Convenience and Necessity. And this law goes
into effect on January 1lst, 2026, which is right in the
middle of the schedule in this case. And so because
the Commission is anticipating making a decision in
early 2026, this new law will apply to that decision.

And what this means exactly for this
case has not been resolved. This just happened last
month, and there is going to be discussion in this case
about how that applies and what that might mean for
this case. So we can't explain more about that now.

If we go to the next slide, please,
Ellie.

This is what the new law says. And so
to determine if a proposed transmission line is a
public use and necessary for public convenience, the
Commission is going to consider whether the proposed
transmission line meets a need for increased
transmission capacity and reliability in the electric
grid.

And so this case is going to be the
first time that the Commission interprets this brand-
new law from just a few weeks ago.

And so, as I mentioned, there's
currently a motion from PacifiCorp requesting to

clarify what this might mean in this case. And so that
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is something the Commission will be addressing soon.

And now I'm going to turn things over to
Eric Shierman with Commission Staff for a brief
presentation.

MR. SHIERMAN: Good evening. My name is
Eric Shierman. I'm a senior utility analyst in the
Energy Resources and Planning Division, and I'm joined
by J.P. Batmale, my division administrator, and Yassir
Rashid. He's an engineer and a senior utility analyst
in the PUC's Utility, Safety, Reliability, and Security
Division.

Next slide, please.

Yassir will provide an overview of
PacifiCorp's proposed transmission line.

MR. RASHID: Hello, everyone. My name
is Yassir Rashid. I'm an electrical engineer with the
Safety, Reliability, and Security Division of the
Commission. And I will be reviewing the engineering
aspects of the project and testify on that.

So a brief summary about my description
of the project. It is a transmission line rated at
(indiscernible). It runs 11 and a half miles between
Lone Pine Substation and Whetstone Substation. And it
goes through a route that the Company has developed

after looking into different options.
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So the Company identified the need for
this line in 2017. And the Company said that it has
run many studies to confirm the extent of the problems
that would face reliability (indiscernible) if this
line was not built.

So the most recent study was conducted
in February 2025. It's a (indiscernible)-flow
analysis. And that analysis concluded that the line
was necessary based on the Company's assessment.

So the Company, in its assessment, she
modeled many scenarios to figure out how that line
would go between these two substations. And also, it
studied how the line -- the absence of the line can
affect the reliability of this region. And basically,
the conclusion of the Company that we need this line to
ensure reliability for -- for the region. Because if
the line is not built, reliability is not
(indiscernible) .

Also, building this line is required by
federal regulations. So the Company made studies to
make sure that it would comply with these regulations
and also concluded that the line is necessary. If the
Company doesn't meet those federal regulations, then
penalties would be imposed on the Company.

So the Company also conducted route
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analysis, how the line is going to go between the two
substations. And it considered five corridors where
the line would be built, and narrowed that down to two
alternatives. And in the end, the Company -- these are
the two alternatives depicted in this map: the one in
purple and the one in orange. And between these two
alternatives, the Company came up with a proposed route
that would ultimately fit the criteria that they need.
And it is in the next slide.

The Company is going to do this line
into different structures that look similar to the
structures that are already -- you see here in this
area. And it is depicted in the next slide.

So it's going to be like single
(indiscernible) poles with single-circuit, double-
circuit, have edge frames. So it's going to look very
similar to what you see in -- on the next slide.

I will turn it back to Eric.

MR. SHIERMAN: Thank you.

Next slide, please.

So what is our role as PUC Staff?

Ultimately, Staff is a party in this
pursuit. We will analyze the Company's filing, request
more information as needed, file our own testimony, and

review other parties' testimony. This is all in an

Staf
Shierm

/103
hn/16




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

15

effort to make an independent assessment of the need
for this transmission line.

We also listen to and review all public
comments and use them to inform our investigation. We
include public comments in our testimony so they will
be a part of the record of this case.

Next slide, please.

So in conclusion, the Commission will
base its decision on whether the proposed transmission
line meets a need for increased transmission capacity
and reliability in the electric grid.

We offer several ways as an agency for
you to provide your input. PUC Staff is a party in the
case, advocating on behalf of the public interest. We
will -- we will be available after the public comment
hearing to answer any questions you may have for us.

Thank you.

Judge Mellgren.

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you.

So we're now going to hear public
comment on PacifiCorp's CPCN petition. I'm going to
read the names off the sign-in sheet that was by the
front door, and then when I get through the names, if
anyone else would like to speak, or someone else would

like to speak again, you're more than welcome to raise
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your hand and speak at that point in time.

So this is an opportunity for you to
offer comments on PacifiCorp's proposal. As Chair
Tawney mentioned, the Commissioners are here to listen
carefully, but they are unable to respond to individual
comments or answer questions directly tonight. So
please keep that in mind. It's just one of the
procedural safeguards we have in place as decision-
makers to ensure that, you know, everything is above
board and complies with the law.

Staff, as Eric mentioned, Staff will be
around after the hearing if you have specific questions
that they may be able to answer for you.

When you're called to speak, please
speak slowly and clearly and state your name for the
record.

And just a reminder, your comments are
being recorded, and we're going to prepare a transcript
after the hearing for use in this case.

We don't need to impose a time limit
tonight, because there's only so many people in the
room today. But we'll begin now.

We'll start with Jay Clark.

MR. CLARK: Thank you. This is a very

scary thing for me. I'm not used to public speaking.
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So my biggest concern, I've -- I've

asked PacifiCorp twice through emails with a guy named

17

Garrett, I met him once, if they could move these lines

to the other side of my property, which I feel would be

less impactive. My property is basically set up as a
horse property. I have a small riding arena, horse
stalls and a barn, and I used to have a round pin, and
the lines would go right over it.

In the past, there's been problems with
horses, especially breeding mares and embryos, so much
so that a property had to be moved. They
couldn't -- they can't use it for -- for livestock
anymore. I looked at it when it was for sale when I
was looking for this place.

So I've asked them to move it a few
times, and it just seems like they aren't going to.

I'm also worried about the value of my

property. If -- i1if I walked out to your car and I took

a key and I scratched it, well, it definitely matters

where I scratch your car as to the impact of the wvalue.

And I feel that where they wish to run these lines, it
will impact me very badly. So that's -- that's all I
basically have to say. Thank you very much.

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you.

Thomas Rineman?
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MR. RINEMAN: Thank you. My name is
Thomas Rineman. I live at 6000 Foothill Road.

I think I have my -- I have a couple
questions. You said you weren't going to provide the
answers, but Oregon State Law for actually running
transmission lines of this strength near or over
occupied structures or residences, I'm just wondering
if -- if that's something you'll be taking into
consideration in terms of what Jay was bringing up
about impact to humans or animals.

I think there's an established distance.
From my little bit of research that I've done to
suggest that anything over 50 kilowatts, I think the
residence should be within -- not within 200 feet of
the lines.

In my property, (indiscernible) it would
be a lateral distance that I'm -- I'm looking at. I'm
a bit concerned about that.

And, of course, the resale opportunities
for my property. I'd like just to throw this out to
anybody in the room. You know, if you -- if you have a
property with a structure basically out your front
window with lines running over it, and it's for sale,
and there's one over the hill for sale, the same size

property, same aesthetics, you know, whose -- whose
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property would be selected first? Would you take the
property with the lines and the structures in front of
your front window, or would you take the one across a
half mile down the road that has no obstruction at all?

I -- I'm very concerned about even
having the ability to ever sell my property with
those -- with that type of structure. So
there's -- there's that concern as well.

And -- and I guess there are other
issues that -- that I have that I'd like to just wait
and see what -- what the Commission produces, and then
maybe I can comment on those before the 25th of July as
well. Thank you.

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you very much.

And I would encourage you to have a
conversation with our Staff here tonight at the
conclusion as well.

Joe Bergeron (phonetic)?

MR. BERGERON: Yeah.

ALJ MELLGREN: Did I get that right?

MR. BERGERON: (Indiscernible) .

Joe Bergeron. (Indiscernible) kind of a
member of the property (indiscernible). My main
concern is the evaluation of properties. We're looking

at selling a parcel of land that's 78 acres, and you're
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taking -- the amount that they're offering for -- for
1.8 acres is a third of what the county just paid us
for it. It makes no sense. They're devaluating it to
where when we go to sell it, it will be developed. You
are now taking that away from us too.

The county's already just taken a right-
of-way from us, and we -- and we gave that to them.
They didn't replace our fences or anything like that.
It's all on us to do all that stuff up there. So we're
already getting the shitty end of the stick.

Now Pacific comes in, and they want to
do the same thing. So now we just got our property
line moved, and now you want to sit there and give up
more land so you can move the property line. Then you
want to put up all the big transmission lines. From
what my wife said, or -- or read to me earlier, is it's
a 30-meter thing, similar to what you said, 250 feet.
250 feet is the entire length of the cross-section of
our property line. So now you have to devalue the
entire property. So you're going to pay us for 78
acres of devaluation, or you're going to pay us for 1.8
acres?

(Indiscernible) .

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you.

(Indiscernible) .
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MS. BERGERON: I was basically going to
say exactly what he was saying.

ALJ MELLGREN: Would you like to say
anything else?

MS. BERGERON: A little less
emotionally. Yeah.

ALJ MELLGREN: Okay.

MS. BERGERON: My name is Sandy
Bergeron, and my family does own property in between
Vilas and Coker Butte. I kind of mirror what my
husband said, concerned about the devaluation of
property with these running the length-wise of our
property.

Our family has been in discussions of

selling this piece of property. We haven't been able

21

to utilize it for some time now, so we're -- we've been

in discussion of selling the property. So resale value

is the forefront of our concern.
Also wanted to make sure, with all what
you said, you know, the 30 meters by a power line, how

does that affect structures, crops, livestock, and how

does that affect, you know, who is able to purchase our

property and who could we market it to in the future.
Wanted to also make sure that any

proposals coming in are reflecting on the new property
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line, because we just did sell 1.2 acres to the county
to widen Foothill, so we Jjust want to make sure that
the plans are the new property line or the old property
line.

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you.

Lynn Ogden.

MS. OGDEN: I want to thank you guys for
coming down to listen to us because there's a number of
us very upset. My name is Lynn Ogden, and I'm here
with my husband, John Webb. We live at 6716 Foothill
Road, right on Foothill Road, and our property is
exactly in the pathway of power lines, and I would
actually like -- take that.

Here's a picture of what Pacific Power
gave to us, and if that doesn't scare anyone, I don't
know what will, but it takes over the entirety of our
home. So that's not a good thing for anybody.

My husband also has a pacemaker, so
we've tried to do a lot of research regarding that.

The main thing that we've come up with is the
anomalies, that there's an electromagnetic anomaly in
the line that can affect that pacemaker. One way or
another, we're not sure which way it would go. He
could get a bigger zap or a less zap. So that's quite

unsettling and gquite scary.
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Besides the fact that -- of that is that
once the power lines are there, we don't have anywhere
to remove ourselves i1f -- i1if he is having issues.

Again, the property value is a big deal.
We are in the process of trying to sell, and all we've
been told by realtors and different things is, see what
you can get. You know, nobody knows for sure. We've
been there over 30 years. Our whole life is there,
so —-- and our retirement, we've been wanting to sell to
go do other things.

So between the right over our house,
which is a biggie, the health issues, and the
devaluation, we don't really have any options, and, you
know, it's not something that it was our choice. We
didn't bring this upon ourselves.

And so we're just here to bring this to
your attention, and we understand that your utility
commission is here to evaluate the proposed power meets
a need. We don't feel that it meets a need. I guess I
don't know what their definition is of that, but you
guys really need to consider all the facts and how many
people really are impacted by this situation.

And in our packets that we got a while
back, we have -- just like what you showed up

there -- Route 1 and Route 2, but there was also a
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Route 3 that literally goes behind everybody's homes,
right down the back, where there's already power lines
up on the ridge behind everybody, goes straight down to
140, where they can meet in. I don't know why that one
wasn't taken on, because -- well, I know down Foothill
Road is very much more convenient for Pacific Power,
but this route would Jjust make sense for everybody
that's here.

So we just urge you guys to —-- to take
all this into consideration, and there's got to be a
better place. There's got to be a better place to put
these lines.

So we urge the Commission to stop
Pacific Power from going down Foothill Road. We need
to protect our public overreach by utilities, and we
just ask you to do that and keep us all safe from those
power lines. Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Indiscernible) .

ALJ MELLGREN: Sure.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Indiscernible) .

ALJ MELLGREN: State your name
(indiscernible) .

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Indiscernible) .

One thing I would like to add when we

take a look at the (indiscernible) question on our
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property (indiscernible).

That right-of-way, it encompasses all of
the living space within our home. The only part of our
home that is outside of their driveway is a garage.

The bathrooms, the bedrooms, the living room, the
kitchen, everything is under the power lines. This
doesn't seem reasonable to me.

The other serious question we have is
Pacific Power has stated to us that there is absolutely
no construction under or within the right-of-way.
Suppose there is a catastrophic issue in our health and
it burns down. Can we rebuild our home or not within
the (indiscernible) according to their rules? No, we
can't. What do we do? We're going to have burned-down
houses. I don't think that's reasonable for anybody to
have to consider.

What do they do when there's a
catastrophic (indiscernible)? And you can't do
anything about it (indiscernible).

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you very much.

That is all the names we have on the
sign-in sheet. Would someone else like to speak?

Could you state your name?

MR. RIVERA: Hello, my name is Danny

Rivera. We own -- my parents own a property on
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(indiscernible) 40 and Foothills.

I know I can see —-- I don't know who you
guys are. Are you guys PacifiCorp? All three of you
right there?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We're PUC Staff
over here.

MR. RIVERA: Okay. And then who's the
Commission from -- here from Oregon? Is it this?

Well, what I'm trying to get to is that
last time I checked in on Pacific Power, you know,
it's -- it's a big multi-billion company. It's owned
by, I think, Warren Buffett. I'm not sure. And all

the money you're trying to get from everybody here, I

mean, they're hard-working Americans. It's nothing
(phonetic). You know, I bet a lot of these people
been -- a lot of these people been working here for a

long time.

Another -- another thing is that the
money that's given to -- the money that's given
to -- to everyone, it's —-- compared to what even the
county gave us, it's more. You know, it's -- it's not
that the property is going to lose value. I mean,
this -- everybody is going to the property value.
Yeah. I mean, we're -- we're going to have a lot of

problems with the property value.
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But the thing is that now, you know,
we —-- we made a life there. Everybody has made a life
in -- in their property. Some invested many —-- lots
and lots of years. You know, they have projects going
on, you know, farms and all this. Then we have a
billion-dollar company that's just coming in and just,
you know, paying us cents, pennies.

You know how hard it is to find a
lawyer? To find a lawyer that represents any of us

right here because Pacific Power owns every single one.

It's hard.

You know, a lot of money is -- you know,
money talks, and our money ain't talking at all. But
we did find one. There's a couple people in here that

I've seen do have lawyers with distinction, but they're
not here right now.

I don't know how much this budget or the
budget from one point to the other point, but whoever
is getting a lawyer is going to get more than -- than
us. So --

You know, it's -- it's -- it's going to
make it hard for all of us, especially, you know,
property keeps going up. You're not going to find
property anymore. You know how much land -- you know

how much property there is in the world? It's limited.
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No one's making more property. No one is. Property

doesn't grow on trees. We have what we have, and

that's it.

You know, it would be nice
if -——- if -- if they would come and say, hey, you know,
we will get you -- we'll give you this property for

this property. The same amount, same house, same
everything elsewhere. That would be -- for -- for us,
would be good enough. I don't know for other people.

But, like I said, it's -- it's
been -- it's been hard for us. You know, they invested
a lot, a lot of time. And we have horses, we have
cattle, and -- and now we're going to have lines. You
know, county took some of it. We're paying lawyers
right now. So --

But they told us to come here and talk
to you guys and give our opinions and help everybody
else and help all of us. Because if we don't, you
know, it's always going to be the same. Billionaires
always going to win.

ALJ MELLGREN: Thank you very much.

Is there anyone else who would like to
comment this evening?

All right. Well, thank you very much,

everyone. Your comments are really helpful, as Chair
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Tawney mentioned, and they do get reviewed by numerous
people at the Commission.

And just to clarify, Eric and Yassir are
part of what we call "Commission Staff," and they are
investigating PacifiCorp's proposal. So they've
received this, and they're going through their process
to test what PacifiCorp is saying, and, you know,
determine if what they say in their petition is
correct, and they're asking the Company questions to
clarify things. And so they are investigating it on
behalf of the Public Utility Commission. And they're
going to present a case to the Commissioners, who are
appointed by the governor, and ultimately make the
decision on the CPCN petition.

So we have kind of three parts of the
Public Utility Commission here tonight. We have Staff
who's investigating. I'm managing this docket and the
process associated with it. And the Commissioners will
be making the ultimate decision in this case.

So thank you very much for your comments
this evening. If you have any questions about how to
submit written comments, please email us. We'll help
you submit your written comments or work on a petition
to intervene in this process so you can participate as

a party.
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And again, we're going to make a
transcript of the hearing tonight. We also have the
upcoming Zoom public comment hearing in case you have
friends, family, neighbors who would also like to
provide comment, or you have additional comments that
you'd like to provide in a couple weeks' time.

Before we adjourn, I'll turn it back
over to Chair Tawney.

CHAIR TAWNEY: Thanks so much, Judge

Mellgren.

I really appreciate everyone taking the
time. I know that your property is where your wealth
is bound up. It's where your lives are bound up. And

that's why we have such a robust process, because these
are really important decisions that really impact
people. So I appreciate you taking the time to come
and talk to us about that, talk to us about the
specific concerns.

Those of you who have questions,
particularly about safety and so on, Yassir is an
engineer, I would really encourage you to take some
time and ask those questions. They can incorporate,
like Judge said, incorporate your concerns into the
investigation that they do into the proposal.

And we have really tried to make our
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process accessible because we recognize that there is a
difference in resources. And so I really encourage you
to take advantage of the opportunity to talk to Staff
and put in comments and know that they're taken very
seriously.

So thanks so much. This is just the
start of a long process. And we'll really look forward
to a really thorough review of what the Company's
brought forward to test what they're asking for
permission to do.

So I'm going to offer my colleagues if
there's anything you wanted to say.

No? All right. Judge?

ALJ MELLGREN: Okay. Thank you very
much, everyone, for coming this evening. This
concludes the Public Comment Hearing in PCN 8. We are
adjourned.

(Recording ends)
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Docket No: PCN 8 Staff/200

Q.

A.

> p » P

Rashid/1

Please state your name, occupation, and business address.

My name is Yassir Rashid. | am an Electrical Engineer and Senior Utility
Analyst employed in the Safety, Reliability, and Security Division of the Public
Utility Commission of Oregon (OPUC or Commission). My business address is
201 High Street SE, Suite 100, Salem, Oregon 97301.

Please describe your educational background and work experience.

My witness qualification statement is found in Exhibit Staff/201.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to provide examination and analysis of whether
the transmission line project that Pacific Power Company (PacifiCorp or
Company) is proposing to build between its existing Lone Pine and Whetstone
Substations in Jackson County meets a need for the reliability of its electric
grid. Throughout this testimony, | will refer to the planned transmission line as
LPW or Project. | will also provide my expert opinion on the safety of the
selected route for the Lone Pine — Whetstone transmission line.

Did you prepare any exhibits for this docket?

Yes. | prepared the following exhibits:

o Exhibit Staff/201, Witness Qualification Statement.
o Exhibit Staff/202, PacifiCorp’s responses to select Staff data requests.
. Exhibit Staff/203, Documents provided by PacifiCorp to James Webb.

Please describe your approach to analyzing PacifiCorp’s Petition for
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN).
| reviewed the Petition for a CPCN (Petition) that PacifiCorp filed with the

Commission on March 11, 2025, and the testimony and documents that
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PacifiCorp filed in support of its Petition. | also examined responses to data

requests that Staff directed to PacifiCorp and the public comments provided

on this Petition. Additionally, | used information that Staff obtained from

John Webb, one of the property owners along Foothill Rd that is affected by

the Project, during a site visit to his property.

Q. Have you reached an initial conclusion based on the evidence that

PacifiCorp presented in this docket?

A. Yes. | have concluded the following:

PacifiCorp provided evidence that the Lone Pine — Whetstone Line meets
a need for reliability in the electric grid.

Although PacifiCorp has a large transmission network and it possesses
the knowhow and the experience necessary to construct, maintain, and
manage the Project in a manner that meets the safety standards, Staff
found evidence that in at least one case, PacifiCorp’s transmission line
will violate safety standards.

PacifiCorp considered different routes to build the Lone Pine —
Whetstone; however, Staff is not satisfied that it did its due diligence to
select the best route for the Project. Staff concluded that PacifiCorp did
not provide evidence that it selected a route that would least affect

property owners who would be impacted by the Project construction.

Q. How is your testimony organized?

A. My testimony is organized as follows:

Background...........coooiiiiiiiiii 4
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BACKGROUND

Q. Please provide a brief description of PacifiCorp.

A. PacifiCorp is an investor-owned utility (IOU) that engages in generation,

transmission, delivery, sale, and purchase of electricity in six western states,
including Oregon. PacifiCorp is regulated by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission and by the respective public utility regulatory agencies in the
states where it operates, including OPUC. PacifiCorp serves more than 2
million customers across the six states, including approximately 632,684
customers in five reliability operating regions in Oregon.

Please provide a brief background about this docket.

On March 11, 2025, PacifiCorp filed a Petition with the Commission to obtain a
CPCN to construct a 230-kilovolt (kV) 11.5-mile transmission line between its
existing Lone Pine and Whetstone Substations near Medford in central
Jackson County.’

In its Petition, PacifiCorp states that the Lone Pine — Whetstone line is
needed to comply with Transmission System Planning (TPL) standards that are
mandated by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC).? The
Company indicated that it identified the need for LPW in 2017. A subsequent
power flow analysis that was performed in “February 2025 (February 2025

Study) indicates [that] LPW is needed to mitigate transmission facility

1
2

PacifiCorp Petition at 1 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PacifiCorp Petition at 2 (Mar. 11, 2025).
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overloads and associated voltage criteria violations for five unique
contingencies in the near-term horizon.”

PacifiCorp indicated that the capacity of the project is sized to meet long-
term loading requirements for contingency events on the transmission system
while supporting renewable generation resources and new load development in
southern Oregon.* The Company expects the Project to provide a target
capacity of 800 Mega Volt Ampere (MVA).> The company further asserted that
“[c]lapacity requirements for the new line were confirmed in PacifiCorp’s
planning assessments and recent generation cluster studies evaluating post-
contingency conditions with active higher priority queue and new cluster
generation interconnection requests.”®

In its Petition and testimony, PacifiCorp describes its analysis of LPW and
provides the reasons why it is necessary, which | will discuss in the next
section. The Company also provides a description of the transmission line

route and design, which | will discuss later in this testimony.

Q. When does PacifiCorp anticipate the Project will be energized?

A. PacifiCorp plans to energize LPW in early 2027.7

N o g b~ W

PacifiCorp Petition at 2 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PAC/100, Bremer/74.

Id.

Id.

Exhibit PAC/115, Bremer/4.



Docket No: PCN 8 Staff/200
Rashid/6

Q. What is the overall cost of the LPW?
A. PacifiCorp “estimates costs for the Project of $30.3 million, which includes
transmission facilities direct costs (including labor and material), purchase

services, overheads * * *, and other costs.”8

8  PAC/100, Bremer/82.
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ISSUE 1: MEETS A NEED

Q. Please explain the term “meets a need” in the context of PacifiCorp’s

CPCN Petition.
HB 3681 amended ORS 756.015(2) so the Commission must determine
whether the transmission line meets a need for reliability in the transmission
grid. This language is very similar to the criteria in OAR 860-025-0035(1)(a):
(a) Whether the transmission line will meet a demonstrated
need for transmission of additional capacity or improved system

reliability that enables the petitioner to provide or continue to
provide adequate and reliable electricity service;

In the context of this Petition and from a transmission system
perspective, | examined the analysis that PacifiCorp provided to determine
the reliability need for the Project. Basically, | will evaluate whether, absent
the construction of the Project, the ability of PacifiCorp to provide reliable
service to its customers will be compromised.

Please describe PacifiCorp’s transmission system.

According to PacifiCorp witness Kristopher Bremer, “PacifiCorp owns and
operates one of the largest privately held transmission systems in the Nation.”®
Mr. Bremer further states, “PacifiCorp owns and operates approximately
18,203 miles of transmission lines ranging from 46 kV to 500 kV across
multiple western states. PacifiCorp serves nearly two million customers with

approximately 632,684 customers located in Oregon.”"°

9
10

PAC/100, Bremer/6.
Id.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Docket No: PCN 8 Staff/200

Rashid/8

Q. Please describe PacifiCorp’s current transmission system in Southern

Oregon.
According to PacifiCorp, its transmission system in Medford and the
surrounding areas consists primarily of two 500 kV lines, two 500/230 kV
transformers at Merdian substation' that feed two 230 kV lines to Lone Pine
substation, and one 230 kV line to Whetstone substation. Lone Pine and
Whetstone substations provide the main sub-transmission sources for the
Medford area. These two substations house several 230/115 kV, 230/69 kV,
and 115/69 kV transformers. 2
Please describe the reasons why PacifiCorp considered implementing
the LPW?
In its Opening Testimony PacifiCorp provided that, based on its 2023 Load and
Resource Study, it “anticipates 96 MW of load growth in southern Oregon and
northern California during the summer season between 2023 and 2032.”'3
PacifiCorp also states, “[t]he winter season load growth is projected at 88 MW
between 2023-2024 and 2032-2033.”14

PacifiCorp’s further indicated that its updated February 2025 Study
“‘indicates LPW is needed to mitigate transmission facility overloads and
associated voltage criteria violations” related to NERC reliability standard TPL-

001-5.1."8

11
12
13

15

The Meridian Substation is located east of the Project area.
PAC/100, Bremer/7 — 8.

PAC/100, Bremer/11.

Id.

PacifiCorp Petition at 2 (Mar. 11, 2025).
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Q. Please describe the factors that PacifiCorp considered when analyzing

its transmission system for reliability.

PacifiCorp is required to comply with NERC standards when assessing its
system for reliability. NERC publishes transmission system planning standards
and updates those standards periodically. PacifiCorp also complies with
regional planning criteria established by the Western Electricity Coordinating
Council (WECC).'® Additionally, PacifiCorp uses its own “specific planning
criteria to collectively define the minimum transmission system requirements to
safely and reliably serve customers.”"”

For the purposes of planning for the LPW, PacifiCorp applied the
guidelines that NERC established in its TPL 001-5.1, which “defines a
number of credible contingencies that must be studied for planning
purposes.”’® The contingencies that are defined in TPL 001-5.1 include
“(1) single element outages of transmission lines, transformers, generators
and shunt devices (N-1 or Category P1); (2) bus outages and breaker failure
outages (Category P2); (3) loss of a generator, transmission circuit,
transformer, shunt device, or single pole of a direct current (DC) line
followed by system adjustments (Category P3); (4) loss of multiple elements
caused by a stuck breaker attempting to clear a fault on a generator,
transmission circuit, transformer, shunt device, or bus section (Category

P4); (5) delayed fault clearing due to failure of a non-redundant component

16
17
18

PacifiCorp Petition at 26 (Mar. 11, 2025).
PAC/100, Bremer/12.
Id.
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of a protection system protecting the faulted element to operate as designed
for a generator, transmission circuit, transformer, shunt device, or bus
section (Category P5); (6) double outages of one transmission element
followed by a subsequent loss of a second element (N-1-1 or Category P6);
and (7) simultaneous outages of common-corridor transmission elements
(N-2 or Category P7).”"°

PacifiCorp’s “2017 TPL Assessment identified several double outages
(N-1-1) contingency event scenarios that would require an interim operating
procedure to transfer load from the Grants Pass area to alternate sources and
implement controlled load shedding during peak.”? In 2019, PacifiCorp
conducted a TPL Assessment Corrective Action Plan which, “further confirmed
the need for LPW and supported construction of the Project, along with
[another] project, to resolve the N-1-1 contingency event scenario
combinations first identified in the 2017 TPL Assessment.”?’
Please describe how PacifiCorp views LPW in light of its analysis.
In his testimony, Mr. Bremer contends that “[w]ithout mitigation, system
impacts from the existing contingency event scenarios * * * include overloads
of multiple [Bulk Electric System] transmission facilities in the Medford area
beyond emergency ratings, and potential risk of voltage collapse in a large

region in southern Oregon.”?? He further states “[o]ne of the identified N-1-1

19
20
21
22

PAC/100, Bremer/12 — 13.
PAC/100, Bremer/15.
PAC/100, Bremer/16.
PAC/100, Bremer/22.
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contingencies can result in voltage collapse in a large region affecting Grants
Pass, Crescent City, and parts of the Medford and Yreka system during heavy
load in summer and winter seasons.”?

Did PacifiCorp provide testimony that it considered alternatives to
resolve the N-1-1 contingencies that necessitate the construction of
the LPW transmission line?

Yes. Mr. Bremer indicates that PacifiCorp considered non-wires alternatives to
mitigate the N-1-1 contingencies identified in the Company’s TPL assessments
and presented those non-wires alternatives in his testimony.?* He listed the
non-wires alternatives that the Company considered as: (1) distributed
generation resources; (2) static synchronous compensators (STATCOMSs),
static VAR compensators (SVCs), synchronous condensers, and voltage
source converters; (3) advanced power flow control devices; (4) transmission
switching; and (5) advanced conductors and tower lifting.

To get a broader perspective of the Company’s examination of non-wires
alternatives, Staff sent data requests to the Company seeking additional
information. The Company’s responses to Staff's Data Requests 58 and 59
provided additional information that confirmed the Company’s assertion that it
summarized in Mr. Bremer’s Opening Testimony.?®

In addition to the non-wires alternatives, PacifiCorp considered

conservation and demand response, but it determined that these “are short

23
24
25

PAC/100, Bremer/22.
PAC/100, Bremer/69 — 72.
Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/30 — 31.
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term solutions and only support grid resiliency in the case where loading is the
only issue, and will not address the need for the redundancy required in the
southern Oregon grid system.”26

Overall, the Company concluded that conservation and non-wires
alternatives will not relinquish the need for the Project because system impacts
and exposure will vary with multiple factors and because the response time of
the mitigation action, in lieu of physical system reinforcement, must be
instantaneous to meet performance requirements.?’
Based on your review of PacifiCorp’s testimony and relevant exhibits
and data request responses, what is your conclusion on whether LPW
is needed for reliability of the electric grid?
| conclude that PacifiCorp provided evidence to demonstrate that the Lone
Pine — Whetstone transmission line will be needed to maintain reliability in the

Medford and surrounding areas.

26
27

PAC/100, Bremer/71.
PAC/100, Bremer/71 — 72.
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ISSUE 2: SAFETY

How did Staff examine the safety of the Project?

Staff considered whether the proposed line conforms with applicable
Commission rules in OAR 860-024, and other applicable safety standards and
industry best practices.

Please describe the safety and construction standards that PacifiCorp
plans to implement while designing and constructing the Lone Pine —
Whetstone Line.

In his Opening Testimony, Mr. Bremer only lists the National Electric Safety
Code (NESC) as the standard that PacifiCorp will use in the construction of the
transmission line.?® Mr. Bremer attached to his testimony Exhibit PAC/112,
which is a declaration of Richard Vail, PacifiCorp’s Vice President of
Transmission, affirming that it will adhere to the applicable Commission rules
and other applicable safety standards for construction operation and
maintenance of the transmission line.?® Mr. Bremer also attached its own
transmission construction standard TA-181 as Exhibit PAC/108.

Please describe the layout of the LPW transmission line structures.
PacifiCorp indicated that LPW “transmission line structures will be constructed
of monopole single-circuit, H-frame, monopole double-circuit, and three-pole

structures. Poles will be wood or self-weathering or galvanized steel, which is

28
29

PAC/100, Bremer/4.
PAC/100, Bremer/80.
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consistent with structures of PacifiCorp’s existing 230 kV transmission lines in
the area.”

Do you believe that PacifiCorp will follow through and implement the
NESC as prescribed for the entire line?

No. Staff have found evidence that the design of segments of the
transmission line will violate NESC horizontal clearance requirements as
prescribed in NESC Rule 234. Specifically, PacifiCorp’s design around the
property located at 6716 Foothill Rd will violate NESC Rule 234 and
PacifiCorp’s own Right-of-Way (ROW) standards.

PacifiCorp provided a table with information about ROW width that the
Company applies when designing transmission lines.3! Based on that table the
ROW width for a transmission line rated at 230 kV mounted in an H-frame
structure is 125 feet. However, based on confidential response to Staff Data
Request 46,32 handwritten notes by PacificCorp personnel who visited the
property owners John Webb and Lynn Ogden, and measurements that Staff
took during a site visit to 6716 Foothill Rd, the ROW encroaches in the
residence of the property by 39 feet.

Please explain the significance of the ROW.
Utilities are required to maintain the ROW because it provides an environment
where the utility can construct, operate and maintain the line safely and

reliably, particularly in the case of high voltage transmission lines. The

30
3
32

o

PAC/100, Bremer/72.
Exhibit PAC/108, Bremer/7.
Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/4 — 27.
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presence of permanent structures within the ROW is a departure from the
industry’s best practices regarding the design of high voltage transmission lines
and is a safety hazard.

Case in point, in response to Staff Data Request 48 inquiring about the
expected horizontal clearance between the western wall of the residence in
6716 Foothill Rd and the closest phase to that wall, the Company stated that
clearance would be 4.5 feet.?3 As | explain later in this testimony, this
horizontal clearance will violate NESC Rule 234.

Furthermore, in response to Staff Data Request 50 inquiring about the
expected horizontal clearance between the western wall of the residence in
6716 Foothill Rd and the closest phase to that wall under maximum loading
and extreme wind, the Company stated that clearance would still be 4.5 feet.3
Again, as | explain later in this testimony, this also will be a violation of NESC
Rule 234.

Did the Company explain how it determined that a 4.5 feet horizontal
clearance meets the NESC requirements?

Yes. In its response to Staff Data Request 48, PacifiCorp states, “[t]he vertical
clearance of the conductor above the residence is what governs clearance in
this case, again, since the house height is lower than the conductor height and
the house is not actually under any conductor. The vertical clearance is within

NESC requirements for safety.”®> However, PacifiCorp did not provide any

33
34
35

Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/28.
Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/29.
Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/28.
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reference to back up the methodology it used to assert that a 4.5 feet
horizontal clearance at rest and under wind displacement meets the NESC
safety standards. Staff disagree with PacifiCorp’s assessment and the

conclusion that 4.5 feet meets the NESC horizontal clearance requirements.

. Please explain the horizontal clearance requirements under NESC

Rule 234.
In the context of this case, NESC Rules 234 sets horizontal clearance

requirements under two conditions: (1) the conductor without wind
displacement (at rest), which is represented by () in the diagram below, and
(2) the conductor with wind displacement which is represented by (x) in the

diagram below. In each case, the clearance requirements for both conditions

shall be satisfied.

¥
I 0 ES

NESC Rule 234C1a specifies the minimum horizontal clearance between

the building and the conductor when wind is not blowing. Using NESC Table
234-1, the minimum horizonal clearance from a building, (y) is 14.4 feet.

NESC Rule 234C1b specifies the minimum horizontal clearance between the

building and the conductor when it experiences wind displacement. Using
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NESC Table 234-7, the minimum horizonal clearance from a building, (x) is

11.4 feet.

In Staff’s view, PacifiCorp’s proposal would result in a violation of NESC
Rule 234C1a and NESC Rule 234C1b.

What other statements did PacifiCorp make in its response to Data
Requests 48 and 50 that caught your attention?

In both responses PacifiCorp states, “because the height of the house is below
the height of the nearest conductor, the horizontal distance is not what is used
to determine adherence with safety requirements set by the National Electric
Safety Code (NESC).”3¢ However, PacifiCorp does not provide a reference to
support that statement.

PacifiCorp’s statement is ambiguous and does not provide a context as to
why “the horizontal distance is not what is used to determine adherence with
safety requirements set by the [NESC].” Staff’'s understanding of clearances
as explained in NESC Section 23 is that the horizontal and vertical clearances
are distinct and shall be separately met to ensure safety.

Can you elaborate on your response to the Company’s statement in its
response to data request 48 that “[t]he vertical clearance of the
conductor above the residence is what governs clearance in this case,

again, since the house height is lower than the conductor height and the

36

Exhibit Staff/203, Rashid/28 — 29.
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house is not actually under any conductor?”3” Please explain why you

disagree with the Company’s response.

L
L
L

(I
II:H”.|

T
I

A. Utilities must design their conductor carrying structures in a way to ensure that
each conductor meets NESC horizontal and vertical clearance requirements.
Typically, the horizontal clearance (H) is the governing safety component on
the side of the building and above the roof line of the building. However, at one

point the burden of ensuring safe line construction above the roof line of the

37 Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/28.
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building transitions from the horizontal clearance (H) to the vertical clearance
(V). The transition clearance (T) is diagonal line between the nearest point of
the building to the closest conductor to the building. The transition takes place
when the transition distance (T) is equal to the conductor’s minimum vertical
clearance requirement. When the conductor is above the roof line of building,
the vertical clearance becomes the governing safety component above the roof
of the building. However, since “the house is not actually under any
conductor,”38 that transition is not complete, and therefore the vertical
clearance of the conductor above the residence is not what governs clearance
as the Company claims. The conductor will be within the transition zone. Staff
opines that the Company is obliged to meet the minimum horizontal clearance
requirement, especially given the high voltage rating of the transmission line.

Staff advise that the company’s ROW for a transmission line at this
voltage rating should not encroach into citizens’ residences inside their
properties and apply NESC Section 23 based on a reasonable interpretation
that the transmission line shall meet the minimum horizontal clearance from the
residence and the vertical clearance above the ROW separately and at the
same time.

Furthermore, it appears that PacifiCorp made the assumption that these
properties do not have the potential to develop beyond what they are today.

The encroachment of ROW on the property owners’ residences and permanent

38

Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/28 — 29, Emphasis added.
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structures hampers the ability of the property owners to utilize their property to
its fullest potential.

Has Staff discovered other similar instances where the transmission line
design is in violation of NESC rules?

No. However, Staff is not resourced to conduct a safety review of each
impacted parcel for every CPCN request. Staff review and recommendations
have generally been more high level, trusting to the utility — based on testimony
— that the design and construction would meet the industry’s minimum safety
standards and seeks to minimize impacts on individual property, especially to
existing residencies and businesses.

Did Staff pursue understanding of how the line would affect property
owners?

Yes, Staff inquired about how the line would affect property owners and
asked PacifiCorp to provide diagrams, plans, renderings, and any other
material that would help Staff make a visual assessment of the proximity of
the line to property owners’ properties and structures. In response to Staff
data request 40, PacifiCorp was less than forthcoming and did not provide
the information that Staff sought. PacifiCorp stated, “[g]iven its small length,
PacifiCorp did not produce any diagrams or illustrations of transmission
structures for the proposed line.”*® Similarly, in response to a Staff inquiry
for renderings the depict the transmission line in relation to the properties,

the Company stated, “[gliven its small length, PacifiCorp did not produce

39

Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/1.



(o]

EEEEENE .

N
(o)}

Docket No: PCN 8 Staff/200
Rashid/21

any plans, profiles, or [renderings] in true scale of proposed structures.”#0
However, Staff later discovered that the Company had provided this type of
information to at least one property owner, namely John Webb.4!

Q. Did PacifiCorp discuss potential ROW encroachment on the residence
of 6716 Foothill Rd with the property owners?

A. Yes. During Staff’s site visit to 6716 Foothill Rd, the property owners shared a
map that included a hand drawn sketch by PacifiCorp’s personnel that shows
the location of the residence in relation to the transmission line ROW that

confirms the encroachment.*? In response to Staff data request 46, [Begin

0O
o

=]

=
(<3
)

=]

=
o
=

43 [End Confidential]

40 [d.

' Exhibit Staff/203, Rashid/1.
2 Exhibit Staff/203, Rashid/2.
3 Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/6.
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Did Staff inquire about possible design adjustments to resolve the
horizontal NESC violation and the disagreement with the property
owners at 6716 Foothill Rd?
Yes. Staff data request 50 inquired about the expected horizontal clearance
from the residence at 6716 Foothill Rd should the Company install monopoles
or other appropriate structures. The Company responded by stating that
clearance would be 16.5 feet, although the response did not specify whether
that clearance would be at still condition or under wind displacement.
However, the Company stated:

“to change from the planned structure type to monopole requires

that three or four new steel monopole structures would be

required and two of these poles would need to be directly placed

on the property in question. This would increase the project

costs (and therefore customer rates) unnecessarily by

approximately $300,000 to $500,000.”44
How confident is Staff currently that PacifiCorp has developed a
transmission line that meets all NESC safety standards?
At this point, based on Staff's comparison of filed Petition materials to field
visits along the selected route and PacifiCorp’s responses to data requests,

Staff lacks confidence that the selected route for the proposed line meets

applicable safety standards.

44

Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/29.
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Q. Assuming the Project could potentially result in an increased risk of

wildfire, has PacifiCorp addressed this topic as it pertains to the
transmission line?
Yes. PacifiCorp referenced its Wildfire Mitigation Plan (WMP), which it files
annually with the Commission. The Company filed its latest WMP on
December 31, 2024, and the Commission approved it on June 26, 2025.4°
The WMP includes:
“. . . discussion of areas that are subject to a heightened risk
of wildfire; the means of mitigating wildfire risk that reflects a
reasonable balancing of mitigation costs with the resulting
reduction of wildfire risk; preventative actions and programs
to minimize the risk of utility facilities causing wildfire;
protocols for the de-energization of power lines and
modifications to power system operations to mitigate
wildfires; the procedures, standards, and time frames to carry
out vegetation management; ignition inspection programs;
and communication and coordination with Public Safety
Partners, such as fire safety.”46
PacifiCorp indicated that the Project has low incremental risk of ignition
and stated that “[t]he Project is located along major roadways and is not
located in a Fire High Consequence Area.”*” Mr. Bremer attached to his
testimony Exhibit PAC/110, which “summarizes some of the key features of

the Company’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan, Public Safety Power Shutoff Plan,

and Vegetation Management Program.”#®

45
46
47
48

Docket No. UM 2207.
PAC/100, Bremer/77.
PAC/100, Bremer/76 — 77.
PAC/100, Bremer 77 — 78.
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Q. Did PacifiCorp discuss other safety risks associated with the

construction and operation of the Project?

A. Yes. PacifiCorp addressed the following safety topics in testimony:

1)

Geologic hazards: PacifiCorp indicated that it would “conduct

geotechnical investigations * * * as needed to study the subsurface soil
and rock conditions along the proposed transmission-line route to assess
the stability of the ground and identify potential geotechnical issues along
the line crucial for designing safe and efficient structure foundations.”4°

Lightning protection: PacifiCorp indicated that the Project will be equipped

with several protection mechanisms to mitigate lightning strikes.%°

Procedures to reduce the risk of fire ignition during construction:

PacifiCorp indicated that, based on the conditions, it might “implement
certain procedures to reduce the possibility of fire ignition during
construction.” The procedures include “time-of-day restrictions, wind
restrictions, driving restrictions, and worksite preparation to assign water
truck resources and remove and/or spray water on vegetation.”®' In
addition PacifiCorp indicated that its “field personnel are trained and
equipped with basic tools to extinguish small fires.”5?

Vegetation management: PacifiCorp indicated that “for the majority of the

proposed line there is minimal interference with trees.”>® The Company

49 PAC/100, Bemer/ 75 — 76.
50 PAC/100, Bremer/76.
51 PAC/100, Bremer/78.

52 |d.
53 Id.
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further stated, “for areas where vegetation may come into contact with the
transmission line, PacifiCorp will follow its Vegetation Management
Program and industry standards.”%*
Based on your experience, are you concerned that the Lone Pine -
Whetstone Line carries health risks to humans from the corona effect,
the electromagnetic field (EMF), or any other factor associated with
high voltage transmission?
| have participated in nearly 20 transmission line proceedings, during which
the health risk issue has been raised. Based on my research, | have not
come across any conclusive medical evidence that high voltage
transmission lines, constructed under modern construction standards, pose
health risks to humans who live in proximity to those lines outside of the
clearance zone specified by the NESC.
What is your conclusion regarding the safety aspect of the
transmission line?
Based on the information that PacifiCorp provided, | conclude that, in
general, PacifiCorp is capable of constructing and operating the Lone Pine —
Whetstone Line in a manner that applies rigorous safety standards and
protocols that are in conformity with the industry standards. However,
safety standards have to be completely met for Staff to reach a conclusion
that PacifiCorp met those standards. Based on the foregoing analysis,

PacifiCorp failed to meet the NESC minimum horizontal clearance standards

54

Id.
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at 6716 Foothill Rd. PacifiCorp’s explanation of how to assess the
adequacy of the horizontal clearance between a transmission line and a
building call into question its assessment of clearances along the entire

11.5 miles of the transmission line. As such, Staff concludes that PacifiCorp

has not shown that its proposal will be comply with the safety standards.
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ISSUE 3: ROUTE SELECTION

Q. What standard did you use to evaluate the route selection?

A. Staff considered that PacifiCorp needed to identify the route and alternates

under ORS 758.015(1) “the route to be followed, the availability of alternate

routes,” that the Commission needs to consider “facts presented” at a public

hearing under ORS 758.015(2) and then determine “whether the proposed

transmission line meets a need” under HB 3681 (2025).

Please describe the process, which PacifiCorp implemented to select

the route for the Lone Pine — Whetstone Line.

PacifiCorp hired Power Engineers, Inc, (Power Engineers) “to conduct a

high-level study to evaluate the viability of the two alternative routes based

on engineering requirements and environmental opportunities for, and

constraints to, routing a transmission line.”>> The opportunities that Power

Engineers identified include:%®

o Paralleling existing linear facilities such as other transmission lines,
roads, highways.

o Routing in areas where land use is compatible to the extent feasible (e.g.,
industrial or commercial areas, areas previously disturbed).

J Paralleling section lines or property lines to avoid crossing through
properties.

o Minimizing effects on private properties.

55
56

PAC/100, Bremer/26.
PAC/105, Bremer/7.
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o Maximizing use of existing adjacent or nearby access roads and areas
compatible with overland travel.
J Areas that facilitate efficient and cost-effective transmission line design

and construction.

Q. Do you believe that, considering the facts presented at hearing,

PacifiCorp has chosen the route to construct the proposed transmission
line that “meets a need” relative to alternate routes?
| cannot make that determination based on the information that | currently
have. There is uncertainty around the route viability along Foothill Rd because
the ROW encroaches on at least one residence, the residence at 6716 Foothill
Rd. Also, | am skeptical of the use of H-frame structures along Foothill Rd
because they require a larger footprint and they are suitable in open spaces
where large footprint is not an issue.

Based on the information that PacifiCorp provided in these proceedings, |
believe that the Company has to provide more information in Reply Testimony
to demonstrate that it has selected a route that meets a need, relative to

alternate routes and considering the facts presented at hearing.

. Has Staff made inquiries regarding other potential routes that PacifiCorp

could utilize to avoid the complications of utilizing Foothill Rd as part of
the LPW transmission line route?

Yes. Staff sent a data request inquiring about the reasons why the Company
did not select Route #3, that includes Segment J, which will be far from Foothill

Rd, and therefore would eliminate all the concerns that property owners along
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Foothill Rd have. In response to Data Request 43, the Company provided the
following reasons:

“(1) Segment J goes through the most prime farmland of any

route segment; (2) it crossed the most United States Fish and

Wildlife Service critical habitat of any segment; (3) it impacted

the most known sensitive visual zones; and (4) was the longest

route and therefore would have costed the most simply based

on length of line.””

PacifiCorp further stated:

“following Segment J of Route #3 required all new impacts and

clearcutting of unimpacted forested lands. While the agencies

support the use of existing corridors, they also support following

existing impacts like roads in order to minimize overall

environmental impacts. The amount of work to construct

Segment J of Route #3 would have been more severe

environmentally than following [Foothill Rd].”

Staff still believe that PacifiCorp’s did not fully evaluate Route #3 as a
viable option, for two reasons. First, PacifiCorp’s response with the
environmental issues of Route #3 does not compare or contrast the magnitude
of the environmental impacts against the landowner concerns on Foothill Road.
Secondly, when asked about the cost of Route #3 in Data Request 44, the
Company’s response was “[no] formal cost estimate was completed for
Segment J Route #3 because it was determined to be too impactful and
therefore was not brought forward into the final route reviews which is when the
official estimates were completed.”%8

What is your conclusion regarding the route selection of the Lone Pine —

Whetstone transmission line?

57
58

Exhibit Staff/202, Rashid/2.
Staff/202, Rashid/3.
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A. At this point, | recommend that PacifiCorp provide the following in Reply

Testimony:

o Justification to why it is necessary that LPW transmission line ROW
encroaches into the residence at 6716 Foothill Rd.

. Justification to why PacifiCorp rejected the offer extended by the property
owners at 6716 Foothill Rd to resolve the matter and secure ROW for the
transmission line.

. |dentification and resolution to any problems similar to the issue Staff has

at 6716 Foothill Rd.
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Conclusion and Recommendations

Q. After reviewing PacifiCorp’s Petition, have you reached any initial
conclusions?
A. Yes. The initial conclusions | reached are as follows:

1)  The Lone Pine to Whetstone Project would meet a need for reliability of
PacifiCorp’s electric grid in the Medford area.

2)  Staff cannot, at this time, find the hat the Project will be built to industry
safety standards. Although PacifiCorp is a large utility with thousands of
miles of transmission lines, PacifiCorp showed a lack of response to the
ROW and horizontal clearance issue at 6716 Foothill Rd and potentially
other locations.

3) Atthis time, PacifiCorp has not shown its route selection, with the
accompanying harm to landowners on Foothill Road, is superior to
alternates.

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A. Yes, it does.
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Master of Science in Electrical and Computer Engineering,
Southern lllinois University Carbondale

Postgraduate Diploma in Business Administration, University of
Khartoum, Sudan

Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering, University of
Khartoum, Sudan

| have seventeen year experience in utility regulation. | joined
OPUC in October 2018, where | provide analysis and reporting on
issues concerning safety and reliability. | have written memos and
reports as well as provided testimony in various dockets including
dockets relating to reliability, transmission line Certificates of Public
Convenience and Necessity (CPCN), and wildfire mitigation plans.

Prior joining the OPUC, | worked for the Illinois Commerce
Commission (ICC) for ten years. In my capacity as an electrical
engineer with the ICC, | provided analysis, written memos and
reports, and rendered technical advice to Administrative Law
Judges in various dockets. | provided testimony in numerous
dockets ranging from transmission line CPCN and distribution
system reliability to rate cases and Fuel Adjustment Claus cases. |
performed distribution feeders and substations inspections
including vegetation inspections, as well as meter shop audits. |
reviewed and investigated workplace accidents reported by
regulated utilities.

While in Sudan, | worked in operation of the electric grid that is
owned by Kenana Sugar Company, which, at that time, consisted
of a 40 MW powerhouse, a 33 kV transmission grid that was
interconnected with Sudan’s National Grid, and a distribution grid
that feeds the irrigation system, the sugar factory, as well as the
company’s village.
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OPUC Data Request 40

Staff seeks additional visuals of the proposed project to aid its evaluation of
whether the proposed route is practicable and feasible under OAR 860-025-
0035(1)(c). In reference to the transmission line structures, please provide the
following information.

(a) Any diagrams and/or illustrations that depict all the transmission structures
that comprise the proposed transmission line.

(b) Any plans, profiles or renderings that demonstrate in true scale the proposed
structures.

(c) To the extent not already provided above, Staff requests the Company produce
a plan that describes the locations of the transmission structures along the
proposed transmission line route.

(d) To the extent not already provided above, Staff requests the Company produce
a Z-CAM rendering of the transmission line depicting the transmission
structures in true scale along the proposed route with all the surroundings in
true form.

Response to OPUC Data Request 40

(a) Given its small length, PacifiCorp did not produce any diagrams or
illustrations of transmission structures for the proposed line.

(b) Given its small length, PacifiCorp did not produce any plans, profiles, or
rednerings in true scale of proposed structures.

(c) Please see Exhibit PAC/107 attached to Kris Bremer’s Direct Testimony.
(d) The Company objects to this response as unduly burdensome, as it requires

the creation of a new rendering that could take several days to weeks to
complete.
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OPUC Data Request 43

Please explain in detail why PacifiCorp did not identify the transmission corridor
that lies east of Lone Pine Substation (segment J of Route #3) as a viable
alternative instead of Foothill Road.

Response to OPUC Data Request 43

The reasons Segment J of Route #3 was not selected were: (1) Segment J goes
through the most prime farmland of any route segment; (2) it crossed the most
United States Fish and Wildlife Service critical habitat of any segment; (3) it
impacted the most known sensitive visual zones; and (4) was the longest route
and therefore would have costed the most simply based on length of line.

Additionally, following Segment J of Route #3 required all new impacts and
clearcutting of unimpacted forested lands. While the agencies support the use of
existing corridors, they also support following existing impacts like roads in order
to minimize overall environmental impacts. The amount of work to construct
Segment J of Route #3 would have been more severe environmentally than
following Foothills.
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OPUC Data Request 44
Please provide the estimated cost of Route #3.
Response to OPUC Data Request 44
No formal cost estimate was completed for Segment J Route #3 because it was

determined to be too impactful and therefore was not brought forward into the
final route reviews which is when the official estimates were completed.
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OPUC Data Request 48

Please provide the expected horizontal clearance between the western wall of the
house on 6716 Foothill Rd and the closest phase to that wall.

Response to OPUC Data Request 48

The expected horizontal clearance is 4.5 feet from the phase to the nearest edge of
the western wall. However, because the height of the house is below the height of
the nearest conductor, the horizontal distance is not what is used to determine
adherence with safety requirements set by the National Electric Safety Code
(NESC). The vertical clearance of the conductor above the residence is what
governs clearance in this case, again, since the house height is lower than the
conductor height and the house is not actually under any conductor. The vertical
clearance is within NESC requirements for safety.
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OPUC Data Request 50

Please identify the expected horizontal clearance between the house at 6716
Foothill Rd and the conductor under maximum load and extreme wind should a
monopole, or other appropriate structure be used.

Response to OPUC Data Request 50

As stated in in the Company’s response to OPUC Data Request 48, the expected
horizontal clearance is 4.5 feet from the phase to the nearest edge of the western
wall. However, because the height of the house is below the height of the nearest
conductor, the horizontal distance is not what is used to determine adherence with
safety requirements set by the National Electrical Safety Code (NESC). The
vertical clearance of the conductor above the residence is what governs clearance
in this case, again, since the house height is lower than the conductor height and
the house is not actually under any conductor.

To change from the planned structure type to monopole requires that three or four
new steel monopole structures would be required and two of these poles would
need to be directly placed on the property in question. This would increase the
project costs (and therefore customer rates) unnecessarily by approximately
$300,000 to $500,000.

Using monopoles, the “horizontal distance” would be 16.5 feet from the phase to
the edge of the western wall. The vertical clearance would be 44 feet from the
phase to the western wall when the line is at maximum operating temperature and
45.5 feet when the line is under the blow out condition. These clearances are all
within NESC requirements for safety.
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OPUC Data Request 58

Non-wires Alternatives - Referring to Exhibit PAC/100, Bremer/70, please
provide the following:

(a) Detailed information regarding PacifiCorp’s analysis of the implementation of
advanced power flow control devices such as fast-switched series reactors,
smart wires, etc.

(b) PacifiCorp’s objective reasons as to why it rejected advanced power flow
control devices as a viable alternative.

Response to OPUC Data Request 58

Advanced power flow control devices (fast-switched series reactors, “smart
wires,” etc.) were considered for addressing thermal overloads, but were
determined to be insufficient to mitigate deficiencies associated with all critical
contingencies resolved by the proposed project due to the magnitude of the
thermal overloads, lack of alternative paths available to which power flow could
be shifted in this region, and voltage collapse.

The most critical contingency, N-1-1

overloads three 230-115 kV
transformers and two 115 kV transmission lines, with risk of voltage collapse.
Use of smart wires or a similar advanced power flow control solution for the 115
kV lines, in combination with reinforcing the 230-115 kV transformation capacity
at Whetstone and/or Lone Pine, could not mitigate the underlying deficiency on
the 230 kV system, where the Medford area 115 kV system is left supplying 230
kV system loads following this contingency. Switching series reactive devices to
reduce flow in the 115 kV system in this contingency configuration would
accelerate the voltage collapse due to a lack of alternative transmission paths and
increased system impedance.

Implementation of advanced power flow control devices also does not mitigate
risk of consequential load loss affecting 64,000 customers with up to 290
megawatts (MW) of load for the following P6 category contingencies:

e N-I1-1
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OPUC Data Request 59

Non-wires Alternatives - Referring to Exhibit PAC/100, Bremer/71, please
provide the following:

(a) Detailed information regarding PacifiCorp’s analysis of the implementation of
advanced conductors and tower lifting.

(b) PacifiCorp’s objective reasons why it rejected advanced conductors and tower
lifting as a viable alternative.

Response to OPUC Data Request 59

Implementation of advanced conductors and tower lifting would not be effective
at addressing thermal overloads of Lone Pine 230-115 kilovolt (kV) transformers
and Whetstone 230-115 kV transformer. These alternatives also would not
mitigate the risk of voltage collapse following the N-1-1 loss of the Meridian-
Whetstone 230 kV line and Dixonville-Grants Pass 230 kV line.

Tower lifting has generally been considered where appropriate to correct a
clearance limitation or upgrade an existing transmission line with high-
temperature conductor. The overloaded Lone Pine to Whetstone (LPW) 115 kV
line, Sage Road-Whetstone 115 kV line and Meridian-Whetstone 230 kV line are
rated based on full transmission conductor ratings at maximum allowed operating
temperature for normal and outage conditions. There are no limiting elements or
clearance issues on these transmission lines.

Upgrading the existing Meridian-Whetstone 230 kV line with high-temperature
conductor would involve a rebuild of this line and will require taking the line out
of service for an extended period. During the line rebuild the area transmission
system would be left exposed to several next contingency risks, including thermal
overloads of bulk electric system (BES) transmission facilities, voltage collapse
and unrecoverable outage affecting 64,000 customers with up to 290 megawatts
(MW) of load. Completing the line rebuild ultimately does not address system
deficiencies associated with contingency combinations involving the Meridian-
Whetstone 230 kV line, nor does it mitigate thermal overloads of the Whetstone
230-115 kV transformer for loss of the two Meridian-Lone Pine 230 kV lines in
the long-term case.
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