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Portland General Electric Cmnpany ("PGE") requests that the Public Utility Com1nission 

of Oregon (Cmnmission) deny the Request for Investigation ("Request for Investigation") of 

Grays Harbor Energy, LLC ("Grays Harbor") filed in UM 1535 on August 5, 2013 (Request). 

Over the past three years PGE with the guidance of the Commission and participation of 

the stakeholders has engaged in a rigorous public process and an extensive review of POE's 

RFPs. The Commission retained an Independent Evaluator (IE) and adopted safeguards to ensure 

the RFPS were designed and conducted fairly and that they provided no undue advantage to any 

bidder, including PGE. Under the auspices of impropriety, Grays Harbor is asking for an 

investigation. The allegations are shown false by publicly available information and fmiher 

. refuted when looking at the confidential infonnation. There is therefore no need for further 

investigation. The Com1nission should re-affirm the integrity of this competitive bidding process 

that was carefully designed, extensively reviewed and monitored to ensure that the least cost, 

least risk resources were selected for POE's customers. 

The main issues raised by Grays Harbor in its Request for Investigation were previously 

considered by the Comtnission in UM 1535 and resolved in Order No. 12-215 (June 7, 2012). 

In addition, these allegations are sitnilar to those raised in DR 46, filed by Troutdale Energy 
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Center, LLC ("TEC"). As PGE previously explained in its Reply to Northwest and 

Intermountain Power Producers Coalition (NIPPC) (February 22, 2013) and in its Reply to 

TEC's DR 46, the allegations are false. Without providing any evidence, Grays Harbor accuses 

PGE of a "possible campaign of intentional or unintentional misinformation toward the 

Commission and the RFP independent evaluator ("IE''), as well as potential misconduct relating 

to th~ CCTP transmission assumptions that may have been crucial to bid evaluation.'' Request for 

Investigation at 2. These brash allegations are baseless. 1 In this response, PGE will address 

them one more ti1ne for the record. 

PGE Complied with the Commission's Competitive Bidding Guidelines 

In connection with the RFP and bid evaluation (1) PGE's transtnission assumptions were 

transparent, consistent and fully disclosed to the IE, Staff, Stakeholders and bidders; (2) The 

record developed in this proceedings (including part of the record that was submitted under the 

General Protective Order No 11-097 (Protective Order) issued by the Administrative Law Judge 

in this docket) demonstrates that PGE's scoring was consistent and accurately reflected the status 

of transn1ission for all bids, including bids subtnitted to utilize the Carty and Port Westward 

1 PGE notes that Grays Harbor, a bidder, is represented by the firm Davison Van Cleve, P.C., the same firm that also 
represents non-bidder Industrial Customers ofNorthwest Utilities ("ICNU") in this same docket. ICNU's counsel 
previously signed the Protective Order in this matter, agreed to be bound by its confidentiality requirements, and as 
a non-bidder signatory of the Protective Order, ICNU's counsel had access to confidential information not available 
to bidders. (UM 1535 Protective Order, Order No. 11 097, entered March 25, 2011; ICNU Protective Order 
signature page filed June 6, 2011. Two years later, in July 2013, ICNU' s attorneys appeared on behalf of Grays 
Harbor in DR 46. PGE expressed concern that counsel was a signatory on the Protective Order with access to 
confidential non-bidder information, and therefore questioned the propriety of representing a bidder in DR 46. 
PGE's concern prompted Ms. Davis, Mr. Van Cleve and others from their firm, to remove their names from the 
Protective Order in UM 1535. (Letter and Protective Order signature page filed July 3, 2013.) With Grays Harbor's 
recent request for an investigation in UM 1535, the Davis Van Cleve firm now represents both a bidder and a non­
bidder in the same matter, in which they previously signed the PUC Protective Order allowing them access to 
confidential information only available to non-bidders. Regardless of whether they have accessed the confidential 
non-bidder information over the past two years, their dual representation, together with agreeing to the protective 
order regarding confidential bidder information may raise the appearance of impropriety and may call into question 
the integrity of the RFP process. 
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sites; (3) Grays Harbor has selectively taken information out of context (ignoring information 

already in UM 1535 that shows otherwise) to weave a dark fairy tale of malfeasance that cannot 

withstand scrutiny; and ( 4) the investigation Grays Harbor requests is unnecessary because (a) 

the information that disproves these allegations is already available to the IE, Staff, and the 

Commission, (and could have been obtained by any stakeholder who signed the Protective 

Orders) and (b) additional review by the Commission and stakeholders will occur in the rate 

making process. 

LEGAL STANDARD 

The Commission has discretion under ORS 756.515 to initiate "an investigation of any 

matter relating to any public utility." Despite the Com1nission' s broad authority, there is no 

precedent for the investigation requested by Grays Harbor which seeks to re-open a completed 

RFP. None of the cases cited by Grays Harbor re-opened a completed RFP. Request for 

Investigation at 12, 25, 28 (citing Re OPUC, Docket No. UM 1452, Order No. 10-304 (Aug. 9, 

201 0) (Commission investigated its own authority to impose price caps on a competitive bid 

option, concluding that Com1nission's price cap should be rescinded because it likely infringed 

on PERC's exclusive authority, resulting in the re-issue and extension of a pending RFP); Re 

Juniper, Docket No. UW 58, Order No. 98-177, 1998 Ore. PUC LEXIS 93 (Apr. 27, 1998) 

(Com1nission opened investigation to detennine if utility was subject to jurisdiction and whether 

rates charged were unreasonable or unjustly discriminatory); ReUS West, Docket No. UM 833, 

Order No. 97-043, 1997 Ore. PUC LEXIS 118 (Feb. 10, 1997) (Com1nission initiated 

investigation in response to utility's continued practice of imposing special construction charges 

in violation of four previous cease and desist orders)). Nor do the Commission's competitive 

bidding guidelines provide for such a post-hoc challenge by a non-winning bidder. 
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I. PGE's transmission assumptions were transparent 

A. Cascade Crossing Transmission Project (CCTP) 

PGE's Cascade Crossing Transmission Project temn engaged Comn1ission Staff and kept 

Staff and the Commission updated as they explored the Cascade Crossing Transtnission Project 

(See Attachment A which was previously included in PGE's response to DR 46). Also, as 

required by the Comtnission in Order 10-4572
, which acknowledged PGE's 2009 Integrated 

Resource Plan ("IRP"), PGE provided updates on Cascade Crossing in the 2011 and 2012 

updates to the 2009 IRP. Grays Harbor's accusation that PGE was "misleading the Commission 

about the status of CCTP throughout much of the RFP process" (Request at 7) is baseless. 

In PGE's RFP for Power Supply Resources (Final Combined RFP), PGE acknowledged 

the constraints on transmission in the Northwest and notified bidders that the risks of each 

proposal would be updated based on developtnents in the transtnission planning processes of the 

Bonneville Power Administration (BP A) and CCTP. The RFP stated that "The Pacific 

Northwest (PNW) transmission system currently has numerous constraints that can limit the finn 

delivery of power products for extended periods of time. The scoring process for this RFP 

assumes continuation of the status quo; however, PGE retains the right to adjust the delivery risk 

of each proposal based upon the progress ofBPA's network open season process and the 

developtnent of the proposed Cascade Crossing transmission line." Final RFP at 31. 

2 Order 10-457 at 20. The Commission stated "However, when developing an IRP, we always expect utilities to 
update their assessments of previously acknowledged projects that are still in the planning or development stages. 
We make this updating requirement explicit for the Cascade Crossing project because of the current uncertainty 
regarding equity participation and other key factors. We expect PGE to provide a thorough update of the Cascade 
Crossing benefit-cost analysis in its next IRP, with the understanding that Commission acknowledgment of the 
Company's next IRP will depend on the outcome of that updated analysis." 
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Grays Harbor's allegation that "POE may have biased the RFP evaluation by improperly 

factoring less transmission risk for any own and operate resource option" (Request at 15) inverts 

the allegation NIP PC made even before the final RFP was issued. See NIP PC Comments at 16-

18 (Feb. 22, 20 12) (requesting that costs of Cascade Crossing be i1nputed to any bid using the 

Carty site). POE's benchmark team actively pursued all cmn1nercially viable options to secure 

firm transmission rights for its Carty site. POE's trans1nission options for the Cmiy site were 

fully disclosed during the RFP. As POE's Reply Comments in UM 1535 explained: 

Indeed, PGE has sub1nitted to BP A an interconnection request and a transmission 

service request sufficient to meet the needs of our proposed Cmiy energy facility. 

In other words, BP A trans1nission can be used to deliver energy frmn the 

proposed Carty bench1nark resource. Therefore, the Cascade Crossing project is 

not the only transmission option. 

PGE Reply Comments at 16 (Mar. 7, 2012). Thus, as early as March 2012, POE had disclosed to 

everyone that it was pursuing dual transn1ission options in order to secure the best trans1nission 

rights for the Carty site. 

POE here addresses Grays Harbor's allegation that the ti1ning of the announce1nent of the 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between POE and BPA " ... strongly implicate POE in a 

possible cmnpaign of intentional or unintentional misinformation toward the Cmnmission and 

the RFP Independent Evaluator ("IE"), as well as potential misconduct relating to the CCTP 

transmission assumptions that may have been crucial to bid evaluation." Request for 

Investigation at 2. There is no merit to this allegation. Frmn the beginning and throughout its 

planning process, CCTP was proposed as an alternative to BPA's syste1n. The MOU between 

POE and BP A, which was entered into five months after the final short list was issued, had no 

role or in1pact to the RFP scoring or results, just like Cascade Crossing did not. In any event, if 
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PGE and BPA reach an agreen1ent pursuant to the MOU, PGE will need to show that such 

agreetnent provides a better alternative on price and risk than the current BP A tariff. More 

importantly, the MOU's announcement did not impact scoring, nor did the Carty bid rely on 

CCTP or the MOU for finn transmission to PGE load, as further discussed below. 

Because PGE's dual path to secure transmission was fully disclosed, Grays Harbor's 

suggestion that it "discovered through review of the Company's transmission service requests 

('"TSR") filed with BP A, PGE became very active beginning in 2010 and continuing through 

June 2013, requesting transtnission capacity in BPA's system in an apparent attempt to possibly 

circumvent the need for the CCTP" (Request at 7) is disingenuous and disregards the record in 

UM 1535. 

B. South of Allston 

Grays Harbor's assertions regarding the South of Allston transtnission project are 

shnilarly unfounded. Grays Harbor incorrectly asserts that if"The South of Allston transmission 

project was not built" that "Port Westward II ... [would] face a shnilar north to south 

transtnission constraints as Grays Harbor." Request for Investigation at 8. 

Grays Harbor, again, ignores the record in UM 1535. In PGE's Reply Comments from 

March 7, 2012, PGE explained: 

PGE does not need to make hnprovetnents to the South of Allston path to deliver 
energy from the Port Westward II benchtnark resource. PGE included the South 
of Allston option in the IRP as a concept, not as a project that we were proposing 
to construct at this tiine. In describing this project, PGE stated, "At this point, this 
is a conceptual estimate" and indicated that "[w]e will provide the Cmnmission an 
updated cost esthnate and time line in a future IRP filing as further studies and 
analysis are cmnpleted." 2009 IRP at 183-184. That the South of Allston project 
was conceptual is further detnonstrated by the fact that it was not included in the 
IRP action plan. 

PGE Reply Comments at 15. 
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PGE's Port Westward ("PWII") site bid did not rely on the construction of the South of 

Allston line for delivery of the energy from PWII on finn transtnission. PGE PWII has finn 

transmission rights from BP A. The transmission for the PWII site is discussed at length in the IE 

Report and the IE concludes that " ... we are pleased with both the process of the transmission 

evaluation for the transmission service request and for the accuracy of the findings." IE Report at 

20-22. 

C. The Commission has considered these arguments. 

Grays Harbor offers no new infonnation in its Request for Investigation. These smne 

argmnents were made by NIPPC and ultimately, the Cmnmission ruled on them in Order No. 12-

215. On the matter of allocation of transtnission costs, the Commission stated: 

The issue in this proceeding is to ensure the fairness of the bidding process. PGE's 
claitn that it does not need to build new transmission resources leaves its 
benchmark resources in the same position as the other possible resources 
proposed at the same (or nearby) sites with respect to transtnission. This clain1 is 
consistent with PGE's IRP and this position does not affect the level playing field. 

At the June 5, 2012 Public Meeting it was tnade clear that the alternative to PGE's 
self-build transmission is the same for all patiies - access to the Bonneville Power 
Adtninistration's transmission system. Thus, the bid evaluation will be based on 
the same transtnission costs for all similarly situated potential bidders. 

In its May 29, 2012 StaffRepoti, attached as Appendix A, Staff recommended the 
Cmnmission approve the draft RFP with the condition that PGE provide additional 
infmmation to the IE regarding the company's transtnission assutnptions. Given our 
disposition of this issue, the additional information is not required. 

Order No. 12-215 at 3. Grays Harbor raises nothing new or tnaterially different than the 

transtnission issues previously raised in this docket by parties, and resolved by the Commission. 
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II. Confidential information available to the IE, Staff and Stakeholders support PGE's 
treatment of transmission for both sites as consistent with the guidelines and 
validates the Commission's ruling. 

In addition to the disclosures 1nade in UM 1535, PGE submitted, as part of the 

confidential information in its "technical specifications," information about the Carty site as well 

as the PWII site describing the trans1nission strategies. The information submitted included the 

following, which conclusively debunks Grays Harbor claims about the POE's transmission 

assumptions: 

For Carty Site: 
Location in File name Confidential Description 

the IE Attachment 

website Number 

I 

I .. 
I 

-
I 

I 

• Ill I 

UM 1535- RESPONSE OF PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC TO GRAYS HARBOR 
REQUEST- Page 8 



The confidential information accessible to OPUC Staff, the IE, and stakeholders that 

signed the protective order is consistent with the publicly stated infonnation in the IRP and the 

RFP process. PGE described in Confidential Attach1nent B, which was posted on the IE website 

as part of its technical specifications on April 26, 2012, prior to receipt of any bid, a strategy to 

pursuellllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 

This infonnation contained in Confidential Attachments C, 

D, and E is confidential and proprietary infonnation, and therefore was not available to any 

bidder. 

PGE's pursuit of multiple trans1nission options was a prudent business strategy that 

preserved the cmnpetitiveness of a site through a fast changing transmission landscape. PGE's 

strategy (which any other bidder could have employed) ultimately benefited customers. 
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For Port Westward II site: 

-
I 

I 

I 

In Confidential Attachment G, sub1nitted to the IE's website on April26, 2012, prior to receipt 

of any bid, PGE described the transmission strategy for Port Westward II site as follows: 
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III. Pricing assumptions used for scoring were transparent and accurate. 

In its Request for Investigation, Grays Harbor makes 1nany unsubstantiated allegations 

about improper pricing assumptions and concludes that" ... An investigation is warranted now 

since it may uncover additional infonnation related to itnproper CCTP and pricing assumptions 

which may well have led to a Company own and operate award which did not minimize resource 

cost and risk." (Request at 28). POE's pricing assumptions were governed by the competitive 

bidding guidelines and were clearly defined in advance and consistently applied. General 

assmnptions and scoring criteria were developed in conjunction with the IE (with the 

participation of stakeholders and bidders) and finalized prior to the receipt of bids. PGE then 

consistently applied these scoring criteria to all bids. 

The IE independently validated the methodology PGE etnployed and determined the 

process was fair: 

The IE believes the evaluation of bids was conducted using the evaluation criteria and 

modeling agreed to by the IE, and was consistent with the outcome of the 1nock bid 

evaluation conducted before bids were received. The bids independently scored by 
the IE were easily reconciled with the scoring by PGE. The IE worked closely with 

PGE personnel in reviewing each bid and participated in the solicitation of additional 

infmmation, as needed. In response to inquiries raised by certain bidders the IE 

conducted independent research and evaluation of the gas supply and transn1ission 
access available to bidders. When the short list was, finally, established, the IE agreed 

that the bids included represent the best value frmn all the bids received during the 

RFP process. 

The IE believes the RFP was conducted fairly, that all bidders were ti·eated in the same 

manner and the resulting shmi list of bids is the product of the evaluation process that was 
developed by PGE with the participation of the IE being fairly etnployed. The IE believes the 

shmi list includes the bids that are the best value considering both price and non-price 

factors, frmn mnong all bids presented in the RFP. 

Report of the Independent Evaluator at 38-39, OPUC Docket No. UM 1535 (Jan. 30, 2013). 
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With regard to the Carty bid, the IE stated: "The price and non-price scoring of the 

Carty Self-Build Project was perfonned using the models already developed by POE that were 

finalized during the mock bid process. All base load energy bids were siinulated using the 

AuroraXMP model to determine the appropriate dispatch costs and market value. These costs 

were combined with total fixed costs to calculate the reallevelized $/MWh cost to market ratio." 

(Id. at 32). 

Next POE addresses Grays Harbor's wide-ranging claims of improper and inconsistent 

use of assu1nptions and scoring criteria in five broad categories: 

A. Transmission assmnptions of costs and risks associated with CCTP were not biased; 
B. Assmnptions of expected life of the asset and market price were appropriate; 
C. There was no evidence of price uncertainty in the Company's announcements; and 
D. Grays Harbor mischaracterizes the nature of transmission risks associated with the 

delivery of energy to custmners. 
E. Forward market pricing assumptions were available to bidders. 

A. Transmission assumptions of costs and risks associated with CCTP were not biased. 

In several places in its Request for Investigation, Grays Harbor claims that assumptions 

around CCTP 1nay have biased the scoring in favor of the Carty site, for example: 

In considering CCTP as a part of the Company system for its own and operate 
bid, POE may have biased the RFP evaluation by improperly factoring less 
trans1nission risk for any own and operate resource options. 

Request for Investigation at 15. 

The figures and circmnstances surrounding the RFP suggest that trans1nission scoring 
may have been seriously manipulated through use of CCTP in POE's favor. 

Request for Investigation at 18. 

Contrary to Grays Harbor's unsubstantiated asse1iions, POE did not "improperly 

factor[]less transmission risk for any own and operate resource options." (Id. at 15.) The scoring 

criteria did not assume that CCTP was built. Nor was there any consideration given to the 
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overall benefit of CCTP had it been built. As a matter of fact, the RFP clearly stated that 

although Cascade Crossing is considered part of PGE' s system, transmission risks would be 

updated based on new infonnation. 

PGE retains the right to adjust the delivery risk of each proposal based upon the 
progress of BPA's network open season process and the development of the 
proposed Cascade Crossing transmission line." Final Combined RFP at 31 and 
repeated at 33 (emphasis added). 

Therefore, Grays Harbor's assertion that PGE may have "biased the RFP evaluation by 

improperly factoring less transmission risk for any own and operate resource options" is not true. 

Further, as the confidential record included herein conclusively detnonstrates, the final scoring 

for the Carty site·························· 

••••••••••••••• Transmission scores on bids at Carty sites do not 

reflect any benefits nor risks associated with the proposed CCTP. 

1. Transmission Price Scoring Assumptions 

For clarity, PGE provided bidders with a list of the points of delivery that connect with 

various other transmission providers in the region. As part of that list, PGE identified Cascade 

Crossing as part of PGE' s syste1n. In addition, the RFP clearly stated that "Bid price scores will 

include all incremental costs to deliver, or sink, the energy frmn a scheduling POD on PGE's 

System to PGE's load." (Id. at 16). The distinction between "PGE load" and "PGE System" is 

well understood throughout the industry. PGE System is not the destination. The RFP tnade 

clear that the ultitnate destination is "PGE's load" and therefore cost assumptions tnust reflect 

the cost of transtnission to PGE load. 

As instructed by the Cmntnission in Order 12-215 (at page 3 ), PGE utilized BP A 

transmission service tariff rate for pricing for all bids (including all bids relying on CCTP), 
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except those bids with projects directly interconnected to PGE load (which incurred no 

trans1nission service costs). Therefore, the statement that "Cascade Crossing is considered part 

ofPGE's system" reflects the fact that interconnection onto CCTP is not interconnection to PGE 

load (i. e. the ultimate destination), rather it is only interconnection to PGE's system, and 

consequently the additional costs oftranstnission to PGE's load will be assessed. In other words, 

a bid submitted with an interconnection to CCTP was assessed the smne transmission service 

tariff rate as a bid interconnecting to the BPA syste1n. The concept ofPGE's system was clear 

and consistently applied, and ensured that any project interconnected to CCTP could not gain an 

unfair advantage over those using BP A. 

2. Transmission Non-Price Scoring 

Grays Harbor also incon·ectly speculates that the RFP evaluation "hnproperly factor[ ed] 

less transmission risk for any own and operate resource options." Request for Investigation at 

15. PGE's scoring took into consideration the transmission delivery risk as part of its non-price 

scoring criteria. The scoring criteria (see Attachtnent J) was disclosed to bidders as part of the 

RFP docmnents, and each bid was scored on its' individual progress toward obtaining a Large 

Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA) and an executed firm Transmission Service 

Agreement. The transmission delivery risk was assessed using information subn1itted by the 

bidder. 

In total 95 Non-Price points ( 45 Non-Price points and 50 Non-Price points for 

transtnission interconnection and transmission rights respectively) out of a possible 1,000 points 

(600 maximmn Price Score and 400 maximmn Non-Price Score) were allocated to transmission. 
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The points were consistently awarded to 

all bidders whether they were "owned and operated" or not. 

B. Assumptions on expected life of the asset and market price were appropriate. 

Grays Harbor alleges that PGE did not accurately score bids backed by existing 

· resources. Although Grays Harbor offers no evidence in support of its allegation, it makes the 

following claiin: 

Given POE's complete silence on the interrelation of price scoring and asset life, 
questions must be asked about how the Company factored in asset life extensions 
for existing resources such as the Grays Harbor facility. Moreover, ifPGE failed 
to properly evaluate (or evaluate at all) the actual run times and start figures for 
existing facilities, as appears to be the case, it would follow that the Company 
may also have unfairly handicapped existing resource bids in cmnparison to the 
future operational date of the Carty Plant. For exmnple, retire1nent assumptions 
based simply on initial operation dates could have prejudiced the Cmnpany's 
evaluation, while maintenance provisions extending asset life may not have been 
factored in at all. 

Request for Investigation at 9. 

First, PGE has fully addressed the relation of price and asset life in the RFP. For 

instance, PGE describes the allocation of price factors as follows: 

The price score will be calculated as the ratio of the bid's projected total cost per 
MWh to forecast 1narket prices using real-levelized or annuity methods (per 
Guideline 9a. of the Competitive Bidding Guidelines). 
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PGE's Final Combined Request for Proposal for Power Supply Resources at 29. 

By clearly indicating that PGE was using a reallevelized cost of energy, the scoring 

methodology by definition was based on the annuitized cost of the bid over the length of the life 

of the bid. Thus a "relation of price and asset life" exists. PGE was not silent about it. And as 

evidence that bidders, including Grays Harbor, fully understood that fact, all bidders that 

submitted Tolling Agree1nents or PPA clearly indicated the duration of each contract. In the case 

of projects offered for PGE ownership, PGE's expected life assumptions for cmnbined cycle 

combustion turbines were consistent with the assumptions made in PGE' s 2009 IRP as 

acknowledged by the Commission, which were thirty years from the comtnercial operation date. 

Each bidder had the opportunity to include in its bid any "maintenance provisions 

extending asset life", and if included, such feature and the cost of the feature would have been 

evaluated in the bid scoring. It will be inconsistent with a cmnpetitive bidding process for PGE 

to assmne facts that were not part of a bid and unilaterally extend the expected useful life of an 

asset, nor would PGE expect the IE and Commission to look favorably on this practice. And, as 

stated on page 10 ofPGE'sRFP "[t]he bids received will be evaluated and selected based on the 

information supplied by each Bidder in response to this RFP ." PGE scored the bids based on the 

infonnation bidders subtnitted .••••••••••••••••••••• 

The Competitive 

Bidding guidelines, and the previously IE-reviewed and accepted assumptions and methodology 

were consistently applied to all bids. 

C. There was no evidence of price uncertainty in the Company's announcements 

Grays Harbor asserts that: 
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Calpine conclusively demonstrated a $76 to $91 million difference between what 
PGE and A ben goa have publicly disclosed as the costs of the Carty Plant. Docket No. 
DR 46, Cmnments of Calpine, Request for Investigation at 9. With such drmnatic 
price uncertainty, coupled with the Company's possible long-acknowledged bias to 
self-select during the RFP process, an investigation see1ns abundantly merited. 
Simply put, pricing component issues raised specifically in relation to Grays Harbor 
bids could not have been accurately evaluated if confusion or indeterminacy existed 
over the actual pricing components of the Carty bid. 

Request for Investigation at 11. 

PGE followed the Commissions' guidance in providing the opportunity for third-parties 

to bid on the PGE-owned site. Order 11-371 at 6. As a result, PGE issued detailed technical 

specifications for bidders to bid an engineering, procurement and construction option on the 

Carty site. As such ABENGOA's contract only includes the cost of the scope of its work: 

procurement of the power-island, engineering, design and construction of the project It did not 

include the cost of the scope of work identified as the responsibility of the owner (PGE) of the 

project: development costs, environmental mitigation, builder's risk insurance, permanent plant 

equipment and tools, and Allowance for Funds Used During Construction, just to nmne a few. 

What Calpine and Grays Harbor should have observed was that ABENGOA's press release 

spoke only to their scope of work and its cost, which is appropriately less than what PGE 

announced. PGE's press release spoke to the total cost of bringing the project on line for 

customers. The different numbers announced by PGE and ABENGOA were each accurate since 

they spoke to their respective scope of work, and not evidence of "drmnatic price uncertainty", 

and Grays Harbor's suggestion to the contrary is meritless. 
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D. Grays Harbor mischaracterizes the nature of transmission risks associated with the 
delivery of energy to customers 

In order to properly manage risks for customers, PGE in the RFP clearly spelled out the 

expectation of all bidders regarding transmission as a threshold issue. A bidder was required to 

submit a plan for firm trans1nission frmn its site to PGE load. Grays Harbor's score 

appropriately reflects the status of its submitted transmission plan, •••••••••• 

Grays Harbor notes that it shared with the IE a study it conducted " ... finding that 

historical data indicated that energy frmn Grays Harbor would have reached PGE's syste1n 

99.71% of the ti1ne in 2012. Obviously, concerns related to I-5 Corridor upgrades should have 

been rendered 1noot (as they apparently were for Port Westward II)." Request for Investigation at 

17. Grays Harbor seems to contend that a single year of data for 2012 should have "rendered 

moot" any transmission concerns, and suggests that PGE should have waived the threshold 

require1nent for firm trans1nission service for Grays Harbor. As explained above, PGE did not 

waive or otherwise "render moot" trans1nission requirements for Port Westward II .••• 

Grays Harbor's observation that, in 2012, 99.71% of the ti1ne energy frmn Grays Harbor 

would have reached PGE's syste1n was cited by Grays Harbor as evidence that the I-5 Corridor 

constraint should be ignored. This contradicts years of study and staten1ents by BP A identifying 

the I -5 Corridor as a constrained path. In fact, BP A has identified this path as constrained. (See 

Attachment K- BP A EIS). This path is especially susceptible to congestion during the summer 

months when the State of California experiences periods of high electricity use creating a 

demand for power generated in the Northwest (including Canada). These smn1ner 1nonths are 
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also some of the months when PGE's load peaks. Although PGE was not privy to the study 

Grays Harbor shared with the IE, PGE has monitored with a high level of interest and at times 

participated in the work BPA has undertaken in its study of the I-5 Corridor. The work identified 

to mitigate the constraints on the I -5 Corridor is neither cheap nor easy since it involves the 

permitting and construction of transmission assets through heavily populated areas. (See 

Attachment K- BPA EIS). 

The fact that BP A has made significant investment in time and money to pursue 

upgrading this path is evidence of the gravity of the congestion. Contrary to Grays Harbor's 

claim that "concerns related to I-5 Corridor upgrades should have been rendered moot," PGE's 

threshold requirement for all bidders to submit a valid transmission plan was necessary. The RFP 

scoring accurately allocated non-price scores based on the bids progression towards obtaining 

firm transmission. 

E. Forward market power forec~st assumptions were available to bidders. 

Grays Harbor contends that PGE failed to provide "details on market Power forecast 

assumptions ... Consequently, it appears that no third party bidders were able to tailor their bids 

to reflect this indispensable component ofRFP pricing evaluation." Request for Investigation at 

8; also id. at 26-27. In PGE's 2009 IRP (and in the 2011 and 2012 updates), that was 

acknowledged by the Commission, PGE extensively discussed its power forecast assumptions. 

2009 IRP Chap. 5 Fuels, at 75-91. Consistent with Guideline 9, PGE calculated the price score 

of each bid as the ratio of the bid's projected total cost per megawatt-hour to forward market 

prices. 
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IV. Grays Harbor's Request for an Investigation is Inappropriate. 

The investigation requested by Grays Harbor is premature, contrary to the RFP process, 

and un,varranted as there is no evidence to support these unfounded accusations. 

A. Grays Harbor's end-run around the RFP process should be denied. 

Though the Commission has discretion to open an investigation, the RFP process does 

not provide disappointed bidders the right to contest the outcome. The Commission, Staff and 

stakeholders spent several years developing the guidelines for the RFP process. As the 

Commission recognized, the "competitive bidding guidelines require a robust and lengthy 

process that reflects the value of public input and review of a utility's resource procurement 

action. An integral part of those guidelines is the mandated use of an independent consultant -

the IE- to help prepare the RFP and ensure that all bids are treated fairly." Order 13-056. 

In addition, the final draft RFP that is under attack by Grays Harbor was approved by the 

Comtnission prior to release by POE in Order 12-215 consistent with Competitive Bidding 

Guideline 7. 

Here, the competitive bidding guidelines were followed, the Commission approved the 

draft final RFP, the IE played an integral role, and the result should be respected. The 

Competitive Bidding Guidelines do not provide an avenue for a non-winning bidder to challenge 

the cmnpleted process. 
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B. The scoring methodology was fully developed and refined with the broad 
participation of the IE, Staff, Stakeholders and bidders. 

At a cost of nearly $800,000 to PGE's customers, the IE fully pmiicipated in the RFP 

process? As the IE states at page 18 of its report "[i]n addition to the collaboration between the 

IE/PGE, the bidders and stakeholders also participated and provided feedback through the public 

process." The IE further elaborated about the process: 

One of the roles of the IE in this RFP is to ensure fair and appropriate 
evaluation of all Bids. Because of the cmnplexity of the products sought in this 
RFP, the process of ensuring fairness and appropriateness began well before the 
RFP was ever issued. 

* * * 
Of primary importance to bidders, the IE and PGE personnel invested considerable titne 
and effoti to construct an evaluation model and process that was fair and thorough. Final 
Report of the Independent Evaluator at 12 and 38, respectively. 

The RFP process was fully developed and fairly ilnplemented. The elongation of the 

RFP via an investigation not contetnplated by the RFP process would be wasteful. 

C. All information for scoring was, and is, available. 

All the information that was used for the scoring of bids was available to the IE, Staff and 

non-bidding intervenors, and retnains available to the Cmnmission in the custody of the IE. In a 

cmnpetition, competitors should not have access to each other's information. 

D. The Final Short List bids represent the least cost low risk resources for 
customers. 

The Competitive Bidding guidelines requires the IE to; 

... independently score the utility's Benchmark Resource ... and all or a sample 
of the bids to detennine whether the selections for the initial and final short-lists 

3 Cost estimate as ofMarch 2013 filing in Docket UM 1532. Costs included are for both the combined energy and 
capacity RFP and the renewable RFP. 
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are reasonable" when the IOU includes a benchtnark resource. See RFP 
Guideline 1 O.d. The IE attested to the consistent evaluation of all bids. The IE 
believes the evaluation of bids was conducted using the evaluation criteria and 
tnodeling agreed to by the IE, and was consistent with the outcome of the n1ock 
bid evaluation conducted before bids were received. The bids independently 
scored by the IE were easily reconciled with the scoring by PGE. The IE worked 
closely with PGE personnel in reviewing each bid and participated in the 
solicitation of additional information, as needed. In response to inquiries raised by 
certain bidders the IE conducted independent research and evaluation of the gas 
supply and transmission access available to bidders. When the short list was, 
finally, established, the IE agreed that the bids included represent the best value 
from all the bids received during the RFP process. 

Final Report of the Independent Evaluator at 38-39. 

The IE goes on to say: 

The IE believes the RFP was conducted fairly, that all bidders were treated in the 
same manner and the resulting short list of bids is the product of the evaluation 
process that was developed by PGE with the participation of the IE being fairly 
employed. The IE believes the short list includes the bids that are the best value 
considering both price and non-price factors, from among all bids presented in the 
RFP. 

Final Report of the Independent Evaluator at 3 9. 

E. In addition to the RFP process, the Commission has another opportunity to 
review the results of the RFP during ratemaking. 

In Order No. 13-056 of this docket, the Comtnission rejected NIPPC's request for an 

investigation based on similar argmnents. The Comtnission reiterated the well-known principles 

of rate-tnaking - PGE will bear the burden of showing the prudence of its decision tnaking. The 

Comtnission also stated that the "extensive record in this proceeding" will assist at rate making. 

From the order at page 2: 

PGE will ultimately bear the consequence of its final resource decision when it 
later seeks rate recovery. PGE will be required to show that its decision to 
proceed with any selected resource was prudent, and any investment found to be 
unreasonable will be subject to full or partial disallowance. The extensive record 
in this proceeding, including reports from the IE, information provided by PGE, 
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and filings by Staff and other parties, will assist the Com1nission and other parties 
in that future ratemaking review. 

!d. at 2. The Commission's ratemaking process will provide stakeholders with yet another 

opportunity for the RFP process to be reevaluated, making further investigation at this ti1ne 

unnecessary. 

F. Reckless allegations of securities law violation. 

Grays Harbor, without basis, asserts that "PGE may have apprised investors weeks before 

the announcement of the Carty selection of a potential $2 billion to be added to the rate base in 

the next few years ... " Request for Investigation at 11. This asse1iion mnounts to a spurious 

accusation of securities fraud. PGE made timely disclosures in its 8-K filing with the SEC of all 

tnaterial information. (PGE 8-K filed June 3, 2013.) 

V. Conclusion 

PGE has conducted a fair and transparent RFP under the watchful eyes of the IE, with 

robust participation by Staff, Stakeholders, including Grays Harbor's trade group, and bidders. 

PGE followed and tnet the require1nents of the Commission's competitive bidding guidelines. 

The IE's final report correctly concluded that "PGE personnel went to great lengths to treat all 

bidders equally and without bias." Final Report of the Independent Evaluator at 38. In its 

Request for Investigation, Grays Harbor has made allegations with no suppmiing evidence and 

disregarded contrary evidence in the voluminous record that has been developed in this 

proceeding and related proceedings. The Cmn1nission should deny Grays Harbor's Request for 

an Investigation and in doing so reaffirm the integrity of the Cmntnission-defined RFP process. 
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DATED this 23rd day of August, 2013. 
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ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratm·y Ruling- Page 1 of 6 

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

~
7

--l~)'g~--Bo~s:~I011-o~s-e~¢1iie£o11owrng;ii}oruer'&o.04]3,75:···· 
' . PGE ~J;lst~nat~ dil!c~~si911S W;itp.Stftff, ~~new~~~e-d~v~lopers, ]3Rt\, ; 

Action Plan Update, 
March23, 2006 (LC 33) 

ii 
il 

·• EJ:l9 .. and O'tlte~ stai,eltelde~sto. ~is~uss.c()ns,tralnts to C()~np~HtiY~ · 
• r~n§}wabkdey~1Qpment intl'le r~@on. . ... ·.. . ·•· · .. ·· . < 

•• P(J-E .I'Q£tst;include f!IlaQtionitem hl its'2~05 .nr£ to ad(lress how ifwi11 
WQrk.wit)lBPA and others to deve1optrat1smission capacity overtb:e 
Cascades. so th~ttadditionalresources a:re accessible to PGRat a: 

· reasonable price~· 
PGE must O,e1J1onsi:J_:atethatTthas 1l1ade1:easo1:rablj:) effortsto.acquJre or 
opti0n, as well.as reta:ht, costeffectiye 1J;a11;smission capacity overthe 

Ga§£.M~~!2~fQ:t:~i~:;n±i:t;J,g._it~-m~~t Rff~ ....... ,· .. ········- ......... . 
• PGE engages the OregonState University (OSU) Engineering p. 15-17 

department to 1) examine transmission flows and identify system 
upgrades for relieving the congested flow-gates at the South of Allston 
cutplane; and 2) ascertain the feasibility of building a new transmission 
line from the McNary area to PGE;s service territory ill Salem. 

• The new line would require an upgrade to the Round Butte-Bethel line 
and allow ;for increased transmission capacity across the Cascade~. 
This potential expansion was known as ''Southern Crossing." 

• Phase I of the OSU study was completed in 2005, with work to 
continue in 2006. 

• Initial Reasoning in Support of Southern Crossing: 

o Southern Crossing could "provide additional transmission capacity 
form Eastern Oregon to the Willamette Valley." 

o Southem Crossing would offer 11the potential to use existing 
transmission conidors and rights-of-way, reducing such obstacles 
as permitting and securing easements. 11 

o Southern Crossing would be in line "with other BP A and regional 
initiatives to increase east-to-west transmission efficiency and 
capacity." 

Portland General Electric Company J January 22, 2013 
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ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratory Ruling- Page 2 of 6 

; PGE 2.009 irztf}grrttcd 
·· Resoui•ciPJq,n (£C 48) 

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

• 'S1;t,~dtes tq .deteiniine the te~hnlcal fe.<lsibi1i:ty ofSout!rern Cr~ssin,g are 
·now complete .~.d theproject has been deS!med tec;hnically viable. 
(JYioqe}s il:ldicaff:.that power floW.SjWOuld ()qcur at the desired level and 
direction.} . 

• R,.egi<mal tra;nsmis.sion planning shows t11~t Sot~;thern:Crossh1g offers a 
high bene£¥ and is synerg~stic with other:tegiona.ltransmission 
projects. 

• Economic evaluationsofSoutheJ11 Ct'ossingare 01}-:·going. 
• Talks with t;lrejoint BI\A.../Northwest Power and Con.servationCouncii 

and their Wind lliteg]'atioh Action f>la:tl teyeal that'Sputhetn Crossing 
lnaY play a sigtiificant role in PGE a11d other :parties having access to .. 
new supply solJ11cl;ls ~ike wincJ. 

• Talks with. BPA a~1d ot.hers to develop ttansn:tFssion options will 
fQJitlnue~. 

• 2007 IRP not acknowledged and PGE to refile within 18 months p. 2 
• Southern Crossing listed in POE's portfolio as a preferred resource 

strategy and PGE intends to continue to evaluate the Southern Crossing 
project and actively work with BPA and others in the region to develop 
capacity . 

.• ca-~~~aiV-is:Zoos:-PoEiniti~JeCii:l'l~jTEcc-P:r6JectR.~tiliiE.~YI~w---. p.1s1~ss · --·----
Proc~ssfo;e Cascade Qt:ossing with notifi~~tjcm to the WECC · 
Goordinati.onGoin:mittee {BCC) and Tecfu1i<lal.Studies Subconuhlttee 
.('TSS). 

• March 20, 2008 - PGE.-solicited technical studies review group :began 
activities · 

• August15, 2008 - PGE gives WEGC notice of intent to undergo the 
.... -~~-·- -~•· ·--~~--~-rxQi_t)~t_R~till-KRt)Yit)W.~114.R~g~g!!.llti'l~!.tmmKI'IP.Q~ss...si1Tlt1l!@eo.lis1.Y ..... 

Portland General Electric Company I January 221 2013 
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PGE 2009Integrated 
Resource Plan (LC48) 

ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratory Ruling- Page 3 of 6 

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

Cascade Crossing is a new Cross-Cascades line that would connect our 
Coyote Springs and Boardman plants directly to PGE, as well as 
allowing the full integration of a new energy resource near Boardman 
and new wind generation resources along the line corridor. 

• The Cascade Crossing and South of Allston projects result in a marked 
reduction in the amount of BP A transmission needed to deliver energy 
from our resources. 

• PGE ~c(rdaho-Power Co~npany l)ign aJv1dUto co.or4inate plannilig p .. l78 
arrd development activities for IdaJro's Boar&nan.-Hemingway Project 
apg G~~c:;~Qy QJ:Q.§"sipg, · 

• WECC Regional Planning Process through TCWG to be conducted for p.l78 

. ~-- _g_C:~~~~~:_g~?_~S~~~~~ll~.<:J!_l~~~-!J:~~~n_i~~~OE_J?l·?J~~!s:.. ... .. . ·····~·-·· 
• . Providesa list ofobjectiv.es. and benefits-Cascade Crossing should help ·· p. 185 

... .::: .. f<J~~1£i!b"ex~gi()I! . .!ll~~t .. ~ .. -__ -'"···-···--·--·····--· 
• PGE's transmission department (PGET) initially began studying p.186 

Cascade Crossing in response to 1,260 MW of requests for service 
submitted by PGE merchanttransmission (PGEM) under PGE's 
OATT. 

• PGE seeksacceptedWECCpathrating.JorCascade Cro.ssing in the 
single-circuit conllguration, bl;lt expects to ponvertto double-circuit 

.. Qonf!gtJl:!'ttig_g.jqf!ta,s,~ 1§tuciY~ ... 
• History and detailed background of Cascade Crossing, as well as the 

estimated cost of a single-circuit vs. a double-circuit configuration 
• May 2009 - PGE completes the WECC Regional Planning Process 

and submits the Comprehensive Progress Report to WECC for a 60-
qay review (p. 188) 

Portland General Electric Company I January 22, 2013 
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ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratory Ruling- Page 4 of 6 

'RG;E200~ integrated • 
: RMourae P,Jan ... · · 
i )iddendtrm·_flje; 48) 
,- '·;·--- -- -

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

: . In addition, we stilltecormnend movlng.fo~warcl with new transmission 
·.•,tracil,itiest~ link generation resources onihe eastsideofthe Cascades to PGEls 

i: load-centers pnthewestside. the .newtransrllissian ("Cascad~Crossing") will 
,· enable contipued reliable delivery of energy from existing and pot(!ntial future 
': thermal generation. It is also targeted to reach areas where renewable res.ources 
' are e~}'>ected to behuilt,ther~by increasing our access to e~1eJ::gy which can he 
~: ;lls.~<:lJQ m~,~! fumr~ RJ?§ ;r~qltiremJ;nj~ 

• Finally, the Action Plan includes new transmission facilities ("Cascade 
Crossing") to link existing and potential future generation resources on 
the east side of the Cascades to PGE's load centers onthe west side. 

• The new transmission ls also targeted to reach areas where fmiher 
renewable resomces are expected to be built, thereby increasing access 
to green energy supply that will be needed to meet future RPS 
requirements . 

...... ~ .. ~. --~-····-·-···--··--·-- .. . .. . . .. 
seekacknowledgement oftl1e !fesign, siting and construc~ion 

ofa500 kVdauble-circuit tr~szy1ission lilie, Cascade Crqssing, ~o 
enable us to deliver po'Ner ft:a111 significant existing a11d }l~w resoll!ces 
east of the Cascades, subJect tp. certfl.in tnileston.es and pa;ti:ici pation · 
agl'~ements' 

Cascade Crossing discussion 

p. Ill 

p. 128-129 

->--------~----' --~c--•~--·--~~~-- -~·-----

Order No. JD-457 
(.Ackt1owledgement 
0tder fron1 LC 48) 

' The Commissionaclatowledged the development of the Cascade Crossing 
l transmission project and required PGEto include an updated benefit-cost 
·. analysis o£ the pmject in its next IRP, Fqr the updated analysis, PGE wa.s to 
, updateitsasstunptions about project configuration,, capital cost, path rating, 
r wheeling revenues, .and equity participation and conduct sensitivity analyses 
r that address any U!l,lcertainty about capital cost, path rating,Jevels of equity 

p.20 (Full 
discussion p. 17 -20) 

....................... J. pgrtkipa;t!gn, auq ~ey{lls:.<:>f whe~!ir~_g l:f1Jep,ge~~-· ___ ... 

Portland General Electric Company I January 22, 2013 
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PGE 2011 Integrated 
Resource Plan Update 
(LC 48) 

PGE 20Ti Integrated 
ResottrcePlan ·Update 
{LC48). 

ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratory Ruling- Page 5 of6 

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

• PGE filed a Notice oflntent (NOI) with the Energy Facilities Siting 
Council (EFSC). The U.S. Forest Service published a Notice of Intent 
in the Federal Register announcing the initiation of a federal 
Environmental In1pact Statement process for Cascade Crossing. 

~··· 

• This u1cludes .:updates on the status qf: . 
o Project permitting -. conducting field surveys to assess the 

enVironmental and cultural impacts of the lh1e and we are 
aQtively e11:gaged with state and{e4eral agencies and developing 
the necessary 

o Route surveying 
o Coordjnated planning 
o WECC Path Rating ,Process 
6 'Capital expenditures and the e.conomic ,analysis. 
o The NorthernTierT:ransmission Group (NTTG) and the 

Western ElectricitY CoordinatingCouncU (\VECC) · 
Transm.isl)ion EX;pansion Planning Policy Committee (TEPPC) 
contiliue to proclaim Cascade Crossing a crh~cal component of 
r~gion<jl tJ:anS,~'P:i.t:;~io;ip1iif1t1:!!lg~ _ 

• April 2011 - PGE received a Project Order from ODOE. 

• October 5, 2011- Obama administration names Cascade Crossing as 
one of seven transmission projects that will help enhance the 
transmission capacity and reliability across the country. 

• Ql 2012- Submit draft Application for Site Certificate to ODOE 

p. 70 

. Portland General Electric Company [ January 22, 2013 
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ATTACHMENT A- PGE'S Comments to TEC's Petition for Declaratory Ruling- Page 6 of 6 

PGE 2012 Integrated 
Resource Plan Update 
(LC 48) 

OPUC Public Meeting­
Presentation on 2012 
IRP Update filed on Nov. 
21, 2012 (LC 48) 

Cascade Crossing Chronology 

Status Update on Cascade Crossing - PGE continuing to work with 
other utilities to cootdinate transmission plmming related to the 
Cascade Crossing Transmission Project. 

• PGE is contractually unable to discuss or disclose details being discuss 
with third parties. Yet, PGE expects to provide the Commission with 
an update on Cascade Crossing in 2013. 

PGE and BPA have annotmced a Memorandum of Understanding to pursue p. 17 
modifications to the Cascade Crossing Transmission Project 

The modifications would benefit the region's g:ridwhile eliminating about 101 
miles of the project, reducing land acquisition, construction and environmental 
impacts and resulting mitigation costs 

PGE would invest in construction of the line and other grid enhancements 
and/or exchange certain assets with BP A 

In return, PGE anticipates receiving up to 2,600 MW of transmission capacity 

This capacity would be staged to come on-line in phases as needed, both 
before fmd afterthe original estimated 2017 in-service date 

Specific contract terms are still under discussion 

PGE will include a detaile.d update ofthemodifications to the project as well 
as an updated timeline in its 2013 IRP 

Portland General Electric Company j January 22, 2013 
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Bid Scoring 
CataCJories 

Total 

"' ·.: 

~ .... 
c: 
OJ 
E 
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Max Score % of Total Score 

600 60% 

50 5% 

150 15% 

125 12.50% 

75 7.50% 

1,000 100% 

Description 

ncludes fixed ana vanao1e o1a costs comparee to a 
market price: 

• For Flexible Capacity Bids, variable costs 
incorporates: 

o Cost to comply with PGE's reliability-based 
dispatch signals 
o Energy-based market dispatch 

• Seasonal Capacity bids variable cost will 
only include cost related to market dispatch 
• Baseload Energy bids variable cost will only 
include cost related to market dispatch 

Includes development team experience, permitting 

Interconnection, Transmission rights, Gas transport 
and storage 

Flexibility of unit, length of contract and firmness of 
energy 

Individual Categories 

The price score will be calculated as the ratio of the bid's projected 
total cost per MWh to forecast market prices using real-levelized or 
annuity methods (per Guideline 9a. of the Competitive Bidding 
Guidelines). See also 'Price Factor' in PGE's 2012 Request for 
Porpopsals- Power Supply Resources 

Project already in service 

Permitting status (emissions, makeup water, waste discharge, land 
use, zoning) 

Experience of Project Team 

Project Financing 

Site Control: Including all rights required for project including 
access to the project site, easements and resources rights 
appropriate for the project 

Resource Base Diversity 

Resource Adequacy Considerations 

Interconnection Rights 
Transmission Rights: Long Term Firm Transmission Rights to 
PGE's Svstem 

Natural Gas Point of Delivery 

Quality of Power 

GAF I Liquidated Damages 

Length of contract commitment 

Flexibility of Assets used to back bids 

Amount (in MWs per hour) of contract commitment 

Credit Rating 

PGE propriatary financial scoring based on liquidity ratios, 
Collateral requirement, credit threshold, cross default profitability ratios, leverage ratios and financial statement audit 

quality. The scores and weight given to each of the input will be 
consistent with PGE Credit Risk Management internal procedures. 

This Is only used for equity bids for projects still in 
construction. Score is based on counterparty's ratio 
and debt rating (mutually exclusive with 5. Credit 
Evaluation (PPA)) 

PGE ratio analysis score 

Bond Rating 

Net Tangible Worth 

Liquidity 

Corporate Structure 

Maximum Scoring 
Weights 
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Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for 
Action 

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is proposing to build a 500-kilovolt (kV) 
lattice-steel tower transmission line that would run about 70 miles from a new Words in bold 

and acronyms 
500-kV substation near Castle Rock, Washington to a new 500-kV substation are defined in 
near Troutdale, Oregon. The proposed transmission line and substations Chapter 32, 
would increase the electrical capacity and transfer capability of BPA's Glossary and 
transmission system in this area. BPA is considering four action alternatives 
(each with several options) that include transmission line routes, three sites 

Acronyms. 

for the proposed substation near Castle Rock, and one site for the proposed substation near 
Troutdale (see Map 1-1). This proposed action is referred to as the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement 
Project (1-5 project or project). 

This chapter provides background information about BPA, its transmission system, and causes of 
congestion on this system, including local load growth, existing contractual obligations, and new 
requests for use of BPA's system. This chapter describes the need for BPA to increase the 
electrical capacity and transfer capability of its transmission system to respond to the increasing 
congestion on this system and growing system reliability concerns. This chapter also identifies 
the purposes that BPA is attempting to achieve in meeting this need, potential transmission 
system benefits from BPA's proposal, and the agencies involved in development of this 
environmental impact statement (EIS). Finally, the chapter provides a summary of the public 
scoping process conducted for the EIS, and information about the scope and organization of this 
EIS. 

For proposed actions with the potential to affect the environment, BPA is required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to identify, evaluate, and consider potential 
environmental consequences ofthe proposed action and reasonable alternatives before taking 
action, and to inform decision-makers and the public of these alternatives and their 
consequences. BPA prepared this draft environmental impact statement in accordance with 
NEPA, to address the proposed action to build the 1-5 project. 

1.1 

1.1.1 

Background 

About BPA 

BPA is a not-for-profit federal agency based in the Pacific Northwest. Although BPA is part of 
the United States (U.S.) Department of Energy (DOE), it is self-funded and covers its costs by 
selling its products and services. BPA markets wholesale electrical power from 31 federal 
hydroelectric projects in the Columbia River Basin, one nonfederal nuclear plant and several 
other small nonfederal power plants. The dams are owned and operated by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). About one-third of the electric 
power used in the Northwest comes from BPA. BPA also owns, operates, and maintains about 
three fourths of the high-voltage (500-, 345-, 230- and 115-kV) transmission lines in its service 
territory. BPA's service territory includes Idaho, Oregon, Washington, western Montana, and 
small parts of California, eastern Montana, Nevada, Utah, and Wyoming. 
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BPA has an obligation to ensure that it has sufficient capability to serve its customers through a 
safe and reliable transmission system. The Federal Columbia River Transmission Act directs BPA 
to construct improvements, additions, and replacements to its transmission system that the BPA 
Administrator determines are necessary to provide service to BPA's customers, maintain 
electrical stability and reliability, and integrate and transmit power (16 U.S.C. § 838b). 

1.1.2 BPA's Transmission System 

BPA owns and operates more than 15,000 circuit miles of high-voltage transmission lines in the 
Pacific Northwest. BPA's transmission system moves most ofthe Northwest's high-voltage 
power from facilities that generate the power to customers in the Northwest. Besides the 
transmission system within the Northwest, BPA has large interregional transmission lines that 
connect to Canada, California, the Southwest and eastern Montana. BPA's lines carry electricity 
from federal and nonfederal generating resources to be used within and outside the Northwest. 

1.1.2.1 Load Growth, Limited System Capacity, and 
Congestion 

In southwest Washington and northwest Oregon, BPA's system primarily includes high-voltage 
transmission lines connected through substations to local utilities and generating facilities (see 
Map 1-2). Local utility customers served by BPA's transmission system include Clark Public 
Utilities, Cowlitz Public Utility District (PUD), PacifiCorp, and Portland General Electric (PGE). 

The Portland, Oregon-Vancouver, Washington metropolitan area (metro area) is the major 
electric load center in northwest Oregon and southwest Washington. High concentrations of 
residential, commercial, and industrial loads are served by hydroelectric dams on the Columbia 
River, thermal plants along the Interstate-S (1-5) corridor west of the Cascade Mountains and a 
few others in Canada, and wind turbines operating east ofthe Cascades in Washington and 
Oregon. Electricity flows from these generating resources to the metro area and beyond over 
BPA's and other utilities' high- and low-voltage (less than 115-I<V) transmission lines throughout 
the West. 

Utilities monitor these lines (or paths) to make sure that the transmission system is functioning 
safely and reliably. In and around the metro area, the high voltage lines together are known as 
the South of Allston (SOA) path. Allston is a BPA substation in northern Oregon, across the 
Columbia River from Longview, Washington (see Map 1-2). When all lines within this path are in 
service, that is, functioning and available with no outages for maintenance or emergencies, the 
SOA path can be operated within a range (in megawatts [MW]) called the path's system 
operating limit. 

For the last 10 years, BPA studies have shown that this path has become more congested 
because of higher loads. BPA built the last major high-voltage line in the 1-5 corridor area over 
40 years ago. Over that same period, the population has grown from about 1 million to more 
than 2.2 million (Sprague and Picha 2010). 

Higher loads create congestion because of the way electrons flow on a transmission line or path. 
The higher the loads in different areas, the more the power flows to these areas, and depending 
on the available line or path capacity, the line can become congested and physically unable to 
reliably accommodate the need for power to flow. The path is like an interstate highway, the 
higher the loads (or traffic) the more the path becomes crowded or congested. 
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Transmission lines can also be affected by surrounding air temperatures. Transmission lines are 
designed to operate up to a maximum temperature that includes a safety buffer so that the 
lines will not sag into objects on or near the right-of-way. In summer, higher air temperatures 
can cause conductors to expand and stretch, which increases the sag of the conductors. During 
these times, lines can reach their maximum operating limit quicker. This decreases the amount 
of power that could have been carried over the lines (reduced capacity) had the surrounding 
temperatures been cooler. 

In the past, electrical use in the metro area peaked in the winter, often when a winter storm 
boosted the need for electric heat. Now, as new homes and commercial buildings are 
constructed, most have installed air conditioning, and that has increased the demand for energy 
in the summer. In general, peak electricity use in summer is about equal to winter peak levels. 

Power flows in a different pattern in winter than it does in summer, using different transmission 
paths with different capacities (see Figure 1-1). In winter, power use is greater in the Northwest 
and Canada. This demand causes power to flow primarily from generation sources east of the 
Cascades to load centers in the west. Transmission system capacity is adequate to 
accommodate this flow. In summer, however, power use is concentrated in the Northwest and 
California, which causes power to primarily flow from north to south (see Figure 1-1). The 
north-to-south transmission capacity available in summer on the SOA path is about half oft he 
system capacity in winter from east-to-west. This creates a system bottleneck for the summer 
pattern. 

In summary, because of a variety offactors-including growing summer peak loads, new power 
plants that have interconnected to BPA's transmission system north ofthe SOA path, and, to a 
lesser extent, power transfers from Canada through the Northwest to load centers south of the 
metro area-the SOA path has become congested during the summer months. 

With the current forecasts for load growth (up to 2 percent per year), BPA's analysis indicates 
that by spring 2016 the existing transmission system's capacity will likely be reached, which, in 
the absence of other measures, could require BPA to reduce power deliveries and this 
compromises the reliability of the transmission system to serve loads (see Section 1.1.2.2, 
Reliability and Non-Wires Measures). 
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Figure 1-1 Typical Power Flows (Winter and summer flows vary depending on generation and load patterns) 

SUMMER WINTER 
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1.1.2.2 Reliability and Non-Wires Measures 

Mandatory reliability standards and principles of good utility practice prohibit BPA from 
operating the transmission system beyond its capacity. Operating in this manner could 
overload the system and create voltage instability, potentially leading to brownouts or 
blackouts. When BPA determines that capacity on a particular path is insufficient to meet 
demand under certain conditions, BPA relies on non-wires measures to the extent possible to 
help maintain system reliability and maximize use of the existing system facilities before building 
a new transmission line. For the SOA path, BPA and other utilities have developed a non-wires 
measure called a remedial action scheme (RAS) that is carried out when needed. RAS uses a 
high-speed automatic control system designed to protect the transmission system in the event 
of an unexpected outage of a critical transmission facility. If such an outage occurs, the RAS is 
activated and rapidly disconnects (or "drops") selected generation in the Northwest and Canada 
to reduce the flow of power and avoid overloading the lines that remain in service. 

RAS has been used for many years to preserve the reliability of the SOA path. During the 
summer, as loading increases on the SOA path, successively higher levels of RAS are engaged, 
and greater amounts of generation are dropped as needed. Using RAS in this manner, however, 
has some undesirable consequences. BPA has had to prepare to drop up to 2700 MW of 
generation in the event of a critical outage on this path. To continue to serve the demand if 
generation is dropped, replacement power, if available, must be found and delivered over 
alternate paths. Even if replacement power is available, it may be difficult to deliver the 
replacement power due to constraints on the alternate paths. If replacement power cannot be 
found or delivered to serve the demand, this could lead to load curtailments, particularly in the 
metro area. As the projected gap between SOA capacity and demand grows, the likelihood of 
curtailments will increase as well. Furthermore, as the economy and population in the metro 
area continue to grow, using RAS will become more difficult and less effective. 

Providing a high level of system reliability, and avoiding load curtailments, has become even 
more important in the Pacific Northwest in recent years as new industries that rely on steady, 
uninterrupted power have come to the area. In the past, Northwest industries, such as lumber 
mills and aluminum plants, could adjust to short power interruptions and sometimes received a 
special power rate for their flexibility. Today, high-quality (non-interruptible) power is critical to 
high-tech manufacturing of products, such as microchips. Power disruptions can ruin products 
in these plants, and plant operators can only tolerate fluctuations within a narrow range. 

In addition to RAS, for the past 2 years BPA has been investigating the feasibility of using other 
possible non-wires measures to help maintain reliability of the SOA path. To determine how 
non-wires could help alleviate power flows on the SOA path, BPA contracted with Energy and 
Environmental Economics, Inc. (E3) to conduct non-wires studies (see inset box). The studies 
determined that non-wires measures could not eliminate the need for a new line. (See 
Section 4.7.1, Non-Wires Alternative, for a discussion ofthe consideration of non-wires 
measures in meeting the need for the project.) However, the studies did find that upgrades at 
BPA's Pearl Substation could potentially defer the need for a new line for reliability purposes by 
about 2 years beyond spring 2016 (when the existing transmission system's capacity is likely to 
be reached). In addition, the studies found that generation redispatch may be able to provide 
an additional deferral of up to about 4 years. Generation red is patch would turn off large 
generators located north of the metro area, while turning on generators located south of the 
metro area to reduce power flow on the SOA path. The E3 study did not consider the new 
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commercial demand for transmission service over the SOA path discussed in Section 1.1.2.3, 
Existing Obligations and New Requests for Transmission Service. 

Because of the potential for generation red is patch to help address reliability of the SOA path, 
BPA is continuing to separately evaluate the operational feasibility of generation redispatch, and 
whether contracts with regional generators would be cost effective. 

If BPA finds that generation redispatch measures are cost effective and commercially and 
operationally feasible, those measures, along with upgrades at BPA's Pearl Substation, could be 
separately and independently implemented to maintain system reliability in the 1-5 project area. 
This could delay the date a new line would need to be operational to satisfy reliability needs by 

2 to 6 years. 

Non-Wires Studies 

BPA contracted with Energy and Environmental Economics, Inc. (E3) to conduct a screening study of 
possible non-wires measures for the 1-5 project. The study focused on measures to address the 
reliability need for the project. E3 completed the Phase I study in January 2011 (see 1-5 project 
website). The study identified four possible non-wires measures, estimated impacts to the SOA 
path, and determined that non-wires could potentially provide a short-term deferral of the 
energization date for the 1-5 transmission line, but could not provide a long-term solution for future 
overloads on the SOA path. In April 2011, BPA convened the Non-Wires Round Table, a technical 
forum of non-BPA experts capable of providing external review of non-wires measures being 
considered as alternatives to transmission projects. The Round Table evaluated the E3 report and 
recommended a Phase II study·be prepared to examine the implementation feasibility of the non­
wires measures for a short-term 1-5 project deferral. The Phase II study was completed in December 
2011 (see 1-5 project website) and concluded that upgrades at BPA's Pearl Substation and 
generation redispatch were the measures that showed the most potential for a short-term deferral 
of the 1-5 project. The study also acknowledged the need for BPA to evaluate operational challenges 
that generation redispatch would create and the uncertainty as to whether commercial agreements 
with regional generators would be achievable and cost effective. 

1.1.2.3 Existing Obligations and New Requests for 
Transmission Service 

BPA has adopted an Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATI) for its transmission system. BPA 
follows the open access tariff as a matter of national policy. The tariff defines the terms and 
conditions oftransmission services offered by BPA. This tariff, which is generally consistent with 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's (FERC) pro forma open access tariff, has 
procedures that provide access to BPA's transmission system for all eligible customers, 
consistent with all BPA requirements (including the availability or development of sufficient 
transmission capacity) and subject to an environmental review under NEPA. More information 

about the tariff is available on BPA's Transmission Services website: 
http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/business/ts tariff/. 

For many years even before BPA adopted its OATI, BPA provided access to its transmission 
system to both federal and nonfederal power generators. As a result, BPA and other utilities 
currently have existing contracts with several power generators (including wind generators and 
power marketers) in Canada, the Pacific Northwest east and west ofthe Cascades, and 
surrounding states to move power across BPA's transmission system. Much of the available 
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capacity for firm transmission service that remains on BPA's transmission system is already 
under contract. 

At the present time, BPA, PacifiCorp, and PGE are the entities that have allocated capacity on 
the SOA path. PGE and PacifiCorp likely use their allocations to meet their customers' needs for 
power. BPA's share of that capacity is provided to BPA's firm transmission service customers 
(see inset box). Because of BPA's obligations to serve loads and provide firm capacity on this 
path, BPA cannot provide firm transmission service to other customers at certain times of the 
year, because the path has reached the limit of its capacity. Accordingly, BPA can only offer 
conditional firm or non-firm service to these other customers at this time (see inset box). 

Firm transmission service is more 
expensive to users of the system, but it is 
more desirable because the capacity is 
available to the power generator or 
marketer at any time when it is needed, 
but subject to outages. Non-firm 
customers, on the other hand, pay less for 
power, knowing that their power could be 
first to be interrupted in an emergency or 
outage. 

BPA has received new requests from 
other utilities and power generators for 
long-term firm transmission service on the 
SOA path. Under its OATI, BPA maintains 
a request queue for long-term, firm 
transmission service. By the mid 2000s, 
this queue had become overloaded with 

Firm, Conditional, and Non-Firm 
Transmission Service 

Firm transmission service is reserved and/or 
scheduled for a specific term (usually a year or 
longer) that is of the same priority as BPA's use of 
the transmission system. 

Conditional firm transmission service is long-term 
transmission service that BPA may be able to provide 
when there is not enough firm transmission service, 
but conditional firm service has constraints that give 
BPA additional curtailment rights. Conditional firm 
service has a lower priority than firm service, but is a 
higher priority than non-firm service. 

Non-firm transmission service is not guaranteed to 
be available and is only available after commitments 
for firm and conditional firm service have been met. 

requests, and BPA became aware that many requests were speculative. In March 2008, to help 
manage the queue and identify the new transmission infrastructure that would be needed to 
provide service that customers had requested, BPA began its first Network Open Season (NOS) 
process. During this NOS process, utilities and power generators were given the opportunity to 
submit requests for use of BPA's transmission system to transmit their power. More 
information about the NOS process is available at BPA's Transmission Services website: 
http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/customer forums/open season/default.cfm. 

During the 2008 NOS process, and the subsequent 2009 and 2010 NOS processes, BPA identified 
firm transmission service requests that would use the SOA path. BPA has no more firm capacity 
available on the SOA path to accommodate these new requests to transfer power (see 
Section 1.1.2.1, Load Growth, Limited System Capacity, and Congestion). 

In spring 2011, BPA announced its plans to delay the next NOS to conduct a regional discussion 
on more effective ways to meet the transmission needs ofthe Northwest and to ensure BPA's 
policies support those needs. This delay will not affect BPA's work to serve requests received in 
the 2008, 2009 and 2010 open seasons. 
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1.1.3 Planning for Transmission Additions in the 1-5 
Corridor 

Load growth and transmission service requests have combined to increase flows on the SOA 
transmission path to levels that the path cannot accommodate without adding transmission 
capacity. BPA has taken several steps to reduce congestion on the transmission system without 
building new lines. BPA has upgraded many facilities to maximize the use of existing 
transmission lines. To allow new generation facilities to move power on the transmission 
system, BPA initiated operational procedures such as RAS to maximize usage ofthe transmission 
system rather than building new substations and transmission lines (see Section 1.1.2.2, 
Reliability and Non-Wires Measures). However, increasing RAS and other operational 
procedures does not create additional capacity on the system and cannot effectively mitigate 
the stresses on the system without causing other problems. 

Under its OATI, BPA must investigate actions it could take, including adding infrastructure, to 
provide access to the transmission system in response to requests for service. 

Accordingly, BPA studied the transmission system in the area and identified where the system 
needed reinforcements to meet forecasted load growth. BPA's studies found that if an 
additional transmission line is not built in this area, continued congestion will jeopardize 
transmission system reliability and, eventually, lead to power interruptions or blackouts in the 
area. Based on these results, combined with planning studies that began in late 2006 and 
continued through 2007, BPA developed a plan that included a major infrastructure addition in 
this area. 

In conducting its studies and undertaking transmission planning, BPA follows the reliability 
standards established by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) and 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) (see inset boxes). NERC, the national electric 
reliability organization, and WECC, the regional reliability organization, help coordinate the 
operation and planning ofthe bulk transmission system throughout the region. Electric utilities 
are required to meet the standards of both organizations when planning new facilities. 

BPA also sought review ofthe 1-5 project through WECC's Project Coordination process 
(formerly known as the Regional Planning Project Review, or "Regional Review," process). The 
Project Coordination process is part of the initial development phase of a project. BPA 
coordinated the review through ColumbiaGrid (see inset box) and worked with other utilities 
and interested parties throughout the Northwest in developing the project. 

During the Project Coordination process, BPA shared study results and alternate plans of service 
with other Northwest utilities. This provided other utilities with an opportunity to review and 
comment on BPA's plans with the goal of developing the best plan of service with respect to 
regional benefits and impacts. The Project Coordination process concluded in March 2008 with 
regional approval for the project. 
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About the North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

NERC is an organization that has been delegated the responsibility to regulate bulk power system 
users, owners, and operators through the adoption and enforcement of standards for fair, ethical, and 
efficient practices. 

NERC develops and enforces reliability standards; assesses adequacy annually via a 10-year forecast 
and winter and summer forecasts; monitors the bulk power system; and educates, trains, and certifies 
industry personnel. NERC is subject to oversight by FERC and governmental authorities in Canada. 

As of June 18, 2007, FERC granted NERC the legal authority to enforce reliability standards with all U.S. 
users, owners, and operators of the bulk power system, and made compliance with those standards 
mandatory and enforceable. More information is available on NERC's website: http://www.nerc.com 
(NERC 2010). BPA is required by law to comply with these reliability standards. 

About the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

WECC is the regional entity responsible for coordinating and promoting bulk electric system reliability 
in the West. WECC's service territory extends from Canada to Mexico. It includes the provinces of 
Alberta and British Columbia, the northern portion of Baja California, Mexico, and all or portions of the 
14 western states. 

In addition to coordinating system reliability, WECC ensures open and non-discriminatory transmission 
access among members, provides a forum for resolving transmission access disputes, and provides an 
environment for coordinating the operating and planning activities of its members as set forth in its 
bylaws. 

Membership in WECC is open to all entities with an interest in the operation of the bulk electric system 
in the West. All meetings are open and anyone may participate in WECC's standards development 
process. More information is available on WECC's website: http://www.wecc.biz/ (WECC 2009). 

About ColumbiaGrid 

ColumbiaGrid is a non-profit membership corporation formed in 2006 to improve the operational 
efficiency, reliability, and planned expansion of the Pacific Northwest transmission grid. The 
corporation itself does not own transmission, but its members and the parties to its agreements own 
and operate an extensive network of transmission facilities. Northwest members include BPA, A vista 
Corporation, Puget Sound Energy, Snohomish PUD, Tacoma Power, Chelan PUD, Grant PUD, and 
Seattle City Light. 

ColumbiaGrid has substantive responsibilities for transmission planning, reliability, the Open-Access 
Same-Time Information System (OASIS), and other development services. These tasks are defined and 
funded through agreements with members and other participants. Development of these agreements 
is carried out in a public process with broad participation. More information about ColumbiaGrid is 
available on its website: http://www.columbiagrid.org/ (ColumbiaGrid 2009). 
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1.2 Need for Action 

BPA needs to increase the electrical capacity and transfer capability of its 500-kV transmission 
system between the Castle Rock area in Washington and the Troutdale, Oregon area, in 
response to growing local demand for electricity and firm transmission requests that BPA has 
received to move power across this portion of its system. 

A new 500-kV transmission line would increase the 500-kV transmission capacity in the 
southwest Washington/northwest Oregon area and allow BPA to provide for local load growth, 
maintain reliable power, and accommodate requests for long-term, firm transmission service. 
These new facilities would eliminate a transmission capacity constraint for this area, provide an 
additional electrical pathway, and increase system capacity (see Section 1.4, Transmission 
System Benefits, for other transmission system benefits related to a new line). Continuing to 
use BPA's existing transmission system in this area without a new transmission line would 
eventually cause BPA's transmission system to become overloaded at certain times of the year. 

1.3 Purposes 

In meeting the need for action, BPA will attempt to achieve the following purposes: 

• Use ratepayer funds responsibly and efficiently. 

• Minimize impacts to the natural and human environment. 

• Maintain BPA transmission system reliability and performance. 

• Meet BPA's statutory and contractual obligations. 

1.4 Transmission System Benefits 

In addition to meeting the need for the project (see Section 1.2, Need for Action), the project 
would have several benefits for operation of BPA's transmission system. The proposed new line 
and substations would help redistribute the flow of power, which would generally increase the 
capacity of the region's transmission system. Reinforcing the transmission system would also 
provide the transmission flexibility required to bring more renewable wind power from the east 
to population centers along the 1-5 corridor. 

In addition, the project would allow BPA to schedule outages on existing lines, which is 
necessary to perform critical maintenance. Because the existing system is so heavily used, it is 
difficult for BPA to schedule these outages to work on equipment. If critical maintenance is 
deferred, the reliability of the equipment is jeopardized. Reinforcing the transmission system 
with another line in this area would considerably improve BPA's ability to perform needed 
maintenance safely and keep the system functioning reliably. 

This project would also reduce overall transmission system line losses and reduce BPA's reliance 
on RAS. Although RAS has provided a means to maximize the use of existing transmission 
facilities, as demands on the system grow, RAS is becoming more complex yet less effective at 
mitigating system problems. Reducing reliance on RAS by reinforcing the transmission system 
would help promote greater reliability for this area. All of these additional benefits would make 
the transmission system more efficient and reliable. 
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1.5 Agency Roles 

1.5.1 Lead and Cooperating Agencies 

BPA is the lead agency responsible for preparing this EIS under NEPA. BPA will use the EIS, along 
with comments from the public, other stakeholders and interested and affected agencies, to 
inform the following BPA decisions: 

• Whether to build a new 500-kV transmission line to meet the need. 

• If the decision is to build a transmission line, which route would be constructed to a new 
substation near Troutdale, Oregon, and which substation site near Castle Rock, 
Washington would be constructed at the north end of the line. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA allow for the 
designation of other federal, state, and local agencies and Indian Tribes as cooperating agencies 
for an EIS where appropriate. 

The Corps is a cooperating agency in this process. The Corps' role is primarily to implement the 
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act (33 CFR) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor 
Act of 1899 (33 U.S. C. 403). This role includes reviewing and making permit decisions on 
proposals, such as this project, that may require discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the U.S., and work within navigable waters of the U.S. The Corps assists with identification of 
appropriate mitigation under these statutes. The Corps will use the EIS to help meet the 
requirements for the ongoing Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(l) alternatives analysis process. 
Under the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines developed by the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
Corps may only permit discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. that 
represent the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative, so long as the alternative 
does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences (see Section 27.10, Clean 
Water Act). 

In furtherance of existing cooperative agreements between BPA and the states of Washington 
and Oregon, the Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and the Oregon 
Department of Energy (ODOE) are participating in preparation ofthis EIS as cooperating 
agencies under NEPA. Among other things, these state agencies are assisting BPA in the 
environmental evaluation oftransmission line routes, developing possible mitigation measures, 
and identifying state interests that should be addressed in the EIS. 

Clark and Cowlitz counties are also cooperating agencies in this process. They are providing 
knowledge, information, and expertise to BPA about their respective jurisdictions. 

1.5.2 Other Agencies That May Use this EIS 

Chapter 27 of this EIS identifies other federal agencies that may have permitting, review, or 
other approval responsibilities related to certain aspects of the project. Certain state, regional, 
and local agencies also may use all or part of this EIS to fulfill their applicable environmental 
review requirements for any actions they may need to take for the proposed project (see 
Chapter 27, Consultation, Review, and Permit Requirements; Chapter 28, Consistency with State 
Substantive Standards; and Appendix A, Washington Department of Natural Resources Lands 
Analysis). 

1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Draft E/5 1-11 
November 2012 

UM 1535- RESPONSE OF PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC TO GRAYS HARBOR REQUEST- ATTACHMENT K 



UM 1535- RESPONSE OF PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC TO GRAYS HARBOR REQUEST- ATTACHMENT K 
Chapter 1 Purpose of and Need for Action 

Before Washington state agencies can take action to authorize use of state-managed lands or 
issue permits, they must comply with the requirements of the Washington State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA), Chapter 43.21C Revised Code of Washington (RCW). BPA is coordinating with 
the state of Washington so that environmental issues relevant to the Washington state agencies 
and their SEPA needs are addressed to the fullest extent practicable in BPA's NEPA process. 
These agencies will use relevant information from this EIS to help fulfill their SEPA requirements 
for their actions related to the project. 

Oregon does not have a similar SEPA process, but ODOE and other agencies will review the EIS 
to ensure that their relevant environmental issues are addressed in the EIS. 

1.6 Public Involvement and Major Issues 

Early in the development of this EIS, BPA solicited comments from the public; Tribes; federal, 
state, regional, and local agencies; interest groups; and others to help determine what issues 
should be studied in this EIS. Because these issues help define the scope ofthe EIS, this process 
is called "scoping." As the 1-5 project has developed, there have been many opportunities for 
public involvement and participation to continue. 

1.6.1 EIS Scoping Outreach 

During the scoping period for the EIS, BPA used several ways to request comments. 

BPA published a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the project in the Federal Register in 
October 2009 (74 Federal Register 52482, October 13, 2009). The scoping period was originally 
scheduled to close November 23, 2009. On November 18, 2009, in response to requests for 
more time to submit comments, BPA extended the comment period to December 14, 2009. 

BPA notified more than 9,500 landowners within a 500-foot (either side of existing BPA rights­
of-way) to 1-mile buffer or study area (greater in some areas) under consideration by BPA 
engineers for siting a new transmission line, substations, and access roads. BPA also notified 
other interested individuals, Tribes, elected officials, organizations, and agencies. The 
notification packet included a letter announcing the project and scoping period, a project fact 
sheet, project map, comment form, and return envelope. A separate letter and Permission to 
Enter Property (PEP) form was sent to landowners with property within the notification buffers 
described above. BPA also posted information, including interactive maps, on the project 
website: http://www.bpa.gov/go/i5. The website also had an electronic comment form 
allowing the public to submit comments online. 

BPA sent a press release to local media, and placed paid ads in the following newspapers about 
the scoping period and public scoping meetings: 

• Battle Ground Reflector- October 13 and October 18, 2009 

• Camas-Washougal Post-Record- October 13 and October 21, 2009 

• The Columbian- October 14, October 18 and October 26, 2009 

• Gresham Outlook- October 14 and October 28, 2009 
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• Longview Daily News- October 13 and October 18, 2009 

• The Oregonian- October 14 and October 28, 2009 

BPA invited comments through a variety of methods, including online, through a dedicated voice 
messaging system, comment forms mailed or faxed, and written and verbal comments collected 
at the public scoping meetings. BPA posted all comments it received on the project website. 

1.6.2 Public Scoping Meetings 

BPA held a series of six open house-style public scoping meetings at six different locations {see 
Table 1-1). 

Table 1-1 Public Seeping Meetings 

Meeting 
Meeting Date Meeting Location Attendance 1 

October 27, 2009 Amboy, WA 547 

October 28, 2009 Vancouver, WA- Clark College 465 

October 29, 2009 Longview, WA 614 

November 3, 2009 Camas, WA 480 

November 5, 2009 Gresham, OR 47 

November 7, 2009 Vancouver, WA- Hazel Dell 344 

Note: 
1. This column reflects the number of people who signed the meeting sign-in form. Some members 
of the public declined to sign the form. 

Each meeting featured eight stations with topic-specific project information and BPA staff 
available to answer questions. Maps were available to help landowners locate their property in 
relation to the notification buffers and multiple transmission line route segments that BPA had 
identified as part of the buffers. BPA staff recorded verbal public comments in their notes and 
also on flip charts positioned at each station. A comment station also provided members of the 
public an opportunity to complete a comment form. 

1.6.3 EIS Scoping Comment Summary 

Over 2,500 people attended the public scoping meetings. Each meeting was summarized, and 
meeting summaries were posted to the project website the next work day after each meeting. 
People expressed opinions about a wide range of issues for BPA to consider, including the 
following: 

• Project purpose and need 

• Project decision-making process 

• Public involvement 

• Regulatory obligations, coordination, and documentation 

• Draft EIS approach and content 

• Transmission tower, substation, and line design and transmission rights-of-way 
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• Undergrounding lines 

• Transmission technology 

• Transmission line and access road construction 

• Access road siting and rights-of-way 

• Nuisance, safety, and maintenance issues 

• Project monitoring and mitigation 

• Route segments and alternatives 

• Threatened, endangered, and sensitive plant and animal species, and wildlife and 
wildlife habitat 

• Socioeconomics, including cost to landowners, eminent domain and compensation, and 
environmental justice 

• Quality of life issues 

• Health and safety including noise and electric and magnetic field (EMF) effects 

• Aesthetics 

• Cumulative impacts 

• Existing and planned land uses 

• Transportation 

• Recreation 

• Mining 

• Surface and ground water resources, wetlands, and floodplains 

• Native and non-native vegetation 

• Air quality and climate 

• Cultural and historic resources 

• Geology and soils 

This is a partial list of issues identified from the comments received. All comments received 
were logged in and forwarded to resource specialists to consider when preparing their 
environmental impact analyses for the EIS, and to engineers to consider as they continued 
working on the preliminary project design. 

Over 3,000 communications and over 7,000 individual comments were received during the 
scoping period. A summary of the comments received during the scoping period is available on 
the project website: http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/i-5-eis/documents/l-5 ScopingSummary.pdf. 

BPA continued to take comments on the project after the scoping period ended and will take 
comments throughout the environmental process. Additional summaries of comments received 
after the scoping period ended are available on the project website. 
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1.6.4 Post-Scoping BPA Public Meetings 

In August and September, 2010, BPA hosted additional public meetings to present updated 
project information (see Table 1-2): 

Table 1-2 Post-Scoping Public Meetings 

Meeting 
Meeting Date Meeting Location Attendance 1 

August 30, 2010 Castle Rock, WA 225 

August 31, 2010 Vancouver, WA- Skyview High School 110 

September 8, 2010 Amboy, WA 275 

September 12, 2010 Camas, WA 130 

Note: 
1. This column reflects the number of people who signed the meeting sign-in form. Some members 
of the public declined to sign the form. 

BPA sent a press release to local media, and placed paid ads in the following newspapers about 
the meetings: 

• Battle Ground Reflector- August 25, September 1, and September 8, 2010 

• Camas-Washougal Post-Record- August 24, August 31, and September 7, 2010 

• The Columbian- August 22, August 29, and September 5, 2010 

• Longview Daily News- August 22, August 29, and September 5, 2010 

• The Oregonian- August 22 and September 5, 2010 

BPA also provided project updates and additional opportunities for public input at the following 
listening sessions: 

• On November 3, 2010, BPA hosted a meeting for property owners along a small portion 
of Segment F where additional field work and modifications to the proposed design 
caused the notification buffer to be expanded in this area. Expansion ofthe notification 
buffer involved 29 new land parcels. Twenty-three people attended this meeting. 

• On December 8, 2011, BPA presented a brief project update and took public comment 
at the Battle Ground Community Center. About 300 people attended this meeting. 
Thirty-seven people provided verbal comment. 

1.6.5 Post Scoping Outreach and Public Comments 
In addition to BPA's public meetings, BPA staff attended meetings organized by elected officials, 
neighborhood groups, community organizations, and others. BPA staff also held meetings with 
federal, state and local agencies; representatives of Tribes with interests in the area; and other 
interested parties and individuals. From the scoping period until the release of the draft EIS, 
BPA continued to update the project website with new information and interactive maps; 
mailed out frequent project updates and posted them on the website; attended local service 
club, civic group and neighborhood meetings as requested (or as resources allowed); provided 
information at local farmers' markets, fairs, community events, and local libraries; and 
continued to collect comments (see inset box). All BPA's post-scoping public outreach materials 
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for the proposed project are available on the project website: 
http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/i-5eis/documents/cfm. 

Comments received from the close of the scoping period to the release of the draft EIS are 
contained in supplemental comment reports posted on the project website. The issues included 
in these comments are similar to those received during scoping (see Section 1.6.3, EIS Scoping 
Comment Summary). These comments were also used by BPA staff in their engineering and 
environmental work. 

1. 7 Issues Outside the Scope of the 1-5 Project 
or this EIS 

Most issues raised during the scoping process are considered to be within the scope of the 
project and are addressed in this EIS. However, a few issues are considered to be either beyond 
the scope of this EIS or are outside the scope of the project. Issues outside the scope of this EIS 
are not addressed further in this EIS. Issues outside the scope ofthe project are not considered 
in the evaluation of the project itself, but may be further addressed in other EIS chapters (e.g., 
Chapter 26, Cumulative Impacts). 

1.7.1 Regional Generation Development 

Some comments received during scoping asked that BPA undertake a programmatic review of 
all energy generation projects, including new and proposed wind development that may occur 
throughout the region related to any increased capacity on BPA's transmission system. 
Generation projects are not proposed, constructed, or operated by BPA. Instead they are 
proposed and undertaken by private entities and their siting and development is controlled by 
state or local jurisdictions and other regulating entities. BPA's role is typically limited to 
deciding whether to interconnect these proposed projects, in compliance with its OATI, after an 
evaluation ofthe environmental effects ofthe proposed interconnection is done under NEPA. 
As a result, BPA does not have a region-wide program or plan related to wind or other 
generation projects, and does not dictate or direct where these projects are proposed. 

Furthermore, decisions by BPA on whether to interconnect a particular proposed generation 
project to its transmission system are made independently of a decision on whether to 
construct the project. More specifically, a decision to interconnect any generation project is not 
dependent on construction of this transmission line. This transmission line is being proposed to 
respond to increasing load growth, requests for transmission service from a variety of existing 
and proposed generation sources, as well as from entities seeking to move their electrical power 
from one point to another. These requests are already in BPA's queue for transmission service. 
A decision to proceed with the 1-5 project would not be dependent on decisions related to 
interconnection of any new or proposed generation development projects in the region. 

Therefore, new and proposed generation development projects are not considered to be within 
the scope of the project analyzed in this EIS. However, to the extent that the potential 
environmental impacts of any reasonably foreseeable new or proposed generation projects in 
the vicinity ofthe 1-5 project are cumulatively added to the potential environmental impacts of 
the project, these impacts are discussed and considered in the cumulative analysis in this EIS 
(see Chapter 26, Cumulative Impacts). 
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Additional Public Participation Opportunities 

Direct mail, email and phone contacts 

The 1-5 project is one of the largest public involvement efforts BPA has undertaken. Since announcing the 
project in 2009, BPA has mailed, emailed, met, and spoken with thousands of interested stakeholders. Our 
mailing list includes more than 11,000 addresses and more than 2,400 email addresses. The project team has 
sent 11 mailings (available on the project website: www.bpa.gov/goto/iS), and hosted 12 public meetings 
attended by more than 4,000 people (see Sections 1.6.2, Public Seeping Meetings, and 1.6.4, Post-Seeping BPA 
Public Meetings). 

Local media 

Regular local media outlets, such as newspapers and TV stations, have helped us share news and inform the 
region about project developments and key issues. On several occasions, BPA contacted the media to share 
elements of the environmental review and other project developments. A BPA representative also was 
interviewed by staff of the website Couv.com and answered questions about the project and its environmental 
review. Couv.com is a local website that focuses on issues affecting Vancouver and Clark County, Washington. 

Developing newsletters 

Using the feedback we received from a survey at our August 2010 public meetings, we learned that most 
people wanted to receive project information through print and email updates. Project staff then developed a 
newsletter to provide updates and address key questions and concerns raised by community members and 
leaders. Between October 2010 and June 2012, BPA mailed seven newsletters that provided new project 
information and schedule updates; results of exploring suggested changes to the project; and contact 
information for questions, comments or summaries of public meetings and comments. 

Public comment helped shape this Draft ElS 

The agency has responded to public comments about this project. We heard many suggestions about 
alternatives for BPA to consider; these are discussed in Chapter 4 (see Section 4.7, Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Detailed Study). Comments also shaped our evaluation of the project's potential affect on 
communities in general, and in specific geographic areas. Because people requested more detail and a web­
based mapping tool, we created an interactive map, available on our website for the public to use to see how 
the project would affect their communities. This and other materials available on the website helped address 
questions from thousands of property owners and interested citizens. 

Additional offers to meet 

Given the level of interest in the project, BPA extended several offers, through meetings and mailings, to attend 
group meetings to discuss the project and answer as many questions as possible. Staff attended meetings with 
local community groups, rotary clubs, cities, counties, neighborhoods and citizen groups. Clark & Cowlitz 
County Farm Forestry Association hosted a meeting in September 2010 to discuss how BPA would address 
access and security issues along newly constructed roads, how BPA would value timber lands, and how future 
crops would be factored into the value calculation. BPA staff attended to answer questions and listen. In 
November 2010, Clark and Cowlitz county commissioners hosted a public meeting to hear why BPA is no longer 
considering options to Pearl Substation in Oregon. BPA Administrator Steve Wright attended and answered a 
wide range of questions. 

Citizen group formation and engagement 

Several citizen groups formed since BPA announced the project. BPA began attending meetings organized by 
groups as early as November 2009. These groups created and maintained their own websites and outreach 
lists, held meetings and rallies, and purchased or posted hundreds of signs throughout Clark and Cowlitz 
counties (including billboard space) to share their views. Members or their boards had opportunities to speak 
with BPA transmission executives and the BPA Administrator about their concerns and ideas. BPA attended and 
spoke at more than 14 meetings, rallies or community events hosted or organized by citizens. The largest was 
held at Prairie High School in Battle Ground (between 800 and 1,000 participants). We also attended meetings 
at other schools, libraries and fire stations. 

We will continue our public involvement efforts throughout the life of the project. 
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1.7.2 Regional Transmission Development 

Some comments received during scoping asked that BPA undertake a programmatic review of 
all of its proposed transmission infrastructure projects in the region. Transmission 
infrastructure projects are proposed by BPA on a project-specific basis when needed to address 
various transmission reliability and service issues on portions of BPA's transmission system. 
Increases in capacity that may occur on BPA's existing transmission system from proposed BPA 
improvements would be in response to existing requests for transmission service, rather than 
designed to provide significant additional, unsubscribed capacity. While there may be synergies 
among the various proposed BPA transmission infrastructure projects in the region, no project is 
wholly dependent on any other project for its viability or success. Other proposed BPA 
transmission infrastructure projects in the region are therefore outside oft he scope of the 
1-5 project. Nonetheless, any reasonably foreseeable transmission infrastructure projects with 
cumulatively additive environmental impacts to the 1-5 project are discussed and considered in 
the cumulative analysis in this EIS {see Chapter 26, Cumulative Impacts). 

1.8 Organization of this EIS 

The remainder ofthis EIS is organized as follows: 

• Chapter 2 describes how BPA system planners, engineers and other specialists 
developed potential routes for the transmission line and sites for the new substations. 
It includes a summary of the route segments that make up the action alternatives. 

• Chapter 3 describes the transmission components that make up the project, and 
construction and maintenance requirements. It also includes mitigation measures that 
are included as part of the project. 

• Chapter 4 describes the action alternatives, the No Action Alternative, and alternatives 
eliminated from detailed consideration. 

• Chapters 5 through25 describe, for each resource, the existing environment that could 
be affected by the project, environmental consequences of the action alternatives and 
the No Action Alternative, and mitigation measures that could be used to minimize 
impacts to resources. 

• Chapter 26 discusses cumulative impacts. 

• Chapter 27 discusses the permits and other approvals that must be obtained to 
implement the project. 

• Chapter 28 discusses the project's consistency with state substantive standards. 

• Chapters 29 through 32 list the references used, individuals who helped prepare the EIS, 
the individuals, agencies, and organizations notified ofthe availability ofthis EIS, and a 
glossary. 

• Chapter 33 contains the document index. 

• Supporting technical information is provided in appendices or referenced on the project 
website: http://www.bpa.gov/go/i5. 
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