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Idaho Power Company (IPC) does not object to the intervention of Move Idaho

Power (MIP) but does wish to preclude from LC 50 any discussion of proposed routes

for its proposed Boardman-Hemingway transmission line. But such discussion cannot

lawfully be excluded from a process examining a utility’s proposed Integrated

Resource Plan (IRP).

Under the Commission’s integrated resource planning adopted guidelines:

c. The primary goal must be the selection of a portfolio of resources with
the best combination of expected costs and associated risks and
uncertainties for the utility and its customers.

OPUC Order No. 07-047, Appendix A, pp. 1-2. The term "resources" includes

transmission lines. Utilities are required to "compare different * * * locations" of

resources in their portfolio risk modeling and must "identify in the plans any additional

sources of risk and uncertainty." Id., p. 1. The plan must also identify "environmental

compliance costs" and "any barriers to implementation." Id., p. 5.

The specific route of a transmission line can significantly affect its cost-

effectiveness (or "best cost/risk" analysis), its risks and uncertainties, its environmental

compliance costs, and its barriers to implementation. For example, say Route A

follows existing transportation corridors and does not cross any areas of wildlife

habitat. Route B, however, crosses habitat areas for wildlife, included protected
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species, and also impairs views from a national interpretative center specifically

intended to provide views of historical artifacts.

These two routes will have different costs and risks. In addition to the cost of

construction, Route B will have the added costs to the public of destroying wildlife

habitat and historical views. Route A may be cost-effective, while Route B is not.

Thus, the cost-effectiveness of a proposed transmission line may be determined by its

routing. And the utility is required to "compare different * * * locations." Guideline

1.a., Adopted IRP Guidelines.

The same is true for the other mandatory integrated resource plan criteria.

Route A in this example would appears to have fewer risks and uncertainties, as it is

less likely to engender dedicated public opposition and attendant litigation. Route B

would appear to have higher environmental compliance costs, including the cost of

measures to mitigate harm to sage grouse and other species. Route A would have

fewer "barriers to implementation."

Thus, it is perfectly appropriate for participants in LC 50 to present evidence

about the economic and environmental impacts of various transmission line routes and

to argue that the inclusion of certain routes would preclude the IPC plan from

representing "the best combination of expected costs and associated risks and

uncertainties for the utility and its customers." Precluding such discussion would be

legal error, as would precluding the discussion of Power Plant B in place of Power

Plant A in the IRP.

Further, IPC contends that "EFSC is also required to conduct a public contested

case hearing." But, as noted in the MIP/Peyron Motion for Contested Case Hearing,

the EFSC contested case need not address the need for any facility that is contained
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in the utility’s IRP acknowledged by the OPUC, so the opportunity for the public to

address the drawbacks of the proposed Boardman-Hemingway line will at EFSC be

truncated or non-existent, should IPC prevail in this docket.
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