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I. Susan Geer’s Rebuttal of Michael Ottenlips’ Reply Testimony 1 

 2 

Route segments in Union County 3 

 4 

Background Information 5 

 6 

The Blue Mountains area is known as Segment 2 in the BLM and USFS EISs. Four different routes or 7 

alternatives, plus colocation with the 230kV line, were considered at one level or another, in the federal 8 

documents. They are shown in Figure 1 (Ottenlips). 9 

 10 

Q1. In his Reply testimony, did Mr. Ottenlips accurately summarize the Routes considered in Union 11 

County? 12 

 13 

A1. No.  Mr. Ottenlips provided a misleading reply.  In summarizing his reply, Mr. Ottenlips says, “Idaho 14 

Power considered several potential routes through Union County for the Project, including the Mill 15 

Creek Route, the Morgan Lake Alternative, and the Glass Hill Alternative”. Mr. Ottenlips failed to 16 

mention the “Proposed route”, as well as variation S2-D2. 17 

 18 

The Proposed Route was Idaho Power company’s proposed route in the 2014 BLM DEIS, 2017 BLM FEIS, 19 

and 2018 USFS FEIS. 20 

 21 

 22 

Q2. Why is this omission important? 23 

 24 

A2. Throughout their testimonies, Mr. Ottenlips and Mr. Colburn omit mention of the “Proposed Route”.  25 

They confuse the reader by newly referring to it as “Glass Hill Route”.  This is especially confusing 26 

because there is already a route called Glass Hill Alternative.  Throughout various document related to 27 

B2H, the words “route” and “alternative” are used interchangeably.  For example, in the quote from Mr. 28 

Ottenlips above, he names “Mill Creek Route”, yet in his Figure 1 provided below, it is “Mill Creek 29 

Alternative”. 30 

 31 
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 1 
Q3. Mr. Ottenlips says he performed a desktop analysis of the Mill Creek Route, the Morgan Lake 2 

Alternative, and the Glass Hill Alternative.  Does he give any reason for omitting the Proposed route in 3 

the BLM FEIS, which he now terms Glass Hill Route?  4 

A3. No, Mr. Ottenlips gives no explanation for this omission. 5 

 6 

Q4. Why would Idaho Power’s Proposed Route from federal agency EISs be omitted from the desktop 7 

analysis and from mention? 8 

A4. It appears that Idaho Power made a deal with landowner Brad Allen who proposed the Morgan Lake 9 

alternative. 10 

 11 

Impacts from the Morgan Lake Alternative 12 

Background Information 13 

Morgan Lake Alternative is now Idaho Power’s preferred route in Union County.  It is the most 14 

environmentally impactful route, running within feet of Morgan Lake City Park and bisects Glass Hill 15 

Natural Area.  Of particular concern are two pristine wetlands on opposite ends of the route, Twin Lake 16 

and Winn Meadow.  17 

Q1. In Opening testimony, you express concern for Twin Lake and its surrounding wetlands. When asked 18 

how Morgan Lake Alternative would impact Twin Lake, how does Mr. Ottenlips respond? 19 
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A1. Mr. Ottenlips states that “No. No Project component is located within Morgan Lake Park, and as a 1 

result no component of the Morgan Lake Alternative will directly impact Twin Lake.”  This is a mis-2 

leading response. When I visited Twin Lake in 2021 and observed survey markers presumably placed 3 

there by Idaho Power/Tetra Tech, they were within the City Park boundary.  Perhaps Ottenlips or the 4 

survey team was confused, because there is a fence line cutting diagonally across this corner of the park 5 

boundary, where it is adjacent to John Williams property.  Mr. Williams can attest to the fact that in this 6 

case, the fence line is not the property line. The fence line was placed up in the rocks by Mr. Williams, 7 

presumably to avoid the wet hillside and allow his cattle to drink from the spring. There is an occurrence 8 

of the rare plant Trifolium douglasii, Douglas clover.  There may also be rare sedges. 9 

Mr. Ottenlips uses the term “directly impact”.  With his background in NEPA, we can assume he knows 10 

that terminology. In NEPA, a “direct” impact is immediate.  For example, bulldozing the wetland plants 11 

would be a direct impact. In addition to these “direct” impacts, the proximity of the project to Twin Lake 12 

wetlands would have profound indirect and cumulative impacts.  The obvious indirect impacts would be 13 

introduction of invasive species, disruption to the wildlife due to noise and corona, the “barrier” effect 14 

wherein wildlife are hesitant to cross a de-forested area, and increased mortality to the birds and bats 15 

which are found at Twin Lake in higher density than anywhere else in the surrounding area.  16 

If we assume that the project boundary would instead stop at the property line, the Twin Lake wetlands 17 

would still be impacted.  The project would be about 125 feet from the lake itself.  This southwest side 18 

of the lake has a rocky rim above the lake with dense mature trees and shrubs that provide nesting 19 

habitat for numerous bird species, including the bald eagle, among others.  A steep slope drops to the 20 

southwest, and this is where the B2H project proposes to construct.  The hillside is wet, with a spring 21 

emerging.  It has various habitats because it is a combination of rocky spots and wet moist areas of both 22 

obligate and facultative wetland plant species.   23 

Wetlands are defined by the presence of wetlands plants.  In the National Wetland Plant List 1 , used to 24 

define wetlands, obligate plants are those which always occur in wetland soils and facultative-wet plants 25 

nearly always occur in wetland soils.   26 

Note that Mr. Ottenlips did not survey the project area boundary adjacent to Twin Lake himself.  The 27 

entire basis for his assertion that the Morgan Lake alternative would not impact Twin Lakes Wetland is 28 

that it would not be located within the Park boundary. 29 

 30 

Q2. Does Mr. Ottenlips make any other statements about wildlife at Twin Lake?  31 

A2. Yes.  Mr. Ottenlips points out that “The site certificate for the Project requires the Company to 32 

comply with specific temporal and spatial restrictions during construction which will ensure that 33 

construction of the Project does not disturb nesting bald eagles”.  Whil e I am glad to hear that Idaho 34 

Power does not intend to disturb nesting eagles during construction, this does nothing to alleviate the 35 

increased chances for mortality with the proximity of the power line, nor the disturbance from ongoing 36 

noise and corona the line would bring.  Mr. Ottenlips makes mention of no other wildlife. Columbia 37 

spotted frogs and sandhill cranes found there are both Oregon Sensitive species in the Oregon 38 

                                                                 
1 U.S. Army Core of Engineers. 2023 National Wetland Plant List  
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Conservation strategy, as well as being Federal Species of Concern with the USFWS.  Mr. Ottenlips does  1 

not mention these species at all, presumably because he did no surveys.  2 

 3 

Q3. In addition to Twin Lake, Winn Meadow is a wet meadow of great concern.  What does Mr. 4 

Ottenlips say about it? 5 

A3. Mr. Ottenlips surveyed the project route, which is adjacent to but not actually in “the NWI-mapped 6 

wetland feature at Winn meadow”.  He claims that the Project would not impact Winn meadow because 7 

“no Project component is within the NWI-mapped wetland feature”.  8 

 9 

Q4. What problems do you have with Mr. Ottenlips statement? 10 

A4. First, 37-acre Winn meadows is not solely defined by the NWI-mapped feature shown in Ottenlips 11 

Figure 2 on the next page.  The mapped feature is approximate. Wetlands are defined by indicator 12 

plants.  Obligate wetlands plants extend beyond that boundary.  More importantly, here again Mr. 13 

Ottenlips’ answer is only true of direct impacts i.e.  ground disturbance. The “improvement” of the 50-14 

year-old logging road at the headwaters of Sheep Creek/ north end of Winn meadow could we ll change 15 

the hydrology of that area, creating serious indirect impacts; these impacts extend to introduction and 16 

increased movement of invasive species along the road and into the meadow.  The “improved” road 17 

could attract trespass vehicles to go “mudding” in the meadow.   18 

Glass Hill State Natural Area is part of Oregon’s Natural Areas program, The Oregon Legislature 19 

established the Oregon Natural Areas Program in 1979 to protect high quality native ecosystems and 20 

rare plant and animal species.  Clearcutting a 250-foot-wide swath through the forest east of Winn 21 

meadows and only 100 to 200 feet away would change the character of the entire area and introduce 22 

numerous indirect and cumulative impacts. One is the barrier effect, prohibiting movement for wildlife 23 

such as pine martens which will not cross a non-forested area.  Complete and permanent elimination of 24 

forest canopy would cause a shift in the plant community.  Currently that area is a cool mesic forest 25 

dominated by lodgepole pine and grand fir with an understory of grouse huckleberry and twinflower, 26 

with an array of forest wildlife living there.  It is likely such a drastic shift in conditions would promote 27 

large stands of invasives.  28 

Mr. Ottenlips focuses only on the mapped wetland feature at Winn meadows, presumably because he is 29 

only doing a desktop exercise in GIS. This focus does a great disservice to the integrity of Glass Hill State 30 

Natural Area, where native plants and animals have been undisturbed for well over 20 years.  AS I point 31 

out in my Opening Testimony, Dr. Rice acquired the property solely as a preserve for native plant 32 

communities and native animals, and Winn meadow has been under conservation easement since 2001.   33 

 34 

Q5. Mr. Ottenlips says that Idaho Power has conducted no surveys of the Glass Hill Alternative and he 35 

does not mention surveys of any route other than the Morgan Lake Alternative.  Instead he compares 36 

Morgan Lake alternative to Glass Hill Alternative in a “desk-top analysis”, represented in his Table 1.  37 

What is your opinion of this? 38 
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A5. Due to over 20 years of undisturbed nurturing by Dr. Rice, the quality of habitat in the Glass Hill 1 

Natural Area is extremely high.  It is possibly the best example of an intact montane 2 moist meadow in 2 

eastern Oregon.  Mr. Ottenlips’ cursory desktop analysis has no mention of the quality of this areas 3 

features. 4 

 5 

 6 

 7 

II. Susan Geer’s Rebuttal of Mitch Colburn’s Reply Testimony 8 

                                                                 
2 of, relating to, growing in, or being the biogeographic zone of relatively moist cool upland slopes 

below timberline dominated by large coniferous trees -Merriam-Webster Dictionary 2023. https://www.merriam-

webster.com/about-us 

 

https://www.merriam-webster.com/about-us
https://www.merriam-webster.com/about-us
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 1 

 2 

 3 

UNION COUNTY SITING 4 

 5 

Q1 In his Reply testimony, with regards to B2H Mr. Colburn states  6 

“Throughout that process Idaho Power has worked with agencies and stakeholders to route the Project 7 

in a manner that minimizes impacts and takes into consideration the various constraints located 8 

throughout the proposed Project area and sought to balance the myriad interests in siting 9 

the Project” (Idaho Power/600 Colburn/2).  Do you agree? 10 

 11 

A1 No.  Certainly, it has been a long process with myriad interests.  I am most familiar with the situation 12 

in Union County so that is what I can comment on.  It is clear to me that regarding those routes, Idaho 13 

Power put the interests of a single landowner above all else, and that in their application to EFSC, Idaho 14 

Power artificially limited the routes that were under consideration to produce the outcome that would 15 

most benefit that person. My expert witness Michael McAllister’s Rebuttal testimony firmly establishes 16 

that.  17 

 18 

Q2 Speaking of the NEPA process, Mr. Colburn says (Idaho Power 600/Colburn 36):  19 

 20 

Idaho Power proposed two routes in the vicinity of La Grande: (1) a variation  21 

of the Morgan Lake Alternative, which was considered the “Proposed Route” for BLM and  22 

NEPA purposes; and (2) the Glass Hill Alternative. Those were the two routes considered 23 

in BLM’s 2014 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”), as shown in Figure 11,  24 

below.  25 

(Note: this apparently refers to Figure 4 on the next page) 26 
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  1 
 2 

 3 

What is you impression of this description? 4 

 5 

A2 Mr. Colburn is inaccurately calling the Morgan Lake Alternative a “variation of the Proposed route”.  6 

The name Morgan Lake Alternative had not been used yet.  In fact, at that time, the Proposed Route was 7 

thought to be too close to Morgan Lake Park; the BLM points to one benefit of the Glass Hill Alternative 8 

as being further away from Morgan Lake Park than the Proposed Route.   9 

 10 

 11 

Q3 Describing the Glass Hill Alternative, Mr. Colburn (Idaho Power 600/Colburn 38) says  12 

 13 

Glass Hill Alternative was confronted with substantial backlash from the affected 14 

landowners and other interested parties, some of whom formed the Glass Hill Coalition  15 

specifically to challenge that route. The CTUIR also expressed disfavor for the Glass Hill  16 

Alternative due to impacts to cultural resources, stating: “The proposed route should be 17 

selected rather than the Glass Hill Alternative. Both alternatives will  have impacts, but the 18 

proposed route introduces fewer new effects. “Union County, on the other hand,  19 

requested that the Project be located as close to the existing 230-kV line as possible. 20 

These parties voiced their concerns in their comments on the Draft EIS 21 

 22 

Do you agree with his description? 23 

 24 
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A3 No. I was not part of the Glass Hill Coalition, and it was always a big mystery who was.  I do not 1 

believe the Glass Hill Coalition formed specifically to challenge the Glass Hill Alternative. The landowners 2 

I know on Glass Hill wanted the B2H completely off Glass Hill and nowhere near Morgan Lake. A few 3 

Glass Hill landowners held a meeting on February 28, 2015 at the old bus station, to raise support for a 4 

route following the existing 230kV line.  Exhibit 2 is a handout circulated at that meeting.  I understand 5 

there was also a petition circulated for that cause. I was not there, but my ex pert witness, Michael 6 

McAllister attended and will address routes in a Rebuttal of Colburn.  Also, it is my understanding that 7 

the Union County Advisory Committee did not form until after the Draft EIS came out.  8 

 9 

 10 

Q4 Mr. Colburn again calls the Proposed Route at the time of the BLM DEIS, “a variation of the Morgan 11 

Lake Alternative” (Colburn 38). Why do you suppose he does?  12 

 13 

A4 It appears to be a distraction technique and obfuscation as part of Idaho Power’s plan  14 

 15 

 16 

Q5 Still on the same page, Mr. Colburn states, “Following the Draft EIS and prior to BLM issuing its final 17 

decision, BLM released a map of the alternative routes BLM developed in response to the comments 18 

received on the Draft EIS. Those new routes included the Morgan Lake Alternative and the Mi ll Creek 19 

Alternative:” 20 

 21 

What do you think of this statement? 22 

 23 

A5 Mr. Colburn is wrong.  The BLM did not develop either of those routes.  The landowner Brad Allen 24 

gave the “idea” for the Morgan Lake Alternative to Idaho Power.  Union County Planner Scott Hartell, 25 

urged by the County B2H Committee and under the direction of County Commissioners,  came up with 26 

the Mill Creek Alternative.  My expert witness Michael McAllister knows more and will address this.  27 

 28 

 29 

Q6 What do you think of Figure 5 from Idaho Power 600/Colburn 39 (below)? 30 
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 1 
 2 

 3 

 4 

A6 I find it confusing that the DEIS Proposed Route is labeled “Glass Hill Route” while there is also “Glass 5 

Hill Alternative”.  In the Oregon Supreme Court case, the lawyer for Idaho Power also found it confusing, 6 

or perhaps was causing confusion by referring to the “Glass Hill route” when to me it was obvious that 7 

she meant what is labeled in this figure as Glass Hill Alternative.  If we are confused after years of 8 

involvement in the process, most people are likely even more confused than we are. 9 

 10 

Q7 Speaking of the EFSC application, Mr. Colburn (Idaho Power 600/ Colburn 40) says  11 

  12 

Idaho Power decided not to pursue the Glass Hill Alternative based on the strong opposition of the Glass Hill 13 

Coalition, the CTUIR’s preference for the “Proposed Route,” and BLM’s indication in the Draft EIS that the 14 

“Proposed Route” was preferable to the Glass Hill Alternative. Instead, Idaho Power chose to pursue the 15 

Morgan Lake Alternative and the Mill  Creek Alternative. The Company pursued the Mor gan Lake Alternative 16 

because it was similar to the “Proposed Route” for which BLM had indicated a preference, while 17 

minimizing impacts to one of the affected landowners. 18 

 19 

Please comment. 20 

A7 The “Glass Hill Coalition” was at one point in time (February 28, 2015) a group of people who signed 21 

a petition to put the route on the existing 230 kV line.  There appears to be no further action or 22 

organization as a group beyond that date.   My expert witness Michael McAllister has more information 23 

to share on the topic. I am mystified by Idaho Power’s placing so much importance on it, given the 24 

hundreds of other comments on the Draft EIS. The only legitimate reason Mr. Colburn gives for Idaho 25 

Power not pursuing the Glass Hill Alternative is the CTUIR preference for the  Proposed Route.    “The 26 

Company pursued the Morgan Lake Alternative because it was similar to the Proposed Route” is a 27 

complete invention. The Morgan Lake Alternative is significantly closer to town, right up against the City 28 
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Park and impacting a State Natural Area beloved by many.  Idaho Power thinks that is outweighed by 1 

“minimizing the impacts to one affected landowner”? 2 

 3 

Q8 Next, Mr. Colburn explains on the same page (Idaho Power 600/ Colburn 40): 4 

Idaho Power ultimately chose to pursue the Morgan Lake Alternative in its Petition for a Certificate of Public 5 

Convenience and Necessity based on feedback received from the local governmental entities, the City of La 6 

Grande and Union County, which stated a preference for the Morgan Lake Alternative over the Mi ll  Creek 7 

Alternative due to the latter’s proximity to the city. Specifically, the La Grande City Council, which represents 8 

more than 13,000 residents who are in close proximity to B2H, stated they object more to the Mill  Creek 9 

Alternative than the Morgan Lake Alternative. 10 

What is your response? 11 

 12 

A8 The Mill Creek Alternative is such a losing proposition, being right at the edge of town, that I find it 13 

hard to believe it got as far as it did.  If it had been introduced earlier in the process I believe it wou ld 14 

have been eliminated after the BLM Draft EIS.  There was no real choice for local governmental entities, 15 

once the reality of the Mill Creek Alternative sank in.  Given only two choices, the had to say Morgan 16 

Lake Alternative.  However, I find it deeply disturbing that the only other choice given by Idaho Power 17 

was Morgan Lake Alternative.  18 

Mayor Clements (Exhibit 118 in Susan Geer’s Opening Testimony), the City Manager and City Council 19 

(Exhibit 2) and ultimately the County and B2H Advisory Committee, all  agreed that the Mill Creek 20 

Alternative and Morgan Lake Alternative were both worse choices than either the original Idaho Power 21 

Proposed Route or the Glass Hill Alternative. 22 

 23 

Q9 With regards to permitting from EFSC, Mr. Colburn says (Idaho Power 600/ Colburn 41), “all three 24 

routes would likely be possible to construct and permittable in accordance with Oregon state law as 25 

determined by EFSC. Indeed, both the Morgan Lake Alternative and the Mill Creek Alternative were 26 

found to comply with EFSC standards and relevant Oregon law as detailed in the Final Order approving 27 

the site certificate for B2H”. 28 

What do you think of that? 29 

A9 Mr. Colburn is speaking of the Mill Creek, the Morgan Lake, and the Glass Hill Alternatives, and for 30 

some reason has again failed to mention the IPC original Proposed Route (aka Glass Hill Route in IPC 31 

Reply testimonies).  While I disagree with the findings of the EFSC in regard to the Morgan Lake 32 

alternative, I also attest that just because an Alternative is permissible under EFSC does not mean that it 33 

is in the public good, and by no means is it in the greatest public good.  Furthermore, the EFSC standards 34 

set a low bar and do not adequately protect the natural resources of Oregon.  This is especially true in 35 

the case of the Morgan Lake Alternative, which is the least environmentally friendly of the four Routes 36 

mentioned.  It is second only to the Mill Creek Alternative in affecting the most people, due t the 37 

popularity of the City Park and the use of the Natural Area by the community.  Although not officially a 38 

park, it is well known that Dr. Rice is generous in encouraging nature-oriented activities and allowing 39 
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non-motorized vehicle recreation.  Dr. Rice is especially concerned with the importance of nature in 1 

mental health.   2 

 3 

Q10 What do you think of Mr Colburn’s statement (Idaho Power 600/ Colburn 43-44)?: 4 

In sum, there were organized landowners groups opposing the three main alternatives  5 

under consideration (Mill Creek, Morgan Lake, and Glass Hill Alternative), and the local  6 

government entities providing input into the process shifted their position along the way 7 

as well. Another key stakeholder, the CTUIR, consistently provided comments opposing 8 

the Glass Hill Alternative. 9 

A10 Colburn’s statement is misleading and over-simplified.  It would be more accurate to say that the 10 

Mill Creek and Morgan Lake Alternatives are the most unpopular, and it is easy to see why.  Mill Creek 11 

Alternative affects the largest number of people, while Morgan Lake affects the second largest number 12 

plus is the least environmentally friendly.  Glass Hill Alternative and the original Proposed Alternative 13 

were of course opposed by the affected landowners. While the CTUIR preferred the Proposed route to 14 

the Glass Hill Alternative, they never got a chance to weigh in on the Mill Creek or Morgan Lake 15 

Alternatives.  Odds are they would prefer the original Proposed route to Morgan Lake Alternative, due 16 

to natural resources. 17 

 18 

RESPONSE TO INTERVENOR COMMENTS 19 

 20 

Q1, Mr. Colburn says (Idaho Power 600/Colburn 45-46) it is not possible to “perform an apples-to-apples 21 

comparison” of the Glass Hill Alternative to Mill Creek or Morgan Lake Alternatives.  He does not 22 

mention the 2014 IPC Proposed Route (called Glass Hill Route on his map) at all. What do you think of 23 

this? 24 

A1 Mr. Colburn says that for the Glass Hill Alternative (and we can only presume the 2014 Proposed 25 

Routein the BLM DEIS) “the analysis was only at the desktop level” compared to “field surveys…where 26 

the landowners had granted Idaho Power right of way” for the Morgan Lake and Mill Creek Alternatives.  27 

The “desk top analysis” Idaho Power performed on Private land is very low -level.  IPC did what it took to 28 

satisfy the bare minimum of the EFSC standards, and those standards set a low bar.  Desk-top analysis 29 

performed by the federal agencies for the EIS’s was more comprehensive, even when it was done years 30 

earlier. 31 

Likewise, the surveys Idaho Power contracted out, at least for vegetation, were to satisfy the bare 32 

minimum of EFSC standards.  Much more comprehensive survey work was done for the Federal portion 33 

of the B2H Project. EFSC standard only requires Applicants to survey for “Oregon T&E species” according 34 

to Oregon Department of Agriculture (ODA).  As I explained in my Contested case with EFSC ( Exhibit 4) 35 

the ODA list is the Federal T&E list from 1987, which has never been updated in over 35 years.  Oregon 36 
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Biodiversity Information Center (ORBIC) is the entity that actively assesses rarity using a ranking system 1 

and maintains a list that is updated every 3 years.  EFSC does not acknowledge the ORBIC list. 2 

 3 

Q2 In attempting to refute assertions in your Opening Testimony, Mr. Colburn (Idaho Power 600/ 4 

Colburn 48) explains the development of the Morgan Lake Alternative, “the Morgan Lake route is a 5 

variation of the route that Idaho Power proposed in the NEPA process—which was referred to as the 6 

“Glass Hill Route” in that process. The Morgan Lake Alternative was introduced in the ASC and analyzed 7 

in the Final EIS. Contrary to Ms. Geer’s assertion, Idaho Power compl ied with all the notice requirements 8 

and provided all necessary copies of its amended ASC, which included the Morgan Lake Alternative”.  9 

What is your response? 10 

A2 Once again, Mr. Colburn is trying to confuse the issue by calling Morgan Lake Alternative a variation 11 

or the original Proposed route.  While it is true the Morgan Lake alternative was “introduced in the 12 

ASC”, to say that it was actually “analyzed” in the final EIS, as compared to the other alternatives, is a 13 

stretch.  The Mill Creek and Morgan Lake alternatives were introduced late in the BLM’s process.  14 

Nonetheless, the BLM recognized that these alternatives were ultimately the least popular and the 15 

Morgan Lake was least environmentally friendly, so they were not the BLM or USFS Preferred or 16 

Environmentally Preferred alternatives. 17 

 18 

RICE GLASS HILL NATURAL AREA 19 

 20 

Q1 In discussing Rice Glass Hill State Natural Area, Mr. Colburn (Idaho Power 600/ Colburn 75) 21 

complains, “Ms. Geer did not inform Idaho Power of the proposal to seek registration or dedicati on for 22 

Rice Glass Hill in the State Natural Areas Program”. Please comment.  23 

A1 The Natural Areas Program did not have a requirement for informing Idaho Power of registration or 24 

dedication.  The program maintains a database and registration list that is continually updated and 25 

available. 26 

 27 

Q2 Regarding plant and animal species and “natural features”, Mr. Colburn states (Idaho Power 600/ 28 

Colburn 78) “ It is not clear where exactly these areas are. However, one location that was discussed in 29 

the registration and dedication processes was Winn Meadow. Ms. Geer also discusses Winn Meadow 30 

specifically in her testimony”. 31 

A2 Mr. Colburn has not studied documents in the EFSC records, including Exhibit 111 and 109 in Susan 32 

Geer’s Opening Testimony.  The Glass Hill Natural Area has elemental occurrences of several Federal 33 

Species of Concern which are concurrently State Sensitive species with ODFW and in the Oregon 34 

Conservation Strategy, as well as being List 1 species with Oregon Biodiversity Information Center 35 

(ORBIC), including Douglas clover, white-headed woodpecker, and Columbia spotted frog.  We also have 36 

a new species of moth found by Dr. Karen Antell and a possible siting of a fisher, a species which has not 37 

been found in the Blue Mountains since the 1960’s.  Given  time to do surveys instead of working on 38 
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contested cases, no doubt more rare species would be found.  An important part of the Natural Areas 1 

program is protecting examples of priority native plant communities, and Glass Hill Natural Area has a 2 

number of these plus unrecognized wetland communities which should be added to the list.  3 

 4 

Q3 Speaking of the most pristine montane meadow in eastern Oregon, Winn meadow (Exhibit 108 in 5 

Susan Geer’s Opening Testimony, Vegetation of Winn Meadow) Mr. Colburn points out (Idaho Power 6 

600/Colburn 78),” The Project is routed near Winn Meadow but no component of the Project is 7 

proposed within the meadow itself. Idaho Power does not propose any construction activities within 8 

Winn Meadow relating to the Project.”  What are your thoughts? 9 

A3 Please refer to my Rebuttal of Ottenlips.  Figure 3 from Ottenlips Reply testimony shows the extent 10 

to which the wet meadow would be surrounded with powerline structures, clearing, tensioning areas, 11 

and roads.  The area occupied by disturbance would be greater than the meadow itself, and at 37 acres 12 

or so, the meadow is a large one.  Furthermore, as I state in my Rebuttal of Ottenlips, clear-cutting 13 

would completely change the site both in visual qualities but also in removal of cover and shad e for 14 

plants and animals.  Numerous indirect and cumulative effects would greatly impact the site and destroy 15 

the qualities that make it such a rare and unique place and the largest occurrence of the rare Douglas 16 

clover in the state of Oregon.   17 

  18 
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OVERVIEW AND ROUTE SEGMENTS 1 

 2 

 3 

 4 

From Idaho Power 600/Colburn 39: 5 

 6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 



Susan Geer/200 

Susan Geer /Page 18 

 1 

 2 

Table 1: Timeline of B2H Routes 3 

Date Name of Route History 

2008 Idaho Power’s  

Original Proposed 

Route,  

newly identified 

as the 

 Glass Hill Route 

by (Colburn) 

Idaho Power in 

2023 

Proposed by Idaho Power. This was the NEPA Agency Preferred 

Alternative in the DEIS (2014), analyzed by the BLM  

2010 Glass Hill 

Alternative  

Developed through Idaho Power’s Public Advisory Team (PAT) process. 

2017 NEPA Agency Preferred and Environmentally preferred 

alternative in the BLM FEIS and USFS FEIS 

2/27/2015 

  

Morgan Lake 

Alternative  

(the current B2H 

Proposed Route) 

Proposed by Idaho Power to accommodate a single large landowner.   

Route not shared with other landowners, the Glass Hill Coalition, or 

the Union County B2H Advisory Committee until late 2015.  Never fully 

analyzed by the BLM/NEPA review process. 

2/28/2015 230 kV Route Proposed by landowners making up the Glass Hill Coalition. The 

objective was to move B2H off Glass Hill entirely. Their proposal sites 

B2H along the existing 230kV line into La Grande where it would turn 

west and follow the old Oregon Trail and Gekeler Lane.   

3/2016 Mill Creek 

Alternative 

Modification of 230 kV route by Union County Planner Scott Hartell, 

by request of Union County Commission, so that the route could be 

situated outside of La Grande city limits.  Subsequently, it was not 

supported by La Grande residents, or Union County Advisory 

Committee because of its impact on the local viewshed just above 

town.  Not fully analyzed by the BLM/NEPA review process. 

 4 
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Q1  Let’s start with some background information on the origin of the Mill Creek and Morgan Lake 1 

Alternatives found in Idaho Power Company’s Application for Site Certifi cate (ASC).  Recall the Glass Hill 2 

Coalition.  Please give us a recap of the formation of that group and the first meeting.  3 

A1 On February 28, 2015 a group of citizens met at the old bus station building in La Grande.  It was 4 

rented by one landowner.   Concerned citizens showed up to discuss the B2H and what they could do 5 

about it. At that meeting there was a handout, Exhibit 2, detailing the reasons the B2H should not be on 6 

Glass Hill and promoting co-location of the B2H on the existing 230kV line.  A petition was circulated 7 

requesting the same thing, for the B2H to be located on the existing 230 kV transmission line route, 8 

which would have brought the B2H into town at the substation behind Oregon Department of Fish and 9 

Wildlife office, where it would turn and follow up slope paralleling south of Gekler Street.  The Glass Hill 10 

Coalition was all about moving the B2H off Glass Hill entirely..  11 

Q2 Following that 2015 meeting and that petition, was any action taken toward establishing a route 12 

on the 230 kV line? 13 

A2 Yes. As a result of that petition, the Union County B2H Advisory Committee was established to 14 

better represent local interest in the siting of the B2H.  The reality of B2H running through town was a 15 

nonstarter for the Committee.  Consequently, the County Commission requested that County Planner 16 

Scott Hartell develop a routing of the 230 kV line that would situate B2H outside of town.  The route was 17 

just on the edge of town. Thus, the Mill Creek Alternative was born. 18 

Q3 The Mill Creek alternative was not in the BLM Draft EIS (2014).  How did it come to be in the FEIS 19 

(2017)? 20 

A3 At Union County’s first B2H Advisory Committee meeting in December 2015 Don Gonzales of 21 

the BLM was present, and Mill Creek Alternative was ushered into the FEIS.  22 

Q4 Was the Glass Hill Coalition active in the B2H Advisory Committee? Did they support the Mill 23 

Creek Alternative once it was further developed by the County Planner? 24 

A4 I believe landowner Brad Allen attended the Committee meeting, but there was no organized 25 

group.  Once the reality of having a huge structure in the viewshed of town sank in, there was little 26 

support for Mill Creek Alternative 27 

Q5 So you are saying the single act of the Glass Hill Coalition as a group was the 2015 petition to 28 

site the line with the 230 kV existing line? 29 

A5 Yes. 30 

Q6 What about the Morgan Lake Alternative? Please tell us about the chain of events that lead to 31 

Mr. Colburn’s assertion that the Morgan Lake Alternative was chosen by Idaho Power because of 32 

landowner input. 33 

A6 The Glass Hill Coalition wanted B2H off Glass Hill and on the 230-kV route.  The Coalition never 34 

had an opportunity to weigh in on the Morgan Lake Alternative as it was known only by the landowner 35 

that proposed the Morgan Lake Alternative and by Idaho Power.  36 

Q7 So “landowner input” to Idaho Power came from a single landowner?  37 
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A7 Yes. A single landowner provided the route to Idaho Power.  Attachment 4 to my Expert Witness 1 

Testimony is a letter from Idaho Power thanking him for his idea.  2 

Q8 Do you have any further comments on the Morgan Lake Alternative? 3 

A8 Yes. This was a clear case of “bait and switch” to achieve an objective.  The result of the switch is 4 

that now the B2H Proposed route (Morgan Lake)  runs down the top of Glass Hill from the Ladd Canyon 5 

north to the Grand Ronde River.  The Glass Hill Alternative, on the other hand,  only crosses Glass Hill for 6 

a relatively short stretch, from Ladd Canyon to Rock Creek.  I have only ever heard of one landowner 7 

that was in favor of the Morgan Lake Route and that is the person that developed it with Idaho Power.  8 

The development of Morgan Lake Alternative would be at the expense of nearly all identifiable 9 

resources as compared to the NEPA Glass Hill Alternative and with a greatly increased risk for wildfire.  10 

Mr. Colburn’s statement that the Morgan Lake Alternative has better road access is not true.  The Glass 11 

Hill Alternative will require less than a mile of new road, where the Morgan Lake Alternative requires 12 

many miles of new roads.  The statement that the Morgan Lake Alternative is topographically less rough 13 

terrain is not true – the Morgan Lake Alternative crossing of Sheep and Rock Creeks is rougher terrain 14 

than that of the Glass Hill Alternative. 15 

 16 

Q9  Mr. Ottenlips and Mr. Colburn both state “Idaho Power considered several pote ntial routes 17 

through Union County for the Project, including the Mill Creek Route, the Morgan Lake Alternative, and 18 

the Glass Hill Alternative”. Do you agree? 19 

A9  It should be recognized here that in the federal portion of the process, Idaho Power also 20 

considered their original Proposed Route as Identified in the BLM’s DEIS.  In Figure 5 of Idaho Power 21 

600/Colburn 39 (above) which is identical to Figure 1 of Idaho Power 600 Ottenlips/4, this original DEIS 22 

Proposed Route is defined in red and is labeled as the Glass Hill Route.  This is noteworthy because the 23 

Reply Testimony of Colburn and Ottenlips is the first time in the life of the B2H project that this route 24 

has been labeled “the Glass Hill Route,” and this is important for clarifications to follow.  25 

Q10 Mr. Ottenlips and Mr. Colburn both state “In Union County, Idaho Power seeks a CPCN for the 26 

Proposed Route as modified by the Morgan Lake Alternative”. What is your response?  27 

A10 This answer puts into motion a clever deception that follows – that the Morgan Lake Alternative 28 

is merely a modification of Idaho Power’s NEPA  Proposed Route, newly identified in these Reply 29 

Testimonies as the “Glass Hill Route”.   30 

Q11 In describing the Siting review process, Mr. Colburn states, “Idaho Power’s siting and alternative 31 

route segments have been evaluated by both the BLM and EFSC in their respective permitting processes. 32 

BLM performed a comparison of alternatives as the lead agency for the federal NEPA review process. In 33 

the EFSC ASC review process, the Oregon Department of Energy (“ODOE”) and EFSC considered the 34 

alternatives proposed by Idaho Power and determined whether those alternatives would meet EFSC’s 35 

standards and comply with applicable Oregon law”. What is your reply?  36 

A11 Mr. Colburn’s statement is deceptive because he makes it sound as if all the alternatives were 37 

considered at all stages of the process.  I want to make it clear, that the BLM (EIS and FEIS) performed a 38 

comparison of only two alternatives in Union County:  39 



Susan Geer/200 

Susan Geer /Page 21 

1) Idaho Power’s Proposed Route, now for the first time, identified in this Testimony as the Glass Hill 1 

Route.  2 

2) Glass Hill Alternative.   3 

It is important that the reader be clear here that the BLM did not evaluate a “Glass Hill Route” per se.  4 

What Mr. Colburn is referring to as the Glass Hill Route was known as Idaho Power’s Proposed Route in 5 

the BLM and USFS FEISs. 6 

 7 

Q12 Mr. Colburn states that his understanding of the BLM’s alternatives analysis under NEPA is that 8 

they “consider the study area for the proposed action and take a “hard look” at impacts associated with 9 

various alternatives.  At the conclusion of the review process, the BLM makes recommendations 10 

regarding the routes evaluated as part of the federal review process.” Do you  agree that this did 11 

happen? 12 

A12 No.  Idaho Power made no alternatives analysis with NEPA’s Glass Hill Alternative as required 13 

under ORS 469.300. 14 

 15 

Q13 Regarding the level of detail in analyses, Mr. Colburn claims that the BLM’s NEPA analysis is 16 

based on desktop data and therefore at a ‘higher level’ than the EFSC analysis where they employed a 17 

“phased approach”.  Mr. Colburn says, “In other words, the EFSC analysis 2 is informed by more field 18 

survey data than the NEPA analysis.” What does this mean? 19 

A13  Referring to the Testimony of Michael Ottenlips, Ottenlips/4, IPC’s botanical field survey of the 20 

Morgan Lake Alternative was conducted on August 16, 2022, less than one month before EFSC granted 21 

Idaho Power a Site Certificate to construct.  Ottenlips surveyed nothing outside of the right of way 22 

corridor.   23 

 When compared to the EFSC analysis, the BLM/USFS NEPA analysis is far more comprehensive 24 

with respect to the factors evaluated in the comparative analysis. This is reflected by Mr. Ottenlips’ 25 

answers regarding comparative analysis.  Mr. Ottenlips’ Testimony clearly defines how Idaho Power’s 26 

analysis is strictly limited to the definitions laid out in EFSC Siting Standards. EFSC Siting standards are 27 

very weak and open to interpretation. Idaho Power’s analysis is also limited to direct effects.  For 28 

example, Mr. Ottenlips claims that because there are no federally listed plants or animals in the 250 ft. 29 

wide clear cut or adjacent access roads that would be “improved” or added, that there are no 30 

detrimental effects to the Glass Hill Natural Area. This claim is preposterous. 31 

Q14  Mr. Colburn claims, “Idaho Power’s objectives when siting the Project were to address 32 

community concerns.”  Do you agree?  33 

A14  No. The record in Union County shows very differently.  Through Idaho Power’s Community 34 

Advisory Process (“CAP”) and their local Project Advisory Team (“PAT”), the Glass Hill Alternative was 35 

developed as a lower impact alternative to Idaho Power’s Proposed Route.  Idaho Power subsequently 36 

analyzed the Glass Hill Alternative in its siting studies.  The Glass Hill Alternative was introduced into 37 
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BLM’s NEPA analysis, and after a “hard look” at impacts associated with various alternatives, the BLM 1 

found the Glass Hill Alternative to be the Agency’s Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  2 

Importantly, the Glass Hill Alternative was not included in Idaho Power’s Application for Site Certificate.  3 

This defies ORS 469.370(13): EFSC will review the Application for Site Certificate (ASC), to the maximum 4 

extent feasible, in a manner that is consistent with and does not duplicate BLM’s review under NEPA.  5 

 6 

Q15  When asked if Idaho Power tried to gain community support for the B2H route, Mr. Colburn 7 

says, “Idaho Power has worked hard to obtain consensus or majority landowner support for the project 8 

where possible”. He then goes on to say, if only landowners would agree “condemnation would not be 9 

necessary.” What is your reply? 10 

A15 Mr. Colburn does not answer this question with respect to gaining community support for the 11 

B2H.  The Union County Community record shows clearly that public interest is in siting B2H on the 12 

NEPA Glass Hill Alternative.  The only reason there is a “preference” for Idaho Power’s Morgan Lake 13 

Alternative is because the people were forced into making a False Choice between Idaho Power’s 14 

Proposed (in the Application for Site Certificate) Mill Creek Alternative and Idaho Power’s Morgan Lake 15 

Alternative.  Union County was denied an opportunity to show favor for the NEPA Glass Hill Alternative 16 

because Idaho Power eliminated it in the Application. 17 

 18 

Q16  With regards to “additional context he would like to provide for the commission”, Mr. Colburn 19 

said, “EFSC and BLM processes unfolded over more than a decade and resulted in the route proposed in 20 

the CPCN.” What is your response? 21 

A16  This statement does not acknowledge the BLM’s NEPA Glass Hill Alternative.   22 

 23 

Q17  Mr. Colburn goes on to state,” Idaho Power acknowledges that the Project will have impacts but 24 

believes that the permitted route minimizes collective impacts to lands, resources, and stakeholders.” 25 

Do you agree? 26 

A17  The Morgan Lake Alternative does not minimize collective impacts to lands, resources, and 27 

stakeholders in Union County.  Such a statement could only be genuinely stated where a comparative 28 

analysis of the impacts (beyond EFSC standards) is made, especially, considering the NEPA 29 

Environmentally Preferred Glass Hill Alternative.  Such a comparative analysis would be consistent with 30 

ORS 469.370(13): EFSC will review the Application for Site Certif icate (ASC), to the maximum extent 31 

feasible, in a manner that is consistent with and does not duplicate BLM’s review under NEPA.  32 

Energy Policy ORS 469.310:    33 

“In the interest of the public health and the welfare of the people of this state, it is the declared public 34 

policy of this state that the siting, construction, and operation of energy facilities shall be accomplished 35 

in a manner consistent with the protection of the public health and safety and in compliance with the 36 

energy policy and air, water, solid waste, land use and other environmental protection policies of this 37 

state.  It is, therefore, the purpose of ORS 469.300 (Definitions) to exercise the jurisdiction of the State of 38 
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Oregon to the maximum extent permitted by the United States Constitution and to establish in 1 

cooperation with the federal government a comprehensive system for the siting, monitoring, and 2 

regulating of the location, construction, and operation of all energy facilities in this state.  3 

An applicant for a site certificate for a facility that is or includes a transmission line or natural gas line 4 

that qualifies as an “energy facility” under ORS 469.300 is required to provide an alternatives analysis of 5 

at least two corridors, or an explanation of why alternative corridors are unlikely to better meet the 6 

applicant’s needs and satisfy the council’s standards in its Notice of Intent”.  7 

Whereas Idaho Power chose to apply for Site Certificate for two routes that were not reviewed under 8 

the Federal NEPA, Idaho Power has an obligation to the people of Oregon to make an alternatives 9 

analysis as a comparative to the NEPA reviewed Glass Hill Alternative. 10 

 11 

 12 

 13 

B2H SITING HISTORY 14 

Q1  Mr. Colburn claims, “For more than a decade the NEPA and EFSC processes have been unfolding 15 

in tandem…” and goes on to say, “Idaho Power provided more detail regarding the proposed route and 16 

alternative route segments with the benefit of field surveys where right-of-entry had been granted and 17 

where surveys had been completed.”  What is your reply? 18 

A1 I point out that most of Idaho Power’s field surveys were not done until after EFSC found Idaho 19 

Power’s Application for Site Certificate to be “complete.”  Mr. Ottenlips’ Testimony states that his field 20 

surveys were just recently conducted on August 16, 2022.  Mr. Ottenlips’ field surveys were extremely 21 

limited. They consisted of searching for noxious weeds and federally listed plant species only in the 22 

Project boundary. There was no consideration of plant community types and their relative ecological 23 

rarity or value. Mr. Ottenlips did not even look for Federal or state species of concern.    24 

 25 

Q2 Mr. Colburn says Idaho Power provided more detail. Would you consider this an analysis?  26 

A2 No. In fact, little was gained in terms of analysis.  Without gathering further classifying the plant 27 

communities and assessing the degree of disturbance or looking for occurrences of rare species (beyond 28 

federally listed) Idaho Power’s surveys do little to inform a real assessment.   29 

 30 

Q3 You have lived in this area for nearly 40 years.  As a landscape ecologist and wildlife biologist 31 

who has explored both routes, what would we find if more detailed surveys were done? 32 

A3 If such data were available; the vegetation data would show the strong contrast in vegetation 33 

communities between Idaho Power’s Morgan Lake Alternative and the NEPA Environmentally Preferred 34 

Glass Hill Alternative.  It is the strong contrast in the predominance of vegetation communities, 35 

comparing these two routes, that best demonstrates the basis for Susan Geer’s Testimony that the 36 

Morgan Lake Alternative is the highest impact route compared to the NEPA Glass Hill Alternative.  It is 37 
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this strong contrast in vegetation community predominance along with soil typing that I did base my 1 

Comparative Analysis upon.  In my comparative analysis, I use the soil types (Soil Survey of Union County 2 

Area Oregon, Soil Conservation Service) and their associated vegetation communities as a Biodiversity 3 

Index.  Along the Morgan Lake Alternative, the higher elevations, ash soils, moist meadows, and mixed 4 

conifer forest ecotypes support much more diverse ecosystems. Whereas the Glass Hill Alternative 5 

drops to lower elevations and basaltic-clay residual soils, where drier grassland ecotypes are 6 

predominant.  The higher elevation Morgan Lake route supports much more rich and complex 7 

ecosystems than does the Glass Hill Alternative.  This is well demonstrated in Figure 2. Project Features 8 

in Proximity to Winn Meadow/NMI Delineated.  Similarly, look at the Project Features in Proximity to 9 

Twin Lake at La Grande’s Morgan Lake Park.  These proximities are among the most diverse ecosystems 10 

along the entire B2H Corridor.  The Glass Hill Alternative impacts nothing close to that of the Morgan 11 

Lake Alternative. 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

REBUTTAL OF RESPONSE TO INTERVENOR COMMENTS 16 

Q1 Mr. Colburn states, “the route proposed in this proceeding has been thoroughly vetted through 17 

the BLM NEPA review process and the EFSC ASC review process, and Idaho Powe r has the authority to 18 

develop the route proposed in this CPCN in each of the requested areas”. Do you agree?  19 

A1 No.  The Morgan Lake Alternative was not vetted through the BLM NEPA review process. It was 20 

mentioned but not fully analyzed. 21 

 22 

Q2 With regards to the Siting process in Union County, Mr. Colburn says, “The Company engaged 23 

with, and solicited feedback from, local communities, agencies, and stakeholders throughout the 24 

decade-plus-long siting process through the CAP, BLM’s NEPA process, EFSC’s site certificate process, 25 

and other opportunities for engagement and communication. Idaho Power considered the feedback 26 

provided by local communities through those processes, along with the siting opportunities and siting 27 

constraints relevant to the particular area. Idaho Power applied that approach to the route alternatives 28 

in Union County as well as elsewhere along the Project.” Do you agree with his description? 29 

A2 No.  Idaho Power’s Morgan Lake Alternative was not developed through either the CAP or the 30 

BLM’s NEPA Process.  Idaho Power did not apply the stated approach to developing the Morgan Lake 31 

Alternative. 32 

 33 

Q3 In describing where Idaho Power originally proposed routes near La Grande, Mr. Colburn says,” 34 

Through the early stages of the NEPA process, and coming out of the CAP, Idaho Power proposed two 35 

routes in the vicinity of La Grande: (1) a variation of the Morgan Lake Alternative, which was considered 36 

the “Proposed Route” for BLM and NEPA purposes; and (2) the Glass Hill Alternative. Those were the 37 
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two routes considered in BLM’s 2014 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”)”. What do you think 1 

of this description? 2 

A3 Here is where the newly labeled Glass Hill Route originates.  The Proposed Route in the FEIS just 3 

became a variation of the Morgan Lake Alternative, and it is about to become the “Glass Hill Route.”  It 4 

is critical that the reader understand this transformation. 5 

 6 

Q4 In discussing the Glass Hill Alternative, Mr. Colburn claims,” The Glass Hill Alternative was 7 

confronted with substantial backlash from the affected landowners and other interested parties, some 8 

of whom formed the Glass Hill Coalition specifically to challenge that route. The CTUIR also expressed 9 

disfavor for the Glass Hill Alternative due to impacts to cultural resources, stating: “The proposed route 10 

should be selected rather than the Glass Hill Alternative. Both alternatives will have impacts, but the 11 

proposed route introduces fewer new effects.” Union County, on the other hand, requested that the 12 

Project be located as close to the existing 230-kV line as possible. These parties voiced their concerns in 13 

their comments on the Draft EIS”. Do you agree with his version of events?  14 

A4 No. I was a signatory to the Glass Hill Coalition. We did not organize specifically to challenge the 15 

Glass Hill Alternative; we were opposed to both: Idaho Power’s Proposed Route and the Glass Hill 16 

Alternative.  It was the Glass Hill Coalition that circulated a petition to have B2H sited along the existing 17 

230-kV line.  My first reply, in 2008, to the Adam Bless at Oregon Department of Energy and to Idaho 18 

Power was “put the transmission line in my front yard, put it on the existing transmission line corridor.”   19 

Only one member of the Glass Hill Coalition knew of the Morgan Lake Alternative at the time he 20 

circulated the coalition’s petition to site B2H on the existing 230-kV route.  Members of the Glass Hill 21 

Coalition did not know about, and never had an opportunity to weigh in on IPC’s new Morgan Lake 22 

Alternative which is even more undesirable and high impact than the Idaho Power’s original Proposed 23 

Route – which Colburn has now labeled Glass Hill Route (see Figure 5. Above from Union County Routes, 24 

Testimony of Mitch Colburn).  Before the State Supreme Court, IPC’s Council refers to the Glass Hill 25 

Alternative as the “Glass Hill Route.”  Colburn has just deemed IPC’s original Proposed Route (2007) to 26 

be the Glass Hill Route. 27 

Q5 How is the Glass Hill Alternative described in the BLM’s FEIS?  28 

A5 Citing from B2H EIS and Proposed LUP Amendments, Chapter 2-Proposed Action Alternatives, 29 

page 2141: 30 

“The Glass Hill Alternative was addressed in the Draft EIS.  The alternative was developed in response to 31 

various considerations of landowners, environmental resources, visual effects, and constructability 32 

expressed during the Community Advisory Process (Idaho Power Company 2012: 10-15) and scoping for 33 

the NEPA process to address concerns regarding proximity of the Applicant’s Proposed Action 34 

Alternative to Ladd Marsh Wildlife Area and concerns about the visibility of the transmission line from La 35 

Grande in Union County”.   36 

 37 

Q6 Do you agree with the BLM’s version of events? 38 
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A6 Yes.  1 

 2 

Q7 Mr. Colburn says that the BLM responded to input about Glass Hill Alternative by identifying, 3 

“the “Proposed Route,” which was a variation of the Morgan Lake Alternative, as BLM’s preliminary 4 

agency-preferred route and preliminary environmentally preferred route.” Do you agree?  5 

A7 No.  At the time of the BLM’s Draft EIS, the Morgan Lake Alternative had not even been 6 

identified.  The Morgan Lake Alternative was presented by Idaho Power in 2015, late in the Final EIS 7 

process.  Therefore, Idaho Power’s Proposed Route could not be, as stated, a variation of the Morgan 8 

Lake Alternative. The inference here is that the Morgan Lake Route was seen by the BLM to be preferred 9 

over the Glass Hill Alternative.   This is a deception.   10 

 11 

Q8 Mr. Colburn goes on to give his version of events:  12 

“Following the Draft EIS and prior to BLM issuing its final decision, BLM released a map of the alternative 13 

routes BLM developed in response to the comments received on the Draft EIS. Those new routes 14 

included the Morgan Lake Alternative and the Mill Creek Alternative:   15 

• The Morgan Lake Alternative was developed in response to a request made by one of the affected 16 

landowners during the BLM's process to locate the route closer to the border of their property rather 17 

than bisecting it. 18 

• The Mill Creek Alternative was developed to locate the line closer to the existing 30 230-kV 19 

transmission line.” 20 

What do you say about this version of events? 21 

A8 To state that the BLM developed the Morgan Lake and Mill Creek Alternatives is also a 22 

deception.  Idaho Power developed the Morgan Lake Alternative in response to one affected landowner.  23 

The Mill Creek Alternative was developed at the request of Union County B2H Advisory Committee in 24 

response to the Glass Hill Coalition request to site B2H on the existing 230-kV line.  The Committee then 25 

unanimously requested that the BLM conduct a Supplemental EIS review of both the Morgan Lake 26 

Alternative, and the Mill Creek Alternative.  27 

 28 

Q9 While the Union County Advisory Committee was petitioning the BLM, what was happening with 29 

the EFSC process?  Had it started? 30 

A9 It was at this time that Idaho Power moved to file their Application for Site Certificate with EFSC.  31 

 32 

Q10 Were you still a supporter of the alignment with the 230kV line? 33 

A10 No. Once that proposal was mapped, it became obvious it was too close to town and would 34 

impact too many residences and the view-shed in town. 35 
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 1 

Q11 Do you have a summary statement?  2 

A11 Yes. At the EFSC Appeal, at the State Supreme Court, and now before the PUC Appeal, I have 3 

introduced the evidence that demonstrates that IPC’s Application for Site Certificate is a categorical 4 

misrepresentation of fact with regard to the NEPA Agency Preferred Alternative.  Now in Mr. Colburn’s 5 

testimony, he is presenting IPC’s original Proposed Route (2008) as the “Glass Hill Route.”  Mr. Colburn 6 

further states that this original proposed “Glass Hill Route” is a variation of their now proposed Morgan 7 

Lake Alternative.  These ongoing misrepresentations go unchecked.   8 

Note! The Glass Hill Coalition petitioned to take the B2H off Glass Hill entirely.  Mr. Colburn now 9 

identifies the Glass Hill Coalition as the public involvement that they internalized as justification for their 10 

now proposed Morgan Lake Alternative, which traverses the top of Glass Hill in its entirety from the 11 

Grand Ronde River to Ladd Canyon.  The Glass Hill Coalition signatories knew nothing of the Morgan 12 

Lake Alternative, as this route did not exist.  IPC’s proposed Morgan Lake Alternative is the highest 13 

impacting of all the routes put forward.  Susan Geer again shares a record that clearly demonstrates the 14 

high-impact and the high-risk nature of the now proposed Morgan Lake Alternative which is grossly 15 

misrepresented by IPC.  16 

The Morgan Lake Route was developed and packaged into IPC’s ASC, forcing Union County into a false 17 

choice between the Mill Creek Route and IPC’s Morgan Lake Alternative.  Only in the face of this false 18 

choice did Union County show a preference for the Morgan Lake Alternative over the Mill Creek Route.  19 

The record before the PUC shows that the City of La Grande including the Mayor (Exhibit 118 of Susan 20 

Geer’s Opening Testimony PCN 5) and the City Manager and City Council (Susan Geer’s Rebuttal 21 

Testimony PCN 5 Exhibit 2)  asked for the NEPA Glass Hill Alternative.   22 

The Glass Hill Coalition wanted the B2H completely off Glass HIll (Susan Geer’s Rebuttal Testimony PCN 23 

5 Exhibit 1); the Glass Hill Coalition would have most strongly objected to the Morgan Lake Alternative.  24 

The Union County B2H Advisory Committee asked that the BLM conduct a supplemental EIS that would 25 

have resulted in a comparative analysis of the Glass Hill Alternative with the new routes in IPC’s 26 

application.   With respect to siting B2H through Union County, Idaho Power has demonstrated a clear 27 

and consistent pattern of deception, misrepresentation, and poor discretion.  28 

 29 

 30 

I hereby declare that the above statements are true to the best of my knowledge and belief, and I 31 

understand that they are made for use as evidence in administrative and court proceedings and 32 

are subject to penalty for perjury. 33 

Dated this 20 day of March, 2023. 34 

/s/ Michael McAllister 35 
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Michael McAllister 1 
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 3 
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I hereby declare that the above statements are true to the best of my knowledge and belief, and I 

understand that they are made for use as evidence in administrative and court proceedings and 

are subject to penalty for perjury. 

Dated this 20 day of March, 2023. 

/s/ Susan Geer 

Susan Geer 
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Exhibit 1

Glass Hill Coalition handout circulated at
February 28, 2015 public meeting



February 28, 2015 

Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project 
P.O. Box 655 
Vale, OR 97918 

RE: Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project Draft EIS 

The following input to the draft EIS is specific to the proposed portion of the transmission line where it 
would cross the predominately forested lands on Glass Hill and then proceed northwest above Rock Creek 
in Union County, see attached 'Glass Hill Vicinity Map, March 1, 2012'. 

Negative Impacts of Proposed Route Across Glass Hill 

This route, including the alternate, as proposed by Idaho Power Company (IPC) will have unacceptable 
long term negative impacts on wildlife and their habitat; on the visual impact from the National Forest land 
to the south and west; and on the numerous land owners in this area which have strived to keep their 
properties undeveloped and that have been very successful in returning their land to the more pristine 
conditions that were present prior to the turn of the century homestead development and the extensive 
logging that took place in more recent years. The private landowner efforts have resulted in an 
extraordinary improvement in the areas habitat which has contributed to a substantial rebound in the 
wildlife population in this area. 

The EIS correctly identifies that regardless of the route across Glass Hill the line would result in 'long-term 
high impacts' to the wildlife habitat, see page 3-288, Segment 2 - Wildlife Habitat. The EIS also properly 
shows that this route will go through a large portion of existing high quality elk wintering range, see map 
on page 3-242. 

Along with this loss of habitat quality and impact to the wintering range, my calculations indicate that the 
proposed line route across Glass hill will go through approximately 5 miles of property that has historically 
been moderately to heavily forested (as identified by reviewing areas shown in green on the USGS 
topography map for this area) and if the 250 foot wide utility corridor is placed on this 5 mile route it will 
result a 151 acre loss of timber producing land which will also reduce the thermal/hiding cover for the 
wildlife. 

In reviewing the EIS I did not find where the visual impact of the proposed line route across Glass Hill was 
evaluated when being viewed from people using the National Forest land to the west and south of the 
proposed route, from areas in the proximity of Elk Mountain, the ridges along Rock Creek and from the 
Beaver Creek watershed area. Given the proposed route would come across the top of Glass Hill and be 
on the 'skyline' for over 1 mile (reference attached 'Glass Hill Vicinity Map, March 1, 2012', at mile 
indicator 119 to 120), and then due to the line route proceeding along the western facing slopes and ridge 
lines above Rock Creek for over 6 miles (reference attached 'Glass Hill Vicinity Map, March 1, 2012', at 
mile indicator 113 to 119) which is predominately open landscape, it will be highly visible for these public 
lands when people are utilizing them to enjoy remote and undeveloped experiences, whether hunting, 
hiking, ATV riding, etc. In this area the line will also be in view of the numerous private land owners which 
have and enjoy these properties because of the remote and undeveloped character of this area. 

In the visual impact section of the report it appears to only address the visual impacts of this section of 
the line when viewed from the developed area along the interstate, from areas around the Grande Ronde 
valley and from La Grande. The impact of viewing the line from the remote area will have a significantly 
higher negative impact as compared to being viewed from areas with numerous existing developments; ie. 
the freeway, existing transmission line, residences, farm and ranch buildings, communication towers, etc. 

Exhibit 1 Glass Hill Coalition handout circulated at February 28, 2015 public meeting 
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Greg Larkin/401 

Greg Larkin/1

SWORN STATEMENT OF IRENE GILBERT, MARCH 3, 2023 

I am making this statement regarding Idaho Power’s statements contained in 

their response to Staff Question 90 regarding the selection of the Morgan Lake 

Route and the decision not to pursue the Environmentally Preferred Route. 

I was a member of the 9 person Union County B2H Advisory Committee convened 

by the Union County Commissioners to obtain and provide input regarding the 

Union County Citizen responses regarding the B2H project.  Brad Allen was also a 

member of that committee.  Brad Allen stated that his interest was in avoiding 

having the transmission line cross a specific ridgeline on his property called 

“Cowboy Ridge” due to the fact that this ridge is documented to produce 

between 1,000 and 1,500 elk calves each year.  I had been approached by Brad 

Allen to assist him in protecting this resource from the B2H power line and had 

started researching issues such as the Indian fish restoration activities along Rock 

Creek to support his arguments. 

During the public comments before the Citizens Advisory Committee, I do not 

recall any public comments that were supportive of the transmission line. 

During one of the meetings, the committee was told that they were to determine 

which of two routes, in their opinion, would be the most preferable if the line 

were to be built.  The county stance was to remain that the line should not be 

built.  We were provided only the 230 route and the Mill Creek route to consider 

in spite of committee concern that the Glass Hill Route should also be considered. 

At the time, the committee was only aware of the three routes in play.  I voted for 

the 230 route in part due to the devastating impacts the other route would have  
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on the elk population in Union County.  Brad Allen voted for the 230 route also.  It 

was established as the choice of the Citizens Advisory Committee between the 

two routes we were allowed to consider.   

Later, Brad Allen shared that he had made what he called a “gentlemen’s 

agreement” with Idaho Power to move the line just off the ridgeline onto what is 

being called the Morgan Lake Alternative, but which previously was referred to as 

the Brad Allen route in spite of my concerns that this would not remove the 

negative impact to this important elk calving area.  Mr. Allen offered to pay me 

for the time I had devoted to research on his behalf. He also offered to allow me 

to hunt on Elk Song Ranch(Brad Allens property at the time) as a result of my 

work.  I refused both offers.   According to Brad Allen’s statements to me, the 

Morgan Lake route was the route Idaho Power agreed to in order to avoid him 

following through with his threat to spend up to 2 million dollars to fight the 

transmission line in the event it went across Cowboy Ridge.  He stated this was his 

estimate of the amount that his property value would decrease if the 

transmission line went through the Mill Creek route and crossed Cowboy Ridge. 

I swear under threat of perjury that the above comments are accurate and correct 

according to my recollection of the events which I have stated occurred. 

Irene Gilbert 

2310 Adams Ave. 

La Grande, Oregon  97850 

Phone:  541-805-8446 

Exhibit 3 Greg Larkin’s Data Request Number 4: Exhibit 401 A Sworn Statement from Irene Gilbert dated March 3, 2023



Exhibit 4 

Exception to ALJ Ruling on Summary 
Determination and Proposed 

Contested Case Order Issue TE-1 
Susan Geer

Exhibit 4  
 

Exception to ALJ Ruling on Summary Determination and Proposed Contested Case Order Issue TE-1 Susan Geer



1 

BEFORE THE ENERGY FACILITIES SITING COUNCIL 
for the 

STATE OF OREGON 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

THE PROPOSED BOARDMAN TO 
HEMINGWAY TRANSSMISSION LINE 

OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

EXCEPTIONS TO 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
WEBSTER’S RULINGS: SUMMARY 
DETERMINATION AND 
PROPOSED CONTESTED CASE 
ORDER 

BY PETITIONER SUSAN GEER 
ISSUE TE-1 

DATED JUNE 27, 2022 

INTRODUCTION 

Issue TE-1: Whether Applicant was required to have an Oregon Department of Agriculture 

botanist review the ASC. 

Petitioner Susan Geer (Ms. Geer) disagrees with many of the factual and legal conclusions and the 

characterizations of the evidence that are contained in the Summary Determinations (SDs) granted to 

Idaho Power (IPC) and Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) and in the Proposed Contested Case 

Order (PCCO).  Ms. Geer presented evidence showing that many of the findings and conclusions stated in 

the SDs and PCCO are not accurate or legally appropriate. 

Ms. Geer requests that the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) deny the site certificate and reverse the 

PCCO.  In the alternative,  Ms. Geer requests to remand this issue back to ODOE for updated analysis 

using a current Threatened and Endangered plant list; in the alternative to using the T&E list currently 

recommended by the NPCP, the EFSC should use the T&E list maintained by the Oregon Biological 
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Information Center (ORBIC); the updated analysis would include the currently proposed routes. Ms. Geer 

also requests remand by EFSC to the ALJ for more evidence and a new PCCO. 

 

Ms. Geer raises two exceptions to the ALJ Proposed Contested Case Order, as it relates to Issue TE-1.  

The exceptions are addressed below, demonstrating that the facts, or reasoning/analysis or conclusion by 

the ALJ is incorrect.  The errors are material to EFSC’s decision. 

 

EXCEPTIONS 

1. Judge Webster (ALJ) erred in the PCCO by concluding that the consultation about 

Oregon’s rare plants does not need to involve the Oregon Department of Agriculture’s 

Native Plant Conservation Program.1   

 

A rare plant botanist representing the State of Oregon should be called upon to review and comment on 

the final ASC.  The proposed Routes on federal land were reviewed by USFS and BLM botanists, but the 

Routes on other ownerships (private, City, County) did not receive the same level of review.   Please read 

the reasons set forth by Ms. Geer in her Responses to IPC and ODOE Motions for Summary 

Determination, which is hereby incorporated by reference into this filing.  It is attached for EFSC’s 

convenience (Exhibit 1). 

 

2. ALJ erred in the Summary Determination by finding a 2013 comment and a 2014 meeting 

between ODOE and ODA’s Native Plant Conservation Program botanist was sufficient 

consultation2.    

 
1 P. 28  In the Matter of Boardman to Hemmingway, OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 
Proposed Contested Case Order. 
2 P. 10  In the Matter of Boardman to Hemmingway, OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 
Ruling and Order on Motions for Summary Determination on Contested Case Issue TE-1. 
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In addressing Idaho Power’s Motion for Summary Determination, the ALJ says that because Oregon 

Department of Agriculture (ODA) was provided copies of “the preliminary ASC (Application for Site 

Certificate), the amended preliminary ASC, and the completed ASC”3 and ODA botanist Rebecca Currin 

submitted comments in 2013, that the obligations of IPC and EFSC were met because even though no 

further communication occurred after 2014, ODA was “given the opportunity”4 to comment on rare 

plants.  The ALJ notes her SD in the PCCO.5  However, the ALJ’s statement and reasoning are incorrect 

for at least the following reasons. 

 

First, the ALJ misstates a legal issue at page 10 of the PCCO.  Although the ALJ points out that OAR 

345-022-0070 begins with, “To issue a site certificate, the Council, after consultation with appropriate 

state agencies, must find that * * *”  the ALJ then goes on to reason that ODOE was acting for the 

Council, and “the Council” met the consultation requirement by mailing notifications and receiving a 

comment in 2013.  During the time when the ODA’s NPCP program6 was essentially non-existent 

because it had no designated employees due to lack of funds, ODOE simply mailed notifications to ODA.  

Notably, they were addressed to employees who were no longer there.  ODOE and the ALJ are mistaken 

to consider this adequate notification. The issue is not whether ODOE acting for “the Council” met some 

really cursory requirements, but whether the Council is fully informed of the “effects of the facility” on 

threatened and endangered plant species.  

 

Second, the fact that ODOE mailed copies of the ASC to ODA and that Currin was able to provide 

comments in 2013 does not inform the Council, as required by ORS 469.501, of the “Effects of the 

 
3 P.  11 In the Matter of Boardman to Hemmingway, OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 
Ruling and Order on Motions for Summary Determination on Contested Case Issue TE-1 
4 Ibid 
5 P. 28 In the Matter of Boardman to Hemmingway, OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 
Proposed Contested Case Order. 
6 To be clear, the NPCP only covers rare plants. 
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facility, taking into account mitigation, on fish and wildlife, including threatened and endangered fish, 

wildlife or plant species.’  The information used by Currin in her preliminary comments was 5 years prior 

to the September 2018 filing of the final ASC and prior to the time that the current routes were 

proposed.  ODOE made no effort to notify the ODA the current routes. 

 

Third, ODOE was negligent in failing to aid ODA during their fiscal crisis, since the possible shortfall 

was known and discussed at the 2014 meeting and had direct impact on the ability of ODA to be an 

effective reviewing agency. 

 

The April 2014 meeting between ODA/IPC/ODOE was clearly not meant to be a final consultation.  The 

Amended pASC was still under development.  The meeting notes show that the NPCP botanist expected 

further involvement on the pASC.  Meeting notesi7state “ODA provides technical advice to ODOE 

regarding compliance with the T&E species standard. If the agency is unable to respond for the lack of 

resources (see slide on page 3 of the PowerPoint presentation handout), ODOE has a compensation 

agreement with the agency, so Rebecca’s work can be reimbursed.” Despite this, no further interaction 

took place.  Ms. Geer has been unable to locate any evidence in the record that would indicate that ODOE 

attempted to actually provide funding to ODA for an adequate consultation. 

 

Fourth, EFSC should use a current Threatened and Endangered plant list.     NCPC’s recommended T & E 

list was ready over 5 years ago but has stagnated from lack of funds.8  The T&E list has not been 

promulgated since its original iteration was completed in 1988 even though, by law (ORS 496.176 (8)), it 

is to be periodically reviewed every 5 years.  

 

 
7   P.1 Boardman to Hemingway Transmission Line Project IPC/ODA/ODOE Meeting Draft Meeting Notes 
Date: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 Time: 9:00 am to 11:45 am (PST) Meeting  
8  Federal and neighboring state agencies update lists every 3 years.   
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There have been attempts to fund the promulgation of the T&E list that is currently recommended by the 

NCPC.  Native Plant Society of Oregon (NPSO) successfully petitioned the legislature to add funding to 

ODA’s NCPC for the purposes of updating the T&E list during the 2017 budget cycle (July 1, 2017 to 

June 30, 2019).  ODA made recommendations for updating the state list in 2018 and received (and 

closed) public comments in January 2019. However, the final step of  rulemaking process was not 

completed.  Lacking additional state funding, this process was again not completed under the 2019 budget 

cycle (July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2021).   

 

NPSO once again successfully petitioned the legislature to add funding to ODA's NCPC for the purposes 

of updating the T&E list during the 2021 budget cycle. Existing work on the list now is outdated and a 

status reassessment of the 2017 list presumably is ongoing since funds were allotted. NPCP expects to 

adopt them in 2023.  Oregon’s updated list should be used by the Council. 

 

ORS 469.401(2) states: “The site certificate or amended site certificate shall require both parties to abide by local 

ordinances and state law and the rules of the council in effect on the date the site certificate or amended site 

certificate is executed…:  (Emphasis added). 

 

Fifth, in the alternative to using the T&E list currently recommended by the NPCP, the EFSC should use 

the T&E list maintained by the Oregon Biological Information Center (ORBIC).  ORBIC serves as a 

repository of information and revises rating and listing of rare plants on a 3-year cycle.   

 

ORBIC rates rare species as Lists 1-4 with those on List 1 being the rarest species. The State of Oregon 

should protect all ORBIC Heritage List 1 species, defined as “taxa that are threatened with extinction or 
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presumed to be extinct throughout their entire range. These are the taxa most at risk and should be the 

highest priority for conservation action. Includes many rare Oregon endemic species”.9 

 

Sixth, the NCPC recommended T&E list contains species which would be impacted by the proposed 

transmission line, and these species deserve protection by the State of Oregon.  

 

Counter to the ALJ’s assertion that Ms. Geer has no material evidence10, Ms. Geer is aware of 

occurrences of Trifolium douglasii and potential occurrences of Pyrrocoma scaberula which would be 

impacted on the currently proposed B2H routes.  Both species are on the recommended T&E list.  A full 

review of the currently proposed routes, and consultation with ODA’s NCPC, using the recommended list 

is in order. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Notwithstanding the ALJ’s statement, Idaho Power Company is required to consult with a botanist from 

ODA’s NPCP under OAR 345-022-0070.  Moreover, adequate notification was not given to the NPCP 

and as a result adequate consultation did not occur.  EFSC (the Council) was not fully informed of the 

effects of the facility as called for in ORS 4469.501. In addition, ODOE was negligent in failing to aid 

ODA during their fiscal crisis, since the possible shortfall was known and discussed at the 2014 meeting 

and had direct impact on the ability of ODA to be an effective reviewing agency.  Finally, the NPCP 

recommended T&E list contains species which would be impacted by the proposed transmission line, and 

these species deserve protection by the State of Oregon.    

 

 
9 P. 133 Oregon Biodiversity Information Center. 2019. Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species of Oregon. 
Institute for Natural Resources, Portland State University, Portland, Oregon.  
10 P.12 In the Matter of Boardman to Hemmingway, OAH Case No. 2019-ABC-02833 Ruling and Order on Motions 
for Summary Determination on Contested Case Issue TE-1 
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Ms. Geer requests that the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) deny the site certificate and reverse the 

PCCO.  In the alternative,  Ms. Geer requests to remand this issue back to ODOE for updated analysis 

using a current Threatened and Endangered plant list; in the alternative to using the T&E list currently 

recommended by the NPCP, the EFSC should use the T&E list maintained by the Oregon Biological 

Information Center (ORBIC); the updated analysis would include the currently proposed routes. Ms. Geer 

also requests remand by EFSC to the ALJ for more evidence and a new PCCO. 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

 
 
On June 27, 2022, I certify that I filed the foregoing EXCEPTIONS TO THE PROPOSED 
CONTESTED CASE ORDER with the Hearings Coordinator via electronic mail, and with each 
party entitled to service, as noted below. 
 
      /s/  Susan M. Geer 
      Susan M. Geer 
 
 
By: Arrangement for hand delivery or US Mail:  
John C. Williams  
PO Box 1384  
La Grande, OR 97850 
 
 
By: Electronic Mail:  
David Stanish  
Attorney at Law  
Idaho Power Company  
dstanish@idahopower.com  
  
Lisa Rackner  
Attorney at Law  
Idaho Power Company  
lisa@mrg-law.com  
  
Jocelyn Pease  
Idaho Power Company  
Attorney at Law  
jocelyn@mrg-law.com  
  
Alisha Till  
alisha@mrg-law.com  
  
Joseph Stippel  
Agency Representative  
Idaho Power Company  
jstippel@idahopower.com  
 
Kellen Tardaewether  
Agency Representative  
Kellen.tardaewether@oregon.gov  
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Sarah Esterson  
Oregon Department of Energy  
Sarah.Esterson@oregon.gov 
 
Patrick Rowe  
Assistant Attorney General  
Patrick.g.rowe@doj.state.or.us 
  
Jesse Ratcliffe  
Assistant Attorney General  
jesse.d.ratcliffe@doj.state.or.us 
  
Jeffery R. Seeley  
jeff.seeley@doj.state.or.us 
  
Mike Sargetakis  
Attorney at Law 
mike@sargetakis.com 
  
Karl G. Anuta  
Attorney at Law  
Law Office of Karl G. Anuta  
kga@integra.net  
  
Stop B2H Coalition  
fuji@stopb2h.org 
  
Stop B2H Coalition  
Jim Kreider  
jkreider@campblackdog.org 
   
Colin Andrew  
candrew@eou.edu 
  
Kathryn Andrew  
lkathrynandrew@gmail.com 
 
Lois Barry  
loisbarry31@gmail.com 
  
Peter Barry  
petebarry99@yahoo.com 
  
Gail Carbiener  
mcgccarb@bendbroadband.com 
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Matt Cooper  
mcooperpiano@gmail.com 
 
Whit Deschner  
deschnerwhit@yahoo.com 
  
Jim and Kaye Foss  
onthehoof1@gmail.com 
  
Suzanne Fouty  
suzannefouty2004@gmail.com 
  
Susan Geer  
susanmgeer@gmail.com 
  
Irene Gilbert  
ott.irene@frontier.com 
  
Charles H. Gillis  
charlie@gillis-law.com 
 
Dianne B. Gray  
diannebgray@gmail.com 
  
Joe Horst and Ann Cavinato  
joehorst@eoni.com 
  
Virginia and Dale Mammen  
dmammen@eoni.com 
  
Anne March  
amarch@eoni.com 
  
Kevin March  
amarch@eoni.com 
  
JoAnn Marlette  
garymarlette@yahoo.com 
  
Michael McAllister  
wildlandmm@netscape.net 
  
Sam Myers  
sam.myers84@gmail.com 
  
John Winters  
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wintersnd@gmail.com 
 
Charles A Lyons  
marvinroadman@gmail.com 
 
Svetlana Gulevkin 
Svetlana.m.gulevkin@doj.state.or.us 
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