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Dear Commission:

It has come to the attention of Tooele City Corporation (the “City”) that important
meetings and hearings before the Utah Public Service Commission (the
“Commission”) in the matter of Docket No. 09-035-54 are imminent, and that
input to the Commission by way of a letter from the City's attorney on City
letterhead is an appropriate mechanism for providing input into thé process that
will be recognized and considered by the Commission. -Mayor Patrick Dunlavy
has authorized me to do-so on behalf of the City. Please forgive me: if this -

vehicle is somewhat unorthodox but, after al, Rocky Mountain Power has also -
admltted pursuing -a course before the Commlssron that is “somewhat_unusual”
and “out of the ordinary” (Rocky Mountain Power's Notice of Intent to File

Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity, dated June 30

2009 (the “Notice”), at 3 and 5, attached hereto as Exhibit A).

Tooele Crty, together with all organrzed Tooele valley stakeholders (“Tooe'le

- Stakeholders”), has consistently and unequivocally opposed the east-bench - -
-route of the Mona-Oquirrh.transmission line (the “Project”) due to.its adverse -

. impacts .upon the City. (See Public Comment Form and attached materials -
- attached hereto as Exhibit B.) These adverse impacts will exist, in perpetuity, if

any portion of the Project is permitted to be located on the hillside and -
mountainous lands immediately south and east of the City, whether or not,

.Iocated W|than the City's actual corporate boundary.

E Through enormous effort the Tooele Stakeholders have reached oonsensus on.

a route (the “Consensus Route”) that they believe will be less expensive, less
difficult, less environmentally damaging, less adversely impacting, and less _
community intrusive than Rocky Mountain Power's preferred route. (See Tooele

“Stakeholder. consensus letter dated September 2, 2009, and map attached

hereto as Exhibit C.) The Consensus Route would do nothmg to diminish Rocky
Mountain Power's stated objectives to “improve its transm|SS|on capacity to serve
customers” and “to provide current and future service in an efficient and reliable -
manner to customers” (Notice, at 4 and 7.) Rather, the Consensus Route would

eliminate adverse impacts to the City, the Tooele Stakeholders, and to Tooele -




'valley communttles W|thout adverseiy affectrng Rocky Mou ntain Power $ abdlty to
~achieve |ts corporate objectlves ' ‘ '

‘ ‘Desprte the efforts of the Tooele Stakeholders to achleve the Consensus Route ‘
Rocky Mountain Power has -anriounced; prior to the completion of the National -
Environmental -Policy Act (NEPA) Enwronmental Impact Statement (EIS) its
rejection of the Consensus Route and its intention to- pursue a route that it
. appears to have preferred since the PrOJect’s inception. (See Tooele Transcr:pt- "

‘Bulletin Article dated October 1, 2009, entitled “Power Company Won't Budge on
East Bench Route and other medla items attached hereto as Exhlblt D) -

Rocky Mountarn Power acknowledges that the purpose of the federal permlttlng
process is to ensure the Project and its route is consistent with state and local

Rocky Mountain Power has not acted consistently with this purpose. Rocky
Mountain Power further acknowledges that the “EIS process will identify

or-minimize adverse impacts or enhance environmental quality” (id.). The City
believes that Rocky Mountain Power has acted inconsistently with this statement,
has done little to consider reasonable aiternative routes, and has done little to
minimize adverse impacts to the Tooele Stakeholders and Tooele valley' :
communities. '

The Commission has stated that although “we. have ruled that issues of the
location and routing of a transmission line were beyond the scope of a CPCN

permit’ of the property authorities” (Report and Order: Docket No. 09-035-54,

City nevertheless petitions the Commission to consider the City's. concerns
throughout the CPCN and. other Commission processes with respect to the -
Project. . Know also that the City has no intention of granting or supporting any
permit or approval that would aIIow Rocky Mountain Power's. proposed east- -
bench route

' o Sincerely,
Roger Baker -
Tooele City Attorney

cc:  R. Jeff Richards, Attorney for Rocky Mountaln Power

: Ted D. Smith, Attorney for Rocky Mountam Power .
Tooele City Hall
'90 North Main Street
Toocele, Utah 84074-2191

Phone: (435) 843-2120
Fax: (435) 843-2129
TOD: (435) §43-2108
www.tcoslecitvorg -

governmental actions and authorities” (Notice, at 3). The City believes that

significant environmental impacts and shall inform local decision makers and the
public of reasonable alternatives, including mitigation measures that would avoid -

proceeding . . . [Rocky Mountain Power] must file with us evidence that it hasf -
received or is in the process of obtaining the ‘required consent, franchise, or

- dated -July 22, 2009, at 1, attached hereto "as -Exhibit E). - :Despite the . .
. Commission’s limited role in the [ocation and routing of transmissionlines, the
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R. Jeff Richards (7294)

Rocky Mountain Power

201 South Main Street, Suite 2300
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone: (801) 220-4734
Facsimile: (801) 220-3299

jeff richards(@pacificorp.com

Ted D. Smith (3017)

Stoel Rives LLP

201 South Main Street, Suite 1100
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
Telephone: (801) 578-6961
Facsimile: (801) 578-6999
tsmith@stoel.com

Attorneys for Rocky Mountain Power

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH

In the Matter of the Pending Application of
Rocky Mountain Power for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity
Authorizing Construction of Mona —
Oquirrh new 500 kV double circuit line

Docket No. 09-035-

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER’S
NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE
APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE
OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND

NECESSITY

Rocky Mountain Power, a division of PacifiCorp (“Rocky Mountain Power” or

the “Company”), notifies the Public Service Commission of Utah ("Commission™), the

Division of Public Utilities (“DPU™), and the Office of Consumer Services (“OCS”) of its

intent to file a formal Application for a certificate of public convenience and necessity

(“CPCN™) authorizing the construction of a 500 kV transmission line, known as the

Mona - Oquirrh Transmission Line (“Mona-Oquirrh Line” or “Project”), in Juab, Utah,




Tooele, and Salt Lake Counties. Given the tight time frames under which the Company
will be operating once it is able to file its Application, this Notice contains most of the
information that would typically be included in the Application itself—the Company is
doing so in order that the DPU, OCS, or other intervening parties may begin their
analysis of the planned transmission line in the light of the standards set by the
Commission for the granting of a CPCN.

1. Rocky Mountain Power is an electrical corporation and public utility
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission. In addition to providing retail electric
sérvice in the state of Utah, Rocky Mountain Power provides retail electric service in
Idaho and Wyoming.

2. Communications, including all pleadings or other filings, regarding this

Notice should be addressed to:

Brandon Smith David L. Taylor

Rocky Mountain Power Rocky Mountain Power

1407 West North Temple, Suite 250 201 South Main Street, Suite 2300
Salt Lake City, Utah 84116 Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
brandon.smith@pacificorp.com dave.tavlor@pacificorp.com

R. Jeff Richards Ted D. Smith

Rocky Mountain Power Stoel Rives LLP

201 South Main Street, Suite 2300 201 South Main Street, Suite 1100
Salt Lake City, Utah 84111 Salt Lake City, Utah 84111
jeff.richards(@pacificorp.com tsmith{@stoel.com

The Company also respectfully requests that all formal correspondence and data

requests regarding this filing be sent to:

By e-mail (preferred) to: datarequest(@pacificorp.com
By regular mail to: Data Request Response Center
PacifiCorp

825 NE Multnomah, Suite




Portland, OR 97232
By fax to: (503) 813-6060
3. The Company recognizes that the procedure that it is suggesting herein is
somewhat unusual. But for the following reasons, it is important that a docket be opened
and for discovery to commence even prior to the filing of the formal Application.
| a. One of the key reasons that Rocky Mountain Power cannot yet file
its formal Application is that it currently in the process of obtaining federal

approval for the Project pursuant to the National Environmental Protection Act.

Accordingly, Rocky Mountain Power is in the process of obtaining an
Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) for the Project. The purpose of the
federal permitting process is to ensure the Project and its route is consistent with
state and local governmental actions and authorities. The EIS process will identify
significant environmental impacts and shall inform local decision makers and the

public of reasonable alternatives, including mitigation measures that would avoid

or minimize adverse impacts or enhance environmental quality. The federal

process is intended to encourage the resolution of potential concerns or problems

prior to issuing a final statement and approval of a final route. The Company is
confident that the route it has chosen and its plans as to the manner of
construction of the Project will comply in all respects will all applicable
environmental laws and regulations.

b. In past orders, the Commission has ruled that it the issues of
approval of the location and routing of a transmission line is beyond the scope of

the CPCN process. However, as a condition of approval the Company must “file




in the office of the commission evidence as required by the commission to show
that the applicant has received or is in the process of obtaining the required
consent, franchise, or permit of the proper county, city, municipal, or other public
authority” (Utah Code Ann. § 54-4-25(4)(a)(i)).

c. Until the EIS process has been completed in about late July 2009,
the routing and location of the transmission line and the scope of the project
remain uncertain. Issuance of a final EIS will then determine the route of the
transmission line and the scope of the project. The Company will then file
applications with each appropriate municipality and county for the appropriate
consent, permit, or certification for the transmission line within 30-60 days
thereafter.

d. As will be explained more fully in the Company’s Application to
be filed after issuance of the EIS, the Mona-Oquirrh Line is a critical part of the
Company’s overall plans to improve its transmission capacity to serve customers
in Utah, and to improve its grid for the benefit of customers in Utah and in the
other states the Company serves. The Company’s current plans are to commence
construction of the Mona-Oquirrh line in January 2010, which leaves a relatively
short period of time between the date the Application for the CPCN is filed with
the commission and the time in which approval of the CPCN is needed.

€. Given the situation described above, the Company desires to work
with the Commission and other parties on procedures that will allow full inquiry
into the matter, but which will also allow an expedited hearing following the

Company’s filing of its formal Application. For example, the Company is willing




to agree to the immediate commencement of discovery. Recognizing that some
questions may not be answerable at this time, the Company is committed to
answering all relevant questions that it can answer at this time and, as to those that
it cannot answer, immediately update is answers when the information necessary
to answer such questions becomes available to the Company. The Company is
also willing, in advance of filing of the Application, to file all of the testimony it
possibly can (subject, of course, to the right to supplement that testimony to
reflect new facts or any changes in Company plans). For example, the Company
is willing, prior to filing its Application to file testimony as the Company’s ability
to finance the project, testimony addressing specific aspects of the project and the
benefit that will accrue to customers from its construction. The Company will
file Preliminary Direct testimony within one week of the date of this Notice.
Certain specific aspects of the project that will only be available once the EIS is
issued may not be addressed immediately, but the Company will either
supplement existing testimony with those details or file additional testimony from
other witnesses on an expedited basis so that the Commission and other parties
may have the opportunity to review and respond to it in a timely manner.

f. Recognizing that the Company is proposing an approach to this
docket that is out of the ordinary, the Company requests that the Commission
issue an order making this matter a formal docket, that it enter a protective order
(the Company will file a motion for such an order within the next few days), that

its order allow parties (other than the DPU and OCS, who are already considered




parties) to intervene in this matter subject to the standards of intervention, and that

the order allow the parties hereto to immediately engage in discovery.

g. Under the Company’s current plans it is essential that this matter be

analyzed by the other parties, that hearings be held (if necessary), and that a

CPCN be issued no later than December 15, 2009. This will allow the contracting

process to move forward so that the project can be completed in a timely manner.

‘That is the reasons that the Company has proposed the innovative procedure in

this notice that will allow intervention and discovery to proceed before the

Application is filed.

4, Even though this Notice is not the Company’s formal Application, the
Company is in a position at this time to provide the following general information about
the Mona-Oquirrh Line project.

3. The Project is planned as a system improvement and expansion project to:
(1) meet the projected shortfalls in electrical supply in the Wasatch Front area of Utah,
(2) improve operational flexibility and reliability of the high-voltage transmission system
and service to the Wasatch Front, (3) allow increased economical power transfers, sales,
and purchases into and throughout Utah in the short- and long-term including access to
renewables, and (4) integrate facilities with short-term and long-range planning efforts on
federal, state, and private lands.

6. The proposed project is an overhead transmission line from the Mona
Annex Substation near the City of Mona in Juab County, Utah to a new substation facility

in the Tooele Valley (the “Limber Substation”) and expanded facilities within the




existing Oquirrh Substation property located in West Jordan, Utah and the Terminal

Substation located in Salt Lake City, Utah.

7. The Project does not involve any construction that will cross state
boundaries.
8. Rocky Mountain Power will comply with all relevant environmental laws

and restrictions applicable to construction of the Project.

9. The Project is not driven by any commitment made to any regulatory
agency but is driven by the need to provide current and future service in an efficient and
reliable manner to customers.

10.  As will be further described in testimony to be filed on behalf of the
Company, the Mona-Oquirrh Line will:

a. Meet Rocky Mountain Power’s need to provide safe, reliable, and
cost-effective electric transmission service to its retail customers and other users
of the transmission system;

b. Provide additional capacity to meet projected load demand by
2012 and add much-needed import capacity into the Wasatch Front and beyond
from the desert areas southwest of the Wasatch Front or new generation resources
in central/southern Utah. The project is designed to leverage net power cost |
savings by optimizing market purchase or cheaper energy resources outside of the
Wasatch Front. Savings, which benefit both the Company and its customers, are
derived from the difference between constructing new generation resources

locally and importing energy.




11. Currently, a majority of the electricity serving the northern Utah area is
generated at Rocky Mountain Power facilities in Carbon, Juab, and Emery counties and is
delivered on existing transmission lines that enter the Wasatch Front area from the south.
These southern Utah generating facilities include the Carbon, Hunter, Huntington, and
Currant Creek power plants. The Rocky Mountain Power transmission system that
provides electrical service to this area from southern Utah presently consists of two
.345kV lines from the Huntington and Castle Dale (Emery Sﬁbstation) areas to the
Spanish Fork and Camp Williams substations, four 345kV lines from the Mona area to
the Camp Williams Substation, and two smaller 138kV lines from the Helper area
(Carbon Substation) to the Spanish Fork Substation. These transmission lines are also
used to meet other Rocky Mountain Power transmission commitments required between
Arizona or Nevada and northern Utah. Reliability benefits would be provided by
utilizing a separate corridor than the Mona — Camp Williams corridor in case of
unscheduled outages or planned outages. Combined with back-up transmission capacity
from the north, the Project transmission line can mitigate loss of load service due to
outages occurring in the Mona — Camp Williams corridor or north of the Wasatch Front.

~12.  Asnorthern Utah’s electrical usage continues to grow, existing
transmission lines will not have sufficient capacity to serve this projected load and ensure
an adequate and reliable electric supply to northern Utah. While the addition of new
generation facilities in northern Utah, such as the Lake Side generating plant, will relieve
some potential stress on transmission lines between northern and southern Utah, the

addition of such a generating plant in a highly-populated area may experience operating




restrictions due to environmental restrictions, such as those designed to regulate air
quality standards.

13.  Alternatives to constructing a new transmission line have been given
serious consideration by the Company, but none were found that met the purpose and
need of the Project. These included: (1) electric load and demand-side management and
energy conservation, (2) new generation facilities within the Wasatch Front, (3)
providing increased supply by adding additional capacity to existing transmission lines
and alternative transmission technologies.

14.  The Mona-Oquirrh transmission upgrade has been identified in the 2008
IRP as part of the Energy Gateway Transmission Expansion Project. For the 2007 IRP,
the Mona-Oquirrh upgrade was incorporated as part of a transmission expansion option
included in the IRP capacity expansion optimization model. The transmission expansion
option was selected by the model under various input scenarios, and was subsequently
included as part of the 2007 IRP preferred portfolio of resources.

15.  The Project is part of a larger project entitled the “Energy Gateway
Transmission Expansion Project,” which includes Gateway West, Gateway South, and
Gateway Central. The recently approved Populus-to-Terminal transmission project
(approved in Report and Order, Docket No. 08-035-42, September 4, 2008) was part of
the Gateway Central Part of this project. The Mona-Oquirth project is part of Gateway
Ceniral. These coordinated projects represent a long-term effort by the Company to
deliver network resources to loads, to support retail load growth, and improve reliability
of the power grid, all of which is beneficial to Rocky Mountain Power customers as a

whole.




16.  The Mona—QOquirrh Project is included in the regional Western Electric
Coordinating Council planning and ratings process as part of the Energy Gateway
Transmission Expansion Project.

17.  Even though the country is in the midst of an economic recession at this
time, all long-range forecasts for the Wasatch Front demonstrate that Utah and the
Wasatch Front will continue to grow at a rapid pace. As Dr. Zenger indicated her
testimony in the Populus-to-Terminal case, there are less than three million Utah
residents right now; however, estimates from the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget indicate that by 2017 there will be 3.5 million Utah residents growing to 4.3
million by 2030. (Zenger Direct, at 24). Despite conservation efforts by the Company
and the public, it is clear that additional transmission capacity is necessary for the
Company to meet the load growth over the foreseeable future. |

18.  Rocky Mountain Power has the capability to finance the Mona - Qquirrth
and has a debt-to-equity ratio which provides for financial stability.

19.  The Company will demonstrate that the present and future public
convenience requires the construction of the Mona-Oquirrh line as described herein as
and as will be described in greater detail in testimony. The proposed line does not
constitute an extension into the certificated service territory of any existing public electric
utilities.

WHEREFORE, Rocky Mountain Power requests:

a. The Commission enter an order opening a docket for the

Application to be filed in the future by the Company for a CPCN to construct the

Mona-Oquirrh line, that its order allow interested parties to intervene in this

10




matter subject to the standards of intervention, and that the order allow the parties

hereto to immediately engage in discovery.

b. The Commission enter a protective order (the Company will file a
motion for such an order within the next few days).

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED:  June 30, 2009,

R. Jeff Richards
Rocky Mountain Power

Ted D. Smith
Stoel Rives LLP

Attorneys for Rocky Mountain Power

11




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER’S
NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATE OF
PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY was served upon the following persons

by email at the addresses shown below on June 30, 2009:

Michael Ginsberg Paul H, Proctor

Patricia E. Schmid Assistant Attorney General

Assistant Attorney Generals 500 Heber M. Wells Building

500 Heber M. Wells Building 160 East 300 South ‘.
160 East 300 South Salt Lake City, UT 84111 !
Salt Lake City, UT 84111 pproctor@utah.gov

myginsberg(@utah. gov
pschmid@utah.pov

Ariel Son
Coordinator, Administrative Services
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Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Corridor Project
Public Comment Form

Rocky Mountain Power would like to hear your comments regarding the proposed project. Please reiurn this comment
form to the sign-in table or mail it to:

Rocky Mountain Power

Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Corridor Project Team
1407 West North Temple

Room 250

Salt Lake City, UT 84116

You can alsc submit comments via email or phone:

E-mail: GonstructionProjects @ pacificorp.com
FPhone: 801-220-4221

Please state the project name (Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Corridor Project) when submitting your comment
to Rocky Mountain Power via telephone or email.

The comments submitted on this form are for Rocky Mountain Power only. We also suggest
submitting a formal comment to the BLM. (Please see below)

Commentis:
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rlow did you hear about the landowner meeting? {Ciieck vne):
[ Newsletter 1TV ad

=<
[ Project website [ Newspaper ad % I
L] Friends or neighbors [J Other :51 Yee M@I’ WITH CA’L] ot JL[
Written public comments may be submitted to the BLM during the 90-day public review and comment period
(May 15 to August 12, 2009) by the following methods:

*  Attend a public open house mesting
= [mail comments to UT_M20TL_EIS@bim.gov
«  Mail comiments 1o the BLM:;

Salt Lake Field Office Fillmore Field Office
Attn: Mike Nelson Attn; Ciara Stevens
2370 5. 2300 W. 35 East 500 North

Salt Lake City, UT 84119 Fillmore, UT 84631

EURGCIYY SAOUNTAIR




BLM Public Open House Meetings

Tooele County Courthouse  Cyprus High School Juab County Fairgrounds
47 South Main, Tooels 623 W. 3000 S., Magna Multipurpose Room
June 23, 2009 June 24, 2008 350 W. Center St., Nephi
5:00-8:00 p.m. 5:00-8:00 p.m. June 25, 2009

5:00-8:00 p.m.

Tell us how to reach you
Include your name, address, phona number, and e-mail, so we may keep you up to date about this project.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Please print information clearly

Name

Address

City State: Zip:

Daytime phone: E-mai! address:

For more information visit Rocky Mountain Power’s website or the BLM website at:
http:llwww.rockymountainpower.netlArticIeIArtic!e??BdO.html
http:!lwww.blm.govluﬂst]enlfolsait_lakelpIanning/mona_to_oquirrhwtransmission.html

FOLD HERE -

e e e — — e o e e e e e

Place
Stamp
Here

Rocky Mountain Power

Mona to Qquirrh Transmission Corridor Project Team
1407 West North Temple

Room 250

Sait Lake City, UT 84116




July 1, 2009
RE: Rocky Mountain Power - Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Corridor Project

Dear Mayor Dunlavy and Tooele City Council,
First of all, Mayor Dunlavy, Thank you for requesting I address this issue this evening.

Rocky Mountain Power with the assistance of the BLM have been coordinating plans to run high
voltage transmission corridors through Tooele City in residential areas. We cannot allow this to happen.
It is unacceptable and we adamantly oppose all routes through Tooele City. These types of electrical
towers need to be placed in Industrial areas and not across our city’s residential areas where they will
have negative impacts on human lives and negatively impact our environment. They want to place them
right through the “heart of our valley”. They picked the most beautiful area in all of Tooele to deface.
We can’t let them ruin our very best with these ugly megalithic power lines and towers when there are
better options to place them in a County as large as Tooele.

We are not opposed to power, but we are opposed to RMP’s proposed routes. We have
coordinated efforts to notify the public of this injustice and in less than three weeks time we have
organized a very large committee and mass numbers of citizens opposed to RMP proposed routes
through Tooele City. Our knowledge of RMP’s plans have grown and we appreciate your willingness to
listen to our eoncerns and the input that we as citizens can contribute to resolving a better future for
our city. We certainly won’t be improving our way of life or attracting new people to live in Tooele with
the 200 ft metal megaliths along the benches and foothills, or humming above Settiement Canyon
Reservair.

The citizens of Tooele were not notified in the proper process. Just ask anyone if they remember
receiving notification from RMP or the BLM? The first time most residents had heard about RMP’s plan
was when they were asked to sign a Petition to oppose the Project; saw our committee’s flyer, or read
the article and Ad in the paper placed there by our committee. RMP sent a few residents a ietter last fall
asking permission to conduct a soil test on their property; we were one of them. We responded, firmly
declining. Conveniently, we were taken off the list to receive future mailings regarding the project.
Coincidently, the other residents who responded in like form were taken off the list to receive further
communication concerning the project.

Time is a factor — The BLM filed the Federal Register on May 15, 2009. We have less than 45 days
to make public comments and find justification why the project should be stopped or changed - or RMP
can proceed with the project and commence construction. As a public utility they claim they can take
imminent domain of our property. There are options to this process and we intend to make every effort
to stop them using every possible resource available to do so.




At the BLM meeting lune 23" we discovered the RMP project manager had not set foot on our
mountains until that very morning. He was making an assessment without ever seeing the beautiful
mountains and valley he would be destroying and the people whose homes and families he would be
affecting. We showed pictures to the BLM representatives who were also unaware how close they were
agreeing to placing these high voltage lines to homes with chitdren. The last information the BLM had of
the area didn’t show homes that have been there for 8 to 10 years. |

In researching the Environmental Impact Study (EIS), initial BLM maps were too broad and vague
and the information presented in the final Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is inaccurate. The EIS states
Tooele City doesn’t have any plans for the future development of our City. The maps and pictures of the
Tooele Valley used and presented by the BLM are not current. Why is our City’'s Master Plan for
residential and industrial areas not included or better yet why were they left out? Other inconsistencies
have been found in the EIS by our committee and we would like to address these areas with you.

The EIS also says Tooele County’s General Plan 2006 only covers protecting the best interest of
the Desert Peak Complex and Miller Motorsports Park. We plan to address this with the County
Commissioners, This should be of concern to the citizens that the Commissioners are more concemed
over the views and interests of these two pet projects than they are over the best interests of the
residents who voted for them. Or has this been misrepresented in the EIS as well?

Adverse health hazards considered in the EIS Summary from electronic magnetic fields and sulfur
hexafluoride gasses were stated as minimal, within or below guidelines. What exactly is this low
number? One person in ten, one in a hundred, a thousand? The human being is the highest species of
wildlife and should be given the utmost consideration. EMF is a documented cancer-causing agent by
the World Health Organization since 2001 with new information and research refuting RMP’s position.
New studies show living near high voltage power lines increases the risks of leukemia in children,
increases the cases of breast cancer & brain tumors all of which is at a greater proportion than RMP is
presenting in the EIS.

If that isn’t enough o make you oppose RMP’s project, trust me, there are many, many more
reasons. One of the proposed routes runs in front of Tooele high school’s “T”. Establishing a negative
lasting affect on the view of the mountain with the beloved high school historical marker placed there by
the 1916 graduating class of Tooele High School. The “T” is a symbol to THS alumni of their aima mattor.
Twice a year hundreds of high school seniors access the “T” lighting it at homecoming and graduation.
The “T" has both histerical and sentimental value to the residents of Tooele serving as a visual
welcoming home sign to all for over a hundred years. My concerns are also safety when it comes to the
“T", high schooler’s are known for their pranks and dares especially at these two events. There has
already been reported deaths by young people trying to climb these power lines.

The EIS states construction activities increases the risk of wildfires. The proposed route would
require approx. 128 miles of new access roads. Tooele City has a Volunteer Fire Department. Any
additional risks of wildfires to the shrub and grassy dry mountainous areas in the late fall would increase




the danger of the lives of the volunteer fire fighters and place the surrounding residential areas in
potential danger and loss of human lives and destruction of personal property. The closest additional
fire assistance is the County Fire Dept located 15 to 20 minutes north in Stansbury Park and is also a
volunteer service. :

Antiguated, vague, inconsistent and incorrect information was filed with the Federal
Government to present a biased view of our city which would grant RMP approval to proceed with a
multi-billion dollar project that will negatively impact our valley to such a magnitude we will never be
able to recover from it. Notice to citizens was not sufficient to present RMP’s project in enough detail
and with enough information with limited time left to oppose it. RMP was hoping to “fty under the
radar” hoping we wouldn’t notice them until it was too late, but this is not the case for them in Tooele.
We have caught them in enough time to oppose their project before it was started and before it’s too
Jate to stop their current proposed routes through our city and valley.

According to RMP, the power line is needed for the Salt Lake Valley. Tooele may need additional
power and benefit from it in the future and that’s only “if” we have anything left to build to. We need to
protect our best interests the same as other cities along the Wasatch front who have denied RMP to
build on their side of the mountain. Our personal property value will decrease if these lines are built
next to our homes. Any improvement we have made will be of no value. If the value of our homes
decreases; the amount we pay in property tax will go down as well. This will be an individual loss and an
annual loss to the tax base we so desperately need to maintain our schools, streets and the money used
to operate our city and county.

We can’t let a big corporation tear the heart out of our valley. We have given so much of our
valley to other big corporations and to the government. It feels like we have given every other part of
ourselves to nerve agents, toxic chemicals, chorline gases, to name just a few — because we ~ the
citizens of Tooele — didn’t have the opportunity to stand up and say no — No we don’t want them here -
before the decision was made to bring those poisons here.

We don’t want any more. The heart is all we have left and we want it to remain untouched and
still beating so we can build a future here. If we allow these power corridors to be placed where RMP
and the BLM propose wrapping around the city, we won't have a future, we will be strangled by
electricity, choked to death with no room to grow or beauty left to enjoy and our heart will stop beating.

Sincerely,

Kaye Pratt : W
Brad Pratt %4.2 /M/

743 Deer Hollow
Tooele, UT 84074




July 1, 2009
Mayor Dunlavy and Tooele City Council,

We have just in the past few weeks been informed of the preferred and the alternate routes
that Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM are wanting to take to run the 500 kilovolt and the 345
kilovolt power lines through our city and our county for the Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Line
Corridar Project.

| am here tonight as a concerned citizen and as a chairperson to the citizens group formed to
oppose the routes proposed by Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM for this project.

The proposed routes are in unaccepiable and far too damaging to our city and its residents.

As you have also discovered, these routes pass over the mouths of both of our most used and
cherished canyons. They will cross over our reservoir and across the foothills of our community. They
are also proposed to run on the west side of our city for too close to the residents living there thus
causing an extreme negative impact on the future residential growth in that area.

The plan proposed by RMP and the BLM have at this point not taken into consideration at all
the welfare of Tooele City and in many ways Tooele County.

We have industrial areas and an extreme amount of apen unimproved land that would be a far
better choice for the power lines to be located. There is not an acceptable reason to destroy the
beauty and the possibility of future residential growth in our city. In a way this would strangle us.

As a chairman of the citizen committee | have here a petition with approximately 1000
signatures of concerned citizens of Tooele opposing the current routes proposed for this project. |
would like to present this petition to Mayor Dunlavy and the Tooele City Council at this time. There are
still petitions out in the community at this time being signed. | am informed that at this time those
petitions contain another approximately 700 signatures. We will continue to have opposing petitions
signed through the month of July and then present a complete petition to you at that time. The
members of the citizen group and those signing this petition are growing at a very rapid rate. (copy of
petition given to The Mayor and City Council)

We applaud your decision as a Mayor and as the City Council for your care and support with
this extreme matter. As a citizen group we plan to stand up and not allow the proposal currently in
place. We nheed to stand together as a community and its leaders to protect what is sentimental and
sacred to the residents of our community. There is an agreeable solution if we all can set down with
Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM and find one.

ThankWn

Brad Pratt




MO U N T'}; IN WEST ORTHOPED iICS

- SFORTS MEDICINE

" Chris Belton, DO

July 1, 2009

Christopher Belton
725 E. Oakridge Dr.
Tooele, Utah 84074

Dear Members of the City Council,

My family and I relocated from St. Louis, Missouri to Tooele last July to begin a new
practice in Orthopedic Surgery. My wife and I studied where we wanted 1o live, and
where we wanted to raise our children. After months of searching, decided to move to
the south bench of Tooele, and begin a practice at Mountain West Medical Center. The
community and the breath-taking view of the Oquirth Mountains and the Tooele Valley
helped us select the lot we purchased for our home. We love the pristine views of the
Tooele Valley and the benches we enjoy from our home.

If the view of the southern bench were obstructed by large power lines, we would have
selected a different place to build our home. Grantsville, Erda, and Lake Point are places
we looked for potential places to build. None of these places offered the beauty of the
south end of Tooele.

Our home is surrounded by lots for sale. Allowing large power lines to destroy the
picturesque setting of our community will keep people from moving into our
neighborhood and city.

These lines, if aliowed to be put along the preferred route by Rocky Mountain Power,
will have a negative impact on the visual aesthetics of our city, along with an impact on
the economy and growth by making it a less desirable place to build new homes.

Thank you,

W

Christopher Belton




Letter to the City Council Regarding the Proposed Rocky Mountain Power Project

Members of the Tooele City Council, Mayor Dunlavy, Representatives of Rocky Mountain
Power and the Bureau of Land Management, Citizens of the City of Tooele,

My name is Gary Swan. I am a pative of Tooele, having been born here 45 years ago, and have
lived most of my life int this beautiful community. 1love Tooele, so much so, in fact, that, as
many in this audience are aware, [ have written songs about this love. Interestingly, and !
suppose quite surprisingly, I have also had a certain affection for the electric utility industry and
have written songs about this affection as well. In fact, my chiidren have sung these songs,
helping classroom teachers not only in Utah, but in other portions of the country, understand why
electricity is so important to our modern society, where it comes from, and how we get it to our
homes. '

One thing I’ve learned in my work with electric utilities across this country is how difficult it is
for a utility to site new transmission capacity. When the electric utility industry says this is a big
issue and a critical need, they’re not exaggerating. I also know that the biggest challenge any
utility faces in this regard is NEMBYism, standing for Not In My Back Yard!

So why would I be here today, understanding and appreciating all that? Because Rocky
Mountain Power, with all due respect, has made an absolutely horrible recommendation of a
corridor in which to site its new transmission capacity along Tooele’s Southeast Bench. In fact,
short of putting those new lines right through the middle of somebody’s subdivision, there could
not be a more inappropriate location, a more negatively impactful location in this entire county.

Is this about individuals® property values? Sure, that’s part of it. Is it about safety and health
concerns for having that much electricity transmission so close to homes? Yes, that’s part of i,
too. But what this is really about is the entire character of a' community. This project would
create a breathtaking defacement of the beautiful Corner Mountain that has always served as a
sentinel to the entire east side of the community of Tooele, and would also directly interfere with
the big “T” on Clipper Peak, which has come to be a symbol of community spirit and strength.

One more thing. Many irt this community have speculated and dreamed of the future possibility
of having an LDS Temple on the property that Maxine Grimam owns. Sister Grimom herself, a
good friend to several LDS church presidents, including presidents Hinckley and Monson, has
this as a dream, and she’s the property owner. And these transmission lines would come right
exactly through where that temple would uitimately stand.

Rocky Mountain Power has a very effective marketing brand called “Do the Bright Thing.”
Siting this new transmission capacity along the proposed southeast route could not be more
contradictory to that slogan. This project, as proposed, will create a permanent blight on this
community’s very character, and will creaie a devastating blight upon Rocky Mountain Power’s
good name in the hearts of Tooele’s residents for decades to come. This valley is full of wide
open, empty spaces, much more appropriate for a project like this. Please find a different route.
This one is absolutely unacceptable.

Gary Swan




Mayor, City Council members

My name is Art Freiley. Iagree with most everything that has
been said here tonight in defense of the beauty and traditions of the
City of Tooele.

My wife and I recently moved into our home which we built about
a year ago. Before building our home for retirement, we looked at
a number of different areas around Salt Lake but we eventually
choose the city of Tooele and the bench area. What attracted us
was the friendly community but the wonderful views of the
mountains all around. I am very concerned that this proposed plan
will adversely affect not only our views but the views of the many
citizens around this community.

Currently there are many developments and lots available in the
bench area that have yet to be built on, But who would want to
purchase a lot and build their home on it, knowing the view
includes these large towers and the power lines stretched across
our beautiful Oquirrh mountains? I would expect that our property
values will decline, if this plan proceeds which means less taxes
for the city and the county.

I know there are alternative routes that can and should be
considered. These would be less harmful to our mountains, and the
a long held tradition of the “T”. The bench area is one of the most
desirable areas in Tooele, attracting professionals to build and live
in the area, which is always good for Tooele businesses and its
residents. I believe the bench and canyon areas should be protected
from these unsightly power lines and towers.

I would encourage our City Council members to do all in their
power to protect this area from being defaced and find another
route that can meet the objection of this project to bring power to
valleys of Tooele and Salt Lake. Thank you.
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Tooele City Council
Business Meeting Minutes

Date: Wednesday, July 01, 2009

Time: 8:00 p.m.

Place: Tooele City Hall Council Chambers
90 North Main Street, Tooele Utah

City Council Members Present:
Steve Pruden, Chair '

John Hansen

Mike Johnson

Scott Wardle

Dave McCall

City Employees Present:

Mayor Patrick Dunlavy

Roger Baker, City Attorney
Glenn Caldwell, Finance Director
Iisa Carpenter, Deputy Recorder
Chief Ron Kirby, Chief of Police
Rachelie Custer, City Planner
Paul Hansen, City Engineer

Others Present:
Debbie Winn, Chamber of Commerce

Shawn Milne, Planning Commission

Minutes prepared by Elisa Jenkins

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Pruden at 8:00 p.m. He welcomed

those in attendance to the meeting.

1. Pledge of Allegiance

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Rich Valdez.

2. Open Forum for Public Comment

Chairman Pruden invited anyone from the public who would like to come forward
and address the Counci! to do so. No one came forward. Chairman Pruden

closed the open forum at 8:02 p.m.

3. Presentation.bv Rocky Mountain Power
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Mayor Dunlavy thanked all those in attendance for coming to this meeting and
voicing their opinion on this issue. He likes to hear public input. He has strived
over the last three and a half years to be very “transparent” and hopes that the
public has noticed that. It is very important to him. Mayor Dunlavy said that this
item was put on the agenda in a public hearing to get input from the public as well
as from the City Council and himself. Mayor Dunlavy indicated that he
personally opposes the route that Rocky Mountain Power has chosen to place the
power lines. He understands that this is a process and there are other routes that
they can look at. He wants it to be noted for the record that himself and the
Council are in opposition of this route. He said that they are currently in
negotiations with a property owner in this area to purchase 105 acres to preserve
property as open space. This administration wants to preserve the hillside for
future generations to enjoy. He also stated that he understands the need for
additional power in Utah, and does not oppose that. Their opposition is the route
that has been chosen when there are other alternatives. The City will be sending a
copy of these minutes, the comments from the public, and a copies of the petitions
as part of a packet to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) as part of their
opposition. He wanted to reiterate that the Council and he oppose this route. He
appreciates everyone coming to voice their opinion.

Mr. Lee Brown, a consultant for Rocky Mountain Power addressed the Council.

'He is also a resident of Erda. He was asked to come to the Council meeting for
the purpose of requesting a right-of-entry permit to allow the preliminary survey
to determine if the proposed Mona to Oquirrh transmission line route through '
Tooele and the environmental impact statement are feasible, he stated that he is
not here to do that at this meeting. Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM have
heard the outery from the citizens regarding this issue. They have been in contact
with key members of the community that have organized their friends and
neighbors to speak out against the proposed route. He is here tonight to let the
public know that they have been heard and to tell them they want to work with
them. The process simply required them to select various routes for
consideration. When he was hired on with the company and saw this route, he
told the company that they would have problems, so he was nominated to help
deal with the problems. Mr. Brown indicated that many residents have read the
draft environmental impact study which is over 500 pages and there are a lot ways
it can be misinterpreted or to get it right and be opposed to the proposal.

Mr. Brown stated that the Mona to Oquirrh transmission line is part of a larger
transmission system of Pacific Corp, (the parent corporation of Rocky Mountain
Power). The purpose was to develop transmission lines across the west that
would help deliver more power and more reliability to their customers. Pacific
Corp has the responsibility of maintaining the power in the state of Utah. He said
that that 75% of all the electricity consumed in Utah is consumed along the
Wasatch front which includes Tooele. The system is predicted to grow at nearly
250 mega watts a year, which is more power than Tooeie County consumes when
you take out U.S. Magnesium. That is a lot of power that is added to the system
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every year, which requires building a generation or bringing it in through
transmission. Transmission lines are like freeways across the Country, and there
haven’t been any new ones built in Utah for about 30 years. The transmission
lines are getting near capacity and new ones have to be built. Marty Leo will talk
briefly a little later about the overall project and the 6 billion dollar investment in
2,000 miles of transmission lines and will relate it to the Mona to Oquirrh
transmission lines which is what is the concern for Tooele. Mr. Lee stated that he
is the personal consultant to the President of Rocky Mountain Power. He has
explained to the president of Rocky Mountain Power, Mr. Walgee, that instead of
acting like a utility company they should start acting like a public servant. Rocky
Mountain Power is regulated by the public service commission and they should
try to put forth an image of public service. As a private utility they have
contracted with the State of Utah to take their natural resources and turn that into
power and deliver it to their customers. Mr. Walgee believes that his company is
responsible for public service. Mr, Walgee grew up in granger and has worked
his way up to CEO and he is a good man. Mr. Lee explained that Rocky
Mountain Power and Pacific Corp are regulated by numerous federal and state
laws and regulations. They have the responsibility to provide low cost, reliable,
safe, environmentally safe electric power in a non discriminating manner. Itisa
very difficult task and they take it very personally. They have heard the citizens
in Tooele concems and they want to work with them. Mr. Lee wanted to
commend Brad and Kaye Pratt and their friends and neighbors for coming
together and organizing themselves. Tooele has had a greater reaction for
opposition then they have seen in Juab County, Utah County and Salt Lake
County. Rocky Mountain and the BLM have heard the opposition. They would
like to meet and work out the problems. He indicated that the problems can not
be solved tonight, but they can listen to the concerns. They would like to get a
working group of citizens who represent the consensus of views so they can work
toward an alternative solution of what is being proposed. Hopefully this will
allow the BLM to make a decision that appeases the majority of the citizens in
this community and allows the company to move forward to build this line. Itis
one of his assigrmments as a customer advocate to come and see that people
responses are heard. He hopes they will be able to provide low cost, reliable,
safe, environmentally safe electric power in a non discriminating manner and still
meet the needs of all the citizens.

Marty Leo, Customer Community Manager with Rocky Mountain Power
addressed the Council. Ms. Leo is also a lifetime resident of Tooele. She
appreciated the opportunity to speak to the Council. Ms. Leo explained that the
environmental impact statement was released on May 15, 2009 which began the
public comment phase of this project. This transmission expansion project is
needed to meet customer electric needs. This project involves about 2,000 miles
of line. In May of 2007 Rocky Mountain Power announced this transmission
expansion plan and it was based on information that they have been gathering
from growth and population since 2005. The reason they need this line is because
of the growth in the intermountain area. She stated that it has been about 25 years
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since they have updated their infrastructure. They have noticed an increase of
about 26% in the individual consumption of electricity. Rocky Mountain Power
takes their responsibility very seriously as a provider of an essential public
service. Ms. Leo referred to the overhead that showed the process that has been
involved for permitting this line. The BLM is a significant owner of the land
along the proposed route. The BLM reviewed the proposed route and determined
that this would require a major federal actior and an environmental impact study
would be required. The BLM along with Rocky Mountain Power have been
working to develop this route. They have met with various City and County
leaders and the first thing they asked for is to have individuals from planning or
engineering staff to work on a community working group to apprise them of any
long term infrastructure planning in the City or County.  Cary Campbell with the
City, worked with them in the community working group and he was very
valuable. They are in the public comment period of this project and that will be
over on August 12, 2009, Ms. Leo indicated that they are pleased to see this
many citizens involved in the process. They are very aware that one particular
segment of the line is unacceptable to most of the citizens, and they want to see if
there is a workable solution to meet all of the needs. Ms. Leo indicated that the
final line has not been determined, and when it is determined it has to meet a
balance. They have to meet all of their requirements for engineering and
technical and make sure they will meet all their customers’ needs. They also have
to make sure that they meet all mandates for reliability, economic criteria as well
as social concerns, and they have to meet all safety guidelines. The Mona to
Oquirrh transmission line will be built in sections. The first section that needs to
be built is from the Mona substation to the Oquirrh substation in West Jordan, It
is critical to get this additional power to feed into Tooele. They would like to find
a workable solution to meet everyone’s needs.

Chairman Pruden then invited those citizens that would like to speak to this
subject to come forward.

Brad Pratt, 743 Deer Hollow Road addressed the Council. Mr. Pratt thanked the
Council for allowing the citizens to speak. He also thanked the citizens in this
Community and the Committee members for alerting the citizens of this situation.
He appreciates the comments from Mr. Lee and Ms. Leo. Mr. Pratt indicated that
a few weeks ago they were informed by Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM,
the preferred and alternate route for this transmission line expansion project. He
is here as a Jocal citizen and a representative of a committee that has been formed
representing citizens of this community that are in opposition to the proposed
routes and some of the alternate routes. It is their feeling that the proposed routes
are unacceptable. They also feel that the routes are far to close to residents
homes. They feel that Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM have not taken into
consideration all of the welfare of Tooele City and many of the concerns of the
County. They feel that there are industrial areas in the County and there is a lot of
open space within the County that could be considered that would be more
acceptabie to providing this service. Mr. Pratt indicated that he is the chairman of
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this comumittee and he is here with a petition. Mr. Pratt presented this petition to
the City Council and the Mayor. (A copy of this petition is included with these
minutes as Exhibit A). Mr. Pratt also submitted copies of the comments from the
citizens that will be addressed at this meeting. (A copy of these comments is
included with these minutes as Exhibit B). The petition has approximately 1,000
names and there are petitions still circulating throughout the community. At the
end of July he will collect the petitions that are still circulating and present them
to the City Council and the Mayor at that time. Mr. Pratt stated that as a
Committee and as citizens of this commumty he thanked the Mayor and the City
Counci] for their care and support in this matter. He stated that as a citizen group
they plan to stand up and not allow this proposed route to happen in its current
place. They need to stand up and protect what is sentimental and sacred to the
citizens of this community. He believes that there is an agreeable solution; this -
project needs to move forward and this committee plans to meet with Rocky
‘Mountain Power and the BLM and find the agreeable solution.

Marilyn Roundy, 770 Skyline Drive addressed the Council. Ms. Roundy
indicated that she is not opposed to Rocky Mountain Power expanding this line
but she is opposed to the route they have chosen through Tooele County and
Tooele City. Ms. Roundy is opposed to Rocky Mountain Power taking their lines
through one of the most beautiful places in Tooele. She feels that this route will
affect all of the residents in Tooele. She is also concerned about the fire aspect of
this project. Rocky Mountain Power has stated that “these lines increase the risk
of fire during construction and during repair”. Tooele has strong winds that

- come through the canyons and they have a volunteer fire department. She feels
that the fire department is not equipped to handle a wild fire on the proposed
southeast route. There will be families that will live very near to these
transmission lines, and she is concerned for their safety. She also indicated that
Corner Mountain has wildlife that will be disrupted by these lines. The BLM is
supposed to protect the land and the wildlife and they told her “the wildlife will
relocate”. These lines will be visible as you look toward the southeast mountain.
Rocky Mountain Power has said that they will build the lines to blend in, and she
feels that they will not blend in with anything. Ms. Roundy is also concerned
about property value decreasing. The maps that Rocky Mountain Power and the
BLM are using are old and do not show much of the new growth in Tooele.
These lines are being placed to close to residents’ homes and business. She
indicated that Tooele County is 6,930 sq miles and Tooele City is only 21 sq
miles and she feels with all of the open space that there must be a better route for
these power lines.

Steve Hamilton, 896 Dear Hollow Rd addressed the Council. Mr. Hamilton is a
local contractor and a land owner in the south east portion of the City. He
indicated that he would take a financial loss if these power lines were built. He is
more concerned about what the power lines would do to the mountain side. He
understands that the proposed route is the shortest distance, but he is opposed to
this route. He also understands that Rocky Mountain needs to upgrade their
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power. He feels that a better route would be to the west of Tooele where it is
already industrialized. Mr. Hamilton does not understand why the BLM would
put their preferred route across Settlement Canyon reservoir, across the “T”, and
all the way up the most beautiful canyon that Tooele has. The BLM is supposed
to be watching out for the lands. He asked Mr. Lee why the BLM chose this '
route?

Mr. Lee said that over the last two years as Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM
began this process they have worked with numerous municipals, government
agencies, and community working groups to narrow down the number of
alternatives that would work for this route. They came down with 15 alternatives.
He is not sure how they came up with this preferred route. He would fike M.
Hamilton to come to a working group where he could help to try and find a
solution that would work for everyone.

Mr, Hamilton was at a meeting with the BLM and he asked them the same
question as he asked Mr. Lee and they did not have an answer. He understands
that Rocky Mountain Power needs the power but is against the route that they
have chosen.

Mike Wells addressed the Council. He indicated that in 2006 the City Leaders
started down a path to protect the open spaces in Tooele by creating a
conservation easement. Those efforts are still going on today. He applauded the
efforts of the City Council and Mayor Dunlavy for their foresight to protect open
space in Tooele City. He said that on this agenda the City has made application
for the LeRay McAllister Critical Conservation Program to acquire 105 acres of
open space on the south east bench of Tooele. He said that it is not a just a few
people or neighbors that are interested in protecting the southeast bench it is the
entire City. He feels that protecting the southeast bench is very important for the
future of the City and future generations. He is not opposed to the expansion of
power in the Tooele area, but not at the expanse of these foothills.

John Hansen, 739 E Oakridge Drive addressed the Council. Mr. Hansen said that
he is opposed to power lines running on the southeast bench of Tooele or running
through Tooele City at all. He feels that these power lines should run through the
west side of the valley to 1-80 and then to Lake Point. He feels that the east bench
route has many flaws including disrupting the wildlife, disturbing the two natural
springs located in Corner Canyon, the negative impact on the visual resources, the
negative impact on the earth’s resources, increased risk of fire, and negative
impact on property values. He appreciates the support of City ieaders to stop the
visual pollution of Tooele City. He wants his children and grandchildren to be
able to enjoy the Tooele Valley as he has.

Richard Valdez, 685 Upland Drive addressed the Council. He indicated that he

has been a teacher, a coach, and couriselor at Tooele High School for 30 plus
years. He is in opposition of these power lines and blocking the “T” on the
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southeast bench. He believes in the traditions of Tooele High School and the “T”
on the bench is an important part of those traditions. The traditions such as
whitewashing the “T*, and lighting the “T”, have gone on for generations. The
power lines will distract from the beauty of the mountain and the “T™.

Jim Webber, 784 Elk Meadow Loop addressed the Council. Dr. Webber is a
physician in Tooele. He was asked to speak on some of the health concerns
related 1o high voltage power lines. Dr. Webber is a radiologist at Mountain West
Medical Center. He is responsible for radiation safety at the hospital. Dr.
Webber indicated that electric and magnetic fields (EMF) are invisible hines that
are associated with the production, transmission and use of electric power and are
associated with high voltage transmission lines and secondary power lines. He
stated that the National Institute of Environmental Health Scientists has concluded
that there is an association between an increasing exposure to EMI’s and
childhood leukemia. He also stated that high level magnetic fields are associated
with the doubling of the risk of childhood leukemia. He said that recently in a
lawsuit filed by Rocky Mountain Power against the City of Willard, a consultant
for the Willard City Council pointed out that in 1998 in the U.S. and 2001 by the
World Health Organization International Cancer Agency for Cancer Research
EMFE’s have been documented for causing cancer causing agents. Researchers
have concluded that EMF’s disturb immune system function, and these effects
result in damage to tissue repair processes and these disturbances increase the risk
of cancer. These effects were shown to occur in exposure levels significantly
below most current national and international safety limits. He is very concerned
about the increased risk of leukemia of children in the area. Dr. Webber stated
that he had a personal friend who lost a son who climbed a high voltage power
pole. This risk will also be present for all children who are cutious about power
lines. He is not opposed to power, but he is opposed to the current proposed route
and he suggests that an alternative route is found.

Maxine Grimm addressed the Council. Ms. Grimm stated that she was born in
Tooele and her great great grandparents helped settle Tooele in 1849. Her roots
run deep in Tooele. She feels it is her responsibility to keep the valley beautiful.
She recalls when Tooele did not have any outside lights, and she had only one
light inside in the middle the room. Ms. Grimm has traveled and fived
everywhere, but Tooele is her home. Tooele is very beautifu] and gives her a
warm feeling and she does not want these power poles to disrupt this feeling. Ms.
Grimm is very opposed to the route of these power poles on the mountain. She
feels that there are other places to put these power poles that would not disturb the
beautiful mountains.

Gary Swan, 1335 Brandy Lane addressed the Council. He indicated that most of
his statement that is included with the minutes has already been addressed. He
wanted to summarize the last paragraph of his statement. He stated that Rocky
Mountain Power has a very effective marketing brand that says “Do the right
thing”. He said that this power line route is contradictory to that slogan. Mr.
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Swan said that this route will create a devastating blight on the very character of
this community and & devastating blight on Rocky Mountain Powers good name
upon the residents of Tooele for years to come. He feels there are many other
open spaces in Tooele that would be beter suited for these power poles and stated
that this route is unacceptable.

Arl Freiley, 1235 Brandy Lane addressed the Council. Mr. Freiley said that he
has been a resident of Tooele for about one year. He is concerned that the
placement of these power poles will decrease property values. He feels that there
are alternative routes that would be better for these power poles. He feels that the
southeast bench should be protected and hopes the Council will do all they can to
help protect it.

Dan Egelund, 1326 E 700 S addressed the Council. Mr. Egelund stated that he is
the owner of REMAX Real Estate Company in Tooele and a resident of Tooele
on the southeast bench. He indicated that if these lines are allowed to go through
the proposed routes he feels that it would have a devastating effect on property
values and tax revenue. He said as a real estate agent he has to deal with stigmas
and eye sores. The way that you deal with eye sores and stigmas is you lower the
price of the home until someone can overlook those things for the right price. He
feels that the power poles have a lot of stigmas attached to them and they are an
eye sore. He indicated that tax assessors are being mandated to make sure that
assessed values reflect current market values. The assessed values are going to
result in a loss of tax revenue. Who will pay the gap? He also feels that this will
hinder the growth of the vacant lots as well. The power poles will devalue
property values. He also stated that the property that has already been purchased
for open space will also be devalued if these power poles are allowed on the
proposed route.

Kaye Pratt, 743 Deer Hollow Road addressed the Council. Ms. Pratt indicated
that she is from Tooele and her roots also run deep. Ms. Pratt said that the power
poles need to be placed in the City’s industrial areas and not in residential areas
where they will have negative impacts on human life and the environment. She
also said that she is not opposed to power and appreciates Mr. Brown’s assurances
that Rocky Mountain Power will work with Tooele. She also appreciates the
Mayor’s support and the Council’s support on this issue and allowing the citizens
1o speak.

Robert Wall, 62 W 780 S addressed the Council. Mr. Wall indicated that he
represents the property owner of the 105 acres that is on the agenda. He has said
that he has seen Rocky Mountain Power work in good faith and hopes that they
will be attentive to the concerns of the citizens. He said that the Council is
making a good decision to fry and preserve open space. He said that once the
property is gone it is gone.

Chairman Pruden then turned the time over to the Council for their comments.
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- Councilman McCall noted that he does not have roots in Tooele but has been here
since 1993, He also agrees that the southeast bench should be protected. He will
do all that he can to get these power lines moved to a different route, He
appreciated all those who came to speak on this issue.

Councilman Johnson said that he understands the importance of this issue to the
residents and thanked them for coming and speaking out on this issue.
Councilman Johnson thanked Mr. Brown and Ms. Leo for coming as well.
Councilman Johnson has worked with Mr. Lee before and he is an honest man
and the residents should believe what he says. He thanked the residents for not
attacking these individuals personally. Councilman Johnson is also from Tooele
and is a graduate of Tooele High School. He also said that he will do whatever be
can to make sure this proposed route does not go through the east bench. He
noted that Tooele needs the power, jobs, and development and the future needs to
be considered. He will do whatever he can to make sure this line goes through
another location.

Councilman Wardle echoed Councilman Johnson’s comments to Rocky Mountain
Power for coming to this meeting. He has been to several meeting concerning
these power lines and he is impressed that the residents want to protect the valley.
The Council has fought to protect the east bench. He said that when Rocky
Mountain Power comes for a right-of-entry permit he will be voting against that.
He does not feel that this is the route they should take.

Councilman Hansen stated that he is also opposed to this route and would not vote
for a right-of-entry permit. Councilman Hansen wanted Ms. Grimm to know that
he met her husband a few times in the 1960’s and he thought he was a good man.

Chairman Pruden noted that there are still petitions out for people to sign. He
asked Mr. Pratt where someone could go to sign a petition.

Mir. Pratt indicated that there are petitions in Dr. Webber’s office, Dr. Roundy’s
office, The Executive Plaza on Main and Vine, and the Tooele City Golf Course.
He also has petitions with him if anyone would like to sign them after the
meeting.

Chairman Pruden also thanked Mr. Brown and Ms. Leo for coming to the
meeting.

Mayor Dunlavy offered City Hall for Rocky Mountain Power and the citizen
group to meet.

Chairman Pruden thanked the public for coming and voicing their opinions and
thanked them for the orderly manner in which they conducted themselves.
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A brief recess was taken from 9:40 p.m. — 9:45 p.m.

4, PUBLIC HEARING Regarding the Application of Tooele City for
' financial Assistance from the LeRay McAllister Critical Land

Conservation Program to Acquire a Conservation Easement for.
105 Acres of Hillside Open Space

Presented by Roger Baker

Mr. Baker stated that this itemt and the next item are related. The Resolution will
follow the public hearing. He said that he enjoyed being at this meeting and
having the public acknowledge what he has known for some time, and that is that
Mayor Dunlavy and the City Council have established, as an important public
policy, the preservation of open space, specifically the hillside located on the
south end of town. This would preserve this space for future generations to enjoy.
1t has been mentioned earlier that the City is in negotiations with the owners of
105 acres of hillside on the south bench. He also noted that Tooele City already
owns 1,700 acres adjacent to this property to the south of the City, mostly for the
preservation of important water shed areas and open space. Mr. Baker stated that
the State of Utah has a limited amount of funds available to help municipalities
with the acquisition of critical lands for preservation from development. This is
called the LeRay McAllister Critical Land Conservation Program. As part of the
acquisition the City has agreed to work with the property owners to submit an
application for whatever funds are available from this program to help them
acquire the land and a conservation easement on the land. This public hearing
and the Resolution to follow are required steps in submitting the application. He
also asked the Council to expressly include the minutes of the prior item, and the
written materials submitted to the Council from the citizen’s committee, as part of
the record of the public hearing on this item, so it does not have to be repeated.
He felt that the previous item was very relevant to the issue of the conservation
easement from development of any kind.

Chairman Pruden agreed, and stated that this is a public hearing if anyone would
fike to come forward and address this issue to do so. No one came forward.

Councilman Hansen moved to close the public hearing. Councilman McCall
seconded the motion. The public hearing closed at 9:52 p.m.

Mr. Baker indicated that because no one spoke at this public hearing i is not
indicative of a lack of public interest on this item; the comments have already
been made in the previous public hearing.

5, Resolution 2009-38 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council
Authorizine the Submittal by the Mayer of an Application for
Financial Assistance from the LeRay McAllister Critical L.and
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Conservation Progsram for Acquisition and Preservation of 105
Acres of Hillside Open Space

_ Presented by Roger Baker

Councilman Johnson said that because there were several hundred people in the
Council chambers which is the by far the largest gathering that he has been
witness to, speaking about this very issue demonstrates to him the important
public interest in the application. He supports the application.

Councilman McCall noted to Mr. Gillie, with the Tooele Transcript, that he
should mention how much land the City already owns for open space preservation
in the Transcript.

Mr. Gillie noted that one of the reasons given when they named the Mayor as the
first person of the year was because of the efforts that he, the Council, and Mr.
Baker have taken to preserve open space.

Chairman Pruden also noted that the City has purchased 13 acres on Skyline Dr
that will someday be a park.

Councilman Wardle moved to adept Resolution 2009-38, including the
record regarding Rocky Mountain Power and the public comments made, to
show public support for this application of open space. Councilman Hansen
seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”,

Councilman Wardle noted that there are several trustees from the family present
and he indicated that he is thankful for the work they have done and their
willingness to discuss this.

6. MOTION on Amended Plat for West Point Meadows
Condominiums to Modify the Design of the Buildings to be
Constructed Located at 600 North 680 West.

Presented by Rachelle Custer

Ms. Custer explained that West Point Meadow Condominiums 1s currently an
existing development within Tooele City at approximately 600 N and 680 W.
They are amending the plat from 64 units to 63 units. The main reason for the
amendment is to change the units from top to bottom units to side by side units; to
do this the piat must be amended.

Chairman Pruden noted that the public hearing on this item was held two weeks
ago at the last City Council meeting.

Page 11 of 15
Tooele City Council 07/01/0%9




Councilman Johnson noted that at the public hearing there were objections made
by one person. Since that public hearing the Council has been provided with
information from the City Attorney’s office, and he has also has done some
research. The objection was that the City Council could not amend a plat without
the signature of all affected land owners, He believes that Utah Code Section 10-
9a-609 (1) clearly says that they can. Therefore he will vote to amend the plat.

Councilman Wardle mentioned that Mr. Martinez had an opportunity to submit
comment after that meeting and he has not done so.

Ms. Custer said that she has not received any objection in writing from Mr.
Martinez. :

Councilman Johnson moved to approve the amended plat for West Point
Meadows Condominiums to modify the design of the buildings to be
constructed located at 600 North 680 West. Councilman Hansen seconded the
motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

7. Resolution 2009-36 A Resolution of the Togele City Council
Approving an Agreement with Lewis, Young, Roberfson and
Burningham, Inc., for Professional Services for Amending the
Tooele City Annexation Plan, and Undertaking a Feasibility
Analyses, Regarding the Annexation of Property into Tooele City.

Presented by Mayor Patrick Dunlavy

Mayor Dunlavy stated that it is important to the City to meet the State Legislative
requirements on updating the Cities annexation plan. This resclution is asking
that they allow the firm of Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham to update
the annexation plan. They are not looking at annexing any property into Tooele

City at this time; they are simply updating the annexation plan to meet the States
requirements.

' Councilman Hansen moved to approve Resolution 2009-36. Councilman
Wardle seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

8. Resolution 2009-37 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council
Ratifying a Contract with Wind River Construction and
Development for the Construction of the 200 South Storm Drain

Project.

Presented by Paul Hansen

Mr. Paul Hansen said that there needs to be a correction on this Resolution it is
not ratifying a contract, it is authorizing the Mayor to sign a contract. The
contract has not been signed it is pending the Council’s approval. Mr. Hansen
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indicated that this is the second storm drain project the City has put out for bid
this year. This is for a short section on 200 South across from the old hospital 1o
mitigate some flooding that occurs there during large storm events. The project
was put out for bid and they are recommending that the project be awarded to
‘Wind River Construction at this time. They are asking for an additional $6,000
contingency which may be used for changed conditions af the discretion of the
Mayor. It will only be spent if justified.

Councilman Johnson noted that there were three bids and this bid was quite a bit
lower than the other two and was concerned that they might have missed
something,

Mr. Hansen said that this contract was about $10,000 less than what his estimate
was. He discussed this with contractor and the contractor showed him how he put
his prices together to complete this project. Mr, Hansen noted that the contractor
said his primary motivation that was to keep people busy not necessarily to make
“alot of profit. He wants to keep his people working.

Councilman Hansen moved to approve Resolution 2009-37 as corrected.
Councilman Johnson seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

9, Resolution 2009-35 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council
Accepting the Completed Public Improvements Associated with
Sunset Estates Subdivision Phase 4.

Presented by Paul Hansen

Mr. Hansen explained that in accordance with Tooele City Code when a
developer completes public improvements within the City limits, the City is
required to inspect those improvements and when found acceptable to bring a
resolution to the City Council accepting the public improvements and
commencing the one year warranty period. He recommends the acceptance of the
public improvements associated with Sunset Estates Subdivision Phase 4.

Councilman Johnson asked if he or Mr. Campbell has made a visual on this
property.

Mr. Hansen stated that he has and has taken pictures and they are in the file.

Councilman Johnson noted that this in not part of the North Tooele Special
Service District but they are required to install some things such as lamp posts.

Mr. Hansen said they are part of the North Tooele Special Service District, and
are required to do street signs and lights to the standard of the District.

Councilman Johnson asked if they were in compliance.
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Mr. Hansen said yes.

Councilman Hansen moved to approve Resolution 2009-35, Councilman
Wardle seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

10. Resolution 2009-34 A Resolution of the Tooele City Council
Accepting the Completed Public Improvements associated with
Gleneagles Subdivision Phase 3A.

Presented by Paul Hansen

Mz, Hansen indicated that this has the same representation as the previous item.
This subdivision is located just south of 1000 North and west of 600 West. The
inspections and photographs are on file. Upon acceptance of this resolution the
one year warranty period will commence.

Councilman Hansen moved to approve Resolution 2009-34. Councilman
McCall seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

11. Minutes: June 17, 2009; Closed Meeting and Joint City Council
and RDA Business Meeting Minutes

Councibman Wardle moved to approve the minutes as presented.
Councilman Hansen seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”.

12.  Invoices
Presented by Mayor Patrick Dunlavy

Mayor Duniavy presented the following invoices for payment:

+ Kilgore Paving & Maintenance for current road projects in the amount of
$259,328.55.

o Maric Sales, LLC for repairs to Vac-Don Sewer Truck in the amount of
$16,577.24.

 Superior Excavating and Hauling, LLC for water looping on 1000 North
Project Phase 1 in the amount of $56,113.32.

Councilman Johnson moved to approve the invoices as presented by Mayor
Dunlavy. Councilman McCall seconded the motion. All members present voted
“Ayeﬁ’.

13.  Adjourn
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Councilman Hansen moved to adjourn the meeting. Councilman Wardle
seconded the motion. All members present voted “Aye”. The meeting adjourned

at 10:11 pm.

Approved this 15™ day of July 2009

Chairman Pruden
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September 21, 2009

Bureau of Land Management
Attn: Mike Nelson

2370 8.2300 W.

Salt Lake City, UT 84119

RE: Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Line Project

Mr. Nelson,

Thank you for BLM’s attention to this important project and your willingness to listen to our concerns
and proposals. We also appreciate Rocky Mountain Power’s facilitating dialog to resolve our differences.
However, these meetings have not yet resulted in agreement with RMP’s proposals. After considerable
discussion and research by the Tooele Valley community, we come to the BLM expressing our concerns
and common proposals to minimize the impact of this transmission line project. This letter represents the
united efforts and consensus of governments and citizens from Tooele and Grantsville Cities as well as
Tooele County for the unincorporated areas of Tooele Valiey.

Therefore we present our proposals to the BLM along with our reasons and justification to garner your
support:

1) We generally concur with RMP’s proposed route between Mona and Terminal. However we
propose transmission lines near Grantsville be limited in number and located as far west as

possible.

This proposal avoids residents of Grantsville to the greatest extent.
2) We propose the site of the Limber Substation be relocated to northern Tooele Valley near 1-80.
This reduces the impact to Grantsville to only one 500 kv line between Mona and Limber.

This proposal accommodates a better interconnection to the 500 kv grid serving the western
United States. Although not a part of RMP’s currently planned project, it is obvious that the
Limber substation will connect to other 500 kv substations (such as the White Pine substation m
eastern Nevada, or Midpoint, Cedar Hili or Populus substations in southern Idaho). Without this
additional connection, Limber becomes the only 500 kv node for all of northern Utah and would
be located on a dead end line. Furthermore, the western U.S. 500 kv grid has very little north-
south interconnectivity inland from the west coast making a northern leg from Limber important
to the grid itself. Energy corridors already exist that run along I-80 west out of Tooele Valley to
accomplish this interconnection. With Limber located near 1-80, connection to future 500 kv
lines becomes convenient and of minimal impact.

This proposal improves the 345 kv grid serving northern Utah. The Limber to Terminal line is
shortened by 12 to 17 miles having been replaced by the more efficient 500 kv line. Shorter lines
between 345 kv substations result in lower impact and in higher transmission efficiency and

reliability.




This proposal has a positive effect on the 138 kv grid serving Tooele County. U.S. Magnesium
and ATI industrial operations at Rowley consume approximately as much power as the Tooele
Valley. The existing Terminal to Rowley 138 kv line passes along I-80 through Tooele Valley
and past our proposed Limber location. When connected to Limber, this line becomes a much
shorter, more dependable and efficient Limber to Rowley run. It also creates a 138 kv connection
between Terminal and Limber available to serve Tooele Valley WITHOUT ANY NEW LINE
CONSTRUCTION. At minimal cost, service to Tooele Valley can be doubled in reliability and

tripled in capacity.

This proposal simplifies power distribution within Tooele Valley. With a more central location,
distribution lines from Limber to points within Tooele Valley are shorter and do not accumulate
as they would to get around the Army Depot and Grantsville City in route from RMP’s proposed

sife.

3) We propose the Limber to Oquirrh transmission line be routed to minimize impact to Tooele
Valley’s residents. This proposal concurs with Tooele City Mayor, Tooele City Council and The
Citizens Committee of Tooele as well as the Tooele County Commission who are opposed to
RMP’s proposed routes through or south or east of Tooele City and have been designated by the
same officials and citizens as unacceptable having the greatest amount of negative impact on the
greatest amount of citizens. We propose these routes be eliminated for those reasons and
because they are no longer practical considering a northern location for the Limber substation.

We have discussed these and other proposals with RMP. We believe RMP has overstated the costs, risks
and difficulties associated with them. Existing transmission lines, substations and a 300 ft tall cell tower
in northern Tooele and Skull Valleys demonstrate soil suitability. Our arguments here before the BLM
are just as valid before the Public Service Commission. We call for a fair evaluation of the proposals by
the BLM and a fair distribution of cost between RMP shareholders and customers. ’

We look forward to a formal meeting with the BLM to discuss our united Tooele Valley proposals at the
earliest opportunity.

Sincerely,

Tooele County Commissioners

VLTI

Colleen S. JohnsorZ,

/Sruce Clegg %/




atrick Dunlavy,
Tooele City Mayg

Steve Pruden,
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James Vera Glen Terry
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ce: Rocky Mountain Power

ce: Utah Public Service Commission
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Power company won’t budge on east bench route

by Sarah Miley

10.01.09 - 06:30 pm

Rocky Mountain Power at loggerheads with local officials over transmission
line project

Rocky Mountain Power will not make major modifications to proposed routes for
a high-voltage power line project in Tooele Valley despite widespread objections
from local residents and elected leaders.

“We deeply regret we were unsuccessful at finding any solutions meeting the
company’s siting criteria that garnered any more public support than the
originally proposed routes analyzed in the draft EIS [environmental impact
statement],” said Rod Fisher, community relations director with Rocky Mountain
Power, in explaining the company’s decision to stick with the routes it initially
proposed.

But Tooele resident Kaye Pratt, who helped spearhead a citizens group opposed
to power lines along the city’s east bench, said the company is simply ignoring
reasonable compromise routes agreed to by the Tooele County Commission, the
mayors of Tooele and Grantsville, the Tooele City Council, and citizen groups.

“Tooele County is in agreement,” she said. “It is Rocky Mountain Power who is
unwilling to acknowledge it.”

Tooele County Commissioner Jerry Hurst said Rocky Mountain Power officials’
decision to reject local solutions is disappointing.

“It seems to me like we worked hard to come up with not just problems but
solutions,” Hurst said. “When they turned in this deal with the original route —
this south bench route and the east bench route that wraps around Tooele City —
we all said, ‘That’s totally unacceptable.’” I really thought we’d talked them out of
that, but when they turned in their proposal it was for that original route. I don’t
know what kind of game we’re playing here, but I don’t like it.”

The 500/345kV transmission line would run from Mona in Juab County to a
proposed future Limber Substation to be built in the Tooele Valley. One line
would then run to the existing Oquirrh Substation in West Jordan. The other line
would go to the existing Terminal Substation in Salt Lake City.

The Bureau of Land Management released a draft environmental impact
statement on the proposed project in May. Rocky Mountain Power and the BLM
conducted public meetings in June. In addition, because of confroversy
surrounding routes in the Tooele Valley, Rocky Mountain Power held public
conflict resolution meetings in hopes of finding a compromise on the Limber to
Oquirrh line route — a route that could involve crossing the southeast benches of
Tooele.

In a document to the BLM dated Sept. 21, city and county officials, and members
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of two citizens groups, said in general they concurred with RMP’s proposed route
from Mona to Terminal, although they proposed transmission lines near
Grantsville be limited in number and located as far west as possible. They also
proposed the Limber substation be moved to northern Tooele Valley near I-80.
Finally, they proposed the Limber-to-Oquirrh portion of the line be routed to
minimize impact to residents in Tooele Valley, and that routes going through the
south and east parts of Tooele City be eliminated.

However, Margaret Oler, spokeswoman with Rocky Mountain Power, said the
letter ignored the company’s siting criteria, which was discussed at length during
meetings held with various groups.

“The purpose of that series of meetings was to develop some kind of compromise
route but clearly any kind of a compromise route still had to meet the siting
criteria,” she said. “So there wasn’t a compromise that was able to be reached
that met the siting criteria, and the consensus letter also does not propose
anything that meets the siting criteria.”

Tooele City Mayor Patrick Dunlavy said he was also disappointed that months of
negotiations with company officials were fruitless.

“Usually we got some reason that they couldn’t go that way or didn’t want to go
that way, so we worked with them,” Dunlavy said. “We thought at that point in
time we were trying to come up with something that would work for both sides
without negatively impacting citizens in Tooele County. But it became apparent
at the last couple of meetings that their deadlines were coming up and that they
had basically, in my opinion, not really negotiated in good faith. I believe they
had their routes picked out and that there really wasn’t anything we could do or
say or were willing to compromise on that would change that.”

Oler said Rocky Mountain Power plans to file for a conditional use permit in
Tooele County in the next few weeks. She said as a regulated utility, RMP must
move forward with localized refinements to the currently proposed routes in
order for the project to be in operation by June 2012.

“That’s a public process and there will be additional opportunities [for public
input] during that conditional use permit process and we do encourage citizens to
participate in that process,” she said.

When the company files for the application for the conditional use permits, Oler
said they will prepare them for Rocky Mountain Power’s proposed routes in
Tooele County, not alternatives.

“Applying for the conditional use permits now keeps the project on schedule and
that is extremely important,” she said. “The project has to be in service on time.
That said, we recognize that we are assuming some level of risk applying for
conditional use permits at this point because we might have to go back and
amend a CUP application if there are changes when the final EIS is published.”

Pratt said they have asked the Public Service Commission for a public hearing to
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review actions undertaken by Rocky Mountain Power.

“This is our county, this is where we live — our city, our valley, our future,” she
said. “They’re spending our money and ruining our land.”

The final EIS is expected for January 2010. There will be another public
comment period after that document is released.

Sarah Miley. swest@itooeletranscript.com

© transcriptbulletin.com 2009
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Tooele residents fight power company over route

Reported by: Annie Cutler
Last Update: 10/05 6:30 pm

TOOELE COUNTY, Utah (ABC 4 News) — Thousands of
residents in Tooele County are fighting Rocky Mountain
Power Company over the placement of new power lines.

Rocky Mountain Power wants to put 500 Kilovolt transmission
lines that cut right through Tooele's east bench and through
the foothilis.

Some Tooele residents don’t want massive power lines built
right in their backyards and neighborhoods, prompting over
4000 signatures to be gathered from people opposing the
project. City and county officials are also saying no.

Taoele power line debate (ABC 4 News)

County officials say there could have been a compromise and that there were other options,
thousands have even come to an agreement on an alternate route for the power lines.

But Rocky Mountain Power says that those other routes just won't work.

Residents in Tooele’s southeast bench think the view may look very different soon, and they’re
not happy about it.

One resident feels, “The routes they want to take, we feel, are too detrimental to our citizens
and our county.”

Rocky Mountain Power says they’ve held numerous meetings trying to find a compromise but
cannot find a conclusion that will work for everyone. “There's no way we can build a project
that is more expensive and less reliable for our customers, we can't do that,” said Rocky
Mountain Power's Dave Eskelson.

The project is proposed to be finished by June of 2012.

Copyright 2009 Newport Television LLC All rights reserved. This material may not be
published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed.

http://www.abcd.com/news/local/story/Tooele-residents-fight-power-company-over-route/... 10/9/2009




RMP not acting in good faith

print
RMP not acting in good faith

10.06.09 - 06:30 pm

It appears that Rocky Mountain Power is set on running their Mona-to-Oquirrh.
Many Tooele Valley citizens are heavily opposed to this route, but RMP appears
determined to have their way with no regard for the citizens who have to live
with the decisions RMP makes. The article in last Thursday’s paper, “Power
company won’t budge on east bench route™ did not give an accurate portrayal of
the dealings RMP has had with the local government officials and citizen groups
that have been involved in negotiations to find an acceptable alternate route for
the power lines. The environmental impact study that was conducted prior to the
release of RMP’s preferred and alternative routes contains inaccurate information
about the areas that were studied. A new EIS, or at least one with accurate
amendments, should be obtained and studied before final route determinations are
made. The meetings held by RMP with local government officials and citizen
groups were not designed to come to an agreement, but to increase animosity so
that they could continue with their preferred routes. RMP wanted to show they
had “tried” to find a more acceptable route. They reported that the citizens could
not come to an agreement on an acceptable alternative route for the lines, so they
were going to continue with their preferred route. It is important to note that a
route has not yet been approved by the BLM. There is still time for Rocky
Mountain Power to step up and be a good citizen.

Andrea Cahoon

Tooele

© transcriptbulletin.com 2009
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Power lines cause major disease

10.06.09 - 06:30 pm

As a physician here in Tooele, and the radiation safety officer for Mountain West
Medical Center, I feel I can speak authoritatively on the subject of
electromagnetic fields, specifically as they relate to the power lines Rocky
Mountain Power has proposed to place on the east bench of Tooele. According to
the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, there is an association
between such power lines and the risk of development of childhood leukemia.
The International Agency for-Research on Cancer has concluded that
electromagnetic fields are a class 2B carcinogen, and are associated with a
doubling of the risk of development of childhood leukemia vs. baseline. In the
April 2009 issue of the Journal of Pathophysiology, researchers Johannson et al.
concluded that electromagnetic fields were shown to impair immune system
function through stimulation of various allergic and inflammatory responses, as
well as affecting tissue repair processes. The article concluded that such
disturbances to immune system function increase the risk of development of
cancer. I am not opposed to increased power being made available via Rocky
Mountain Power’s plan to expand the current energy capabilities. However, I am
strongly opposed to any route which will put children at increased risk for
development of leukemia. The proposed east bench route will do just that.

Dr, James Webber

Tooele

© transcriptbulletin.com 2009
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Save our county from power lines

10.06.09 - 06:30 pm

Who is on our watch from our state officials? Rocky Mountain Power marches
into Tooele County and thinks they can do as they please with this docile group
of people of Tooele (“Power company won’t budge on east bench route,” Sept.
29). We know that our mayor and city fathers, as well as our county
commissioners, are against the power line routes proposed by RMP through our
county. They have said “absolutely no” to the proposed routes. Four thousand
citizens have signed petitions against the intrusion by this power company. We
know that these lines will be put up somewhere in this valley, but we were told in
the beginning by RMP that they would work with us to make other route
suggestions. They now say we can’t make up our minds with no proposals made,
which is an absolute lie. They dismissed a meeting stating this, but they are really
saying, “You agree with what we say or we are through talking.” There is so
much desert in this county that would not have the impact that going through our
beautiful mountain ranges and over our neighborhoods would. Why must we
watch the tearing up of our mountains, cities and neighborhoods for these
monster towers and lines? This electricity is not for our benefit. It is going to the
Salt Lake Valley. We need everyone to be on our watch. If we don’t work to save
our county who will? Please stand up and be counted.

Colleen England

Tooele

© transcriptbulletin.com 2009
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More to be done about power lines

10.06.09 - 06:30 pm

I am writing regarding your front page article “Power company won’t budge on
east bench route,” Sept. 29. First and foremost, thank you for bringing the issue
to the public attention. About 4,600 residents signed a petition opposing the
proposed power route. The county commissioners unanimously voted to oppose
the proposed route. The Tooele City mayor and Grantsville City mayor signed
onto a letter and alternate route proposal. In short, every government entity we
have locally opposes the proposed power line. The Utah Public Utility
Commission is taking comments on the issue currently. The BLM has yet to rule
but have stated they like the alternate routes proposed by local entities. But the
article gave me the feeling that the power route is a done deal. I would like to
have seen a little more support of the local government entities. I personally sat
through many hours of meetings where the cities and county governments
worked together to determine feasible alternatives. The paper seemed to give the
power company decision more weight than it gave our local governments’
decision. I believe that if the city and county governments stand firm and do not
issue building or conditional use permits, the power company may be stopped. [
would sure like to see a united effort to stand against a business throwing money
around and ruining our environment. I hope the local paper can find ways to
support the locals and oppose the money.

Boyd Spiker

Tooele

© transcriptbulletin.com 2009
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- BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF UTAH -

In the Matter of the Pending Application of DOCKET NO. 09-035-54
Rocky Mountain Power for a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity
Authorizing Construction of Mona — Oquirrh

new 500 kV double circuit line

REPORT AND ORDER

R N T g S N g

ISSUED: July 22, 2009

By The Commission:
This matter is before the Commission on Rocky Mountain Power’s (Company)

Notice of Intent to File Application for Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN).
The Company’s Notice was intended to inform the Commission, the Division of Public Utilities
(Division), and the Office of Consumer Services (OCS) of its intent to file a formal Application
for a CPCN authorizing construction of a 500kV transmission line, known as the Mona-Oquirrh
Transmission Line (Project). The Company gave its reason for filing the Notice:

Given the tight time frames under which the Company will be operating once it is

able to file its Application, this Notice contains most of the information that

would typically be included in the Application itself—the Company is doing so in

order that the DPU, OCS, or other intervening parties may begin their analysis of

the planned transmission line in the light of the standards set by the Commission

for the granting of a CPCN.
Additionally, the Company stated that it is currently in the process of obtaining federal
approval for the project. Although it recognized that we have ruled that issues of the
location and routing of a transmission line were beyond the scope of a CPCN proceeding,
it also noted that as a condition of approval for the Project it must file with us evidence

that it has received or is in the process of obtaining the “required consent, franchise, or

permit” of the proper authorities. However, until the federal approval process has been




DOCKET NO. 09-035-54

2~
completed about late July 2009, the ultimate routing and location of the transmission line
and Project scope are uncertain. The Company plans to begin construction of the line in
January 2010. This leaves little time between the filing of the Application and the date of
needed approval for the Commission and interested parties to adequately investigate the
Application and for us to issue a CPCN if proper. The Company has agreed to immediate
commencement of discovery, and has affirmed that it will answer all requests for which it
has information. As to those to which information cannot be provided at the time of their
issuance, the Company will answer immediately upon receipt of information answering
such requests. The Company is also willing to provide testimony supporting its pending
Application, provided it is allowed to supplement or amend the testimony pending any
new facts or changes in Company plans. The Company also agrees to file testimony on
an expedited basis as needed. The Company additionally provided general information
about the Project.

The Company requests we issue an order opening this docket, enter a
protective order pursuant to the entry of its pending Motion for Protective Order, that we
allow parties besides the Division and OCS to intervene pursuant to UCA § 63G-4-207
and R746-100-7, and that we allow the Company, the Division and OCS to immediately
commence discovery.

Finding that the Company’s request is in the public interest, and just and

reasonable, we order as follows:
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The docket number contained in the caption, i.e. Docket No. 09-035-54, is
the docket number for this matter;
The Company, the Division, and OCS may immediately commence
discovery. Intervenors may participate in discovery once granted
iﬁtervention;
Interested parties may move to intervene in this matter pursuant to UCA §
63G-4-207 and R746-100-7;
Pursuant to Sections 63G-4-301 and 54-7-15 of the Utah Code, an
aggrieved party may request agency review or rehearing within 30 days
after issuance of this Order by filing a written request with the
Commission. Responses to a request for agency review or rehearing must
be filed within 15 days of the filing of the request for review or rehearing.
If the Commission does not grant a request for review or rehearing within
20 days after the filing of the request, it is deemed denied. Judicial review
of the Commission’s final agency action may be obtained by filing a
petition for review with the Utah Supreme Court within 30 days after final
agency action. Any petition for review must comply with the requirement
of Sections 63G-4-401 and 63G-4-403 of the Utah Code and the Utah

Rules of Appellate Procedure.




DOCKET NO. 09-035-54

-

DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, this 22™ day of July, 2009.

/s/ Ted Bover, Chairman

/s/ Ric Campbell. Commissioner

/s/ Ron Allen, Commissioner

Attest:

/s/ Julie Orchard

Commission Secretary
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