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[bookmark: _Toc217056250]Request for Review (Two Versions)
[bookmark: _Toc217056251]Version 1

[Your Name]
[Your Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
[Email / Phone]
Date: [Insert]
Office of the Idaho Attorney General
Consumer Protection & Administrative Law Division
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010
Re: Request for Review of Jerome County Planning & Zoning Decision, Great Basin Transmission 500-kV Project – November 11, 2025 Decision
Dear Attorney General,
I respectfully request review of the final decision of the Jerome County Planning and Zoning Commission dated November 11, 2025, approving the Great Basin Transmission (GBT) application for construction of a 500-kV transmission line near my property.
This request is not an appeal of the merits of the decision. Rather, it is a request for review of procedural compliance with Idaho’s Local Land Use Planning Act (Title 67, Chapter 65, Idaho Code), including statutory notice requirements, opportunity for meaningful public participation, and consistency with the adopted comprehensive plan.
1. Notice and Public Participation
(Idaho Code § 67-6509)
Jerome County mailed notice of the initial hearing approximately 14 days prior to the hearing date. Accounting for standard mailing time, affected property owners received effective notice approximately 11 days before the hearing. The County required all written comments to be submitted seven (7) days before the hearing, leaving only three days for citizens to obtain, review, and respond to a 300-page application.
The County also limited oral testimony to three minutes per speaker and restricted submission of supporting evidence regarding property impacts. 
I request review of whether these combined procedures satisfied the notice and hearing requirements of Idaho Code § 67-6509 and afforded a meaningful opportunity to be heard.
2. Restrictions on Evidence and Testimony
(Idaho Code § 67-6509(b))
The approved project involves transmission structures approaching 200 feet in height adjacent to my residence and a historic barn on my family’s property. While I understand that the County is not required to resolve every factual dispute, affected property owners were not permitted to submit evidence regarding visual impacts, noise, vibration, or impacts to historic resources.
I request review of whether the restrictions imposed during the hearing process were consistent with statutory and procedural due-process requirements.
3. Reliance on Existing Easements
GBT proposes to rely on rights-of-way acquired decades ago by Idaho Power. Evidence was presented that some easements were obtained under threat of eminent domain for nominal compensation. The County did not address whether reliance on these historical easements required additional findings in the present land-use decision.
I request review of whether this issue was adequately considered as part of the approval process.
4. Comprehensive Plan Consistency
(Idaho Code § 67-6511)
Although the transmission route was approved by the Bureau of Land Management in 1994 and legislatively rerouted in Jerome County in 2008, Jerome County has not updated its comprehensive plan to reflect this route. Idaho law requires land-use decisions to be in accordance with the adopted comprehensive plan.
I request review of whether the County’s approval complies with Idaho Code § 67-6511.
Thank you for your consideration of this request, which is made respectfully and for the limited purpose of reviewing compliance with Idaho land-use procedures.
Respectfully,
[Your Name]
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[Your Name]
[Your Address]
[City, State, ZIP]
[Email / Phone]
Date: [Insert]
Office of the Idaho Attorney General
Consumer Protection & Administrative Law Division
P.O. Box 83720
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010
Re: Request for Review of Jerome County Planning & Zoning Decision
Great Basin Transmission 500-kV Project – November 11, 2025 Decision
Dear Attorney General,
I respectfully request review of the final decision of the Jerome County Planning and Zoning Commission dated November 11, 2025, approving the Great Basin Transmission (GBT) application for construction of a 500-kV transmission line near my property.
This request is not an appeal of the merits of the decision. It is a request for review of procedural compliance with Idaho’s Local Land Use Planning Act (Title 67, Chapter 65, Idaho Code), including statutory notice requirements, the opportunity for meaningful public participation, adequacy of findings, and consistency with the adopted comprehensive plan.

1. Notice and Opportunity for Meaningful Participation
(Idaho Code § 67-6509)
Jerome County mailed notice of the initial hearing approximately 14 days prior to the hearing date. Accounting for standard mailing time, affected property owners received effective notice approximately 11 days before the hearing. The County required all written comments to be submitted seven (7) days prior to the hearing, leaving approximately three days for citizens to obtain, review, and respond to a 300-page application.
In addition, the County limited oral testimony at the hearing to three minutes per speaker. Taken together, the notice timeline, early written-comment deadline, volume of materials, and time limits on testimony substantially constrained the ability of affected property owners to review the application and provide informed input.
I request review of whether these combined procedures satisfied the notice and hearing requirements of Idaho Code § 67-6509 and provided a meaningful opportunity for public participation.

2. Restrictions on Evidence Relevant to Land-Use Compatibility
(Idaho Code § 67-6509(b))
The approved project includes transmission structures approaching 200 feet in height, located in close proximity to an occupied residence and a historic agricultural structure on my family’s property. During the hearing process, affected property owners were not permitted to submit or meaningfully develop evidence regarding potential impacts commonly evaluated in land-use decisions, including visual effects, operational noise, vibration, and related compatibility considerations.
I do not request a determination of the scientific merits of any particular impact. Rather, I request review of whether the County’s procedures allowed affected parties a reasonable opportunity to submit evidence relevant to land-use compatibility and property impacts, as contemplated by Idaho Code § 67-6509(b).
This issue is representative of broader concerns regarding whether the hearing process allowed the development of an adequate administrative record.

3. Reliance on Historical Easements Without Current Findings
The County’s approval relies on rights-of-way acquired by Idaho Power several decades ago, under conditions materially different from the present proposal. Evidence was presented that some easements were obtained under threat of eminent domain for nominal consideration. The County did not address whether reliance on these historical easements required additional findings when approving a modern, high-voltage transmission project with substantially different physical characteristics.
I do not seek review of the validity of those historical easements or the adequacy of past compensation. I request review of whether the County made sufficient findings to support reliance on historical easements as part of the present land-use approval, or whether this reliance substituted for required analysis under current land-use standards.
This issue is evidential and supportive of concerns regarding the adequacy of findings and the completeness of the decision-making record.

4. Comprehensive Plan Consistency
(Idaho Code § 67-6511)
The transmission route was approved by the Bureau of Land Management in 1994 and legislatively rerouted within Jerome County in 2008. However, Jerome County has not updated its comprehensive plan to reflect this route. Idaho law requires zoning and land-use decisions to be in accordance with the adopted comprehensive plan.
I request review of whether the County’s approval complied with Idaho Code § 67-6511, or whether the absence of comprehensive-plan alignment required additional findings or plan amendments prior to approval.

5. Cumulative Effect on the Administrative Record
Individually, each of the issues described above raises questions regarding procedural compliance. Collectively, they raise concern as to whether the administrative process produced a record sufficient to demonstrate compliance with Idaho land-use statutes governing notice, participation, findings, and plan consistency.
I respectfully request review of whether the County’s procedures, taken as a whole, complied with applicable statutory requirements.
Respectfully,
[Your Name]



[bookmark: _Toc217056253]Differences between Original Draft, Version 1, and Version 2
[bookmark: _Toc217056254]Big Picture: What Changed Overall
Core Shift
The letter was transformed from:
“Here is what this project will do to me”
into:
“Here is where the County’s process may not comply with Idaho law.”
This matters because:
· The Attorney General reviews procedure, not project merits
· Courts and AG offices evaluate records, findings, notice, and participation
· Emotional impact and scientific disputes weaken credibility unless framed procedurally
Everything that follows serves that shift.

[bookmark: _Toc217056255]1. Magnetic Fields, Noise, and Vibrations
What Changed
Before:
These impacts were stated as facts (“huge magnetic field,” “noise and vibration”).
After:
They are framed as types of evidence that were not allowed to be submitted or developed.
“Affected property owners were not permitted to submit or meaningfully develop evidence regarding potential impacts…”
Why This Was Changed
· The AG cannot determine whether EMF, noise, or vibration is harmful
· But the AG can review whether the County allowed relevant evidence
· This reframing avoids scientific claims while preserving the issue
Legal Effect
· Converts a non-reviewable scientific dispute into a reviewable procedural question
· Supports arguments about:
· Meaningful participation
· Adequacy of the administrative record
· Fair hearing process

[bookmark: _Toc217056256]2. Easement Compensation From 30+ Years Ago
What Changed
Before:
The draft suggested property owners were not “fairly paid.”
After:
The letter explicitly states:
· You are not challenging compensation
· You are questioning current reliance on historical easements without new findings
“I do not seek review of the validity of those historical easements… I request review of whether the County made sufficient findings…”
Why This Was Changed
· Compensation disputes are:
· Judicial
· Likely time-barred
· Outside AG authority
· However, how the County relied on those easements today is reviewable
Legal Effect
· Preserves the concern without triggering dismissal
· Reframes it as a findings and analysis issue
· Makes it relevant to:
· Land-use compatibility
· Adequacy of decision-making
· Whether statutory analysis was skipped

3. Emotive Language
What Changed
Words like:
· “huge”
· “devastating”
· “impossible”
were replaced with:
· Measurements (height, proximity)
· Process descriptions
· Statutory language (“substantially constrained,” “meaningful opportunity”)
Why This Was Changed
· AG staff and courts associate emotive language with advocacy
· Neutral phrasing signals:
· Credibility
· Seriousness
· Administrative discipline
Legal Effect
· Aligns the letter with agency and judicial writing norms
· Reduces subconscious resistance by reviewers
· Makes the letter suitable for inclusion in an official record

4. Notice and Participation (Structural Change)
What Changed
Instead of listing problems separately, the letter now ties them together:
· Mailing delay
· Early comment deadline
· Large application
· Short testimony limits
are analyzed collectively, not individually.
“Taken together, the notice timeline, early written-comment deadline, volume of materials, and time limits…”
Why This Was Changed
· Individually, each item can be defended
· Collectively, they show practical denial of participation
· Idaho courts evaluate real-world opportunity, not formal compliance alone
Legal Effect
· Strengthens the due-process argument
· Makes it harder for the County to argue “technical compliance”
· Fits AG review of whether participation was meaningful

5. Added “Cumulative Effect on the Administrative Record” Section
What Changed
This section did not exist before.
It explicitly frames all concerns as:
A question of whether the record itself is adequate.
Why This Was Added
· AG offices think in terms of:
· Records
· Findings
· Procedural sufficiency
· This section tells the reviewer how to evaluate everything above
Legal Effect
· Ties all issues together into a single reviewable question
· Preserves arguments for later court review
· Avoids over-arguing any single point

6. Explicit Statements of What You Are Not Asking For
What Changed
The letter now repeatedly says:
· “I do not request a determination of the scientific merits”
· “I do not seek review of the validity of those easements”
· “This is not an appeal of the merits”
Why This Was Added
· Prevents the AG from declining review due to lack of authority
· Shows you understand the AG’s role
· Builds institutional trust
Legal Effect
· Keeps the letter within the AG’s jurisdiction
· Reduces the chance of a boilerplate denial
· Signals sophistication and restraint

Summary Table (Quick Reference)
	Issue
	Before
	After
	Why It Matters

	Impacts
	Asserted as fact
	Evidence not allowed
	Procedurally reviewable

	Easements
	Fairness claim
	Reliance without findings
	Within AG scope

	Tone
	Emotive
	Neutral, factual
	Credibility

	Participation
	Fragmented
	Cumulative
	Stronger due-process

	Record
	Implicit
	Explicit
	AG-appropriate

	Scope
	Ambiguous
	Carefully limited
	Avoids dismissal



Bottom Line
Nothing important was removed.
Everything important was repositioned.
The reframing:
· Preserves your concerns
· Aligns them with AG authority
· Strengthens the administrative record
· Avoids weakening a future court appeal



[bookmark: _Toc217056257]Possible Outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc217056258]Most Likely Outcome (≈60–70%)
1. Written Response Declining Formal Action but Addressing Procedures
What happens
· The AG’s office acknowledges receipt.
· It explains that the AG does not act as an appellate body for local land-use decisions.
· It may nonetheless:
· Summarize applicable statutes (LLUPA)
· Note the importance of notice, participation, and comprehensive plan consistency
· State that such issues are typically reviewed by district courts under Idaho Code § 67-6521
Why this is likely
· Your letter is carefully framed, but:
· The AG rarely intervenes directly in county P&Z matters
· The office avoids substituting its judgment for local decisionmakers
· However, because your concerns are procedural and statutory, they are harder to dismiss outright.
Why this still matters
· You get:
· An official written record
· Confirmation that your concerns are legally cognizable
· Language you can later cite as evidence that procedures matter
· Counties and courts do pay attention to AG correspondence, even when nonbinding.

[bookmark: _Toc217056259]Second Most Likely Outcome (≈20–30%)
2. Informal Internal Review or Advisory Communication
What happens
· The AG does not issue a public opinion.
· Internally, staff may:
· Review the Jerome County process
· Communicate informally with county counsel or planning staff
· Flag notice, hearing, or comprehensive-plan issues
You may or may not be told this occurred.
Why this happens
· Your letter:
· Is disciplined
· Avoids emotive language
· Demonstrates knowledge of statutory limits
· That makes it more likely to be treated as a serious procedural inquiry, not a complaint.
Practical effect
· Counties sometimes:
· Adjust future procedures
· Supplement findings
· Tighten notice practices
· Even without reversal, this can improve your position if further action occurs.

[bookmark: _Toc217056260]Less Likely but Meaningful Outcome (≈5–10%)
3. AG Issues a Limited Advisory Statement on Procedure
What happens
· The AG may issue a general statement (not case-specific) clarifying:
· Notice expectations
· Meaningful participation requirements
· Comprehensive plan alignment principles
Why this is less common
· AG opinions are usually issued at the request of public officials, not private citizens.
· Still possible if:
· The issue reflects a broader pattern
· The procedural questions are clean and recurring
Why this would matter
· An AG statement—even general—carries substantial persuasive weight
· Courts and counties often defer to it in practice

[bookmark: _Toc217056261]Unlikely Outcomes (≤5%)
4. AG Orders the County to Reverse or Rehear
· Very unlikely
· The AG generally lacks authority to compel reversal of a P&Z decision absent litigation or statutory enforcement action
5. AG Dismisses the Letter as Frivolous
· Extremely unlikely
· Your revised letter is:
· Neutral
· Statute-based
· Jurisdictionally careful
· Dismissals usually occur only when letters are emotional, unfocused, or legally incoherent

[bookmark: _Toc217056262]What Will Not Happen (Important Expectations)
The AG will not:
· Decide whether EMF, noise, or vibration are harmful
· Reevaluate property value impacts
· Reopen compensation for easements
· Substitute its judgment for Jerome County’s
Your revisions explicitly avoid asking for these things, which improves credibility.

