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June 10, 2010

Allen Fiksdal

EFSEC Manager

Energy Site Evaluation Council
PO Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

I write to offer nty strong support to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania
County. This is a viable project on privately held commercial timberland outside of the National
Scenic Area. It will benefit the residents of Skamania County through increased property tax
revenue. It will also benefit the region in creating renewable energy that is clean and self
sustaining. This is an excellent example of how we can balance environmental protection and
economic development, '

It has come to my attention that there may be some opposition to the project because several of
the turbines may be visible from within the National Scenic Area. I find the argument
disingenuous and political in nature. I don’t consider a few turbines to be an eyesore, rather they
are a powerful symbol of our changing economy in the gorge and our national commitment to
renewable energy. -

t find the complaints hollow because those who complain of having to see a few turbines from
inside the NSA have not complained of similar visnal impairments from nearby communities,
Stand inside the NSA and you can see signs of commerce, industry and development from nearby
comununities that are outside the boundaries of the NSA. It is as Congress intended: a balance of
environmental protection and economic vitality.

As a member of Congress, | have been a strong supporter of the NSA. The legislation specifically
states in the Saving Clause of the Act, that no protective measures or buffer zones should be
established around the NSA. This project is outside the NSA. [t is not subject to the rules of the
NSA. It is an environmentally sound project that should be embraced and encouraged. 1 support
it. It is the right project at the right time in the right place.

Sincerely,
Brian N. Baird |

Member of Congress
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June 16,2010

Stephen Wright

Administrator

Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11" Avenue #A7
Portland, OR 92708

Dear Mr. Wright;

I write to offer my strong support fo the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Proiect in Skamania
County. This is a viable project on privately held commercial timberland outside of the National
Scenic Area. It will benefit the residents of Skamania County through increased property tax
revenue. It will also benefit the region in creating renewable energy that is clean and self
sustaining. This is an excellent example of how we can balance environmental protection and
economic development.

1t has come to my attention that there may be some opposition to the project because several of
the turbines may be visible from within the National Scenic Area, I find the argument
disingenuous and political in nature. I don’t consider a few turbines to be an eyesore, rather they
are a powerful syimbol of our changing economy in the gorge and our national commitment to
renewable energy. :

1 find the complaints hollow because those who complain of having to see a few turbines from
inside the NSA have not complained of similar visual impairments from nearby communities,
Stand inside the NSA and you can see signs.of commerce, industry and development from nearby
communities that are outside the boundaries of the NSA. It is as Congress intended: a balance of
envirommental protection and economic vitality.

As a member of Congress, 1 have been a strong supporter of the NSA. The legislation specifically
states in the Saving Clause of the Act, that no protective measures or buffer zones should be
established around the NSA. This project is outside the NSA. It is not subject to the rules of the
NSA. It is an environmentally sound project that should be embraced and encouraged. I support
it. It is the right project at the right time in the right place.

Sincerely,
ARy Y. P

Brian N, Baird
Member of Congress
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Michelle, Kayce (COM)

From: Pasner, Stephen (COM)

Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 1:21 PM
To: Michelle, Kayce (COM)
Subject: - FW!: Whistling Ridge
Attachments: EFSECO001.PDF; BPAGD1.PDF’
Kayce,

Please process as comment letters for WR DEIS. Thanks.

From: Parker (Love), Kelly [mailto: G il house.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:38 PM

To: ammontano@bpa.gov; Posner, Stephen (COM})

Cc: Parker (Love), Kelly

Subject: FW: Whistling Ridge

Here are electronic versions of the letters Congressman Baird has sent to EFSEC and BPA. We wish
these letters of support to be included in public comment.

Thank you.

Kelly

Kelly Love Parker

District .Director |

Congressman Brian Baird

-Anderson #B Vancouver, WA 98661

(360) 695

From: Parker (Love), Kelly

Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:31 PM

To: 'Phillips, Page (Murray)'; Pincheira, Kimbetly (Cantwell}; Schuyler (GOV) Hoss
Cc: Parker (Love), Kelly

Subject: Whistling Ridge

FYI:

Congressman Baird is submitting letters of support for Wh:stimg Rldge Energy Project currently under
review by EFSEC and BPA. The comment period ends July 19",

Best,

Kelly



WR - DEIS

ic Comment #356
Michelle, Kayce (UTC) Public

From: Lynda Lauterbach [llil@netzero.com]
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2010 7:10 AM
To: COM EFSEC

Subject: Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines.

I am pleased that the best available area for renewable energy is being utilized. The
ridgelines allow the greatest amount of wind energy to be capturied.

Lynda Leask, Architect,
Qak Street
White Salmon, WA

Lynda Lauterbach
SW Tyrol
Portiand, OR 97239



‘ WR - DEj
Public Comment #357

L AR 100 Yo I8 FALeg oF 704

AHIsTesvg Rrpos PloTa «7—

L HACE Lippp

N ShA AP
COctpyrs

EY reAars ) Ercsmpr 3 L2 S
“WS Afvy Servier |y Wty iz, e

SHSH 2. Jo N Sons
0 Box

FE 670
H
n&/D
A se7-727 1 %q?p
Helping Ouy/Hevoes




WR-DEIS

Public Comment #358
Michelle, Kayce (UTC)
From: Ron Daubenspeck membarqmaii.com]
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2 28 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project

| am writing in support of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. As a retiree of Skamania Co. PUD, | see a great need for
alternative sources of energy.

Aléo, my husband and | do not believe their placement will hamper the beauty of the Columbia River Gorge. On a recent
trip from Carson, WA to Pendleton, OR along 184, we actually stopped along the freeway to take pictures of the windmills
there because we thought they were so awesome and beautiful!

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity {o comment....

Ron & Betty Daubenspeck
Box
Carson, WA
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Public Comment #359

July 27, 2010

BPA
Public Affairs Office — DKE-7
'P.O. Box 14428

Portland, Oregon 97293-4428

EFSEC
905 Plum Street SE
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing fo comment on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). Please include my comments in the public record, and include
my name on the mailing list for all future notices and decisions.

I have lived in the area of this proposed project for 18 years and have followed wind
energy developments closely for most of that time, both here in the Columbia Gorge and
nationally. [ serve as an environmental representative on the technical advisory
committees of three wind power projects in the area. I have participated in field visits to
wind projects all over the West. I have a degree in biology and have read a great deal of
the scientific literature pertaining to wildlife-turbine interactions. As someone who is
well informed about both wind power and ecology, I have a number of concerns
regarding the DEIS prepared for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.

1. The evaluation of cumulative impacts is inadequate,

Under SEPA, EFSEC is required to consider whether multiple incremental impacts when
considered together may cumulatively result in a significant adverse impact, WAC 197-
11-792(2)(c)(iii). Unfortunately, the cumulative impacts analysis done for the Whistling
Ridge DEIS only considered the impacts of 10 existing wind projects and three proposed
wind projects. In fact, there are at least 15 major wind projects constructed or proposed in
Klickitat County alone, and more than 45 major wind projects constructed or proposed
along the Columbia River east of Whistling Ridge.

The pace and scale of wind turbine construction in this region has been unprecedented.
Only five years ago, an FIS prepared by Klickitat County (which lies immediately to the
north and east of the Whistling Ridge site) predicted the construction of four major wind
projects, with a total installed capacity of 1,000 megawatts, over a 20-year period. In
actuality, 10 major wind projects with a total installed capacity of more than 1,100
megawatts have already been constructed in Klickitat County, and permits are pending
for another 500 megawatts. In other words, Klickitat County has seen twice as much
wind development in five years as was predicted for 20 years. '



Besides the many projects in Klickitat County, the BPA’s interconnection queue shows
approximately 35 additional projects in other nearby counties that are either permitted or
awaiting permits. Other projects are proposed but not yet shown in the BPA queue. From
Whistling Ridge to Walla Walla, wind developers are erecting {or proposing to erect)
strings of turbines that stretch for more than 100 miles along the ridges on both sides of
the Columbia River.!

In Klickitat County, almost every inch of ridge-top land above the Columbia from
Dallesport eastward is already under lease to wind developers,” Additional projects are
proposed but not yet shown on this map because permit applications have not been filed.

The environmental impacts analysis for Whistling Ridge must consider the regional
impacts of more than 40 major projects within the Columbia Plateau ecoregion. The scale
and sprawl of this wind development has significant cumulative impacts on wﬂdhfe
habitat, scenic values and other natural resources.

The notion that projects in eastern Klickitat County are “too far away...to result in
cumulative impacts” is mistaken. Many birds and bats travel long distances during
migration, foraging, and other components of their life cycle. Also, genetic exchanges
between individuals of any given species are essential for maintaining population
viability.

More important, the notion that projects are too far away to have cumulative impacts is

mistaken because significant adverse impacts typically occur at the population level,

rather than at the level of individual animals affected by a particular wind project. While

different wind projects may affect different individuals, the cumulative effect of

combined mortalities at many contiguous sites can be population-level impacts—and
perhaps even local extinctions over time,

‘The DEIS erred in relying on a cumulative impacts analysis published in 2007 for the
Mid-Atlantic Highlands. Not only is the Mid-Adtlantic region completely different from
the Whistling Ridge site in habitat and species composition, but the 2007 study was
published before the pace of wind development began to rapidly accelerate. It is
inappropriate to base any cumulative impacts analysis for Whistling Ridge on a study
done under very different circumstances and in a very different place.

It is also inappropriate to dismiss the cumulative impacts of wind turbines on wildlife
because of other man-made effects such as mortalities from buildings and cats, These
mortalities don’t necessarily affect the same species as wind turbines do: For example,
cats do not kill golden eagles, and skyscrapers do not kill species that make their homes

! Current and Proposed Wind Project Interconnections to BPA Transmission

Facilities, Bonneville Power Administration, last updated May 10, 2010,

http www. transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/VWind/documents/BPA wind map 2010.pdf
2 Klickitat County Wind Projects, Klickitat County, last updated June 7, 2010,

http.:/7klickitatcounty.org/Planning/default. asp? fCategoryIDSelected=1258566697



in remote rural areas, Mote important, these man-made impacts do not justify placing
additional pressures on sensitive bird and bat populations from new man-made structures
in more remote areas where wind projects may be the leading source of avian and bat
fatalities. They merely illustrate the importance of minimizing any additional mortalities
caused by wind projects. Two wrongs do not make a right.

The DEIS provides no evidence to substantiate the applicant’s assertion that the proposed
Whistling Ridge wind project will not cause mortality to birds and bats in sufficient
quantities to affect population viability. The analysis does not include any reasonable
estimates of current population levels of sensitive species, nor of the threshold population
levels required to mairitain viability.

2. The DEIS fails to address the potential expansion of the Whistling Ridge project
onto Washington Department of Natural Resources public lands in Klickitat
County.

The applicant has previously indicated plans to expand the project into Klickitat County,
and applied for a lease from DNR to do so. These plans should be evaluated as part of
this project, rather than piecemealed for later consideration.

3. The WEST report prepared for the Klickitat County Planning Department is not
applicable to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and cannot be relied
upon to evaluate cnmulative impacts.

The report prepared by Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEST) purports to be a
cumulative impacts analysis for Klickitat County.® Unfortunately, this report sheds little
light on the cumulative impacts of wind power development on wildlife in Klickitat
County, and it is even less relevant to a project proposed for Skamania County.

As the WEST report’s title suggests, the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is located in eastern
Washington and Oregon, which have completely different plant and animal communities
than the western Washington site proposed for the Whistling Ridge wind project. All of
the projects evaluated in the WEST report are located in arid and un-forested lands,
whereas Whistling Ridge is located in a coniferous forest that receives much more
precipitation and has a much different plant and animal population. Impacts of wind
projects on birds and bats are extremely site-specific, and because of that the WEST
study has little applicability to the Whistling Ridge proposal. 1t is no more applicable
than studies from the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area in California, where
significant population-level impacts on birds have been documented; or from the forested

3 Avian, Bat and Habitat Cumulative Impacts Associated with Wind Energy
Development in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion of Eastern Washington and
Oregon, Prepared for Klickitat County Planning Department by Gregory D. Johnson and
Wallace P. Erickson, Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc., February 2010



Mountaineer wind project in Appalachia, where significant population-level impacts on
- bats have been documented.

The WEST report contains fatality monitoring data from 12 projects around the Columbia
Plateau Ecoregion. Only one of those projects, Big Horn, is actually located in Klickitat
County—and the results from Big Horn show much higher raptor fatality rates than
anywhere else in the Pacific Northwest. In other words, the WEST report underestimates
the impacts of wind projects in Klickitat County by merging the Big Hoin data with
results from less lethal projects elsewhere in the region.

The WEST report also looked at 24 projects in the Pacific Northwest for which pre-
construction estimates of avian use are available. Here too, the results from Klickitat
County show a much higher likelihood of avian impacts than elsewhere in the region, Of
the 24 projects evaluated in the report, the seven projects located in Klickitat County had
much higher estimated use by both raptors and by birds of all types. For example, the
highest raptor use estimated anywhere in our region is at the Linden Ranch in Klickitat
County. Raptor use there is estimated to be 2.5 times the average for the Columbia
Plateau ecoregion.

In other words, the WEST report does not give an accurate picture of cumulative impacts
from expanding wind power here in Klickitat County, much less any indications of
cumulative impacts to be expected in Skamania County. To the contrary, the WEST
report uses data from projects in other patts of Oregon and eastern Washington to
underestimate how many birds—especially raptors—are likely to be killed here.

The WEST report has another fundamental flaw. To arrive at a prediction of cumulative
fatalities, the report’s authors averaged existing fatalities in the region and then compared
those averages with estimates of regional population size based on breeding bird surveys
provided by the Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan,
However, the Partners in Flight estimates include relatively large standard errors, and are
not accurate enough to serve as reliable population indicators. The estimates used in the
WEST report were designed for detecting long-term population trends but not for
estimating population size.

As Dr. K. Shawn Smallwood, an ecologist who is one of the nation’s leading experts on
the interactions between wildlife and wind turbines, points out in a review of the WEST
report, the estimates from Partners in Flight are “unsuitable for the use that Johnson and
Erickson made of them.” ? Other researchers have pointed out this flaw but WEST

~ continues to rely on these unsuitable estimates.

Smallwood further writes: “No studics or monitoring programs have been designed or
implemented in the US to document wind energy-related population declines of any bird
species. Most fatality monitoring programs have been much too brief to document

* Review of Cumulative Impacts Analysis of Wind Energy Expansion on the
Columbia Plateau, K. Shawn Smallwood, May 18, 2010.



declines, lasting one or two years. All monitoring programs have been too crude to
document declines, and the majority of post-construction studies have not been designed
to estimate population size of any bird species. Therefore, Johnson and Erickson’s
_statement about wind energy impacts was misleading.” -

There is no peer-reviewed science in the DEIS submitted by the applicant. Instead the
applicant relies on WEST, a wind industry contractor whose work has not been
independently reviewed. '

4. The DEIS underestimates the impacts of wind projects on long-lived raptor
species.

Research on wildlife-turbine interactions in the Pacific Northwest and elsewhere has
focused almost exclusively on estimating mortality rates. Although studies dealing with
impacts on rare and endangered species are scarce, there is growing evidence that wind
projects increase the extinction probability of long-lived species through incremental
increases in mortality rates. In other words, while wind turbines may kill a relatively
small number of individual birds during any given year, for rare and endangered species
this increase can quickly add up to population extinction. A recently published study
found that even though wind projects may cause only slight reductions in the survival of
birds living in an area associated with wind turbines, those reductions can strongly impact
the population viability of long-lived species—and can greatly reduce the fime to
extinction for those species.s

That is the situation we are currently seeing in Klickitat County with species such as
ferruginous hawks. Wind projects have already killed at least three ferruginous hawks
locally, and there are very few of these animals remaining. There have been no studies in
Skamania County, Klickitat County, or anywhere else in the Pacific Northwest to
determine the long-term impact of wind projects. Such studies are necessary in order to
determine the cumulative impacts of continued industrial wind energy development at the
scale now being proposed for Klickitat County.

As mentioned above, wind projects pose a threat to long-lived raptors that are already
rare or endangered. There are ways to mitigate this problem, as pointed out in the
scientific study cited above: “Unlike other non-natural causes of mortality difficult to
eradicate or control, wind-farm fatalities can be lowered by powering down or removing
risky turbines and/or farms, and by placing them outside areas critical for endangered
birds.”

> Large Scale Risk-Assessment of Wind-Farms on Population Viability of a Globally
Endangered Long-Lived Raptor Species. Martina Carrete, José A. Sanchez-Zapata,
José R. Benitez, Manuel Lob6n, and José A. Dondzar in Biological Conservation
142:2954-2961, 2009.



The applicant claims there will be no population-level impacts on any species but has
provided has provided insufficient evidence to support this assertion. Currently, the
Whistling Ridge proposal includes no provisions for temporary or permanent shutdowns
of problem turbines, nor does it place turbines at a reasonable distance from important
bird areas such as Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Areas. These provisions must be
included to ensure that long-lived raptors and other species of concern are not driven to
extinction locally.

In response to unavoidable impacts to wildlife, the applicant proposes “mitigations”
including raptor nest surveys, post-construction monitoring studies, and the formation of
a Technical Advisory Committee to oversee these activities. None of these actions
qualify as mitigation measures. Mitigations are measures that remedy a problem. The
applicant is merely proposing to study the problem, not to remedy it.

Mitigation cannot be left to a Technical Advisory Committee that is organized and
overseen by the developer. I have served on several Technical Advisory Committees, and
while such committees may recommend mitigation measures they are not typically
empowered to require implementation of any of these measures.

5. Pre-construction estimates of avian and bat fatalities have not proved reliable.

Although no scientists have done a thorough comparison of pre-construction and post-
construction mortality estimates, there is plenty of anecdotal evidence that post-
construction mottalities often greatly exceed pre-construction estimates made using the
same methodology as has been employed for the Whistling Ridge wind project.

For example, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared prior to adoption of the
Energy Overlay Zone in Klickitat County grossly underestimated the level of wildlife
fatalities likely to result from wind development. At all of the wind projects in Klickitat
County where monitoring has been completed or is under way, reports prepared by
wildlife consultants show that fatalities of raptors and bats are far in excess of what was
anticipated by the EIS. Whistling Ridge is using the same consultants and methodology
as Klickitat County for its pre-construction fatality estimates.

At Big Horn, the first large wind project built in Klickitat County, the developer’s
wildlife consultants did a full year of monitoring at 100 percent of the turbines, which
makes this one of the most comprehensively monitored wind projects anywhere in the

United States. The results of that monitoring study show that raptor fatalities are at least
eight times higher than what the developer, PPM/Iberdrola, projected.®

An independent study of Big Horn’s monitoring results written by Dy, Smallwood
concluded that raptor fatalities are up to 16 times higher than predicted prior to

¢ Big Horn Wind Power Project Wildlife Fatality Monitoring Study 2006-2007.
Prepared for PPM Energy and Big Horn Wind Project Technical Advisory Committee by
Northwest Wildlife Consultants, Inc., 2008. -



construction.” Big Horn also kills twice as many bats as anticipated, according to fatality
monitoring reports. Monitoring studics at other wind projects in Klickitat County are not
yet completed, but the preliminary results from those projects suggest even higher fatality
rates.

The above-cited independent scientific analysis based on the results from Big Horn (the
first of only two projects in Klickitat County where fatality monitoring has been
completed) reported a consetvative estimate of 243 raptor fatalities annually in Klickitat
County. That estimate of 243 raptor fatalities is for a level of development that does not
exceed 1,000 megawatts, At its current rate of wind development, Klickitat County is
likely to reach a level of 2,000 megawatts or more within the next year or so. For raptors
in Klickitat County, these numbers are rapidly approaching population-level impacts.
“There is probably no other human source of mortality that comes close to these levels,
writes Dr, Smallwood.

At the second project in thk1tat County where momtonng has been completed,

Goodnoe, the results are similar.® The final monitoring report for Goodnoe calculated
fatalities of 0.34 raptors per year per turbine, or 0.17 raptors per megawatt per turbine, or
16 fatalities per year for the project. Only one project reviewed in the WEST report had a
higher raptor fatality rate than the one found for Goodnoe. The Goodnoe project is killing
far more raptors than predicted by pre-construction surveys.

6. The DEIS underestimates potential impacts on northern spotted owls and other
avian species.

The proposed project falls within critical habitat for the northern spotted owl, a species
that is not only endangered but has continued to decline since the adoption of the
Washington Department of Natural Resources’ Habitat Conservation Plan for the species.
This species has continued to decline on federal lands, which makes the state’s HCP
more important than ever. There are only an estimated 500 northern spotted owl pairs
remaining in all of Washington state.

Even as the state’s Habitat Conservation Plan is failing miserably, the applicant is proposing
to undermine that plan by allowing commercial-scale energy development within a Spotted
Owl Special Emphasis Area, A commercial wind energy project is nof appropriate for habitat
that is designated as a nesting, roosting and foraging area for a federally endangered species.

In materials distributed to the public prior to the mid-June 2010 hearings, SDS Lumber
writes: “After years of timber harvest, there’s no suitable habitat for the bird.” It is ironic that

7 Avian and Bat Mortality at the Big Horn Wind Energy Project, Klickitat County,
Washington. K. Shawn Smallwood, 2008.

% Goodnoe Hills Wind Project Avian Mortality Monitoring Report, Prepared for
PacifiCorp by URS Corporation, March 16, 2010.



the applicant is pointing the finger at its own destructive timber practices to justify further
risk to northern spotted owls.

Regardless of whether spotted owls are currently nesting on or near this property, as they
did in recent history, this area is designated as prime potential habitat for the species. The
fact that Washington’s Habitat Conservation Plan for spotted owls is not increasing the
numbers of reproductive pairs makes it all the more important to restore this species’
habitat—not to damage it even further.

The Environmental Impact Statement commissioned by Klickitat County for its Energy
Overlay Zone stated (on page 2-15 of the Final EIS) that “forested areas host higher
concentrations of owl and other sensitive species habitats.”® The EIS recommended that areas
with high concentrations of forested habitats be excluded from the Energy Overlay Zone
because of their “higher potential for use by sensitive species and avian species likely to be
impacted by wind turbines.” This sensitive forested habitat is exactly what is being proposed
for development at Whistling Ridge.

Spotted owls are not the only species likely to be significantly impacted by the proposal.
Klickitat County’s Energy Overlay EIS also found high use of forested habitats by other
raptors. The SDS map for the proposed project shows ridge-top locations for turbines, and
these are typically the worst possible locations from an avian perspective—i.e., likely to
result in the highest number of bird collisions.

7. The DEIS fails to assess compliance with state and federal laws protecting bald
eagles, golden eagles, migratory birds, and endangered species.

There are reports of bald eagles and bald eagle nests at the proposed wind site. Yet there is
no evidence that the proposed project will be in compliance with the state’s Bald Eagle
Protection Act, RCW chapter 77.12, and regulations associated with this act.

Nor is there any evidence that the proposed project will be in compliance with the federal
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC § 668-668(d). This act prohibits any person,
association, partnership or corporation from taking a bald or golden eagle at any time or by
any manner without a permit. A permit may be issued only if the take would be compatible
with the preservation of the species.

There is no evidence in the DEIS that the proposed project will be in compliance with the
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 USC §§ 703-712. The MBTA requires that
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service take enforcement against “any person, association,
partnership or corporation” that “by any means or in any manner” pursues, hunts, takes,
captures, kills, or attempts to take, capture or kill a migratory bird or any part, nest or eggs of
any migratory bird. Under the MBTA, a corporation may take or kill a migratory bird only if
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service determines that the take or kill is compatible with migratory

? Klickitat County Energy Overlay Final Environmental Impact Statement,
September 2004, ‘



bird treaties. This determination must include an evaluation of the bird’s species abundance
and distribution, as well as its migratory and breeding habits. The killing of a single
migratory bird is sufficient to create criminal liability, and does not need to be intentional.

There is no evidence in the DEIS that the proposed project will be in compliance with the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, 16 USC §§ 1531-1544. Under the ESA,
“take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Section 9 of the ESA prohibits any
actions that would “take” an endangered species, as well as actions that would cause an act
constituting a “take,” The Ninth Circuit has held that “a habitat moedification which
significantly impairs the breeding and sheltering of a protected species amounts fo ‘harm’
under the ESA.

It seems quite possible that the proposed Whistling Ridge wind project may kill a bald cagle,
a migratory bird, or an endangered species. The DEIS must evaluate the likelihood of each of
these possibilities, and whether Incidental Take Permits are required from the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service. A recent court ruling in West Virginia has made it clear that such permits
are required under federal law when a wind project is likely to kill any individual animals
protected by the Endangered Species Act.

8. The DEIS erred in its analysis of the regional need for new sources of renewable
energy.

The DEIS cites the Draft Sixth Northwest Power Plan released in September 2009 by the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. What the DEIS fails to quantify is that this
20-year energy plan for our region concluded that, although population and energy
demands will continue to grow in the Pacific Northwest, we can meet more than 80
percent of expected future energy demands through conservation efforts and improved
energy efficiency. Conservation efforts not only have less environmental impact than
building new energy sources, they are also considerably less expensive.

Less than 20 percent of future needs must come from new sources of energy, according to
the Council. And shown above, with 40 wind projects already constructed or proposed
for this region, there are plenty of new sources to meet these needs. There is no
demonstrated need for Whistling Ridge. '

The dirty little secret of wind power in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is that most of
the electricity being generated here by wind turbines is not needed or used in the Pacific
Northwest. Instead it is sold to utilities in California, There is no regional need for new
power sources; there is simply a California demand for eleciricity generated in

- Washington and Oregon.

On page 3-91 of the DEIS, the applicant claims that the Klickitat County Energy Overlay
Zone Final EIS “recently evaluated the projected energy demand in Klickitat County,
Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County.” (In fact, this
evaluation is already more than six years old). The DEIS then mentions the EIS



projection that “four wind power projects with total generating capacity of 1,000 MW?”
will be developed in Klickitat County by 2024.

In fact, Klickitat County has already approved more than a dozen projects, with a total
generating capacity of almost 2,000 megawatts. Rather than suggesting that more energy
is needed regionally, this rapid development of wind power in Klickitat County indicates
that more than enough wind power is already under development to meet the region’s
cnergy needs.

Existing wind projects in this region are already producing so much surplus power that
there are times when these projects must be turned off to protect the regional grid. For
example, see these recent articles on the surpluses in the Columbia River corridot:
hitp://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/07/sudden-surplus-calls-for-quick-thinking/
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2010/06/swollen_columbia_river chutns.
html

9. The DEIS fails to estimate the direct and cumulative impacts of this project on the
Northwest power grid.

The breaktaking pace of wind development along the Columbia River has created serious
challenges for BPA and the regional energy grid. There are limits to the amount of wind
power that can be integrated into the grid, and we are already at or near these limits. BPA
has expressed concerns about how it can integrate more than 6,000 megawatts of wind
power into the grid, yet the DEIS fails to analyze these constraints and how they will be
affected by the construction of yet another wind project.

Adding more wind power capacity to the grid requires not onty new transmission lines
but also new storage capability, because wind is an intermiitent power source. Typically
wind projects operate at only about 30 percent of their total generating capacity, which
means that 70 percent of the time a backup power source must be available.

The DEIS has failed to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed backup power
source for Whistling Ridge. For example, if hydropower will be the backup, the DEIS
must consider the indirect impacts of this project on fish, irrigation, navigation and other
drawdown impacts. . C

The applicant has hinted at possible plans to construct a naturai-gas-fired power plant,
perhaps as a backup power source for when the wind is not blowing at Whistling Ridge.
The applicant should be required to disclose those plans now, so that the impacts of a
natural-gas-fired power plant can be considered along with the impacts of the wind
project.

Also, Williams is proposing a new gas line for the Whistling Ridge area, and the
substation and transmission inter-tie lines proposed for the Whistling Ridge area could



signal the advent of additional power plants in the area. These must be evaluated along
with impacts of the infrastructure currently being proposed.

A recent study in Colorado found that wind power’s supposed carbon emissions benefits
are not being realized, because of the requirement for conventionally-generated backup
power.'” Because all coal-fired power plants and some natural-gas-fired power plants
produce greater emissions when they act as backup systems for wind power, thanks to
inefficiencies associated with cycling on and off, the benefits of wind power in zeducmg
carbon emissions are reduced.

Contrary to what the DEIS states, there is no evidence that the Whistling Ridge project
will have a beneficial impact on air quality in the Columbia Gorge vicinity. No fossil-
fuel-fired projects will be taken offline as a result. In fact, backup power from fossii-fuel-
fired projects may be required for those times when the wind is not blowing.

10. The DEIS failed to evaluate the potential health effects of wind turbines on local
residents,

There is ample evidence that low-frequency noises, shadow flicker, and nighttime
lighting associated with wind turbines can be injurious to the physical and mental health
of people living in the vicinity of turbines.!! While many or even most people might not
find noises, lights or flickers annoying or even noticeable, they can be severe—and in
some cases life-changing—for a minority of the population. Regardless of whether these
impacts affect everyone, they can affect some people, and must be evaluated in that light.

11, The DEIS failed to evaluate alternatives to the proposal.

SEPA and NEPA require consideration of alternatives. The applicant owns tens of
thousands of acres of land, including other sites that would be more appropriate for wind
power development than Whistling Ridge. The DEIS must evaluate potential alternatives,
including alternative sites as well as alternative turbine layout configurations.

12. The DEIS overwhelms the public with quantity but not quality.
I am grateful for the extended comment period. Nevertheless, if is not reasonable to
expect members of the general public to be able to digest and respond intelligently within

just a few weeks to a record that is thousands of pages long and years in the making,

Despite this huge volume of material, there is very little scientific literature cited ini the
DEIS, and even less that is peer-reviewed science. The applicant has cherry-picked a few

1% How Less Became More...Wind, Power and Unintended Consequences in the
" Colorado Energy Market, Prepared by Bentek Energy LLC for the Independent

Petroleum Association of Mountain States, April 16, 2010.

H «Summary of Recent Research on Adverse Health Effects of Wind Turbines,”

Compiled by Keith Stelling, October 20, 2009,



statistics and extrapolations from industry-sponsored reports and ignored the independent
science and actual mortality studies that suggest major cumulative impacts are likely for
wildlife given the pace and scope of wind power development in this region.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Dawn Stover
nowden Rd.
White Salmon, WA 98672

2 ches net



Michelle, Kayce (UTC)

From: Posner, Stephen (UTC)

Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 1:.07 PM

To: Michelle, Kayce (UTC)

Subject: FW: Whistling Ridge DEIS comments from Dawn Stover
Attachments: BPAEFSEC2.doc; ATT2543509.htm

Tammy,

Please process.
Thanks.

Stephen Posner

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

(360) 956-2063
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov

visit the EFSEC website at: www.efsec.wa.gov

From: Dawn Stover {mailto: @hughes.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 201 119 AM

To: Posner, Stephen (UTC)

Subject: Whistling Ridge DEIS comments from Dawn Stover

Hi Andrew and Stephen,

I am submitting my expanded comments by email. I tried using the BPA online system earlier but it didn't work
for me.

Thanks for your assistance.
Dawn
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Association
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Business

Washinglon $tate's Chamber of Commerce

July 26, 2010

Stephen Posner \/ Andrew M. Montafio
Compliance Manager Environmental Project Manager
State of Washington Bonneville Power Administration
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council Public Affairs Office - DKE-7

905 Plum Street SE, 34 Floor P.0O. Box 14428

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 Portland, OR 97293-4428

Re:  Asseciation of Washington Business comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project (EFSEC Application No.
2009-01)

Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montafio:

On behalf of the Association of Washington Business (AWB), thank you for the
opportunity to provide comments on the Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS).

Formed in 1904, AWB is Washington’s oldest and largest statewide business association,
and includes more than 7,000 members representing over 650,000 employees. AWB
serves as both the state’s chamber of commerce and manufacturing and technology
association. 90 percent of AWB members employ fewer than 100 people and more than
half of AWB’s members employ féwer than 10.

We write today in support of the May, 2010 DEIS and offer the following general and
specific comments in support thereof.

I GENERAL COMMENTS

Economic development and job creation




As AWB has noted previously, approval of the DEIS and final approval of the
application is extremely important for carrent and future economic development in
Skamania County, southwestern Washington, and for the state as a whole. This is
particularly important during this historic economic recession and during the severe
budget shortfalls for the state and local governments.

Paragraph 3.13 of the DEIS (Socioeconomics){(summarized in Table 1-1 of Paragraph 1.0)
concludes, generally, that “{s]ocioeconomic impacts are expected to be beneficial in the
form of additional jobs, increased sales, and increased tax revenues.”

Specifically, during construction of the project, the DEIS concludes that about 330 full
and part-time jobs would be created. Approximately 25-35 percent of the construction
workforce would be residents of the area and 65-75 percent of the workforce would be
hired from outside of the three-county area. Project construction would also resuit in 71
indirect and induced jobs.

Moreover, indirect value added from the project is approximately $3.9 million.
According to Table 1-1, “[f]iscal impacts are expected to be positive, with a total of $150
million in construction expenditures, of which approximately $13.2 million would be
spent in the local area.” In addition, the DEIS concludes most sales tax revenue would
go to Skamania County.

With respect to ongoing operation of the site, the DEIS concludes that “Je]conomic
impacts would be positive due to increased tax revenues, employment and local
expenditures. Sales, use and other indirect business taxes to state and local governments
are estimated at approximately $50,000 per year.” The estimated value of the project is
$87.5 million, which would represent an increase of 6.5 percent in assessed value to the
county. The corresponding increase in property tax revenue to the county would be
$731,500. On an ongoing basis, the project will employ 8-9 employees, likely hired from
the local area.

Equally important to the positive economic attributes of the project are the negative
consequences for the economy of southwestern Washington if the DEIS and application

is ultimately not approved.

Visual resources/site location

The proposed Whistling Ridge project is also important because it would set a precedent
for siting wind projects on designated forest land in this state. This is important because
many potential wind generating sites are located on Washington’s forest lands. As the



Whistling Ridge DEIS shows, wind energy and forest management are highly
compatible. Wind energy becomes an additional renewable resource to be managed on
forest lands. Washington’s ailing forest industry needs to diversify whenever and
wherever possible. The potential for wind farm siting on forest lands creates additional
revenue diversification opportunities for large and small forest land owners alike and
will help keep forest lands from being developed or used in other manners incompatible
with forest management. With each recession, timber producers are at the mercy of the
markets. This most recent downturn has been particularly hard on the indusiry, its
workers and suppliers, and communities like White Salmon, Bingen, Stevenson and
Carson.

The proposed forest ridgeline site is low value for timber production. The proposed site
provides great north/south topography for wind. The proposed site is also surrounded
by mountains which significantly limits any visual impacts. Furthermore, the nearest
existing residential structure to the proposed project is approximately 2500 feet, which is
a greater setback distance than those structures located near the recently-approved
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project.

Regional need for new sources of renewable energy

According to Paragraph 1.2.3.1 of the DEIS Summary, based on the findings of the
Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) Fifth Power Plan (May 2005) and
draft Sixth Power Plan (September 2009), the regional population in Idaho, Montana,
Oregon and Washington is expected to grow from 12.7 million in 2007 to 16.3 million by
2030. This 3.6 million population increase will increase the demand for electricity. The
draft Six Plan conchades that “[t]he Pacific Northwest consumed 19,000 a/MW or 166
million MW-hours of electricity in 2007, That demand is expected to grow to 25,000
a/MW by 2030. Between 2007 and 2030, demand is expected to increase by a total of
6,500 a/MW, growing on average by 270 a/MW, or 1.2 percent, per year.

In additional to the normal, free-market increase in demand accompanied by such
population growth, states like Oregon, California and Washington have adopted
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), which mandate that qualifying public and private
utilities obtain a certain percentage of defined “renewable” energy, not including
hydropower, by a date certain. In Washington, Initiative 937 requires qualifying utilities
to obtain 15% defined “renewable” energy by 2020.

The Summary concludes that “[t]he RPS, coupled with load growth in Washington’s
urban areas, has prompted investor-owned and public power utilities to seek new



sources, most often developed by independent power producers, to meet their resource
goals.”

It is for this reason that adoption of the DEIS and, ultimately, approval of the applicant’s
project is so important. In the coming decades, Washington will need new sources of
electricity to meet market demand, as well as the artificial demand created by the
“renewable” standards imposed by 1-937. Furthermore, if utilities aren’t able to meet the
RPS established by 1-937, a $50/MW hour shortfall penalty will be imposed on the utility
and passed on to the ratepayers ~ Washington’s families and businesses.

IL SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Visual resources

AWB strongly supports the Paragraph 4.11 (pg. 4-9) DEIS interpretation of the Columbia
River Gorge National Scenic Area Act (CRGNSA) and the corresponding “savings
clause” found at 16 USC § 5440(a)(10). This project application is not, and should not be
subject to the requirements of the CRGNSA.,

The DEIS appropriately acknowledges the proposed site is located outside of, but
immediately adjacent to, the northern boundary of the CRGNSA. The DEIS continues
that “although the proposed project thus is in close proximity to the CRGNSA, the
CRGNSA Act expressly states that:

Nothing in [this Act] shall . . . establish protective perimelers or buffer zones around the
scentic area or each special management area. The fact that activilies or uses inconsistent
with the management directives for the scenic aren or special management areas can be
seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the
boundaries of the scestic area or special management arens.”

The DEIS concludes: “[a]ccordingly, because the proposed project is located outside of

the CRGNSA, the provisions of the CRGNSA Act do not apply to the proposed project.”
(Emphasis added)

We could not more strongly agree.

This accurate interpretation of the CRGNSA “savings clause” is also found in Paragraph

3.9.2.1 (Regional Landscape Setting) which concludes “[t]he project area is completely
outside the Scenic Are, and therefore, is not subject to the Columbia River Gorge Scenic

r

Area Management Plan or related regulatory requirements.” (Emphasis added)



This reasoning is continued at page 3-194 of the DEIS which concludes “. . . [t]his federal
policy and Congressional mandate discourage projecting National Scenic Act policies,
regulations and directives beyond the boundary of the Scenic Area.”

Federal regulation and zoning of development in an area that is largely private land,
and the economic survival of existing counties and communities, were major concerns
when the CRGNSA Act was debated in Congress. Several major compromises to the Act
were adopted by amendment to address these issues before passage in its final form.
These compromises inclided the purchase or trade of private lands that were highly
scenic and would be heavily restricted in the SMA zone; less restriction on private lands
in the GMA zone; and urban areas that were completely exempt from restriction and a
boundary that was to be the absolute boundary with no buffer or setback outside of the
CRGNSA.

This was the reasoning and intent behind the “savings clause” and the proposed project
is exactly what was contemplated when it was adopted. The “savings clause”
established a boundary — a boundary in every sense of the word - a place where
regulation exists, and a line drawn where it ends. Beyond this boundary, it was intended
that private landowners and counties would be allowed to have economic development
activity without scenic restriction. Without the “savings clause”, Congress would not
have enacted the CRGNSA and President Reagan would not have signed the bill in to
law.

Visual resources methodologies

In drawing the conclusions reached in the DEIS, three federal methodologies were used
to evaluate visual impact assessment of the proposed project: (1) the Federal Highway
Administration methodology (FHIWA); (2) the U.S. Forest Service methodology (USFS);
and (3) the Bureau of Land Management methodology (BLM). In addition, a “hybrid”
methodology (FHWA and USFS), used in the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
(KVWPP), was also used, totaling four visual impact assessment methodologies.

Visual impacts are purely subjective in nature and vary greatly from person to person,
AWB believes the four methodologies used in the DFEIS are sound, comprehensive and
sufficiently objective to measure potential visual impacts in reaching the DEIS
conclusions -~ particularly when adding the fourth KVWPP standard, which is the most
rigorous and comprehensive standard. Opponents of the KVWPP challenged the visual
assessment before the Washington Supreme Court, with a unanimous court rejecting
that challenge,



For purposes of certainty, predictability and fairness, methodologies among various
projects should be consistent. Proximity to {not inclusion in) a National Scenic Area
should not impose a different standard. To do so would not only establish a buffer on
the Scenic Area, but also would set a dangerous precedent of inconsistent visual
standards and be very problematic for wind power development throughout the state.
In addition, this wouldn’t just set a bad precedent for future wind projects — a new,
higher standard for proximity to a scenic area could exclude other, non-wind,
development such as electrical transmission, residential, commercial or industrial
development that is otherwise compliant and consistent with applicable land use laws
and regulations, and essential to Washington’s economic viability and ongoing
prosperity.

Notwithstanding this fact, the methodologies used to evaluate this project have been
even more rigorous than KVWPDP, Wildhorse, and other previously-sited wind projects.

Joint EESEC/BPA preparation

As the DEIS introduction at paragraph 1.1 clearly states, both the Energy Facility Site
Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) have
jointly prepared the DEIS to be consistent with the requirements of both the Washington
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Although the document is consistent with SEPA requirements, its form has
been modified, adjusted and expanded where appropriate to ensure compliance with
NEPA as well. Accordingly, the DEIS is now a federal NEPA document and not just an

EIS generated by the project applicant.

Scientific review

With the completion of this DEIS, more biological review has been done than on any
other previously sited wind project anywhere in the Northwest, let alone Washington
state. To our knowledge, no other wind energy project has completed the multiple years
of biological surveys, inciuding three years of bat survey work.

In addition, the DEIS has been prepared in direct collaboration with a sufficiently wide
range of state and federal wildlife agencies and tribal governments (8), including: the
Washington Dept. of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife, Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Washington
State Department of Transportation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the Yakama Nation.



The pre-development biological survey work was done in collaboration with the
Washington and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Departments. In its “Section 7” consultation
letter dated July 19, 2010, the USFWS confirmed that the project will no impact Northern
Spotted Owls — a determination that should be considered conclusive on this issue.

LV. US. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR COMMENTS

AWB recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) DEIS
comment letter dated July 19, 2010. The Department raises concerns about visibility of
the proposed project from the nationally designated Lewis and Clark National Historic
Trail (NHT) and suggests elimination of several visible turbines from the site. AWB
disagrees with this assertion.

AWB is extremely concerned with the Department’s comments on this application. The
National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241-1251 (NTSA) does not, by mandate or
implication, authorize the Department to regulate or restrict private lands or to even
negatively comment on or oppose private projects proposed on private lands. In fact, the
reference to this Act as authority for the comment letter is an abuse of federal authority
and exceeds the policy directives of the NTSA. The Department’s comments are
particularly egregious here, where the comment would necessitate the conclusion that
any land development or activity visible from any trail designated throughout the
Western United States under the NTSA should be prohibited. Many thousands of miles
of trails are designated throughout the Western United States under the NTSA. Here, the
“trail” at issue is coextensive with U.S. Interstate 84 and Washington State Highway 14.
These are not pristine “trail” segments — they are major, busy transportation corridors.

It should be abundantly clear to the Department that man-made structures and activities
are visible and will be seen along these highways where the most visible “impacts” on
travelers are the many aufomobiles, semi-trucks, trains, transmission lines, and dams, as
well as residences, commercial buildings and industrial facilities.

Finally, consistent with the concerns raised above, elimination of visible turbines from
view/proximity of the NHT would similarly be a direct violation of the CRGNSA
“savings clause.” The National Trails System does not have regulatory authority to
affect such an outcome. Again, this would set a bad precedent and have negative
implications for other non-wind related projects such as electrical transmissions systems,
dams, and residential, commercial and industrial development.



Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on this important matter.

Sincerely,

Aoty e

Christian M. McCabe, Esq.
Government Affairs Director
Association of Washington Business

Cc: The Honorable Christine Gregoire
Keith Phillips
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From: Teresa Kurtzhall (@ msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2010 9:51 AM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines.

I am concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and
balanced alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including
other means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing
consumption), other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce
impacts, alternative routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National
Scenic Area, etc. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the
proposal and the no-action alternative)., This is inadequate.

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested
ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The proposed project would cause
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or supplemental
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true
environmental impacts of the project.

Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments
into the record.

Teresa Kurtzhall

PO Box I

Elk, WA 99009
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United States Department of the Interior TAKE PRIDE®

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY WAMERICA
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Sireet, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026

9043.1

TN REPLY REFER TO:

ER10/492

Electronically Filed
July 19, 2010

Andrew M. Moniafio

Environmental Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4
P.O. Box 3621

Porttand, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Montaiio:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bonneville Power Administration’s Whistling Ridge
Energy Project, Skamania County, Washington. The Department offers the following
comments for use in developing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
project.

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail

The proposed Whistling Ridge Energy project is located within five miles of the Lewis
and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT), a congressionally-designated NHT, which
follows the Columbia River and is within the area analyzed in the DEIS for potential
visual impacts. In addition, US Interstate 84 and Washington Route 14 are the state-
designated Lewis and Clark auto tour routes in the project area. Many visitors experience
Lewis and Clark NHT by traveling the auto tour routes and stopping at interpretive and
recreational sites along the way. The Department considers the viewshed along the river
and auto tour routes to be a critical part of the trail visifor experience.

The Lewis and Clark NHT was established by Congress in an amendment to the National
Trails System Act in 1978, 16 U.S.C. § 1244(a). As administrator of the trail, the
National Park Service (NPS) is charged under this Act with the identification and
protection of the historic route, remnants, and artifacts of the trail for public use and
enjoyment.

Based on the analysis of visual impacts in the DEIS, it appears that a varying number of
turbines will be visible from the trail’s historic river and auto tour routes from near



Koberg Beach State Park to Lindsey Creek State Park. This approximately 15-mile
stretch of the Columbia River Gorge has numerous recreational opportunities and scenic
views that add significantly to enjoyment of the historic trail. Of'the five viewpoints
along US Interstate 84 analyzed in the DEIS, Viewpoint 14 at Viento State Park, is rated
in Table 3.9-2 as having an anticipated moderate to high level of visual impact.
However, on page 3-193 of the DEIS, the potential visual impact for this viewpoint is
stated as only moderate. Furthermore, it appears that the turbines were inadvertently
omitted in the photomontage in Figure 3.9-11. While difficult fo discern the impact at
this location without clarification on the accuracy of the visual simulation, we believe
that the impact should be rated as high given the placement of turbines on the skyline
within four miles of a park located along the auto tour route.

Turbine string A1-A7 would be highly visible from numerous locations along the trail
due to its placement on a ridgeline close to the Columbia River Gorge, The NPS
recommends removing or relocating these seven turbines, if feasible. This would
significantly reduce the impact to visual resources along the historic trail. The visual
resources in this region—Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and Lewis and
Clark NHT—are important resources that should be protected.

Please add the following people to the federal agency distribution list for this project:

- Dan Wiley
Chief of Resources Stewardship
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail
601 Riverfront Drive
Omaha, NE 68102
(402) 661-1830
Dan_Wiley@nps.gov

4

Lee Kreutzer

National Trails System
National Park Service
324 S, State, Suite 200
Salt Lake City, UT 84111
(801) 741-1012 ext. 118
Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Water Resources Section 3.3

Pg. 3-26: Section 3.3.1.3 lacks sufficient information on the existing groundwater
environment to support the finding of little or no impact. Suggest the section more fully
address the depth to groundwater, flow direction, and transmissivity (permeability) of the
aquifer as it relates fo possible affects on the area domestic and agricultural ground-water
resources (also see section 3.3.1.5). Helsel et.al. (2002) is a good reference for this type
of analysis.



Pg. 3-29: Because section 3.3.3 addresses mitigation procedures for the isolation of
groundwater from chemical spills, we assume that chemicals will be present on site
during both construction and operation, Suggest the document include a discussion of
potential chemical spills, and aquifer transmissivity (permeability), as it relates to the
potential movement of contaminants toward nearby domestic or agricultural water wells.

Reference
Helsel, D.R. and Hirsch, R.M., 2002, Statistical methods in water resousces: U.S.

Geological Survey—Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations Book 4, Chapter
A3, 510 p. Available on the internet at: http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4al/

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. If you have any
questions concerning the NPS comments, please contact Dan Wiley at (402) 661-1830 or
at Dan_Wiley@ups.gov, or Lee Kreutzer at (801) 741-1013 (x118) or at

Lee Kreutzer@nps.gov. H you have any questions concerning the USGS comments,
please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews,
at (303) 236-5050 (x229) or at gdlecain@usgs.gov. If you have any other questions,
please contact me at {(503) 326-2489.

Smcerely,

D e

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer



RESOLUTION 2010-51

(A Resolution Demanding Retraction of the Department of Interior Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project and
explanation of its Actions in Commenting without Authority or Jurisdiction against the
Secretary’s and Administration Policy)

WHEREAS, Whistling Ridge Energy Project filed an Application for Site Certification to the
Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (“EFSEC”) on March 10, 2009 for the
Whistling Ridge Energy Project; and .

WHEREAS, EFSEC is lead agency pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, and
Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”) is federal lead agency pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act; and

WHEREAS, EFSEC and BPA have independently issued a joint Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for this Project and are seeking public comment on the DEIS; and

WHEREAS, the entire project is located outside of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic
Arca (“Scenic Area™) on privately owned lands in Skamania County; and

WHEREAS, Federal Government regulation of private lands as well as the economic survival of
Skamania, other local counties and communities were major concerns when the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area (“Scenic Area Act”) was debated in Congress; which resulted in
several major compromises to address these concerns before passage of the Scenic Area Actin
its final form, without which, Congress would not-have enacted the Scenic Area Act and
President Reagan would not have signed it into law. These compromises included the purchase
or trade of private lands that were regulated for the protection of scenery in the Special
Management Areas, the designation of Urban Areas that are completely exempt from restrictions
and-the designation of an external boundary that by Congressional direction is the absolute
boundary with no buffers or setbacks outside of the Scenic Area. Congressional intent is found
in the “Savings Provision” at 16 USC § 5440(a)(10) which states:

Nothing in [this Act] shall . . . establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the
scenic areq or each special management area. The fact that activities or uses inconsistent
with the management directives for the scenic areq or special management areas can be
seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to
the boundaries of the scenic area or special management aress.”; and

"WHEREAS, The National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241 - 1251 authorizes Congress to

designate National Scenic and Historic Trails but does not, by mandate or implication, authorize -
Interior to regulate or restrict private lands or to even negatively comment on or oppose private -
projects proposed on private lands nearby, or visible from, designated trail sections; and



WHEREAS, Skamania County recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior
(“Interior”) DEIS comment letter dated July 19, 2010, wherein Interior raises concerns about
visibility of the proposed project from the Scenic Area and the nationally designated Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail and suggests elimination of Whistling Ridge wind turbines that are
visible from both the Scenic Area and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail; and

WHEREAS, many thousands of miles of trails are designated throughout the Western United
States under the National Trail System Act. With the excepfion of federal lands, and lands
acquired by the Federal Government for preservation of trails, the Federal Government has no
authority to regulate or restrict the use of private lands near trails designated under the National
Trail System Acf, for any reason, especially for purported visual effects on trail segments.
Moreover, as described in the Interior letter, the “trail” at issue here is coextensive with US
Interstate 84 and Washington State Highway 14 which are not pristine “trail” segments—they
are major, busy multi-modal transportation corridors, including the only sea level train route (on
both sides of the Columbia River) through the Cascades, with over 80 commercial trains
fransiting per day.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE Board of Commissioners being
concerned and alarmed with Interior’s comments and apparent attempt at inappropriate Federal
intervention on the consideration of the Whistling Ridge application, find as follows:

The Board finds: Interior’s reference to the National Trail Systems Act and the Scenic Area as
authority for the comment letter is an abuse of federal authority that exceeds the legal and policy
directives and Congressional intent of both the National Trail Systems Act and the Scenic Area
Act. Interior’s comments are particularly egregious where they recommend that renewable wind
-energy construction (proposed on private lands oufside of the Scenic Area and miles away from
-any trail segments in Skamania County) that are visible from the National Trail Systems Act and
the Scenic Area should be eliminated from the Project, ot that the proponent must justify
“feasibility” forthe locations visible from I-84.

The Board finds: Many man-made structures and activities are-visible and will be visible along
these “trails” that follow Interstate highways, where the most visible of “impacts” on travelers
are the many semi frucks, trains, transmission lines, dams, industrial facilities, mines, and coal,
gas and nuclear power generating facilities, as well as many cities, homes, commercial buildings,
advertising signs and billboards, that they pass by. Itis a gross abuse of federal authority to
negatively comment on, and seek to obstruct a rencwable energy project on private lands merely
because a small portion is remotely visible from an Interstate highway.,

" The Board finds: Consistent with our concerns raised above regarding National Trail Systems
Act authority, that Interior’s recommendation of restricting private land development in view of
the Scenic Area is in direct violation of the critically important Scenic Area Act compromises

- and Savings Provisions the intent of which was to allow local counties economic development
opportunity for their continued survwal



The Board finds: Interior’s comments and recommendations have serious policy implications
not only for renewable energy development but also for other non-wind energy related projects
that are visible from the Scenic Area and National Historic Trails, such as electrical
transmissions systems, dams, rail transpottation, interstate commerce and traffic, as well as
residential, commercial and industrial development in Skamania and other Counties near the
Scenic Area and/or Counties located near similarly designated trails under the National Trails
System Act.

The Board finds: Interiors comments contradict both the Secretary’s publicly stated policy as it
-pertains to renewable encrgy as well as contradicting the clear energy policy direction of the
current Administration,

The Board finds: Finally, in addition to the comment concerning the Scenic Area and the
Interstate Highway corridor, Interior provided specific comments related to purported

. groundwater issues—issues raised by local citizen neighbor opponents at the NEPA/SEPA
comment hearing. -Skamania County has regulatory responsibility for groundwater issues, and
will work with EFSEC to address the citizen comment. This is not a federal issue, Interior has
no authority to insert itself into this uniquely local issue, and its decision to do so demonstrates
its lack of regard for Skamania County’s authority: strongly suggesting inappropriate
collaboration with Whistling Ridge project opponents.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT THE Board of Commissioners
reacting to this ¢lear abuse of authority without jurisdiction, hereby demand, in the strongest
possible terms, that Interior’s comments be immediately retracted and removed from the public
record on this matter, and further respectfully tequest that the Secretary and the Administration
clarify how Interior has acted within its authority, consistent with the stated policy direction of
the Secretary and the Administration, and what this letter means for the implementation of the
Administration’s declared land management and energy policies.

DATED this 3" day of August 2010,
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC)

From: Debbie Slack -@co.skamania.wa,usI

Sent: ‘Wednesday, August 04, 2010 8:31 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Resolution Demanding Retraction of Dept of Interior Comments on Whistling Ridge Wind
Energy Project

Attachments: Interior Resolution.pdf; ER10_492_deis[1].pdf



WR -DEIS

DUBIEC Comment #363
Michelle, Kayce (UTC)

From: C. William Savery |M@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, August 13, 25 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines,

I am concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and
balanced alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including
other means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing
consumption), other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce
impacts, alternative routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National
Scenic Area, etc. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the
proposal and the no-action alternative)}. This is inadequate.

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested
ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The proposed project would cause
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or supplemental
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true
environmental impacts of the project,

Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments
into the record.

C. William Savery
SW Sherwood Place
Portland, OR 97261
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) ublic Comment #364

From: Dhausken @acl.com)

Sent: Saturday, August 14, 2010 8:32 AM

To: EFSEC (UTC) :

Subject: Whistling Ridge wind energy project -- comment
Hello,

| am a Portland resident with a second home in White Saimon, Wa. | have a view of Mt Hood and Underwcod mountain .
(among other things). | am opposed to adding windmills to the views in the Gorge, as long as that is possible. As a
citizenry here in the US we try to preserve a small number of exceptional areas. The Gorge (and the US citizens) deserve
as gorgeous a Gorge as possible. There is lots of windy land in these United States that is not protected as a national
treasure. Seeing windmills from anywhere in the Gorge Scenic Area would be a further loss. | am still adjusting to the
changed tandscape around Maryhill with the addition of windmills there in the last couple of years. They are interesting to
see, but they detract from the formerly simply grand landscape. Please don't bring tall, moving, unnatural structures into
view in Skamania County! Any additional mechanical objects on the horizon WILL detract from the wonderful and unique
Columbia Gorge experience. '

Sincerely, Ruth Warbhingten.
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2ubli t #365
Michelle, Kayce (UTC) ublic Commen

From: blayney myers [JJll@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 9:33 AM
. To: EFSEC (UTC)

Subject: Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines.

I am concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and
balanced alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including
other means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing
consumption), other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce
impacts, alternative routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National
Scenic Area, etc. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the
proposal and the no-action alternative)}. This is inadequate.

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested
ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The proposed project would cause
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.

Lastly, EFSEC-and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or supplemental
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true
environmental impacts of the project.

Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments
into the record.

Wney myers ,
Shaddox Springs Rd
Underwood, WA 98651
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2ublic Comment #366 AUG 16 2010

ENERGY FACILITY SITE

Tuly 28, 2010 EVALUATION COUNGIL

Stephen Posner

Energy Facility Site Manager
Washington EFSEC

905 Plum Street SE

Third Floor

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

(360) 956-2063

stephen, posner@comimerce. wa.gov

Dear Mr. Posner,

In response to the Draft EIS, this letter is submitted fo you to document our continued
support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. As Chiefs of the Klickitat and Cascades
Tribes of the Yakama Nation, we have worked closely with Jason Spadaro, President of
SDS Lumber Company, on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project for several years. SDS
Lumber Company approached us cooperatively and very early in their process, asking us
to review their property and identify any concerns we may have with a wind energy
project in the area.

We have reviewed the Draft EIS and would like to bring to your attention Section 3.10,
specifically page 3-204 which accurately summarizes our position. Several times, we
have reviewed the property where SDS proposes to develop wind energy and have never
found any issues related to cultural resources or traditional cultural properties of concern
to us as Chiefs of the Klickitat and Cascades Tribes of the Yakama Nation. We provided
this information directly to the applicant’s specialists who wrote the cultural resources
report used for the Draft EIS.

This area where SDS Lumber proposes wind energy is within our homeland and we feel
that we are uniquely qualified to determine what areas have been traditionally used by
our people and what traditional cultural properties for this area are. As knowledgeable
individuals with ancestral ties to the Columbia River Gorge in the immediate vicinity of
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, we have been consulted with in the past on other
development projects, and have provided information on traditional properties so that
they could be avoided. There are no traditional properties within the Whistling Ridge
Energy Project area. The site has been in commercial timber production for many years.
Prior to timber harvesting on the site, it was heavily forested. The area of the project is
surrounded by steep terrain, there are no streams or significant east-facing views and the
he land is rocky and rigid with a lot of natural brush. Our people have never used this
area as a vision quest site, burial area, resource gathering area, travel route, or for any
other significant purposes.

We strongly believe wind energy development should be encouraged in appropriate areas
because it is clean energy. We believe the SDS land being proposed is a very appropriate
area because the SDS wildlife surveys have shown no threatened or endangered plants or



animals exist in the area and we do not find any cultural resource concerns to our Tribes.
We believe everyone should be supportive of wind energy in places such as this because
it is clean energy and should be encouraged over iraditional energy resources tike natural
gas and coal fired plants that consume large amounts of water and pollute our air, hydro-
electric dams that destroy our fish and nuclear power plants that poison our people.

Sincerely,

ﬁfw/%f g%{wg é&é&a- : ,
ChiefAo ilbur Slockish

ny Je?{
Cascad%q'liibe T Yakama Nation Klickitat Tribe of Yakama Nation
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_ Sublic Comment #367
Michelle, Kayce (UTC)

From: _ Paula Witson [ IIGzGzG@Bcgmail.com)
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 3:45 PM

To: EFSEC (UTG)

Subject: Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the
~ Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines.

I am concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it -fails to provide a fair and
balanced alternative analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including
other means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing
consumption), other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce
impacts, alternative routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National
Scenic Area, ‘etc. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the
proposal and the no-action alternative). This is inadequate.

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested
ridgeline in the foothilis of the Cascade Mountains. The proposed project would cause
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or supplemental
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true
enviromiental impacts of the project.

Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments
into the record.

_ Paula Wilson
SW Corbett Ave.
Portland, OR 97239



WR - DEIS

Michelle, Kayce {(UTC) Sublic Comment #368

From: Debbie Stack (@co.skamania.wa.us)

Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 12:02 PM

To: EFSEC (UTC); Posner, Stephen (COM); ammontano@bpa.gov

Subject: FW: Resolution Demanding Retraction of Dept of Interior Comments on Whistling Ridge Wind
Energy Project

Attachments: Interior Resolution.pdf; ER10_492_deis[1].pdf

Resolution from Skamania County Commissioners,. Please include in public comment on EIS for Whistling Ridge. Please
call Commissioner Paul Pearce if you have any questions.



RESOLUTION 2010-51

(A Resolution Demanding Retraction of the Department of Interior Comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project and
explanation of its Actions in Commenting without Authority or Jurisdiction against the
Secretary’s and Administration Policy)

WHEREAS, Whistling Ridge Energy Project filed an Application for Site Certification to the
Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (“EFSEC”) on March 10, 2009 for the
Whistling Ridge Energy Project; and

WHEREAS, EFSEC is lead agency pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, and ~
Bonneville Power Administration (“BPA”) is federal lead agency pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act; and '

WHEREAS, EFSEC and BPA have independently issued a joint Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for this Project and are seeking public comment on the DEIS; and

WHEREAS, the entire project is located outside of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic
Area (“Scenic Area™) on privately owned lands in Skamania County; and

WHEREAS, Federal Government regulation of private lands as well as the economic survival of
Skamania, other local counties and communities were major concerns when the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area (“Scenic Area Act”) was debated in Congress; which resulted in
several major compromises to address these concerns before passage of the Scenic Area Actin
its final form, without which, Congress would-not have enacted the Scenic Area Act and
President Reagan would not have signed it into law, These compromises included the purchase
or frade of private lands that were regulated for the protection of scenery in the Special
Management Areas, the designation of Urban Areas that are completely exempt from restrictions
and the designation of an external boundary that by Congressional direction is the absolute
boundary with no buffers or setbacks outside of the Scenic Area. Congressional intent is found
in the “Savings Provision” at 16 USC § 5440(2)(10) which states:

Nothing in [this Act] shall . . . establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the
scenic area ot each special management area. The fact that activities or uses inconsistent
with the management directives for the scenic areq or special management areas can be
seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to
the boundaries of the scenic area or specigl management areas.”; and

"WHEREAS, The National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241 ~ 1251 authorizes Congress to
designate National Scenic and Historic Trails but does not, by mandate or implication, authorize -
Interior to regulate or restrict private lands or to even negatively comment on or oppose private -
projects proposed on private lands nearby, or visible from, designated trail sections; and



WHEREAS, Skamania County recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior
(“Interior”) DEIS comment letter dated July 19, 2010, wherein Interior raises concerns about
visibility of the proposed project from the Scenic Area and the nationally designated Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail and suggests elimination of Whistling Ridge wind turbines that are
visible from both the Scenic Area and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail; and

WHEREAS, many thousands of miles of trails are designated throughout the Western United
States under the National Trail System Act. With the exception of federal lands, and lands
acquired by the Federal Government for preservation of frails, the Federal Government has no
authority to regulate or restrict the use of private lands near trails designated under the National
Trail System Act, for any reason, especially for purported visual effects on trail segments.
Moreover, as described in the Interior letter, the “trail” at issue here is coextensive with US
Interstate 84 and Washington State Highway 14 which are not pristine “trail” segments—ithey
are major, busy multi-modal transportation corridors, including the only sea level train route (on
both sides of the Columbia River) through the Cascades, with over 80 commercial trains
fransiting per day.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE Board of Commissioners being
concerned and alarmed with Interior’s comments and apparent atiempt at inappropriate Federal
intervention on the consideration of the Whistling Ridge application, find as follows:

The Board finds: Interior’s reference to the National Trail Systems Act and the Scenic Area as
authority for the comment letter is an abuse of federal authority that exceeds the legal and policy
directives and Congressional intent of both the National Trail Systems Act and the Scenic Area
‘Act. Interior’s comments are particularly egregious where they recommend that renewable wind
-energy construction (proposed on private lands outside of the Scenic Area and miles away from
any trail segments in Skamania County) that are visible from the National Trail Systems Act and
the Scenic Area should be eliminated from the Project, or that the proponent must justify
“feasibility” for the locations visible from 1-84,

The Board finds: Many man-made structures and activities are visible and will be visible along
these “trails” that follow Inferstate highways, where the most visible of “impacts” on travelers
are the many semi frucks, trains, transmission lines, dams, indusirial facilities, mines, and coal,
gas and nuclear power generating facilities, as well as many cities, homes, commercial buildings,
advertising signs and billboards, that they pass by. 1t is a gross abuse of federal authority to
negatively comment on, and seek to obstruct a renewable energy project on private lands merely
because a small portion is remotely visible from an Interstate highway,

" 'The Board finds: Consistent with our concerns raised above regarding National Trail Systems
Act authority, that Interior’s recommendation of restricting private land development in view of
the Scenic Area is in direct violation of the critically important Scenic Area Act compromises

- and Savings Provisions the intent of which was to allow local counties economic development
opportunity for their continued survwal



The Board finds: Interior’s commeénts and recommendations have serious policy implications
not only for renewable energy development but also for other non-wind energy related projects
that are visible from the Scenic Area and National Historic Trails, such as electrical
transmissions systems, dams, rail transpottation, interstate commerce and traffic, as well as
residential, commercial and industrial development in Skamania and other Counties near the
Scenic Area and/or Counties Jocated near similarly designated trails under the National Trails
System Act,

The Board finds: Interiors comments contradict both the Secretary’s publicly stated policy as it
-pertains to renewable energy as well as contradicting the clear energy policy direction of the
current Administration,

The Board finds: Finally, in addition to the comment concerning the Scenic Area and the
Interstate Highway corridor, Interior provided specific comments related to purported
groundwater issues—issues raised by local citizen neighbor opponents at the NEPA/SEPA
comment hearing. Skamania County has regulatory responsibility for groundwater issues, and
will work with EFSEC to address the citizen comment. This is net a federal issue. Interior has
no authority to insert itself into this uniquely local issue, and its decision to do so demonstrates
its lack of regard for Skamania County’s authority: strongly suggesting inappropriate
collaboration with Whistling Ridge project opponents.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED THAT THE Board of Commissioners
reacting to this clear abuse of authority without jurisdiction, hereby demand, in the strongest
possible terms, that Interior’s comments be immediately retracted and removed from the public
record on this matter, and further respectfully request that the Secretary and the Administration
clarify how Interior has acted within its authority, consistent with the stated policy direction of
the Secretary and the Administration, and what this letter means for the implementation of the
Administration’s declared land management and energy policies.

DATED this 3 day of August 2010,

COUNTY
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United States Department of the Interior AKE BRIDE

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY WAMERICA
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026
9043.1
TN REPLY REFER T:
ER10/492
Electronically Filed
July 19, 2010

Andrew M. Montafio

Environmental Project Manager
Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4
P.O. Box 3621

Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Montafio:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bonneville Power Administration’s Whistling Ridge
Energy Project, Skamania County, Washington. The Department-offers the following
comments for use in developing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
project.

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail

The proposed Whistling Ridge Energy project is located within five miles of the Lewis
and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT), a congressionally-designated NHT, which
follows the Columbia River and is within the area analyzed in the DEIS for potential
visual impacts. In addition, US Interstate 84 and Washington Route 14 are the state-
designated Lewis and Clark auto tour routes in the project area. Many visitors experience
Lewis and Clark NHT by traveling the auto tour routes and stopping at interpretive and
recreational sites along the way, The Department considers the viewshed along the river
and auto tour routes to be a critical part of the trail visitor experience.

The Lewis and Clark NHT was established by Congress in an amendment to the National
Trails System Act in 1978, 16 U.S.C. § 1244(a). As administrator of the trail, the
National Park Service (NPS) is charged under this Act with the identification and
protection of the historic route, remnants, and artifacts of the trail for public use and
enjoyment, ' -

Based on the analysis of visual impacts in the DEIS, it appears that a varying number of
turbines will be visible from the trail’s historic river and auto tour routes from near



Koberg Beach State Park to Lindsey Creek State Park. This approximately 15-mile
stretch of the Columbia River Gorge has numerous recreational opportunities and scenic
views that add significantly to enjoyment of the historic trail. Of the five viewpoints
along US Interstate 84 analyzed in the DEIS, Viewpoint 14 at Viento State Park, is rated
in Table 3.9-2 as having an anticipated moderate to high level of visual impact.
However, on page 3-193 of the DEIS, the potential visual impact for this viewpoint is
stated as only moderate. Furthermore, it appears that the turbines were inadvertently
omitted in the photomontage in Figure 3.9-11. While difficult to discern the impact at
this location without clarification on the accuracy of the visual simulation, we believe
that the impact should be rated as high given the placement of turbines on the skyline
within four miles of a park located along the auto tour route.

Turbine string A1-A7 would be highly visible from numerous locations along the trail
due to its placement on a ridgeline close to the Columbia River Gorge. The NPS
recommends removing or relocating these seven turbines, if feasible, This would
significantly reduce the impact to visual resources along the historic trail. The visual
resources in this region—Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and Lewis and
Clark NHT—are important resources that should be protected.

Please add the following people to the federal agency distribution list for this project:

Dan Wiley .

Chief of Resources Stewardship

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail
601 Riverfront Drive

Omaha, NE 68102

(402) 661-1830

Dan_Wiley@nps.gov

Lee Kreutzer
National Trails Systein
National Park Service
324 S. State, Suite 200

. Salt Lake City, UT 84111
(801) 741-1012 ext. 118
Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov

SPECIFIC COMMIINTS
Water Resources Section 3.3

Pg. 3-26: Section 3.3.1.3 lacks sufficient information on the existing groundwater
environment to support the finding of little or no impact. Suggest the section more fully
address the depth to groundwater, flow direction, and transmissivity (permeability) of the
aquifer as it relates to possible affects on the area domestic and agricultural ground-water
resources {also see section 3.3.1.5). Helsel et.al. (2002) is a good reference for this type
of analysis.



Pg. 3-29: Because section 3.3.3 addresses mitigation procedures for the isolation of
groundwater from chemical spills, we assume that chemicals will be present on site
during both construction and operation. Suggest the document include a discussion of
potential chemical spills, and aquifer transmissivity (permeability), as it relates to the
potential movement of contaminants toward nearby domesti¢ or agricultural water wells,

. Reference
Helsel, D.R. and Hirsch, R.M., 2002, Statistical methods in water resources: U.S.

Geological Survey—Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations Book 4, Chapter
A3, 510 p. Available on the internet at: http:/pubs.usgs.govitwriftwrida3/

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. If you have any
questions concerning the NPS comments, please contact Dan Wiley at (402) 661-1830 or
at Dan_Wiley{@nps.gov, or Lee Kreutzer at (801) 741-1013 (x118) or at

Lee Kreutzer@nps.gov. If you have any questions concerning the USGS comments,
please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews,
at (303) 236-5050 (x229) or at gdlecain@usgs.gov. If you have any other questions,
please contact me at {(503) 326-2489.

Sincerely,

-~

%ﬁ 5@@7@

Preston A. Sleeger
Regional Environmental Officer
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ENERGY FAGILITY 817k

U.S. POPULATION GROWTH AND THE FUTURE EVALL!A’FIC?S%% NQSIE

OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER WATER RESOURCES T L.
Dale W. Glasgow*

On April 14-16, 2008, the 76™ Western Snow Conference was held at the
Best Western Hood River Inn, Hood river, Oregon. Climatologists,
hydrologists, meteorologists, and geoscientists attended. They were from
the universities of California, Washington, Oregon State, Portland State,
Idaho, Idaho State, Boise State, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado State, and
Nevada. Others attending were from the U. S. Army Corp of Engineers, U.
S. Dept of Agriculture, U. S. Bureau of Reclamation, National Weather
Service, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration, U. S. Geological Survey, NASA Ames
Research Center, Natural Resources Conservation Service, California Dept of
Water Resources, San Francisco Hetch-Hetchy Water System, Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA), British Columbia Hydro, and Portland General
Electric.

The theme of the conference was the impact of global warming and climate
change on the following: 1.water storage and early melting of the snow
packs in the Washington and Oregon Cascade mountains, Colorado and
Canadian Rocky mountains, and the Californla Sierra Navada mountains;

2. melting and receding glaciers in the western U. S. and Canada; 3.
changing hydrology of western rivers; 4. drastic reductions of the water
levels of Lake Powell and Lake Mead, which are only one-half full; 5. water
deliveries to the lower Colorado River Compact states; 6.increasing extreme
drought conditions in the Southwest; and 7. increasing severe wildfires in
the West. It was all about water, energy, and people. ' :

The impact of global warming in the western U. S. may be worse than the
assessments of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. During the
conference the subject of water for the increasing populations of the western
U. S. was introduced. The compound increase in the U. S. population could
easily cancel out a 20% increase in water and energy conservation. The -
Population Division of the U. S. Census Bureau has published a report, GCT-
TI-P Data Set-2007, which states that the U. S. is the third most populous
country in the world, with about 304 miilion as of July, 2008. The U. S.
population is increasing at a rate of 0.95% per year (1.8 million per year),
which is the highest of any industrialized nation and which is expected to
reach 418 million just 34 years from now. The U. S. Census Bureau states
that California had a population of 36,553,000 on July 1, 2007, which is now
increasing by one-half million per year. California has more people than the
combined population of the states of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada,
Arizona, Montana, Wyoming, North and South Dakota, Colorado, Utah, New



Mexico, and Nebraska. California has as many representatives in Congress
as all of the above-mentioned states. California has 3.5 times more
representatives in Congress than the Columbia River Basin states of Oregon,
Washington, and Idaho. This power bloc in Congress could be detrimental to

these states.

The U. S. Dept of Energy states that the U. S. consumes nearly 100 Quads
of energy per year, which is just over one-fourth of the world’s consumption.
A Quad of energy is nearly 1 exa joules (1 billion billion joules), or 1 peta
BTUs (1 million billion BTUs), The U.S. energy consumption is projected to
increase by 1.5% in the same 34-year time period.

It is only a matter of time before the expanding populations of the -
Southwest will require more electric power and water above and beyond that

saved by conservation. Who will supply the power?

There is a high probability that no more power generating dams and nuclear
fission power plants will be built in the near future in the Northwest. The
additional power will probably come from the development of more wind
farms. Some of the wind-powered generated electricity from the Northwest
Is already going to California. Eastern Washington and part of eastern
Oregon is the home of six wind farms, with 924 wind turbines generating
about 1.1 billion watts peak power when the wind is blowing. With an
efficacy of about 0.33, the average power is about 356 million watts, which
is enough electricity for 226,000 homes. The Biglow Canyon Wind Farm in
Sherman County, Oregon, plus two other proposed wind farms in eastern
Oregon, when completed will add another 800-950 megawatt peak power to
the BPA grid.

The yearly energy output of the Washington wind farms is about 3127
gigawatt hours, which is slightly more than the 2892 gigawatt hours of the
Rock Island Dam on the Columbia River and about 60% of the energy output
of the Little Goose Dam on the Lower Snake River. The yearly electrical
energy output of 91,928 gigawatt hours from the 11 dams on the U. S.
portion of the Columbia River is 29 times greater than the output of the six
Washington wind farms. These seem like very large numbers; however, the
potentfal for more wind power in eastern Washington and Oregon is
encouraging since only about one 1% of the leased or owned land around
the wind farm is now utilized.

Who will supply the water? The Colorado River is presently the source of
much of the water for Las Vegas, Nevada and Phoenix, Arizona. The
allocatlon of Colorado River Basin water to Colorado, Wyoming, New Mexico,
Utah, Arizona, Nevada, and California is governed by the 1922 Colorado



River Compact which promised 7.5 million acre feet of water to California,
Arizona, and Nevada. An acre foot is the amount of water covering an acre
of ground to a depth of one foot or the amount of water used by a typical U.
S. family in one year.

The 7.5 million acre feet (maf) was one-half of the annual flow of the
Colorado River and was not depriving the up-stream states of water.
However, the growing populations of these upper stream states now need
more of the flow, and the Compact is now under more political stress. The
scheduled depletions for this year total 11.8 maf, which will be
unsustainable in the future.

Glabal climate models don't always agree with each other in the predictions
of rain and snow fall, but they universally agree the U. S. Southwest is
drying up. There is a 50% chance that lakes Mead, Powell, and Mojave will
dry up by 2021. Besides Las Vegas, Nevada, and Phoenix, Arizona, other
cities that will be drastically affected will be Los Angeles and its surrounding
area, and San Diego, California. _

Developers have expanded the environs of these cities without much
thought regarding the future water supply. So where will the water come
from? Flash distillation of 10 maf of Pacific Ocean water would be extremely
energy intensive and would require the construction of many huge solar or
nuclear power plants, which would raise the cry “not in my back yard.” The
population of California is predicted to increase by 10 million by 2028, while
the Colorado River flow will be drastically reduced. It was remarked at the
conference that obtaining water for the increasing population is already a
problem and is rapidly getting worse. It was also brought up that the
Columbia River could supply 10 maf to California without stressing the
Columbia River Basin since the average yearly water outiiow at Bonneville
Dam is 137.5 maf. Nothing was discussed regarding the environment of the
Columbia River Gorge or the salmon.

The Southwest states are aware that the diversion of 10 maf through an
aqueduct over the plateau of eastern Oregon to the California border would
be much easier and less expensive than the 1000-mile-long Trans Alaska
Pipeline, which crosses three mountain ranges, 800 or more rivers and
streams, and costs nine billion dollars. This agueduct would parallel the
existing high-voitage electrical transmission lines starting near The Dalles,
Oregon, and extending 255 miles to the California border south of Klamath
Falls, Oregon (elevation 4105 feet). The extension from the California
border to Shasta Lake is about 75 miles downhill. Some of the energy lost
in pumping Columbia River water up onto and along the eastern Oregon



plateau would be recovered by in-line hydroelectric generating systems
utilizing:thie water falling down from higher elevations to Shasta Lake.

Engineers have much experience in designing and building large pumping
systems:and: pipelines. There are no show stoppers, with the electrical
energy comiing from the expanded eastern Oregon and Washington wind
farms. - :

The states of. Arizona and Nevada know that an aqueduct skirting east of the
Cascade and Sierra. Nevada mountains extending to the Colorado River near
Las Vegas is also quite feasible. We only need to remember a plan to divert
Columbia River water to California (in the 1950s), which was blocked by
Washington senators Henry Jackson and Warren Magnuson, who were
chairmen of important Senate committees. It is now clear that the Issue is

- not dead and will be revived. People in the Southwest are now talking about
Wwater for their children and also for the next generation.

*physicist, previously from mmmmmﬁm),mmmmm
.1oszzcuqkummanad. Underwood, Washington, 98561 ‘



THE WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY PROJECT

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is the right kind of renewable energy at the
right time, but at the wrong location. Why is this the wrong location? Figure
3.8-2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) indicates that the
Underwood and Mill A residents are much closer to the visible wind farm than
any others, including the residents of Bingen, White Salmon, and Hood River.
The tips of the wind turbine blades of the southern most wind towers will
rotate within a few feet of the boundary of the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area. The wind towers will be highly visible from Underwood and Mill A,
and other locations up and down the gorge. We believe this is a visible insult
to the unique beauty of the scenic area and the Lewis and Clark trail.

How long will it be before developers start building wind turbine sites in
juxtaposition to Mt. Rainier, Crater Lake, Yellowstone, Grand Canyon, etc.,
national parks?

A specification for The Whistling Ridge Energy Project enumerated in the DEIS
clearly indicates that construction of the project will be a major industrial
development in and juxtaposition to the Scenic Area. The project construction
requires:

a. 150, 150- ft long, 17.5 ft high, 14.5 ft wide, 55 ton gross wt specialized
truck loads of power sections traversing State Route 14 and Cook
Underwood Road to the SDS logging roads. It is one thing for an empty
log truck to go up onto Whistling Ridge and come down with a load of
logs. It is a completely different situation for the large heavy specialized
trucks to travel up the steep logging roads. Will this require D-8
caterpillar tractors pushing and pulling the trucks?

b. 150, 150- ft. long specialized truck loads of wind turbine blades
traversing the same logging roads.

c. 5000, 20-ton truck loads of construction gravel.
d. 2000, concrete mixer truck loads (5 cubic yards per mixer load).

e. 50 20-ton tuck loads of construction reinforcing steel for the concrete
power bases.

f. 2, 500-ton capacity cranes for erecting the power hub, nacel, and
turbin blades.

g. Many low boy trucks to haul all of the bull dozers, back hoes, front end
loaders, etc.



h. Many truck loads required for the construction of the supporting
structures for the wind farm.

Needless to say, all of the thousands of trucks will pass within 50 ft of our
house on Cook Underwood Road. The DEIS paints a rosy picture as viewed
from Olympia, but not on our road.



WIND POWER

The generation of electricity by wind powered systems has the potential to be a
nonpolluting source of energy. In areas with steady wind velocities of 15 to 16
miles per hour, such as the great plains states of Texas, Oklahoma, Nevada,
North and South Dakota, eastern Montana and Wyoming, and also eastern
Washington and Oregon, it is possible to generate electricity from wind farms for
as low as 3.5 to 4 cents per kilowatt hour (KWh). Current tax incentives of 1.5 to
1.7 cents per KWh makes the generation of electricity by wind farms very
competitive with electricity generated from the burning of hydrocarbon fuels such
as coal and natural gas. Wind turbine farms do not spew carbon dioxide,
nitrogen oxide, and sulfur oxides into the atmosphere, the atmosphere so they
meet the definition of green energy systems.

An extensive systems analysis indicates that the price of wind generated
electrical power is now less than electrical power generated from burning coal.
The price of electricity derived from a new 500 megawatt coal-powered plant is
about 5 cents per kilowatt hours (KWh), which is more than wind-powered
generation. The carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and suifur oxide emission from
coal-powered plants create acid rain, smog, degradation of visibility, carbon
dioxide, which seem to be warming of the planet Some of these emissions
increase the probability of cardiovascular diseases, asthma, respiratory problems,
and human mortality. When the cost of all of these human health and
environmental degradation are factored into the systems analysis, the cost of
coal-powered electricity is approaching 8 cents per KWh.

Three blade wind turbine generators are not simple windmills since large
variations in wind velocities subject the longest propelier blades ever made to
constantly changing stresses and strains. Wind velocities may vary over time for
periods of days, hours, minutes, and even seconds (micro wind bursts). These
winds create a host of aerodynamic conditions such as laminar flow, turbulence,
vortices, and variable angle of attack on the blades, flexing of the blades, tower
wind-wake, and ground boundary layer effects.

For 100 meter rotor diameter and revolution times of | per second, the rotor tips
have the velocity of 700 mph, which exceed the local velocity of sound and as
such produce audible shock waves. It is obvious that the servo mechanism must
rapidly furl the blades to save the system from destruction. A practical operating
regime of 3 seconds per revolution produces rotor tip velocities of 230 MPh and
noise levels of around 50 decibels. A wind turbine with an efficacy of 0.33 and a
lifetime of 20 to 30 years may rotate 95 to 142 million times. These millions of
propeller rotations produce flexings and stresses in the three blades which can
lead to dislocations and stress fractures in the blades.



Three-dimensional mathematical modeling of the aerodynamics and stresses
associated with revolving turbine blades require the use of large parallel
processing computers to solve the tensor Navier Stokes equations and the tensor
stress strain equations covering the surface and volume of the turbine blades,
rotor, and tower. The computer resuits are compared to the scaled-up data
resulting from aerodynamic wind tunnel tests of smaller versions of the wind
turbine, which leads to more efficient designs.

Wind-driven electrical power generation is environmentally and economically
superior to any of the hydrocarbon electrical power generation. The hydro
generation of electricity is still superior to the wind generation. The electrical
power derived from the 11 dams on the Columbia River and the 4 on the Snake
River generate electricity that is delivered to the PUD’s at a price of about 2.5 to
2.75 cents per KWh.

Expansion of the Northwest hydroelectric systems have already reached their
maximum limit. Probably no more dams will be built on the Columbia and Snake
River drainage areas because of environmental concerns. We now see the great
potential for the increased development of large wind farms in eastern
Washington and Oregon but not in the scenic part of the gorge. It is now only a
matter of time before population pressures will necessitate more power
production, even with conservation; hence, Northwest wind farms must increase
in number. Go wind power in eastern Washington and Oregon but not in the
gorgel!!
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