BPA Comment

Department of Energy #1

Bonneville Power Administration
P.O. Box 3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

ENVIRONMENT, FISH AND WILDLIFE

June 18, 2009

In reply refer to: KEC-4 R E C E' VE D

JUN 22 2009
Mr. Jim La Spina, Energy Facility Site Specialist . '
Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council ENERGY F, ACILITY SITE
905 Plum Street SE EVALUATION COUNCIL

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172

RE: Public Comments - Whistling Ridge Wind Project

Dear Mr. La Spina:

As part of the Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA) goal of remaining transparent in the eye
of the public, I am sending you all public comments that were gathered during our Public
Scoping period that was from April 17, 2009, until May 18, 2009. Please be advised that there
are probably quite a few duplicate comments that you may already possess. I just want to ensure

that we have covered everything that was shared with BPA.

I'm including comments received from both our website that was set up specifically for this
project as well as comments that were emailed to me directly.

I'look forward to working with you further on this project. If you have any questions or
concerns, please feel free to contact me directly at (503) 230-4145.

Sincerely,

Andre’M. Montaio
Environmental Protection Specialist - KEC-4

Enclosures:
Public Comments




bec:
Official File — KEC — (EQ-14)

AMontano:amm:4145:06-18-2009
http://bpaweb/orgs/orgs
main/efw/epa/tsrves/Projects/EFSEC_Letter_Sharing_PublicComments.doc
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Whistling Ridge Wind Interconnection Project - scoping

The following comments were submitted in response to the open comment period described
below.

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has been asked by SDS Lumber Company to interconnect
its proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County, Washington, to the Federal
Columbia River Transmission System.

The proposed 70-MW wind project would interconnect to BPA's existing North Bonneville-Midway
230-kV transmission line approximately five miles West of BPA's Underwood Substation. BPA will
prepare a joint environmental impact statement (EIS) with the State of Washington Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council to determine potential impacts of the proposed project and
interconnection.

For More Information:
http://www.efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Whistling_Ridge/

Close of comment: 5/18/2009

e WRWO090001 - Ruth Dye

o WRWO090002 - Dr. Helen Paulus

¢ WRWO090003 - Jack Kapp

o WRWO090004 - Catherine Dickson/Conf. Tribes of the Umatilla Indian

¢ WRWO090005 - Michael Eastwich

s WRWO090006 - John Tyler

¢ WRWO090007 - Kelly Powell/National Park Service

¢ WRWO090008 - Glen Holmberg

¢ WRWO090009 - Johnson Meninick/Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program Manager
o WRWO090010 - Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney/Friends of the Columbia Gorge

If you believe information on this site is missing or in error, please Submit that comment here.

NOTICE: This site is owned and operated by the Bonneville Power Administration, United States Department of Energy. Use of this system is monitored by system and
Security personnel. Anyone using this system consents to MONITORING of this use by system or security personnel.

http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/CommentList.aspx 2ID=68 6/18/2009
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Whistling Ridge Wind Interconnection Project - scoping

The following comments were submitted in response to the open comment period described
below.

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has been asked by SDS Lumber Company to interconnect
its proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County, Washington, to the Federal
Columbia River Transmission System.

The proposed 70-MW wind project would interconnect to BPA's existing North Bonneville-Midway
230-kV transmission line approximately five miles West of BPA's Underwood Substation. BPA will
prepare a joint environmental impact statement (EIS) with the State of Washington Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council to determine potential impacts of the proposed project and
interconnection.

For More Information:
http://www.efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Whistling_Ridge/

Close of comment: 5/18/2009

¢ WRWO090001 - Ruth Dye
Facts and Questions regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy project scheduled for
assessment by BPA and Washington EFSEC From Ruth Dye, Resident and land owner in
Underwood, WA April 24, 2009 Fact SDS Lumber started a LLC called Whistling Ridge
Energy LLC (WRE) Fact WRE would finance, develop, own and operate the proposed
wind project. Fact There will be approximately 50 turbines up to 426 feet tall Question:
If mitigation for damage to the wildlife or watershed is deemed necessary, will there be
money for land banks paid for by WRE or will WRE pay SDS for land set aside for
mitigation. That is like pulling money out of one of your hip pockets and putting it in
your other hip pocket as a tax dodge for SDS/WRE. Fact There will be an infrastructure
constructed of roads, transformers, underground collector lines, a substation, and
operations and maintenance facility on the site. Question: How will you protect the 3
watersheds in this area? Little Buck Creek (both forks), Lapham Creek, and Little White
Salmon? Fact Washington EFSEC (this is the Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation
Council) must decide whether to grant necessary permits and approvals for siting WRE’s
proposed wind project, and BPA (Bonneville Power Administration) must decide whether
to allow the interconnection of WRE's proposed project to the FCRTS (Federal Columbia
River Transmission System). Question: Who has the final say in the project? Fact BPA
and Washington EFSEC are preparing a joint NEPA and SEPS on WREs proposed wind
project. Question: Who is actually conducting the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)? Seems like this should be a 3 party with no fiduciary interest. If this is being
conducted by 2 power companies it represents only those vested in the interest of this
project and not the people of the United States. Fact There will be a public meeting
once the EIS is completed. Question: Will this be held locally so local people can be
involved? If not, why not? Question: Is the site for the proposed WRE project within the
WA Department of Fish and Wildlife guidelines "DEVELOPMENT AND APPLICATION OF
GUIDELINES FOR SITING, CONSTRUCTING, OPERATING AND MONITORING WIND
TURBINES"? In July 2002, the USFWS Turbine Siting Working Group held a three-day
meeting with fifteen Service representatives. The meeting resulted in the creation of
draft interim voluntary guidance for wind power development. The guidance was
critically reviewed by all Service Regions, later by the Washington Directorate, and
finally by the department of the Interior. The interim voluntary guidance for land-based
wind turbines was completed and approved in July 2003, when it was announced in the

http://www bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/CommentList.aspx 2ID=68 6/18/2009
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Federal Register. The complete guidelines can be found at:
http://www.osti.gov/bridge/serviets/purl/837481-2IBKG4/native/837481.pdf
http://www.fws.gov/r9dhcbfa/windenergy.htm. Fact: Quote from the USFWS “Overall,
USFWS seeks more cooperation and collaboratio

e WRWO090002 -. Dr. Helen Paulus

e WRWQ90003 - Jack Kapp ;

e WRWO090004 - Catherine Dickson/Conf. Tribes of the Umatilla Indian

e WRWO090005 - Michael Eastwich

¢ WRWO090006 - John Tyler

e WRWO090007 - Kelly Powell/National Park Service

e WRWO090008 - Glen Holmberg

e WRWO090009 - Johnson Meninick/Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program Manager
e WRWO090010 - Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney/Friends of the Columbia Gorge

If you believe information on this site is missing or in error, please Submit that comment here.

NOTICE: This site is owned and operated by the Bonneville Power Administration, United States Department of Energy. Use of this system is monitored by system and
Security personnel. Anyone using this system consents to MONITORING of this use by system or security personnel.

http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/CommentList.aspx 7ID=68 6/18/2009
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Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Project
“I'd like to tell you . . .”

1. Please have your environmental studies look at:
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Please put me on your project mailing list. (You are already on the mailing list if you have received mailed notices.)

Name:

Address:;

Dr Helen Panlue

i underwood, WA 98651-9123

City: Zip:

Please mail your comments by May 18, 2009, to:
BPA Public Relations, DKC-7, P.O. Box 14428
Portland, OR 97293-4428
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Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Project
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Please put me on your project mailing list. (You are already on the mailing list if you have received mailed notices.)

Name: J& C/H lé”‘V) ,'P

Address: __

City: u\’\&‘szo c)J- State: "\ A‘ Zip: E;Sé S_z

Please mail your comments by May 18, 2009, to:
BPA Public Relations, DKC-7, P.O. Box 14428
Portland, OR 97293-4428
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Please put me on your project mailing list. (You are already on the mhailing list if you have received mailed notices.)
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Please mail your comments by May 18, 2009, to:
BPA Public Relations, DKC-7, P.O. Box 14428
Portland, OR 97293-4428
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April 30, 2009

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Affairs Office

DKE 7

PO BOX 14428

Portland OR

97293-4428

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Dear Public Affairs Officer:

I am writing to express my strong concern about the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project.
While I support wind power development [ believe the proposed location of this project would
cause irreversible damage to the scenic beauty of the Columbia Gorge. The proposed giant
windmills would dominate the Underwood, Bingen-White Salmon and Hood River viewing
areas. As anearby home owner, I am also concerned about the impact on the physical and
emotional health of my family and neighbors of constant exposure to windmill noises and
flashing strobe lights..

Wherever located, wind towers and their effects will be with us for a very long time. Massive
426 foot multi million dollar concrete structures aren’t going to decay any time soon and they are
unlikely to be willingly dismantled by their owners when our energy resource needs change.
There are other sites within Washington and elsewhere where wind power is available. To
irrevocably deface a national treasure such as the Gorge Scenic Area would be shortsighted and
irresponsible.

Please stop the Whistling Ridge Energy Project or have it moved it to a suitable location.

Sincerely,

0,

John Tyler

Underwood, Washington .
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Whistling Ridge Wind Interconnection Project - scoping

The following comments were submitted in response to the open comment period described
below.

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has been asked by SDS Lumber Company to interconnect
its proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County, Washington, to the Federal
Columbia River Transmission System.

The proposed 70-MW wind project would interconnect to BPA’s existing North Bonneville-Midway
230-kV transmission line approximately five miles West of BPA's Underwood Substation. BPA will
prepare a joint environmental impact statement (EIS) with the State of Washington Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council to determine potential impacts of the proposed project and
interconnection. i

For More Information:
http://www.efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Whistling_Ridge/

Close of comment: 5/18/2009

e WRWO090001 - Ruth Dye

¢ WRW(Q90002 - Dr. Helen Paulus

e WRWO090003 - Jack Kapp

¢ WRWO090004 - Catherine Dickson/Conf. Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
o WRWOQ090005 - Michael Eastwich

e WRWO090006 - John Tyler

o WRWO090007 - Keily Powell/National Park Service
Please see attached.

View Attachment

¢ WRWO090008 - Glen Holmberg
e WRWO090009 - Johnson Meninick/Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program Manager
¢ WRWO090010 - Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney/Friends of the Columbia Gorge

If you betlieve information on this site is missing or in error, please Submit that comment here.

NOTICE: This site is owned and operated by the Bonneville Power Administration, United States Department of Energy. Use of this system is monitored by system and
Security personnel. Anyone using this system consents to MONITORING of this use by system or security personnel.

http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/CommentList.aspx7ID=68 6/18/2009
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region
909 First Avenue, Fifth Floor
Seattle, Washington 98104-1060

IN REPLY REFER TO:

ER 09/423

May 18, 2009

Bonneville Power Administration
Public Affairs Office—DKC-7
Attn: Andrew M. Montafio

P.O. Box 14428

Portland, OR 97293-4428
bpa.gov/comment

Dear Mr. Montafio:

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Notice of Intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), published in the Federal Register on April 21, 2009.
The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation
Council (EFSEC) will prepare a joint National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) EIS for a proposed 75 megawatt (MW) wind energy
generation project to be located on 1,152 acres in Skamania County, Washington. The NPS has
reviewed the Application for Site Certification Agreement (2009-01) (Application) submitted
by WRE on March 10, 2009, and offers the following specific comments to the information and
analysis provided therein.

The Whistling Ridge Energy (WRE) project is near the Columbia River corridor. While the
NPS is supportive of the development of environmentally-sound, alternative energy
technologies, we are concerned about the potential direct and cumulative effects of this
renewable energy project on recreation and aesthetics in the Columbia River Gorge area.

On page 4.2-76, the Application states that “no national trails are within 5 miles of the
proposed facility.” However, this statement is incorrect. Both the Lewis and Clark National
Historic Trail and Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, administered by the NPS, pass
through the Columbia River Gorge and are within 5 miles of the proposed facility. To provide
more background on the national significance of these trails, historic travelers on these trails
used both the river for downstream transportation and adjacent lands for eastward travel. When
Congress designated these trails, it also authorized auto tour routes along Interstate 84 and
Washington Route 14. The viewshed from both the river and auto tour routes is a critical part
of the visitor experience. In addition to the national historic trails, the visual quality of the
region is specifically protected by designation of the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area
(CGNSA) in 1986. These three national resources are independently significant, but the close
proximity of all three to each other creates a unique recreational opportunity for visitors to the
region. It is important for the NPS to ensure that the scenic and historic values of these areas




are preserved from gross alteration of the landscape and viewshed by large-scale industrial
development.

Because the WRE project is proposed to be immediately adjacent to the CGNSA boundary,
some, if not all, of the proposed 50-turbine project will be visible from within the CGNSA, as
described in the visual analysis (Section 4.2) of the Application. About 400 acres of the
proposed project (including turbine corridor A1-A7, which will be closest to the CGNSA
boundary) are within areas zoned Resource Protection (For/Ag-20) and Residential 10 (R-10)
under current Skamania County code. Construction of wind turbines in this area will require a
conditional use permit from Skamania County, partially due to the fact that the proposed wind
turbines are taller structures than currently allowed in these zones.

We disagree with the level of severity for view impacts suggested in the Application. First, the
Application cites dated information regarding viewer perception. In 1987, a survey reported by
Thayer and Freeman, reflected both positive and negative attitudes to wind generators, page
4.2-28. This information is inadequate, because at that time, the combined national capacity
was less than 2,000 MW, As of 2006, capacity exceeded 12,000 MW, and has likely increased
since then, especially given increased emphasis on renewable energy development at both the
national and state levels. Moreover, since 1987, the size of turbine infrastructure has increased.
Towers are now taller. With taller and more prolific wind turbines, the potential for negative
impacts to viewsheds is greater.

Second, the actual size of a feature on the landscape is not the only component in considering
viewshed impacts. The Columbia River Gorge area is significant because of the area’s scenic
and historic qualities. Man-made structures, especially when movement of a structure acts as an
additional point of focus, depreciate the scenic and historical qualities that originally warranted
national protection. We are concerned with the cumulative impacts to the viewshed resulting
from numerous uniform wind turbines extending beyond the horizon line within an open,
natural landscape. '

We also note that the Application did not adequately cover all of the important viewpoints that
should be considered. The Draft EIS should include all of the local Key Viewing Areas
identified within the CGNSA, as well as address key viewpoints from the Columbia River that
may be potentially impacted. Linear viewpoints from the designated scenic drives and auto
tour routes should also be fully considered in the Draft EIS.

The methods used for the visual analysis (Section 4.2) were unclear in some respects. It was
not disclosed what heights were used for turbines in generating the simulated scenes, and
whether those were placed in the photos by the analytical software or within a photo editing
program. Photos used for simulation should net include cloudy or hazy conditions; a clear,
blue sky will better illustrate the extremes of contrast between towers and the background.

On page 4.2-66, a footnote in the Application states, “Additionally, for reasons related to
commercial viability and engineering feasibility, the project is proposed as an integrated whole,
not a series of separate components where parts of the whole may be removed due to
subjective, perceived visual effects.” The NPS disagrees with this characterization of visual




effects, as the statement appears to suggest that because assessment of visual resources can be a
fluid process, it lacks any objectivity or reliability, and is therefore less meritorious when
weighed against the concreteness of engineering feasibility and the economics of commercial
viability. Impacts to views are not purely subjective and are not merely “perceived,” but can be
agreed upon and very real. We believe it is clear, even at this early stage, that visual impacts to
the CGNSA and the national historic trails will degrade the core scenic and historic landscape
values of these resources. We strongly recommend at minimum removing turbine corridor Al-
A7 from further project consideration. This would help reduce the impact to visual resources
within the CGNSA and along the national historic trails.

There are certain advantages for developing a wind farm at the proposed location. Natural and
cultural resource surveys suggest that few negative impacts are likely to result from the
proposed project. Most of the property will remain in commercial forestry operations. Access
to BPA transmission lines obviates new line siting and construction. The potential
enhancement to local employment and property tax revenues, while small, are still important in
this economically depressed county.

Slightly decreasing the total turbines through removing turbine corridor A1-A7 of the proposed
project will likely not hinder its viability while alleviating some of the negative visual impacts.

The NPS anticipates having further comments as the NEPA/SEPA process proceeds for the
Whistling Ridge Energy project. If you have any questions, please contact:

Dan Wiley

Chief Integrated Resource Stewardship
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail
601 Riverfront Drive

Omaha, NE 68102

(402) 661-1830

Dan_Wiley@nps.gov

Sincerely,

oy vuting

Rory D. Westberg
Deputy Regional Director, Planning and Resource Management
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Whistling Ridge Wind Interconnection Project - scoping

The following comments were submitted in response to the open comment period described
below.

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has been asked by SDS Lumber Company to interconnect
its proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County, Washington, to the Federal
Columbia River Transmission System.

The proposed 70-MW wind project would interconnect to BPA's existing North Bonneville-Midway
230-kV transmission line approximately five miles West of BPA's Underwood Substation. BPA will
prepare a joint environmental impact statement (EIS) with the State of Washington Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council to determine potential impacts of the proposed project and
interconnection.

For More Information:
http://www.efw.bpa.gov/environmental_services/Document_Library/Whistling_Ridge/

Close of comment: 5/18/2009

¢ WRWO090001 - Ruth Dye

o WRWO0S0002 - Dr. Helen Paulus

¢ WRWO090003 - Jack Kapp

e WRWO090004 - Catherine Dickson/Conf. Tribes of the Umatilla Indian
o WRWO090005 - Michael Eastwich

o WRWO090006 - John Tyler

e WRWO090007 - Kelly Powell/National Park Service

¢ WRWO090008 - Glen Holmberg
No comment attached.

o WRWO090009 - Johnson Meninick/Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program Manager
e WRWO090010 - Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney/Friends of the Columbia Gorge

If you believe information on this site is missing or in error, please Submit that comment here.

NOTICE: This site is owned and operated by the Bonneville Power Administration, United States Department of Energy. Use of this system is monitored by system and
Security personnel. Anyone using this system consents to MONITORING of this use by system or security personnel.

http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/CommentList.aspx 2ID=68 6/18/2009




LORLOAOCOT
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation
Established by the Treaty of June 9, 1855

Post Office Box 151
Toppenish Washington 98948

Bonneville Power Administration May 13, 2009
~ Public Affairs Office—DKE-7

P.O. Box 14428

Portland, Oregon 97293-4428

RE: KEC-4, Whistling Ridge Energy Project

Thank you for contacting the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation requesting
comment during the scoping period of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project EIS. The location of
the project falls within the Ceded Lands of the Yakama Nation, the legal rights to which were
established by the Treaty of 1855, between the Yakama Nation and the United States
Government. This Treaty defined the Ceded Lands as the usual and accustomed areas, utilized by
the ancestors of the Yakama People for gathering foods and medicines, as well as for ceremonial
purposes. Today, these lands and their resources continue to play a central role in the practice of
traditional lifeways for members of the Yakama Nation, and will continue to do so in the future.

The proposed project location is in close proximity to Little Buck Creek as well as numerous
archaeological, traditional, and sacred sites. Given this, there exists a heightened potential to
encounter cultural resources at the project location. We request that an extensive cultural
resources survey be conducted during the EIS process and should include, but not necessarily be
limited to, an archaeological survey, identification of traditional-subsistence, medicinal, and
culturally important plants, and identification of Yakama Nation Traditional Cultural Properties.

Many archaeological surveys conducted on previous projects have focused on site integrity and
eligibility based upon the scientific data the sites may yield (National Register of Historic Places,
Criterion D). Furthermore, mitigation measures often include, or are limited to data recovery and
excavation. It must be remembered, however, that data recovery is the interest of science only,
and does not serve the interest of the Yakama Nation. Therefore, archaeological site value and
appropriate mitigation measures must not only be determined on a scientific level, but also on a
cultural level. Archaeological sites have deep meaning and cultural value to the Yakama People,
and it is not uncommon for sites to have strong associations with events and people significant to
Native American history and legends (National Register of Historic Places, Criterion A & B).

We further suggest the use of Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program staff in identifying the
above mentioned cultural resources. Yakama Nation maintains a well qualified staff that
possesses inherent knowledge regarding the identification, proper treatment, and protection of
Yakama Nation cultural resources.

hnson Meninick,
akama Nation Cultural Resources Program Manager

CC:  Kate Valdez, Yakama Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Officer




Memorandum

From: Johnson Meninick, CRP Manager

To: Robert Newquist, Yakama Nation %e
Subject: Cost estimate for YN boat

The Cultural Resources Program staff is currently working on cost estimates for
conducting an inventory and monitoring of traditional cultural properties on the John Day
and Dalles Pools.

We would like to use a Yakama Nation boat and operator for the fieldwork. What are the
cost estimates for the mileage/time rate for your boat and the hourly rate for an operator?
The boat will also need to be towed to the boat launch, if this costs more than
$0.585/mile, please let us know. ~

You assistance will be greatly appreciated.

Thank you.




VIA E-MAIL AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

May 18, 2009

Allen J. Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O.Box 43172

905 Plum St. SE

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Re: SEPA & NEPA Scoping for the Proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project -
Application No. 2009-01

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

Friends of the Columbia Gorge has reviewed the above-referenced proposal and would
like to provide the following scoping comments pursuant to SEPA and NEPA. Friends is a non-
profit organization with approximately 5,000 members dedicated to protecting and enhancing the
resources of the Columbia River Gorge. Our membership includes hundreds of citizens who
reside within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. '

1. The environmental impacts of the full project must be reviewed now.

EFSEC and the BPA are mandated to thoroughly review the environmental impacts of
this project at the earliest possible stage, which is now. Lead agencies must prepare an
environmental impact statement “at the earliest possible point in the planning and decision-
making process, when the principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts can be
reasonably identified.” WAC 197-11-055(2). “The fact that proposals may require future agency
approvals or environmental review shall not preclude current consideration, as long as proposed
future activities are specific enough to allow some evaluation of their probable environmental
impacts.” Id. 197-11-055(2)(a)().

This matter involves a proposal by SDS Company to develop a large-scale industrial
wind energy facility containing approximately 84 wind turbines. As depicted on a site map
prepared by SDS, approximately 35 of the turbines would be located on DNR lands in Klickitat
County, and approximately 49 turbines would be located on adjacent private lands in Skamania
County. Ex. B. Although the applicant’s map depicts 84 specific turbine locations, the applicant
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also proposes to determine “final” locations for both the Skamania and Klickitat portions later.
Ex. A; EFSEC Application at 2.1-1.

SDS applied for the Klickitat turbines first. On December 4, 2008 SDS filed an
application with the DNR proposing “development . . . of approximately 35 turbine locations” on
DNR land. Ex. A.

More than three months later, on March 10, 2009, SDS applied for the Skamania portion,
by filing an application with EFSEC for “up to 50 wind turbines.” EFSEC Application at 2.3-3.

The entire project, previously called the “Saddleback” wind project, is now called the
“Whistling Ridge” project. The SDS-generated map shows that more than 40 of the turbines
would be sited in a single, lengthy array along Whistling Ridge. Ex. B. (The EFSEC application
refers to the Skamania portion of this array as the “B” array.) The map also shows that SDS
proposes connecting the full project to the BPA electricity transmission grid. Ex. B.

As further evidence that SDS proposes a single project with 84 wind turbines in two
counties, Friends submits the three enclosed newspaper articles. Exs. C, D, & E. All three
articles refer to the 84-turbine proposal as a single project. SDS President Jason Spadaro was
interviewed for all three articles. To our knowledge, SDS did not request any corrections to these
articles or otherwise respond to them. In fact, SDS has placed one of these articles on its
Whistling Ridge project web site. “SDS eyes expanded wind power project,” available at
http://whistlingridgeenergy.com/site/wp-content/uploads/2009/03/enterprise_021809.pdf (last
visited May 16, 2009). In that article, Mr. Spadaro states that proposing all 84 turbines now
“gives [SDS] more flexibility,” which in turn allows the company to “optimize the site and
minimize impacts.” Ex. D at 2.

Despite this pronouncement, SDS’s application to EFSEC never once mentions the 35
turbine sites proposed in Klickitat County, even though those turbines were applied for first. It
appears that SDS is attempting to piecemeal the project and avoid full environmental review of
the entire project now. This approach is unacceptable and in violation of SEPA.

The nature, scope, and potential environmental impacts of the Whistling Ridge project
are sufficiently apparent to trigger preparation of an EIS for the entire 84-turbine wind project
now. The EIS must evaluate the likely environmental effects of the full project, including
development of the entire wind facility and the various alternatives that might address
environmental concerns. Failure to do so violates SEPA’s mandate to consider environmental
impacts and alternatives at the earliest possible time.

As noted above, SEPA requires a comprehensive environmental review at the earliest
possible stage. An environmental impact statement must “be prepared prior to the first
government authorization of any part of a project or series of projects which, when considered
cumulatively, constitute a major action ‘significantly affecting the quality of the environment.’”
Juanita Bay Valley Community Ass’'n v. City of Kirkland, 9 Wn. App. 59, 72~73, 510 P.2d 1140
(1973) (quoting RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c)). '
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By failing to even mention the Klickitat portions of the project, the applicant is asking
EFSEC to improperly segment the project into multiple pieces. SEPA prohibits a project from
being artificially segmented into different components to avoid comprehensive environmental
review. See Merkel v. Port of Brownsville, 8 Wn. App. 844, 850~51, 509 P. 2d 390, 395 (1973).
All phases and portions of a project must be evaluated-at the outset. Id.; see also Indian Trail
Property Owner’s Ass'n v. City of Spokane, 76 Wn. App. 430, 443, 886 P.2d 209 (Wn. App.
1994).

The applicant’s apparent proposal to examine only the Skamania portion of the project
would directly contradict one of the central purposes of SEPA, which is “to avoid the adverse
impact upon the environment which takes place when various phases of a project, or & series of
projects, are authorized by governmental agencies in a piecemeal fashion without regard to the
cumulative impacts of the total development.” Juanita Bay, 9 Wn. App. at 72 (citing Merkel;
Greene County Planning Bd. v. Fed. Power Comm 'n, 455 F.2d 412 (2d. Cir. 1972)). Dividing a
project into segments for the purposes of SEPA review is prohibited because the piecemeal
administrative approvals that result from such segmentation frustrates the vitality of SEPA.
Merkel, 8 Wn. App. at 850-51.

In sum, the EIS must review the entire 84-turbine project—including all of its component
parts and various alternatives to those parts. EFSEC cannot make an informed decision on this
proposal until the full project and its impacts are reviewed.

2 The EIS must evaluate a range of alternatives sufficient to avoid resource impacts
and conflicts with applicable laws.

The analysis of alternatives is considered the “heart” of an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.
Here, the EIS must evaluate a range of alternatives sufficient to avoid resource impacts and
conflicts with applicable laws.

The applicant has publicly stated that it has proposed all 84 turbines now in order to give
it “more flexibility” in “optimiz[ing] the site and minimiz[ing] impacts.” Ex. D at 2. In
accordance with this statement and with SEPA, the alternatives analysis must evaluate the full
84-turbine project, as well as various alternatives to the project.

For example, the EIS should quantify how many of the 84 turbines are proposed within a
designated Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area (“SOSEA”), and should evaluate one or more
alternatives that would remove these turbines from the SOSEA.

Similarly, the EIS should consider one or more alternatives that would move or eliminate
all turbines visible from designated key viewing areas within the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area. Such an alternative was recommended by the National Scenic Area office of the

Forest Service in its May 6, 2009 letter to EFSEC.

Finally, the EIS should consider one or more alternatives that would remove all portions
of the project from the General Management Area of the National Scenic Area, where the project
is prohibited by law. SCC § 22.10.020(A); 16 U.S.C. § 544d(d)(6).

SEPA & NEPA Scoping for the Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project (EFSEC No. 2009-01)
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3. A number of defects in the application must be cured.

In a number of respects, the application fails to provide information about the project
sufficient to evaluate its environmental impacts.

For example, the application discusses two alternative road configurations within the
National Scenic Area (Application at 2.19-3), but evaluates only one of them (Route 2) with any
detail. The application also fails to explain whether either of these alternatives would require the
condemnation of any private land along the roadways and intersections in order to provide
sufficient width and turning radius for hauling the turbine components. The applicant’s
Pavement Engineering Report contains little to no information about the existing pavement and
base thickness along the haul route, as well as the existing average daily traffic volumes along
the haul route. The application fails to state an upper limit for vehicle weight, and merely states
that many of the vehicles will exceed the WSDOT legal load limit of 52.75 tons. EFSEC
Application at 4.3-37. Finally, the application also fails to provide sufficient data regarding the
number of vehicular trips likely to result from the project, especially during the construction
phase. All of this information must be made available prior to, and evaluated in, the EIS.

The application also proposes a new electrical substation and interconnection tower
located immediately outside the boundary of the National Scenic Area, yet provides little to no
detail about these components of the project, such as their proposed heights, footprints, exterior
colors, and potential visibility from key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area.

The studies for vegetation and rare plants included in the application were conducted six
years ago and are no longer valid. Moreover, these studies were apparently never finished.
Appendix B-1 is expressly labeled as a “draft,” and all of the figures are missing from both of
these Appendices. The missing figures would have depicted, among other things, the geographic
areas that were studied for occurrences of rare and sensitive plants. This is crucial information,
given that the studies were apparently conducted for a previous project configuration that
included DNR lands in Skamania County, and thus likely contained different lands than the
current project. The applicant should be required to conduct current vegetation and rare plant

studies specific to this project.

4. The proposal is likely to have significant adverse effects to air quality.

The applicant proposes to haul tens thousands of tons of construction materials and
turbine components through the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The application
contains little to no information about the number of vehicular trips likely to result from the
project during the construction phase. The application does state that more than 500 heavy haul
truck trips would be required “for the towers only,” but does not clarify whether this figure
includes the blades, and does not provide trip numbers for hauling construction materials and
equipment, warning cars accompanying heavy haul trucks, and construction workers’ vehicles.
Nor does the application provide any data regarding the number and frequency of proposed barge
trips, which appears to be the applicant’s preferred method of transport to, and through a portion
of, the National Scenic Area.

SEPA & NEPA Scoping for the Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project (EFSEC No. 2009-01)
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The EIS must review the air quality impacts of transporting and hauling turbine
components and construction materials from the location(s) at which they would be constructed
to the construction sites. This may include international trips if the turbines would be
manufactured abroad. Under SEPA, the regional scope of environmental impacts is to be broad:

In assessing the significance of an impact, a lead agency shall not limit its
consideration of a proposal’s impacts only to those aspects within its jurisdiction,
including local or state boundaries.

WAC 197-11-060(4)(b).

Without definitive numbers of barge, truck, and/or rail trips, it is impossible to conclude
with any certainty the exact environmental impacts these trips would produce. However, given
the scope of this project, it is likely that the air pollution created by this project would have a
significant adverse impact on the environment.

The environmental analysis of the proposal must in particular focus on the air emissions
of the tugboats used for hauling the barges. A 2008 joint study by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration and the University of Colorado found tugboat emissions to be the
worst among sea-faring vessels in terms of soot emissions. See NOAA, NOAA Takes First
Broad Look at Soot from Ships,
http://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2008/20080709_soot.html (July 9, 2008) (hereinafter
“2008 NOAA Study”).

Soot, or black carbon, is an environmental hazard for at least two reasons. First, soot is
particulate matter. The small particles in soot pose serious health risks because they “easily reach
the deepest recesses of the lungs.” EPA, Health and Environmental Effects of Particulate Matter:
Fact Sheet, http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg/naaqsfin/pmhealth.html (July 17, 1997). Tugboats have
“a disproportionate impact on air quality because they travel within ports, emitting potentially
harmful particles near populous urban areas.” 2008 NOAA Study. Similarly, the continuous
addition of tugboat soot along the Columbia River could prove very harmful to the many
population centers along the River. The environmental analysis must consider the cumulative
effects of the emissions from barge transport already occumng on the Columbia River, as well as
the individual impacts from this proposal.

Second, soot is a major contributor to global warming. Although there is still some
uncertainty, a recent New York Times article cites reports that black carbon is the number two
contributor to global temperature rises, responsible for 18% of the planet’s warming. Elizabeth
Rosenthal, Third-World Stove Soot is Target in Climate Fight, N.Y. TIMES (Apr. 15, 2009),
available at http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/16/science/earth/16degrees.html. Recent
professional conclusions suggest that a SEPA analysis must consider climate change effects. As
the SEPA Working Group for the Climate Advisory Team recently noted in an outline of its
goals: “While not completely certain, the Department of Ecology believes, and the co-chairs of
this SEPA IWG concur, that SEPA already requires an assessment of a proposal’s potential
impact on climate change.” SEPA Implementation Working Group, Scope of Work, Approach,
and Schedule,

SEPA & NEPA Scoping for the Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project (EFSEC No. 2009-01)
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hﬁp://www.ecy_.wa.gov/climatechange/ZOO8CATdocs/IWG/sepa/052808 sepa_scope.pdf at 1.
Because of the considerable impact that soot has on climate change, and the large scope of this
project, a thorough analysis of these impacts must be conducted. '

Without a thorough analysis of the types of transport methods to be used, the exact
number of proposed trips, and the potential impacts of air emissions, this project should not go
forward. Also, considering that all emissions from the project would be new emissions,
alternatives must be considered that would reduce the impacts of emissions on the environment.

In particular, air quality within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is likely
to be significantly adversely affected by this proposal. Air quality is already significantly »
deteriorated in the National Scenic Area, and even incremental increases in pollution are likely to
significantly exacerbate existing trends.

Gorge air quality has been monitored for approximately twenty years. The U.S. Forest.
Service has documented that visibility impairment occurs more than 95% of the time. The Forest
Service has also documented that terrestrial ecosystems are being affected by high concentrations
of sulfur and nitrogen compounds and that acid deposition may be adversely affecting cultural
resources in the Gorge. ' .

A Forest Service fog water deposition study showed that high levels of acid rain are
already occurring in the Columbia River Gorge. Fog and rain in the Gorge is 10 to 30 times more
acidic than usual Northwest rainfall. The Gorge now stands among the most polluted places in
the country, including Pittsburgh and Los Angeles. The study concluded that ecosystem harm is
already occurring, the eastern Gorge is considerably more polluted than was predicted from
lichen studies, and detrimental effects of acid deposition on archaeological resources is a
significant concern. ~

The Forest Service has also performed water quality and lichen studies in the Gorge. The
water quality study found relatively high concentrations of fluoride, ammonium, potassium, and
sulfate at Warren Lake, adjacent to the Columbia Gorge at an elevation of 3732 feet. The lichen
study had similar results. Based on these two studies, the Forest Service concluded that the
Gorge has probably experienced episodic fluoride exposure, most likely in combination with
gaseous sulfur dioxide. The study found that the sulfur and nitrogen are coming from a number
of different emission sources and fluoride is most likely coming from aluminum smelters.

Another study by the Forest Service Air Quality Management Staff was based on
pollution concentrations at air quality monitoring stations at Wishram and Mount Zion. The
study determined that visibility impairment in these two locations is perceptible 95% of the time;
obvious 42% and 64% of the time, respectively; and severe 15% and 14% of the time,
respectively. .

According to another Forest Service study, visibility impairment has continued to worsen
since 2000. At the Wishram monitoring station, the number of days that visibility is moderately
degraded increased from 42% to 57% between 2000 and 2005. The number of days that visibility
impairment is perceptible increased to almost 100%.
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The Forest Service studies demonstrate that air quality and visibility are already degraded
in the Scenic Area to the point of adversely affecting scenic, natural, and potentially cultural and
recreation resources. (If EFSEC or the applicant would like copies of any of these studies,
Friends would be happy to provide them.) The applicant must analyze the impacts of further
increases in air pollution in the National Scenic Area.

5. The proposal is likely to pose a significant fire risk.

The application provides insufficient information about the risk of fire and explosion, the
environmental consequences that would flow from such an occurrence, and the applicant’s plans
to prevent and respond to such an occurrence. This is the first wind energy facility proposed on
forested lands in the Pacific Northwest. Thus, the risk of catastrophic fire for this project is
significantly greater than other regions where wind energy systems have been sited in the past. In
addition, the proximity of the proposed wind facility to existing BPA lines increases the risk that
a fire at the site would interfere with the transmission of electricity.

The application downplays the risk of fire, not acknowleding that wind energy fires are a
very real occurrence. Attached as Exhibits F through H are three newspaper articles about three
different wind energy fires over the past three years (two in Australia, one in Nebraska). These
are only three of the many fires that have occurred in the recent past.

Also attached as Exhibit I is an October 9, 2008 letter from Skamania County Fire
District No. 4 to the Skamania County Commissioners expressing concerns about allowing large-
scale wind energy systems on forested lands in the County. Although the proposed facility is not
located within the boundaries of Fire District No. 4, the same types of concerns identified in this
letter would be presented at the project site.

6. Conclusion

Given the magnitude of the environmental impacts posed by this project, it is essential for
EFSEC and the public to fully understand the harms that may result from the project and to have
the ability to review possible alternatives that might reduce environmental impacts. Please
continue to keep Friends of the Columbia Gorge notified in this matter, including notice of any
opportunities to comment and notice of any governmental decisions and actions. Thank you for
the opportunity to comment, which preserves our standing.

Nathan Baker
Staff Attorney

cc: Andrew M. Moritafio, BPA
Bruce Marvin, Counsel for the Environment
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Submit in Duplicate

STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

APPLICATION TO LEASE STATE LAND FOR WIND POWER

NOTE TO APPLICANT: The Department of Natural Resources' consideration of the application includes a field
inspection and an administrative review to determine the impact the request will have on the management of the lands
involved and to determine if the request is in accordance with the statutes of the State of Washington.

"To the Commissioner of Public Lands, Olympia, Washington 98504:

1.

The undersigned, __SDS Comping, btc , hereby apply
to lease land at the following legal description Section _29, 30, 31, 32 , Township _4N ,Range _10__,
Eastin Skamania County, Washington.

List any additional sections, or more specific legal description:

Name of Proposed Wind Power Development: ___Saddleback Wind Project

Enclose a $25.00 application fee. Applications from public agencies do not require an application fee. All
remittances are made to the Department of Natural Resources.

General description of the proposed development including number and general location of turbines and met towers
(use separate sheet if necessary).

__This development is intended to be an expansion of a project to be built entirely on land controlled by SDS Lumber
Company. The proposed development on the DNR land will consist of approximately 35 turbine locations (this is
subject to change depending on the turbine model selected for the project) and two met towers. The met towers will
be erected first and will be used to determine the final turbine placement and help select the turbine choice for the
project. Attached is a drawing of the proposed project area.

Are there trees to be removed in the lease area? X Yes O No

Trees that are to be removed must be physically marked or otherwise identified on the ground.

Access Road:
Use existing road? X Yes O No

Construct new road? X yes 0 No Attach map Shown on attached page

The width of the proposed road will be _45 feet during construction and reduced to 20 feet after construction
The centerline of the proposed road must be physically marked on the ground.

Are there trees in the new access road? X Yes O No

Do you have any otl;er leases with the Department of Natural Resources? O Yes X No
If Yes, pleass list project name & lease number?

This lease is requested for __30 years. (30 years is standard)

Dated at B tAgln , Washington, this 4  dayof 200D

Signature /

FOR DEPARTMENT USE <PDS LB C»
Amount received: $ Print N o/ 3 Az gfﬂw
Address ey ROK 20E
Refer to Application No. R €N, WA 46 @05
) PhoneNo. _S0% 443 ~2155

UBI No.
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16 bills seek to amend alternative-energy initiative approved
by voters ‘ o R A

Wednesday, February 4, 2009 .
BY KATHIEDURBIN ... - . -

COLUMBIAN STAFF WRITER
Renewable énergy has fuscled its way onta the 2009 Legislature's agenda.

As of Wednesday, lawmakers had introduced 16 bills to amend Initiative 937, the voter-approved
2006 measure that requires utifities to ramp up their purchase_of solar, win_d and ‘g_eqt_h_err:nal‘le_pe;gy_ .

beginning in 2012.

The reason for the intense interest: This is the 'firs't‘séss:lvoh since its p'aésage_'vtha'_‘.t '_'the'_ I_é_\h can be
amended by a simple majority vote. . i T

Under the Energy Independence Act, every Washington electric utility serving at least 25,000

customers must use renewable energy to meet at least 3 percent of its energy load by 2012, at least 9
percent by 2016, and at I_eas,t,:lsv pg;gen;__py__zozo. ) L .

The law defines "eligible renewable resources” as wind, solar, geothermal, landfill and sewage gases,
wave _a,nd__tlldalv,ppw:_e'r, and certain kinds of biomass a:_nd,biodi,esgl fuels, The law also requires utilities
to meet specific énergy consérvation targets beginning in 2010.7 = . ST T

bilt sponsored by Sen. Chris Marr, D-Spokane. Senate Bill 5840 would allow utilities to count
conservation efforts toward meeting their renewable energy targets before they are forced to turn to -
the purchase of renewable energy or energy credits. A House blll introduced by Rep. Jaime Herrera, R-
Ridgefield, would accomplish the same thing. : : .

Clark Public Utilities weighed In at a Senate committee hearing Wednesday In favor of language in a_ ..

nwe are advocating that we should first use conservation and then go to additional generation,” utility
spokesman Dean Sutherland said. As It is now written, he said, "The initiative pushes you toward
generation.” ’ : .

The change couid save Clark ratepayers $59 million by 2028, Sutherland said.

The utility also favors a t':hange in the Senate bill that would permit utilities to buy renewable power
from throughout the Western United States and Canada, instead of limiting their purchases to the
Pacific Northwest. .

That would make it possible to buy reliable solar energy from California and to purchase abundant
wind energy from Montana in the winter, when it's scarce in the Northwest, Sutherland said.

Those changes ére modest compared to others.

Some bills would let utilities count hydroelectﬁc power and the burning of construction debris, food
waste and wood waste products toward meeting their goals. : : .

" some would push back the retroactive date for counting renewable energy purchases from 1999 to
1995, .

A bill introduced by Sen. Jim Honeyford, R-Sunnyside, and co-sponsored by six other Republicans,
would count all hydroelectric generation in the Pacific Northwest as a renewable energy resource that
utilities could count toward meeting their goal. : o :
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On average, hydro makes up 50 percent of the Northwest's energy generating capacity.

"The cumulative effect of all the weakening amendments would be that the 2020 standard has already
been met and thus nothing needs to be done,” said Marc Krasnowsky, communications dlrector for the
Northwest Energy Coalition. . L

"We're talking about building our energy future,” Krasnowsky said. "Making the hydro system more

efficient is great, but we need to diversify and we need to build a market for new renewables.’ ‘Hydro

isn't going to get us there. The choice Is between new non-hydro renewables and fossil fuels. o

Initiative 937 Is the cornerstone of the state's strategy to reduce greenhouse gas. emlsslons, yet
Oregon, California and Idaho all have adopted stricter renewable energy targets than Washlngton in
the past three years, Krasnowsky said. o . . !

The renewable energy law has ‘been a boon to the Port of Vancouver, one of the top nmporters of wlnd v

turbines on the.West Coast. In a business roundtable with Gov. Chris Gregolre last week, Roby
Roberts of Vesta America Wind Technology, whlch manufactures giant wind turbines, urged the
governor to protect the law. . i ) o

"We're in 63 countries, and this is one of the best ports in the world for us,” Roberts said "One of the..

thlngs to keep the momentum golng is to. make sure I~937 ls not changed "

The port ls scheduled to announce a new cargo-handllng agreement today

In the Columbia Rlver Gorge, SDS Lumber Co Presldent Jason Spadaro s countmg on the law to.
create a strong demand for wind energy as. he moves forward wlth proposal to develop a wmd farm on
the company 's property and adjacent state trust-land.” s

Kathie Durbln 360-735 4523 or kathle durbln@columblan com
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b The Enterprise

SDS eyes expanded wind power prOJect
30 addltwnal turbmes posszble on DNR land L

By Jesse Burkhardt
February 19, 2009 N

Although its onglnal proposal to site 42 wmd power turbines i in |

eastern Skamania County remains on hold pending the outcome of an

appeal, SDS Lumber Co. is con51der1ng expandmg the scope of 1ts
renewable energy prOJect '

SDS President Jason Spadaro sald SDS'may want to add more wmd o

turbines on Whlsthng Rldge, north of the orlgmal proposal s’

‘boundaries. The expansion would be onto Washington Department of _' -

Natural Resources (DNR) property and wrthm Klickitat County

"We could site 30 addltlonal turbmes on DNR land 1f studles prove o

it's viable," Spadaro said.
Spadaro said no dec1srons have been made and there has been no
official ﬁhng o ‘

"All we've done is apply for the right to study the prOperty," Spadaro o

explained. "It is potentrally a ‘phase two' for wind power
development but we still have to do wildlife studies, a ‘wind study,
review the topography, and then apply to lease DNR property ‘We
still would need a DNR review, env1ronmental rev1ew the EIS pubhc
meetings - the entire public process."

DNR is now determlmng whether to allow SDS to study the site for

possible wind power development A DNR comment period regardlng R
the idea closed on Feb. 10, but Spadaro s_a1d he had no 1dea how long . -

the DNR decision process ‘would take.
"DNR is considering leasmg four Common School Trust parcels '

totaling approximately 2,560 acres for wind power developmentin

western Klickitat County," read an excerpt from a Jan. 12 DNR
document regardmg the inquiry from SDS. "It'is possible that these '
parcels may be 1ncorporated mto a larger surroundmg w1nd power
project.”

"We just want to study it, and it's smart for DNR to allow it,"

Spadaro said. "This would diversify the revenue source for schools, =

diversify the tax base and dlver31fy energy sources."

o Whrte Salmon Enterprise — February 19, 2009
Page 10of3 .
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According to Spadaro, the Whlstlmg Ridge site is ideal for wind
power development. He explained that Underwood Mountain works
like a "wind dam," with the wind flowing like water around
Underwood Mountain.

"It creates a funnel where the wind ﬂows ‘that's why the site is's0 .
windy," Spadaro said. "The other reason why the site works so well is -
because there is a regional BPA transmission system comlng through
the area. We can connect right onto it."

Spadaro added that a larger prOJect makes it more v1able
economlcally T :
~ "It also gives us more ﬂexrblhty If we have more ﬂex1b1hty, we can
use that to optimize the site and. minimize impacts,” Spadaro said.-

Some residents have been outspoken in opposition to the siting of
wind power turbines in the area, One of those alarmed about the .
possibility is Ruth. Dye of Underwood : e

"This severely impacts my hfe, as 1 hve Just south of where thls RS
project is planned,” said Dye.. - . - . S
~ Dye pointed out. that there could be senous restrlctlons on publlc .
access if the DNR allows wind power development in the area, .

. "If this project goes forward, we will be locked out of access to thlS .
public land," Dye said. "If you hunt, fish, ride a mountain bike, ridea . -
horse, or just enjoy a walk in the, woods, sorry, but you will not be ..

allowed to use this area any more." . = . .

Dye also expressed concern about 1mpacts on water quahty P

"There are three streams in the proposed wind farm area,” Dye .. .
explained. "These feed the White Salmon, Little White Salmon, and
~ eventually the Columbia River. This watershed will be disturbed.
Chemicals to control noxious weeds may be used. If you kayak L
windsurf, kiteboard, ﬁsh swim, or use downstream water, you m1ght -
want to think about the 1mpact of thls wind farm onyou." . .. =

According to Dye, the area in question also has been desxgnated by
DNR as a "Northern Spotted Owl Conservation Area," and pointed - .
out that the proposed wmd farm could harm owl habltat and other L
wildlife as well.

"The area has been determmed tobea conservatmn area for the -
spotted owl, but how will they make good on the losses to the owl or
the other species in this area?" Dye questioned. .

Spadaro said he thought it was unfortunate that even at this
1nformatlona1-gathermg stage, opponents have been attackmg the
concept. L .

White Salmon Enterprise — February 19, 2009
Page2 of 3 EXHIBIT ___

opee_For S




"There are certain people on almost every project who say they are
for renewable, green power, but then come out and say, '1like it,
except anywhere near me," Spadaro said.

Spadaro debunked claims that the wind turbines would be within
the White Salmon watershed.

"It's not even close to Buck Creek," he said.

The move to develop energy sources is part of a long-range strategy
by SDS as it moves to diversify beyond being primarily a wood
products company.

"This is another revenue source," Spadaro said. "No one knows
when the demand for housing will improve, but there is always
growing demand for energy. This helps us diversify." '

Spadaro pointed out that the state of Washington has mandated
that at least 15 percent of the energy used in the state must come from
renewable sources by 2020. : S

"If we're going to meet renewable energy requirements, that energy
is not all going to come from eastern Washington," Spadaro
commented. "And the federal economic stimulus plan is based in
large part on developing new renewable energy sources. That's a big
deal. That demand has to be met somewhere."

Spadaro also sounded a geo-political warning about the
consequences of failure to develop innovative sources of energy.

"We can either participate in it,” he said, "or forget about clean
energy and about independence from foreign oil." -

- P
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Wind farm

Wind farm project may expand .
" Company wants to lease state trust land in the Columbia River Gorge
By Kathie Durbin S

Columbian staff writer o | o
A Bingen-based company that hopes to build a 70-megawatt wind farm on a backcountry ridge near
Underwood has asked the state to explore the exparision of the project north onto 2,560 acres of state
The Saddleback Wind Project would rise on logged-over industrial lands behind Underwood Mountain,
just outside the north boundary of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. © ~ "

The original proposal by SDS Lumber Co. called for installing 42 wind turbines along a roughly north-
south alignment on its land in eastern Skamania County to harness the gusts that blow through the

Columbia River Gorge. :
That proposal is on hold pending appeal of a zoning ordinanice that would set standards for wind projects
inallofSkamaniaCoun;y__.:_'_:‘__' B

Last spring, the company approached the Washington Department of Natural Resources about leasing

state trust land to the north so it could build a larger and more profitable project.

The DNR land the coﬁii)énS"Wants to lease is in western Klickitat County, whlchalready has a zoning
ordinance that fast-tracks siting of wind farms and other energy projects. T

SDS Lumber Preéigiéiit_ Jason Spadaro Saldlt just makes sense to :ex'pr{nd north if the wind g"éné;’ratidxj o
“The projg(;t that we have np_W_ is on the small end of wind projects,” he said. “Because of that, I don’t
have a lot of flexibility. I need to maintain every potential turbine in order to keep the size of the project
where it works. The more megawatts you put through, the more viable the project is.” B
Under the proposed expansion, SDS would pay to build roads, collectors and other infrasiructure
necessary to provide access to the remote site and feed power generated by the wind turbines into the
electrical grid. : : : B o
“We would extend the road system we are already going to build,” Spadaro said, “There is 4 tremendous
amount of synergy between the two properties.” ' o T T e
DNR ofﬁc:als said they would enter into a lease 'arfanéemgxit only ifit yields fevenue for thé_, common
“Otherwise we wouldn’t do it,” said DNR regional manager Bill Boyum. “It has to be a good investment
on the part of the state.” e S ’

The DNR has approved other leases for wind projects east of the Cascades, such as the Wildhorse
Project east of Ellensburg, where 34 wind towers generate power on state trust land. “We turned
$500,000 last year” from that project, Boyum said. “‘That all goes into the common school fund.”

The DNR has received about 20 comments on an environmental assessment of the proposed lease. The
deadline for comments to the agency’s Ellensburg office is Feb. 10.

- T F
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Boyum said if the state does eventually agree to lease the land for wind turbmes, that phase of the '
project would be subject to a full envxronmental review by Klickitat County. :

But critics say the DNR is trymg to fast-track the project by adopting a “piecemeal” envxronmental '
review process mstead of assessing the 1mpact of the entire project upfront. A full assessment is needed
they say, to assure that environmental concerns are known and incorporated into the layout constructton
and operation of the pro_lect

“The state is forfemng 1ts nght and xts authonty to enforce state regulatlons by punhng envuonmental
review to Klickitat County,” said Michael Lang, conservation director at Friends of the Columbia
Gorge. The organization has taken no official position on the Saddleback pro_]ect, but is appeahng
Skamania County s energy fac1hty zomng ordmance _— P S S

Owl habitat :

One potential sticking point is that the state trust land 11es in an area of scattered old growth and second

growth forest used by the threatened northern spotted owl. The DNR is required to ‘manage. the area as a.
spotted owl emphasw area’ under 1ts federally approved habitat conservatlon plan.

The DNR would requlre SDS 10 consult W1th federal and state w11dhfe ofﬁc1als before mstallmg wmd- '
monitoring towers to determine whether they could harm birds or wildlife. It would require a sign-off
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce that the pro_pect does not have a negatlve unpact on owls or.
other nnpenled species. . :

Spadaro said it remains to be seen whether the state trust land will prove to be a viable source of wmd
power. “We may start rev1ewmg this and find out that there are wﬂdhfe issues or otheri 1ssues that make
it 1mposmble to go ahead. :

However 1f everythmg goes smoothly, as many as 25 or 30 gtant wmd turbmes could be buxlt on DNR
land, he said. : e e .. :

WIth a new administration in Washmgton D.C,, promoting green energy, and new state renewable v
energy requu'ements loommg, the tlme 1s nght to move. ahead on v1ab1e wmd energy proyects, Spadaro _
said. :

A voter-approved federal initiative requires, electric utilities to get 15 percent of their energy from.
renewable sources by 2020. Oregon and Washmgton have adopted even more ambmous goals

“President Obama has spoken about his intent to increase renewable energy,” Spadaro satd “There are .
now discussions about a national renewable energy ‘standard as well. The demand is there. So is the
ability to finance and develop the project. There are bank issues that make it more of a challenge, but
that i is not a long-term issue.” y - : .

Comments on the DNR’s environmental assessment of the proposed land lease sh.oulfd‘be‘ sttbknitted b"y' '
Feb. 10 via e-rnatl to sepacenter@dnr wa. gov, or by mall toP. 0. Box 47015 Olympla WA 98504- :
7015. - , .
Kathie Duibin: 360-735-4523 of kathie.dufbin@coiumbianlefotn.
EXHIBIT E
—‘v\
PAGE__ 0 2

Ahttp://www.columbian.com/apps/pbcs.dlllartjcle?AID=/200902O4/NEWSOZ/7020499_5O&t... 2/22/2009




http://www.theadvertiset.news.com.au/con_lmon/story _page/0,5936,18116441%5E2682,00.html

Wind farm fire caused blackout

A $3 MILLION wind farm turbine caught f ire whzle dozens shut down at the
time South Australia most needed them - when a heatwave left 63 000 South
Australzan homes wzthout power last month

February 6 2006 n Sunday Mail -~

Adding to the drama, ﬁreﬁghter s could not extmgmsh the blaze because the towet'wes"toc‘;:h'ig'h
at 67m o ' | ', o -

Lack of wind and automatic shutdowns triggered by hot temperatures were to blame for the
state’s 180 turbines producing just 10 per cent of thelr maxnnum power. capamty dunng the
J anuary heat wave, accordmg to experts ,

The experience proved SA could not rely on wmd power to provide electnclty when demand was
greatest, the Electnclty Supply Industry Plannmg Council (ESIPC) sald

"You never know ifthe wmd will be blowmg when you need it to or if wmd turbmes will shut
down," ESIPC spokesman Brad Cowam said.

Operators of the Lake Bonney wind farm, where the turbine fire occurred on Sunday, January 22,
said all of its 46 turbines had automatically shut down during the heat wave when temperatures
exceeded 40C.

"We want the turbines to operate during peak demand to capture revenue but power output is
- limited by the automatic shut down to protect electrical instruments," wind farm operator Miles
George of Babcock and Brown Wind Partners said.

He said the turbine fire — the first in Australia — had been caused by an electncal fault while
maintenance crews were working on it after it had shut down.’

Around 3pm, 40 CFS firefighters and six tracks rushed to the wind farm to extmgulsh the blaze
but fire hose water couldn't reach the steel generator at the tap of the tower.

Instead, the firefighters watched as fire destroyed the $3 million turbine — which wetghs 75
tonnes — and extmgu:shed spot fires ignited by ashes from the turbine blaze.

According to ESIPC, many of the European manufactured turbines used in SA shut down during
extreme temperatures to avoid generator meltdown.

"Most turbines are manufactured in Europe where they don't have to worry about operating at
high temperatures " Mr Cowain said.

1 | | - EXHIBIT F,
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"We are anCStl atin Wthh md1v1dual turbines were not o eratm ‘because of a shut dOWIl or.
lack of win

Between Thursday, January 19 and Sunday, January 22, maximum temperatures exceeded 40C .
throughout most of the state, creat:mg record demands for electnc1ty wh11e wmd fann output
averaged only 10 per cent ~ S e

But dunng Saturday's peak power demand wmd fann output plummeted to _}ust 2 per cent of
capacity, producmg enough power for only 3500 homes, according to ESIPC. This compared
with the maximum capacity of 318MW to power 175,000 homes. SA leads the nation in wind
farm energy with five established sites — Starfish Hill, Canunda, Wattle Point, Cathedral Rocks
a;nd Lake Bonney . :

: There are numerous other approved wind farm developments including an AGL plan for 43
turbmes at Hallet in the state s M1d North

But AGL also plans to more than double the capac1ty of its nearby gas- ﬁred plant from 180MW
to 430MW, at a cost of more than $100 mllhon to ensure peak demand dunng hot weather can be
m§t-. . : : : , : )

The state's independent energy regulator Pat Walsh declined to comment aboit the wind farm”~ "
performance during the heat wave or its implications on the state's overall energy supply. -
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http://www ktiv.com/Global/story.asp?S=9605354
Investigation: 'Foreign object' caused wind farm fire
January 1, 2009

By Matt Breen
KTIV NewsChannel 4

 An investigation suggests an explosion and fire inside a Nebraska wind turbine- that’s part of the
largest wmd farm in the state— was caused by a “forelgn obJ ect” ' -

A spokesperson for the com}iahy building the 80 megaWaﬁ "Elkhom Ridge farm, near
Bloomfield, says the “object” blew into the turbine causing the blast. The incident injured three
workers, including one who suffered first and second-degree burns from the waist up.

An mvestlgatlon continues. But, company officials say the wind farm will begin generating
power in the ﬁrst quarter of 2009. :

ewBT__6
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http://portlincoln.yourguide.com.au/news/local/news/general/wind-turbine-burnt-
out/1425564.aspx '

Wind turbine burnt out
February 5, 2009

Natasha Ewendt
Port Lincoln Timesv

A wind farm turbine caught fire at the Cathedral Rocks Wind Farm in the early hours of Tuesday
morning,. '

A fishing boat reported the fire at about 1am, and about 23 MFS and CFS firefighters
extinguished the blaze before it spread. :

Port Lincoln CFS regional commander Kevin May said on the crews’ arrival the turbine housing
at the top of the tower was on fire, with some embers falling to the ground

He said the weather was on the ﬁreﬁghters side and helped in preventmg the fire spreading to
nearby vegetation.

The turbine housing was completely destroyed, but the rest of the turbine could be salvageable.

The company said yesterday it expects the damage bill to be about $2 m1111on but it would
-determine an exact amount when it ﬁmshes its 1nvest1gatlon :

EXHIBIT H,__.
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SKAN[ANIA COUNTY FIRE DISTRICT NO. 4
10042 WASHOUGAL RIVER ROAD _ PO BOX 249. WASHOUGAL, WASHINGTON 98571
" PHONE (60) 837320 FAX (360) 837-3167 |

Skamania Connty Commissioners . October 9, 2008
P.O. Box 790 ' ' ' :
Stevenson, WA 98648

RE: Skamania Coumty Code Title 21 Zoning

The Board of Skamania County Fire District No. 4, as well as the Fire Chief, continues to have
concems relating to some of the “Conditional Uses” in the Planning Commission recommended
Title 21 zoningdmﬁ.ThePlannmgComxmssmnhasappropﬁa:elymwedthe “Community
Commeroial Zoning” and CampmgCabms”mﬁaeWestEnd.

Howwm,d:eal!owmeeofla:g&malemndgeneraﬂngmdho-mergyfacihﬁesinﬂm West Bnd of
mcmmtyisofgrmtmnnem,givwomememehazmﬂﬂskasmmmmrpommtyof
catastrophic wildfire. Further, mnlﬁpleNaoelleﬁmshaveocwmdmhdus&ialmndt\nbine :
oquipment. These facilities also require substations and trapsmission lines, In the event of a facility
or substation fire, the ability of Fire District 4 (am all volunteer depmtmt)mpmwdmg standard
fire and emergency medical calls would be overwhelmed.

Duﬂngsuongeastwnﬁs.powm'lmesmoﬁmeutherstnmkorbrenk,leadmgtoﬁresonthegomd
and in the trees. Aguin, if a higher voltage line were to come down on a hot sumemer day with
strong east winds, or a Nacelle fite erupted in a wind tirbine, 2 devastating fire could easily move.
beyond control due to the limited water supply and response capacity of the fire distriet. This could
lead to a massive urhan interface fire that could destroy many homes, burn many acres of land and
lead to serious injuty or death to those who could not retreat quickly enough fram such a fire.

We the Board and the Fire Chief, insist that you consider the response capabilities of the emergency
services available for the West End, before adopting zoniug which would permit Jarge scale wind
energy and bio-energy facilities in this area of established high risk. If you proceed with zoning for
these proposed facilities, we feel you will surpass the sbility of local emergency services, placing
'thexuidettlsoftheWestEndmpelﬂ Webehevenisxmpmuvethatthesewmbeaddressed. '

Respeoiftﬂly,
< »___Tim Young, Chair, Board of Commissioners
Dennis Gogolski, Commissioner
Keith Brown, Conimisﬁioner

' : Donald Ochs, Chief ‘ 3
—AM‘ . ¥ B
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VIA E-MAIL AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL

May 18, 2009

Allen J. Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
‘P.O. Box 43172

905 Plum St. SE

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

Re: SEPA & NEPA Scoping for the Proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project —
Application No. 2009-01 ‘

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

Friends of the Columbia Gorge has reviewed the above-referenced proposal and
would like to provide the following scoping comments pursuant to SEPA and NEPA.
Friends is a non-profit organization with approximately 5,000 members dedicated to
protecting and enhancing the resources of the Columbia River Gorge. Our membership
includes hundreds of citizens who reside within the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area.

SEPA and NEPA require that the decision making agencies take a hard look at the
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project.
The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) must include thorough analysis of the direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife and aesthetic resources. To obtain accurate
information on the likely impacts, both EFSEC and BPA must consult with agencies that
have expertise or jurisdiction in managing the resources that would be adversely
impacted.

Based on a cursory review of the proposed development, the project would cause
significant adverse impacts to aesthetic resources in the Columbia River Gorge. This
includes adverse impacts to viewsheds protected by the Columbia River Gorge National
Scenic Area and views from the Lower White Salmon Wild and Scenic River Area, the
Historic Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, and the
Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail. Based on the likely significant adverse impacts
to these resources, EFSEC and BPA must consider an alternative that would avoid any

22 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 720, Portland, OR 97204 » (503) 241-3762 * www.gorgefriends.org
Printed on recycled, secondarily chlorine-free paper




impacts to views from these locations. In the interest of conserving administrative
resources, this alternative should be identified as the preferred alternative at the outset of
EIS preparation.

VWildlife Impacts

Modern industrial wind energy facilities have the potential to cause significant
adverse impacts to range of wildlife species. The industrial-scale development can cause
direct mortality from collisions with wind turbine blades and through barotraumas when
bats fly too close to spinning blades. Facilities can also cause indirect impacts through
displacement and habitat fragmentation. The EIS must include analysis of how the
facility would impact sensitive and listed species such as the northern spotted owl and
northern goshawk.

EFSEC and BPA must thoroughly analyze how the proposed facility would
impact wildlife. This analysis must include avoidance measures, including relocating or
removing turbines from the project. Only after avoidance is considered should EFSEC or
BPA analyze mitigation measures.

The EIS must indicate all bird species that may or do occur within the Project Site
that are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act,16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712, and
- any other state or federal legislation designed to protect avian species.

The EIS must analyze the likely cumulative impacts of wind energy development
in the region. Currently approximately 1,800 megawatts of wind energy has been
permitted in Klickitat County alone. To date, no cumulative impacts study has been
conducted to ascertain the region-wide impacts of wind energy facilities on wildlife.
During review of other wind energy facilities in the region both the Washington

- Department of Fish and Wildlife and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have
called for cumulative impacts analysis. See USFWS Letter, attached as Exhibit A. To
date, no cumulative impacts analysis has occurred. This must be included before EFSEC
and BPA permit additional wind power development, especially development in forested
areas where there is a higher probability of adverse impacts to wildlife.

Notably, monitoring reports on the Big Horn Wind Project in Klickitat County

have shown higher incidence of avian mortality than pre-construction survey and
~modeling predicted. See Big Horn Avian Mortality Report, attached as Exhibit B. EFSEC
and BPA must ensure that the EIS uses the best available science for surveying and
modeling protocols to ensure that projected impacts are sufficiently accurate and precise.
The mortality projections should also include a margin for error. Based on this analysis
the EIS should evaluate alternative siting options that would avoid or reduce wildlife
impacts. The EIS should also evaluate potential post-construction mitigation measures in
case actual mortality exceeds predicted mortality.

Facility design and operating conditions must also be considered in the EIS.
Brightly lit substations have been associated with large clusters of bird fatalities at wind




facilities. The EIS must include detailed analysis of lighting at all turbines and other
facility structures and how this lighting would impact birds and bats. Also, the wind
speeds at which turbines operate may correlate to when specific species of bats or birds
may be at the highest risk of collision. Creating operating protocols for what wind speeds
turbine blades will be allowed to operate may provide opportunities to craft mitigating
conditions that will avoid adverse impacts.

Finally, the EIS must provide detailed analysis of how the proposed facility
complies with the Washington Department of F ish and Wildlife Wind Siting Guidelines.

Aesthetic Impacts

The proposed facility would likely cause significant adverse impacts to sensitive
viewsheds. Most notably, this includes viewsheds protected by the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area Act. These protected viewsheds overlap with views from
several sensitive areas, including the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, and the Lower
White Salmon Wild and Scenic River.

EFSEC must ensure environmental impacts to the views from these locations are
thoroughly analyzed. See Swift v. Island County, 87 Wn.2d 348, 552 P.2d 175 (1976)
(requiring an EIS for a residential development that would have significantly impacted
sensitive areas in the vicinity, including Whidbey Island Historical District, which is
listed on the National Register of Historic Sites, Fort Casey Historical State Park, and
Crockett Lake, which is valuable waterfow] and shorebird habitat).

The proposed facility is proposed to be immediately adjacent to the National
Scenic Area. As a threshold matter, the EIS must ascertain the precise location of the
Scenic Area boundary to evaluate whether the proposed industrial facility would be
located within the Scenic Area. To do so, EFSEC and the PBA must determine whether
the NSA boundary has been formally surveyed. The results of such a survey must be
approved by the Forest Service.

Many of the individual turbines may be highly visible, both during the day and
the night, from within the National Scenic Area. This includes views from 1-84, the
Columbia River, Washington State Route 141, Panorama Point, Cook-Underwood Road,
and the Historic Columbia River Highway. The EIS must thoroughly analyze the impacts
of individual turbines on the viewshed as well as the cumulative impacts of all visible
turbines.

The preferred methodology for evaluating aesthetic impacts in the Scenic Area is
the Forest Service’s Scenic Management System. This system creates a formal process
for ascertaining viewer expectations in relationship to the complexity of the viewed
landscape. EFSEC and the BPA should also consider the National Academy of Sciences’
recent document entitled, Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects (N ational




3-1-11-3-12. Developing large-scale industrial infrastracture that would protrude into this
viewshed would directly frustrate the purpose of the Scenic Area Act.

The EIS must also document the likely impacts to views from 1-84. In addition to
the length of I-84 from Viento State Park to Hood River, there must be thorough analysis
of impacts to views from the stretch of I-84 from Hood River, Oregon, to approximately
Mosier, Oregon. Turbines in northern portion of the project would highly visible from the
east bound lanes of I-84. The EIS must include detailed analysis of how this view would
be altered, including avoidance and mitigation measures. '

The aesthetics impacts analysis must include a linear analysis of views from linear
key viewing areas and overlapping historic trail viewsheds. This includes views from the
Columbia River, Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, including
abandoned sections that are slated for restoration, Cook-Underwood Road, and
Washington State Route 141. Analysis must include the length of the KVAs where the
project would be visible, the number of turbines that would be visible for each length, the
distance from the project for each length, and whether nighttime lighting would be
-visible. ,

Finally, the EIS must document the likely impacts from both daytime and
nighttime lighting. While lighting is required by the Federal Aviation Administration, the
location of required lighting must be documented in the EIS. Based on this information
impacts can be documented and appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures can be
reviewed.

Consultation with agencies with jurisdiction er expertise.

EFSEC must consult with and obtain comments from agencies that have
Jjurisdiction or expertise regarding the impacted environment. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(d);
see also WAC 197-11-920. The impacted environment includes the Columbia River
Gorge National Scenic Area, the Lower White Salmon Wild and Scenic River Area, the
Gifford-Pinchot National Forest, the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, the Oregon
Pioneer National Historic Trail, the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Mt. Hood
National Forest, and state parks in Washington and Oregon.

Agencies with jurisdiction or expertise in these areas include the Columbia River
Gorge Commission, the National Scenic Area office of the USDA Forest Service, the
Gifford-Pinchot National Forest, the National Park Service, the Oregon Department of
Transportation, the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, the Washington State
Parks and Recreation Commission, the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation.
Agencies with expertise on wildlife issues include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife,

Finally, the Washington Department of Natural Resources must be consulted
regarding compliance with the Washington Forest Practices Act, which requires that all
- proposals that would convert the use of land to land uses other than commercial timber




" Academies Press, 2007), which includes methodology for analyzing possible impacts
from wind development on aesthetic resources.

SEPA also requires that the impacts analysis include an evaluation of whether the
proposed action would be consistent with the goals and purposes of laws and regulations.
WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(iii). This regulatory review must include analysis of the degree
that the proposal would be consistent with the criteria for protecting scenic resources
found in the Management Plan for the Scenic Area. The EIS must identify the applicable
scenic standards and evaluate whether the proposal would meet the objectives of the Plan.
Any portion of the project that would frustrate the purposes of the Act and the
Management Plan should be considered a de facto significant impact. In performing this
evaluation, EFSEC and BPA must consult with the National Scenic Area office of the
U.S. Forest Service. ’

EFSEC must also consider possible cumulative impacts from other projects
proposed along the Scenic Area boundary. These include the Windy Point and Windy
Flats facilities in Klickitat County.

The project would be highly visible from the Historic Columbia River Highway
from Viento State Park to approximately Mosier, Oregon. This includes portions of the
HCRH that have been restored since the adoption of the National Scenic Area Act and
additional portions that are slated for restoration within the next decade. Portions targeted
for restoration include the historic Mitchell Point Tunnel and its carefully crafted
windows carved out of basalt. The restored tunnel will provide views of the Underwood
Bluff and Underwood Mountain. The restoration work would continue to Ruthton Point
Park, just west of the Hood River, Oregon. The details of restoration efforts can be found
in The Historic Columbia River Highway Master Plan, prepared by the Oregon
Department of Transporation and available at: ‘
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/HCRH/documents.shtml (hereby incorporated by
reference; see also http://herh.org/hwyneeds.html).

The viewshed from this portion of the Historic Highway would be dominated by
the southern-most potions of the proposed wind facility. The windows on a reconstructed
Mitchell Point Tunnel would look directly north to the A-Array of the Whistling Ridge
Energy Facility. Currently, that view is dominated by views of Underwood Biuff, which
is designated as GMA Open Space under the Management Plan for the Scenic Area. The
area is designated Open Space in part because of the outstanding scenic views.

The EIS must also address the degree that he proposal would frustrate the purpose
of regulatory mechanisms that are designed to protect this viewshed. The Underwood
Bluff is designated Open Space. This designation is required by the Scenic Area Act for
location with “outstanding scenic views and sites,” “historic trails and roads and other
areas which are culturally or historically significant” 16 USC 544 Section 2(A)(1). Open
Space designations are reserved for the most sensitive resources in the Scenic Area and as
a result Open Space areas receive the highest level of protection. Management Plan at II-




operation. Forest land conversions require SEPA review by the county and a Forest
Practice approval from the Washington DNR,

The EIS must include the results and conclusions of consultation with the above-
referenced agencies regarding impacts to resources under their jurisdiction or expertise.

General mapping rrrors

The application at Figure 4.2-4 includes a mapping error. The entire area within
T3N, R10E, Section 18 that lies south of the BPA transmission lines is zoned For/Ag 20.
The application depicts part of this area as unmapped. EFSEC and BPA must correct this
error in evaluating the proposed project for consistency with laws and regulations.

Impacts to gri id capacity and required back-up power

The BPA must include cumulative impacts analysis of how the BPA will be able
to integrate additional intermittent power sources into the grid. The BPA has previously
completed some work in ascertaining how new wind energy projects can be
accommodated on the grid. This cumulative impacts analysis must be incorporated into
the EIS for the subject proposal. To the extent that the BPA’s wind integration work
meets the requirements of SEPA and NEPA, the current EIS may be tiered to prior
environmental analysis.

Water quality impacts

The EIS must evaluate the relative impacts of lower probability storm events that
are reasonably foreseeable. The project area includes headwaters for tributaries to the
White Salmon River and the Little White Salmon River. Condit Dam on the White
Salmon River is currently slated for removal in 2010. Removal of Condit Dam will
restore habitat for several species of ESA listed species. The Little White Salmon River is
also habitat for anadromous fish species. In addition, the Little White Salmon is currently
failing to meet water quality standards established by the Clean Water Act. The EIS must
address the impacts of the stormwater run-off on these fish bearing water resources. This
must include cumulative impacts analysis of impacts from the creation of impervious
surfaces, the construction of industrial-scale roads that would generate sheet run-off, and
impacts from deforestation in the two watersheds that contribute to increased pulse
stream flows and increased sedimentation.

Conclusion

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be sited within sensitive viewsheds
for several areas designated for protection, including the Columbia River National Scenic
Area, the Lower White Salmon Wild and Scenic River Area, the Historic Columbia River
Highway, and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The project would also be
located in a forested area that is habitat for several threatened and sensitive species. The
EIS must thoroughly document all of the likely direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to




these resources. The EIS should include a preferred alternative that avoids impacts to
these resources.

Richard F. T1
Land Use Law Clerk




== = % Umted States Department of the Intenor

: FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

" Bend Field Office )
20310 Empire Ave, Ste A-100
: Bend, Oregon 97701
- (541) 383-7146 FAX: (541) 383-7638

Reply To: 6320 0005 (07) ’ : ’

File Name: Wind Cascade Wind App Crms doc -
Tracking Number: 07-1417 o

TA!LS 13420-2007-FA-0132 T

= June 1,2007
M. AdamBless . ,
Energy Facility Sltmg Coordmator

Oregon Department of Energy _

625 Marion St. NE -
Salem, OR 97301-3737
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Dear Mr Blcss

The US, Flsh and W:ldhfe Servxce (Serv1ce) has rev1ewed the Cascade Wmd Pro_;ect (facﬂlty)
application for a site certificate for a proposed 60 megawatt (MW) wind generation facility. “The
applicant’s (UPC Oregon Wind, LLC) proposed facxhty includes 40 General Electric (GE) 1.5sle
turbines with 253-foot rotor diameters on 263-foot towers. - The turbines will be sited along
ridgetops in three groupings, referred to as the north; central, and south arrays. The proposal
includes: 1) approximately 9.64 miles of new roads and turnaround sites; 2) 4.56 miles of -
existing roads to be.upgraded; 3) two permanent meteorological towers; 4) a system. of 34, 5
kilovolt electrical collection lines, both underground and overhead;.$) an electrical. substatlon,
and 6) an operatnons and mamtenance faclhty wnh a shop, conlrol room and mamtenance area.

The Servxce has legal mandate and trust tespons1bxhty to mamtam hea.lthy, mlgratory bu'd
populations for the benefit of the American public. We work collaboratively with our partncrs
under conventions, treaties, laws and voluntary programs to ensure the conservation of more than
800 species of migratory birds and their habitats. ‘We appreciate the opportumty to prov1de
comments and we look forward to workmg with, you on this u'nportant pro_ject ,

TAKE PRlDEk ?
INAMERICASSY
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Thc Service’ s pnmary concerns are: 1) cumulative impacts of wind energy projects to mrgratory o
birds and:bat resources within'the Columbia River corridor; 2) the potential for project specrﬁc
mortalltypt_o birds and bats based on the project location adjacent to and within oak woodland, -
and near two ponds and associated wetlands: 3) adequate mitigation measures to offset -
unavoidable project impacts to biological resources, and 4) the need for a formal standardxzed
monitoring plan

Mzgratory Bzrd Conservation .. .

The Service’s “A Blueprint for the Future of Mrgratory Birds” and the “North American
Landbird Conservation Plan” identify the challenges of conservation of migratory birds. These
challenges include habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentatlon, and dispersed mortality factors,
not directly related to habitat loss, that accompany the growth of human populations and the .
advance of technology Wind energy development, power lines, communication towers, among ,
~ others, cause ever increasing direct mortality. Collectively, these factors contribute to population
declines and with anticipated future losses in habitat, pose a growing threat to birds and bats.
Implementation of on-the-ground bird conservation strategles at Federal, State, local and project
level will be necessary to address the steady increase in avian mortahty factors and populatron '
declines. ' v : :

Most Oregon songbirds, wading birds, waterfow] and birds of prey are protected under exther the '
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) or the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA).’
The MBTA prohibits the taking of migratory birds except when specifically authorized by the
Department of Initerior (16 U:S.C. 703-712).Thé BGEPA prohibits the taking of bald eagles and
golden eagles except when specifically authorized by the Department of Interior (16 U.S.C. 668-
668d). While the MBTA and BGEPA have no provisions for allowing an unauthorized take, it is
recognized that some birds may be injured or killed at wind turbines and power transmission - -
features even if all reasonable measures to avoid i mJury and death are implemented. The
Service's Office of Law Enforcément carries out its mission fo protect birds under these Acts not
only through mvestlgatlons and enforcement but also through fostenng relatlonshlps with
individuals and industries that seek to ‘work proactrvely to mitigate the negative 1mpacts of wind
energy projects on protected ‘birds. Whlle it is'not possible to absolve individuals, companies;or -
_agencies from liability when they commit, assist, or authorize vrolatrons of Federal wildlife laws,
the Serv1ce s Office of Law Enforcémiént and U.S. Department of Justice have previously
exercised enforcement and ‘prosecutorial discretion with entities: that have made good-faith
efforts to avoid the take (killing or injuring) of protected birds. We recommend discussions * -
contifiue betweén the Service, ODFW, ODOE, and UPC: Oregon ‘Wind LLC; to ensure wind -
energy projects minimize and/or avoid construction and operational effects on protected birds.
We further believe; due to the conmderable uncertamty regarding the potential fatality rate of -
bats from wmd turbme stnkes that provxsxons for protectron of bat populattons also be drscussed.

The Service recognlzes the local efforts by wmd energy developers to minimize the nsk to blrds
and bats from disturbance, habitat loss,; and collisions with turbines and power lines. -However,
as wind energy development continues to expand and concentrate in wind rich areas such as the
Columbla River corridor, a strategrc approach to assess and offset direct and cumulative impacts




approach to further mrmrmze the take of rmgratory brrds, and to offset the dxrect mortahty to
bats. = ‘

Cumulative Impacts

We recommend that an expanded environmental 1mpact analysrs mclude a cumulattve effects
analysis that mcorporates all the bird and bat survey data conducted for exlstmg, planned and
reasonably foreseeable future wind | power pr03eets in the same vxcrmty mcludmg projects in
Klickitat County to the north and Sherman County to the east.” The rapid escalation of wind
power projects east of the Cascades along the Columbia River has raised concern that'the -
environmental n'npacts analysis for bird and bat resources may not adequately describe
cumulative effects of plariried wind power prOJects in the same v1c1n1ty For example, based on
information ‘Wwithin the Klondike /Biglow Canyon wind' power pro_}ect DEIS, a total of 3,134
MW of eleetnelty or approxrmately 1,740 turbines (assumrng an average of 1.8 MW/turbme) are
reasonably foresecable futire wind power pro_]ects in the vxcmrty Usmg the mortalrty rate per
turbine provided in similar areas, 42 raptors; 1,740 — 3,480 passerines, and 2,610 4,350 bat
fatalities would be expected each year for the existing, planned and reasonably foreseeable wind
projects including the Klondike Il/Biglow Canyon pro_;ects Although mortality rates appear to
be srgmﬁcant the pOpulatron effects to individual species from turbine mortahty can be difficult
to discern.” The number, location, and type of turbme, the number and type ‘of species in an area;
species behavior; topography, and weather all affect turbine mortahty rates and potential adverse
lmpacts to regxonal populatrons of raptors and bats atong the Columbla Rlver comdor

Project location wrthm QOak Woodlands . o SRR
Approximately one-half of the proposed turbines in this proposed facrhty pass through or are
immediately adJacent to.oak woodland habitats. ‘In Oregon, Oregon white oak (Quercus
garryana) woodlands prov1de unique habitat for many plant : and animal specres, ‘but these
habitats are raprd}y dlsappeanng due to increased urban and agncultural land use and the
encroachment of conifers in oak stands. The Oregon Conservation Strategy (2005) identified a
Conservation Opportunity Area (i.e., EC-02. Wasco Oaks) which encompasses the majority of
the proposed facility project area.’ Reoommended conservation aetlons hdve been identified for
the Wasco Oaks area to address altered ﬁre regxmes, land use conversron and urbamzatron and
habrtat fragmentatron IR _ Tl _

In the East Cascades, oak woodlands are relatrvely rare and oceur pnmanly on the north end of
the ecoregion. They are located at the transition between ponderosa pine or mixed conifers
forests in the mountams, and the shrublands or grasslands to the east. ‘Valuable habitat features
of Oregon white oak include its dead’ branches and ‘cavities, which provide safe places for bird
and bat species to rest and raise young, and the production of acorns that are eaten by a variety of
w1ldhfe and are partrcularly unportant in the wmter, when other foods are scarce : '

Smce no other newer generatron wrnd prOJeets have been developed in comparable oak
woodlands avian/turbine interaction data is unavailable. ‘Based on the unique features of oak
woodland; the limited amount of this habitat type within the East Cascades’ Ecoregion, high
wildlife value; and the considerable uncertainty of local fatality rates from the facility for bird
and bat species known to occupy oak woodland, the Service recommends that wind power
development proceed cautiously in oak woodland, and seek to avoid and minimize impacts




through project design (e.g., using turbines with greater generating eapaeity (greater than2.0
MW) in order to reduce the total number of turbines), or consideration of an alternate site.

Recommendatrons for Mmgatzon and Momtormg

_s.. To. mrtxgate dn'ect and cumulauve nnpaot to brrds and bats consrder an optron to .-
. - establish a wmd energy mltrgatlon‘fund or fee system to address duect and. cumulatrvc
B :effects by protecting and i improving habitats in the region, These mitigation funds could

.. be leveraged or. oombmed with other grant programs (e:g., Oregon Watershed_
- Enhancement Board) to offset bll‘d and bat mortahttes over the hfespan of the wrnd

i .. : Estabhsh‘a 0 25 mrle setback for three turbme locatlons (1 1 1 and 12) from two open
- - water, ponds and assocrated wetlands wrthm the project area Because ponds serveasa.
" bat species are expected to occur increasing t the fatality rate of nearby hirhrnes These
ponds were rdentrﬁed as an attractant to bird and bat specres in the Ecologrcal Basehne
Study eompleted for the pro_}ect : T . .

. Consrder the use of turbmes that would have a peak generatmg capacrty gteater than 2 0
MW in order to_ reduce the total number of turbine within the project area. ‘For example,

. _iPost-constructron mmgatron measures should mclude habrtat restoratron or preservatlon :
- of oak woodland habitats.. Possible. approaches include: 1) Maintain a diversity of tree -
size and age across the stand in particular large oak and ponderosa pine trees; 2) remove.
conifers or small oaks that are competing with larger oaks; 3) maintain snags and create
. -snags from competing conifers to provide cavity habitat; and 4) encourage oak ... -: .
- reproduction through planting or protective. exclosures. (Oregon Conservation Strategy
... {2005)). -Restoration efforts should be developed.and 1mplemented in coordmatron wrth
7 local: and regxonal experts and State and Federal agencres P S

o For the Pacrﬁc Northwest regron, the hoaxy bat (Laszurus cznereus) and srlver-harred bat
(Lasionycteris noctivagans) appear to be at the greatest risk from collision with wind
turbines. -Overall populations of bats in the region are not well documented. :Bat surveys .

.. should be completed to determine from a regional perspective the potential risk to these
. local populations. - Surveys should also be completed to determine bat migratory patterns,

- patterns of local movements through the area, and the response of bats to turbmes :

mdrvrdually and collectrvely SRS TR : o
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Proposed mitigation measures should include a formal monitoring plan and agreement to
ensure that mitigation measures are completed and that habitat restoration and
revegetation are.effective,

Monitoring standards and guidelines should be developed and implemented in

coordination with local and regional experts, and State and Federal agencies, S:tatisf_i'cal‘

comparisons of bird mortality are the most common measure of data collected atthese
facilities. The unknown impact of new generation turbines on bird and bat mortalities
increases the urgency to initiate long-term monitoring. Much of the discrepancy in bird
collision data comes from two causes; a lack of comparable methodology between .
studies, and trying to compare disparately situated sites (Tingley 2003). Once estimates,
methods, and metrics are comparable, they can be used to share site, design, and ,
management information with other facilities to reduce harm to wildlife and their
habitats, . ' IR

Monitor raptor-safe configarations in high risk areds and lowi risk areas. Periodically
inspect to identify arcds of concern and report on the installation, efficacy of design, and

- degradation in the field of whatever bird protection devices are employed (according to
. published literature on avian electro : |
 significan |
and may degrade in the

 power line dle

ution, field observations indicatea
are incompletely or improperly installed = .

A 34.5-kilovolt overhead collection line has been proposed to link the central array with
the south array that crosses, and then parallels Chenoweth Creek for approximately 0.5
miles. We recommend the overhead collection line span Chenoweth Creek and maintain
2 200 foot minimum buffer to minimize construction and maintenance impacts on.

sedimént, shade, and large wood recruitinent. .

. The decommissioning process of the proposed project should be addressed, The .

expected life span of the project and decommissioning process should be included in the -

analysis of impacts of the facility,

The Service appreciates the opportunity to provide comment o the proposed. facility. We would
like to work with you to further protect fish and wildlife resources within the project area. If you
have any questions regarding the Service’s comments, please contact Jerry Cordova or me at the

Bend Fish and Wildlife Office at 541-383-7146.

~ Sincerely,
Nancy Gilbert
Field Supervisor }




cc; .
Mike Green, USFWS Reglon 1 Portland OR.

Estyn Mead, USFWS Region 1, Portland, OR. . = .
Doug Young, USFWS OFWO, Portland, OR.  ~
Chris Carey, ODFW, Bend, OR . L
Keith Kohl, ODFW The Dalles, OR

Rose Owens, ODFW Salem, OR
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Avian and Bat Mortahty at the Blg Horn Wind Energy Pro;ect Kllckltat County, _
Washmgton T

K Shawn Sma]lwood
18 October 2008

The Big Horn Wind Energy Project was constructed as planned, consisting of 133 1.5- MW
capacity GE wind turbines arranged in 15 rows. PPM Energy, Inc. was the developer, and
prepared the SEPA Checklist for the Big Horn'Wind Energy Project in order to obtain the permit
to build and operate it. As part of the SEPA Checklist, PPM Energy predicted project impacts,
and so prov1ded an opportumty to check on the accuracy of the predictions after a year of fatahty
monitoring. :

PPM Energy predicted the. prOJect’s impacts to birds and bats would be low (Table 1), based on
the low mortality estimates that had been reported by other northwestern wind farms that had -
already been operating, am_i based on the findings of the Klickitat County Final Envx_ronmental
Impact Statement (FEIS). The Klickitat County FEIS divided the County into six strata of - .-+
relative raptor abundance, and the Big Horn project was located in the lowest stratum.”

Table 1. Predicted impacts due to wind turbine collisions in the Big Horn Wind Energy Project.
The estimates of impacts for subgroups of raptors was derived from percentages of each group
among pre-construction observations, so assumning that species would be killed-in proportion to
their relative abundance based on visual scans. Bats were estlmated by pro_;ectmg rates reported
from other wind farms in the Pacific Northwest. .

Species group Annual PrOJect Fatalities Fatalities per MW
Raptors -~ = 1 e T34 T 0,015-0.020
Americankestrels e 1.086-2.648 - - 0.00993-0.01324
Large falcons,le prame falcons C0.294:0392 i 0.00147-0.00196
Buteos - L 0.165-0.22 - ’ 0.00083-0.0011
Eagles 0.114-0.152 0.00057-0.00076
Northern harriers 0.078-0.104 _ 0.00039-0.00052
Passerines . ¢ iTUT267 o 13380

_ Waterfowl ERETER RS R IRRRTE L Ofofew - | R i
Waterbirds/Shorebirds ~ "~ © © © Otofew e

Bats B _200 10025

The. SEPA Checkhst also provided predlctlons of cumulatxve 1mpacts for ththat County, _
relying 'on WEST (2004) (Table 2). Those who prepared the Checklist assumed an eventual
build-out of 1,000 MW of capacity in Klickitat County. To predict cumulative impacts, they
extrapolated mortality estimates among US wind farms to this 1,000 MW of capacity. The
estimates had been sunimarized in Erickson et al. (2001) for birds and Erickson et al. (2002) for
bats and pro_;ectlons of mortahty for thkltat County had been made by WEST (2004)

BHBT_ B
PAGE____0F




Table 2. Predlcted cumulatlve lmpacts due to w1nd turbme colllslons in 1 000 MW of capaclty
anticipated in Klickitat County, Washington (based on WEST 2004).

Species group Annual Project Fatahtles Fatalities per MW
Raptors - 33 - 0.033
American kestrels 21.846 0.021846
Large falcons, i.e. prame falcons . .- . 3234 . - . .-0.003234..
Buteos o e 01815 ..o - -1.0.001815
Eagles . - SN - - 1254 _» 0.001254
Northern hamers el e 0888 = 0.000858 .
Totalbirds . - - : o146 - - 1461

Bats , 467-600 0.467-0.600 -

My objective was to compare estimates of observed mortahty after a year of fatality monitoring
to the predicted fatality rates. However, I found substantial gaps in the report of the first year of
fatality monitoring, which I attempted to resolve with my analysis of the data.. Also, some of the
methods differed from those I would have used so.1 applxed my own methodology (Smallwood :
2007, Smallwood and Thelander 2008) . ; N

METHODS

Kronner et al (2008) provxded no fatahty deﬁmtlon, oran explanatlon of how bll'd or bat
remains were determined to be those of fatalities likely caused by wind turbines.. Tassumed that
standards applied in other wmd farm fatahty monitoring efforts were applied by Kronner: et al. :
‘(2008)

Thad'to a _ume that the seasons attnbuted to fatahtles were the seasons when the carcasses were‘: '
found, and not when the bird or bat may have actually died. Because the appendix listing the :
fatalities.did not include estimates of time since death, I could not backdate the carcasses to. the v
season when the fatallty likely occurred. I expect there was some unknown level of error in this
assumptlon , o ; :

I mamtamed K.ronner et al.’s (2008) omission of fatahtles discovered during their clean-up
searches from 16-25 October, including two songbirds and one bat. I also used Kronner et al
(2008) seasonal search detection rates (Table 6 in Kronner et al. 2008), and I apprommated the -
standard errors.of these rates by taking the mean standard errors that could be calculated between

“the reported 2. 5% and 97.5% quantile values. These valués differed between the 2.5™and 97.5"
quantiles, but only slightly. Iignored the results of the.dog trials for searcher detection, because
they were small in scope and did not dlffer from the human search detectlon rates due to small
'sample 51zes -

I dec1ded not to rely on the scavenger removal tnal results that were reported in Kronner et al.
(2008), who estlmated mean days to carcass ‘removal. I found that mean days to carcass removal
is prone to bias, and this bias results in lower estimates of fatality rates (Smallwood 2007). Not
only was mean days to carcass removal prone to bias, but the estimates reported by Kronner et
al. (2008) were considerably longer than reported by anyone else in the U.S. (Smallwood 2007)




Further yet, Kronner et al. used game hen chicks as surrogates for bats in scavenger removal
trials, and non-endemic species as surrogates for birds. ‘The use of game hens and surrogate
species in general can bias the resiilts of scavenger removal trials (Smallwood 2007). To adjust
the estimates of fatality rates for scavenger removal, I used Appendix 1 values in Smallwood
(2007) corresponding with 14 and 28 day search intervals used by Kronner et al. (2008). For
bats, I used small bird removal rates in Smallwood (2007), acknowledging that I, too; had to rely
on a surrogate species for bats. Based on the bat removal rates that have been reported from
wind farm studies, it was likely that my use of small bird removal rates biased my estimates of
bat fatality rates low.

No adjustment was apparently made for the nearness of wind turbines to property boundaries -
where searches were not allowed on the other side of the boundary. The 90 m search radius was
not achievable for some unknown number of turbines, and the extent to which searches were not
possible was not reported. I used a map of wind turbines and property boundaries depicted in'the
SEPA Checklist (CHZMHILL 2004) to measure distances between wind turbines and property
boundaries of the turbine rows Kronner et al.'(2008) reportedly ran into trouble with the* - -
bouhdaries. SRl St ki St iinemtsbhr

I also decided to use a different estimator and a different means of obtaining error terms
 associated with the unadjusted estimates of fatality rates. The authors used bootstrapping to "
estimate variance for the unadjusted mortality estimate. They reportedly used bootstrapping
becatise their monitoring amounted to a census of all the turbines. ‘However, thé Big Hom
turbines were arranged in rows, so I estimated the standard error of mean fatality rates among

rows of wind turbines. I adjusted my estimates of fatality rate, My, as:
Aa-——M—‘L—, ' ©eql
PXRxA " L
where My was unadjusted mortality expressed as number of fatalities per MW of rated . -
capacity per year, p was the proportion of turbine-caused bird fatalities found by searchers -
during searcher detection trials, R was the estimated proportion of carcasses remaining since the
last fatality search and estimated by a compilation of scavenger removal trials across the U.S. .
(Smallwood 2007), and A was the proportion of the search area that was actually searched. I-
calculated the standard error of the adjusted fatality rate by using the delta method to carry the
error terms associated with p and R (Goodman 1960).. . .. - .0

RESULTS

Adjusted fatality rates tallied to 446 bats, 49 raptors, and 704 birds (Table 1). My estimates were
larger than those of Kronner et al. (2008) for most species groups, especially for raptors (Table
2). -My estimate of raptor fatality rate was-1.6 times greater than estimated by Kronner etal. . -
(2008). My estimates were also higher than the fatality rates predicted by WEST (2004) before
the wind turbines were installed (Table 3).. The.estimate for the observed raptor fatality rate was
12 to 16 times.greater than predicted at the project level, and nearly 1.5 times greater than - .
predicted cumulatively in the County (by CH2ZMHILL 2004). The, estimate for the observed .
American kestrel fatality rate was 13 to 17 times greater than predicted at the project level, and

¥




1.6 times greater than predrcted cumulatlvely in the County. In its ﬁrst year, the Big Horn
project killed 16 to 21 times the predicted number of Buteo hawks, and already doubled the
predicted Buteo fatality rate for the County upon bulld-out of wind farms It killed at least twice
the number of bats that were forecast at the project level, and most of the predlcted number of .
bats upon build-out of wmd farms in the County. :

DISCUSSION

The pre-project predictions of fatality rates madé by WEST (2004) and repeated in the SEPA
Checklist were too Jow. They were inaccurate on which species would be killed. .For example, -
northem hamers were predicted to be krlled, even though they have a h1story of leaving wind .
farms once the turbmes are installed and they usually fly too low to encounter the rotor planes of
modem wind. turbmes WEST’s (2004) predlctlons were grossly low for raptors ‘missing by
factors of 12 13, and 16, dependmg on the species and species group. Inaccuracies of this. . -
magmtude warrant reconsrderatron of the - approach used to make the predrctlons Either the
estimates from other wind farms in the northwest were themselves much lower than reahty, or .
there was some methodologrcal problem with the predrcttons

My estrmates of fatalrty rates at Blg Hom m some cases exceeded CH2MHILL’s (2004) pre-
proj ect predrctrons of cumulatlve nnpacts resultrng from an antrcrpated build-out of 1,000 MW .

- of capaclty in thkltat County Accordmg to the SEPA Checklist, the pro_]ected burld—out of
Blg Horn fatalrty rate to 1 000 MW would lead to a predrctlon of 243 raptor fatahtres per year .
This prediction is remarkable because the Big Hormn project was located in the stratum of
Klickitat County rated to be the least used of the six strata composing the County (see SEPA
Checklist). This would lead one to consider a prediction of 243 raptors per year as conservative;
a more realistic prediction should be a much higher fatality rate.

- According to the SEPA Checklist (CH2ZMHILL 2004), “These’ additional cumulative mortalities
are relatively’ msrgmﬁcant compared to the total bird and bat populatrons present and represent a
small increase in the overall causes of bird mortality...” This conclusion might have been
consrdered reasonable had the impacts been anywhere close to those predicted.: However the

. estimates of fatahty rates following post—constructron monrtonng suggest that at least 243 raptors

will be killed annually in Klickitat County, and more than’ double the nurnber of bats than were -

predicted. I do not know what blologrcal nnpacts these fatality rates will cause, but1 would not -
classify them as “relatively insignificant.” There is probably no other human source of mortalrty

that comes close to these levels in Klickitat County .

My estimates of fatality | rates were also ‘higher than reported by Kronner et al. (2008) The
differences were likely due to Kronner et al.’s (2008) use of mean days to carcass removal in’

~ scavenger remfioval trials. ‘This term can result iri estimates that are biased low (Smallwood 2007).
There may be additional réasons for the differences, but I cannot determine what they were. One
possibility might be the estrmated effective interval wh1ch composes part of the denorhinator of
the equation Kronner et al. used to estimate mortalrty 1 suspect it may have resulted in low
estrmates, but perhaps I dld not understand thrs term well enough to make thrs conclusron The




description of this term in Kronner et al, (2008) was vague, and I remain unclear about what it is
supposed to be domg m the equatlon ' : :
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Table 1. Estimates of wind turbme-caused fatahty rates based on momtonng from 30 October |
2006 through 29 October 2007 in the Big Horn Wind Power Project, Washington. ’

Mean fatality rate, T RN
deaths/MW/year Annual fatalities and 80% CI1

Species - .Unadjusted .  Adjusted . Total . LB - - . UB

Accipter sp. 0.0034 0.0273 54 -1.7 - 12.6
Red-tailed hawk 0.0039 0.0055 1.1 =03 2.5
Ferruginous hawk .. - .- . 0.0068 . . -~ 00118 .24 - - 0.7 - 54
American kestrel. - -+ 00306 - -.01730 - :  .345 o 45 64.5
Long-eared owl - .. 00024 .. - ..00035. . - 07 - =02 - 1.6
Short-cared owl .0.0154 . - - 0,0221 - 4.4 0.7 8.1
Common mghthawk 0.0068 0.0530 10.6 -4.5 . 256
Chukar - - 00323 . . 01851 .. -:... 369 o -14.8 - -88.6
Gray partndge - ..-0.0785 - ..0.4769 4951 o084 181.9
Rock pigeon . . - - . 00190... . 00342 . .. .68 - ... .08 . - -129
Mourning dove 10.0572 . 04034 . - .--805 ... 18 ... : 1592
Red-shafted flicker - 0.0024 0.0134 2.7 ~1.1 6.5
Downy woodpecker - ..0.0034 00265 - 53 2.2 2 12.8
Horned lark - 0.2396 1.2862 256.6 7625, 437.0
Winter wren 10.0039 0.0220 44 -1.6 104
House wren o 00046 - . . 00186 - 3.7 . -13 - 8.8
Mountain blueblrd 00119 . ..0.0662 - 13.2 . 4.8 y 31.2
Golden-crowned kinglet 0.0150 0.0835 16.7 .09 .~ 324
Ruby-crowned kmglet 0.0136 0.0652 13.0 -4.7 30.7
Thrush sp.. 00159 - ... 0.1236 . 247 =104 ... ..:597
Varied thrush 0.0024 0.0134 2.7 Ll 6.5
Townsend's warbler 0.0116 . 0.0749 149 -5.9 35.8
Yellow warbler .. - . 0.0024. - . ..0.0185 .. . 37 16 oo 90
Western meadowlark- 0.0268 -~ .0.1650 - ~.32.9 .05 66.4
Spotted towhee 0.0037 0.0147 2.9 -1.1 6.9
Dark-eyed:junco 0.0128 ... .0.0709 . 14.2 .- 01 282
Sparrow sp. 0.0060. . ... . 0.0239 4.8 <7 113
Song sparrow 0.0049 0.0273 5.4 -2.0 129
Passerine sp. 0.0089 0.0356 7.1 0.1 14.1
Bat sp. 0.0076 0.0306 6.1 0.1 12.1
Big brown bat 0.0024 0.0185 3.7 -1.6 9.0
Silver-haired bat 0.1490 0.8158 162.8 50.8 274.7
Hoary bat 0.2037 1.3699 2733 77.7 468.9
All bats 0.3627 2.2349 445.9 154.5 737.2
Total raptors 0.0625 0.2432 48.5 23 94.7
Total birds 0.6436 703.5 32.8 1374.3

3.5236




Table 2. Comparison of fatality rates at Big Horn Wind Power Project during 30 October 2006

to 29 October 2007 estimated by Kronner et al. (2008) and by me.

Species S group

Mean fatality rate, Deaths/MW/Year

Ratio of Smallwoed to Kronner

Kronner et al. (2008) Smallwood et al. estimates of fatality rate
Raptors 0.15 0.24 1.6
Doves 0.12 0.43 3.6
Galliforms 0.23 0.66 29
Goatsucker 0.01 0.05 5.0
Passerines 1.99 2.54 1.3
. Woodpeckers 0.04 0.04 1.0
Total birds 2.54 3.52 14
Bats 1.90 2.23

1.2

Table 3. Ratios of observed to predicted fatality rates specific to the Big Horn Wind Power
Project and cumulative among anticipated projects in Klickitat County, Washington.

Ratio of mean observed to predicted impacts

Species group Project Cumulative
Raptors 122t016.2 ' 1.47
American kestrels 13.1t017.4 1.58
Large falcons, i.e. prairie falcons 0 0
Buteos 161021 1.93
Eagles 0 0
Northern harriers 0 0
Passerines 1.9 No prediction
Waterfowl 0 0
Waterbirds/Shorebirds 0 . 0
Total birds No prediction 241
Bats 2.2

0.74 t0 0.95




State of Washingon
Department of Fish and Wildlife
’10«5 SE (r/and BI\ «I Iancom er WA 98661 (360) 696-6211

June 5,2008

Karen Wrtherspoon Director :
Skamania County Planning and Commumty Development
ATTN: Zoning Update Process

P.0. Box 790

Stevenson, WA 98648

RE: Washmgton Dept. of Fish and erdlife comments on 2008 draft Skamama
County zoning update R

Dear Ms W1therspoon _" '

Thank you for the opportumty to provrde additional comments on ‘the draft 2008
Skamania County zoning update. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
W DFW) supports Skamania County s efforts to 1mplement consistent zoning code and
maps across the landscape to better protect pubhc resources and values mcludmg our
precrous ﬁsh and w1ldhfe hentage o o

Cluster development
Under the proposed zoning text changes, Skamania County proposes shifting cluster
development froma condxtronal to an allowable use across a range of low densrty zones,
and ehmmatmg this provision in ‘medium dens1ty zones. To better protect open space as
well as fish and wildlife habitat, ‘WDFW supports the use of cluster development in

. appropnate settmgs such as on the fnnges of exrstmg developed areas v N

We suggest retammg cluster development as a conditional use in the res1dent1al 5and 10
(R5 and R10), and the forest lands 20 (FL20) zones, and allowing cluster development
outright in residential 1 and 2 (R1 and R2) zones. This would maintain opportunities for
agency input on proper siting and design of building lots, roads, and infrastructure for
cluster development on R-5 and R—lO lands and facrhtate 1ts use on the fnnges of '
ex1stmg developed areas '

Large-scale energy development

WDFW suggests that Skamania County reexamine the proposed use of adnnmstratlve
review for large-scale energy facrhty development on lands zoned for forestlands 20
(FL20), and the outright allowance for large-scale energy development on commercial
resource lands (CRL40). These two land classifications represent the majority of '




.Ms. Karen Witherspoon
WDFW Comment Letter
June 5, 2008
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Skamania County’s rural lands, with numerous cntlcal areas and resource lands that
could be impacted by such energy development

The careful field review of apphcant site development plans by WDFW staff is necessary
to ensure proper mitigation and avoidance of environmental impacts. To enable such
review, WDFW requests that the County consider conditional use review of large-scale
energy projects to allow for greater opportunity for agency input. This approach would
allow WDFW to assist developers with proper wind farm siting and development,
targeting already disturbed lands and avoiding high-value or mlpenled habitat areas .
consistent with the WDFW wind power guidelines, . . L

WDFW would like to re-iterate our calls for a cumulative effects analys:s of regmnal _
wind power development in the Columbia River Gorge. Such an analysis is typically not
possible or required during penmttmg and siting of an individual wind power
development. The County zoning update process is the best opportunity we have to
conduct this analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from development of
wind power sites, as well as associated power lines, roads, and other infrastructure. Such
an analysis would evaluate the number, location, and type of turbines; the number and
type of species in an area; species behavior; topography, and weather factors influencing
direct and mdlrect mortahty factors . ,

We are pleased that the Ianguage on page 135 Sectxon E, Large scale Wmd Energy e
Facilities, includes reference to WDFW Pnonty and Habitat Spemes (PHS) maps, : and .
that there is ﬂexxblhty built into facility siting (“may be adJusted”) and construction
(“modify construction timing and activities”) to reduce the likelihood of adverse 1mpacts
to raptors.

The WDF W Wmd Power Guldelmes 1dent1fy all of the elements on Page 136 #6 as well
as provxde addmonal information and requlrements, to provide the Wmd mdustry, the
County, WDEW, and the pubhc with a transparent and collaborative. process to address
impacts to natural resources from wind project deve]opment Because the wmd Power
Guidelines are more comprehensive than the draft zoning text, we recommend that the
Wind Power Guidelines be incorporated by reference into this section. Addmonally, the
use of these Guldelmes could be listed as one of the condlttons 1f a wmd prOJect is .
permitted through Skamama County o .

Consxstency among subareas :

We found inconsistencies among the allowable, adxmmstratxve and COIldlthIlal uses
between similar zoning classifications in different subareas confusing and potentially
conflicting. For example, cluster development is an administrative use in the Carson
rural estate zone, allowable in the Swift mountain recreatlonal 5 zone, but prohlblted in
the West End rural lands 5 zone. All of these zoning classnﬁeatlons have equlvalent .
minimum lot sizes of 5 acres and seem appropriate areas to encourage use of cluster .
development To address this and other inconsistencies, we suggest Skamama County
Teview proposed uses across the various parallel zoning desngnatlons
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Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please
contact us at the phone numbers or emails listed below.

Sincerely,

(&

Ted Labbe
PHS/GMA Biologist
(360) 906-6731
labbetrl@dfw.wa.gov

/, .
Michael Ritter _
Wind Mitigation Biologist

(509) 543-3319
ritmwr@dfw.wa.gov

Cc:  Jennifer Hayes, WDFW
- Travis Nelson, WDFW
Bill Weiler, WDFW
Ann Friesz, WDFW
Valerie Grigg Devis, CTED




State of Washington
Department of Fish & Wildlife
P.O. Box 213, Lyle, Washington 98635 (509) 365-0075
September 7, 2007

Curt Dreyer o

Klickitat County Planmng Departmcnt
Klickitat County Plannmg Department
208 Main St. . E

Goldendale, WA 98628

Dear Mr, Dreyer:
Subject: Wmdy Flats Wind Farm Proposal .

Washington Deparlment of Flsh & Wlldhfe (WDFW) staff have revxewed the Wmdy Flats Wmd
Farm documents and we have numerous concerns assomated with the proposal

We formally ask thkltat County to cons1der the SEPA documents as bemg mcomplete, for a.
number of important issues are either not discussed or simply glossed over. We also submit that
the documents do not follow the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife Windpower -
Guidelines, wlnch to our understandmg, are requxred under thkltat County’s Energy Overlay
Zone. . : L

When Windy Flats is permitted, we believe there will be nine active wind farms in Klickitat
County (with numerous additional proposals waiting in the wings). It is time for wind farm
applicants to adequately address the cumulative impacts of hundreds of wind turbines developed
in the same vicinity while also presenting a range of alternatives instead of only one siting plan.
The only way to accomplish this thorough analysis is with the requirement of an Environmental
Impact Statement. 'WDFW has asked for a regional approach to wind power for 15 years
without success. ' - R - o

Thank you for your consu:leratlon Spec1ﬁo comments follow thls page

Bill Weiler -
WDFW Habltat Blologlst

Cce: Tlm Rymer
David Anderson
. Curt Leigh .
Kurt Humphrey
Michael Greene, USFWS




WDFW Response to the Windy Flats Proposal -

Process

WDFW is disappointed that only preliminary field review meetmg occurred with the applicant
and WDFW staff. There was no opportunity to review written plans’ prior to pubhc distribution.
There has been no opportunity to negotiate mitigation measures. Theére was no opportumty for
the public to review proposed turbine locations on site or to view the ' wind farm area. WDFW
strongly recommends a careful and thorough pre-application process in order to ensure that -
public resources will be adequately protected.

Siting

WDFW has asked that turbines be placed 300 feet back from cliff edges due to the use of those
areas by raptors and other species. It is our understandmg that turbines will be placed well-
within the 300 foot buffer. The 17 known Taptor nests were not mentioned regarding their
influence on turbine sitings. The many maps showing flight paths of “largc birds” were not over—“
layed against the proposed turbine strings and there was no description/narrative on how these
species will be 1mpacted when turbines are placed within their flight paths. ‘We question why a
proposed road servicing turbine stnng 126-135A is allowed within a stream corridor? -There is -
no narrative descnbmg how far turbmes w1ll be 51ted from WDFW pnonty hab1tat Oregon wh1te
oak stands.

We strongly recommend a 300-foot buffer due to the vanety of avain specles utlhzmg oak
woodlands

Re-vegetatlon : v : B T

There was no specific mformatlon on restoration of the d1$turbed areas 1mpacted by constructlon
(page 98) There were no timelines mentioned, no specifics on what kind of seed/plants will be
used, and no mentlon of nanve specles which we con31der a rcqulrement : C

Avian Surveys

As has been the norm, the consultant conducted either one season of surveys or one year of
surveys-—the document states both. We strongly disagree with the comparison of avian data
from surveys in other distant locales, especially when the consultant did not use avian survey
information from the only operational wind farm in Klickitat County, PPM’s Bighorn facility. It
is

absolutely non-credible to continually make references to the Altamount wind farm in Cahforma
Avian surveys have little purpose unless they are tied to the wind farm planning, ie. keeping
proposed turbines away from nesting, roosting, foraging, and flight path areas. The WEST study
did absolutely no analysis regarding turbine siting.

There is mention of a raptor survey, but no specific dates or times are mentioned. We also do not
know when long-billed curlew surveys will occur? There is no statement regarding western
gray squirrel surveys despite the revelation that Oregon white oak stands will be impacted.




Post-construction fatality monitoring

The Windy Flat documents say little about post-construction fatality monitoring except that it
will occur for “one year” after the project is operational. Will all turbines be surveyed during
every season?

Avian Impacts

In all previous WEST reports regarding avian impacts, the authors stated that “raptor use is
highest on lands west of highway 97.” Lo and behold, for the Windy Flats report for the first
wind farm to be located west of highway 97, now we learn that raptor use is more “evenly
distributed” and that the authors were incorrect in their previous assessments. There is no
evidence supporting this assumption. National Audubon Society of Washington designated the
Columbia Hills as its “Important Bird Area” due in part to the confirmed high numbers of
raptors.

" Again, we find the information presented in the Wind Flats SEPA documents'to be unacceptable
and urge that the planning process be re-opened until a thorough environmental analysis is
- developed.




BPA Comment

Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 #3

From: James Gordon [jgordon@cowlitz.org]

Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 5:04 PM

To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Mercier,Bryan K - DKT-7; catherinedickson @ctuir.com;
Rob.Whitlam @ dahp.wa.gov

Subject: KEC-4 DOE-BPA Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Cowlitz Indian Tribe response.

Attachments: KEC-4 DOE-BPA Whistling Ridge Energy Project.pdf; cowlitz inadvertent discovery
language.pdf

KEC-4 DOE-BPA  cowlitz inadvertent
Whistling Ridge ... discovery ...
Mr. Montafio and Mr. Mercier,

Please see the attached response from the Cultural Resources Department
of the Cowlitz Indian Tribe.

Thank you.

James Gordon

James Gordon

Cultural Resources Department
Cowlitz Indian Tribe

360.577.5680
360.957.3004 cell
360.577.6207 fax

This message is confidential and protected
by Tribal Code and Federal law.




Cowlitz Indian Tribe

P.0. Box 2547 Longview, WA 98632
360.577.8140 577.7432 (f)

May 6, 2009

Andrew M. Montafio
Environmental Project Manager
United States Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
PO Box 3621

Portland, OR 97208-3621

RE: KEC-4 Whistling Ridge Energy Project.
Dear Mr. Montafio:

In reference to the project stated above, the Cultural Resources Department of the Cowlitz Indian Tribe
would like to state its interest.

The Cowlitz Indian Tribe concurs with the recommendations of the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla
Indian Reservation and of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation. We also recommend
an Inadvertent Discovery Plan be attached to the permit; we have included language for your consideration.

Please contact us with any questions or concerns you may have. We look forward to working with you on
this undertaking,

Thank you for your time and attention.

All My Relations,

dAVe burlingame

Director, Cultural Resources
360.577.6962

508.1677 [c]

577.6207 [f]

CcC: Rob Whitlam, Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
Bryan Mercier, Bonneville Power Administration
Catherine Dickson, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation
Johnson Meninick, Confederated Tribes of the Yakama Nation
Ed Arthur, Cowlitz Indian Tribe

Cowlitz Indian Tribe Cultural Resources Department
P.O. Box 2547 1055 9" Ave. Suite C Longview, WA 98632
360.577.6962 577.6207 (f) www.cowlitz.org




COWLITZ INDIAN TRIBE

Cultural Resources Department
P.O; Box 2547 1055 9* Ave. Suite C Longview, WA 98632
360.577.6962 577.6207 (f) www.cowlitz.org

INADVERTENT DISCOVERY LANGUAGE
[revised 080722]

In the event any archaeological or historic materials are encountered during project activity,
work in the immediate area (initially allowing for a 100" buffer; this number may vary by
circumstance) must stop and the following actions taken:

1. Implement reasonable measures to protect the discovery site, including any appropriate
stabilization or covering; and

2. Take reasonable steps to ensure the confidentiality of the discovery site; and,

3. Take reasonable steps to restrict access to the site of discovery.

The project proponent will notify the concerned Tribes and all appropriate county, state, and
federal agencies, including the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. The
agencies and Tribe(s) will discuss possible measures to remove or avoid cultural material, and
will reach an agreement with the project proponent regarding actions to be taken and
disposition of material.

If human remains are uncovered, appropriate law enforcement agencies shall be notified first,
and the above steps followed. If the remains are determined to be Native, consultation with the
affected Tribes will take place in order to mitigate the final disposition of said remains.

See the Revised Code of Washington, Chapter 27.53, “Archaeological Sites and Resoutces,”

for applicable state laws and statutes. See also Washington State Executive Order 05-05,
“Archaeological and Cultural Resources.” Additional state and federal law(s) may also apply.

Contact information:

dAVe burlingame Ed Arthur

Director, Cultural Resources Assistant Director, Cultural Resources
360.577.6962 360.575.3314

508.1677 cell 508.6369 cell

577.6207 fax 577.6207 fax

culture@cowlitz.org earthur@cowlitz.org




BPA Comment

‘Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 #4
From: Rick Till [Rick@gorgefriends.org]
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 5:21 PM
To: Nathan Baker; Fiksdal, Allen (CTED)
Cc: efsec@CTED.WA.GOV; BPA Public Involvement; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; H. Bruce
Marvin; Gary Kahn
Subiject: RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Friends' Scoping Comments - Part 1
Attachments: Friends' Scoping Coments - Part 2.attachments Il.pdf

N E™
Friends' Scoping

Coments - Par...
Dear Mr. Fiksdal,

Please find attached a second set of attachments to Part 2 of the scoping comments of
Friends of the Columbia Gorge.

Thanks for your consideration,

Richard Till, Land Use Law Clerk
Friends of the Columbia Gorge
rick@gorgefriends.org

522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100
(503) 241-3762 x 107

Fax: (503) 241-3873

Become a Friend of the Columbia Gorge at www.gorgefriends.org

————— Original Message-----

From: Nathan Baker

Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 4:06 PM

To: Fiksdal, Allen (CTED)

Cc: efsec@cted.wa.gov; comment@bpa.gov; Andrew M. Montafio; H. Bruce Marvin; Rick Till;
Gary Kahn

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Friends' Scoping Comments - Part 1

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

Please find attached Part 1 of the scoping comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge on
the above-referenced proposal. Rick Till will e-mail Part 2 shortly. Paper copies of both
parts will be sent in today's mail.

Thank you for your time and consideration. If you have any questions or comments, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney
Friends of the Columbia Gorge
nathane@gorgefriends.org

522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100"
(503) 241-3762 x101

Fax: (503) 241-3873




State of Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife
2108 SE Grand Blvd. Vancouver WA.98661 (360) 696-6211

June 5, 2008

Karen Witherspoon, Director

Skamania County Planning and Commumty Development
ATTN: Zoning Update Process

P.O. Box 790

Stevenson, WA 98648

RE: Washington Dept. of Fish and Wildlife comments on 2008 draft Skamania
County zoning update '

Dear Ms. Witherspoon:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional comments on the draft 2008
Skamania County zoning update. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
(WDFW) supports Skamania County’s efforts to implement consistent zoning code and
maps across the landscape to better protect public resources and values, including our
precious fish and wildlife heritage.

Cluster development
Under the proposed zoning text changes, Skamania County proposes shifting cluster
development from a conditional to an allowable use across a range of low density zones,
and eliminating this provision in medium density zones. To better protect open space as
well as fish and wildlife habitat, WDFW supports the use of cluster development in

- appropriate settings such as on the fringes of existing developed areas.

We suggest retaining cluster development as a conditional use in the residential 5 and 10
(R5 and R10), and the forest lands 20 (FL20) zones, and allowing cluster development
outright in residential 1 and 2 (R1 and R2) zones. This would maintain opportunities for
agency input on proper siting and design of building lots, roads, and infrastructure for
cluster development on R-5 and R-10 lands and facilitate its use on the fringes of
existing developed areas.

Large-scale energy development

WDFW suggests that Skamania County reexamine the proposed use of administrative
review for large-scale energy facility development on lands zoned for forestlands 20
(FL20), and the outright allowance for large-scale energy development on commercial
resource lands (CRL40). These two land classifications represent the majority of
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Skamania County’s rural lands, with numerous critical areas and resource lands that
could be impacted by such energy development.

The careful field review of applicant site development plans by WDFW staff is necessary
to ensure proper mitigation and avoidance of environmental impacts. To enable such
review, WDFW requests that the County consider conditional use review of large-scale
energy projects to allow for greater opportunity for agency input. This approach would
allow WDFW to assist developers with proper wind farm siting and development,
targeting already disturbed lands and avoiding high-value or imperiled habltat areas
consistent with the WDFW wind power guidelines.

WDFW would like to re-iterate our calls for a cumulative effects analysis of regional
wind power development in the Columbia River Gorge. Such an analysis is typically not
possible or required during permitting and siting of an individual wind power
development. The County zoning update process is the best opportunity we have to
conduct this analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from development of
wind power sites, as well as associated power lines, roads, and other infrastructure. Such
an analysis would evaluate the number, location, and type of turbines; the number and
type of species in an area; species behavior; topography; and weather factors influencing
direct and indirect mortality factors.

We are pleased that the language on page 135, Section E, Large-scale Wind Energy
Facilities, includes reference to WDFW Priority and Habitat Species (PHS) maps, and
that there is flexibility built into facility siting (“may be adjusted”) and construction
(“modify construction timing and activities™) to reduce the likelihood of adverse impacts
to raptors.

The WDFW Wmd Power Guidelines identify all of the elements on Page 136, #6, as well
as provide additional information and requirements, to provide the Wind industry, the
County, WDFW, and the public with a transparent and collaborative process to address
impacts to natural resources from wind project development Because the wind Power
Guidelines are more comprehensive than the draft zoning text, we recommend that the
Wind Power Guidelines be incorporated by reference into this section. Additionally, the
use of these Guidelines could be listed as one of the conditions if a wind project is
permitted through Skamania County. '

Consistency among subareas

We found inconsistencies among the allowable, admmlstratlve and conditional uses
between similar zoning classifications in different subareas confusing and potentially
conflicting. For example, cluster development is an administrative use in the Carson
rural estate zone, allowable in the Swift mountain recreational 5 zone, but prohibited in
the West End rural lands 5 zone. All of these zoning classifications have equivalent
minimum lot sizes of 5 acres and seem appropriate areas to encourage use of cluster
development. To address this and other inconsistencies, we suggest Skamania County
review proposed uses across the various parallel zoning designations.
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Thank you again for this opportunity to comment. If you have any questions, please
contact us at the phone numbers or emails listed below.

Sincerely,

W

Ted Labbe
PHS/GMA Biologist
(360) 906-6731
labbetrl@dfw.wa.gov

Michatl Kt
Michael Ritter
Wind Mitigation Biologist

(509) 543-3319
rittmwr@dfw.wa.gov

Cc:  Jennifer Hayes, WDFW
Travis Nelson, WDFW
Bill Weiler, WDFW
Ann Friesz, WDFW
Valerie Grigg Devis, CTED




State of Washington
Department of Fish & Wildlife
P.O. Box 213, Lyle, Washington 98635 (509) 365-0075
September 7, 2007

Curt Dreyer

Klickitat County Planning Department
Klickitat County Planning Department
208 Main St.

Goldendale, WA 98628

Dear Mr. Dreyer:
Subject: Windy Flats Wind Farm Proposal

Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife (WDFW) staff have reviewed the Windy Flats Wind
Farm documents and we have numerous concerns associated with the proposal.

We formally ask Klickitat County to consider the SEPA documents as being incomplete, for a
number of important issues are either not discussed or simply glossed over. We also submit that
the documents do not follow the Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife Windpower
Guidelines, which to our understanding, are required under Klickitat County’s Energy Overlay -
Zone.

When Windy Flats is permitted, we believe there will be nine active wind farms in Klickitat
County (with numerous additional proposals waiting in the wings). It is time for wind farm
applicants to adequately address the cumulative impacts of hundreds of wind turbines developed
in the same vicinity while also presenting a range of alternatives instead of only one siting plan.
The only way to accomplish this thorough analysis is with the requirement of an Environmental
Impact Statement. WDFW has asked for a regional approach to wind power for 15 years
without success.

Thank you for your consideration. Specific comments follow this page.

Bill Weiler
WDFW Habitat Biologist

Cc: Tim Rymer
David Anderson
- Curt Leigh
Kurt Humphrey
Michael Gieene, USFWS




WDFW Response to the Windy Flats Proposal

Process

WDFW is disappointed that only preliminary field review meetmg occurred with the applicant
and WDFW staff. There was no opportunity to review written plans prior to public distribution.
There has been no opportunity to negotiate mitigation measures. There was no opportunity for
the public to review proposed turbine locations on site or to view the ' wind farm area. WDFW
strongly recommends a careful and thorough pre-application process in order to ensure that
public resources will be adequately protected.

Siting

WDFW has asked that turbines be placed 300 feet back from cliff edges due to the use of those
areas by raptors and other species. It is our understanding that turbines will be placed well-
within the 300 foot buffer. The 17 known raptor nests were not mentioned regarding their
influence on turbine sitings. The many maps showing flight paths of “large birds” were not over-
layed against the proposed turbine strings and there was no description/narrative on how these
species will be impacted when turbines are placed within their flight paths. We question why a
proposed road servicing turbine string 126-135A is allowed within a stream corridor? There is
no narrative describing how far turbines will be sited from WDFW priority habitat Oregon white
oak stands.

We strongly recommend a 300-foot buffer due to the variety of avain species utilizing oak
woodlands.

Re-vegetation

There was no specific information on restoration of the disturbed areas impacted by construction.
(page 98) There were no timelines mentioned, no specifics on what kind of seed/plants will be
used, and no mention of native species, which we consider a requirement. '

Avian Surveys

As has been the norm, the consultant conducted either one season of surveys or one year of
surveys---the document states both. We strongly disagree with the comparison of avian data
from surveys in other distant locales, especially when the consultant did not use avian survey
information from the only operational wind farm in Klickitat County, PPM’s Bighorn facility. It
is

absolutely non-credible to continually make references to the Altamount wind farm in California.
Avian surveys have little purpose unless they are tied to the wind farm planning, ie. keeping
proposed turbines away from nesting, roosting, foraging, and flight path areas. The WEST study
did absolutely no analysis regarding turbine siting.

There is mention of a raptor survey, but no specific dates or times are mentioned. We also do not
know when long-billed curlew surveys will occur? There is no statement regarding western
gray squirrel surveys despite the revelation that Oregon white oak stands will be impacted.




Post-construction fatality monitoring

The Windy Flat documents say little about post-construction fatality monitoring except that it
will occur for “one year” after the project is operational. Will all turbines be surveyed during
every season?

Avian Impacts

In all previous WEST reports regarding avian impacts, the authors stated that “raptor use is
highest on lands west of highway 97.” Lo and behold, for the Windy Flats report for the first
wind farm to be located west of highway 97, now we learn that raptor use is more “evenly
distributed” and that the authors were incorrect in their previous assessments. There is no
evidence supporting this assumption. National Audubon Society of Washington designated the
Columbia Hills as its “Important Bird Area” due in part to the confirmed high numbers of
raptors.

" Again, we find the information presented in the Wind Flats SEPA documents'to be unacceptable
and urge that the planning process be re-opened until a thorough environmental analysis is
developed.
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_ , #5
Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
From: Vervair, Candace (ATG) [CandaceV@ATG.WA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2009 5:16 PM
To: Fiksdal, Allen (CTED); nathan@ gorgefriends.org; rick@aramburu—éustis.com;
Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Cc: Marvin, Bruce (ATG)
Subject: Whistling Ridge Wind Power Project

Attachments: Letter to A Fiksdal 051809.pdf

Please find attached a letter regarding Whistling Ridge Wind Power Project from Assistant Attorney
General H. Bruce Marvin:

<<l etter to A Fiksdal 051809.pdf>>
Candy Vervair, Legal Assistant
Office of the Attorney General
Government Compliance and Enforcement
(360) 664-0237
Fax: (360) 664-0229

candacev@atg.wa.gov

6/18/2009




Rob McKenna
ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON

Government Compliance & Enforcement Division
PO Box 40100 e Olympia, WA 98504-0100 e (360) 664-9006

May 18, 2009

Allen Fiksdal

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
905 Plum Street SE

PO Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

(360) 956-2047

RE: Comments on Scope of Environmental Impact Statement
Whistling Ridge Wind Power Project

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

Counsel for the Environment (CFE) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the scoping of
the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be prepared for the Whistling Ridge Claim Wind
Power Project (Whistling Ridge). CFE takes no position in support or opposition to the
application of Whistling Ridge at this time. The following comments seek to ensure that the EIS
fully captures and analyzes the proposed project’s environmental impacts, and possible
mitigation measures and alternatives.

Whistling Ridge is the first wind turbine farm to be sited in a forested area in the State of
Washington. If approved and constructed, it will likely set a precedent for future development of
wind turbine farms in forested habitat. Accordingly, the EIS should identify and carefully
scrutinize all significant environmental impacts likely to result from the project, as well as all
reasonable means of mitigating for, or avoiding, these impacts. Alternatives to the Whistling
Ridge project and cumulative impacts should also be fully explored.

CFE believes that the EIS, at a minimum, should analyze construction and operation impacts to,
or arising from, the following:

1. Rare and endangered plant species.

2. Avian species and avian habitat, including endangered and threatened species and
species of concern.

3. Bats and bat habitat.
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4.

Wildlife and wildlife habitat, including endangered and threatened species, and

species of concern.

of concern.

5.

6.
7.
&.
9

10.
11.
12.

Fish and aquatic habitat, including endangered and threatened species and species

Wetlands.
Surface water.
Ground water.
Air quality.
Noise.
Wildfire.
Traffic.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scoping of the Whistling Ridge EIS. If you
have any questions regarding these comments, please give me a call at (360) 586-2438.
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RUCE MARVIN
Counsel for the Environment
Assistant Attorney General

Linda Dalton, Senior Assistant Attorney General
Christina Buesch, Senior Counsel

Nathan Baker, Friends of the Columbia Gorge
Rick Aramburu, SOSA

Andrew M. Montano, BPA






