Individual Letter 1

Kittitas Vailey Wind PP
DEIS Comment — Indiv. 1

Response to

Kitiitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS Draft Bec
pEC 2 4 2003
From . .
Roy Drapel:j ' _ _ o f)i n:
608 East 2™ St. ENERGY FAGILITY Sl
Ellenshurg, WA EVA!“A‘HON o INCH

T have been a resident of the Kittitas Valley since 1942, Except for the tiine, Iwas in the
Corps and four vears in Seattle. | couldn’t wait to retumn to the Kittitas Valley and raise
my family here. We plan to stay.

The beauty Kittitas Valley grows on you, returiing from short trips away the feeling one
gets when they come over the top and look out across our pristine valley always give our
residents the fantastic feeling 7 I'm home.”

The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIO statement says off site alternatives do
not satisfy the Current Proposal. T believe you should change your propesal. Your current
proposal does not fit areas in question with out causing considerable damage to our
valleys best-known gualities i’s views. There are not many areas in this state or
elsewhere where there is such a wide verity of scenery. Where the great number of
differing people can see their own idea of the wild beaunty nature has bestowed 10 our
diverse landscapes. There are numerous ways for people look at the landscapes and what
they see. One may look upon a pite of manure and that is all they see while another may 1
see a way to make money from it while yet others will see it as a source of pollution. T
see a lot of playing on words with in this report I also see as expected that it is written
from what I see as the projects point of view. One of the best illustrations T find is in the
depicted pictures with visnal quality bars below. It is obvious that who ever made the
comparison didn’t have or care much szbout what the towers did to skyline or ridge tops
even from a distance. The towers only devastate the view
People do not have to walk or hike miles or even get out of their cars when traveling thru
our valley to truly enjoy their surroundings. We have good roads, well maintainad gravel
roads that will take them to places where they can get close up views of our open grass 2
valleys and rolling hills with mountains in the back ground. It is like opening a history

book of photographs. Gur picturesque valley with its surrounding hills and wild life 15

)
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truly something to see. Yes, we do have power line towers running through or valley but
at least they are held pretty much to in one corridor not spread out over every ridge top or
filling the vaileys spoiling the landscape. Yes after 40 or fifty years, we are used to them
and pay little attention to them but most of the people in this valley don’t want to spoil
the view for the next 100 years. What beauty is there in looking at 400” tall wind
generating towers? Especially when they are scattered over every ridge top or fill a
preteen grass valley as in your deputations in figure’s 3.9-14%, 3.9-23, 3.9.25, 3.9-25,
3.9-27,3.9-28 3.14-4, 3.14-5, 3.14-6, 3.14-8, 3.9-15, 3.9, 3.9-17, 3.9-18,3.9-19, 3.9-20,
3.9-21.

Another concern to me is that with your meteorclogical gathering from vour data
systems will be used to implement an attempt to install additional towers in the future. It
only goes to reason that once you get towers in an area and find they work well to want to
capitalize on the resource. This really scares me. 1 can vision doubiing the number of
towers in fifteen to twenty vears. Onice towers are in place, it would be that much harder
to stop any expansion of the project. T just see more and more towers heing added.

People traveling through our alley remember it. Of those people who stay for a short
while whether visiting, going to coflage or working in the area seam to want to return
once they have moved on, and many do. People just seem to fall in love with the
tranguitity and beaunty You don’t have to be naturist a hiker, back packer or hunterto
enjoy the magnificent views from almost any place. Looking at the pictures, you have
submitted showing what your towers will look like fruly shows how little you care. These
towers make even our ugly transmission Hne towers look small and some of them are 200
feet tall and vou want to go as high as 400 feet? Then vou say the views are only low to
moderately affected by insertion of the fowers. You must think the people of the Kittitas
County just fell off the turnip truck At least give us some credit for being able fo see and
being able to distinguish what looks good or bad! We are not apposed to wind power
genergtors but we are concerned about where they are placed and their effect upon the
sceric views of our valley. Your towers could be better hidden from the major
throughways so they do not blight our landscape.

People looking to buy property and build homes, fook not enly at the location and I

usability they look at the view they will have from their dream home. [ don’t believe that
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looking out and seeing 200 to 400 foot steel towers scattered across the ridges or filling
the valleys is what they have in mind. That adds to property value loss any way you look
at it. In 1.9.4 health and safety Chapter 1 summary, you tatk about potential shower
Hicker within 2000 feet of the wind turbines. You say this will be occurring for a varying
of hours each year, it is my impression that this flicker will happen any time the turbings
propelier turning or generating power. Possibility even at the low speeds before the
generator kicks in. If memory serves me right. 1 has to do with the generators blades
cutting or disrupting radio transmission signals. These flicker zones surely would have an
effect on land values in each area. This tells me that there will be a cumulative impact on

land values in the project areas. 1.9.9 Visual Resources. Your statement, *“Wild Horse |

project is located far from the other two and in an entirely different portion of the
landscape, it has limited potential 1o be seen in the same view as the other two projects.
Travelers on Interstate 90 {}-90), however would be likely to recall having seen a
collection of wind turbines a few minutes before seeing more wind turbines, This

progressive realization could leave the impression with some viewers that wind terbines

are plentiful in the Kittitas valley.” My feeling or thoughts would be “ How in the world

did the people around here let someone put something like right there, it tning such a
beauntiful view,
Statements taken from other areas that have wind power towers really has nothing to do

with this project. This project must stand on it°s own. It must satisfy the local community

and local rules and regulations. The people of the Kittitas Valley have a right to pass
judgment on the project and it’s effects to all its citizens. We have elected people to
represent us and given them authority to control local construction, industries to be
allowed, and activities with in our borders while retaiming our right to voice oUr opinichs
on each and every major event that comes before them.

Another item T haven’t heard much about is electrical rates and the effect this Project
will have for the local area. I don’t see any. The Power will be put in the grid and sold to
the highest bidder. We give up our pristine views and property values so that someone
¢lse can buy electrical power generated in our back yard. High priced power supported by
Government subsidy just doesn’t seem like 2 good trade off. Wind power if it is so well

excepted and profitable should be able to standalone, Washington State has for vears
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shared its hydroelectric power with the rest of the Nation. However when the powers to
be expand this sharing of wind power with out looking at the cost to the areas where it in
generated and the cost to the people and their way of life is a slap in the face to our
citizenry. cont.
That sounds to me tike, you got it we want it and we’re going fo take it. It’s happened
before and if we are unable to stop it now I see it happening again,

1 am totaily opposed to the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project as it is presented in this ]| 4o
draft. I
Roy Draper
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP

Makarow irma (EFSEC}

DEES Comment - Indiv. 2
From: Mike Nienaber [waiiaceranch@hctmait com}
Posted At: Tuesday, Decemnber 23, 2003 1:27 PM

Conversation: KV Wind Power Project D

Posted To:  EFSEC DEC 2 4 003
Subject: KV Wind Power Pro;ect

Mr. Allen J. Fiksdal, Manager, EFSEC F VA ATI

o o S’TLE

Desr Mr. Fiksdal:

QOur family has owned a ranch in the footprint of the subject project for over 40 years. We will not have
furbines on our property for a number of geographic and other reasons, However, many of our neighbors
will have turbines sited on their property, well within our viewshed. Fortunately, they will have the
economic benefits from the power produced.

1
It could be argued that we will suffer from the change in scenery and lack of participation in the reventie
generated. We disagree. First, we will benefit from a broader base of electrical generation, We will
benefit from an influx of tax doliars and jobs into Kittitas County. Finally, we will benefit from an
influx of tourism from the Seattle area. In the same way that people love to visit hydro-electric plants o
see where their electricity comes from, we believe they will do the same in Kittitas County.
We believe it will be a win/win for all citizens, both in and out of Kiftitas County.
2
We request a positive vote in favor of this project.
Enthusiastically,
Mike Nienaber
Nienaber Advertising Inc. & Wallace Ranch LLC
7829 NE 14th St. Medina, WA. 938039
{425) 455-9881 FAX (425) 646-8714
wallaceranch@hotmail.com
Enjoy a speclai mtmductory offer for dial-up Internet access -— limited time only! Get dial-up Internet
access pow with our best offer: 5 months @$9.95/month!
L%i.
12/26/2003 W
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From: Fiksdal, Allen (EFSEC) %: %
Sent:  Monday, January 05, 2004 8:37 AM W OEAS FTY OITE g0
ENERGY FACILITY SITE =

To:  Makarow, Irina {EFSEC) agyé;\g ijeﬁ‘gi A {_‘?{}i INCH

Subject: FW: Our Personal Response to Environmiental imp ind Turbines

-----Qriginal Message-----

From: Chris [mailto:fiber@eiltel.net]

Sent; Saturday, January 03, 2004 8:38 AM

To: Perry Huston; Max Galloday; Ed Garrett; ROKT; Fiksdal, Allen {EFSEC); Ann Essko; John Lane; Clay White;
Debbie Strand; James Carmody; Bruce Coe

Subject: Our Personal Response to Envirohmentat Impact Statement on Wind Turbines

Te all concerned:

Most of the EIS makes us literally, ill. To say that the impact im, I1
in our words, palatable, is nauseating. When talking with aome of the
folks doing the study for the statement, they could not come to our
homes since it was private property. A phone call reguesting
permigsion would have had them up here in an inzstant to see just with
what we will be faced. In addition, we were told no other completed
projects nor studies could be used ag information for these
particular proposed local gites, nor historical information used
regarding prior construction background statistics by the regquesting
companiezs. We find this rather odd but perhaps it is tangled up with
legalitiea which, if true, is a tragic disservice to this community.

structures in full view, mostly at eye level with the tops no matter
which direction we look. The spectacular view we pnow have that will
be destroyed. That is no small thing because it is one reason many
live here. We came back home here because of that pristine view and
the atmoaphere that makes this valley so unigue and beautiful. And,
NG, we would not have purchased this home and property let alone doné
zo much renovations had these turbines already been in place, thus,
the former owner would probably still be trying to sell.

Our county officials had better take a long, hard look at the
moratorium placed on any new turbine construction by the Township of
Lincoln in Kewaunee County, Wisconsin. Their document is so
demoralizing, downright scary and summarizes existing problems based
on & survey of direct impacts to residents. Inability to get away
from the noise, shadow flicker, blinking lights and the reduction of
homes assessed value and sales decreased to 78% from 104% are only a
few items stated in the survey of what has already taken place.
Quoting one family response: "Our whole family has been affected., My
hushand just went to the doctor because of his stomach. He hates

2
‘3
We live north of Smithson Road and will have these overpowering
‘4
5
them. We have fights all the time about them. It's terrible. Why

q“;{ e
1/5/2004
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Message Page 2 of 2

did you put them so close to our new home and expect us to live a
normal 1life. If it isn‘*t the shadows it's the damn noise. The only
people that think they are so great and wonderful are those who
really don't know.% Another resident stated that "Anyone that thinks
there aren't going to be problems resulting from the turbines has got
another guess coming. 8he said that she and other residents felt
like the bad guys for opposing the turbine project and warning othexr 5
residents that the project would spell disaster. She said she hates cont.
now that what they feared has come true; there isn’t any self-

gatisfaction in being able to say., *I told you so." The study is
overwhelming and the negative effects residentas are experiencing

should be taken as an extreme warning.

We are all creatures of this Harth, whether human or otherwise, and

to say that the expendable life of other species such as our birds

and wildlife is ok because the added impact is negligible is callous

and the EIS can describe all it wants as far as how minimal the

impacts might or would be. The already existing sites around the 6
globe show otherwise when you hear from folks who now must live in

their shadow, within hearing, and feel the impact, their animals and
wildlife included. Don't foist this irreparable damage on this

valley and it's inhabitants, human or otherwise. We really don't

want the gadness nor self-satisfaction in saying "We told you so." |7

The moratorium report lists Dale Massey, Lincoln Township clerk: 920- I
837-7288 as the source for additional information reguests.

Sincerely,

Chris Cole and Roger Binette
7430 Robbins Rd :
Ellensburg, Wa. 989226

509 933-2371

1/5/2004
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Kittitas Valtey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv. 4

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Dan Green Jr [Dandr@NorthendRentat.com]
Posted AL Moenday, January 05, 2004 1:44 PM
Conversation: Kititas Vailey Wind Power Project

Posted To:  EFSEC

Subject: Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Mr. Fiksdal —

1 am strongly in fevor of the Wind Power Project. There Is clearly no other method of power generafion that has a
smaller environmental impact — both during construction and in its ongoing use. They would be far more

aesthetically pleasing than the myriad of high-voltage power-fransmission towers and lines that run throughout the 1
area and would provide focal jobs. These are facts. All that is being accomplished by delaying this project is

wasting time and money - both public and private. This is also a fact. This project needs to get underway now.

Daniel A Green Jr

10929 30 Drive SE '

Everelt, WA s;gzena R E G E EVE D
JAN 05 prem YoM

ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNGIL

1/5/2004 | Ve
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - fndiv. 5

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evailuation Council

COMMENT FORM

Kittitas Valley Wind Pawer Project — January 13, 2004, Ellensburg, WA

Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmental impact Statement

Name: Da-m% el f cGﬁ"a‘?m(\—r“

Address: f09529 308 Drive S&  Zyeret uht 5203
(Flease include your Zipl}

Please wrile any comments you have with respect {o the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

The DEs  has riicv;,meqlf-:; LS far é’t’i;?f’ﬁA wn\}} e & Seralole

. ; .

dapts that s preject 15 nliey " N
all PI’ML-‘}"Q ot Hs ?m;o/gmwx-(-crffd‘n = Comstyuchion  W3E & /””%“’

Feyun, Mo hbn M. The ml;« av‘*jmueﬁ £3 E%;‘:ﬂﬁ'é s prricet

bail cgmw? ‘e SW\”"WMAE‘MS land o2 pmecs  pot Wa/},ﬂaf@é Lo om b

ab the tindmlls. These are the same people Hhat houe 1

views ot the much mMors r‘n%m_sfvaj aet fo menten @EVasiye,

Dewer - Hrwumsnission lnes + Fera  which alread i\ CiisS Cress
i

e entte arca. feeple shat will aot d Lovc e

bepclie Lomp Hais ﬂr}:}‘rfr {1 =y o),’nnd—f}; becraiise fhis
entice P&S;‘rm _w?ﬁ Sein S i e darm of fryes LA

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments, €% p,»‘)

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004,

For more information about EFSEC's review of this application, please contact:
Irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172,
call (360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cled.wa.gov.

W
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 6

Makarow, irina (EFSEC)

From: Dan Green Sr [DanSr@NorthendRental.com}
Posted At: Monday, January 05, 2004 12:22 PM
Conversation: Kittitas Valley Wind Power Proiect

Posted To:  EFSEC

Subject: Kiititas Valley Wind Power Project

Bear Mr. Fiksdal,

This is to express my enthusiastic support for this project. We are desperate for poweér sources i this country and

wind power is the way of the future. This project is not only a step in the direction of helping aileviate some of the. 1
eleciricat power shortages but it is the most environmentally sound approach. Add to this an economic boon to

Kittitas County and the urgency for its immediate construction becomes paramount.

Daniel A, Green
715 Carp Lake Road
Camano isiand, WA 88282

RECHVE])
N 05w e

ENERGY rAGILITY SITE
EVALUIATION COLINCIL

y
o ul’
1/5/2004
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Kittitas Valiey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv, 7

Washington $tate Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

- COMMENT FORM

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project — January 13, 2004, Ellensburg, WA

Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Name: - )owrel /Al (omczr)
Address: 7/ 5 Caep Late Zol oo _Tehmd I 95252

{Please include your Zipl)

Please write any comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS _
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

e i TS pas Aemon's SeA-Fe o e L i 74@} et
(s 18 bl cvteopize sl vefrether Fe
Shoulil e bins Tecl 1w e osthetid) T fesfonet
70 77/52 Ny /?A/‘f//?f/“ﬁm s ) Thr s
Sessien Bud come pwn S bued A The
/ﬂr%a/m fs 7 suppo ca Fe DEpGFes S W17 S e
VSE O,f Bhetrire _(apk parleyes o pvel et [
i a3 =Tl S LED /%—0/4/4%@%7/0 Fell Fo (L
7%&6’7‘5»/5’(: vl aémf: / L ‘/%ﬁ’ﬂpﬁé%ﬁj 7‘/%/72/%@7%’6—5
L2 Yh et SO S P 75/ e ,z“/co// s Al The o
PReden g ls e qpn)-cxis o) Lo T dm Cothn

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. ( ;9 z/ﬁﬁ

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked ne later than January 20, 2004,

For more information about EFSEC's review of this application, please contact
frina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 838504-3172,

call (360) 956-’2047. or e-mail efsec@ep.cted.wa.qov.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 8

Jaunary 5, 2004

Dear Allen J. Fiksdal,

I am a landowner effected by the Kittites Valley Wind Power Project.

T write in suppert of this project. Our country needs to become more

self sufficent concerning energy resources. With the world becomming
increasingly unstable, here in Kittitas County with the Kittitas Valley
Wind Power Project, we can help not only the pecple who live in cur county
but alsc the energy needes of America. I am shocked that there is any
oppesition %o the crestion of such & clean energy source. The negative
consequenceé of America's reliance on Foreign oil has never been clearer
than in this past year. We cennot continue to base our ability to access
energy on relationships with foreign powers alone. I support the projects
full and quick implementatien because of the geed it will de my neighbors,
the pride it would reflsct on my county, and the patriotism 1t shows

for my country.

Sincerely,

KARL KROGSTAD

homeowner in Roslyn, JAN 07 pEcR
landowner within Valley Wind FPower Project ,

nailing address P,0.BOX 95260, Seattle 98145 SNERGY FAGILITY §iTE

EVALUATION COUNGIL
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv. 9

Makarow, Irina {EFSEC)

From: Mitch [meffman@kvalley.com]

Posted At Thursday, January 08, 2004 10:15 PM
Conversation: wind farm commenis

Posted To: EFSEC

Subject: wind farm comments

After taking fime for several months to read the progress and developing news related to
wind farms and the ZilkhafenXco projects, | must ask some questions.

First, if Zilkha were truly interested in working with their "neighbors” {as they've called ali of
us} in Kittitas County, including the _
commissioners, why would they publicly accuse the commissioners of changing criteria and
rules for permit approval in the middle of their DEIS? !'ve seen this county do nothing short of
bend over backward for them......but it mustn't be encugh. Not to mention Zitkha didn't even
have the decency to apply with the County, they ran to the state.

Second, if wind farm technology and H's "product” are such promising developments,
why does California have annual energy supply problems (they have the most wind farms of
any state in the U.8.)7 | know wind farm technology produces less than 1% of our national
energy needs.

Third, since there are no buyers vet, and the energy produced wouldn't be distributed
locally, what benefit does my family derive from supporting the projects? Given that there are
no subsidies/tax credits to enable me 1o erect my own turbine, thus allowing me {0 reduce the
energy the PUD has to send to my home, | see no reason fo support any company that aims to
destroy the value of this area, ruin the viewshed, decimate the wildlife habital, and worst of all,
offer nothing more than money, with which government, even local ones, rarely spend
prudently. As a matter of fact, following our tax money sure makes this seem like another
"filter” through which the state, county, and local governments get more of our salaries, This is
in addition to the tax money {from our salaries) that the Wind Farm Developers get already. If
there's that much extra money floating around, it should be made more affordable for you and |
to engage in our own "green" energy projects, thus reducing our dependence on fossil fuels,
making each of us more energy self-reliant, and most importantly, using our rural resources
more intelligently. .

" mitch meffert

Nensburg, el W m
o RECEIVE[)

Tt

JAN 09 peen
ENERGY FAGILITY SITE
EVALLATION COUNGIL
1/9/2004
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Kittitas Valiey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv, 10

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Mitch [reffman@kvaliey com]

Sent:  Monday, January 19, 2004 9:22 PM

To: Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

Ce: Fiksdal, Allen (EFSEC); clayw@co kittitas.wa.us
Subject: wind farms

Fm writing to express my opposition to the siting of Zilkkha's wind farm proposal in
the Hwy. 97/10 areas, and the enXco proposal in Reecer Creek area. While being
placated with words, the opposition's not being heard in relation to the 95% of us
landowners who DID NOT sell leases to either of these 2 companies. if both
companies do not set aside a fund to compensate those of us who would choose to
sell our homes/properties if these proposals are approved, | would be among the
many who would logjam the county and state’s court systems with lawsuits. Since
we're not being heard, and we'd loose our investments if the farms were approved,
suing is no worse a loss of money and time. Please don't et it come to that. Tell
these companies to site where there are not thousands of people living. thank you

RECEIVED)

1

mitch meffert
ellensburg, Wa

JAN 2 0 7004
ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL
172072004
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv. 11

Al & Diane Schwab R E C E , VE D

hMaple Vallay, Wa. BB038
JAN - 9 2004

. ALLEN - 4254323667 ENERGY FAC”_I
MANAGER EFSEC EVALUATION COUNGIC

PO BOX 43172
OLYMPIA, WA, 98504-3172

DEAR MR, FIKSDAL

WE HAVE READ THE EIS AS SUBMITTED BY SAGEBRUSH POWER
PARTNERS FOR THE KITTITAS VALLEY WIND POWER PROJECT
AND WE MUST SAY. WE ARE VERY DISAPPOINTED THAT THE
ISSUES WERE NOT ADDRESSED AS WE HAD HOPED.

WE FIND THE EIS TO BE FULL OF SCARE TACTICS, INACCURATE,
AND NOT ADDRESSING THE REAL ISSUES AS WE HAVE BEEN
STATING FOR THE LAST ALMOST TWO YEARS.

STATE THAT FROM OUR LOCATION, WE WILL SEE 85-118 OF THE
WIND TURBINES., WE HAVE FIFTY ACRES, THE LOCATION OF QUR
PENDING HOUSE WOULD BE 500 FEET FROM THE CLOSEST
TURBINE, THEY BASED THEIR EIS SECTION 3.12-10 THAT WE
WILL BE SOME 2000 FEET AWAY, THIS IS NOT TRUE. HOw
COULD THEY EVEN KNOW WHERE OUR HOUSE IS TQO BE
PLACED? WE HAVE NEIGHBORS THAT WILL BE 164 FEET AWAY
FROM TURBINES YET SAGEBRUSH CLAIMS THAT THEY WILL NOT
BE ANY CLOSER THAN THE HEIGHT OF THE WIND MILL.. ON PAGE
2-9 THEY CLAIM THAT THE WINDMILLS WILL BE NO CLOSER
THAN 1000 FEET FROM RESIDENCES., WHICH OF THESE FACTS
IS TRUE? THEY SPEAK ABOUT EXISTING RESHIENCES, WHAT
ABOUT US PEQOPLE THAT HAVE HELD OFF IN BUILDING BECAUSE
WE NEEDED TCO KNOW WHERE AND IF THESE WIND MILLS WERE
GOING TO GO IN. THIS EIS CLEARLY SHOWS US THAT ZILKHA
CARES NOTHING ABOQUT THE POPULATION IN GENERAL
ESPECIALLY US PECPLE WHO WILL LIVE ON ADJOINING LAND TO
THEIR WIND MILLS.

ZILKHA CLAIMS THAT THE SHADOW FLICKER, FLASHING LIGHTS,
NOISE ETC. END UP BEING NON ISSUES. WHEN THEY HELD
THEIR FIRST MEETING IN CLEELUM, THESE ISSUES WERE
BROUGHT UP AND THEY DANCED ARCUND THEM SAYING THAT
THESE TURRBINES DO NOT MAKE NOISE, DG NOT THROW ICE, DO
NOT GET HIT BY LIGHTNING ,THE SHADOW FLICKER DOES NOT
BOTHER PEOPLE. NOW N THIS EIS THE STORY HAS ONCE
AGAIN CHANGED, NOW THESE ARE ISSUES. IN 3.12.5 THEY
CLAIM “WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROPQSED AND
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURES OUTLINED ABOVE, NO

ON FHE ORIGINAL APPLICATION IN EXIBIT 21-1 THEY CLEARLY |

/

N

W
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SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS FROM NOISE
ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION, OPERATING, CR
DECOMMISSIONING OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT WOULD BE
ANTICIPATED”. WHEN THE WIND BLOWS, WE WILL STILL HEAR
THE WHUMP, WHUMP, OF SEVERAL TURBINES AT 50-855
DECIBELS, DAY AND NIGHT. WE FIND THAT TO BE A PROBLEM
THEY INTEND TO BLAST FOR EIGHT WEEKS DURING
CONSTRUCTION, BUT BLASTING ACTIVITIES ARE SPECIFICALLY
EXEMPT FROM NOISE REGULATION. WE CAN TELL YOU RIGHT
NOW, WE CAN HEAR TRAFFIC NOISE FROM BLEWETT PASS ON A
QUIET DAY, CAN YOU IMAGINE WHAT IT WILL BE LIKE WITH
BULLDOZERS, FRONT END LOADERS, TRUCKS, GRADERS,
SHOVELS, PORTABLE GENERATORS, MOBILE CRANES,
CONCRETE PUMPS, TRACTORS AND THEN TQO TOFPIT OFF,
BLASTING UP TO 37.5 BLASTS PER WEEK GOING OFF, THEN
THEY TELL US THEY MAY HAVE TO WORK 24-7 TO COMPLETE
THE JOB IN THEIR ALLOTTED TIME FRAME. IN ANOTHER
SECTION THEY CLAIM THEY WILL ONLY WORK DURING RAYLITE
HOURS. HOW ARE WE SUPPOSED TO TOLERATE ALL THIS
NOISE, EVEN THOUGH THEY CLAIM THERE WILL BE NO IMPACT
OF NOISE?

IN SECTION 3,7-9 THEY STATE THAT THEIR IN-MIGRANT
POPULATION WOULD INCREASE 16-23 INDIVIDUALS, YET
EARLIER IN THE EIS SECTION3.7.18 THEY CLAIM THAT THESE
TURBINES WOULD CREATE THESE NEW JOBS. IT DOESN'T DO
ANY GOOD TO CREATE NEW JOBS WHEN THEY WILL BE HELD BY
NEW PEOPLE BROUGHT INTO THE COUNTY. THEIR ORIGINAL
APPLICATION CLEARLY GIVES THE IMPRESSION THESE NEW JORS
WOULD BE FILLED BY L.OCAL INDIVIDUALS.

IN REGARD TO PROPERTY TAXES, THE FACTS THAT WERE .
INCLUDED IN THIS EIS WERE BASED ON PEOPLE LIVING IN THE
VIEW SHED. WHAT EXACTLY IS A VIEW SHED? WE USE COMMON
SENGE AS OUR GUIDE AT IT TELLS US. IF OUR HOUSE 18 500
FEET FROM A STRING OF WIND MILLS AND IWE LOOK OUT QUR
WINDOW AND CAN SEE 85-116 OF THESE WINDMILLS AND WE
MEAR THE WHUMP WHUMP, AND WE HAVE THE FLASHING LIGHTS
IN OUR FACE AND WE HAVE SHADOW FLICKER IN THE
AFTERNOON, WHEN WE WOULD LIKE TO SIT ON OUR PORCH.
WHO WOULD WANT TO BUY OUR HOUSE AND WHAT PRICE
WOULD THEY PAY. THE PEOPLE WHO REALLY KNOW THE
MARKET, OUR LOCAL REAL ESTATE AGENTS, CLAIM THAT THESE
ADJOINING PROPERTIES WILL DECREASE IN VALUE AND WOULD
BE MHARD TO SELL. WE ALSO MUST ADD THAT WE CAN GO ON
THE INTER-NET AND FIND SURVEY RESULTS THAT PROVE CUR
POINT, WHY DIDN'T ZILKHA LOOK AS WE HAVE AND BEEN
HONEST ABOUT THIS SITUATION, THIS iS5 ANOTHER INDICATION
THAT THEY ARE ONLY STATING THE FACTS THAT MAKE THEM
LOOK GOOD. WHAT ABOUT THE REAL FACTS?

IN SECTION 3.9.3 THEY CLAIM “THERE IS LITTLE THAT CAN BE
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DONE TO MITIGATE THE VISUAL IMPACT OF A WIND TURBINE™,
THEY AL.SO CLAIM IN SECTION 3.9.13 THAT “GIVEN THE
RESTRICTED ACCESS TO THESE ROAD SEGMENTS AND THE
SMALL NUMBER OF VIEWERS, THE SENSITIVITY TO VISUAL
EFFECTS IS CLASSIFIED AS LOW’. WE TAKE THAT TO MEAN THAY
BECAUSE THERE ARE NOT THOUSANDS OF PEQOPLE WHO ARE
GOING TO SEE THESE WIND MILLS UP CLOSE IT IS GIVEN A
CLASSIFICATION OF LOW. THIS IS NOT LOW TO US, WE WH.L.
HAVE A VERY CLOSE UP VIEW, AND WHAT WE WOULD CALL
EXTREME CLASSIFICATION.

cont.

SECTION 3.9.2 THEY STATE THAT THERE IS NO SCENIC
CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR US 97, YES THIS IS
PROBABLY TRUE, HOWEVER, US 97 WAS JUST RECENTLY
DESIGNATED A SCENIC HIGHWAY AND THERE HAS NOT YET BEEN
SUFFICIENT TIME FOR THE COUNTY TO DEVELOP A PLAN.

AS FOR THEIR PLAN FOR FIRE PROTECTION, THEY CLAIM THAT
THEY WILL HAVE AN EMERGENCY PLAN TO EVACUATE THEIR
PEOPLE FROM THE AREA IN CASE OF FIRE. WHAT ABOUT US
PEOPLE WHO WQULD BE TRAPPED, WHO IS GOING TO WORRY
ABOUT OUR HOMES, OUR LIVES? ZILKHA MAKES ABSOLUTELY
NO MENTION OF THE DANGER TO US. TO US, THIS MAKES THEIR
PLAN INSUFFICIENT AND LACKING ANY SENSITIVITY TOQ US
PEOPLE WHO WILL LIVE THERE,

10

HAZARDS. THIS IS NOT TRUE, WE SEE PEOPLE LLAND ON THE
PRIVATE DIRT AIRSTRIP ALL THE TiME. PRIVATE PLANES FLY
QUITE LOW OVER THIS AREA DAILY, THE FACT THAT
NAVIGATIONAL LIGHTS WILL BE REQUIRED ON THEIR TURRBINES
INDICATE TO US THAT THERE WILL BE A DANGER TO SMALL.
PLANES.

11

AS FAR AS THE SCARE TACTICS GO, THEY CLEARLY GIVE THE
IMPRESSION THAT IF THEIR WIND MILLS DO NOT GO UP, THERE
WH.L- NEED TO BE ANOTHER GAS FIRED PLANT BUILT, THIS 7000

. ACRES WOLULD BE DEVELOPED WITH HOUSES EVERYWHERE, THE
KITTITAS VALLEY WOULD NOT BENEFIT FROM ALL THE MONEY IT
WILL. MAKE OFF THIS WIND FARM. SCARE TACTICS? IN OUR
MIND THIS IS CLEARLY THE CASE.

ZILKHA -CLA.IMS THAT THERE WILL BE NO NAVIGATIONAL. | |
| 12

THERE ARE MANY STATEMENTS THAT IF A CERTAIN SITUATION

EXISTS IE TELEVISION INTERFERENCE, THAT THEY WILL TAKE

ACTION TO MITIGATE THE PROBLEM. WHO IS GOING TO POLICE

THIS COMPANY, WHO IS GOING TO CHECK UP ON THEM TO SEE

IF THEY ARE TAKING CARE OF BUSINESS. | HAVE SPOKEN TO A 13
PERSON WHO HAS A FARM LOCATED JUST OUTSIDE A WIND

FARM IN CALIFORNIA. HE ADVISED US TO MITIGATE BEFORE
CONSTRUCTION BECAUSE AFTER CONSTRUCTION IS COMPLETE,

ITS TOO LATE. THE WIND MILL COMPANY COULD CARE LESS

ABOUT HIS PROBLEMS CONNECTED TO THE WIND FARM, HE
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ALSO SAYS THAT THE NOISE, SHADOW FLICKER ETC IS
UNBEARABLE AT TIMES. HE CANT PULL THE SHADES DOWN
AND GO IN TO WATCH TELEVISION, BECAUSE SINCE THE WIND
MILLS, HE HAS LITTLE TO NO TELEVISION RECEPTION. | ASKED
HIM IF HE HAS COMPLAINED? HIS RESPONSE WAS “I'VE
COMPLAINED TO EVERYONE, WIND Mil.L COMPANY, COUNTY
OFFICIALS, EVERYONE, BUT NO ONE CARES”. JUDGING FROM HiS
EXPERIENCES, WE HAVE THE DISTINCT FEELING THAT IT WOULD
BE UP TO US PROPERTY OWNERS TO SOLVE QUR OWN
PROBLEMS. PERHAPS ZILKHA SHOULD STEP UP TO THE PLATE
AND DO SOME MITIGATION BEFORE THEIR PLAN IS APPROVED. IF
WIND MILLS GO IN, WE DO NOT WANT TO LIVE NEXT TO
THEM. PAY US PEOPLE ON ADJOINING PROPERTIES CURRENT
MARKET VALUE FOR QUR PROPERTY BEFORE ANY
CONSTRUCTION IS STARTED. WE DO NOT WANT TC DO BATTLE
FOR OUR REMAINING YEARS FIGHTING FOR QUR RIGHTS.

14

15

IN SUMMARY, THIS EIS TELLS US VERY UITTLE ABOUT THE TRUE
FACTS, IS DISTORTED TO MAKE SAGEBRUSH POWER PARTNERS
LOOK GOOD, DISMISSES US ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS AS IF
WE DON'T EXIST. THIS PROVES TO ME THAT THE GENTLEMAN |
SPOKE TO IN CALIFORNIA IS RIGHT. THESE COMPANIES ARE
HERE TO MAKE A PROFIT, THEY DON'T GIVE A DANG ABQUT THE
PEOPLE WHOQ WilL HAVE TO LIVE NEXT TO THESE TURBINES,

16

ENCLOSED ARE SOME PICTURES OF QUR VIEW, THIS WILL ALL
BE DESTROYED SHOULD THIS WIND FARM BE APPROVED.

SINCERELY,

AL 8 DIANE SCHWAB

-}

|8
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THESE  VIEWS (doUrd  BE LOST, APPricant gise

? 3 7 I P -
CLAIMS WE CAN'T SEE THE STURRT RANGE, wRos e AGAIN
’ E 4

APPRICANT CLAIMmS 0uR VIEW 15 BroeKken BY PowER LiNES. LTF

YoU LooR CLOSELN, THEY ARE THERE, BUT WE GAN SEE THROUGH THEM,
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment -indiv, 12

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: bbest@eltensburg.com

Posted At: Monday, January 12, 2004 3:28 PM JAN'T 9 2004
Conversation: DEIS Kittitas Valley Wind Powsr Project

Posted To: EFSEC ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Subject: DEIS Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project EVALUAT'ON COUNCIL
Sirs,

Thank vou again for the opportunity to submit my thoughts regarding the Kittitas
Valley Wind Power Project; adding to my comments submitted on April 14, 2003, these
comments cn the project DRIS.

>

=

I £ind the information to be very complete, forthright and thorough.

Regarding the impact to birds and wildlife, the impacts are within acceptable
standards and seem £o create far less impact in the long texrm, than would a home
site on every 20 arces {aprox. 350 on 7000 acres}), as allowed in the Kittitas
County Growth Management Act. Interesting to note that no Bald Eagles have been
documented as killed in the U.8. by wind machines. Impacts caused by the short
term construction period will not be permanent, as I find by my own experience
that wild animals tend to adjust guite well and do find other routes to aveoid
disturbances made by man.

Az for 'shadow flicker', I really don't feel that is an issue in most tases,

and would remind you that centrary to what some folks suggesst, the applicant has
set back standards of at least 1000 feet f£rom any neighbor's {without signed
agreements) residences, as well as a 50 foot, from tip of blade, set back from
property boundries. "Bona fide", pre-wind farm propogal, perwmitted homs sites
{(if that is the cagpe), should be afforded the set back of at least 1000 feet. In
wmy opinion, the flicker caused by sunlight filtering through trees moving in the
wind can certainly at times, have more affect than that caumed by wmoving blades
on wind machines. As for flashing lights, that is already happening and I find
that, a lot less disturbing than large outdoor lights being Ieft on all night,
every night at several homeg in the arvea.

2
3
4
east side of this project, including 6 sets of metal high power transmission

lines and have learned to just look past them without any problem; the same can
be done with the wind machines. T feel the shape and proposed color of the wind

machines will probably blend with the surrounding area much better than the
gxisting power lines do.

After the construction period, most land uses will remain the same; I feel the
only real change would be the restriction on hunting with firearms and some
people will lose what they seem to have considered their *private' hunting argas
on the DNR lands. I feel that alternative forms of hunting, such as archery should
still be allowed on the DNR lands adjacent to the project.

A 2% loss of vegetation ig acceptable , as will be the temporary loss of habitat
on aprox. 371 acres during the construction phase {no loss of endangered plants
is anticipated) . Most all disturbed lands will be reseeded with native vegetation.
Ne significant cumulative effects are anticipated on either the wetlands or water
regsources in the area.

Fire danger will be at the highest during the congtruction phase, especially if
all three proijects are being constructed at the same time, putting additional
demand on fire fighting services. The study suggests that proper monkboring and
patrolling of the project areas can greatly reduce that risk.

The applicant has in place a plan to decommission the wind machines, removing and

As for scenic views; from my home, I do have a view of most of the area on the ‘

dismanteling them to at least 3 feet below the ground surface and restoring the 9
site to as close to pre-wind farm condition as possible.
1
Y
[N
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> In & prior meeting, one of the officiers of a utility considering on bidding on
the power to be produced by this project, confirmed that if theilr company 10
purchased the energy, it would most certainly be used locally, thereby saving
costs of transporting it to other aveas out of the state.

> The Kittitas Valley will certainliy benefit financially during the construction I
1"

phase {aprox. $5,797,800) directly and indirectly and during the first year of
operation aprox. $1,985,500 from this project alone.

needs of the many are far more important than the wants of a few. Historieally, =

Tt all boils down to: the negative impacts are far outweighed by the benefits. The
12
few have been asked to sacrifice for the good of the many.

On behalf of myself and my family, I thank you for this opportunity to comment on
this issue. Submitted this 12th day of Jan. 2004

Regpectfully,
Bernice Best

210 Tomahawk Lin,
Ellenéburg, WA 28526

508-962-2403
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv, 13

To: Allen Fiksdal, Manager
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, Washington 95804-3172 R E C E IVE D

Subject: Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS JAN 13 2004
From: Fim Stewart E
P.O. Box 209 NERGY FACILITY SITE

Cle Elum, Washington 98922 'EVALUATION COUNCIL

(1) DEIS Section 2.7, page 2-40 states “The analysis discussed in additional detail
below concludes that although other sites for wind power generation may exist in
Kittitas County, none would satisfy the test for availability or practicality of the
Sagebrush Power Partners LLC proposal.”

{A) Sagebrush Power Partners LLC did NOT choose to receive site
certification from EFSEC for the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project. 1
(B) “Zilkha Renewable Energy chose to receive site certification from
EFSEC for the Kittitag Valley Wind Power Project.” Source |
{1} Sagebrush Power Partners LLC and Wind Ridge Power Partners LLC
are both wholly owned subsidiaries of Zilkha Renewable Energy.
{C} The assertion in (1) appears to be a misrepresentation of the facts.

Every business is a dictatorship, completely undemocratic in structure, ideclogy and
procedure. The control over business policy by Zitkha RenewableEnergy equates to
central command over all of its” subsidiaries, employees and contractors, resuliingina
coalition. Central command over the coalition gives way lo massed strength which is the
equivalent of political power. Power that can be used to influence legislation and
command more or less exclusive use of the media for manipulating public opinion. The
business is completely intolerant of all opposition from inside or outside the
organization; or of any criticism which does not give credit to the advantage of the profit
making possibilities of the enterprise. Source 2

Chris Taylor and the Zilkha Renewable Energy coalition have been trying to instill in
our minds that they, as leaders in economic and political affairs, are endowed with
inspired vision accompanied by their wide humanitarian interests. These would include
our welfare, our quality of life and the environment. As leaders, they would practice the
highest type of social ethics. This would include knowing the difference between what is
error and false; and what is accurate and frue,

{2} Zilkha Rengwable Energy s KVWPP is in non-compliance with Kittitas Ceunty
zoning. The project is a major industrial activity.
(A) The Zilkha Renewable Energy coalition is attempting to minimize the

negative impacts on the county, my neighbors, myself and a federally 3
licensed radio station through their propaganda.
N
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(B) It appears that the only valid criterion in their program for the public is:
“What 1s effective? What will succeed? What wiil suppress, deflect, or
undermine opposition? What will create a favorable attitude? If this means
{o suppress the truth and suggest the false, the same will be done.
However, if this means to tell some portion, or on occaision all, of the
truth, this in turn will be done. And if it means to so redefine the meaning
of “truth’ that it becomes whatever 1s told by those able to enforce
compliance with doctrine, then ‘truth’ will become, ipse facto, whatever is
told the people.” Source 2

cont.

{3} DEIS page 3.13-15 Microwave Communication Pathways

{A) The Microwave Telecommunication Stady was done for Zilkha
Renewable Energy by ComSearch in Ashburn, Virginia for commercial
communications....business for profit.

(B} Their study did not take info account any emissions across the microwave
portion of the radio specirum allotted for federally licensed amateur radio 4
use,

{C) Their study shows parity for ‘like humankind’, a business for profit.

{D) Their study shows tofal disregard for federally licensed radio stations
which are not for profit.

{4) DEIS page 3.13-16& 17 Radio Interference...” The question focuses on the
possibility of the emission of “harmful interference” in the frequency band of
interest to the local resident.”

(A} am NOT speaking about the (one) “frequency band™ that is alluded to by
Shapiro& Associates.

{B) I am speaking of many bands of interest and the use of the frequencies
on those bands....160 meters, 80/75 meters, 40 maters, 30 meters, 20
meters, 17 meters, 15 meters, 12 meters, 10 meters, 6 meters, 2 meters, 70
cenitmeters., ..and the mricrowave bands from 1200 Mz to 10,000 MHz,

{C}In addition, I am speaking about the sheer size and placement Jocation of
the turbines and towers for microwave communications....and
degradation of the emission on HF ¢high frequency) by their presence.

{D) The use of the amateur radio spectrum is for all federally licensed stations,
if their class of license gives them privileges on that portion of the bands.

{E) The DEIS states “the potential for the proposed wind power project to S
generate harmful inferference and distupt radio communications in the
KVWWTP area is identified as an unresolved issue.”

(1) In the Kittitas County Development Activities Application GPO
8.02(f) , it states “The project will not be detrimental to the use of
properties in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area.”

(2} In the absence of any information or study from Zilkha Renewable
Energy, it appears that the project could pose a “detrimental” threat to the
efficient operation of a federally licensed radio station.
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(5) DEIS Table 3.12-5 , page 3.12- 9 to 13 Predicted Noise Levels on the KVWWP Area
(A) A noise study done by taking sound level measurements at specific sites and
using a computer model is only a prediction. It is only as accurate as the
information put into it. The study could be “site specific”.
{1) Ellensburg Cement Products did a noise study for the Thomas Quarry
site . They took their sound level measurements on Bettas Road and used a
computer model.
{1) They contended that their ‘berm’ would block the majority of the
noise. Their predictions seem accurate for the site tested on Bettas
Road....as I can bear the crusher/ séreening operation and the backup
alarms from the machinery only faintly , when it is in operation.
{2) However, according to Kittitas County Ordinance No, 96-04 Thomas
Quarry , it states “the crusher will be located at or below 2720 feet
elevation ...so no line-of-sight exists between crusher and Steward ()
residence.” My residence elevation is approximately 2850 feet.

(1) From my residence, the crusher/screening operation is loud.I can
hear the machinery in operation and the piercing sound of the
backup alarms. I can see the scalchouse, machinery//trucks in
view and the ‘berm’. The crusher/screening operation wakes me
up in the morning,

If we are onky speaking about dBA levels, why would the crusher/screening operation
wake me up? A nolse emanating from a source is usually composed of sounds of many
frequencies and varying intensity. While the decibel {s indicative of sound level, it tells
nothing about the frequency distribution of the component frequencies. The response of
the human ear to a certain sound pressure depends on the frequency of the sound.

{2) Ziikha Renewable Energy noise study used sound leve] measurements taken, in
part, at Site A on Bettas Road and a computer model] to come {o their
conclusions....which is similar to the Ellensburg Cement Products study.
{1} Asin the case of the Ellensburg Cement Products noise study, [ have
line-of- sight to the east across the expanse of the Kiititas Valley and
Ellensburg. T have an outstanding view from the top of a hill.
(2) The distance from the nearest turbine to my property line is
“28506 feet” according fo Table 3,12-5, which is just past
‘near field’ (2640 fet) for radio communications from my
station, 7
(3) My ‘outstanding view’ will be compromised by the wall of
turbines , because I will see the majority if not all of the turbines
and towers in the KVWWP.
{4) DEIS page 3.12-8 stafes “A sound pressure level between 98
and 108 dBA is representative of the range of noise test data for
all turbines under construction for the proposed project.”
{Sagebrush Power Partners LLC 20036
{3) Another noise study was done, by Andrew A. Piacsek, PhD, Assistant
Professor of Physics,Central Washington University, for the Cascade Field & 8
Stream Club, in their Kittitas County Development Activities Application,
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"The study used “measured sound Ievels™ and “outdoor propagation models™ to
come to their conclusions for the proposed site.

{2) In the “Summary”, it states (in part) “ there is 2 farge amount of excess
attenuation of gunshot sounds west and north of the proposed firing
range ; this is primarily due to sound blockage by the terrain.”

{b} In the “Conclusions™, it states (in part) “The measurements described
above should be considered preliminary, Only SPL was measurad; the
waveform was not recorded, nor was any spectral analysis done.”

{c)The proposed site is approximately 2 plus miles south of me, and I
am downrange from the gunfire. I can hear the shois, when people are
shooting down there.
(1) T have linc-ofesight to the crest of the hill, 11> #9 in the noise
study , which shows a peak SPL of 92 dBA.

8
cont.

How does the Zilkha Renewable Energy coalition deny and minimize the noise to
my residence and the harmful interference possibilities to a federally licensed radio
station? They suppress the truth and suggest the false.

(B) Source 2 of Table 3.12-3 in the DEIS “N/A indicates that aerial photography ‘

9

does not show a structure on the property.”
(1) Figure 3.9-2 Photograph Locations Within Project Arca would affirm
what is stated in Table 3.12-5 by Sagebrush Power Partners LLC...
in that my residence and radio station do not exist,
{2) In Appendix D, Exhibit 21-2 (Sheet 2 of 5) under “Legend”, it shows
a ‘square with a number. Iam number 10.. also referred fo as Lot 11
Teanaway Heights (Unrecorded). For reference, Slim Jorgensen owns
Lot 12 which is south of me.
{8) Number 11 is Jake’s place. ..on the west portion of Lot 8.
(b} Number 12 is Bill & Chris Hall...on Lot 9.
© Number 149 is Jackson.
{3) Contrary to the published information in Table 3.12-5, there is a
“structure” at Jackson (#149), Zeller, Bovd & Twogood, L.Schaller,
James Stewart (#10), Jakes place (#11) and Hall (#12).
{4) Archambesau sold his property in the Spring of 2003 to the Hendley
Group. The property was developed and divided inte parcels. The
development is called Horse Canyon Estates. There are parcels on
both sides of Bettas Road.
{5) The Anthony property was sold and has a new owner.
{6) DEIS 3.9-1 Landscape Scenic Quality Scale
(A) As in the previous study, if Zilkha can deny that you exist and make other
people believe it with their propaganda, they can also assert that you don’™
have “an outstanding view from the top of a hill’

(B) Contrary to their assertion, T do have an outstanding view from the top of a hill.,
and it will be compromised,

10
11
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On the first level, the Zilkha Renewable Energy coalifion is trying to persuade and

educate us. What if their propaganda and pseudo studies don’t convince us? Will they

add coercion to their persuasion in order to force Kittitas County into submission?

Incomplete and false information in the studies only shows the length that Zitkha

Renewable Energy coalition will go in the fabrication of their pseudo studies. If a 12
study is contracted out and paid for by the Zilkha coalition, is it impartial? The

inaccuracies, incompleteness which includes the omissions in the study shows prejudice

in favor of the applicant, Zitkha Renewable Energy.

1t appears that the purpose of the DEIS is for the public to locate as much of the 13
misinformation contained within it and make these comments to EFSEC.

[ hope that this is not another *exercise’ in the vnion of a “condition” and a “myth”. The
“condition” represents no more than formal extension, through the machinery of the state,
of the leading principles of business-as-usual to encompass the the entire population.
And the “myth” is that interpretation of the business case which is designed to gain

popular support. Source 2 14
‘Hwe don’t learn from the mistakes of history, we often repeat the mistakes of history.”
Sincerely,
Jim Stewart
Bibliography
Source 1 ... The DEIS
Source 2 .... Robert A. Brady, The Spirit And Structure of German Fascism, Viking
Press; New York, 1937,
Source 3..... Melvin A, Bernarde, Qur Precarious Habitat, W. W, Notton& Co.,
New York, 1970,
Source 4..... Kittitas County Ordinance No. 96-04
Source 5..... Cascade Field & Stream Club Development Activities Application
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 14

Makarow, lrina (EFSEC)

From: Jim Stewart [kk7vig@hotmail .comi]
Posted At: Friday, January 18, 2004 11:31 AM
Conversation: further comments on KVWWP DEIS...
Posted To:  EFSEC )

Subject: further comments on KVWWP DEIS....

RECEIVED

JAN 2 @ 2004

In Regards: KVWWP DEIS ENERGY FACILITY
EVALUATION COUA?('}ILE

To: Alten Fiksdal, Manager of EFSEC

From: Hm Stewart
P.OBox 209
Cle Elum, WA 98922

I submitted my written comments on the KVWWP DEIS 1o Irina at the meeting in Ellensburg last
Tuesday might January 13th,2004, When 1 got up to spesk, 1 started out with "1 am really confused", and
I was. I should have just read what I had written, and the four minutes alloted to speak went by
quickly Prior to the beginning of the meeting, | thought you said that Zilkha Renewable Energy supplies
the State of Washington the funds{money) in order to contract out the publication of the DEIS by
Shapire & Associates? And you gestured, the relationship is at'arms length'.

As I wrote in my comments, I took exception to some of the wording that Shapiro8 Associates had
gxpressed in the DEIS under item (4) Radio Interference. Under item (5)(B) Source 2 of Table 3.12-5 of
the Noise Study, I submitted a list of the structures(with walls) in the area of my residence. The DEIS by
Shapiro & Associates showed the placement of four of the seven structures. It has become crystal clear to
me that what Professor Robert A. Brady wrote in his book "The Spirit And Structure of German Fascism!'
in 1937 { and I have stated in (2)(B) ) is as true today as it was in his era.

On the last page of my written comments, 1 state "I hope that this is not another "exercise’ in the union of
a "condition” and a "myth". The 'exercise’ to which I refer is in fact "fascism”. Professor Brady defines
"fascism” as the "wedding of a 'condition’ and a ‘myth’.

Sincerely,

Tim Stewart

Rethink your business approach for the new vear with the helpful tips here.

1720/2004
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP

_ DEiS Commaent - Indiv. 15
January 9, 2004 R

JAN 13 2604
Allen ¥. Fiksdal

EFSEC Manager ENERGY FACILITY SITE
925 Plum Stroet SE. Building 4 EyA| JATION COUNCIL

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

RE: DEIS Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Comments

Dear Mr. Fiksdal,
After reviewing the DEIS document for the KVWPP, 1 have the following statements,
FACT SHEET

Applicant a/k/a Sagebrush Power Partners, LLC (Zilkha Renewable Energy) has stated mmmerous
times to the public that this project would have minimal environmental impact. Applicant has
stated the Highway 97 project area was the ONLY place that it can site a wind energy facility
(windfarm), Applicant stressed that it would accomplish this minimal impact by using existing
roads,

s Section 3.2.5 Mitigation Measures, subsection on Project Design Features to Avoid and/or
Minimize Impacts fpage 3.2-33] states, " Avoiding when possible, construction in sensitive
areas ... " as well as "... minimizing new road construction by improving and using existing
roads and trails mstead of constructing new roads.”

*  Page i of the Fact Sheet now states that they will now need to build 19 MILES of new roads
and improvements to 7 miles of existing roads (35 feet wide) as well as 23 miles of trenching
for underground lines. This is not minimal impact. In fact the 19 miles of new road will
parallel the two already-existing private roads which landowners currently use to access their
properties. Thoge private roads are Elk Springs Road and Cricklewood Lane, The one
existing public road - Bettas Road - will have 1o be substartially modified. The majority of
the land around Crickiewood Lane is relatively undisturbed shrub steppe environment.
Putting in miles of new roads and trenching will substantially aker and destroy that
environment. ¥ cannot be restored once it is gone. The Nature Conservancy is currently
trying to save shrub steppe environments in the State of Washington,

s Page 3.2-29 states, "The Washinpton Depariment of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) is concemed
about the project disturbance to lithosol soils (shrub steppe) because they are difficult to
restore, sensitive, and may prove to be important in the life cycles in many animal species,
inchuding the sage grouse.” .

The Fact Sheet also mentions that a third scenario of using 3MW wind turbines may be

considered. This is the first time Applicant has made public this scenario. This increases

subgtantially all the concerns the public has brought to your attention since the first public 2
scoping meeting. The turbines will now be bigger, some topping 410 feet, further increasing

visual blight, public safety concerns, noise impacts and avian mortality. The several studies

addressad in this DEIS were modeled around the smaller 1.3 MW wind turbines which are
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substantially smaller at 330 feet in height. This entire DEIS does not address the specific impacts

of 410 foot turbines. I would suggest a new DEIS be generated that does its analysis and 2
modeling around the larger machines. Mitigation strategies should also be modified to account
for the increased impacts of using larger machines, specifically setbacks from residences and
property lines.

cont.

%  Wind Turbine
, (100m / 328 tall)

picture drawn to scale

People House
(2m / 6" tall) (8m / 25' tall)

400 ft. Turbine in England

CHAPTER 1: SUMMARY

SECTION 1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROJECT [page 1-1] tries to make the case

that we will need more base generation to absorb the growing demand for electricity and that this

added generation should be from renewable sources. And this new generation - wind power - is 3
preferable because "... there has been a proliferation of requests from electric utilities to purchase

wind power." This statement is not fact and the economics of wind power should not be part of
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this DEIS. The preparer/anthor of this DEIS - Shapiro and Associates - failed to consider
alternatives such conservation, Shapiro and Associates also failed to address the fact that wind
power cannot be used for base generation due to its intermittency, inefficiency and unreliability.
They make assumptions that base plate capacity of 180 Megawatts is what will be produced.
Statistics consistently state that industrial wind turbines on average produce 30% at best of base
plate capacity and only when the wind is blowing. Bottom line - Shapiro and Associated failed to
do the research in this section that discusses the true need for this project, based on realistic
numbers, and the fact that putting up an mdustrial wind fanm has never replaced traditional forms
of electrical generation, Finally, Shapiro and Associates failed to mention that Washington State
already produces 60% of base generation from renewable resources, namely hydro power, That
makes Washington State one of the "green energy” leaders in the nation.

Section 1.4.3 No Action Alternative fpage I-8] statos that if the KVWPP is not built, ...
development by others, and of a different nature, including residential development, could pecur
at the project site in accordance with the County's existing Comprehensive Plan and zoning
regulations.” Residential development is occurring. That is exactly what is going on in the
project arga and why it is so zoned. Thers are about 60 established residences in and around the
project area as well as numerous planned residences. Horse Canyon Estates is a development
project in the making with 25 lots for sale and is located on both sides of Bettas Road! Lots are
specifically advertised for mountain and terrestrial views and are selling for between $69,000 to
$189,000. Currently, utility access and access roads are being built to accommodate the building
of new residences. Numerous people have either full time or vacation homes on Elk Springs
Road. Two landowners on Cricklewood Lane have filed site plans with the Kittitas County
Planning Department o build potential homes.

fandowners for all private lands within the project site boundary necessary for project
instaliation,” Shapiro and Associates fails to address those landowners who will have impacted
property on that boundary. They fail to discuss that 13 landowners signed agreements. And that
only 3 of those 13 actually live in the project area. The remaining 10 do not live there, and most
of them don't even live in Kittitas County. Only those 13 landowners will be compensated for
Ipsing the use of their land to the detriment of hundreds of others. Shapiro and Associates
completely glossed over the fact that about 60 landowners have properties on the project
boundary and are opposed to the rezoning to allow industrial development in the area. Applicant
has completely ignored the property rights of neighboring property owners and future plans to
develop or build new homes.

Section 1.4.3 No Action Alternative fpage I-8 & page 1-9] Shapiro and Associates makes the
assumption that if the KVWPP was not built, a gas fired combustion turbine facility of 60 MW
capacity would have to be built somewhere else with disastrous negative impacts to the
environment. This sentiment is riddled throughout this DEIS and is just not the case. Statements
such as this lead me to believe that Shapiro and Associates are clearly swayed by the rhetoric of
Applican and is hardly impartial. We currently DO NOT have any shortage of electrical power in
Washington State and planned new generation for growth is underway. EFSEC itself has recently
sited two new conventional power plants (Sumas and Satsop) for just that purpose.

Section 1.4.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected Subsection: Alternative Wind Turbine
Locations [page 1-8] Shapiro and Associates again is only repeating Applicant's
misinformation. The statement "The Applicant's proposal for the KVWPP identified only the
proposed project area for development” again is not true. If this were the case, why is the French
company enXco filing for a zoning change for a wind resource zone right behind the Sagebrush

I
Page 1.4, last paragraph states "The Applicant has obtaimed wind option agreements with ‘
3
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project area? And Zilkha Renewable Energy formed another LLC, Wind Ridge Power Partners,

and filed with EFSEC to create the Wild Horse Wind Power Project outside of Kittitas. This 10
proves that the KVWPP is not the only site, but in all actuality, it would be the most profitable cont.
with a high retum on investment.

SECTION 1.5 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, CONSULTATION, AND
COORDINATION /fpage 1-9 & page 1-10] Shapiro and Associates states that the Applicant is
cooperating with the public and Indian tribes. But they fail to say this cooperation is very weak at
best, The Yakama Nation has publicly stated that they are not for the developmient of industrial
wind farms in the County. I have attended every public meeting and EFSEC hearing and there is
little public support for this project other than from those landowners who signed agreements.
Shapiro and Associated failed to mention all the negative feedback given by the public and in the
tocal wewspapers. They failed to mention that the Kittitas County Commisstoners have an
adequate process to site industrial wind farms with their new Utility Ordinance. Currently, the
French wind developer enXco is using that process. Shapiro and Associates fail to say why
Applicant is side stepping the local government and having EFSEC site this praject.

11

SECTION 1.7 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 1.7.2 Econvmic Effects of Lower and Upper End Scenarios fpage 7-11] states

* Although economic effects were fully quantified for the middle scenario, quaniifiable economic
impacts for the lower and upper end scenarios are not available at this time" The whole purpose 12
of this DEIS is to address ALL IMPACTS at ALL levels. This is work not done and

unacceptable.

Section 1.7.3 Economic and Environmental Effects on Tourism [page I-7 1] is incomplete as
well. There is araple evidence from the UK, Australia and Spain that industrial wind factlities
affect tourism negatively. For Shapiro and Associates to state, "... in the absence of specific data,
the potential economic and environmental effects on tourism are considered an issue of
uncertainty that has yet to be resolved” is a gross oversight. And yet Section 1.10.2
SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS - Visual Resources fpage I-21] 13
states "For many viewers, the presence of the wind turbines represents a significant unavoidable
adverse impact because it significantly alters the appearance of the rural landscape over a large
area of the Kittitas Valley ¥ Just this statement alone telis me local tourism will definitely be
impacted. Ellensburg and Cle Elum economies are heavily based on tourism dollars. This DEIS
fails to adequately address this issue completely and honestly.,

Fable 1-3: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation [page .26 & [-27]

Wildlife and Habitat It states "Based on the level of raptor use within the project area, maptor
mortality is expected to be slightly higher that compared {o other wind projects with similar
turbine types.” ... "It is Hkely that some bat fatalities would occur at the proposed project site.”

Threatened and Endangered Species It states "Potential bald eagle mortality due to the project
operation would be confined to the winter and early spring seasons." The Applicant proposes to
convene a TEC (Technical Advisory Commitiee) to evaluate a monitoring program under the
auspice of being a mitigation measure.

14
The remote chance that bald eagles could be harmed demands a thorough 2 year avian presence
and migration study as recommended by the Kittitas Audubon Society and coordinated with the
Washington Department of Wildlife, Twenty minute random car/site obsetvations of birds are
4
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not acceptable, no matter how many statistical games are plaved to use such phrases as low 14
probability’, ‘potential mortality’ and 'unlikely contact’. cont

Table 3.2.4: Potential Occurrence of Federal and State Protected Wikdlife and Fish Species
within the Project Area fpages 3.2-25 - 3.2-27} lists that there are about 11 federally and state
protected birds that will likely be encountered in the proposed project area. The earlier study
analysis by West, Inc is preposterous. A statistical numbers game is no substitute for real time
studies day and night. Local organizations (Kittitas Audubon) and landowners should be
conguited for known nests and migratory paths. Arial observations are useless at best.

I is irresponsible for Shapiro and Associates to accept conclusions mads by Applicant regarding 15
this issue. The killing and maiming of bald eagles, golden eagles and turkey vultures are serious

crimnes punishable by imprisonment and heavy fines. The statement "Because there have been no
documented bald eagle fatalities to date at wind power projects (Erickson, West Inc.) potential

bald eagle mortality estimates based on other wind power projects could not be documented” on

page 3.2-49 is about as irresponsible as vou can get. I would think the reason there are no

verified bald eagle kills is because the wind developers know if they were caught with one,

someone might go to jail, pay a hefty fine, or be put under public sengtiny.

Table 3.2-12: Summary of Fatalities at Operating Wind Power Projects ... [page 3.2-50]

is a prime example of omission of facts. Jt states that only 1 golden eagle has been killed in 2
years at Foote Creek. While at Altamont Pass, CA, approximately 40 golden eagles die every
year as a result of collisions with the wind turbines there. Hundreds of Red-tailed Hawks and
other raptors suffer the same fiate, as do smaller birds such as Meadowlarks. Those gleaming
blades drip with blood. The fatality numbers have been documented by years of study performed
under the auspices of the Avian Subcomimnitiee of the National Wind Coordinating Council. How
could a well-known fact like that be ‘overlocked'?

Shapiro and Associates goes on to say, on page 3.2-¢9 "Estimates of bird mortality from wind
projects may be based on bird use of a site and the propensity for that species to fly within the
rotor swept area or zope of nisk. Seven observations of bald eagles were documented during the
standardized point counts across the project area. Thirty three percent of eagles observed were
flying within the project arca within the 'zone of risk'.”

Figure 3.2-3 APPROXIMATE PERCHES AND FLIGHT PATHS OFALD EAGLES i
fpage 3.2-14 (figure ondts page number)] clearly shows bald eagle perching sites and migratory

paths WITHIN the project zone. In Section 3.2.6 Sigpificant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
Ipage 3.2-539] this unbelievable statement is made - "While potential baid eagle fatalities

associated with the operation of the project are possible, the likelihood is considered remote

because there have been no documented bald eagle fatalitzes at other wind power projects in the
United States." This mantra is repeated numerous times. Shapiro and Associates must think we

are tdiots.

17

Finally, on the eagle issue, bald eagles are very similar o golden eagles. Golden eagles area
threatened species so you wouldn't necessarily be prosecuted under the federal Bald Eagle 18
Protection Act, so wind developers can show this:
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Decapitated Golden Eagle 2 Griffin Vultures
(Altamont Pass, CA) (Navarre, Spain)

This whole bird study analysis is a red flag that is being swept under the carpet. West, Inc.

advertises itself as experts in avian studies for siting wind farms. This is virtually all they do and

most of the reports I have read all say the same thing and site the same references. They throw

out lots of numbers and statistics to just confuse the reader. You know the saying - "If you can't

impress them with knowledge, dazzle them with BS." Why should West, Inc. care. They are not

held accountable if their analysis 'is off. Maybe EFSEC should require their accountability on

this issue and fine them for every destroyed or injured raptor. 19

West, Inc. recently completed a draft EIS for enXco, a French wind developer who is planning a
wind farm on Reecer Creek Road about 9 miles west of Ellensburg. Mitigation recommendations
to reduce raptor's from encountering turbines included setting turbines back at least 50 METERS
(165 feet) from rim edges and steep slopes. No such recommendation is being made for the
Sagebrush Power project which is solely on the higher ridges. This makes no sense and Shapiro
and Associates missed it completely.

Section 3.2.5 Mitigation Measures Proposed by the Applicant Subheading Noxious Weed

Control [page 3.2-54] states that "noxious weed control measures include. .. .cleaning

construction vehicles prior to bringing them into the project area from outside areas." I would

think that would take a lot of water resources. Table 3.3.1 Summary of Potential Water

Resources Use and Potential Impacts [page 3.3-4] only lists "Increased demand for water 20
supplies" and only lists about 2-6 million gallons of water needed for dust control. But in Section

3.3.2 IMPACTS OF PROPOSED ACTION Subsection Construction Impacts Subheading

Water Supply [page 3.3-5] it states "Estimated water use for all construction related needs

other that dust control is 1 million gallons." One hundred trucks or more (supply, transport,

concrete, water, workers) are estimated to access the project area daily, some multiple times for
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up to 4-6 months of the construction, especially when pad construction is underway. Ithink that 20
1 million gallons will barely make the concrete pads (25,000 to 35,000 cubic yards) let alone t
clean each truck to reduce noxious week contamination at entry points to the project area. cont.

SECTION 3.4 HEALTH AND SAFETY

Subsection 3.4.2 Impacts of Proposed Action Subheading: Operation and Maintenance

Impacts - Risk of Fire or Explosion [Page 3.4-4] states "Lighting-induced fires are rare in the

project area” and explains that wind turbine generators are specially protected to minimize a

lighting-induced fire. It fails to explain that the reason lightening risk is not high is because of all

the flat ground and lack of trees in most of the project. Add 120, 350 to 400 foot steel towers and 21
a hot summer night and you will have increased risk of lightening strikes, if not possibly starting

fires. It will damage turbine blades or heavily damage the nacelle, releasing hazardous material

to the ground. The most-likely parts (forest and range) of the proposed project are out of a fire

zone.

USA Germany Spain

Subsection 3.4.2 Impacts of Proposed Action Subheading: Operation and Maintenance
Impacts - Risk of Turbine Tower Collapse /[Page 3.4-8] Shapiro and Associates discusses an
interview with Curt Malloy of Worldlink Insurance. He stated his company insures more than
12,000 turbines comprising more than 3,400 MW of capacity and that he personally has 15 years
of experience in the wind industry. But according to the Applicant he stated that he was not

aware of any tubular wind tower structure collapsing. They then referenced the Danish Society of 22
Windmill Neighbors which has documented evidence of several collapsed tubular towers.
Photographic evidence is submitted below. It has happened in the past and it is a real risk in the
future. This is not a perfect science and should be treated as such.
7
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Shapiro and Associates states "the specific conditions and circumstances supporting this

photographic evidence is uncertain. Minimum setbacks incorporated into the proposed project

layout would reduce the safety risk associated with tower collapse and other safety and nuisance 22
concemns." My analysis regardless of why these turbines collapsed gives photographic evidence cont.
that this occurrence is more than a nuisance concern.

Subsection 3.4.4 Mitigation Measures Subsection: Additional Recommended Mitigation
Measures Subheading: Measures to Minimize Risk of Tower Collapse and Blade Throw
[page 3.4-22] states "The Applicant proposes setbacks of at least the height of the tower plus the
blade from any public roads and residences." The Applicant did not consider those landowners
who use the two private roads in the project area, namely Elk Springs Road and Cricklewood
Lane. A tower height setback is not adequate for public safety. As seen in the picture above,
these machines are huge and catastrophic tower failures could break up and throw tons of metal
and blades much further than just their height. Also there have been occasions when 23
unforeseeable high winds have blown over a complete turbine and foundation. This again would
throw pieces more than just the tower height. In my case, J String would parallel Cricklewood
Lane making travel more dangerous since we are on the East side of the string. Heavy winds
(which have been clocked in excess of 70 mph) may increase the risk of a tower collapse across
our road. The Applicant then goes on to quote several inspections and manufacturing
certifications that may or may not preclude a catastrophic tower collapse. These are huge
industrial machines and accidents can and do happen.

Considering the risks to public safety, including ice throws, I would urge a safety buffer of at 24
least 1,500 feet from public and private roads, as well as non-participating property lines.

Table 3.4.-1: Summary of Potential Health and Safety Risks [page 3.4-1] 1 find this table

amazing as well as disturbing. For almost 2 years Applicant has been telling the public these

turbines are safe and pollution free. No hazards whatsoever. Farmers and cattleman can, with

confidence, farm and graze their herds amongst the operating turbines. Now this chart tells me, if

even on the middle scenario, some sensitive shrub steppe areas may have to deal with 25,000 of

diesel and gasoline, 121 turbines, each of which contains 50 gallons of glycol water mixed 25
coolant (6050 gallons), 85 gallons of turbine hydraulic oil (10,285 gallons), 105 gallons of

lubricating oil (12,705 gallons), 500 gallons of transformer mineral oil (60,500 gallons), and a

substation with 48,000 gallons of mineral oil in the substation transformers. All of which is

classified as a hazardous material.
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Reading through the measure to reduce Potential Releases of Hazardous Materials to the

Envirenmemt [pages 3.4-3 & 3.4-4f during operations, while reassuring to the Applicant, in

reality, there is very little operating history for these larger turbines (especially the 3MW version)

to reatly feel secure that all these "safety” features really work. No matter how coafident man

feels about hus technology, huge complex machines can and do fail at times. Sometimes, due to 25
mans work, like poor maintenance practices {fo save money comes 1o mind) and sometimes from cont.
the powers of nature, Many of the landowners who live within the project area have wells.

Applicant may say it can reduce potential releases, but it doesn't go far enough to say what it

WILL DO to CORRECT a real accidental release that contaminates the local aquifer.

Subsection 3.4.4 Mitigation Measures Subheading: Measures te Minimize Risk of Ece
Throw fpage 3.4-21] A more recent study was submitted by Sagebrush Power Partners back in
June 2003, as Attachment 5 Kattitas Valley leing Conditions Memo. ¥ also contains a report on
icing conditions in Ellensburg.

In this memo from Ron Nierenberg, a consulting meteorologist to Chris Taylor on April 11, 2003,
he states information taken from the records of the Ellensburg Airport support that during the past
3 years, there were an average of three days per year of freezing rain. Adding that freezing rain is
the condition that could cause icing on wind turbine blades. He also advises that the elevation of

the wind farm project area is 500 to 1000 feet higher and so the estimate that there could be 4 t0 5
days per year where ice may accurmulate,

Shapiro and Associates interprets this report in the DEIS stating "Studies of long term weather
data for the area from the Applicant's meteorologist mdicate icing conditions occur, on average 3
10 5 days per vear. This is categorized as a 'moderate icing risk' {1 to 5 days of icing per year)
according £o the Wind Energy in Cold Climates (WECO n.d.). In contrast, light icing risk is less
than [ day icing per vear and heavy icing risk is 5 to 25 days per vear."

Their analysis of the icing conditions fails to take into account that the project area is higher than
the airport by almost 1000 feet (my lot is about 2600 f£). That is just to the ground, put up a 400
foot turbine and the blades are now 1400 feet ot roore in the air. This would significantly raise
the risk of biade icing putting them most likely in the heavy icing category. Also, the
meteorologist failed to mention that heavy fog, which is commeon in the winter there, dramatically
increases the formation of rime ice as the temperature drops, Freezing rain can certainly cause 26
problems, but it is the rime ice buildup that can substantially raise the risk to the public as well as
wind farm operators. The thickness of rime ice can be up to about 18 inches in severe conditions
and when released be in the range of up to 2.2 pounds in mass. In the Seifert study, he found
ovidence at operating wind farms that ice chunks were found 15 to 100 meters (4% feet to 328
feet) from the base of the turbines. This is ail spelled out in the WECO project report Shapiro and
Associates should have read.

Shapiro and Associates filed to adequately research the growing phenomenon of ice throws from
turbines. They reference a study by Morgan et al. 1998 and come up with a safety setback of 30
to 328 feet from a fyurbine,

The wind mdustry's "authoritative ice throw guidelines” recommend an ice throw risk of 10-6 ~or’

one strike per million square meters per vear. At this risk level, a minimum: ice throw safoty

setback for 2 50 meter rotor diameter wind turbine in heavy icing conditions is 400 meters ¢1,312 27
feet). Foran 82 meter rotor diameter wind turbine in heavy icing conditions, the minimum ice

throw safety setback is 656 meters (2,152 feet). That's a big difference than 328 feet. 328 feet is
unacceptable. A distance of at least 1,500 feet minimum would ensure public safety in light of

9
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the information we know. A mitigating measure could be added if evidence is shown that actual

ice throws in the project area from particular turbines is greater than 1,500 feet, then the distance 27
around those turbines could be increased to 2,000 fest from public and private roads, and pon- cont.
participating property lines.

Page 3.4-21 Measures to Minimize Risk of Tee Throw goes on to state that select turbines
within 328 feet of public roads would be equipped with a fail safe icing sensor system,
Unfortunately, such a system does not exist! The wind industry's technical research establishes
that "the reliable detection of ice is an indispensable requirement for the operation of wind
turbines in cold climates." However, the wind industry's studies over many years establish that
de~icing and anti-icing systems have not proven reliable. In addition, the available ice sensors are
net reliable. The wind energy technical papers report: "It is important to produce definitions and
specifications for measurement of icing and for ice sensors. This information is also required e.g.
for safety standards of wind turbines.” In fact, standardized conditions for ice sensor design and
calibration "are not available yet and have to be defined.”

A litte history and timeline that Shapiro and Associates has failed to report. These quotes are
from the wind industry and accessible on their respective websites:

¢  Wind turbines operating in cold climates present an inherent, significant and recognized
public safety risk-and the scope of the risk is much broader than ice throws. Wind turbisie
icing, and the resulting unbalance, resonance, over power and fatigue, con affect the structurs!
integrity of the wind turbine itself.

+  The technical literature raises serious and on-going questions about the adequacy and safety
of current wind turbine designs. There are reportedly no structural safety design standards for
wind turbines operating in icing conditions, notwithstanding the fact that 400 large wind
turbines (500 MW) are operating in cold climates. The technical papers expressly state that it
is up to the project developer and turbine buyer to ensure that the windmill is adequate for the 28
site conditions,

o In 2000, wind industry technical research reported that "there still is litile knowledge of
precisely [how] the turbine is loaded under icing conditions.”

* In 2001, the urgency of the design problem was noted: "Monitoring the operation and loads
of the large wind turbines is urgently needed in order to venify the design loads, not only
concerning icing but also for wind farm and complex terrain operation.”

¢ In 2002, wind industry technical research reported that the wind tarbine and component
industry and operators arg "poorly aware"” about the occurrence and frequency of icing and
lack knowledge about safety problems caused by icing especially iced blade safety problems.

» By 2003, not much had changed-wind industry technical research was still reporting that
“there is very little knowledge and data about the parameters needed to use the produced
ftheoretical ice and snow accretion on structures] formulas in the most proper way.”

e In 2003, it was also noted that atmospheric icing occurs during a much wider range of
temperature and humidity than usnally expected-which may lead to significant error in wind
turhine design loads used in many countries. In 11 European countries a 3-year, $4.3 million

10

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 15

study was launched to address the many issues associated with windmills operating in cold
climates.

Subsection 3.4.4 Mitigation Measures Subsection: Additienal Recommended Mitigation
Measures Subbeading: Measures to Minimize Shadow-Flicker Effects [page 3.4-22]

Again, Applicant denied that this phenomenon ever existed. The analysis is here and the effects
are real. My property is only a few hundred foet sast of I-String. Every sunrise I will be getting
shadow flicker effects from about 80 turbines. This is not an occasional nuisance. The analysis
reports show that many residences will be affected. This alone shows that this area IS NOT the
right place for 2 wind farm. These machines belong in isolated areas whers only the land owners
who warnt them can suffer their ill effects. Shapiro and Associates failed to compare the locations
of other established wind installations (Stateline, Wasco) in much more isolated areas in respect
to established residences and varied land ownership.

Subsection 3.32.2 Impacts of Proposed Action Subheading: Operations and Maintenance
Impacts - Modeled Noise Levels / Upper and Lower End Scenarios [page 3.12-15] states "It
is anticipated that noise levels from sither scenario (upper end versus lower end) would be very
similar to the modeled middie scenario (see Appendix D) in which distances from a receiver to 30
the closest wind turbine would dictate noise levels” Again, Shapiro and Associates failed to

Tequire noise analysis reports for each scenario. The vast difference in the size and number

greatly alter the apalysis. Believing Applicant on face value is very irresponsible. Using the

current Wind Pro software to model noise variances is not a fully-tested tool. Most of the wind
developers use it and from repotts [ read about after the wind farm goes in, most developers got it
wrong. Inthe UK, one of the most consistent complaints was over noise and how it was
underestimated. People that have the unfortunate opportunity to live within a mile complain

about the noise, especially at night.

Subsection 3.12.4 Mitigation Measures fpage 3-12-19] The suggestion that residences within
a mile plant a 100 foot vegetative buffer to reduce the noise lovel by 5 dBA! This gives one an
idea of how impacting these machines will be, and yet the Applicant still insists on placing
turbines within 1000 feet on established residences and 50 feet from neighboring property lines.

32

The offered mitigation maasure states, "if compliance is not demonstrated (to WAC 173-60)
turbines should be relocated or removed, to the extent necessary, so that the project meets
applicable regulatory thresholds." This is not strong enough. ¥ should read if any residence, or
planned residence determines the noise to be detrimental, then the offending turbines must be
removed.

33

Also Shapiro and Associates fails to mention that Oregon has an effective noise setback distance
(based on FPL Energy Stateline 2 and 3) of 4,000 feet (although the Oregon DOE attempted to
argue that the FPL Energy distance should not be considered a "setback” per se) between the
turbine and noise sensitive receptors. This is necessary in order to keep the increase in noise from
windmills (compared to pre-existing ambient) at less than 10 dB(A). They shouid also be sure
that any noise analysis take into account the cumulative noise sffect of multiple turbines. The
rule of thumb {according to CH2MHil--who is working with Applicani--and also participated in
the Qregon email discussion) is an mcrease of 3 dB(A) with each doubling of the number of
turbines--for example from 1102, 2t0 4, 410 8, 8t0 16. An increase in turbines from 1 to 16~
therefore would result in an increase in noise of 12 dB{A) (to account for cumulative noise effect
of multiple turbines} over the predicted noise of an mndividual turbine. The CHZMHil guy

34
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actually attempted to argue that multiple turbines would have to be at least 6,000 feet from noise 34
sensitive receptors in order to comply with the Oregon regulations, cont.

SECTION 3.7 SOCIOECONOMICS

Subsection 3.7.2 Impacts of Proposed Action Subheading: Direct Operations and
Maintenance Impacts Subtitle: Property Values [page 3.7.15] states "A new analysis of
impacts to property vaines of wind energy projects was beyond the scope of this EIS ¥
Unbelievable! But then Shapiro and Associates goes on to parrof the outdated and biased studies
bought and paid for by the wind industry and their lobbyists to say there is no PROOQF that living
near a4 wind farm reduces property values.
35
1 just finished reading in the Seattle Times of people in Seattle residential areas complaining
about reduced property values because the phone company wants to put a 75 foot coll tower in
their visw. Yet this DEIS is trying to make the case that putting a string of 13, 410-foot wind
turbines with 292 foot blades, 300 feet from my proposed home making noise, with constant
flaghing lights, filled with hazardous material and placed directly at my westem view so that -
shadow flicker will blast through every sanﬁ%z will not decrease my property value, but maybe f“
even enhance it. This is laughable and how ignorant does Shapiro and Associated think Tam.

Subsection 3.7.4 Mitigation Measures Jfpage 3. 7-22] Shapiro and Associstes addresses only
the tourism sssue. It basically states that if recreational tourism is affected negatively by the wind
farm operating, then they will build a kiosk and public viewing area to draw the hoards of new
visitors to the County. No mention of what will happen to the hundreds of landowners within
sight and sound of this proposed industrial complex and what Applicant will do to mitigate
{compensate) these landowners for their losses while this Texas company profits.

36
farms since June of 1998, Thus far, the utility that owns the project has offered to buy at least six. 3
homas to tear down because they were rendered uninhabitable by the noise of the windmills.

They now call it a wind buffer zone or noise buffer. In addition, zoning administrator Joe Jerabek
compiled a lst of properties that have been sold in the township, and their seiling prices. Results
showed homes within 1 mile of the windmilis declined in value by 26% and within two miles by
19%. In addition, the Town of Lincoln did a resident survey that established that 52% ofthe
respondents (high response rate) would not want to live within 2 miles of the turbines. More

proof that windmills adversely affect property values. The comprehensive repost of problems and
issues that the County has had is available from the Town Clerk for a cost of $25.00.

7
38

Mitigation measures should include purchasing of properties, whether or not a residence exists,
for fair market value before construction, of all landowmers within 1 mile of the proposed project
site,

Recently, in Kewaunes, Wiscongin, the towns of Red River and Lincoln have had operating wind |
I 39

Section 3.9 VISUAL RESOURCES

Subsection 3.9.1 Study Methodology Subheading: Visual Sensitivity Assessment

[page 3.9-1] Shapiro and Associates and Applicant have tried to convinee the reader that views

from one's home or recreational propenty are inconsequential.  To make the argument that a view

is snbjective to the viewer is obvious. The whole issue regarding view is boiled down to who 40
puschases the land. The Project Manger for Applicant, upon first arriving and starting this

process, told people (myself included) that our property wasn't worth anything, It was just

sagebrush and desert. That is his opinion, and again, is very subjective.
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Shapiro and Associates, along with Sagebrush Power Partners, have done a fantastic job of taking
pictures using photographic trickery, concealment and misjudging the whols issus of viewshed in
Upper Kittitas County. This has been probably the most heated issue brought to light in
community meetings as well as EFSEC scoping mestings.

4
cont.

Subsection 3.9.1 Study Methodology Subheading: Related Policies and Studies

Jpage 3.9-2 states "The Federal Highway Administration designed the 100-mile segment of 1-90
beginning at the Seattle Waterfront and extending East to Thorp ag a National Scenic Byway in
1998, This highway segment is also part of the Mountains-to-Sound Greenway. . . is conceived
as a scenic, historic and recreational corridor intended to function as a scenic gateway to Seattle,”
1t also states "US 97 in this area is a State designated scenic recreational highway.” It then goes
on to discount this designation because of lack of FORMAL regulatory control of aesthetic
impacts within US 97 corridor.

If § understand this DEIS, then this section is telling me that even though State and local
ordinances have chosen to protect this area of natural beauty that Shapiro and Associates
intetprets this designation as there is no FORMAL law that states this area cannot be
industrialized and ruined - therefore, recommending counter to what the State and people living
and owning property in this area have strived to save.

and corporate rhetoric to try and prove a point that cannot be justified. Industrial development of
this size and scope is obvious and there is no way this DEIS can show or demonstrate otherwise.
This proposal will destroy the lives and Hvelihood of residents and landowmners for miles around,
These turbines are visible for 23 miles on a clear day. This can not be disguised or hidden from
the view from Interstate 90, Many people have purchased property and built homes to enjoy the
evening sunsets to the West. The proposed siting of this project is directly in view of these
sunsets.

0
4
2

Subsection 3.9.2 Affected Environment Subsection: Viewpoints Sobheading: Ridges East
of US9T: Viewpoint 4 - Visual Sensitivity [page 3.9-12] This area being described is the area
where my property is located. It states "Because portions of Cricklewood Lane and most of Eik
Springs Road are in areas with open views that lie within 1/2 mile or less of proposed turbines,
the views from these roads are considered sensitive. Because these are private, dead end roads
whose prisnary function is {0 access to abutting properties, the number of road users affected aréa
assumed to be relatively small. Given the restricted access o these road segments and small
number of viewers, the sensitivity to visual effects is classified as low. For the 11 residences
Jocated along Cricklewcod Lane and the Jower and middle sections of Elk Springs Road that are
within half 2 mile of proposed turbines and which would have unobstructed views of them, the
sensitivity of views is high.” Shapiro and Associates, | believe, is trying to make the case that
since there are a fow land owners that have the privilege of their properties bordering the
proposed project and being small in number that we are jost plain discounted as to our sensitivity
to visual effects. On the other hand, if | understand this correctly, our mobstructed views of
turbines 300 foet in front of us means our sensitivity is very high. This logic defies all
intelligence. The preparers of this DEIS are definitely giving me the impression that they wil
stop at nothing to walk over citizens and violate their property rights without due compensation
under the guise of the political green agenda.

4
43

As far as views are concemned, there are no acceptable measures. Once the project area is
compromised due to the size and scope of this industrial project, the world class viewshed that
Eilensbyrg has enjoved for over more than one hundred years will be gone forever. It’s ironic.

44

The discussion of visual quality and aesthetics mentioned in the next 50 pages is purely developer |
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to "save" our environment from the damage of man and in the process of only one year destroy

what took nature million of years to make in the name of improving the "environment”.

that Shapiro and Associates would side with the wind developers to promote a project intending I 44
cont.

Section 3.9.5 Mitipation Measures Subheading: Additienal Recommended Mitigation

Measures [3.9-51] The last bullet point states "To compensate for visual impacts, the Applicant

should acquire conservation easements on land in impostant foreground views of the wind

turbmes so that no further development occurs in these areas wntil after decommissioning. This

approach would conserve natural areas to that the visual contrast between the wind tarbine and 45
the land maintains its order and purity.” Shapiro and Associates fails again to define the term
"conservation easement”. The last sentence fmplies the land will be improved to maintain its

‘order and purity’ when in fact & will be defacad and the views destroyed forever,

Section 3.9.6 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts fpage 3.9-51] states "For many
viewers, the presence of the wind turbines represents a significant unavoidable adverse umpact
because it significantly alters the appearance of the rural landscape over a large area of the
Kittitas Valley, The constant flashing of lights on the tops of turbines would similarly be
considered a significant unavoidable adverse impact. The degree to which impacts are adverse
depends on the viewer's location and sensitivity and the impact on view quality. In the final
analysis, it is the comparative number of viewers most affected by the project that determines the
overall impact. A project that significantly affects a small number of viewers may be offset by
the fact that it may have a relatively low impact on a lazge number of viewers.”

Shapiro and Associates’ true motivations for providing an unbiased third party review and
drafting of the DEIS is apparent in this paragraph buried in the middie of this extensive
document. As a landowner who has bought and paid for 50 acres of recreational lands that has
the privilege of being located in a sensitive area 300 feet from J String 1 can only say that their
comments make me acrimonious, For Shapiro and Associates to recommend that those of us
privileged landowners in the project area tumn over our land for the "public good” is blatantly
irresponsible. For a company such as Sagebrush Power Partners who plans to make millions of
dollars on this project and to virtually ‘condemn’ their neighbors without compensation is
criminal, In the light of the dubious benefits of this project economically, environmentally and
politically, I cannot believe a consulting firm such as Shapiro and Associates would release such
tripe at taxpayer expense.

In closing I would hope that the members of the EFSEC council will consider this DEIS as

biased, incomplete, intentionally organized to confuse the reader with lack of continuity and 47
finally, not doing a complete review of the literature, including the downside of industrial wind

£arms in the United States as well as abroad.

I urge the members of the EFSEC council, in light of this DEIS, to recommend to the Governor

that this project has no merit, is disruptive to the Kittitas Valley community, is poorly sited within

a growing residential community and finally, is a blatant attempt of an out-of-state company to 48
sidestep local government for their own financial gain under the guise of political greenness.

Respectifully submitted,
el jé‘ .
Ed Garrett and Rosemary Monaghan }" ,{f e j{{%x%@@w
19205 67" Ave SE o TN
Snohomish, WA 98296 BePrgaves Avauaile o0 Boyeed”

(425) 483-9770
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SUB M TIeR By S Qarpedi

"HORSE CANYON
ESTATES"

Gorgeous & Desirable

—— Hidden Valley Area!
19 Acreage Parcels, Ranging
from 4.04 to 29.19 Acres.
o ® ® ® '

Mountain & Termtorlql Views! oo e $69.000
Power & Phone Available! Lot 2 8.00 Acres $79,000
Lot34,5 21.52 Acres $82,000
Includes 49.48 Acre Open Let67  20.08 Acres $75,000
Space Parcel. Call our office for  |Lot89  29.19 Acres $78,000
. Lot 10 7.15 Acres $91,000
the details... Lot 11 8.87 Acres $99,000

Lot 12 9.54 Acres $101,000
Lot 13 10.88 Acres $97,000

Lot 14 8.19 Acres $109,000

Lot 15 8.47 Acres $105,000

Lot 16 8.58 Acres $104,000

Lot 17 7.98 Acres $104,000

Paul Lot 18 9.08 Acres $105,000

aul Ingram Lot 19 19.65 Acres $189,000
Lot 20 10.32 Acres $99,000

Cell: 509-674-9001 Lot 22 10.33 Acres $119,000

Off: 509-674-3830 Lot 23 10.00 Acres $117,000
Toll: 888-674-5011 Lot 25 10.00 Acres $99,000

E-mail: pdingram@inlandnet.com

Website: www.ingramrealty.com

107 West First Street * Cle Elum, WA 98922
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Bird killings at Altamont Pass / Environmental group files suit against wind turbine comp... Page 1 of 3

m.com www.sfgate.com Return to regular view

Bird killings at Altamont Pass

Environmental group files suit against wind turbine companies
Jane Kay, Chronicle Environment Writer

Tuesday, January 13, 2004

©2004 San Francisco Chronicle | Feedback | FAQ

URL: sfgate.comvarticle.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2004/01/13/BAGF748U321.DTL

Operators of giant wind turbines in Altamont Pass should be ordered to stop the rdutine,
illegal killing of about 1,000 eagles, hawks and owls every year, an environmental group
argues in a lawsuit filed Monday. :

The Center for Biological Diversity in Oakland charged a Florida company, FPL Group
Inc., and @ Danish wind power company, NEG Micon A/S, and other operators with
violating the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which makes it illegal to kill migratory
birds without permits. ’ A

The group's suit, filed in the U.S. District Court in San Francisco, alleges that the companies
are breaking the unfair competition law under the California Business and Professions
Code.

It's illegal to violate state or federal laws in the course of a business' activities.

" The suit also alleges that the wind turbine operators are engaging in an unfair business
practice by receiving government subsidies and tax credits that are intended to promote
environmentally sound production of energy when in fact the activities are causing harm.

The lawsuit is asking for a jury trial and a judgment that would stop the alleged harmful
activity and force the companies to return profits. ~

The wind turbines were erected in the Altamont Pass starting in the eaﬂy 1980s. Since then,
biologists have recorded thousands of deaths of golden eagles, red-tailed and ferruginous
hawks, American kestrels, turkey vultures and great horned, barn and burrowing owls.

The group is filing the suit now because Alameda County is issuing new use permits and
the turbine operators are upgrading technology and enlarging the turbines.

Studies show that Altamont Pass has the worst bird-kill problem in the world among wind
farms, because the turbines are located in a major migration route for birds of prey in North
America that attracts among the highest concentration of golden eagles in the world.

"Altamont has become a death zone for eagles and other magnificent and imperiled birds of
prey. Birds come into the pass to hunt and get chopped up by the blades," said Jeff Miller, a
spokesman for the Center for Biological Diversity.

http:/fwww.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2004/01/1 3/BAGF748U... 1/15/2004
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Bird killings at Altamont Pass / Environmental group files suit against wind turbine comp... Page 2 of 3

The group isn't trying to shut the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, a state-designated
area in Alameda and Contra Costa counties. :

Wind power provides a small percentage of the state's total energy needs but is a promising,
fast-growing technology, environmental groups say.

The Center for Biological Diversity is asking for several immediate protective measures at
the wind farms.

Measures include letting grass grow tall around the wind turbines so raptors can't see their
rodent prey; reducing populations of ground squirrels and other rodents; removing turbines
from certain canyons and valleys; and clustering the turbines and making the blades more
visible to birds. '

In Juno Beach, Fla., Steve Stengel, spokesman for FPL Energy, a subsidiary of FPL Group,
said his company hadn't yet seen the suit and couldn't comment on it.

The company, which has 42 wind farm projects nationwide, has been working for years on
measures to lessen the impact on birds, Stengel said.

FPL generates 220 megawatts from 2,000 turbines, about a third of those in the pass.

"We've been active participants in giving research money. We've installed screens and
perch guards for the birds, done tests on painting rotor blades in alternative colors and
participated in a rodent control program,” Stengel said.

When looking at bird deaths per turbine, Altamont Pass doesn't have the worst bird-kill
record, he said.

+ "Clearly we realize there's an issue in the Altamont. That's why we're so active in research
activities and mitigation measures," Stengel said. FPL has been talking with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and the California Energy Commission for the past 18 months on a set
of mitigation measures and expects to have a plan early this year. ’

Benito.Perez, special agent in charge of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's office of law
enforcement in Portland, said that every time a migratory bird gets killed at a wind turbine
in Altamont Pass, it is a violation of the law.

"We've been engaged with Altamont Pass at the regional as well as national level," Perez
said.

"We know the birds are being killed, but we see the industry is trying to do something about

the problem. As long as the industry is taking active steps, " Perez said, "we'll hope for the
best for the conservation effort.”

E-mail Jane Kay at jkay@sfchronicle.com
©2004 San Francisco Chronicle | Feedback | FAQ
Page A - 13

http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2004/01/13/BAGF748U... 1/15/2004
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
DEIS Comment - indiv. 16

Makarow, Irina {EFSEC)

From: Ed Garreft [garrett_ew@nestos.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 15, 2004 12:13 PM

To: Fiksdal, Allen (EFSECY; Makarow, krina (EFSEC); johnL.1@atg.wa.gov
Subject: Addendum fo my testimony

Hi Alan, Irina and John,

I would like to have this release added to my testimony and placed in the
ipgal recoxd.

It makes the point I did not have time to make Tuesday night due to time
limits. It backs up wy DEIS comments about how wind developer sweep the
isgsue under the rug and are not held accountable for the environmental
damage they cause. Algc, Shapiro and Associabesn, as well as WEST, Inc.
would rather ignore or minimize bird kill information to get glgantic wind

turbines gited for the least amount of money. ECEIVE
Respectfully Submitted,

Bd Qarrett ) JAN 15 2004

18205 67th Ave BE

Snofonish, WA ENERGY FACILITY SITE
'EVALUATION COUNCIL
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE January 12, 2003

Contact: Jeff Miller {(530) 663-0616 ext. 3 or cell (510} 459-%185 Center
for Biciogical Diversity e-mail jmiller@biologicaldiversity.org

Richard Wiebe (415) 433-3200 or cell {415} 505-8793, e-mail wiebe@pacbell.net Attorney for
Plaintiffs

Livermore, CA - The Center for Biolcogical Diversity {*CBD") filed a lawsuit
today against Florida energy producer FPL Group, Inc. (NYSE symbol: FPL)
and Danish wind power company NEG Micon A/S for their part in the illegal
ongoing killing of tens of thousands of protected birds by wind turbines at
the Altamont Pass Wind Resource aArea (“APWRA”) in the San Francisco Bay
Area of California. Through their subsidiaries and associated entities, FPL
Group and NECG Micon own or operate roughly half of the approximately 5,400
wind turbines at the APWRA. Bach year, wind turbines at the APWRA kill up
to 60 or more golden eagles and hundreds of other hawks, owls, and other
protected raptors. These bird kills have continued for 20 years in flagrant
violation of the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act, the Migratory
Bird Treaty hct, and several California Fish and Game Code provisions. The
lawsuit alleges that these violations and bird kills are unlawful ané
unfair business practices under the California Business and Professions Code.

“Altamont Pass wind turbines are causing extremely high levels of bird
mortality along a major rapitor migration route and are likely depleting
eagle, hawk, and owl populations not only locally but thrcughout the
western U. S§.,” saild Jeff Miller, spckesperson for CBD. “We absolutely
support wind power, but it is past time for the primary turbine owners, FPL
Energy and NEG Micon, to address this problem.”

“Altamont Pass has become a death zone for eagles and other magnificent and

imperiled birde of prey. Recent gtudies have proposed numerous

recommendations for mitigating the devastating effect of Altamont Pass wind

turbines on birds, yet the industry iz blindly charging ahead replacing

existing turkines with new and mach larger turbines without any requirement

of effective preventative measures or remediation for ongoing bird kills,”

sald Richard Wiebe, attorney for the plaintiffs. )
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The APWRA was egtablished in 1982 on 160 sguare kilometers of private
cattie ranches in eastern Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. Due in part to
the local abundance of raptor populations in the region, wind turbines at
APWRA cause more bird deaths than any wind facility in the world, a result
of poor planning that allowed wind turbines to be built along a major
raptor migration corridor and in the heart of the highest concentration of
golden eagles in Worth America. Wind turbines at Altamont Pass kill over a
thousand birds each year, including up to 60 or more golden saglen, 300
red-tailed hawks, 270 burrowing owis, and additional hundreds of other
raptors including kestrels, falcons, wvultures, and other owl species. In 20
years of operation, the wind power industry has yet to implement any
effective measures to reduce the killing of protected raptors or come up
with meaningful mitigations to protect bird populations affected by the
wind farms. In recent months, the County of Alameda approved repowering and
renewed permits for the majority of the wind turbines at APWRA without
conducting any public envircimental review or requiring any meaningful
mitigation measures to reduce or compensate for bird deaths., ¢BD and
californians for Renewable Energy filed a formal appeal of the permit
renewals with Alameda County in November 2063, '

The extracordinary numbers of raptor deaths continue unabated, due in part
to the complete requilatory failure by federal, state, and local officials
to enforce wildlife protection laws. “The U.5. Fish and wWildlife Bervice,
U. 8. Attorney‘'s Office/ California Department of Fish and Game, and
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties bear equal responsibility for the ongoing
bird atrocity at Altamont for their failure to impose any meaningful
mitigation regquirements or protective measures on the Altamont Pass wind
power industry,? stated Miller.

To add insult to injury, the Altamont Pass wind power industry has been
receiving massive tax credits as well as government cash grants funded by
surcharges imposed on Califcrnia's electricity consumers as part of the
state’s flawed deregulation plan, all of which serve to subsidize the
kiliing of birds. *The wind power industry receives tens of millions of
doliars in revenue from California’s consumers, as well as enormous tax
cradits and government subsidies, based on the perception that it provides
‘green’ energy, vet continues to kill thousands of protected birds
annually,* said Millex. “The Altamont companies routinely kill rare birds
that are the natural heritage of all Californians, and take taxpaver
subsidies home to Florida and Denmark.” According to wind industyy reports,
the Altamont Pass fiasco has tainted public perception of wind ensrgy and
hampered wind power development, as concerns about bird impacts has delaved
or discontinued other wind facilities. '

The magnitude of bird kills at APWRA has been known since at least 1988,
when the first of many studies of raptor mortality was published. To date,
the industry has not implemented effective mitigation measures to reduce
bird kills, protect and maiantain existing bird populations, or to
compensate for killing large numbers of birds from imperiled populations,
despite numercus studies by the California Energy Commission, the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, and others. “The birds have literally been
studied to death, yet the Altamont Pass turbine ownersg have failed to take-
action to reduce the risk to birds of prey.” said Miller. In fact some
efforts at APWRA, such as a small mammal poisoning program, have actually
increased the risk to raptors while also threatening other endangered
gpecies inhabkiting Altamont Pass such as the San Jeagquin kit fox and
California red-legged frog. Recent research at APWRA determined that bird
mortality has not lessened over time, that the industry’s minimal
mitigation measures have been ineffective, and that the actual number of
bird deaths is likely 8 to 16 times the industry-reported number of bird kills.

The lawsuit, filed in Federal District Court in San Francisco, is brought
under Celifornia’s Unfair Competition Law (California Business and
Professions Code section 17200}, which prohibits businesses f£rom violating
other laws, in this case federal and state wildlife protection laws, in the
course of their business activities. The lawsuit also alleges that FPL has

< 2
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viclated California‘s false advertising laws and the federal Lanham Act by
making untrue or misleading statements in publicly asserting that it
complies with all federal and state environmental laws.

The issue at Alrtamont is not wind power versus birds, but rather whether
the wind power industry is willing to take simple steps to reduve bird
kills. Raptor experts have suggested numercus measures to reduce bird
deaths, including retiring particularly lethal turbines, relocating
turbines out of canyons, moving isolated turbines into clusters, inoreasing
the visibility of turbines to birds, retrofitting power poles to prevent
bird electrocutions, discontinuing the rodent poisoning pregram, and
managing grazing to encourage reodent prey away from turbinesg. Raptor
experts have also suggested mitigation through raptor habitat preservation
to maintain the stability of the bird populations that are being depleted.

Concerns about the potential for wind turbines at Altamont Pass to kill
endangered condors recently scuttled plans by the U.5. Fish and Wildlife
gervice to reintroduce condors inte the Diablo Range east of Morgan Hill
and Gilroy. The turbines may also be severely impacting local populations
of the western burrowing owl, a declining species for which the CBD and
bird conservation groups are reguesting protection under the California

Endangered Species Act.

The Center for Biological Diversity is a nonprofit environmental
organization dedicated to the protection of native species and their
habitats. The Center works to protect and restore natural ecosystems and
imperiled species through science, sducation, policy, and environmental
law. For more information about the impacts of wind turbines on raptors and
the Altamont Pass issue visit
nttp://wew.biclogicaldiversity.org/swcbd/prograns/bdes/altamont/altamont

& ok ok k

Jeff Miller

Center for Biological Diversity
San Francisco Bay Area Ofifice
370 Grand Ave., Suite 5
Qakland, CA 945610
Jmiller@biologicaldiversity.oryg
www.biologicaldiversity.org
P:510-663-0618

F:510~663-~0272
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 17

Makarow, lrina (EFSEC)

From: Emilia Burdyshaw [ecarmelagh@hoimail.comi] '

Sent: Monday, January 12, 2004 6:39 PM

To: Makarow, trina (EFSEC)

Ce: ClayW@co.kittitas. wa.us

Subject: Comments on DEIS for KYWPP JAN 13 2694

| ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS Comments EVALUATION COUNCIL

Wind Power Project submitted by Zilkha Renewable Energy fails to address ox
mitigate the impacts on neighboring property even though this is a
reguirement for EFSEC certification.

"An applicant reguesting certification from EFSEC is required to submit
detailed information on the proposed project and impacts the project may
have on the natural and built environment. The applicant ig alse reguired
to describe the means to be used to minimize and mitigate possible adverse
impacts on the physical or human envirvonment (WAC 463-42-085)}. Further, the
applicant is required to set forth insurance, bonding, or other arrangements
proposed to mitigate damage or loss to the environment (WAC 463-42-075).%
{p. %.6-14, paragraph 2}

These requirements have not been fulfilled in relation to neighboring
properties because the proposed setbacks from adjacent properties without
structures are a mere 50 feet from a turbine blade.

*Setback from property lines of neighboring landowners: 50 feet beyond the
tip of the blade at its closest point to the property line." {p. 2-10,
paragraph 1}

1

It is apparent that no allowances are being wade for planned or future
residence building. My new home site, in Section 2, and two others in
Section 13 were in the permitting process prior to the application to the
County for a wind-overlay rezone. Although the applicant was informed of
this planning in May of 2003, turbines are currently proposed near the new
residential sites. For example, the front peorch of my new home will be 75
feet from a turbine blade. Since it had been previocusly stated by the
applicant that turbines would be 1,000 feet from neighboring residences, it
was understood that the turbines would be located this distanpce from the new
structures.

"Setbacks from residences of neighboring landowners {i.e., those without
signed agreements with the Applicant): 1,000 feet." {p. 2-9, paragraph 4) Algd, lack of
consideration is given to the fact that portions of Section 4,

purchased by the Henley Group from David Archambeau, have been divided into

geveral parcels for residential development. I have been informed by

various landowners and real estate agentsg that the majority of the property

in the project area was purchased with the intent to build residences or

recreational structures. The wind project will prevent this from happening.

The Draft Environmental Tapact Statement for the proposed Kittitas Valley |

be unfit for habitation or residence building because of the danger, damage;
and nuigance created. BAdverse impacts from ice throws, blade throws,
turbine collapse, shadow-flicker, neise pellution, and blasting for
foundation construction have not been properly addressed. The mitigation
measures for health and safety that are mentioned {(pp. 3.4-21 and 3.4-22)
partain to roads and current residences, but omit the project's affect on
neighboring properties without structures.

Safety distances for ice throws are determined to be 350 meters for icing
levels for moderate icing conditions if 50 meter blades are used.
{Clarification Information for EI8 p. 120) Since the proposed turbine
blades will be 231 feet in diameter, an appropriare distance would be 400
meters or over 1,300 feet. Much of the project area will be unsafe as many

The close proximity of turbines to adjacent lot lines will cause property to |
i
A

;~'\': !

Y
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turbines will be closer than this distance te adicining properties. ¢
ont.
in cases of blade throw or tower collapse, the applicant proposes tip height

getbacks. s :

»rip height setbacks are primarily safety-related {e.g., if an entire tower

and turbine were to collapse from a massive earthquake either cowbined with

or independent from hurricane [force wind, they would mot fall on a public

rogd or a neighbor's preperty)." {p. 2-3, paragraph 3)

Since there is no way to predict the direction of movement or magnitude of

an earthguake nor hurricans winds, the path that a blade throw or tower

collapse will takeican not: he predetermined. The nearness of the turbines

to some neighboring Jlots will be less than tip height which exposes these

properties to the likelihood that, in the event of blade throw or tower

collapse, blades and towers will fall onto these properties and cause

extensive damage.

Shadow-£flicker is mentioned in reference to current residences. "Shadow-flicker caused
from low-angle sun shining through rotating wing

turbines weould effect several residences in proximity to the project site.®

{p. 3.4-22, paragraph 5)

The shadow-flicker simulations that are depicted in Appendix B are limited

mainly to current structures. No saparate simulations were done for other
neighboring properties close to the turbines that wiil be equally, if not

more, bothered by the annovance of ghadow-flicker. It ig also stated that
shadow-flicker nuisance will affect arveas within 2,000 feet of a turbine. "Potential
shadow-flicker impacts from the three proposed wind power

projects would be limited to the immediate vicinity {approximately 2,000

feet) of the wind turbines within each respective project area®. ({p.

3.14-12, paragraph 1} .

If shadow-flicker is limited to a rvadius of 2,000 feet, it will adversely

impact most of the adjacent properties in the area.

when turbine ncise can be heard from more than one direction. "Predicted noise levels
during proiject operations at the residences clogest

to the measurement location (owners Nelson and Steinman/Geisick} ranged
between 46 to 48 dBA. Therefore, the anticipated difference between the
measured ambient and predicted noise levels in this part of the project area
could be subjectively heard as approximately & doubling in loudness and
would iikely cause zan adverse community response.® (p. 3.12-15, paragraph
4}

The effect would be even greater for levels of 50 to 55 decibels that wounld
be tripled or guadrupled for neighboring properties that are encompassed by
the rturbines. Landowners will be kept from their property because they
would not be able to tolerate this degree of noise. Yet, no mitigation is
proposed to lessen this impack.

*However, on the rangeland portions of the site, planting dense landscaping
of sufficient depth to reduce noise would reguire a change in uge of
adjacent agricultural and residential properties. Therefore, vegetative
buffering to reduce noise is not considered to be a reasonable mitigation
measure for those properties.® {p. 3.12-18, paragraph 4)

The applicant's justification for not screening nelghboring property from
noise is not valid. Gary Geisick is the only neighboring landowner who uges
property for grazing, the two other owners that graze on their land have
turbine leases, and, to my knowledge, the DNR land which is also leased for
turkines hae not had grazing leases for over eight years.

It is very likely that a landslide would ocour during foundatien

construction.
"Areas prone to landslides include steep slopes more than 10 feer tall with
thick soils. These conditions are not typical of the KVKPP site.® (p.

3.1-6, paragraph 7}

rProjects would not be located on unstable slopes or landslide-prone

terrain. Therefore, risk of a seismic or precipitaticon-induced landslide in

the solls and rock is minimel.™ ({p. 3.1-12, paragraph 1) Although designated turbinse
locations are not on steep slopes, the iandscape

of zome adjacent properties containg areas with steep hillsides that are

2

0

I5
C
‘6
‘7
The spplicant acknowledges that noise levels can have a cumulative effect
8
|9
|1
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unstable and outcroppings of rock can be seen where previous slides have
ocourred. The blasting that is proposed for turbine foundation construction
will place extreme stress on these slopes from ground vibrations and : 10
dislodge parts of hillgides. Since slope instability is not on the ridge
rops but on the sides of the hills of neighboring properties, the risk of an
induced landslide is great and not minimal. ’

cont.

Tt is evident that industrial wind turbines are incompatible with
regidential living if they are in close proximity to home gites. Since no
mitigation is proposed to protect neighboring properties, land devaluation 11
is certain for this wind project will force owners to forfeit the rights of
property use. Furthermore, measures that are recommended to mitigate for
aegthetic impacts do not mitigate for loss of use, but rather remove the
development rights of neighboring property owners.

"o compensate for visuwal impacts, the Applicant should acquire conservation
easements on land in important foreground views of the wind turbines so that
no further development coccurs in thege areas until after decommissioning.
This approach would conserve natural areas so that the visual contrast
between the wind turbine and the land maintains its order and purity." ip.
3.2-51, bullet paragraph 4}

Conservation easements are usually donated to protect the environmentts 12
natural habitat and current land use from maior development such ag this,
proposed wind power project. The only way the land will maintain its order
and purity would be if this project werse not built at the proposed site. I
doubt that anyone would be foolish encugh to grant such an eassment for by
removing the land's development potential, the easement lowers itz market
value., Even in an eminent domain situation, which this is not, just
compensation is paid to property owners.

Emilia Burdyshaw
Ellengburg Landowner

Current Address:
2806 5W Adams
Seattle, WA 98126
Phone: 206-837-5687

High-speed users-be more efficient online with the new MSK Premiﬁm'Intﬁrnet
Software. http://join.msn.com/?pgmarket=en-usépage=byoa/premasT=1
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Kittitas Vailey Wind PP
BEIS Comment - indiv. 18

H. 8. “Sandy” and Maren Sandali
8560 Elk Springs Road
Ellensburg WA 98926
(509)899-0201

January 6, 2004

Allen Fiksdal, Manager REC E ‘VE D

Energy Facility Site Eval. Council
PO Box 43172 JAN 13 72004

Olympia WA 983043172 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
RE:  Kittitas Valley Wind Power Projoct 'EVALUATION COUNGIL

DEIS

Figure 3.6-1 Existing Land Use: This map is out dated for the number of structures listed in Section 35 &
Section 2.

1

Page 3.9-12 & 3.9-13: The impact statement suppests that only 3 existing residences may have potential visual
effects from the wind farm project. This is false. See the enclosed map of Section 35 (Exhibit A). This Section
is made up of 33 parcels with 29 landowners. There are presently 19 homes or weekend cabins in the area.
Whether or not all of these residences have 2 direct view of the project does not mean they will not be affected in
an adverse way. Any person who wants or reeds to access Section 35 will be forced to travel through the
project area. Elk Springs Road is our only legal access from Hwy 97 to Section 35. If for any reason road
travel is delayed or stopped due to activity on turbine string H1I, landowners in Section 35 will be adversely
impacted.

N

landowners in Section 33, their family and friends going to be restricted from free access to homes or cabins?
Will there be restrictions placed on commercial delivery (such as propane, gravel, cement trucks, lamber trucks,
etc.)?

Figure 2-1 Project Site Layout, Middle Scenario: It should be noted that there is an error on this map in
regards to the location of Elk Springs Road. The map shows the road traveling through the southeast corner of
property belonging to Pautzke Bait Co. The actual location is to the east of the Pautzke Bait/Genson property
line traveling through the west portion of Mike Genson’s property.

Page 3.9-51: (Additicnal Recommended Mitigation Measures) The last paragraph states “To compensate
for visual impacts, the Applicant should acquire conservation easements on land in important foreground views
of the wind turbines so that no further development occurs in these areas until after decommissioning.” What
does this actually mean? Is this to say any property owner who has plans to build on their currently vacant land
within or near the project area will no longer have this option? Is their land being condenmed? A good example
of this is private property within Section 2 (just south of Section 35). Emilia Burdyshaw owns parcel 19-17-

Page 3.14-11: Paragraph 2 states that access to the project area would be limited. To what extent? Are 29 |
02000 lots 6 & 7. Her property is in direct view of the base of several proposed wind turbine towers {the closest |

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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tower being within a few feet of her eastern boundary line (see Figure 2-1). She purchased her property with
plans to build. Lot #8 (located to the south of Ms Burdyshaw and now owned by Dave Morraitis), has a small
dry cabin, which is not shown in Figure 3.6-1. Lucas Oberhansly who also planned to build a cabin owns parcel
19-17-02000, Lot 4 {just to the north of Ms Burdyshaw). Parcel 20-17-35000, lots 34 & 35 are now owned by
Paul Stewart. There is currently a small dry cabin on lot 35 not shown in Figure 3.6-1. Paul and his wife
purchased their property with the intent to build a home. What are their options now and what option does
anyone else in the same situation have?

cont.

3.13.4 Mitigation Measures: Page 3.13-21 Communication services; Currently there is no conventional phone
service to Section 35. We are totally dependent on cell phone for emergency or non-emergency communication,
It is crucial that our cell phone service is not interrupted or impaired in any way. The language used in the
proposed mitigation measures suggest that the Applicant “should” inmplement certain measures but does not state
that they will be “required” to implement cerfain measures to assure uninterrupied cell phone service (the same
would go for T.V. and radio interference). What guarantee do we have that these mitigation measures will be
handled in a top priority and timely manner (or at all for that matter)?

Table 3.2-12: Summary of Fatalities (re: Bird kill} The 2002 Survey Results shown in this study contradicts
a recent Fox News article concerning this subject. See the enclosed article (Exhibit B) obtained from
FOXNews.com on Dec. 23, 2003 whére they report one to two thousand or more birds are killed each year in
the area of Altamont Pass alone.

once the wind farm project is online. The analysis does not speciy which properties in the project areas
increased in value, Ifit were inciuding the land on which wind turbines were constructed, of course the value
would increase. I would argue that surrounding properties within the project area, but not a part of the project,
would have their land values adversely affected. Residents of Lincoln, Wisconsin are troubled over the wind
turbines that went online in June 1999. Refer to enclosed Exhibit C. This article is based on actual property sales
and concludes that there was a decrease in sales by 26 points. If the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project is
allowed into our neighborhood, we will sell our home. Will the State, County, or the Applicant make up the
difference when we are not able to sell our home and property for the appraised value (appraised value prior to
the project development)?

Page 3.4-7 & 8 Ice Throws and Blade Throws: 23 of the 121 proposed turbine towers would be constructed.
within a stone throw from Elk Springs Road. The study shows ice throws can occur up to 328 feet. This creates
a risk to the safety of the residents traveling along Elk Springs Road to and from home. A set back of more than
double the throw distance (1000 ft) from any private or public roads or property lines should be mnposed. The
same should be considered in regards to potential blade throws.

9

Thank vou for your time and consideration o the above comments regarding the Kittitas Valley Wind Power
Project DEIS. These are only a fow of the issues we have reviewed from the large volume of information. Time
has not allowed us to review the entire contents of the DEIS. As a footnote, watching the weather for the past
month of December 2003 it is note worthy to say that there has been relatively little wind. The fog has drified in
and out of the valley as it usually does during the winter months. Relatively little wind during 3 to 4 months of
the vear translates in to 3 to 4 months of non-productive wind power.

sp ctfully,
cs’m fx&M

??gmm W/@M

Page 3.7-15, 16, & 17 Property Values: The DEIS leads you to believe that property values will increase ‘
‘ 10
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FOXNews.com - Top Stories - Aliernative Energy Proves Deadly for Binds

§ Geta FRED fawrembar
. aod faas By amadt

Alternative Energy Proves Dead!y for B;rds

% mes e T ERTER Sy

PRI FRENY

Tuesday, December 23, 2(.103
FOX NEWS

FThe alternative energy movement is ruffling the feathers of animal rights
activists.

BERY Wind {urhines, tauded for b= e
e & A 3 : an environmentally friendly
i»{}ﬁ_ . L Eiﬁ’f%ﬁg‘e RRW’* energy source, are kiliing
35 X TR mf‘ theusands of birds that fiy i

| l.eﬁs sh%m Pmesxt ﬁ:&dn
ACCEPTED

Pass {search) just east of
Cakland, Calif., where mo: o
than 5,000 turbines have

20 years.

Click Your 1 Jeff Miller, of the Center £

are approximately 60 golden eagles, 300 red-talled hawks, and 270 burrowing o

Two environmental groups are trying to stop the renewal of the windmills' parmit- .

prevent more birds from dying in their blades.

The Alameda County {search) zoning board renewed a batch of permits in

November angering green activists whe demanded an envirenmental impact repo
and mandatory concessions from the energy industry to make the mills more bira-

friendly.

“The public is owed an open environmental review of the issue,” said Miller, "I the:

RECAME A B 7

3

their propellers in the Altamont

helbed power the Bay Ares wor

{arsant Raty | Biological Diversity (search},
gy _ said the latest research
i - Galup it | indicates that one to two
£ gjigg%g 4 FREE Quotsy | thousand or more birds arz
L g™ freon Ding Easy Form | killed each year in the are:
ﬁéﬁ?&ﬁ Y Included in the yearly dea

board of supervisors deesn’t see it our way, I'm sure we'lf fook very carefully at s

kind of legal action.”
But the board felt the confrontation with the utilities was the wrong way to go.

"What we have is a conflict developing over the best environmental approach ana

that conflict is moving into a much larger scaled war than is necessary,” said Laiy

Gosselin, of the zoning board. "We need a pregressive study.”

http:/fwww foxnews. com/story/0,2933,106438,00 htmi

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
Final EIS

Page l of 2

X bt B ()

Click image to en

Related Video
* Windmills Enrage Anim:

C A
! Top Stories Home

. Sreen ing Room

+ Beostof 2003 — Your Video |
! From the battlefield o behin
i we've coltected the vear's b
¢ 1¢ the Screening Room.

FNC Schedule

12/23/2003
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Frlibit B 1)

MSEN Hotmail - Messs, Page2 of 3

Washington Posg, Jecomber 26th, 2003
LOS ANGELES
The freezers at itie U.%., Fish and Wildlife Department in the
Sacramento Valley ire overflowing with the decapitated and
wmangled
bodies of golden saglins, kestrels and red-tailed hawks, vicdhims
of the whirling blade: of wind turbines.
Tt's estimated thet as wmany as 44,000 predatory birds have been
killed aver thes p:-t = decades in the Altamont Pass, east of
San Francisco.
Although the uiws cinning blades turn wind into electricity
and make Alamoda less dependent on fossil fuesl, they are
also the end «f 1~ for many birds whose annual migration
route include: the
Concentrating =m it prey on the ground, the birds fly into the
blur of the winde.il blades.The bhird deaths have led some
environmental grouss that support wind power to oppose permits
for the Altam:nt iy, arguing that the industry is not deoing
enough to stop the deaihs.
In Rlameda County, sevaral environmental groups are trying to
parsuade the couniy o atop reissulng permits for the turbines
without requiring
additional envirc. entsl studies.
The county zaning :>wi approved permanent permits for 1,400 )
windmills in Move sut Californians for Renewable Enexrgy dnd
the Center fou B al Diversity s=ay the county approved the
permits 1llegalily.
*The level of hir: x-Ui% ks just astronomical. You couldn't haive
picked a wors:» pl puk a wind Farm. It's just been an
accepted coat of doing
business out theres.” sard Jefl Miller of the Center fox
Bicleogical Diversi.y.
Steve Stengel, a =wokwsman for Florida Power & Light Co., Which
owns about half ¢ tha 7,300 wind turbines at Altamont, said the
industry has been vipg to find ways to reduce bird kills.
Past attempts incinded painting the tips of turbine blades tao
make them more wisibis, installing scresns arcund generators and
adding devices tc - ourage pexching oo the towers. Bub these
failed to substart reduce deaths. Among measures pow being
discussed is lett! 455 below the turhines grow taller and
removing rock To cover for prey and discourage birds from
flying in the are.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Exhibit O

Fellow ROKT Suppor . ri

This informati.m .. vIobe ug from our friends in Lincoln, WI.
who are dealing wi_ 2 iindfarm that was installed in June 199%.
Their name is &.A % 2. {Zoalition Against Rural Exploitation)

rof still Erying to deal with the downside of

Adjacent land -~wnz .
ary survey below shows their complaints.

the wind fazm. A

about declining property vealues hassd on
assessors’ assevtions,

Next is the fivst ¢
actual sales drta

sed but at least it is guantified and
zn saying all aleng.

Conciusions ar- a.c
packs up what we T

Best Regards ard Lo alidays

Bd

R R I R R S R RS
Excerpts from the “ns: Report of the Township of Lincoln
Wind Purbine Morat. 400 Committee After the wind turbines want
oniine in Kewaunoo

County, Wisconsin, i Lingoln Township Board of Sapervisors
approved & moratos e 3 naw turbine

construction. The —woxpens of the moratorium was to delay new
construction

of wind turkines .o cighteen months, giving the township the

opportunity to

assess the impactsr »f the 22 turbines installed by Wisconsin
Public Service
Coerporation (WrsC)
enline in

June, 1969,

“4adison Gas and Blectric (MGEE), which went

The following Jooun sammarizes some of the prohlems the

Moratorium

Commities facer i U, 'y to address problems the township hadn't
faced

prior to turbire . ctian and some of the resulting changes
the

comuittee proposed -z o« vesult of its atudy. Verification; of this

http/Twofd Jawd hotm- 1 msa com/egi-bin/getmsg?msg=MSG1070764526 3&start=1113... 12/22/2003
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MSN Hotrail - Message Page2o0f3

information c¢an be obtained from Lincoln Township officials.

The Moraterium Committee met 39 times between January 17, 2000,

and January
20, 2002, te 1) study the impact of wind factories on land, 2}

study the
impact on residents and 3} review conditional use permits used to

build two
existing wind facltories in Lincoln Township.

Survey

Question: Are any of the following wind turbine issues currently

causing
problems in your household?

Residents
within 808 ft. - 1/4 mi. 174 mi. - 1/2 mi.
a. Shadows from the blades 338
yes 41% yes
b. Blinking lights from on top of the towers 9%
ves 15% yes
<.
Noise
44% yes 52% yes

beclining Property Values

Town of Linceln zoning adminisirater Joe Jerabek compiled a list

of
properties that have beesn sold in the township, and their sellihg

prices.
The list compared the properties’ selling price as a function of

the
distance to the wind factories, using real estate transfer returrns

and the
year 2001 assessment zroll.

Conclusions were as follows:

1. "sales within I mile of the windmills pricr to their

construction wexe _
104 percent of the assessed wvalues, and properties selling in the

same area
after construction were at T8 percent, a decrease of 26 points.”

2. "Sales more than 1 mile away prioy to construction were 105

percent of
the assessed values, and sales of properties 1 mile or more aftedr

the
construction of the turbines declined to 87 percent of the

assessed wvalue,
an 18 point decline.”

Furthermore, not takeén into account in Mr. Jerabek's conclusion
are the
homes that were bought ocut and bulldozed by WPSC.

Also not taken inte account is the fact that of the homes that
gsold within

http://tw2fd lawd hotmail. msn com/cgi-bin/getmsgTmsg=MSG1070764526 3&start=1113... 12/22/2003
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® " MSN Hotmail - Message

one mwile of the turbines since their construction, four of them

were owned
within the Pelnar family as the family members shuffled houses.

One brother

seld to ansther brother. One bhrother purchased his father's howr .

The
father built & new home. And a sister purchased land from one

brother and

built a home. It is important %o note that two of the family
members are

turbine cwners themselves.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Final EIS

Page3 of 3

Responses to Comments
February 2007
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Kittitas Valley Wind PR
DEIS Comment - indiv. 19

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
COMMENT FORM

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project - January 13, 2004, Ellensburg, WA

Pubiic Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmental Impact Staternent

Name: /77 /?/Lc, oL f/mdfé/Z/

Address: 50 Ele Sopise KA Epgbicss )
{Plehise includé your Zip!) (/ ,,?VWQ) &

Please write any comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

The Clbhabvina e, / gem) b Cnly aézomgf
e %ﬁ’/@.@ @/ﬂlﬁnﬂf Ot Ao Seikie
Ww pwmw ;%n ,ﬂﬁwgﬁzwf ; %4,5
/%w_ geve fo “Ahe ,//,,/u&z/ 74 //%a% ,
&ﬁ(@z Hhrge. \oHorrizar — vQ/ (44, K LDPL
Zon ﬂ’é%m&/ Lo sirorbh vﬁ?ﬁxzw
Gl THhes ﬁ,&cw ,é/wm ool y//{)xﬂ ﬁe_
/ﬂdj Q@Wﬂﬁm

JAN'1 3 2004
ENERGY FACILITY SITE

Use the back of this form if you need more ro L AT @N:@m CiL

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-matiled or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004,

For more information about EFSEC’s review of this application, please contact:
Irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172,
call (360) 956-2047, or e-mail gfsec@ep.cted wa.gov.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007
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sefbude

Kittitas Vailey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 20

RECEIVED)

Allen Fiksdahl |
o T NERGY FACILITY SITE
g EVALUATION COUNCIL

DEIS Kittitas Valiey Wind Power Project Comments
Dear Mr. Fiksdaht
After having gone over the DEIS for KVWPP, T make the following siatements:

This DEIS is 1 % inches thick. it is full of summaries, suppositions, and distorted conclusions. The average
person who doesn’t have a vested interest in what this DEIS says, would read some of it, get bewildered, 1
et tired and complacent, and then shrug and accept it

The conclusions offered in it are distorlions. Averaging its impacts with the two other proposed facilities
has [essened the impacts on the environment for this facility. This is done with a view of the imipact on the
whole valley, the Yakima River and the Columbia River

Key words used: “NOT EXPECTED TO BE CUMULATIVELY SIGNIFICANT”. The impacts on one site 2
may differ from others. The topography varies from site to site. The assessment of this site shogld have

nothing to do with Desert Claim or Wild Horse. The effect of averaging is to sofien the perceived impact

and make approval more palatable. All these sites are very special in their own ways. A SITE SPECIFIC

analysis for each of them shoukd be mandatory.

There is some new information from a German spreadsheet that gives statistics on ICE THROWS. New

information for different sizes of turhine range from 2152 feet for the smaller, to 2985 feet for the larger

(see attachmenis | & 2). These figures make it clear that present setbacks may need 1o be adjusted.

On Scenic Highway #97, 47 turbines are closer than 2985” - 32 are within 2152,

Betas Rd. — 19 within 2152° - County

Hayward Rd — 27 within 2152

Elk Springs Rd ~ 23 within 21527 3
Cricklewood Lane — 15 within 2152

Setbacks for houses and property lines may also be in order.

I£ it turns out that proper sethacks can not be achieved, we would be highly pleased if you would redch a
finding of NO ACTHON on this project, and relay your recommendation to the Governor, so we can get o)
with our lives.

Thank yeou,
Earle Price
430 Crickiewood Lane,
Eliensbirg, WA
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments

Final EIS

February 2007
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Earle and Gerri Price

From: <CMLawton3@aol.com>

To: <CMLawton3@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, January 12, 2004 1:45 PM

Attach: 1-11-2004 Letter to Riffle re ice throw & foth FINDD.ZIP

Subject:  Windmilis - kmportant information: lee Throw Calculation Spreadshest

Al

| have learned that some of you are having difficulty opening the attachments. | am not sure what the problem is—-but | am
resending the last email. Let me know if you are still having trouble. The attachment is 2 PDF files in a ZIF file.

If you would fike to be removed from this list, fet me know.
Thanks.

Catharine M. Lawicn

1/12/2004
Al
| have aftached two letters that contain important data and information that wilt help you.

1. 10F THROW SPREADSHEET: The first istter identifies the location of a spreadsheet (accessible on the internet) that
yau can use to estimate the potential ice throw distance based on the parameters of the wind turbine that the wind
developer in your area has proposed. You will need the following info:

- Tower Height
- Blade Length
- Rotor Speed (RPM)

This spreadsheet is in German~but see Attachments A & B to the letter that include transiations.

% As | have discovered, ice throw and the related data is widely known and available in Germany. The first lefter also
includes a chart from a law firm website in Germany that outlines throw distances for "typical machines.” See Exhibit C.
‘The reported ice throw distances range from 390 meters to 995 meters.

2. INTERCONNECTION QUEUE; The second letter addresses transmission planning--and the interconnection "queue.”
Your regional fransmission company {ATC in Wisconsin) likely maintaing a similar "gueus” which will give you important
intelligence and a “heads up” as to the scope and timing of proposed wind farm development(s) in your area.

If you have questions or need additional information, let me know.

Catharine M. Lawton
West Bend, Wisconsin

01/13/2004

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
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/ .
From: <CMLawton3@aol.com=>

To: <8ni.2gether@worldnet.att net>; <saschmidt@core.com>; <rrgumm@nconnect.net>;
<j3johnd4@msn.com>, <kaihyh83@yahoo.com>; <reger.horst@noneywell.com>; <peli@hnet.net>;
<rsrrmfwic@westbend. net>

Ces <EMPAInc@acl.com>; <Hewson@evainc.com>; <igc@adams.net>; <jdonelan@saveoursound.com>;
<gpbal@netnet.net>; <eleancriiinghasti@ati.net>, <elisebitiner@yahoo.com>;
<mspegleg500@yahoo.com>; <gabaker@dowelibaker.com>; <bateslee@elitel. net>;
<Comfield1@aol.com=; <editor@cambriamagazine.com>; <evelyn1930@gis.net>;
<gjstraub@forchiake.com>, <gtwilson@integrity. cormn>, <hector@mesi net>; <jeffgarfield@yahoo.com>,
<jphn.white@state.or.us>; <kiteleyfarms@torchiake com>; <markduchamp2@hotmail com>;
<MaturenAppraisal@aol.com>; <pburt@netzero.net>; <Rhurley@Theaccordgroup.com>;
<richifysouthbristolviews.com>; <robert.carlson@verizon net>; <suelindberg@worldnet att.net>,
<swilbur@ix.netcom.com>; <TALAHIDAVE@msn com>

Sent: Monday, December 22, 2003 12:08 AM

Attach: 12-21-2003 Lir to Riffle - Wind Turbine lcing. ZIP

Suhject:  Windmill lcing, lce Throw, Safety - T. of Addison, Wisconsin

Earle and Gerri Price

Al

Attached is the letter and technical papers (2 .PDF Files) that | submitted by fax fonight to Town Aftorney Riffle in the
pending Town of Addison windmill CUP matller. A decision on this matter is likely to be made on January 8, 2004,

The 19-page letter includes an approx. 1-page Execulive Summary which is pasted in befow. The PDF files include 7 of
the referenced technical papers as attachments to the letter (Exhibits A - G). Other papers are referenced in footnotes.

if you have comments or guestions, et me know,

Catharine M. Lawion

December 21, 2003
BY FACSIMILE: (252) 548-9211

M. Stanley Rifffle, £sq.

Arenz, Molter, Macy & Riffie, 8.C.
720 N. East Avenue

P.C. Box 1348

Waukesha, Wisconsin  53187-1348

Subject: Addison Wind Energy LLC CUP - FOR THE RECORD
Risk of Wind Turbine ice Throw & Required Safety Sethacks, Wind Turbing lce Sensor Reliability, Wind Turbine lcing
Safaty issues, and Adeguacy & Safety of Current Wind Turbine Designs

Dear Attorney Riffle:

The purpose of this letter is to address the limited evidence presented by the Applicant on the foliowing subjects:
“ the risk of wind turbine ice throw & required safety setbacks,

" wind turbine ice sensor reliability,

" wind turbine icing safety issues, and
" adequacy & safety of current wind turbine designs

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

01/13/2004

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Final EIS Responses to Comments
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Page 2 of 2

The Applicant's limited evidence on each of these matters is not only incomplete an inadequate, but it is also highly
misteading and directly contradicted by the wind industry’s own research, investigation and authoritative technical papers
that have been published and avallable since at least the mid-1890s. This evidence establishes the following:

% 1. The wind industry's "authoritative ice throw guidelines” recommend an ice throw risk of 10-8 -or one strike per million
square meters per year. Af this risk level, a minimum ice throw safety setback for a 50 meter rotor diameter wind turbine
in heavy icing conditions is 400 meters (1,312 fest). For an 82 meter rotor diameter wind turbine in heavy icing
congitions, the minimum ice throw safety setback is 656 meters (2,152 feat).

2. The wind industry technical research establishes that "ihe reliable detection of ice is an indispensable requirement for
the operation of wind turbines in cold climates.” However, the wind industry’s studies over many years establish that de-
icing and anti-icing systems have nct proven reliable. In addition, the available ice sensors are not reliable. The wind
energy technical papers report: "i is important to produce definitions and specifications for measurement of icing and for
ice sensors. This information is also required e.g. for safety standards of wind turbines.” in fact, standardized conditions
for ice sensor design and calibration "are nof available yet and have to be defined.”

3. Wind turbines operating in cold climates present an inherent, significant and recognized public safety risk-and the
scope of the risk is much broader than ice throw. Wind turbine icing, and the resuiting unbalance, resonance, over power
and fatigue, can affect the structural integnty of the wind turbine itself,

4. The technical literature raises serious and on-going questions about the adeguacy and safety of current wind turbine
dasigns. There are reporiedly no structural safety design standards for wind turbines operating in icing conditions,
notwithstanding the fact that 400 large wind turbines (500 MW) are operating in cold climates. The technical papers
expressly state that it is up to the project developer and turbine buyer to ensure that the windmill is adequate for the site
conditions.

a. In 2000, wind industry technical research reported that "there still is fittle knowledge of precisely fhow] the turbine is
ioaded under icing conditions.”

b. in 2001, the urgency of the design problem was noted: "Monitoring the operation and loads of the large wind turbines
is urgently needed in order to verify the design loads, not only conceming icing but also for wind farm and complex terrain
operation.”

. in 2002, wind industry technical research reported that the wind turbine and component industry and operators are
*noorly aware” about the occurrence and frequency of icing and fack knowledge about safety problems caused by icing
especially iced blade safely problems.

4. By 2003, not much had changed-wind industry technical research was still reporting that “there is very fittie knowledge
and data about the parameters needed 1o use the produced [theoretical ice and snow accretion on structures] formulas in
the most proper way.”

. In 2003, it was also noted that atmospheric icing occurs during a much wider range of temperature and humidity than

usually expected-which may lead fo significant error in wind turbine design loads used in many countries. A 5-year, $4.3
million study was launched to address the many issues.

§1/13/2604

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 21

BACKGROUND

Washington is at an encrgy crossroads. If we only build more natural gas plents to meet
future increases in our energy demand and do not mprove cur energy efficiency and
diversify our energy sources, we will continge to leave ourselves vulnerable to engrgy
shortages and massive price Increases.

For much of the past 50 years, Washington has relied heavily on hydroelectric power to
meet its energy needs. In 1998, approximately 60% of Washington's energy was produced
by its extensive dam system and 25% was produced by burning fossi fuels ke coal and
ratural gas, Only 2% of our energy was produced by clean renewable sources hike wind
and solar power. What's more, from 1993, utiiities in Washington cut their investments in
energy efficiency programs by 75%.

In 2001, however, & combination of events exposed the cracks in the foundation of
Washington's energy supply:

1. Energy Shortages in California -~ Normally, we buy electncity tram California during
our winters when we need more power and sell them electnieily during our mild summers,
but because of the massive energy problems i California in 2001 we were noi able 1o
impoit power. In 1act, the federal goverament ordered Washington to sell power to
Caltfornia regardless of sur energy shortages.

2 Lack of Rain in the Northwest - We would normally make up the power shortfall with

an increase in hydroelectric power by nunning more water through our dams, but thar year 1
we were in the midst of a drought that feft warer levels at record lows so we couldn't
make up the deficit with hvdroelectric power,
Ag a result, Washingion utilities did not have the capacity to generate enough power to
meet the aeeds of citizens and businesses, so they had fo buy power on the open market.
Unfpriunately, spot prices on the open market increased dramatically because many states
in the west and northwest {especially California) experienced energy shoriages and had io
bry energy on ihe open market as well. For instance, most otilities countd produce _
slectricity for $20-550 per mogawatt hour, but prices on the open markel were e s w g
$750 per megawatt hour. e =

Ul . >3
As utilities bought more power on the open rmarket instead of producing ¥ -thexEc:? 8 — 8
they passed the higher costs on to therr customers. As z result, many citizens a : o=
businesses saw their electricity bills double, triple and even guadiuple. And todweamﬁ =X O
atter the orisis, we condinue to pay high electricity bills as utilities continue to p@m = i %
the debt they accunmaated in 2001 and nahrral gas prices continue to increase. < 3> Bow

L-L-l e 4
Unfortunately, utilities haven't learned their lesson and they are planning to meem UZJ 5‘5
increasing energy demands by budlding several natural gas plants, so if we have ¢ L LU
drought and natural gas prices continue to skyrocker fwhich many stadies predict they

:{
-
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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wilth, we will be just as vulnerable to another massive energy crisis a8 we were in 2001,

We can avoid another energy orists, improve our econony, and reduce pollution by
generating more power from renewable sources and increasing Investments in energy
efficiency technologies, According to a study from the WashPIRG Foundation, meeting
Washington's future energy demand through wind energy and energy efficiency mstead of
naturai gas would generate approximately $474 million for Washingion's economy in the
next 20 years, compared to $192 million if we build natural gas plants, Furthermore, ¢lean,
renewable energy sources - inchiding wind, solar and geothermal power - do not pollute
our air or water and will never run out, unlike coal, natural gas and other fossil fuels. And
renewable resources — unlike oil and natural gas - are not subiect to price sprkes and
supply interruptions.

cont.

Washingrodl is ai an energy crossroads. I we only build more natural gas plants to meet
future increases in our energy demand and do not improve our energy efficiency and
diversify our energy sources, we will continue 1o leave ourselves vulnerable to energy
shortages and massive price Increases.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv. 22

January 13, 2004

Allen Fiksdal, Manager CE\VE

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Coungil R W
0. 43172

P.O. Box 1 3 2004

Olympia, WA 98504-3172
ENERGY FACILITY gg:i
Dear Council Members, EV ALUAT\ON G'

There are two issues that are part of the Draft Environmenial Impact Statement (DEIS) | wish to address.
First, is the compatibility of a wind farm in the proposed site. Two-thirds of the proposed turbines (78

given the middie scenario) are situated in Forest and Range 20, where the wind blows hard and often as

tests have shown. The rest are located in Agriculture 20. The purpose and intent of the Forest and

Range zone “...is to provide for areas of Kittitas County wherein natural resource management is the

highest priority and where sub-division and development of lands for uses and activities incompatible

with resource management are discouraged”(Kittitas County Zoning). If water power is considered a

natural resource then how can wind power not be considered a natural resource? So, how can the 1
utitization of this natural resource not be the highest priority in this zone?

That part of the wind farm that is in the Agriculture 20 zone is alse compatible with the purpose of their
zone, which is “...to preserve fertile farmland from encroachment by non agricultura land uses and to
protect the rights and traditions of those engaged in agriculture” {Kittitas County Zoning). Wind
farming is a way for the rancher to make additional income from the land with no negative affect to the
present use, grazing livestock.

The second issue is the effect the wind farm would have on the value of property in close proximity to
the turbines. The following is a Hst of the sales of properties located adjacent to or within the proposed
wind farm. This list includes sales after April 19, 2002 when the Daily Record first reported Zilkha's

intent to file permits for their wind farm, and for comparison, some recent property sales dated before 2
the wind farm became public knowledge. This information is of public record and was obtained from
the Kittitas County Auditor’s office and the Kittitas County Treasurer’s office.
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Sales after the announcement of the wind farm:

Date of

Parcel Number Acres  Purchase Price Affidavit# Purchase
#1 7 20-17-383000-0022 P325436 | 14.67 $98.000 14984 05/24/72002
#2 1 20-17-35000-0019 P925436 | 14.94 $26,000 15076 06/05/2002
#3 | 19-17-02000-0004 P477634 | 20 $24,950 13647 08/19/2002
#4 1 20-17-33000-0009 655635 | 14.98 $50,000 164805 10/04/2002
#5 | 20-17-35000-0010 P665635 | 60 $240.600 16482 12/12/20602
#5 | 19-17-01000-0008 PR11836 1 47 $80,000 17056 03A0T7/2003
#7 | 20-17-35000-0015 PT15635 14,87 $32.000 17228 G3/22/2003
#8 | 20-17-35000-0017 PBOS436 | 1114 $85,000 11234 04/02/2003
#9 | 20-17-33000-0029 P635436 | 18 3110060 17766 06/17/2003
#10 | 19-17-02000-0008 PO21836 | 20 £29.950 17958 07/07/2003
#11 1 20-17-35000-0034 P337936 | 60 £145,000 19143 12/02/200%3

20-17-35000-0033 P568i36 | 20 {80 acres total two parcels) 19143
#12 | Large piece of property purchased for development
#13 | Largs piece of property purchased for development

Sales before the annronncement of the wind farm:
Affidavit Date of
Parcel Number Acres Purchase Price # Purchase

#G 19-17-01000-0008 PO11836 47 $19.950 35884 G4/01/1993
#8 | 20-17-35000-6017 P80S436 | 11.14 $35,000 10333 07/1872001
#8 | 20-17-35000-0029 P635436 10 $17.600 7171 04/08/1999
#10 | 19-17-02000-0008 P921836 20 $22,000 38064 04/25/1994
#1411 20-17-35000-0034 P337936 o0 $76.,950 122710 9372772001

20-17-35000-G035 P368§136 20 €80 acres total/two parcels) 12274 0372772001

*+The above parcels are all accessed from the Elk Springs Road, with the exception of #s 12 and 13.
See the attached map.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Final EIS
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Comparisons:

Lot #6: Purchased: April 1, 1993 for $19.950.
Jmprovements: driveway, well, small outbuildings.
Seld: March 7, 2003 for $80,000.

Lot #8: Purchased: July 18, 2001 for $55, 000.
Improvements: minor if any
Sold: April 2, 2003 for $85,000.

Lot #9: Purchased: April 8, 1999 for $17.000.
Improvements: driveway, septic systern, 1000 gallon water storage, smatll log

cabin.

Seld: June 17, 3043 for $110,000.

Lot #10: Purchased: ' April 25, 1994 for $22,000.
Improvements: non@f‘{impmved fand
Sold: July 7, 2003 for $29,950.

Lot #11: Purchased: March 27, 2001 for $76,950.
Improvements: driveway, small post and pole type cabin,
Sold: December 2, 2003 for $145,000.

Another comparison can be made for unimproved land accessed from the Elk Springs Road: from April
1999 until Zilkha's announcement, eight unimproved lots sold for an average price of §1,338 per acre.
Since then, six unimproved fots have sold for an average price of $2337 per acre.

This information, which is public record, indicates that:
1. Tt is not difficuit to sell land in this area. cont.

2. Since April 19, 2002 {(date of Zitkha’s announcement):
a. Unimproved land in this area has increased by $1000/acre.
b, Improved land has increased from about double to about six times in value.

The last information [ would like you to notice is the two very large parcels to the south and west of
these other properties. These properties have been purchased by developers since Zilkha’s
announcement and have been subdivided for homes, which is another indication of increasing land 3

values.

In summary, this information supports the Renewable Energy Policy Projects study finding in the DEIS.
Therefore, we can conclude that Jocal properties (Kittitas County) in close proximity to the wind farm 4
will not be negatively impacted by the project and will most likely be enhanced.

Michael K. Genson
101 Elk Springs Road
Ellensburg, WA
309-964-9082

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007
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"HORSE CANYON
ESTATES"

19 Acreage Parcels, Ranging
from 4.04 to 29.19 Acres.
Mountain & Territorial Views!
Power & Phone Available!
Includes 49.48 Acre Open
Space Parcel. Call our office for
the details...

Paul Ingram

Cell: 509-674-9001
Off: 509-674-3830

— Toll: 888-674-5011
E-mail: pdingram@inlandnet.com
Website: www.ingramrealty.com

Gorgeous & Desirable

Hidden Valley Area!
Lot1l 4.04 Acres $69,000
Lot2 8.00 Acres $79,000
Lot 3,45  21.52 Acres $82,000
Lot 6,7 20.00 Acres $75,000
Lot 8,9 29.19 Acres $78,000
Lot 10 7.15 Acres $91,000
Lot 11 8.87 Acres $99,000
Lot 12 9.54 Acres $101,000
Lot 13 10.88 Acres $97,000
Lot 14 8.19 Acres $109,000
Lot 15 8.47 Acres $105,000
Lot 16 8.58 Acres $104,000
Lot 17 7.98 Acres $104,000
Lot 18 9.08 Acres $105,000
Lot 19 19.65 Acres $189,000
Lot 20 10.32 Acres $99,000
Lot 22 10.33 Acres $119,000
Lot 23 10.00 Acres $117,000
Lot 25 10.00 Acres $99,000 5

1

107 West First Street * Cle Elum, WA 98922

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
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lssaguah, WA 98027

Office; $28-391-1997 or 1-BB-790-7405
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100 Bettas Rd Ellensburg , WA 98928
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS ¢ - tndi
Comments pertaining to the accuracy and completeness of the: omment - indiv. 23

Jing farm Project

Kittitas Valley
DEIS
Dacamber 2003

{Surmmary of Comments starts on Page 12 of this document)

Michae! H. and Elizabsath F. Roberison R E C E IVE D

4301 Bollas R,

Gopan T WA JAN 13 2004

' ENERGY FACILITY SITE
- VALUATION COUNCIL

The original Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project application states:
2.3.1.2 Overview

The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project consists of several prime elements which wili be
constructed in consecutive phases including roads, foundations, underground and overhead
electrical lines, grid interconnection facilities, one or two substations, an operations and
maintenance (O&M) center and associated supporting infrastructure and facilities.

Approximately 90 acres of fand area will be required to accommodate the proposed power plant
and related support facilities, A general site layout Hlustrating these key elements is contained in
Exhibit 1, Project Site Layout,

The Project will consist of up to 121 wind turbines for an installed nameplate capacity of up to
200 megawatts (MW). The Project will utilize 3-bladed wind turbines on tubular stee! towers
each ranging from 1.3 MW to 2.5 MW (generator nameplate capacity) and with dimensions as.
shown in Figure 2.3.6-1,

This Draft EIS attempts to evaluate the environmental impacts of three distinct project scenarios

described as “Lower End Scenario”, "Middle Scenario”, and “Upper End Scenario”. The “Lower End

Scenario” uthizes turbines {with a 3 MW nameplate capacity) that are not even described in the

application. The DEIS states that between 93 and 118 acres of land will be utilized; at odds with the 1
application statement of only 90 acres being used.

Immediately one can determine this DEIS document is inaccurate at best and realistically, incomplete I
in its analysis. 2

This proposed project is being treated as a single power generation facility when in fact; the applicant

states they would like It to be considered as a project consisting of 82 to 150 separate power

generating turbines of different sizes and power generating capacities. This Is inconsistent with the

evaluation and oversight of farge energy facilities in a single location that is in the EFSEC charter. The

project should be clearly defined and the individually placed turbines evaluated as to their singular 3
environmental impacts, then as to their aggregated impacts as part of 2 wind generation facility, and

finally the whole facility evaluated as to the Impacts relating to combined effects of multiple wind power
generation facilities in the context of the Kittitas Valley as a whole. This document is very large, but

there is no excuse for accepting flawed and incomplete scientific analysis.
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Chapter 1
Summary

1.2 Purpose and Need for Project

The stated nameplate capacity of this project proposal is between 246 MW {although this configuration
wilt most likely not be built due to the llability of Increased utiity regulations for any power generation
faciiity over 200 MW) and 181.5 MW. Actual {or effective power generation) from commercial wind
power facilities is in the area of 30 percent. It follows that this project’s real (useable) potential
capacity is between 73.8 MW and 54.45 MW,

Information noted in Table 1-1 {Projected Pacific Northwest Electricity Demand, 2000-2025) suggests

that there will be a 1,854 MW (Medium Low forecast) and up to 15 817 MW (High forecast) increase in 4
power demand through 2025, Using the “Middle Scenario” wind facility configuration (54.45 MW

effective), this project would only contribute between 3% {Medium Low forecast) and 0.3% (Migh

forecast) to this growth. This is an insignificant contribution to the public’s potential need for

anticipated increased power consumption in the Northwest. To contrast, the Sumas Energy 2

Generation Facllity {SE2GF) is a nominal {and dispatchable) 660 MW natural gas-fired electrical

generation facility and would contribute between 36% and 4% of anticipated need and would only

occupy a pertion of a 37-acre site within the industrial area of Sumas, Washington.

Commercial wind power generation i a diluted (requiring vast tracts of land) and intermittent power
source. Net new conventional power generation capacity must be added to the regional grid for every 5
wind power nameplate capacity MW added to generate power when the wind does not blow. This
requirement makes this project’s contribution even less viable,

The applicant states there is a growing demand for “green resources”, but in fact alt utity offered

voluntary programs have a very low participation rate. Washington State already has the highest
participation per capita rate of “green sources” power consumption in the nation derived from fow cost
hydro-electric power generation. The net effect of adding additional commercial wind power generated
capacity to the regional supply is to raise the rates of all utility customers due to increased costs

associated with stabilizing our current supply. This is a form of power generation that relies on tax 6
payer subsidies, legisiated markets, and increased user rates to be viable, Offering incentives to the

public to reduce demand and subsidizing research to produce products that consume power more

efficiently would betler serve the public interest. There is no demonstrable need for this project.

Alternative Wind Turbine Locations
1.4.4 Offsite Alternatives

Remoteness from nearby transmission lines with sufficient load carrying capacity has absolutely

no bearing on suitability for consideration as an alternate location for the purpose of this £IS.

This factor only invoives business case decisions relating to profitability. As stated previousiy,

there are plenty of other sources of power generation where the construction of power 7
transmission capability has been part of the project. This is not a concern for an EIS evaluation.

The only consideration to meet this reguirement is whether there is sufficient wind to produce

power at the proposed alternative site,

1.9 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
1.9.1 Earth Resources

for invasive noxious weeds that are already a serious problem within Kittitas County and

The breaking of ground for tower construction and elecirical interconnection will provide inroads
8
impacts farming yields, This is an ongoing and cumulative impact.
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1.9.2 Vegetation, Wetlands, Wildiife, and Fisheries

Wildlife

Cumulative mortality rates for raptors are based on insufficient data. A minimum two
vear base fine avian popuiation study of the whoie Kittitas Valley is required to determine
actual avian flight patterns in the area where these projects are being proposed. No
studies were even performad to estimate bat mortality rates.

iocal elk calving areas will be impacted and will most fikely result in this population |10
avoiding the area until the facillty is decommissioned.

Sociogtonomics

The three combined projects would not increase the amount of annual property tax

revenue (o the county. The amount of property tax generated revenue collected is

limited to 1% annual growth with the passage of Initiative 747. This rate of increase in
property tax revenue has been more than met year after year with increased valuations 11
oh existing property and new construction within the county. Any potentiai lowering of
individual tax liability will be lost by the increase in average consymer electrical rates due

to the introduction of this type of generated power to the regional grid.

Visual Resources

The cumuliative effect of the KVWPP and Desert Claim projects on the viewshed in an

area that the State of Washington has designated as a Scenic Byway (Highway 97

corridor) is severe and may even be a highway safety issue due to driver inattention.

The night time disturbance of muitiple blinking red warning lights will contribute to this 12
visual pollution and add to the background ambient light that is considered undesirable

by a large number of amateur astronomers whe visit this area for its guality of night time
viewing.

Noise

The noise modeting offered for this EIS did not include low freguency analysis and as
such, the conclusion that there is no cumulative effect is most likely incorrect. Low
frequency noise carries much farther than the frequencies measured. This noise Is
generated when the blades pass in front of the supporting tower structure and the more
turbines there are, the more intrusive this noise source becomes.
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Chapter 2
Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.2.2 Project Location and Project Site
Project Setbacks
The desired general setback criteria suggested conflicts mfith data supplied by the noise, shadow |1 4
flicker, raptor collision impact analysis, and safety analysis,
2.7 CONSIDERATION OF OFFSITE ALTERNATIVES
Site Selection and Suitability Criteria
An alternate site selection should not be limited to only sites that the applicant has personally

studied. Wind resource maps of the area indicate there are many more potential {and remote)
areas that the applicant has not evaluated.

15

{2) Proximity to existing transmission facllities and adequate capacity

EIS uniess the construction of new transmission capability is required and would effect
the environment. This is a profitability issue to the developer of this type of power
generation.

16

Site Screening Process

Springwood Ranch
Sufficient wind resource is present, Accessibility to transmission fadiiities is not an
eliminating criterion.

17

Manastash Ridge
Sufficient wind resource is present. Agcessibility to transmission faciiities is not an

eliminating criterion.

Distance from and capacity of existing transmission facilities is not a consideration in an ‘
|+
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Chapter 3
Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.1 EARTH RESOURCES
3.1.2 Impacts of Proposed Action
Construction Impacts

No analysis was provided on the potential impact {or proposed mitigations) to drinking
water well contamination due to blasting used in the excavation for the construction of 19
the tower furbine bases and interconnecting trenches,

3.2 VEGETATION, WETLANDS, WILDLIFE AND HABITAT, FISHERIES, AND THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

3.2.1 Background

Methods

Extensive wildiife surveys were in fact not performed. Cursory point count and In-transit
surveys were conducted from February 2002 through early November 2002 by Western
Ecosystemns Technology, Inc. (WEST). In addition, aerial surveys were used to identify

visible raptor nests. WEST was the same consuitant used to analyze the adiacent enXco

Desert Claim project and was the consultant used to site the Foote Creek Rim wind 20

profect in Wyoaming.

The locaf Kittitas County Audubon Society chapter has recommended a {wo year baseline
study of the entire Kittitas Valley to more accurately site wind power facilities in the
context of potential cumuiative impacts to wildlife and especially avian wiidiife,

Witdlife and Habitat
Birds

Resides the fact that the study was insufficient in length; a mapped summary of
raptor obsarvations and flight paths by species or group was not performed. This
anaiysis was performed on the Desert Claim praject and four significant areas of
raptor activity were identified that invelved raptor hunting behavior associated
with ridge lines in the project area. This raptor behavior was also noted In the
Foote Creek Rim project in Wyoming., WEST recommendad 50 meter setbacks in
both projects from existing ridge fines to Hmit raptor mortality. One can only
speculate as to the reason Zilkha Renewable Energy {Sagebrush Power Products 21
LLCY did not perform this analysis, or if it was performed, why it was not included
in this EIS. It is my opinion that this information was not provided due to the fact
that it would show an unacceptable risk to raptor populations. The majority of
this project as proposed exists on ridge tops which are prime raptor hunting
territory.

contacted to discover known nesting sites and since Kestrels are & cavity nesting

Aerial raptor nest surveys are insufficient. No residents in the area were
22
species, no amount of aerial surveys are likely to discover their nests.

No night observations were perforimed {radar or otherwise} which means owl
popuiations and bat populations were basicaily ignored. 23
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No sound observations were performed {0 estimate ‘unsighted’ bird populiations. l 24

No rodent population surveys were performed to determine preferred raptor I 25
habitat.

No Bald Eagle roosting sites were searched for outside the project area to

determine if their travel patterns might intersect with the proposed wind power 26
facility.

No avian baseline studies were offered from other operating wind power facilities I 27
to determine possibie effects over time.

This project violates several recommended guidelines developed by the US Fish 28
and Wildlife Service; specifically, recommendations numbers 2, 4, 6, 9, and 10.

INTERIM GUIDELINES TO AVOID AND MINIMIZE WILDLIFE IMPACTS
FROM WIND TURBINES

US Fish and Wildlife Service May 3, 2003
Site Development Recommendations

The following recommendations apply to locating turbines and associated
structures within WRAs {(Wind Resource Area) selected for development of wind
energy facifities:

1. Avoid placing turbines in documented focations of any species of wildlife, fish,
or piant protected under the Federal Endangered Species Act.

2. Avpid locating turbines in known local bird migration pathways or in areas
where birds are highly concentrated, uniess mortality risk is low (e.g., birds
present rarely enter the rotor-swept area). Examples of high concentration areas
for birds are wetlands, State or Federal refuges, private duck clubs, staging areas,
rookeries, leks, roosts, riparian areas along streams, and landfills. Avoid known
daily movement flyways {e.g., between roosting and feeding areas) and areas
with a high incidence of fog, mist, low cloud ceilings, and low visibility.

3. Avoid placing turbines near known bat hibernation, breeding, and
maternity/nursery colonies, in migration corridors, or in flight paths between
¢olonies and feeding areas.

4, Configure turbine locations to avoid areas or features of the landscape known
to attract raptors {hawks, falcons, eagles, owls}. For example, Golden Eagles,
hawks, and falcons use diff/rim edges extensively; setbacks from these edges
may reduce mortality. Other exampies include not locating turbines in a dip or
pass in a ridge, or in or near prairie dog colonies.

5. Configure turbine arrays to avoid potential avian mortality where feasible. For
example, group turbines rather than spreading them widely, and orient rows of
turbines parailel to known bird movements, thereby decreasing the potential for
bird strikes. Implerment appropriate storm water management practices that do
not create attractions for birds, and maintain contiguous habitat for area-sensitive
species (e.g., Sage Grouse).

6. Avoid fragmenting large, contiguous tracts of wildlife habitat. Where practical,
place turbines on lands already altered or cultivated, and away from areas of
intact and heaithy native habitats. If not practical, select fragmented or degraded
habitats over refatively intact areas.

7. Avaid placing turbines in habitat known to be occupied by prairie grouse or
other species that exhibit extreme avoidance of vertical features and/or structusal
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habitat fragmentation. In known prairie grouse habitat, avoid placing turbines
within 5 miles of known leks {communal pair formation grounds)}.

8. Minimize roads, fences, and other infrastructure. All infrastructure should be
capable of withstanding perfodic burning of vegetation, as natural fires or
controtled burns are necessary for maintaining most prairie habitats.

9. Develop a habitat restoration plan for the proposed site that avoids or
minimizes negative impacts on vulnerable wildlife while maintaining or enhancing
habitat values for other species. For example, avoid attracting high densities of
prey animals (redents, rabbits, etc.} used by raptors.

10. Reduce availability of carrion by practicing responsible animal husbandry
{removing carcasses, fencing out cattle, etc,) to avoid attracting Golden Eagles
and other raplors.

3.4 HEALTH AND SAFETY

The applicant quotes at every opportunity, risk assessments based on documented Instances of infury
and/or damage. The reverences to injury based on numbers of turbines installed are particularly
irrelevant due to the fact that most wind farms are built away from populated areas (uniike this
proposal). Many times the words “rare” or “of low probability” are used. But by their own admission,
the implementation of turbine technology of this size is relatively new. There has not been sufficient
time for a historical database to build up so that empirical data can be relied upon to assure safety 29
standards for large scale wind facilities. This being the case, it should be evident that safety margins
be created to anticipate potentially unforeseen problems with this technolegy within a changing
environment; something that most certainly will occur over the stated 20 year life of the project. One
of the things that history has shown (and we can rely upon) is that man does not anticipate all the
impacts of technology that he implements.

3.4.2 Impacts of Proposed Action
Operations and Maintenance Impacts

Rotor blade tip throws were not listed as operational impacts. I3o

Risk of Fire or Explosion

There are no negotiated fire response plans with existing fire districts for this project.

80% of the project lies outside of existing fire districts. The situation that must be

anticipated is the time it takes for & wind driven wildfire to cover 1,000 feet of tinder dry
shrub steppe. This distance is the unacceptable sethack that the applicant proposes for
turbing placement from an existing home. Common sense says the most probable time

of fire initiation is when the turbine is either running at its extreme limits or attempting 31
shut down. This is an operational upper limit of around 55 MPH., 55 MPH is 4,840 fect 3
minute. Fire breaks have very little effect on wind driven wildfire, so residents living in

this increased fire risk zone must have fast fire district response. Proposed turbine D1 is
1,300 feet from my home’s back door.

Risk of Turbine Tower Coliapse

A 3 MW turbine has a combined height of 410 feet, The access road {my driveway) to I32
my home comes within 400 feet of proposed turbine D1.

Risk of Turbine Blade Throw

is capable of throwing a blade over 500 feet. Proposed turbine D1 is within 400 feet of

Using the classic maximum trajectory case from standard physics texts; a 3 MW Eurbine I 33
my access road.
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Risk of Ice Throw from Turbine Blades

There have been documented instances of ice throws over 1,300 feet. The contention

that icing occurs on average 3 to 5 days is already exceeded this winter season. Icing at

the string D area has occurred at least 7 days as of 12/22/2003. The risk of ice throws is 34
not an insignificant potential and can result in damage and/or injury. 1 have attached a

photo below from this morning showing that icing is not a rare occurrence in the project

area.

Shadow Flicker

This effect is not just a nuisance impact. If these shadows sweep across public or private I 35
roads, a transportation safety impact is present due to operator distraction.

No non-participating resident within this project area should have to endure a single
sacond of this effect in their home. Further, zero effect individual setbacks from non-
participating property lines should be required to respect individual property rights {i.e.
where a property owner can build, board horses, or enjoy viewing wildlife as examples).

36

The recommended mitigation of planting trees and/or installing shades on affected

windows is unacceptable. The residents affected by this effect bought property in the

area for the view, appreciation of wildiife, or even the boarding of horses. This effect 37
limits their prime viewing time during early moming hours and inhibits the use of their

property which may involve the boarding of horses.

Reference: THE BRITISH HORSE SOCIETY
Revised Policy Statement on Windfarms and Horses/Ponies

1. The Society is conscious of the need for developers and planners to be made
aware of the safety Implications to horses and their riders or drivers arising from
the construction and operation of wind turbines in the vicinity of routes for riding
and/or driving horse drawn vehicles (HDV).

2. The natural instinct of a horse when faced with perceived danger is flight so its
reaction depends very much on, in that first split second, the horse's perception of
the hazard, and equally as important the riders/drivers ability to handle the horse
or pony when faced with unexpected circumstances.

3. The horse and rider unfamiliar with the area may react in a potentially dangerots
manner tc any of the following characteristics which can arise from the operation
of a wind turbine: sudden appearance in the horses’ sight line of turning blades,
the low freguency noise emitted by the turbines punctuated by the "whoomph” as
the blades pass the nadir point and sometimes said to be felt rather than heard,
shadows sweeping the ground or bushes/trees in sunny weather, the unexpected
starting up of the turbine if the wind builds up as the horse approaches.

The noted effects on horses can be applied to deer and elk with the net effect of driving I 38
these animais away from the area.

3.4.4 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures Proposed by the Applicant

within the proposed project area due to the potential of increased redent populations as a

No analysis or discussion of possible increased tisk of the Hantavirus to the residents
39
result of decreasing raptor populations was presented.
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Fire and Explosion Risk

The applicant shouid provide 7 day, 24 hour, 10 minute emergency response times for I4o
firas within the project zone.

Measures to minimize Risk of Tower Collapse and Blade Throw

Blade tip throw should be included in this risk and a minimum 1,500 foot sethack from
any turbine {o any public or private road is required. This same setback is required from 41
non-participating property lines.

Measures to Minimize Shadow-Flicker Effects

The recommended mitigation of planting trees and/or instslling shades on affected

windows of non-participating property owners is unacceptable. The only mitigation for

this effect is to move the turbines to a distance where this effect is not present. This

requires individual shadow-flicker analysis on a turbine by turbine basis based on 42
topography to assure that this effect does not cross public or private roads and non-
participating property owner property lines.

3.7 SOCIOECONOMIC
3.7.2 Impacts of Proposed Action

Property Vaiues

The applicant contends that an analysis of potential property devaluation as it relates to

the construction of a wind farm was beyond the scope of this EIS. This assertion is

absurd. The studies noted (especially the REPP study) are flawed and do not relate to

this specific site area. This area has one of the fastest apprediating property values in

the State Of Washington. These appreciating values are based on zoning restrictions, 43
worid class scenic views, and a rural Hifestyle. These qualities are all threatened by the
introduction of this proposed industrial land use and will result in property devaluation of
non-participating tand owners in the proposed site area.

Logcal Government Taxation and Revenue

If this facility were constructed, any increase in locally collected property tax revenue

(and potential reduction in individual property owner tax burden) wili more than be offset 44
by increased monthly power rate increases due to increased utility cost to stabilize the

regional grid to accommodate this low capacity, intermittent power source.

3.9 VISUAL RESQURCES
3.9.2 Affected Environment
Viewpoints

The applicant visited my property twice, obtained GPS readings of my home’s location,

and promised to produce visual simulations of the project from my home. This promise

has not been kept even though [ have repeatedly requested them. I have cbviously

what Is termed by the applicant as a "predictably high level of sensitivity to visual 45
impacts”. I purchased my property for its spectacuiar views and the applicant has

suggested I plant trees or put up blinds to mitigate the effect of shadow-flicker on my

home. This would obvlously limit my view with resultant property devaluation.
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The cumutative effect of multiple turbines that are 400 feet tall, with spinning 295 foot
rotors, and biinking strobe lights designed to warn aircraft of their presence is a visual
blight in what is considered a Washington State Scenic and Recreational Highway
corridor. If this project were bullt, there is no denying that the prominent feature noted
within the project area will be wind turbines, Anything that moves or blinks naturally
draws attention.

46

All simulations are (intentionally?) unrepresentative of the normal weather conditions
that exist inn the proposed site area. Every simulation has cloud cover in the background
which is not representative. Very low rainfafi exists in the area and it foliows the
majority of our days are cloudiess. A white, 400 foot structure against a crystal clear
bise background has 2 large visual impact. None of the simulations involve rotor
movement. None of the simulations invoive the effects of blinking white strobe lights.
The simulations do not model the *Lower End Scenario” ufllizing the much larger 3 MW
turbinas. The larger the turbine used, the more visually impactive the project becomes.

47

3.9.5 Mitigation Measures
There is no acceptable mitigation to the cumulative visual impacts associated with this I 48
project. The suggestion in section 3.9.4 (Impacts of No Action Alternative) that not
building this facility would resuit in some other facility being constructed with similar
visual impacts is without merit. Traditional power generation facilities have minor visual 49
impacts.

3.10 TRANSPORTATION

3.10.4 Mitigation Measures Proposed by the Applicant

Roadway Maintenance

No commitment was made (o repair damage to Betias Rd. due the movement of heavy
equipment and/or trucks either during construction or operation. This read has been 50
damaged in the past with heavy agquipment movement.

3.12 NOISE

3.12.2 Impacts of Proposed Action
Operations and Maintenance Impacts

Wind Turbine Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. One of the reasons that most residents

purchased their property was to enjoy the peacefud solitude that exists in the

proposad project area. Any wind turbine noise above the ambient noise produced

when the wind biows will be noticed and resented regardless of what current iaw 51
specifies as permissible. Land property valuation is partially based on maintaining

this rural, peaceful environment. This is one very important noise measurement

that is missing in this analysis which is a low frequency ‘thumping’ noise produced

when the blades pass In front of the wind turbine tower structure. This low

frequency sound carries much further than the frequencies measured in the

analysis and is cumulative in its effect. Common sense says this effect will only 52
become more noticeable as the size of the turbine increases. Some residents

hving next to rmodern operational wind farms have described this noise source asg
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sounding like helicopters in the area. This is a noise source that can not be

52
ritigated. I

cont.
3.13 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
3.13.4 Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measures Proposed by the Applicant

General

It is suggested that tax revenues generated by the Applicant’s project would mitigate

potential impacts to public services and utilities. This is Incorrect due to Washington

State law {1-747) that limits the growth rate of locally collected property tax to 1% per 53
year. The installation of this project what put demands on the existing public service and
utilities infrastructure in excess of revenues collecied.

Examples of possible sources of increased support are noted following.

aw Enforcemen

The potential for increased call rates to the sheriff's office to respond to property access
viotations of non-residents to the area, 54

Fire_Protection

80% of this project lles outside of existing fire districts. The service level today offered
by these districts to respond to fires is *best effort’. This wind facility project introduces a
significant increased fire risk to the area and the service level response must be

increased. DNR helicopter based water drops will be ineffective due o the danger of 55
approaching these very large structures by air in a windy environment. The suggested
mitigations do not adequately address this increased fire risk.
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Summary of Comments

this facility is capable of producing. No valid, compeliing local (or even statewide) economic reasons

This document has not provided any demonstrable public need for the insignificant amount of power I5 6
werg offered to potentially offset the cverwhelming negative impacts that wili result if built.

This DEIS is abundant in quantity, but extremely lacking in quality of scientific analysis and entirely 57
deficient in analysis in certain aregs. Various mitigations offered are unacceptable or unworkable.

The following are areas of analysis that were either deficient or not performed at ali:

» List of offsite alternative Jocations regardless of cost incurred to transport the power produced. [ 58

= A two year avian baseline study for the whole Kittitas Valley to accurately assess potential
curnulative avian mortality rates associated with the construction of muitipie wind power |59
faciiities.
Mapped raptor flight pattern study to determine iocal raptor hunting bahavior, 160

»
» Study to locate Bald Eagle roosting sites outside of the project area to asses risk traveling fo I61
and from as it relates to the wind facility.
» Rodent population survey to determine raptor habitat desirability.
o No analysis was offered on the potential effect of dedining local raptor populations, 62
increased local rodent populations, and the potential increased risk to local residents of
exposure to Hantavirus.,

s Studies to assess potential bat mortality. I63
o Radar or other
= Night time point count and in-transit surveys to estimate potential owl mortality rates. |64

o Night vision enabled.
Visual simulations utilizing 3 MW wind turbines, on a non-hazy day, and against a doudless sky. 65
Visual simulations from the homes of residents living within the proposed project site. 6
« Low frequency noise analysis relating to the sound made when a rotor blade passes in front of |67
the tower structure.

Mitigation measures offered in some cases are unworkable, insufficlent, or unacceptable to locat
residents. In some cases, mitigations were not even offered.

In the general area of mitigating setbacks associated with individual turbine placement, conflicting or
missing data indicates that the following generalized statements are insufficient,

« 1,000 foot setback from non-participating, neighboring land owner residences,
o Shadow-flicker analysis provided Indicates that a much greater distance s required to I68
eliminate this effect.
o A wildfire safety buffer zone to provide sufficient response time for local fire districts is I69
needed.
o Low frequency noise mitigation would suggest a much larger distance is required, |70

s 50 foot setback beyond the tip of the blade at its closet point to non-participating neighboring
landowner property Hnes.

o The same setbacks associated with neighboring fand owner residences should apply to
property lines in general. If not, then neighboring land owner’s rights are being violated 1
by limiting their ability to use their property in a fashion that may be impacted by wind
turbine impacts.

s Turbine tip height setbaci from county/state roads.

o Distance should be far greater due to the distracting influence of the shadow-fiicker 172
effect.
o This should include private roads as well, 173
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o Additional safety impacts for blade throw and ice throw potential indicates this distance I74
should be greater.

No setback mitigations were analyzed or offered to mitigate the observed hunting behavior of raptors 75
along ridges at other operational wind facilities. This should be at least 50 meters (164 feet). I

No operational mitigations to address cumulative impacts associated with the opportunity of noxious
weed inroads due to tower base and turbine interconnect trench construction were offered. 76

Shadow-flicker mitigations offered are unacceptable to locally affected residents. |77

Icing at the Robertson residence (Bettas Rd.) - 1/13/2004
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Kittitas Vailey wi
¥ Wind p|
EIS Comment . indiv, 25

To: Allen Fiksdal, Manager January 16, 2004
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172 ECEIVE
Olympia, Wa. 98504-3172
JAN 1 3 2004

Subject: Comments to Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project [KVWPP]

o ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Dear Mr. Fiksdal; EVALUATION COUNCIL

My concern is that wind energy facilities can adversely impact wildlife, especially birds
and bats. As more facilities with larger turbines are built, the cumulative effects of this
rapidly prowing industry may initiate or contribute to the decling of some wildlife
populations. The potential harm to these populations from an additional source of
mortality or adverse habitat impacts, makes carefil evaluation of proposed facilities
essential. Due to local differences in wildlife concentration and movement patterns,
habitats, area topography, facility design, and weather, each proposed development site is
unique and requires detailed, individual evaluation.

Given the need for these evaluations, I submit these comments to the Dec. 2003
KVWWP DEIS.

Summary ftem 1.2 Purpose and Need - Chapter 1 page 1-1

The purpose of the KVWPP to meet a portion of the projected growing regional demands

for electricity as stated in the DEIS is questionable, from the perspective of the 9 dams on

the Columbia river, 4 dams on the Spake river, aad the South Eastern Washington Wind

Farms, in that the State of Washington is supplying more than its’ share of clean 2
electrical energy.

Upgrading the national and regional power grids and a national policy of energy

conservation would most likely offset the NEED for KYWPP.

It is a concern to me that there isn't any mention of these alternative items in the Need

section of the DEIS.

1.4 Description of Alternatives; page 1-3
1.4.3 page 1-8- No Action Alternative.
2.5 page 2-32 Description of No Action Alternative
3.1.3 Impacts of No Action Alternative page 3 1-12

The No Action alternative assumes that if KVWPP is not built that a gas fired power
plant would have to be built, which would result in more adverse environmental effects
than the KVWPP.
It is a concern to me that there isu't any mention in this No Action Alternative of 3
conservation policy or more efficient power distribution grids to offset the NEED for
KVWPP,

Table 3.6-3 Project Facilities by Zoning District. Page 3.6-19
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The proposed Wind Farm Resource Overlay Zone is not a normal land use for Kittitas
Valley,

The majority of property owners are in Forest & Range or Ag. 20 Forest & Range and
their ownership was made with no indication of a zoning change to allow heavy industry
such as KVWPP or any other energy producing plant.

This zoning change will effect the environmental quality of this area by increasing bird
and bat kill and destroving limited shrubstep habitat.

1.9.2 pagel-15 Wildlife

Studies of migratory bird patterns are insufficient for duration of seasons and time of
observation.

It is not clear how the determination of low mortality was reached when no nighttime
observation methods were used.

The 3 wind farms across the valley floor present the possibility of increased Avian
mortality. The DEIS has not presented a study of actual camulative mortality rates where
wind farms are 1.6 miles apart, there are only estimates. '

Summary Item 1.9 Camulative Impacts; 3.14.1 Camulative Impacts Page 3.14-1, 8 and 9. ‘
In the DEIS, Bald Eagle cumulative fatalities are classified as not measurable.

During the December 2003 CBC by Kittitas Audubon Society there were 11 Bald Eagles
sited North of Ellensburg. This was during a foggy, cloudy, snow covered day for a
period of approximately 7hrs and poses the question of adequacy of the WEST study of
Eagles in the proposed KVWPP,

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act [16U).8.C. 668-668d} makes unauthorized taking
of one Eagle a violation of the law. There is no mechanism for authorizing individual
take “after the fact’.] Ref U.S. Dept. of the Interior FW Service Lir of 9-5-03 to Zilka
Renewable Energy]

The USFW must authorize the Take level of Bald or Golden Eagles prior to issuing 4.
permit.

What is the level of Bald Eagle kill that supports the Bald Eagle endangered species act.
What is the turbine-decommissioning plan if the Take is exceeded?

There are no formal studies for Bat populations in the proposed wind farm areas.
I strongly recommend that Bat populations be studied using methods such as BIRDRAD,
other modified marine radar or ocoustical methods and supplemented

by visual observation to ensure sufficient accounting of migrating birds and bats in
various weather conditions, [eg. fog, rain, low clouds ceilings, clear skies and nighttime].
Are there Bat caves [homes] that are within the possible flight path of nighttime foraging 8
into the proposed Wind Farms.

If technology is not available at this time then the Permit should be withheld until it is

and then be used to properly study bird, bats and Fagles during day and night in all types

of weather, Page 3.2-45 DEIS

3.2.2 Affected Environment page3.2-13
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PREY Effect on Bird Kil

Raptors will {ly into the turbines in quest of ground prey.

The DEIS must develop a habitat restoration plan for the proposed KVWWP site that
avoids or minimizes attracting high densities of prey animals [rodents, rabbits, etc] used
by raptors.

9

Observation of Bald Eagle in the KVWPP maybe increased if the study was run for the
suggested 2yr period and take into account for carrion source of food which includes
dear, elk and calving remains from contributors such as; the BNSF, highway 10 or
highway 97 and ranches where KVWPP is in the middle of these sources.

‘ 0
Decomntission;

The DEIS does not state the level of bird mortality that would require decommissioning

of a turbine. Example of the need for this is the Altamont WF in California where the

raptor and Eagle kill is high but there hasn't been any decommissioning of turbines. 1
Decommissioning Impacts page3.1-12

Turbine foundation removal is to a depth of 3f below ground level. That still leaves 22ft I

of concrete. The DEIS doesn't state this clearly for the land owners consideration.

1

12

Tn closing, I urge that all possible and reasonable steps be taken, based on scientifically
competent wildlife studies to ensure that the site is safe for wildlife. I currently do not
feel that these studies have been accomplished and therefore I can only recommend the
NO ACTION alternative as the proper altemative.

3650 Airpeft Rd.

Cle Elum, Wa. 98922
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
DEIS Comment - Indiv, 25

RECEIVED)

Mr. Allen J Fiksdal
EFSEC Manager JAN 1 3 2004

P.O. Box 43172
-Bo ‘ ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Olympia WA 43172-3172 'EVALUATION COUNCIL

Dear My, Fiksdal:

Having examined the DEIS for the Kittitas Wind Power Project proposed by Zilkha and
Sagebrush Power Partners, here are a few comments for your consideration:

Upon perusing the entire document, several ilems raised questions. A couple may be just
misprints or a lack of cross checking. For instance, at the end of each chapter, there is a
section deducing the results of not building the wind project. In each, the impacts of a
natural gas fired plant are assessed. In some places a number of 234,297 tons of CO2 are
specified. In other chapters the same plant is said to produce 2,000,000 tons of CO2 per
year, This looks like some sort of oversight, but which statement is really true? At least
one noise map is also grafied onto the wrong quadrant in Appendix 4. The final EIS will
probably have such items corrected.

1

2

County with sufficient wind resources to make the project “commercially feasible™. The
actions of the Applicant and other firms since in applying for projects elsewhere in the
valley render this statement totally untrue. It is assumed that this information was well
known to the applicant when this proposal was made.

The radio interference chapter is problematic in that it just leaves the study with an
“unresolved” status. What happens when the project is built and interference becomes &
real problem? On page 3.13-16, it is stated that information requested from the applicant
has “not yet been provided”. This situation should be resolved prior to any approvals or
construction going forward.

3
4
The Visual Resources section is 51 pages long with only one source reference while the
rest of the report contains multiple source referrals. What or who produced this section

and on what were the conclusions based on? The use of 6”X 9” printed photos with

On page 1-8, the Applicant has identified the project area as the “only” place in Kittitas ‘
| 5

windmill figures ghosted in the background are not sufficient to dramatize the stark, real
visual effects of witnessing the real thing after construction. These photos do no justice
whatsoever to what the finished project will de to the character and views of this arca and
the praducers of this report know this full well.
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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My own personal expertise is in real property sales and development and the section
covering property value effects is, in my opinion, incomplete and faulty in its entirety.
Five studies were used as source material in this section starting on page 3.7-15. The
REPP, ECONorthwest, and Damborg studies were prepared by organizations in favor of
wind power development. The Damborg poll basically states that, and I'm paraphrasing
here: “only uninfiormed people are negative” about wind power. The Sinclair Knight
Metz 2001 study seems to prove that properties with turbines actually on them increase in
value while nearby properties suffer. Any accountant will explain that the net present
value of a lease cash flow will increase a specific property’s value. Of course, the owners
who lease their land to the Applicant will see an increase in value, but what about all the
surrounding parcels?

The Jorgensen analysis seems to point to the truth of the matter in some small way.
However, it is dismissed as not being of sufficiently large samples to be statistically
significant. Plain old common sense would seem to inform even the casual, disinterested
observer that such a massive installation within sight and/or sound of any property would
tend to reduce its usefulness for residence, recreation and investment.

who might have expert knowledge of present and potential future property values. Not a
single real estate person or bank appraiser was quoted. On page 3.7-15, the idea is
casually dismissed as “A new analysis of impacts to property values of wind projects was
beyond the scope of the EIS”, I'm pretty sure such a study would have been included if a
dam were to be built in the valley.

There seemed to be no consideration of the environmental effects of back-up power
sources for the wind power project. Exactly what power and from which sources will the
intermittent wind generation replace? In theory, if it replaced hydroelectric power only,
there would be no measurable negative effect. However, if it were used to replace fossil
fuel power, the effects would be measurable in the combustion bypreducts produced
during partial load and/or standby reserve operation of a fossil fueled plant. Similar to a
car idling in heavy traffic, a fossil fired plant at no or partial output is running at
inefficient levels with more pollutants being generated per unit of output than at full
power, Absolutely no consideration of these effects was noticed in the EIS. Has this, or
will this be considered, or did I just miss it somewhere?

The last comment will be addressed to the source materials for the EIS, Sources cutside
of the applicant and local governments were mostly wildlife, historical, plant and power
studies that were referenced, oflen in groups of 2-5 as sources for the same piece of
information. Methodically counting cach, a total of outside source references came to

It is very interesting to nofe that not one question was addressed to anyone in this area ‘
184. ‘
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Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Final EIS

Washington and Kittitas County governments and individual officials provided a total of
70 source references.

The applicant, their representatives, backers and consultants provided a whopping 235
source references. In other words, Sagebrush Power Partners (186), Chris Taylor (20},
and other related or supporting parties (29}, made up the majority of the sources for the
EI8. The appearance is that the applicant basically wrote the EIS to conform to their way
of thinking. To an uneducated observer of the process, this seems to be a classic case of
the fox guarding the henhouse,

I would respectfully call on EFSEC to look into these concerns and consider the drastic
negative impacis on the quality of life, property values, and various present uses of this
area. Onoce this monstrous project is in place, the long term effects will be beyond
mitigation.

Jeffrey S. Howard
21 Fawn Rd., Cle Elam

cont.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 26

Allen | Fiksedal, EFSEC Manager January 13, 2004
P.O. Box 43172
Clympia, WA 98504-3172

Comments or the DEIS for Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project by Sagebrugh Power
Partners, LL.C. :

Dear Mr. Fikadal

1. Fire Potential

" The Application address the available fire fighting resources, but did not address the
potential of 2 wind driven fire. The site Is on a natural wind tunnel. When the wind blows it
dries the foliage out. The area is brown most of the year. While the "experts” say “there is no _
need to worry about fires , all the safe guards will be in place” they can happen. Airliners are
not suppese 1o go down or trains collide, but they do, When a project is new the potential
for a fire 1a less. Aa time goes by for 10 to 20 years and the prolect is not producing the
desired revenue, there is only ane place to cut costs, that Is maintenance, When maintenanie 1
in cut back , the potentia! for fire Is increased. If a bearing would get too hot and start
spewing hot metal and burning oil from a tower 300 feet high, i would start an wind driven
inferno that wouldd be diffieult to stop, Remember Southern California fires in 20037 Why
pick 4 site where there is a large populated area and farms dowrwind that would be in the
path of a fire? It doeen’t make good sense. '

2. Liability Insurance

I questioned my insurance agent about the possible increase of Insurance premiums becauge
of the Increased rigks. They gald there should not be as the wind company should be carrying
lability insurance. .

1 presume the LL.C. in the name Sagebrush Power Partners L.L.C. means Limited Liahility
Corporation, [ presume this means if there is a disaster caused by the turbines or
transmission lines , they are only Hable to the value of the corporation. 1f Zilkha is allowsd
to develop the wind project, an all inclusive liability insurance policy needs to be in fores for
the replacement value of budldings, farms, businesses; crops, livestock, power lines,
infrastructures, injuries, loss of lils, etc., Any losses over the insurance carried should become
the Hability of the developer, Zilkha Renewable Energy and its owners, This could be
included in the conditional use development agresment.

%ﬁfﬁdcﬂoé "‘"/"/“'—*—

8980 Wilson Creask Rd.
Ellergburg WA 98928

Phoe 509.925.1349 R E C E l V p D
' JAN 13 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SIT
EVALUATION COUNCIE
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv, 27

Sirs and Madams:

Wind turbires will make our valley lock like an industrial playground. There is no
benefit to us from windmills. A few people will get lots of money. That is the

only benefit. It is very elttist that the benefits go only to a few wealthy landowners

and to the tax base of the county. But our federal government gives very 1
significant tax advantages to them, which means that we the taxpayers are actually
funding the metal nightmare that awaits us.

I cannot behieve that our valley would welcome an invasion of the huge metal
monsters that would make us look like a snare for King Kong. Actually, t will
look a lot like the mowvie of Goduzilla, lurching through Tokyo. [ personally saw
such a valley in

Canada. If you had seen it, you would not want this to happen fo us, either. A
small, relatively low populated area bears the brunt of the “feel good” 2
envirommentalism of the liberal big cities of the Americas. You and 1 are the poor
suckers who are being flattered and, basically, forced into the slavery of an
mdustnial wasteland. If Walter Cronkite and Ted Kennedy don’t want them in
their backyards and Martha’s Vineyard, then why would we. What's good enough
for them 1s good enough for us.

Better wake up and veto this while you can. You will not like what they will turn |3
our lovely home into. Do not be fooled!

Linda Waits.
40 Cove Lane
Eflensburg, WA 98926
JAN 13 2004 D
ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
BEIS Comment - Indiv. 28

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Councit
COMMENT FORM

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project — JanuaRE@ E&inE, m
n

Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Envi ental !mpact Stat:

2004
ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Name: ‘WALT  ARRAR. | FVAL LATION COUNCH

Address: /(5% g%ﬁ é&(ﬁ bapn RO, EL&EUSEL/( (A 9g52¢

{Please include your lef}

Please write any comments you have with respect fo the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

@_&wuwwﬂﬁmaﬁ;@%w "
.d&_w]ﬂf%: ’ - I1

@ SMJ,,M;ﬁ’ EFSFC., el le o __.ﬂ_a«;@»tmk ,%_
O / fﬁl /gwm— ) tL

2
| @% DEZS
f / . P’ / g
: .“.e‘ug y *—— Lk 1‘..'.5
) .

ié/ %fa the? ck of this form if you need more room for your comments.
To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004,
For more information about EFSEC's review of this application, please contact:

irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 88504-3172,

call (360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cted.wa.gov.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DE1S Comment - Indiv, 28

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

COMMENT FORM
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project — January 13, QE{Vﬁ
Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmgntgl Impact Staten?

JAN 1.3 2004

Name f{ . ,E ) ~ ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Address: 33:’)% MJ A /"}{/e zt//e %’f%ﬂf& lﬂ,{;!éi gE G2

{Please include your erf)

Please write any comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

On o 72 2003 Hhe Corade )L/@//V'C%‘@m
Cluh Q/e/fam a0l catidy e a (ol g
e //)PF/V}:WL L Fﬂ@?&?zf-‘ 2 /f,?/’é?(-” RLD
—E;rmﬁ g vge o??" ,,’26’/2 /%zu ﬂ::mg ﬁ%f“/}/
/ X aﬂa/‘mﬂ D /47 ~/ 7~ 21400 .,,%/@ A
ko is propocing Jo place ind
Forhives on Hhis /M. The tucpives are
Qarﬂ[’ L Furbine S’?ff‘}v‘w/’? 'R and
own@ﬂ rs Hhal” ¥ 40 & u1nd Focd ries air)
| on e Cascade Frold ¥ Ctream
Club p m/memt}/,

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments,

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004.

For more information about EFSEC's review of this application, please contact:
Irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 88504-3172,

call (360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cled wa.gov.
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Kittitas Vaitey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 30

DWIGHT LEE BATES

RECEIVED)

JAN 1 3 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SITE

December 23, 2003 'EVALUATION COUNCIL

Allen J. Fiksdal
Manager, EFSEC
P.O.Box 43172
Olympia WA
08504-3172

Dear Mr. Fiksdal,

This letter contains my comments on the Sagebrush Power
Products DEIS.

Bird Kills

The summary of projected mortality of birds and bats ( page 3.2-43
to 45, Table 3.2-11 ) shows the research for this DEIS is
incomplete. Studying other studies and giving a range of
information does not substitute for doing an actual two year study
of the turbing sites near Ellensburg, The species listed ( Table A-1)
offers a reason for a thorough study.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Bird Kill Mitigation

The seven mitigation methods to reduce bird kills listed ( page 3.2-

53 ) are a band aid approach. The real problem is the 20 RPM

blades cause bird kills. The estimated number of kills in Altamont |2
Pass, California is 44,000 birds in 20 years. The only mitigation is

to not build turbines period.

Study on Bird Kills

The promise to do a thorough study ( page 3.2-53 ) is not good
enough! A two year study is needed before even writing this Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ( DEIS ). Promises do not get it. 3
We should halt this process until the two year study is done. Table

I ( page 17 ) shows a complete two year study needs to be done.

Passerine Bird Kills

The estimated 740 kills of Passerine birds ( page 3.14-8 ) is
unacceptable for the minor amount of electricity generated by these |4
bird and bat killing turbines.

Fire

The fire mitigations ( page 1-54 ) are not good enough. Fires
fanned by the wind have occurred in the area in the past. I live
down wind and do not want to lose my house like happened in the
California fires. A Quick Response Plan by Department of Natural
Resources is needed. It goes without saying that a Fire Prevention |5
and Suppression Plan is needed. Without this Plan which should
have been submitted in the DEIS, this process should not proceed
further! Promises to provide a plan in the future is not good

Page 2
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enough.

Visual Impact of Turbines

The 410 foot high turbines ( Figure 2-2 ) are too high. They will

impact the scenic view | have out my front windows. I retired here

for the scenic views of the valley. I do not want to look out my 6
windows and see these 410 foot monstrosities with flashing lights

all hours of the day.

Highway 97 ( Figure 2-8, page 3.9-2 ) a Scenic Byway is
surrounded by these 410 foot monstrosities. These turbines should
not be located anywhere near Highway 97. Wind farms are not
scenic. Do not give me it is in the eye of the beholder crap! They
may interesting at first but this soon fades. I have seen wind farms
at Stateline, Tehachapi and Palm Springs so 1 know what I am
talking about.

The simulated views of turbines ( pages 3.9-20, 3.9-21, 3.9-22, 3.9-
28, 3.14-4, 3.14-6 and 3.14-8 ) arc ugly. I do not want to sec 410
foot monstrosities out in the country where I drive to relax! You
people have no right to destroy a scenic valley 1 retired to for the
scenery. The only reason you want to destroy the scenery with ugly
turbines is your greed for the Federal Subsidies. Painting the
turbines gray will not help. I do not want to see any turbines at all.

Shadow Flicker

Planting trees to prevent shadow flicker ( page 1-36 ) and installing
automatic shades are not solutions for shadow flicker. People s
living near these monstrosities report health problems which

Page 3
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should be studied at these turbine sites. People living near the
Lincoln Township Wisconsin Wind Farm stated in a survey (
available upon request ) that shadow flicker causes a strobe effect 9

throughout their houses causing headaches and sick to stomach cont.
cases. Also this shadow flicker lowers property values. Where is

the study in this DEIS on the effect these turbines have on I 10
lowering property values?

Blade Throw

A 410 foot set back ( page 1-36 ) from these monstrosity turbines is

not sufficient. Blades and ice could be thrown 1000 feet in a high

wind. To ensure safety a 2000 foot set back from residents and

roads is needed. The listed measures to reduce blade throw ( page »
3.4-21 ) are both mandatory and common sense. What report can

the public see to ensure these inspections take place on a regular

basis? Why is not a maintenance plan included in this DEIS?

Ice Throw

The mitigation measures { page 1-34 ) to locate these monstrosity
turbines 1000 feet from residences should be changed to ensure

safety. Who monitors the sensors to make sure the system shuts

down in icing conditions? The 328 foot set back from public roads |,
( page 1-35 ) is not safe enough to prevent a passer by on the road

from getting hurt. A 2000 foot set back is needed to ensure safety.

A major injury law suit could shut down the project.

Tax Savings
The tax savings for this project ( page 1-11 ) are not given. Why |13
Page 4
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publish this DEIS without doing this study? This DEIS is

insufficient, incomplete and lacking data. It should be redone. To

say it is a draft is not good enough. It should be written as 14
thoroughly as possible before being submitted to the public for

review. Does not the writer know the impact of these monstrosities

in the Kittitas Valley for years to come?

Impact on Historical Culture

No information was given on the impact of this project on

Historical Culture. Stating it is an unresolved issue { page 1-11 )is J45
ludicrous! There was plenty of time to study this. This DEIS is
insufficient, incomplete and lacking data. It should be redone. A
Supplemental EIS needs to be done per Section 106 Regulations of [|1°
the National Historic Preservation Act ( NHPA ). The respect for

the Yakama Tribe is lacking. The tribe’s culture depends on |17
preserving Historical Sites.

Wildlife

The mortality rates ( page 1-15) given for wildlife and birds are
estimates. A complete two year survey needs to be done before we
can reasonably evaluate this DEIS. The species ( page 3.2-24 Yare |18
listed as potentially occurring in the project area. This is not good
enough.
Power Generated
The level of generated power listed ( page 1-17 ) shows that these
monstrosity turbines generate only a minuscule amount of power.
The beauty of a scenic valley is not worth destroying for so little 19
power generated. Studies show that five tenths of one per cent of
Washington power needs is all these monstrosity turbines will

Page 5
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generate. We now sell our power to other states due to our dams

high output. We do our part to generate national electricity. Let 19
other states do their share by building efficient dams in their cont.
states as we have done. Wind farms are not the answer!

Lights

These turbines will cumulatively contribute to increased nighttime
lighting in the Kittitas Valley ( page 1-18 ). These lights are likely

to have an adverse cumulative effect on views from residential
propertics in the Kittitas Valley ( pages1-18, 2-20, 3.9-47 ) are

quotes from the DEIS. This is unacceptable! 1 retired here forthe |,
scenic view out my front windows. I do not want to see these

horrible monstrosities with their flashing lights day and night. The

low power output does not justify building these monstrosities
anywhere. They are not cost effective.

The mitigation measures ( pages 1-28, 3.2-58 ) for lighting
demonstrate how horrible these lights will be. I hate the lights we

now have on the obnoxious cell phone towers in Kittitas County. 21
The turbine red and white flashing lights ( 20,000 candela, page
3.5-47)) are too intense and will ruin views,

Noise

The statement in the DEIS that the residents will not experience

elevated noise levels ( page 1-20 ) is not true. The Lincoln

Township Wisconsin Survey shows that residents can not stand the

constant noise from the turbines and have resulting health

problems. The noise level of 108 dBA ( page 3.12-8 ) for these
Page 6
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monstrosity turbines will affect the local residents. The 50 dBA

noise level { Table 3.12-5 ) will affect the health of local residents

as the Lincoln Township Survey shows. The Lincoln Township 02
Wisconsin Survey showed 67% of people near the wind farm were  [cont.
awakened by wind turbine noises.

Decommissioning

The Decommissioning Plan ( page 1-23 ) is not shown. This DEIS
is incomplete! How can the writers of this DEIS expect us to trust
them when they make promises? The Decommissioning Plan
should be in the DEIS. This project should stop and the DEIS
should be redone. To give an incomplete DEIS is an insult. Where
is the information on a bond Zilkha should post so we can tear
down the turbines when they result in being eyesores, inefficient
and a waste of taxpayer money? I think Zilkha will be long gone
having sold the wind farm when we tear them down.

23

Aircraft Safety

I disagree with a ruling of ““ No Hazard to Air Navigation” ( page

1-49). I am a Private Pilot who flies in the Kittitas valley and these
monstrosity turbines are in the way. They are too close to the

Flying Rock Ranch grass air strip near Reecer Creek which I land

on. Midstate Aviation at Bowers field trains CWU students to fly in 24
the valley. The monstrosity turbines are dangerous and unsafe for

these students. The very fact that the Federal Aviation Agency

requires lights ( page 3.10-16 ) proves these monstrosity turbines

are a hazard to flight.

Setbacks
Page 7
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The setbacks ( page 2-9 ) of 1000 feet are inadequate to protect
from shadow flicker, flashing lights, noise, ice throw and blade
throw. These set backs as I mentioned earlier should be 2000 feet
to ensure safety, This is especially true in our litigation society.

Property Values

Regardless of the untruths in the local Daily Record Newspaper
that property values would not be affected, the resuits of the
Lincoln Township Wisconsin Survey show that turbines within one
mile lower property values by 26% and 74% of the people would
not buy within a quarter mile of turbines. Real estate people in
Kittitas county have stated that wind farms will affect property
values. Who would want to live next door to these monstrosity 26
turbines? Where is the impact on the Kittitas County property
values stated in the DEIS? This is another reason why this DEIS is
incomplete and needs to be redone. I awaited anxiously one year
for this DEIS. I was grossly disappointed in the quality of this
DEIS! Is this DEIS an example of the quality of the turbines they
build?

4
Dwight Lee Bates
1509 Brick Road
Ellensburg WA
98926

{ 509) 925-5055
batesleet@elltelnet

Page 8
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Kittitag Valley Wind pp

DEis Comment - Indiv, 37

Makarow, irina (EFSEC)

From: Leo Bates [batestee@eburg.com}
Posted At: Tuesday, January 13, 2004 9:52 PM
Conversation: Bird killings at Altamont Pass - Environmental group files suit against wind tu

Posted To:  EFSEC 1
Subject: Fw: Bird killings at Altamont Pass - Environmental group files suit against wind fu

info

Lee Bates

wewsn Origirral Message -

From: jaybates

To: Lee Bales

Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2004 12:23 PM

Subject: Bird kiliings at Altamont Pass - Environmental group files suit against wind tu

hitps/www . sfgate.com/egl-bin/article.cgi?file=/chronicle/archive/2004/01/13/BAGF 748321, DTL

RECENS:D

(1
gY FACILITY Sl
%&?UAT\GN COUNCIL

1715/2004
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Bird killings at Altamont Pass / Environmental group files suif against wind turbive comnp... Page 1 of 3

SFPGate .on - wwwsfgaterom - Retars o fegular view

Bird killings at Altamont Pass

Environmental group files suit against wzmi tarbine compames
Jane Kay, Chraniglé Environment Writer

Tuesday, January 13, 2004

2004 Sen Francisc Civonide | Feedback | FAQ

Operatars of giant wind turbines in Altamont Pass should be ordered to §top the routine,
illegal kﬁlmg of about 1,000 edgles, hawks and owls every year, an envzmmnental group
argues in a lawsuit filed Monday.

The Center for Biological Diversity in Oakland charged a Florida company, FPL Group
inc., and a Danish wind power company, NEG Micon A/S, and other operators with
violating the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which makes it illegal to kill migratory
birds without permits,

The group's suit, filed in the 1.8, District Court in San Francisco, alleges that the companies
are breaking the unfair competition law under the Californda Business and Professions
Code.

It's illegal to violate state or federal laws in the course of a business' activities.

The suit also alleges that the wind turbine operators are engaging in an unfair business
practice by receiving government subsidies and tax credits that are intended to promote
environmentaily sound production of encrgy when in fact the activities are causing harm.

The lawsuit is asking for a jury trial and a judgment that would stop the ai]cged haxmful
: act;vzty and foroe the compames to return profits,

The wind turbines were erected in the Altamont Pass starting in the early 1980s. Since then,
hiologists have recorded thousands of deaths of golden eagles, red-tailed and ferruginous
hawks, American kestrels, turkey vultures and great horned, barn and burrowing owls.

The group is filing the snif now because Alameda County is issuing new use penmts and
the turbine operators are upgrading technology and eniargmg the turbines.

Studies show that Altamont Pass has the worst bird-kill problem in the world among wind
farms, becausc the turbines are located in a major migration route for birds of prey in North
America that attracts among the highest concentration of golden gagles in the world,

*Altamont has become a death zone for eagles and other magnificent and tperiled birds of

prey. Birds come into the pass to hunt and get chopped up by the blades," said Jeff Miiler, a
spokesman for the Center for Biological Diversity.

Tittp:/fwww.sfgate.com/cgi-hin/article.cgi?file=/chronicie/archive/2004/01/1 3/ BAGF74811... 1/ 15/2004
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Bird killings at Altament Pass / Environmental group files suit against wind turbine comp... Page 3 of 3

Bt/ sfgate. com/Sgi-bin/articia.c gl Yile=/chronicle/archive/2004/01/1 /BAGF748U...  1/13/2004
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Kittitas Vallay Wi
nd Pp
DEis Comment - indiv, 32

Makarow, frina (EFSEC)

From: Robert Green [Roberi@NorthendRental.com]
Posted At: Thursday, January 15, 2004 2:40 PM
Conversation: Kittitas valley wind power project

Posted To:  EFSEC

Subject: Kittitas valley wind power project

After having reviewed the Draft environmental inpact statement and numerous other materials regarding the

imminent construction, the conclusion that must be come fo is that this is a viable alternative power venue, that

when properly facilitated will be nothing but a boon to the ipcal economy, There seems to no question as o the

lack of effect that this will have on anything fo do with reaiity, other than a start in the right direction of low impact

power production. There are certain parties presenting arguments, which must always be considered in a 1
democracy, but there is the key word, democracy. We must all come together and decide on a direction, and |

mus{ say that the reporis do not give me the kind of concerns that a “hydroelectric project’ would most certainly

produce. This is a tried and tested method of power production, and | propose that a forward move is the most

prudent choice. To accept and adopt this impact statement that is comprehensive and professionsl, would be an
axcellent start. Sincerely,

Robert G Green

RECEIVED)

JAN 1 6 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL

1/16/2004 . "
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 35

Makarow, Irina {EFSEC)

From: Joseph Powell fpowelli@cwu.EDU}

Posted At: Thursday, January 15, 2004 9:05 PM
Conversation: Draft environmentai impact statement: Kititas Valiey
Posted To: EFSEC

Subject: Draft environmentat impact statement: Kittitas Valley

Dear Allen Fikadal:

I would like to express my disappointment with this study. I have maintained elsewhers 1
that the present siting of wind farms {13 miles west of Ellensburg on both sides of I
Highway 97} is a poor choice aesthetically, and the study does not address the advantages
and disadvantages of sites which I believed were under consideration. The Park Creek site
is a much better propesal because of its distance from the city and nearby populations
{which is part of the "noise" issue), the lack of impact onr the view; certainly the wind
blows just as hard and consistently there. I think the property devaluation issue assumes
an awareness by buyers that does not really exist; why weren't these buyers interviewed?
There has been a natural escalation in land prices for the last 14 years; the threat of

the windfarm is a differvent issue than liviag under and with them. Instead of gelecting
communities to compare, it would be interesting to do a collective analysis of all sites.
8incerely, Joseph Powell

2

RECE| VED

JAN 1 6 2004

ENERGY FaCIL)
EVALUATION COTL\J(l\lSé'l’LE
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Kittias Valley Wind PP
DEIS Cominent - indiv, 36

RECEIVED)

Allen Fiksdal,Manageer

EFSEC JAN 1 8 2004

PO. Box 43172 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Olympia, WA 98504- 3 172 EVALUATION COUNCIL
RE the DEIS for Zilkha Inc.’s Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

{(KVWPP)

Dear Mr, Fiksdal,

First, addressing the issue of need; do we need the additional electrical
energy the 120 or so wind turbines are purported to be capable of adding to
the grid. Ifthe goal is simply to feed the too-often wasteful manner in which
the U.S. utilizes its energy sources, then the answer would be yes. The U.S.
today does not have an energy policy - other than to continue along the road -
we’ve been traveling - in large fuel-inefficient cars and too many of them.
There has been a lack of commitment to quality public transportation
causing increasing reliance on an inefficient form of transportation where
one 1501b person creeps along at a snails pace in a 2-ton vehicle along with
thousands of others doing the same thing. We are building very large homes
— often second (even third) homes — homes that are not affordable for the
average person. There has been a history through the past 2-3 decades of
neglecting basic federal-supported research into alternative energy sources
especially including solar. Our energy supply situation is serious, and is
deserving of a coordinated national effort to resolve — much as are many of
the challenges facing our country today. But today there is no energy policy,
and no attempt to enlist the general public in a national effort to address the
issues associated with energy use and supply.

The proposal to build the KVWPP project is supported by a tax-credit
policy, and would not be profitable without it. We don’t object to the policy
of providing federal (or other public) support to develop alternative energy
sources. We do object to a system that permits the conversion of more than
5000 acres of land already occupied by homeowners into a relatively
inefficient and visually impactive industrial complex. A system that
operates at 25-30% efficiency and then only when the wind blows is not
efficient. The contribution of wind energy is further compromised by the
fact that back-up energy sources are needed for times when the wind doesn’t
blow. The Kittitas Valley has a reputation for being windy, but winds of
sufficient force are not common in the fall and they are rare in winter.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Comparisons of CO2 emissions between a wind farm and fossil fuel driven
power plants don’t take into account that when the wind doesn’t blow a 2
CO2-producing energy source will need to be used.

The KVWPP is the first that we know of to be proposed for a site that
already includes significant numbers of developed homesites within and/or
so very close to the project area. The distance proposed for set-backs of
turbine installations from other homes or property lines is about the same as
the distance from our house and a line of beautiful old cottonwood trees.
These trees we estimate fo be about 120 feet tall. We see them every time 3
we sit down to eat, and even though they aren’t on our property, they are
part of ‘where we live’. How are people who already live in, near and on the
border of the wind farm site going to accomodate the introduction of
whirling wind turbines more than three times as tall as our trees - turbines
many of them with blinking lights?

Within the year we visited a wind farm installation immediately below

Biggs, Oregon ~ then called the Kiondike project. It was our first visit fo see

a windfarm and one using turbines similar to those proposed for the Zilkha
project. We were favorably impressed. Of'the 16 then installed (we

understand that more have been or are being installed), one was down for 4
repair. The project site is open wheat country — there was only a single

house about one quarter to one half mile distant. This is the sort of place to.

site wind farms — one virtually uninhabited or sparsely so, and the

community {those we talked with) supportive of its being there.

Zilkha bypassed Kittitas County and made its proposal to EFSEC because

they said it would take to long through the County — citing the likelihood of

legal actions as one reason. Likely that is so. A large majority of

participanis in the many public meetings held to date on this issue have

expressed strong opposition to Zilkha’s wind farm development. We’ve

attended all of the public meetings, and aside from those on whose property

the turbines would be situated, and people who stand to gain from

involvement in the construction phases, the support was minimal — one or 5
two people. A count of Letters to the Editor in the Ellensburg Daily Record
would, we feel confident, reveal a similar ratio favoring opposition.

Zilkha’s move to EFSEC rather than going through Kittitas County places
the final decision in the hands of people who don’t {ive here, and therefore
clearly cannot feel about this Valley, this part of the valley, as their home.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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For most people who live here the major issue at stake in the KFEWF
proposal is the impact of these 120 giant wind turbines on an historic and
beautiful landscape - our ‘home’. And it receives the least attention in the
DEIS.

The other issue that we wish to address is the potential threat to wildlife, and
the steps taken to assess what that might be. Zilkha, to their credit, has
provided for a wildlife assessment by WEST — a company that routinely
does these assessments for wind farm developers, We don’t have the
expertise to assess the overall quality of WEST’s wild life study for the
project site area. However there are certain weaknesses that don’t require an
expert to sec. One is the lack of night-time studies. Birds migrate at night
as well as day, and night time is bat time. The threat that wind turbines are
having on bats is an unexpected development, In West Virginia, for
example, a string of some 40 large (360 plus feet tall) wind turbines tocated
on a ridge has accounted for some 475 bat kills within a five month span.
The Stateline project accounted for about 26 bat kills for the month of
October 2003 along with a like number of bird kills. The two bat species
with the largest mortality were the Hoary and the Silver Haired — both
migratory species associated with forests which characterizes the area
immediately north of the Zilkha project site.

There needs to be some level of night-time study done to determine if there
is a threat for significant avian mortality from whirling blades. Bats migrate
at night, and they likely don’t use echo-location when not hunting. If so,
radar detection would be needed — a technology that exists although it would
be expensive to employ. Needed, in the event the decision is made to allow
the KVWF development, is some reasonable level of assurance that avian
wildlife travelling at night is not put at risk from wind turbines.

One of the major problems with the relatively recent development of wind
farms is the lack of prior-to-instailation wildlife studies — studies done with
sufficient lead time to plan. Altamont is the classic example of a large
installation which site was not preceded by prior assessment of wildlife
conditions. Now the turbines — thousands of them, are in place and the bird
and bat kills are ‘off the wall’’ — something in the neighborhood of 60
Golden Eagles annual for example (an Endangered bird under the ESA).

No one expects the KVWF site to share Altamont’s capacity for killing
birds. WEST’s study should be capable of laying that to rest. However the

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
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killing of even a single Bald Eagle would be a “take” under provisions of the
ESA. The DEIS comments that Bald Eagles are a rarity during the winter
months. Actually they are here sometimes in good numbers along the

Yakima River, and this winter with the river frozen they have been foundin | 2
the proposed wind farm site. Their roaming flight paths can take them about cont.
anywhere. We often see them during the Audubon Christmas Bird Count in

areas north and northeast of Eilensburg,

The KVWF project is one of three now proposed for the Kittitas Valley.

enXco proposes a 150-turbine wind farm adjacent to the KVWF project. If

both were to be built, there would be more than 250 very large turbines with
blade tips travelling nearly 256mph installed on about 10,000 acres of land. 10
In such case there would be bird and bat mortality greater than there would

be from a single wind farm, and greater still, perhaps, because of the

cumulative effect caused by the much large number of turbines and the

larger area encompassed pius other factors such as flight-path disruption.

The DEIS does not adequately cover the wildlife threat and doesn’t address | 11

the major issue of scenic impact on the viewscape — not only for those who

live within or very near the KVWF site but also for those, like ourselves,

who have lived in the Valley for many decades and consider the natural 12
landscape including views of the Stuart Range of mountains as important

values to be protected and preserved.

Hal Lindstrom Gloria Lindstrom

1831 Hanson Road
Ellensburg, WA 98926

RECEIVED)

JAN 1 6 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNGIL
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Kittitas Valley Wing pp
DEIS Comment - Indiv, 37

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Tim Henebry [timhenebry@elitel.net}
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2004 9:46 AM
To: Makarow, kina (EFSEC)

Subject: Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Project

January 16, 2004

I strongly oppose Zilhka's Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Project. There are many reasonsg to
proceed very cautiously with any windfarm proposals for Kittitas County. But this one in
particular would have a wide spread negative impact on the county and its peopie.

LOCATICN DOES MATTER! Many arguments opposing wind farm projects have already been brought
to your attention-permanently degrading the scenic wistas in this beautiful valley;
incompatibility with the scenic highway corridor of US 97; issues of negative impact on
the many individuals living in this rural residential snd recreational area-whether
through shadow fiicker, noise or communications interference; detrimental effects on
birds, their migratory patberns and other wildlife; etc.

But the primary reason that I have for opposing the Zilhka Rittitas Valley Wind Farm

Project in particular is simply that it would permanently degrade the appearance and

general nature of the Kittitas Valley. The area they wish to build in is wainly rural
residential, recreational, agricultural, and scenic land. There are hundrede of photog,
drawings and paintings made every year of the very same view-shed that Zilhka wants to

build on. An industrial wind farm doesn't belong there. Even the Ellensburg paper-the 2
Daily Record-shows this same area of the county as one of its "loges®™ at the top of the
paper's front page. Arguably, this scenic area 1s one of the f{inest in the entire state-
certainly in Central and Eastern Washington. It certainly is one of the defining views in
Kittitag County.

There are many areas in this county where the wind blows strongly and a wind farm woulsd

have far less impact-Zilhka themselves have even shown this in another project they have
proposed. But once the natural character of the land is gone-as would happen with the

Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Project-a hundred or so 400 foot spinning blades by day and red 3
flashing lights by night fronting the Mt. Stuart view ghed-it cannot be restored, If this

isn® t obviocusly a negative environmental impact-I don't know what is.

As with the homeowner who has a beautiful property that s/he is proud of and appreciates-
there are some things you just don't put in your front yard.

Tim Henebry
Ellensbury, WA
RECEIVED)
JAN 1 6 2004
ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL
1 Y
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 38

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Chris [fber@elitel net} _ ' E C E lV E
Sent:  Selurday, January 17, 2004 6:28 AM .

To: Makarow, Irina (EFSEC) JAN 2 0 2004

Subject: Fw: DEIS Response 1-13-04 Ellenshurg
ENERGY FACILITY SITE
'EVALUATION COUNCIL

----- Criginal Message ~—--
From: Chris

Ce: John Lane
Sent: Friday, January 16, 2004 7:41 PM

Please review our response Lo the DEIS and to the public meeting held
in Ellensgburg this last Tueaday, 1/13/04. More importantly, please
read the attachments on BioEnergy. ‘Thank you.

At this time when emotions run high on both sides of the wind turbine
issue, with the negatbtive side cutweighing any positive good for the
giting, it should be imperative that other sites and surveys be used
ag reference resources. Those sites already in place and impacting
the lives of regidents, livegstock and wildlife around the globe must
be heeded as a warning for what is intended here. Not including them
in this DEIS createg a biased and inadeguate survey. Surveys such as
that done in Wisconsin, resulting in a moratorium on any further 1
construction should be taken sericusly. Studies and surveys in the US
as well as in Ireland and England of gites that are now deemed
injurious to the population, livestock and wildlife must be heeded as
a warning for what is intended here. EIS site surveys with tunnel
vision might be appropriate in some cases, but not to use all
available resources for the sites intended here is unconscionable.

The fuzmzy logic that because we already have population growth,

housing growth, cell towers and more lights, that we would become
accustomed teo additional structures and lets make them big, is

amusing, but algo extremely scary. The additional fuzzy logic that
property values will not sustain any blows because current sales have
been profitable ig dust plain outlandish. Who knowsg if the new owners
were even aware of what is proposed? 2

Bamboozle, snake oil and hypnosis all come to mind and we succumb to
the power of what can line pockets. We're susceptible when the
promise of economic growth rears it’s tentacles and sets an embracing
lure that becomes an entangling snare.

Dr. Holly Pinkart’s testimeony on microbiology and the potential

threat from the turbines doesn’t seem to be taken seriously because 3
it isn't what is wanted to be heard. However, she does not have such

1/20/2004
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Page 2 of 4

a national reputation and large grant monies for the studies she

heads on a whim. Obviously, someone cares about our health and safety 3
from threats that appear small and ingignificant because the creature cont.
studied is sma;l; but certainly not insigunificant.

The populace on_thi& gide of the Cascades may be small in number

compared to Western Washington but we are not insignificant. Cur
lifestyle and lucky choice in having the chance to live in this

county is not bécause we are hicks and insignificant, but because we

know how wondrous it is, and how fortunate we are. We don’t take this
attack on how we have freely chosen te live as insignificant but a
klatant opinion that we just don’'t account for much.

The group called ROKT and others continues te rebut the flowery

claims of greatness of the turbines with documentation to the

contrary, but it is dismissed as "unsubstantiated” or "manufactured, 4
which is ludicrous. Listen to the world of experience where the

turbines are already in place. Those folks have first-hand knowledge

with the downside and small praise for any upside and are saying so.

The counsel from people working in the industries of electrical
engineering and power companies, who know that wind turbines are a
sorry source of economical benefit and won’t buy into it because they
don’t buy into it, seems to be ignored. Why? It all comes down to the
money and federal taxpayer subsidies. How shameful. Should our
governing bodies force these machines upon us, and then leave when
their terms are up or move on to other jobs, the legacy of what they
have done will long be in cur memories, on cur lands, and within our
sight.

We may have a natural corrider for wind, but by the same token, a

wind tunnel for wild fires. Our fire marshal asked that the legacy

left to him be thoughitful, and not taken as insignificant. That is S
where it comes down to our families, our homes, the land and the

money, and justifiably so!

The sagles and hawks and other birds that f£ly past my Efront windows

that will be level in elevation to the tops of the proposed towers

are not insignificant. Ridgelines, whether perceived as barren by

some or scenic by others, should not be dismissed as uninhabitable.

They are fiight paths for great birds and burrows for their pray. The 6
relationship between the two must be acknowledged. It is their

inherent lifestyle and we must allow them to have same consideration

and value that we want for our own lifestyles and ourselves.

Put the turbines all aleng ocur coastlinesz where the breezes are

constant and you will hear from high-rise corporations and the public
that doesz not feel they are insignificant.

1/20/2004
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‘The green energy proposed comes with the noise of a rock crushing

plant as described by residents in Wisconsin. What once started out

as poszsibly a noble experiment to harness the wind has turned into 7
Frankengtein’s monster and is now loose.

On a lighter note, or more appropriately, a very serious one, a study
by Washington State University, the Department of Ecology and INTEC
states there is enough animal waste along with vegetable matter by-
products in Eastern Washington to fuel four out of ten homes in the
state, and with actually clean energy in the process. That is a very
renewable and recyclable product, just for the scooping and cutting.
It would require processing and of course, several EIS studies and
public opinions, but figure how many would literally benefit from the
farmer/rancher and dairy owner that has more than a shovel can handle
and the reduction of complaints from the neighbors nearby. Roads,
alectrical and waterpower already exists and available in perhaps
unused and renovatable plants and buildings. Transport vehicles
already exist. What a waste of waste that can be pulverized,
pellitized and otherwise processed for use. We don’t want our farmers
and ranches to stop feeding our bellies, nor the dairies to leave wus
ghort of milk and cheese. Why not reward their exhaustive days with
the sweet smell of money well spent on a real renewable and
sustainable fuel often in a compact four-legged movable package? Our
ancestors burned cow and buffalc chips; some parts of the world still
do. India has become a front runner is utilizing the always available
~cattle wastes with processing into usable fuel. Why not us on an
American-sized basis? It may not be glamorous but the smell of
profits comes in many odors and one is the combination of paper and 8
leather in our wallets. The bi-products in the origin of that wallet
could heat our homes. It’'s worth more than a casual checking inte,
The above study for bicenergy is guite lengthy and too long to attach
here but iz available on-lin=a. Of special mote are Pages 9 & 18 of
that 76-page study and in part, is quoted here. "Thus effective
eollection and anaercbic digestion of Eastern Washington’s available
biomass could potentially meet about 40% of Fastern Washington’s
residential electrical energy needs." A copy of Pages 9 & 10 is
attached ags it includes the Highlights and Methodologies of the
gtudy. 7The first paragragh of Page 9 in the Introduction shows that
this potential far outdistances wind turbines as the first avenue to
select for Green Energy *with benefits ranging from controlling
greenhounse gas emissions and reducing air quality impacts to
protecting surface and ground water that may be adversely affected by
management of these residues and wastes."

It gets better the more one readsi
Why did that envirommental agency that offered testimony on 1/13/04
not jump on the bicenergy available rather than encourage such a

controvergial structure as a wind turbine? It sesems to be a
contradiction to laud thege sgtructures when something much less

1/20/2004
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damaging appears to be a more viable and constantly available
alternative.

S8incerely,

Chria Cole & Roger Binette
7430 Robbins R4
Ellensburg, Wa. 958828

509 833-2371

Attachments ~ 2

1/20/2004
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INTRODUCTION

shington State through its strong agriculture economy has a variety of agricultural residues,

-products, and waste material in addition to municipal organic resources that are excellent
viomass sources with great potential for generating energy or producing products. For example,
according to the US Department of Energy, it was estimated that 14.4 million MWh of electricity
could be generated using renewable biomass in Washington, an amount that is enough to fully
supply the annual needs of 1,443,000 average homes or 45% of the residential electricity use in
the state. 10 Utilization-of the biomass also creates environmental benefits, ranging from
controlling greenhouse gas emission and reducing air quality impacts to protecting surface and
ground water that may be adversely affected by management of these residues and wastes.
Additionally, energy, soil amendments, and chemical production from biomass can contribute to
the development of local economics.

Capitalizing on Washington's underutilized resources has attracted increasing interest. In their
recently released document entitled "A new path forward: Action Plan for a Sustainable Washington",
the Governor's Sustainable Washington Advisory Panel recommended "reliance on renewable energy", "no
waste", and "enduring natural resources" as three of the eight essential strategic outcomes for
2030.* To realize these visions, the same panel recommended priority actions including investing in
clean energy, committing to greenhouse gas reduction targets and mitigation strategies, and
sustaining Washington's natural resources through collaborative efforts in planning, monitoring,
protection, etc.

Conducting an inventory of Washington's bioresources is the first essential step for all related
planning and implementation efforts. Information on types and geographic distribution of biomass is
critical for feasibility analysis and project prioritization. The purpose of the project is to
geographically map, identify, and categorize potential sources for convertible bioenergy in eastern
Washington. The sources include field residues, animal manures, food packing 'culls', field
processing waste, food processing waste, and municipal biosolids and solid wastes in each of the 20
counties in eastern Washington. The products of the project include a computer database and this
report. This project is the most comprehensive effort to date on bioenergy source inventory and
analysis in Eastern Washington. The data will be of great value for a wide range of users.

We chose to emphasize anaerobic digestion of these organic resources because the process is stable
' is well understood. Anaerobic digestion yields energy in the form of methane that is directly
bustible for heat and convertible to electrical power through standard generator design, provides

potential for secondary co-generation projects, and creates an excellent organic amendment to
stabilize soils and provide crop nutrients.

*° The Biomass Research and Development Initiative document Washington-Biobased Fuels, Power, and Products
State Fact Sheet, December 200 1.

** A New Path Forward: Action Plan for a Sustainable Washington-Achieving Long-Term Economic, Social, and
Environmental Vitality, Submission by Governor Gary Locke to the Sustainable Washington Advisory Panel,
February 2003.
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This project is a collaborative effort between the Washington Department of Ecology (DOE), INTEC,
and Washington State University (WSU), with DOE and INTEC providing the funding and WSU performing
the work. During the course of the project, Mr. Mark Fuchs of the Department of Ecology provided
technical assistance, and Ms. Julie Wallman of INTEC helped with project coordination. The project
team thanks the cooperation from agencies, organizations, commodity groups and producers for
providing data and related information that made the inventory and assessment possible.

HIGHLIGHTS AND METHODOLOGIES

A five-step method was used for calculating the potential energy available from the anaerobic
digestion of Eastern Washington's underutilized biomass. First, agriculture and population censuses
along with personal interviews with agriculture and processing leaders led to the development of a
county biomass inventory. This inventory covered 6 key areas of biomass production prevalent in
Washington State: field residue, animal waste, food packing ‘'culls', field processing waste, food
processing waste, and municipal waste including biosolids from wastewater treatment. Second, the
resulting biomass figures were adjusted according to their respective moisture content to represent
dry matter numbers. The dry matter numbers were then converted to quantity of volatile solids (VS)
present using individual data from literature for each of the 24

Biomass categories. During the fourth step, methane production values from assumed anaerobic
digestion of the biomass were obtained directly from calculations based upon the volatile solids
and respective coefficients. Lastly, the methane values led to calculations of potential heat and
energy production for an average range of typical conversion efficiencies (30 %). This phase of the
assessment aggregated total biomass inventory by type of material for the county. Individual
biomass project location and feasibility were left to a next phase and were not evaluated in this
report.

Final compilation of the data shows that Eastern Washington, alone, produces over 4.3 million tons
of dry matter biomass available for bioenergy projects. If this annual biomass production were to
be collected and anaerobically digested, the corresponding methane gas production would be 33.4
billion ft?, representing an energy potential of 35 trillion BTU's or 3 trillion W hrs of electrical
energy. Washington State's overall 2000 residential electrical power consumption was 33 trillion W
hours. ** Since Eastern Washington's population is 1.33 million or 22% of the State's overall
population, this total electrical energy consumption would correspond to 7.3 trillion W hrs for
Eastern Washington.'® Thus effective collection and anaerobic digestion of Eastern Washington's
available biomass could potentially meet about 40% of Eastern Washington's residential electrical
energy needs.

The county level statistical data achieved and represented in the following tables are an important
first step in calculating the state's overall biomass and corresponding hidden and underutilized
energy assets. The tabulated data were obtained from crop production and processing statistics,
telephone surveys, and estimates based on national per capita averages. Independent verification
processes for each organic resource type are needed to provide

4
2 http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/states/sep_use/res/use_res_wa.html
¥ http://www.ofm.wa.gov/pop/coseries/C60T02.x1s
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 39

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Couneil 1/16/04
925 Phum Street SE, Bldg. 4

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-31172

Council Members:

1 strongly support the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project. The DEIS for the project is thorough
and the mitigations submitted by the Applicant plus the additional mitigations meet all reasonable 1
concerns about the possible impacts of the project.

The impact on the value of property in the area of the proposed wind farm area is referred to in the
conclusion on page 3.7-18 states that studies of projects elsewhere “provides no evidence that
wind development had harmed property values within the viewshed” On the other hand, asTam
sure you are aware, in the area of the proposed project property has been selling in the last year
and a half at significantly increased values. The prospect of a wind farm in that area apparently
did not depress land values. Let me quote from my Letter to the Editor of the Daily Record of
August 2,2003,

“Though a wind farm has not yet been permitted let alone constructed, the proposed wind
farm location has been known fo the public since it was announced April 19, 2002, Here are
properties in or within 2 mile of the proposed Sagebrush wind farm location which have been sold
in the last 12 months:

Acres Purchased Soid Increase in value 2
19.95 10/86  3475/A 802 $1251/A 136%

47 4/93 424/A 303  1,689/A 298%

11.14 701 4,93VA 403 7.630/A 55%

10 4/9¢  1,700/A 6/03  6,708/A 205%

19.65 4/94  1,120/A 7/03  1,524/A 36%

28329 ’83-'92 4/03

$193,475.00 $1,065,000.00 450% *“

Most recently, as [ mentioned at the January hearing, the 80 acres purchased on March 27, 2001
for $876,950 by Steve and Amy Osland was sold December 2, 2003 for $145,000. They had
built a small cabin on the property but they didn’t lose on the value of the land.

Certainly there legal issues that I am notaware of, but [ hope your committee can help speed up

this permitting process. Having gone to all the meetings related to this project since June,2002, 1 3
share the frustration that all of you must feel. Ihave lived in Ellensburg more that 50 of my 82

years and love the valley dearly. 1hope to live 1o see three wind farms in the Kittitas County.

Sincerely, W \ )
Helen Wise (\/ '% E C E lVE '
1106 East 3" Ave.

Elensburg, WA 98926 JAN 2 0 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 40

RECEIVED)

Arthur DePalma JAN 2 0 2004

991 Manastash Rd ENERGY FAGILITY SITE
Elensburg, WA 98926 EVALUATION COUNGIL

Points to consider

1. Three groups m favor of wind farms - citing clean, green energy, which will save
the planet from the effects of fossil fuels. Except the amount of electricity
praduced by wind power is miniscule and relies on fossil fuels to keep the
turbines running. .

a. The first group - the energy companies EnXco and Zilka state how they
want to produce clean energy. Yet if they were not getting hundreds of
mitlions of dollars in federal subsidies from our tax dollars, there would be
no projects; for wind farms ars not economically viable. Once subsidies
are gone that’s the end of the wind farm and the turbines are left to rust,

b. Another group are the landowners in the project area, who have contracted
with EnXco and Zilka to receive thousands of dollars for each turbine built
on their land. This is the one “mitigating factor” that changes minds to
proclaim the wonders of wind energy. If it weren’t for the money to be
made, neither the energy companies nor the landowners would have any
interest in turbines in Kittitas Co. So it really is all about money and not
energy.

¢. The third group consists of those who think wind energy is great since it’s
using a free natural resource — the wind., They are unswayed by ihe facts
that fossil fuels are bumed to keep the turbines powered when there is no
wind; or that wind power produces insignificant energy. They are also
unconcerned by those who don’t want to live by hundreds of wind towers, 4
and negate their concems. It’s easy for those who think they are not
affected by the proximity of the turbines to vocally support wind farms.
This group might have some credibility if they themselves lived in the
wind farm area surrounded by turbines.

Although I live far from this project I am strongly against wind farms here because this
scheme is outrageonsly unfair to the nearby residents. I am alse opposed because of this
proposal to build hundreds of huge towers a mere § mules from the city of Eliensburg,
and near the pristine area of Table Mountain and Lion Rock. The Zitka project is just
several more miles away along a scenic highway.

Imagine that the tables are turned and that it is proposed to build hundreds of these giant
wind towers 8 miles from Olympia along Puget Sound They could use this same
environmental impact statement with just different maps. Imagine also that several
hundred 400 ft towers will be surrounding your property and home. What would you be
thinking? Would it be “great, it’s a sacrifice I'm willing to make for an insignificant
amount of green energy”? Then visualize the company making deals and “mitigating the
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impact” with a few of your fieighbors — by paying them thousands of dollars to move
towers on their land. Now they think wind turbines close to Olympia, Puget Sound, or
surrotnding your land is a great 1dea Hew are yOu feeling? Do you think your property
values will be affected? - S

6
cont.

I would like to emphasize four pomts
1. The visual effect will ruin views and lower property values (notwnhstandzng the I 7
cited so called studies).
2. Hundreds of these huge towers will severely impact the quality of life for not only

neighbors, but for much of the entire area because 8
these towers will be built on rising elevation higher than Ellensburg and the
Kittitas Valley.
3. The constant daytime strobe light flicker, and hundreds of red beacons at night
will not only make living near them untenable but will be visible for miles - 9

causing light pollution for Ellensburg and much of the valley.
© 4, T is easy to ruin other people’s quality of life for Hitle return, These industrial
towers should not be builf near homes period. The feelings and judgments of
residents who are impacted should have priority in this decision. [ urge youto 10
make your recommendation as you would if these huge towers were proposed to
be built surrounding your homes and properties, and just several miles from the
city of Olympia.

Thank you.

Arthur DePalma
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
DEIS Comrnent - indiv. 41

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Felicia Persson [fpersson@televar.com]
Sent: Sunday, January 18, 2004 4:38 FM

To: Fiksdal, Alten (EFSEC); Makarow, lrina (EFSEC) ECE
Subject: EIS Commaents D

Felivia M Perssan JAN 2 o 2004

| ENERGY F,
3561 Robbins Rd _ EVALY gn OAC ng NSC-!’LE

Eflensbury, WA 98926

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project:

There are many adverse impacts to the environment and the quality of life for those of us i:wng, working and
playing in close pmx:mfty to the proposed wind project. These wind turbines, In addition fo impairing the visual
resources, we enjoy, alsc produce significant noise and shadow flicker. They are defrimental to the avian
population and impede aerial fire fighting tactics.

While the noise is estimated o be less than maximum limits established for agricuftural zones, noise fevels in &
turbine free area agricultural area fluctuate. The introduction of the wind turbines will effecirvely introduce a
consiant ncise (when the wind is blowing). The noise during construction is exempt from the maximum standards
and is estimated to be excessive. It is exempt from meeting the fimiis ordinarily imposed due to ils temporary
nature. If construction Is expected fo oceur over 8 to 12 months its duration hardly seems temporary. Blasting is
also exempt from noise limitations. At a minimurmn, additional mitigation measures should be implemented to
advise residents within the audible distance of the blasting of the specific dates and hours that blasting will occur
and provide & complete construction schedule for the project. Sensitivity of residents and recreational users fo
noise during the operafion phase shouid be considered and mitigation options outiined.

windows are located on the east or west sidas of residences. The shadow flicker modsls assume that gl affected
will be inside their residences. i is reasonable fo assume that people will be culside their residences and will
experience shadow flicker from any number of locations. Pets and livestock will be exposed to the fiicker as well,
While the flicker is below standards shown to cause epileplic sefzures, if can still produce a sense of vertige which
could result in injury. Mitigation measures for this adverse effect are dirscted fowards receptors as opposed to the
source. Mitigation measures o reduce or sliminate the adverse effect af the source should be incorporated. For
example, turbines producing shadow fiicker stopped during those times when the flicker is most prevalent (ie.
early morning or late afferncon) .

it appears that few studies have been conducted concerning avian fatalities related to wind turbines. Esfimafes
appearing in the EIS Chapter 1 summary, do not reference any published studies. Who has estimated that raptor
fatalities across all three projects will fotal 15 per year? Under the mitigation measures summary in Chapter 1 the
applicant has commissioned extensive studies but presented no data from those studies. 1 personally observe
numerous hawks and sagles in the area of the proposed Desert Claim sife. The eagies are especially abundant
during calving. If these wind turbines are infroduced in and around the agricultural areas where calving oceurs Jf
stands to reason that the saglas will be at greater risk. Additional studies should be completed regarding the
potential effects on bird populations before we dismiss these impacts as insignificant based upon unstipported
estimates mads by the applicant.

The proposed project area experiences fires during the hof, dry summers. Afthoagh oniy a few are caused by
lighining strikes, in the past accidental and arson fires have occurred. The pnmary and most effactive means of

The EIS addresses shadow flicker impact on residences only. It states that there is only an adverse impact if |
fighting these fires is by air. The presence of the wind turbines will not only increase the polential source of fire in I

1/20/2004
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the area but will also impede effective aerial fire fighting tactics, The proposed projest creates a greater
obstruction in regards fo fire fighting than the existing BFA lines, due to their height and inconsistent layout. While

additional trained personnei and firefighting equipment will be on kand during the construction phase of the 5
project, those resources will hot be avaflable during operalion. Mitigation measures need to be developed fo cont
compensate for the loss of aerial fire fighting ability within the proposed project site. This may include seasonal )
firefighting staff and equipment on sife, .

These are only a few of the adverse impacts {o the environment and quality of life for residertts in and around the

project area, Many ffems touched onin the E18 are unresolved. Many plans regarding operations, desommission 6
and mitigation are not complete. it has not been demonstrated that there is a need for the energy that will be

produced. It seems there are many questions that should be answered before this project proceeds

1/20/2004
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#
##
#helicin M Persson
3561 Robbins Red
EHensburg, WA %8926

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kittitas Valley Wind
Power Project:

There are many adverse impacts fo the environment and the quality of life for those of us living, working and playing in close
proximity to the proposed wind praject. These wind turbines, in addition to impairing the visual resousces, we enjoy, also produce
significant noise and shadow flicker. They are defrimental to the avian population and impede aerial five fighting tactics.

While the noise is estimated to be less than maximum limits established for agricuitural zones, noise levels in a furbine free area
agricatmural area fluctuate. The infroduction of the wind wrbines will effectively introduce a constant noise (when the wind is
blowing}. The noise during construction is exempt from the maximum standards and is estimated to be excessive. It is exempt from
meeting the limits ordinarily imposed due to ifs temporary nature. If construction is expecied fo occur over 9-to 12 months its
duration hardly seems teroporary. Blasting is also exempt from noise limitations. A{ a minimum, additional mitigation measures
should be implemented to advise residents within the audible distance of the blasting of the specific dates and hours that blasting will
oceur and provide a complete construction schedule for the project. Sensitivity of residents and recreational users to noise during the
operation phase should be considered and. mitigation options outlined.

The EIS addresses shadow flicker impact on residences only. It states that there is only an adverse impact if windows are located on
the east or west sides of residences. The shadow flicker models assume that all affected will be inside their residences. ¥t is
reasonable to assume that people will be outside their residences and will experience shadow flicker from any number of locations,
Pets and livestock will be exposed to the flicker as well. While the flicker is below standards shown 1o cause epileptic seizures, it can
still produce a sense of vertigo which could result in injury. Mitigation measures for this adverse effect are directed towards recepiors
as opposed to the source. Mitigation measures te reduce or eliminate the adverse effect at the source should be incorporated. For
example, turbines producing shadew flicker stopped during these times when the flicker is most prevalent (fe. early moming or late

afternoon} .

It appears that few studies have been conducted concerning avian fatalities related to wind turbines. Estimates appearing in the EIS
Chapter | summary, do not reference any published studies. Who has estimated that raptor fatalities acress ail three projects will total
15 per year? Under the mitigation measures summary in Chapter | the applicant has commissioned extensive studies but presented
no data from those studies. I personaily chserve numercus hawks and ¢agles in the area of the proposed Desert Claim site, The eagles
are especizfly abundant during calving. If these wind turbines are iiroduced in and around the agricultural areas where calving
oceurs it stands o reason that the eagles will be at greater risk. Additional studies should be completed regarding the potential effects
on bird populations before we dismiss these impacts as insignificant based upon unsupported estimates made by the applicant.

The proposed project area experiences fires during the hot, dry summers. Although only a few are caused by lightning strikes, i the
past accidental and arson fires have occurred. The primary and most effective means of fighting these fires is by air. The presence of
the wind tarbines will not only increase the potential source of fire in the area but will alse mmpede effective aerial fire fighting tactics,
The proposed project creates a greater cbstruction in regards fo fire fighting than the existing BPA, lines due to their height and.
inconsistent layout. While additional trained personnel and firefighting equipment will be on hand during the construction phase of
the project, those resources will not be available during operation. Mitigation measures need to be developed o compensate for the
loss of aerial fire fighting ability within the proposed project site. This may include seasonal firefighting staff and equipment on site.

These are only a few of the adverse impacts to the environment and quality of iife for residents in and around the project area. Many
items touched on in the EIS are unresolved. Many plans regarding operations, decommission and mitigation are not complete. It has
not beer demonstrated that there is 2 need for the energy that will be produced. It seems there are many guestions that should be

answered before this project proceeds.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DES Comment - Indiv. 42

s RECEIVED)

Mr. Allen J. Fiksdal JAN 2 0 2004

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Cowncil EN ER GY F A C , L ”-Y
Obppi, Wachingron 985043172 EVALUATION com\?gf

RE: Comments on KYWPP Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Fiksdal:

Please consider the following comments when determining the need for additionsl] studies and
before making any decision to allow Zilkha Renewable Energy’s “Sagebrush Power Partners”
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project (KVWPP) near Ellensburg, Washington.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by Shapiro and Associates for -

EFSEC contains data deficiencies and flawed analyses that greatly underestimate the magnitude

of environmental impacts posed by the project, Proposed mitigation is also deficient in some 1
cases. The DEIS appears to be primarily a repackaging of the original application prepared by

Zilkha, with a lot of redundant information added, and also with some honest attempts to

address concerns from previous public comment. '

Throughout the public process that has led up to Zilkha requesting EFSEC to review the
KVWPP application, it has become apparent that Zilkha has no regard for the existing non-
‘participant residents or wildlife in the area of the proposed project. Omission and
misinformation has been their standard operating procedure, Zilkha has recently gone as far as
trying to take the local land use approvals out of Kittitas County's hands. Zilkha recently
stated publicly that the DEIS proves that there will be no environmental impacts because of
their proposed project other than views and aesthetics. This is obviously not the case as T will
specifically comment in the following sections,

SPECIFIC DEIS COMMENTS:

Section 1.1 - Introduction: In the DEIS, the proposed project has suddenly been diended
to consist of between 82-150 wind turbines, The three proposed scenarios are described in
Section 1.4 and consist of several different possible turbine sizes, numbers, and heights. These

differences will absalutely affect the estimates of all other aspects of the DEIS, and cannot 2
simply be assumed to be similar to the original analysis. If three scenarios are to be used, then
the DEIS must be explicit in evaluating these three scenarios on every aspect.
!
5
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Section 1.4.2 - Alternative Wind Turbine Locations: This paragraph states that the
proposed site is the only possible location for a wind power project and other locations are not
possible due to lack of wind resource. Zitkha also stated publicly in meetings I attended that
this was the only feasible spot in the County to develop. This is not true because Zilkka has
decided to develop a second site. ##ill enXco is also proposing another location that has
sufficient wind resotirce. - §

#
Section 1.4.3 — No Action Alternative: the DEIS describes the need to build a gas turbine
power plant that wold be n_eededl if KVWPP were nat developed. This is abselute
speculation and editorializing aboit the “evils” of fossil fuels and should be removed,
However, if the DEIS is going to talk about the need for additional power plants, it should also
note the likelihood that such power plants will be needed to provide stability to the grid when
wind generators are not functioning,

Section 1.7.5 - Television Interference: the DEIS states the effects of the project on
television interference are unknown. It does not mention that this has been a documented
problem at other wind power locations Zilkha has developed. A specific mitigation program
such as providing satellite or cable television should be required. Samne general comument for
Section 1,7.6 — Radio Interference.

Section 2.2, Figure 2-2 ~ Typical Wind Turbine Dimensions: The figure is misleading

because it compares the various wind turbines to “Existing Bonneville Transmission Towers”

shown to be 170 feet. Only the tallest BPA transmission towers are that high, and most are 6
much shorter. A person unfamiliar with this would greatly underestimate the true rnpacts of ‘
the various turbine heights in the proposed setting.

Section 2,2,3 - Lighting: The specific numbers of lghts on turbines should be determined
and described in this section and shown on Figures.

~

Section 2.2.5 — Operations and Maintenance Activities: Describe the blade washing
procedure and plans for handling of any wastes generated by such activities.

(o]

Section 2.5 — Description of No Action Alternative: The DEIS again describes the need
to build a gas turbine power plant that would be needed if KVWPP were not developed. This
is absolute speculation and editorializing about the “evils” of fossil fuels versus wind power and
should be removed,

Section 2.6, Figure 2.6 ~ Comparison of Various Wind Turbine Technologies: The
figurs is misleading because it compares the varions wind turbines to “Existing Bonneville
Transmission Towers” shown this time to be up to 200 feet. The tallest BPA transmission
towers are not that high, and most are much shorter. A person unfamiliar with this would
greatly underestimate the true impacts of the various turhine heights in the proposed setting:

10

CAEric's Docomants\Zilkha DEIS Comments.doc

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments

Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 42

January 19, 2004
Page 3

Section 3.1.3 — Impacts of No Action Alternative: The DEIS once again describes the
need to build a gas turbine power plant that would be needed if KVWPP were not developed. 11
This is absolute speculation and editorializing and should be removed.

Section 3.2.1 — Federal Laws and Regulations/State Laws and Regulations: This
section describes Federal and State laws that prohibit the taking of endangered and threatened
species and migratory birds. In the sections that follow, the DEIS goes to great lengths to
downplay the estimated bird “taking” that will undoubtedly be a side-effect of the project. In
fact no less than eight separate times the DEIS states that no bald eagle fatalities have been
observed at an operating wind power project. [ puess if they say it that many times it must
mean something with regard to the proposed KVWPP site — right? These statements are
carefully worded to say thet no fatalities have been observed, but not necessarily that they have
not oceurred. The DEIS also states that the estimated risk of bald eagle fatalities is extremely
low {based on the inadequate avian study and statistical analysis by WEST-October 2003).
This is contradictory to the other DEIS assertion that average raptor fatalities will likely be
higher at KVWPP than at other wind project sites. It is ridiculous to imply that one can
predict how many of which raptor species will be killed, and none should be anyway according
to State and Federal law. The bald eagle is listed as a threatened species, and zero should be
getting killed because someone wants to build wind turbines in their habitat.

Interestingly, a lawsuit was filed just days ago in California that relates to this issue, The

Center for Biological Diversity in Qakland charged a Florida company, FPL Group Inc., and 2

Danish wind power company, NEG Micon A/S, and other operators with violating the federal 12
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which makes it illegal to kill migratory birds without permits.

The group's suit, filed in the U.8. District Court in San Francisco, alleges that the companies

are breaking the unfair competition law under the California Business and Professions Code.

It's illegal to violate state or federal laws in the course of a business' activities. The suit also

alleges that the wind turbine operators are engaging in an unfair business practice by receiving

government subsidies and tax credits that are intenlded to promote environmentally sound

production of energy when in fact the activities are causing harm.

Tt will be tragic to discover the KVWPP is the first wind power development in the countty
that has documented bald eagle fatalities. There must be 2 better avian study performed before
allowing the project to be approved. There also must be adequate monitoring requirements
and mitigation measures in place to document the bird fatalities that will likely occur and to
hold the developer and operator responsible for violations of the law.

Section 3.2.3 — Impacts of Proposed Action: This section of the DEIS discusses models

for predicting impacts for birds, bats, and wildlife. It has been said that all models are wrong,

and this is true. Models can provide a best estimate for making an informed decision, if

enough information is present — otherwise a model will be “garbage in-garbage out”. Based on 13
the information in this DEIS, it Is apparent that impacts to birds and wildlife posed by the

KVWPP will not be known until it is operating, The avian study was not long enough, relied

on questionable observation methodologies, and completely ignored nocturnal species and
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bats. The wildlife study basically concluded that elk-and deer occupy the area proposed for
development, and they might have to avoid the area in the future if they don’t like the turbines
or human interference.  'What a tragedy for our community to become the next test case.
Better proposed mitigation measures are needed to respond to the avian and wildlife impacts
that will undoubtedly occur.

Section 3.2.5 — Mitigation Measures —Additional Recommended Mitigation
Measures-Lighting: This section of the DEIS states that WDFW recommends the use of
white strobe lights to reduce nocturnal avian collistons, If this is considered then the aesthetics
and glare section should reflect the recommendation, as white strobe lights will be much more
difficult for non-nocturnal species (i.e., humans) to live with,

Section 3.12.2 — Impacts of Proposed Action-Operations and Maintenance
Impacts-Shadow Flicker Effects: In numerous public meetings Zilkha previously denjed
that shadow {licker even existed. The DEIS shows significant shadow flicker impacts to
existing properties and residences will occur, Mitigation must be required so that turbines are -
eliminated in areas in which impacts to residences are documented. There is also no
information regarding potential traffic hazards caused by shadow flicker on public and private
roads, or impacts to big game or domestic animals like horses, and proposed mitigation for
such.

need to build a gas turbine power plant that would be needed if KVWPP were not developed,
This is absolute speculation and editorializing and should be removed.

Section 3.7.2 — Impacts of Propesed Action-Direct Operations and Maintenance
Impacts-Property Values: The DEIS states that “a new analysis of impacts to property
values of wind energy projects was beyond the scope of this EIS”. The section then goes on to
editorialize and describe five subjective, non-scientific studies performed in various places that
conclude wind farms do not impact to property values, and concludes therefore the KYWPP
will not impact property values here. Ifit is beyond the scope of the EIS, omit the entire
remaining part of this section. ¥ Zilkha truly believes there will be no impact to property
value and wants to do the right thing, perhaps they should offer to mitigate the issue through
buy-out of the affected properties at current fair market value. They should have no problem
making a profit by re-seiling those properties after the project is built if what they assert is
true. This is something commonly done when other big projects for the public good affect
surrounding properties beyond reason.

Section 3.9 — Visual Resources: This section of the DEIS goes in to a lengthy discussion of
various ways to model the area around the proposed project with respect to view. The
photographs used to demonstrate what the Jandscape will lock like after turbines are built are
very misleading. The wide-angle lens used for these photos deliberately distorts the vertical
exaggeration of the pHotographs. In most of photos the foreground and sky is overemphasized,
and the actual area on the photos where turbines are simulated is too small to even see them. 1

Section 3.5.3 — Impacts of No Action Alternative: The DEIS once again describes the I
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know where every one of the photos was shot and it does not lock like that when you are
standing there looking at the view. The cloudy sky used in many of the pictures also
conveniently de-emphasizes the turbines, and the snow does a good job of hiding detail also. ]
really doubst they will be so hard to see with the naked eye.

19
cont.

Regardless of the photo tricks utilitzed, it should be obvious to anyone that this area has world-
class views from almost anywhere you are. Trying to classify which views will be more
impacted is meaningless. Construction of the KVWPP will forever change a beautiful
landscape that has been the primary reason many people bought property here. Mitigation
measures like trees and curtains are totally inadequate to compensate for the loss this project
will cause to the non-participant’s enjoyment of their properties,

20

Figures 3.9-14, 3.9-15, 3.9-16 : These figures reportedly show views of the three different
turbine scenarios. The turbines in each photo look identical, which is not consistent with the
different turbine heights described for the three scenarios,

21

project that significantly affects a small number of viewers may be offset by the fact that it may
have a relatively low impact on a lerge number of viewers”. If EFSEC determines that the
public benefit of developing KVWPF outweighs the impacts to a small number of non-
participant property owners, mitigation in the form of buy-out offers to those impacted should
be a condition of project approval. The amount of money this would probably require is quite
minimal compared to the investment (and potential profit) of the KVWPP.

22

Section 3.11.3 — Impacts of Proposed Action-Indirect Operations and
Maintenance Impacts: This entire section is an editorial on global warming and promuoting
attributes of wind power and is not appropriate in an EIS. The section also refers to the gas
turbine plant referred to several times before. The section should be omitted.

23

Section 3.11.4 ~ Impacts of No Action Alternative: With the exception of the first
paragraph, this entire section refers to the gas turbine plant referred to several times before,
and other speculation that is not applicable. The section should be omitted.

24

Section 3.12 — Noise: Irecall all the public meetings where Zilkba assured everyone that

noise was not an issue with modern wind turbines. Now the DEIS shows significant noise

impacts across the project site, and the analysis did not even take into account low frequency

tonal noise that can be very intrusive. The background noise measurements collected by

Zilkha in the area ranged from the equivalent of library-quiet to leave-rustling quiet, accorditg
" to Table 3-12.2,

25

Section 3.12.2— Impacts of Proposed Action-Operations and Maintenance
Impacts-Modeled Noise Levels: The applicant quotes Class C EDNA

industrial /agricultural as the allowable noise standard at the property line of 70dba {also
interesting because Zilkha said publicly over and over that this was not an industrial project).

Section 3.9.6 — Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: The DEIS states that “a |
‘ 2
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Most of the property in the proposed project area is range land or residential that has little or
no ambient noise or background noise. Allowing industrial /agricuitural noise standards to
apply at the property line is not acceptable. According to Table 3-12.2 this would be the
equivalent of going from the quict of a library to the noise of busy traffic at the receptor.
Mitigation should require soundproofing or buy-out option for properties mapacted by
intrusive noise from turbines. There is also no information as to the impacts of turbine low
frequency noise on big game herds or domestic animals such as horses, and proposed
mitigation measures for any identified impacts.

26
cont.

Section 3.12.2 - Impacts of Proposed Action-Operations and Maintenance
Impacts-Vibration: The second paragraph of this section refers to the vibration created by
combustion turbines and the impacts of such. 1 believe this wasmeant to be wind turbines
because it otherwise does not make sense.

28

‘Section 3.12.3 ~ Impacts of No Action Alternative: With the exception of the first
paragraph, this entire section refers to the gas turbine plant referred to several times before,
and other speculution that is not applcable and should be omitted.

Section 3.12.4 - Mitigation Measures: Should include buy-out option for those
properties impacted by noise that cannot otherwise be mitigated to the satisfaction of the
owner.

CLOSING

it is apparent that additional work is needed to address the deficiencies in data and mitigation

remedies presented in the DEIS. Regardless of the substance of the final EIS, there is obvious

pote_ntiai for 2 mmnber of significant envirenmental impacts to surrounding properties if the 31
KVWPP is approved and is built. EFSEC has a responsibility to the people of Kittitas County

to ensure that mitigation measures are required and enforced, and that there will be a

procedure to report problems and obtain appropriate remedies before the project is operating.

Thank you for reviewing my concerns and including them into the public corrments for the
KVWPP - DEIS.

Sincerely,
o

20121 Reecer Creek Road
Ellensbuarg, WA 98926
{509) 562-6946
eb__sm}ars@msn.mm
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Kittitas Valiey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 43

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: .ohn & Barb Foster [bears@elitel.naf]
Sent;  Monday, January 19, 2004 3:20 PM
To: - Makarow, Irina {(EFSECG)

Ce: Fiksdal, Alien (EFSEC)

Subject: Zitkha Kitlitas Valley Wind Project

1 am strongly opposed fo the siting of the Kitlitas Valley Wind Power Project in the Kitlitas Valley. 1 do not befieve 1
all the facts are in as to problems with wind farms and | believe wind farms are an ineffeclive producer of power.

The placement of windmills by Zitkha shows no regard for property owners in the area and destroys views of
everyone living in the Kittitas Valley. Why didn't the company propose bullding towers to the east of the valley
away from property owners? Placement to the east of our vallsy wouid niot have obstructed views by valley
citizens.

2

3

to build this monstrosity. Many other wind farm projects in the United States and Europe have been abandoned
or had a moratorium placed on them untit more siudy can be done as to it effects of the wind towers.

Please do not let Zitkha build towers at the proposed site and destroy our views of the beautifut Cascades. The
envirenmentat study is insufficient. It is unconscionable to aflow Zitkha to build the towers at the proposed site.

| do not think sufficient studies were made of the siting of this project so | beilieve Zitkha should not get permission I
| 4

Sincerely,

Jchn and Barbara Foster
2261 Killmore Road

Ellensburg, Washington 98026 | R E C E I V E D

MN?GMM

ENERGY 4 |
CILITY g7
EVALUATION CETL\;N%ITLE

12072004 i
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Kittitas Valley Win_d PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 44

COMMENTS ON THE KITTITAS VALLEY WIND FARM

PROJECT DEIS

JANUARY 19;. 2004 R EJE 2EOI ¥4E D
5241 Elk Springs R Elonsburg wa seszs ENERGY FACILITY SITE

deytime (206) 6194707 EVALUATION COUNCIL

The DEIS states that if the KVWPP is not built, " residentiat development, could occur

at the project site in accordance with the County's existing Comprehensive Plan and

zoming regulations” Residential development is occurring, the are is zoned residential,

and that is why the area is not compatible with wind farms.. The DEIS seems to be 1
arguing that interfering with residential development is & reason why this project should

be approved, when that is a reason why it should be rejected.

This project hurts the county and provides no offsetting benefit. it will reduce property
taxes on neighboring properties. It will reduce tourist revenues. It will slow the growth of
the county, and will limit the areas that Ellensburg can expand in the future.

2

This project would not increase property tax revenues to the county, since the amount of
property tax generated revenue collected is limited to 1% annual growth with the
passage of Initiative 747.

3

actuatly live in the project area. Only those 13 landowners will be compensated for losing 4

the use of their land to the detriment of hundreds of others.

The EIS makes the unwarranted and irrelevant claim that if the KVWPP was not built, a
gas fired combustion turbine facility of 80 MW capacity would have to be built
somewhere else. This is not relevant, and is not justified. In fact WA has an electricity
surplus, already gets most of its electricity from clean sources -~ hydroelectricity — and
wind farm output is not wanted by energy utilities because of its intermittent and
unreliable nature, and because of its high cost.

Only 13 landowners signed agreements for this project, and that only 3 of those 13 I
‘ 5

ALTERNATIVE SITES _

An alternate site selection should not be limited to only the few sites mentioned in the I 6

EIS. Wind resource maps of the area indicate there are many more potential, and more:
remote, areas that the applicant has not menticned.

The EIS rules out the few alternative sites mentioned on the ground that they would be

too costly for Zilkha to run it's own transmission lines. This has absolutely no bearing on 7
suitability for as an alternate location for the purpose of this EIS —itis only a factor in a
business decision for Zilkha.

NOISE
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thig is inadequate. This noise is generated when the blades pass in front of the
supporting tower and sounds ke the thump of helicopters in the distance. Low
frequency noise carries much farther than the frequencies measured and is much more
subjectively disturbing.

* The EIS noise analysis does not take into account the cumulative noise effect of multiple
turbines. Since Zilkha's turbines will be clustered, and will be in some cases only 1,000
feet from exmtmg homes, the cumulative effect of noise is very significant.

The noise modeling offered for the draft EIS did not include low frequency analysis and ‘
| 9

reduce the noise — this is completely unacceptable, and would reduce the noise, 0

The draft EIS suggests that residences within a mile plant a 100 foot vegetative buffer to I
1
according to the EIS, by only 5 dB anyway.

A 4,000 foot setback from dwellings is a minimum to mitigate the effects of turbine noise. I 1"

ICE THROWS, BLADE THROWS, TOWER COLLAPSE _

In the EIS the Applicant proposes safety setbacks of at least the height of the tower plus

the blade from any pubhc roads and residences. This is grossly inadequate.

There have been documentad instances of ice throws from wind turbines of over 1,300 12
feet. lce throws may occur when icing conditions exist. The comrtention in the EIS that

icing occurs on average 3 to 5 days per season has already been exceeded this winter.

Blade throws do occur regularly in windfarms and blade parts may be thrown almost as
far as ice. The wind industry's own guidelines state that a minimum ice throw safety
setback over 2,000 feet for a rotor diameter the size of those proposed by Zilkha.

The EIS quotes as supporting evidence a conversation with an executive from Worldlink

Insurance who states that he was not aware of any tubular wind tower structure 14
collapsing. However, many photographs are available of collapsed tubular tower wind
turbines, which demonstrates the strong bias of this EIS in favor of Zilkha.

15

damage. But Injury based on numbers of turbines installed is irrelevant since most wind
farms are buiit away from populated areas (unlike Zilkha’s proposal).

By the applicant's own admissicn, the implementation of turbine technoiogy of this size
is relatively new. There has nol been sufficient time for a historical database to be built
up so that safety standards can be set for farge scale wind facilities. Thus EFSEC-and
the county should use the most conservative safety setbacks. A 2,500 foot safety
setback from public and private roads, and non-participating property fines is the

The applicant quotes risk assessments based on documented instances of injury and I
minimum required for Zilkha's wind farm. |

SHADOW FLICKER

The EIS does not adequately address the issue of shadow flicker. The EIS feconimends.
mitigation by planting trees and installing window shades - this is unacceptable. The 17
residents affected by shadow flicker bought property in the area for the view, and
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appreciation of wildlife. Obviousty blocking heir view to reduce shadow flicker is not a 17
solution, cont
Shadow flicker is not just a nuisance. Shadows will sweep across private roads and I 18
highway 97 posing a danger to drivers.

Sethacks should be determined for each furbine such that shadow flicker does not 19
impinge anywhere ion non-participating properties.

FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN

80% of the project lies outside of existing fire districts. It is well-documented — and
acknowledged hy the US government — that Wind Farms create an increased fire
hazard. Yet the EIS states that there are no negotiated fire response plans this project.
A wind driven wildfire caused by a turbine failure, lightning strike, or by Zilkha staff using
welding or other equipment would destroy a large number of houses, and local fire
brigades could not and would not respond.

20

the applicant should provide onsite fire fighting equipment and have a ptan for manning

To mitigate this risk a setback from wooded areas of at ieast a mile is necessary, and I 21
this equipment,

VIEWSHED ISSUES

Residents in the immediate are the most impacted. The DEIS acknowledges that the 11
residences on Cricklewood Lane and the lower and middle sections of Elk Springs Road 22
“the sensitivity of views is high”. But the project will also be visible and intrusive across

the entire valley, affecting thousands of pecple.

Washington has designated as a Scenic Byway (Highway 97 corridor) is severe and may

even be a highway safely issue due o driver inatlention. This is not addressed in the

FIS. The scenery in this area is a major asset to the county which brings in tourist

revenue, attracts land buyers and recreational users, attracts new residents to the 24
county and creates a high quality of life here. All this will be lost if this huge industrial

project is permitied in the middle of the most beautiful part of the county.

The effect of the KVWPP project on the viewshed in an area that the State of I
23

CONSTRUCTION

Zilka's project calls for the construction of 19 miles of new dirt roads and the widening of

7 mites of existing roads, as well as 23 miles of trenching for underground lines. All of

this will cause dust and soil erosion, inroads for invasive noxious weeds that are already 25
a serious problem within Kititas County and which impact farming yields. The EIS does

not address this.

Ne analysis was provided in the EIS on the impact on well contamination due to blasting 26
used in the excavation for the construction of the tower turbine bases and the
interconnecting trenches.

PROPERTY VALUES
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neisy 400 foot turbines. The DEIS clams that property values will not be affected. This

Many homes will b little more that 1,000 feet away from a string of spinning , fiashing, I27
does not pass the laugh test.
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Kittitag Valiey Wind pp
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 45

Makarow, lrina (EFSEC)

From: Randy Fischer [randyio@elltel.net}

Sent:  Sunday, January 18, 2004 11:14 AM E ‘V E
To: Makarow, Irina {EFSEC}) '
Subject: Comments concerning Kitlitas Valiey Wind farm Project

j g Y ’ JAN 2 0 2004

Commenis pertaining to the accuracy and completeness of the: ENERGY F AC'UTY SlTE

Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Project

PEIS EVALUATION COUNGIL

Respectfully submitted,

The deficiencies and inadequacies of the draft EIS have been more than adequately addressed by the
responses of Clay White, Ed Garret, Geof Saunders, and Mike Robertson. | whaoleheartedly agree with their
statements and findings.

"This decument has net provided any demonstrable public need for the insignificant amount of power this facility
is capahie of producing. No valid, compeiling local { or even statewide) economic reasons were offered fo
potentially offset the overwhelming negative impacts that will result if built". 1

i Zilkha can sidestep our county government through preemption, to have this huge industrial facility placed in
an inappropriate site with iittle benefit to anyone other than themselves, it is a sad day for out state, our country,
and democracy.

| sincerely hape that | am not being naive in believing that fair and impariial judgment wiil prevail and if this
inclustrial facility is allowed to happen it will be place in a more suitable location,

Sincerely,

Randy and Joanna Fischer
6440 Hanson road
Elienshurg, Wa, 98926

172072004 _ -
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Kittitag Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 46

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Janet Lee [panderosaS3@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 19, 2004 3:13 PM
To: Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

Subject: No to Wind Turbines

Dear Irina Makarow:

1, have property in SunEast - Parcel # 19-18-13050-0403. 1 piirchased this property because of the
incredible view & my desire to live here. 1 currently own a piece of property in Graham, Washington &
my intent is to sell that property & build a $300,000 home in Kittitas County. 1 have been made aware
of these industrial machine wind turbines that are about to appear in my back yard. These people from
Zilkha tell us what a great economic benefit it is to the valley. 1 am one party out of literally hundreds
who are probably planning similar ideas of building & locating in the Ellensburg valley. Now, it is my
understanding that $300,000 contributed to this county will traditionally turn over 10 times in this
county before the money exits the county. So, that makes my $300,000 home a 3 million dollar revenue 1
machine for Kittitas County. Now, take that times the hundreds of people who plan to move to this
valley over the life of these turbines. Seems like a considerable loss in revenue. People do not want to
live close to or view these 410 foot eye seres. They are noise generating, they have extensive blinking
lights & shadow flickering, & they will kill the birds of prey. We will have a huge rodent problem

then. There is no doubt that our property values will go down dramatically. These turbines are a ploy to
receive grant monies from the federal tax payers. As an end result this "green energy" will be costing us
considerably more than we are paying now for energy. Rest assured that in the event that these towers
are voted through, I will take my monsy to another county who is not doing this to their

pristine landscape.

Janet Motris

There are now three new levels of MSN Hotmail Extra Storage! Learn more,

RECEIVER

JAN 2 0 2004

ENERGY FaCIL)
EVALUATION Cgl\J(NSgE

1/20/2004 o
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Kittitas Valley Wind Pp
DE{S Comment - indiv. 47

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Forrest Wilbanks [hykeandpsyche@charter.netj
Posted Ak Monday, January 19, 2004 12:37 PM JAN 2 0 2004
Conversation: AGAINST THE KITTITAS VALLEY WIND OWER PROJECT

et ENERGY FACI
:ub:ez\: igi?:l:ST THE KITTITAS VALLEY WIND OWER PROJECT EVALUATION lég‘-\jl\? (l:-]"E

1 attended the meeting in Eltensburg on Jan 13th. | wouid like {o submit my comments for the record.

| am against this project for the following reasons.

| believe that wind power systems will not be efficient per dollars invested. According o the U.S. Energy
Information Administration (EIA) solar and wind power systems contributed only 0.1 percent of U.S. energy
censumption in 2000 and the EIA projects that will rise to onfy 0.25 percent by 2020 because of their inefficiency.
Hundreds of windmiils in California have been abandoned.

A single 555-megawatt natural gas-fired electric power plant in California produces more that all 13,000 windmilis
in that state. Current renewable energy tehnologies can't meet humanity;'s energy needs, so fossil fuels will ikely
supply the bulk of energy for the immediate decades ahead. 1

RENEWABLE ENERGY: EIA statistics show that in 2000, hydroelectric supplied 85% of the the renewable
generation in the U.S. EIA also said "wind power can involve noise, visual intrusion, significant Jand use, strikes
and inteference wih electromagnetic communications.” The EIA pointed out that a wind farm equivalent in output
and ¢apacity to a 1,000 megawait fossil fuel or nuciear power plant woud occupy 2,000 square miles of land and
would produce electricity at double or triple the cost of fossil fuels.{Amato, "The Crusde Against Chlorine," P.
154.)

A typical gas fired 2,000 megawatt power plant would need to be replaced by 20,000 windmills of the typical 100-
kilowatt capacity.

INCENTIVES: The current adminisiration proposed almost identical subsidies as those advance by Clinton-
Gore. These include tax credits, accelerated depreciation, production {ax credits (1.7 cents per kilowatt-hour from
the federal government), state tax breaks, mandates such as "renewable portfolic standards” in several states
and decisions by corportate executives to "look green” or to appease advecadcy groups in an attemnpt to ease rate
cases and environmentat permit proceedings. All of the actions have the effect of shifting costs from renewables
developers to taxpayers.

The U.S. Deptariment okf Energy {DOE) has spent hundreds of miliions in ts dollars on renewable energy R&D

and millions more have been allowed in tax credits. Even with ali these doflars contributed, the EIA non-hydro
renewables in 2000 supplies only 3.7% of total U.S. energy consumption. Of these, solar and wind systems

contributed enly 0.1% in 2000 with an expected contribution of 0.25% in 2020.

The Cato Institute says, "without policy priveleges, the renewable enery industry, the portion that produces - 2
electricity for the power grid, would cease to exist.".

He also points out that "False claiims about wind enery are jeading members to extend unwise wind energy
subsidies.”

In conclusion, conventional energy praduction is likely fo remain cheaper and more efficient than renswable
energy production for the foreseeable future.

According to an August 16, 2001 USA TODAY article, "Green Power Gets Second Wind", Schieede wained that
the article unfortunately contributed to the false impression in the public, media and Congress that windmilis

actually might be a realistic way to supply eleetricily when, in fact, windmills are huge structures, high cost,
produce very fittle electircity, destroy secnery and dmaage neighbors property values

Sincerely,

1/20/2004
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Forrest Wi.lbanks. BT ey
561 Strange Road } T
Ellensburg, WA 98926 .
1/20/2004
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 48

January 19, 2004

ey RECEIVED

925 Plum Street SE, Building 4 JAN 2 9 2004

Olympia, WA. 98504-3172 .
Subject: DEIS Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Project Comrﬁgﬂgﬁgg.rfgg’ ('3 gLY} NS C] '}'E

Dicar Mr. Fiksdal,

Afer reviewing the DEIS document for the Kittitas Valley Wind Farm Proposal, I have
the following comments;

Page 1 Fact Sheet; The project as applied stated 121 wind turbines. The DEIS states 82
o 150 turbines. Regardless of the reason for this, the DEIS should analyze the impacts
for all scenarios. The fact that they are now congidering more of less has an Impact on
the citizens concerns and affects the scoping requirements that the public and county
created months ago.

—

Page 1-1, 1.1 Introduction, 3™ paragraph; The last sentence states that “EFSEC’s
Environmental consultant, Shapiro and Associates, Inc. did not perform additional studies
during the preparation of this Draft EIS.” Phave a very large concern with this
statement. After the public participated in the scoping of the Environmental Statement
requirements, does this mean, that no additional work from environmental experts and
consultants was performed? If this is what this means, than I must conclude that this
DFEIS should be null and void and that this situation might be the “public citizen
participation” and “government process™ at it’s worst. I hope I am wrong on this issoe.

Page 1-8, Paragraph 1; This paragraph states that this site is the only possible location 3
for a wind farm. This statement is obviously unfrue and should be eliminated. I

Page 1-8-9, 1.4.3; The assumption that a gas fired combustion facility will be builtas a I 4
result of no action is simply not true and this statement should be removed. :

Page 1-9, 1.4.4- The last sentence states that none of the alternate sites would satisfy the

test for availability or practicality for the current proposal. This statement is unfrue as

Zithka has another site already slated in the Wild Horse Canyon area. Ifit is a true 5
staternent, they should explain or this statement should be removed. It seems to me that

there is double talk as they state, while there may be other potential sites for wind farms

in Kittitas County, didn’t they just say in 1.4.2, the opposite?

Page 1-10, 1.5 Paragraph 3; While this states that ongoing discussions are happenitig

with the Yakima Indian Tribe, nowhere in this document explains what the concerns are; 6
how the tribe uses their cultural sites and how the wind turbines themselves might affect
their ceremonies.
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments

Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 48

This section also leaves off the actual county as a party to work with.. .hmmm,

Page 1-1%, 1.7.1; Incomplete. This must be resolved before a DEIS can be approved.
Page 1-11, 1.7.2; Incomplete. This must be resolved before a DEIS can be approved.

There are other Wind Farm sifes that can be used to model and project Tourism impacts.
The residents that moved to these rural locations did not count on busloads or heavy
traffic for “site seeing”. The current roads are not built for this type of traffic and would
need to be considered and covered in the DEIS as well as the impact on the residents of
their property moving from a rural designation to an industrial and organized tourism site.
In fact Lincoln Township, Wisconsin have found that vehicles stop in the middle of the
road when they come upon the wind towers. There will need to be roadwork done to

Page 1-11, 1.7.3; Incomplete. This must be resolved before a DEIS can be approved.
assure public safety. This needs to be addressed. ‘

Page 1-11, 1.7.4; The impact on the Yakima’s tribe and their cultural sites and
ceremonies is very incomplete. It is apparent if conversations have taken place, they
have been few and absolutely no fieldwork has been accomplished. Specifically, how
will these archaeological sites be impacted? How will the tribe members be affected?
Will they have egress? How will the towers themselves affect any ceremonial structure?
This is what I expected to see in a Draft Environmental Study.

before an EIS can be approved. The industry knows this is a problem and residents
should not have to wait months after the fact for a fix. Any issues should be accounted
for as part of the initial project. In fact in the Lincoln Township Moratorium survey, they
found that while promised this wouldn't happen, it did and took 2 years {o correct the
problem. This is unacceptable and a survey to account for TV reception needs to be a
part of the BIS.

10

Page 1-12, 1.7.6; Radio interference should be accounted for as part of the initial project.
The industry knows this is a problem and has mitigated it in other states. In fact, in the
Lincoln Township Moratorium survey, they found that while promised this wouidn't
happen, it did and took 2 years to correct the problem. This is unacceptable and a survey
to account for Radio interference/reception needs fo be a part of the EIS,

11

Why do I keep seeing that EPSEC has requested information of the applicant and
they have not responded? This concerns me as a citizen of Kittitas County, how will
they respond to issnes AFTER the wind towers are in?

Page 1-12, 1.7.5; Television Reception survey should happen and be reported upon |
| 12

CHAPTER2

Introduction, page 2-1; The introduction states the alternative gites do not meet the _ 13
project objectives, are not practical or feasible and may resulf in higher environmental
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costs. I believe a supporting chart should be constructed that proves this statement.

While we are not from Missouri, we still have the right to say, “Show me”™. This

statement needs 1o be substantiated. Why then is Wild Horse Canyon a viable location 13
and as the Zilhka Representative stated for the Daily Record, “Wild Horse Canyon has cont.
some of the best wind in the valley.”

2.2.1; 181.5-240 megawatts should be either reduced by the estimated % of time the wind
will blow, or made clear this estimate is based on wind blowing 24/7, 52 weeks each 14
year. It is unirue how it is currently stated.

2.2.2: Sugpested setbacks are unsafe at best. would like to see engineering results of
looking at maximum distance a rotor would fly based on 30-70 mph winds inthe EIS. In
addition, if a tower fell, how far would it and the parts that broke off fly? This should be
accomplished for all 3 scenarios and ail 3-rotor blade sizes. This information has to be
known by the applicant. In the current DEIS, they state 410 foot set backs (or rotor tip
height) as the safe set back from roads and leasing landowners. 1 am no engineer, but I
instinctively know this is unsafe.

applicant shown us that from 82 to 150 rotors turning 10-23 times a minute will be
mitigated by setbacks of 1000 feet? In the Lincoln Township Moratorium Study, they
had 1000-foot set backs and noise affected residents greatly.

Towers; Painting the Towers gray will not make them less obtrusive to those living in
the immediate area. In fact, at 410 feet tall, they will be seen from vast distances, gray or
red.

In addition, the 1000-foot setback was mentioned because of noise, what proof has the ‘
| 17

Lightning Protection, page 20; How will the lightning protection for the towers
themselves affect lightning hitting the ground, rather than the towers. In the Lincoln
Township, Minn. Survey, there has been an increase in lightning hitting the ground
around the towers, meteorological towers, although none have hit the actual towers

themselves.

Stray electricity has been a problem at other wind sites as well. How will the electricity
being diverted into the ground, affect nearby residenis and cattlefammals‘? This needs to
be addressed in the EIS.

2.2.4 Construction Activities: How will the dust and dirt blowing inio homes be 19
mitigated??

2.5, Page 33, 1" paragraph; Remove the statement that the NO Action alternative 20
would likely result in a gas powered energy facility. This is simply not true.

Table 2.9, page 34: Remove fable, it is not applicable to this project or DEIS. I 21

Suitable Alternative Sites, Page 42, paragraph 4: This paragraph states that power 22
lines of less than 115 kilowatts cannot carry thé load of a wind farm over 100 megawatts,
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If the max megawatts are 246, based upon a 24/7, 52-week period, then I estimate the I 22
highest megawatf at 82. These lines should suffice. cont.

Page 47, last paragraph; If 26000 acres are good wind sites and Zilhka has 8000 acres

for the Whiskey Dick/Wild Horse site, then I believe, the additional 18000 acres are a

viable alternative, The DEIS says nothing about the owners not being open to more wind

towers and I wounld suggest that Zilhka aiready has this in their Whiskey Dick growth 23
plan.

Conclusion: There is a feasible site alternative. If Zithka doesn’t agree, ask them to

please relocate.
Page 54, 2.8; Remove or re-write, it 18 simply not frite. ' |24

CHAPTER THREE

to 24 feet wide, the 80000 cubic feet of rocks crushing, the cubic tons of disturbed
ground. This construction will have an impact on the surrounding area that will never be
mitigated. The land will be changed forever and the “living environment™ for those who
use their land will be also changed forever. The dust blowing is also a huge concem for
those living in the area.

25

26

Please remove paragraph 2 on 3.13 as it states a gas powered energy facility would be

3.1.2, 3.1.3, 3.1.4, Impacts on Barth Movement will be huge. The 19 miles of roads up ‘
|
required for the no action alternative. Simply not true. I

27

This EIS references a Avian Study performed by West, In. for EnXco and Desert Claim
Wind Farm proposal. The study is insufficient in length as it was only a I-vear study. &
was also insufficient in the number of observers that performed weekly observations for
20-30 minutes. As stated by the Sierra Club, more than one observer is needed to cover a
360-degree area.

3.2.1, Wildlife and Habitat, pg 3;
28

Bats were dismissed as being inconsequential. That is totally untrue. Holly Pinkard,
PHD and a Professor of Biology has stated several times the danger to Bat populations
affecting the growth or West Nile Virus and the potential Raptor kills affect the rodent
population and growth of Hunta Virus. Neither of these concemns were addressed.

29

residents of Reecer and Wilson Canyons would have directed them to where the Bagles 30

roost and the number of Eagles that fly down from the mountains every morning.

In addition, this project violates the recommendations form the Drept of US Fish and

Wildlife for Wind Farm placement. Specifically the following items 1,2,3,4,5,6,9:

Re; the West Avian Study, no acrial Fagle nests were observed. A quick question to the I
| 31

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS
February 2007



Individual Letter 48

INTERIM GUIDELINES TO AVOID AND MINIMIZE
WILDLIFE IMPACTS FROM WIND TURBINES

Site Development Recommendations

The following recommendations apply to focating turbines and
assoctated structures within WRAs (Wind Resource Area) selected
for development of wind energy facilities:

1. Avoid placing turbines in documented locations of any species
of wildlife, fish, or plant protected under the Federal Endangered
Species Act.

- 2. Avoid locating turbines in known local bird migration pathways
or in areas where birds are highly concentrated, unless mortality
risk is low (e.g., birds present rarely enter the rotor-swept area).
Examples of high concentration areas for birds are wetlands, State
or Federal refuges, private duck clubs, staging areas, rookeries,
leks, roosts, riparian areas along streams, and landfiils. Avoid
known daily movement flyways (e.g., between roosting and
feeding areas) and areas with a high incidence of fog, mist, low
cloud ceilings, and low visibility.

3. Avoid placing turbines near known bat hibemation, breeding,
and materity/nursery colonies, in migration corridors, or in flight
paths between colonies and feeding areas.

4. Configure turbine locations to avoid areas or features of the
landscape known to attract raptors (hawks, falcons, eagles, owls).
For example, Golden Eagles, hawks, and falcons use clifffrim
edges extensively; setbacks from these edges may reduce
mortality. Other examples include not locating turbines in a dip or
pass in a ridge, or in or near prairie dog colonies.

5. Configure turbine arrays to avoid potential avian mortality
where feasible. For exampls, group turbines rather than spreading
them widely, and orient rows of turbines parallel to known bird
movements, thereby decreasing the potentiai for bird strikes.
Implement appropriate storm water management practices that do
not create attractions for birds, and maintain contiguous habitat for
area-sensitive species (e.g., Sage Grouse).

6. Avoid fragmenting large, contiguous tracts of wildlife habitat.
Where practical, place turbines on lands already altered or
cultivated, and away from areas of intact and healthy native
habitats. If not practical, select frapmented or degraded habitats
over relatively intact areas.

7. Avoid placing turbines in habitat known to be occupied by
prairie grouse or other species that exhibit extreme avoidance of
vertical features and/or structurat habitat fragmentation. In known
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prairie grouse habitat, avoid placing turbines within 5 miles of
known leks {(commumal pair formation grounds}.

8. Minimize roads, fences, and other infrastructure. All
infrastructure should be capable of withstanding periodic burning
of vegetation, as natural fires or controlled burns are necessary for
maintaining most prairie habitats.

9, Develop a habitat restoration plan for the proposed site that
aveids or minimizes negative impacts on vulnerable wildlife while
maintaining ot enhancing habitat values for other species. For
sxample, avoid attracting high densities of prey animals (rodents,
rabbits, etc.) used by raptors.

10, Reduce availability of carrion by practicing responsible animal
husbandry (removing carcasses, fencing out catile, etc.) to avoid
attracting Golden Eagles and other raptors.

3.22 pg 3.3-2-7; Soils

As stated in the DEIS, soil conditions along the majority of the ridge tops and strings is in good
condition. This includes the litho soils.

‘The mitigation provides a $50-acre site where soils and habitat will not be destroyed. However,
in section 3.1 Earth, states up to 328,000 cubic yards of dirt and rock will be cut out 1o provide
for the turbines. From 231 to 371 acres will be destroyed over a $000-acre site.
32
This teaves the area open to noxious weeds and other non-natural species a good chance to take
pver. The one site of 550 acres is like a zoo or land preserve, we will wipe out all but a few of the
animals and then provide them one space to live and tourists to come see. It is imporiant fo the
Kittitas Valley thai these pristine areas, stay that way as much as possible. The cumulative
impact of litho soils and natural species is huge, as shown in Pictures 3.14.4, 6 and 8,

3.3.3, page 3.3-7; Water
Please add a mitigation plan for potential well damage. 133

Eliminate 2°¢ paragraph on 3.3-7 as it assumes the no alternative will require a gas powered ' 34
energy facility, which is simply not frue.

3.4, , page 3.4-1; Health and Safety

As stated in the 1% paragraph of this section currently fire is the #1 Hazard in this ares.
Unfortunatety, if wind turbines are allowed in this area, there will be several new hazards in this 35
area where people live and play.

Tmpacts

I find it very interesting that the DEIS states indirect impacts are not anticipated because project

is not apt to substantially induce regional growth to the extent it would cause indirect impacts.

How true, the landowners will not be able to sell their land to get away from the 410-foot 36
structures nexi to their homes and the developers will not be able to sell their investment. This
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also implies that tourism will be affected negatively. This DEIS contradicts itself in many areas | 36
and should be started over. I cont.

Table 3.4.1 Page 3.4-2; Construction Impacts

108740 gallons of hazardous material to build and operate 82-150 wind towers. Green? 1 think
not. We prefer residential growth to the chance these hazardous materials will get into our wells, 3

ground water and the Yakima River.

Electric and magnetic field hazards. You may want to reference the Lincoln Township Survey 38
where this was a result of allowing 22 wind turbines. Excerpts from the study below;

Stray voltage

Another issue addressed by the Moratorium Commitiee is that of stray
voltage and earth-current problems that may be exacerbated by the wind
factories. This issue was hrought to the attention of the Lincoln Town
Board by the committee and concerned residents. An ordinance was
passed by the Town Board to study the potential effects and to declare a
moratorium on any further turbine development. The Committee agreed
that any study of earth currents and stray voltage issues must include an
analysis of the distribution system, analysis of the wiring from the utility's
grid to the wind turbines, and an analysis of the grounding system used
for the wind turbines. They also drafted a request for proposals to
identify an expert that could help pinpoint the issues surrounding stray
voltage and earth currents. The issue has yet to be resolved.

in the meantime, farmers and their livestock in Lincoln Township have
been suffering. There are over four farms that are battling -- among other
problems - herd decline due to diseases that were not present in the
herds prior to turbine construction, but are present now, according to
farmer Scott Srnka. These problems are not limited to non-participating
leaseholders. Farms with turbines have been affected as well, as
evidenced by the trucks, which have grown more and more frequent,
hauling away animal carcasses, Mr. Srnka said.

Mr. Srnka is a former supporter of the WPSC wind power project that is
across the road from his family farm. His dairy herd is about 175 cows on
800 acres of land. Mr. Srnka said, "Thirteen turbines were proposed for
my land, but we decided to wait. Thank goodness we did or we'd be out

of farming."”

Mr. Srnka has traced the decline of milk production and increase of
cancer and deformities in his formerly award-winning herd to an increase
of electrical pollution on his farm after turbine construction. He also has
seen the same chronic symptoms that are in his herd in his family.
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Animal health problems in the Srnkas’ formerly award-winning herd inclade
cancer deaths, ringworm, mange, lice, parasites, cows not calving preperly,
dehydration, mutations such as no eyeballs or tails, cows holding pregnancy only 1
to 2 weeks and then aborting, blood from nostrils, biack and white hair coats
turning brown, mastitis, kidney and liver failure.

Within a few months in the first year after the turbines were erected, 8
cows died of cancer. No previous cases of cancer were detected ever
before in the Srnka herd, which is a closed herd, according to Mr. Srnka.

Mr. Srnka also detected a change in well water on his property, and there
has been a definite change in taste, he said, which has contributed to the
decrease in water consumption by his herd. in the past his cows
consumed 30 gallons of water a day, but that figure declined to 18 to 22
galions of water a day after turbine construction. As a resuilt, cows
became dehydrated and terminally ill.

e S B

<SPANVideo: What the Zoning Board of Appeals members saw was a
brief, unedited video interview with Mr. Srnka in his dairy barn, taken this
spring. In it there were some of the cows in his herd and Mr. Srnka talking
about some of the rewiring that he has had to install to try o combat
praoblems of electrical pollution. Mr. Srnka said that he has had to resort
to insulating the farm through electrical wiring fo put his farm, in effect,

on what he calis its own island.

Dr. Pettegrew, testifying before the Bureau County Zoning Board of ~
Appeals, said he would be remiss as a doctor if he didn't tell the board
that he thought the weaknesses and illness he saw in the cows in the
video were most likely caused by EMFs or electrical pollution. Dr.
Pettegrew also said the risk would be greater in Indiantown and Milo for
animals and humans to become ill than in Wisconsin because the
proposed turbines would be taller and would produce more electricity.

Back to what Mr. Srnka has personally experienced. Mr. Srnka and

neighbors report serious health effects on not just dairy cows. Health
problems in residents include

«  sleap loss

- diarrhea
. headaches

+»  Frequent urination
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« 4 to 5 menstrual periods per month

+  bioody noses: Mr. Srnka had cows bleed to death frem uncontrollable bleeding from
the nostrils

»  inability to conceive

Sometimas even short-term visitors to the farms or homes contract the
symptoms, including construction workers on the Srnka property who
broke out in nosebleeds after only a few hours. One of the workers left
and refused fo return. '

The Srnkas are so concerned with health effects that they "aren’t going to
have kids anymore because we're so afraid.”

At the time of his testimony before the Bureau County ZBA in October,
Mr. Srnka said he had spent upwards of $50,000 of his own money to fry
to remedy the electrical poliution in his home and on his farm. Mr. Srnka
stated that in his opinion, there were three other farms in the area facing
enough problems with their herds in the aftermath of the turbines going
online that those three farms are "almost ready to sell out."

Representatives of WPSC have denied that there are stray voltage or
carth currents affecting Mr. Srnka's family or livestock and will not
compensate him for his family health bills, electrical system upgrades,
loss of herd or decrease in milk production.

Even if a wind developer may claim that the wind factories, substations
and power grids will not contribute to stray voltage or electrical pollution
because 1) insulated cable will be used, 2) all cable wiil be buried feet
beneath the surface, and 3) cables are laid in thick beds of sand - these
statements should be viewed with suspicion because of poor project
track records, according to Larry Neubauer, a master electrician with
Concept Electric Inc., in Appleton, Wisconsin. Mr. Neubauer, who has
customers who are dairy producers, who are homeowners with stray
voltage problems, and who are farmers with turbines on their property,
said that currents from each ground on the cables and project
substations, as well as the regional transmission lines that receive
electrical energy and that are electrically tied together, do not harmlessly
dissipate into the soil. Energy disperses in all directions through the soil
and these currents seek out other grounded facilities, such as barns,
mobile homes and nearby residences. Only in California is it illegal to use
the ground as an electricity conductor. In the rest of the country,
including Wisconsin and lllinois, power companies are allowed to dump
currents into the ground, according to Mr. Neubauer.
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Residential properties that are in a direct line between substations and
the ground conduils are particularly at high risk since electricity takes the
path of least resistance. Mr. Neubauer said that burying the cabies, as the
lllinois Wind Energy, LLC, project intends to do, "makes it worse,” citing
the short life spans of buried cables, frosts that wreak havoc on the
cabies, and the problems of locating trouble spots that cannot be seen
1 without digging up the cables.

Two of Mr. Neubauer's clients, who were interviewed in October, are dairy
farmers who have spent over $250,000 and $300,000 trying to rewire their
farms to reduce stray voltage. That cost does not included herd loss or
losses from diminished milk proeduction. Mr, Russ Allen owns 550 dairy
cows in DePere, Wisconsin. His farm is in a direct line between nearby
WPSC turbines and a substation. Mr. Russ said he was losing one or two
cows a day during the three years prior to his instaliing electrical
equipment to help reduce currents on his farm. About 600 cows died, he
said. Mr. Russ said he has so much electrical current on his farm that he
faid a No. 4 copper wire around his farm for 5,000 feet. The wire is not
attached to any building or additional wires; yet it can light up a light bulb
from contact with the soil alone. Mr. Russ has scheduled a media day on
October 24 to draw awareness to the problems of stray voltage and he
said to encourage everyone in Bureau County to attend.

"What scares me more is that | know . . . they're pumping current through
people. They're pumping current through kids,” Mr. Allen said.

it is important to note that Mr. Noe and his electrical engineer, Mr. Pasley,
deny that there will ever be EMFs or stray voltage resulting from the
proposed indiantown/Milo turbines. Just as WPSC has dismissed any
probiems in the face of mounting evidence, Mr. Noe testified that he will
never implement elecirical pollution studies and that he thinks they would
be a waste of money.

Needless to say, there needs to be more done in this area on the DEIS. Electrical tests 39
shonld be administered to assure there will be no stray voltage. I

3.3.4 2™ paragraph, page 3.3-7
Lightning induced fires are rare is Washington State.” Quite the opposite is true, Hundreds of

lightning induced fires happened last summer and every summer. The concems here is that this
land wilil have to be fought by air to get a hold on the flames before they spread to other areas. In

addition, the addition of these 410-foot towers may incite lightning to hit here more often. 40
An excerpt from the Lincoin Township Wind Factory Moratorium results
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On the survey, several residents showed concern over the perceived probiem
of increased lightning strikes in the area.

» " bring lighting {sic) strikes closer o our home."

"More concern over seeing more lightening (sic) than in the past -- before
generators were erected.”

According fo Township Chairperson Monfils, the wind devslopers declared prior
to construction that lightning would not affect the turbines; however, lightning
tater struck and broke a blade that had to be replaced.

fry addition, Mrs. Yunk said that one month after the turbines went online, in
July, 1999, a lightning and thunderstorm sent enough electricity through the
power grid that Mrs. Yunk and Mrs. Heling both lost their computers fo what the
setrvice technician called a "fried electrical system” -- even though both
computers were surge protected. The reason that Mrs. Yunk attributes the
electrical surge to lightning striking a turbine on that particular night is that on
the night of the storm, her relative, Joseph Yunk, whose television set was also
| "fried" that same evening, reported seeing lightning move from one of the

turbines along the power grid to the nearby homes, which is a comimon
occurrence with wind factories since nearby strikes to either turbines, external
power systems or the ground can send several tens of kilovolts along telephone
and power lines. Replacements for the computers and television were paid by
the residents.

How will KYW mitigate the potential lightening damage to homes? How will fire
protection plans handle the additional fire potential? These items should be added to this 41

DEIS.

3.5.3 Energy, Impacts of No Action, page 3.5-13

Remove paragraph 2 as it assumes 2 gas powered energy facility will be needed a5 a resuit of No I 42
Action. Simply net frue.

3.6., page 3.9-12; Land Use
Tmspacts

Remove paragraph 2 as it assumes a gas power energy facility will need to be built, i no action s
taken on the Wind Turbine Facility.

GP(O 2.118 states “FEncourage projects whose outcome will be the significant conservation of

farmlands.”
) . . w 44
93.118 acres of cement, industrial towers over a S000-acre project area, over 100,000 gallons of
hazardous materials in use daily does not fit this ordinance and the project showld be dismrigsed.
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
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Industry and farming do not often coincide compatibly. You must also remember, ALL
landowners purchased their property based upon current zoning and ordinances. The land use

will be so dramatically different if Wind Towers are allowed, we might as well zone this land to 45
be a Port Authority and start throwing warehouses up.

3.7 Socioeconomic

Property Values

The REPP study referenced was a biased study paid for by the US Dept of Energy. The results

did not quantify information enough to compare with other Wind Farm sites. For instance, the

homes that were sold were in a 5-mile radius. It didn’t specify whether the homes were in view 46

of the turbines or not. In addition, most sites that could be compared with our projects were only
20 turbines or less and in Connecticut and some other eastern sites, there were many leafy trees
between the turbines and homes as stated in the study drawings. The resulis are very general and
cannot be used accurately for Kittitas Valley.

The Lincoln Township Wind farm/ Property Values findings are as follows;
Declining Property Values

Town of Lincoln Wisconsin zoning administrator Joe Jerabek compiled a Hst of
properties that have been sold in the township, and their selling prices.

The list compared the properties’ selling price as a function of the

distance to the wind factories, using real estate transfor retums and the

year 2001 assessment roll.

. Conclusions were as follows:

1. "Sales within 1 mile of the windmills prior to their construction were
104 percent of the assessed values, and properties selling in the same area
after construction were at 78 percent, a decrease of 26 points.”

2. "Sales more than 1 mile away prior to construction were 105 percent of
the assessed values, and sales of properties 1 mile or more afler the
construction of the turbifies declined to 87 percent of the assessed value,
an 18 point decline." :

Mitigation should include a paid Real Fstate Assessment, a current market analysis for

each of the property’s affected within a 2-mile radius. A buy out program should be in

place for 1 vear after the Wind Farm is built and for those who choose not to sell. When 47
the property is sold, any loss should be compensated for to the property owners. The

Applicant shounld have to post a bond for these funds.

3.8, Caltural Resources, pg. 3.8-1
While this section gives us some great information about the Valley, it is really

incomplete because of the Yakima Tribes lack of involvement in the impacts. This 48
section is incomplete and should be completed before the EIS can go forward.

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 48

3.9 Visual Resources, 3.9-1;

bmpacts to property owners within one half mile will be devastating to the point most be

unable to live or play there. There will be a cumulative impact of view, movement and

noise as well as shadow flicker and sun/glare flicker on the blades. The pictures provided

are an excellent atternpt to pull the wool over the eyes of Kittitas Valley. All one needs

to do is to visit other wind farms and know that vou can see them 25 miles away! The 49
cloudy skies are one example of their manipulation. Alse missing are any simulations of
moving blades and blinking lights. Pictures 3.14-4-6-8 tell the devastating story of how

our view shed will be affected and there is nothing positive about it. It really gets down

to the fact that people live here and that this site Is not accepiable.

3.10 Transportation, pg 3.10-1;

This section should include mitigation to roads such as Bettas Rd. for damage done by I 50
high levels of use with heavy equipment. ‘

In addition, this section should include mitigation measures for traffic to pull off the Hwy 51
97 safely and pull outs for tourists. A tourism plan should be incorporated into this
mitigation.

3.12 Noise, pg. 3.12-1;

Below are the noise impacts taken from the Lincoin Township, Wisconsin Wind Farm
Survey:

Are any of vou affected by the following in the past year?
Noise

Residents withiz ¥z mile YES 44%

Residents within ¥ mile YES 52%

Sounds like a gravel pit crushing rock nearby.™

. “Sometimes so loud it makes it seem like we live in an industrial park. The
noise dominates the 'sound scape.’ I's very unsetiling/disturbing especially
since i had been so0 peaceful here. H is an ongoing source of irritation. Canbé
heard throughout ocur house even with all the windows and doors closed.”

"The noise can make it impossible to fall asleep. It makes an uneven pitch
not like the white noise of a fan. Can be heard through closed windows making
it hard to fall asleep anytime of the year.”
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"You can hear them at times as far as two miles away.”

"It is the annovance of never having a quiet evening outdoors. When the
blades occasionally stop ifs (sic) like pressure being removed from my ears.
You actually hear the quiet, which is a relief.”

The most illustrative description of turbine noise was that of reverberating bass notes
from: a neighbor's stereo that penetrate the walls and windows of a home, Now imagine

having no recourse for asking anyone to turn down that noise, whether it's during the
day or in the nuiddle of the night,

Question: In the last year, have you been awaksned by sound coming
from the wind turbines?

Residents within ¥4 mile YES 67%

Residents within ¥ mile YES 35%

| Additional write-in comments from survey:

- "Enough o go to the doctor because | need sleeping pills. Sometimes it
absolutely drives you 'nuts."”

"t wake up with headaches every moming because of noise. Causes my
(sic) fo have very restiess sleep at night!”

«  TEnough to go to the doclor because 1 need sleeping pills. Sometimes it
absolutely drives you 'nuis.'™

- " wake up with headaches every morning because of noise. Causes my
{sic) o have very restiess sleep af night!”

+  "Wae have no way of knowing long-term affects (sic). Growing concemns.
with stray voitage and ifs affect (sic) on health. We've had frequent headaches,
which we didn't have before. Especially in the morning, after sleeping at night.
We need answers!”

"Not awakened but found it hard to fali asleep!l!”

The residents of this project area should not be subjected to the whooshing, thumping sound of 52
82-150 turbines. Quality of life and heaith will be affected. This is one of the main reasons this
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wind farm shouid be re-sited. Froperty values WILL be affected by noise, as most potential 52
buyers are interested in a rural, peaceful sefting. cont.

In Summary

There are several areas that not addressed accurately or thoroughly enough. The DEIS is

incomplete at best. EPSEC needs to step back and re-access the site of the proposed wind farm, 53
As a part of this assessment, impacts to other residents of similar type wind farms shouid be

Tooked at to assure our EIS is accounting for all serious issues honestly and accurately.

Once we have the turbines, we are stuck with them and all the problems that WILL resuit,

While I do not think wind energy is a viable resource with today’s fechnology and is not viable
fancially without subsidies, it is really the site that is the issue at the forefront of this EIS. Had
Zilhka chosen to place wind turbines in an area where people don’t live, where endangered
species don’t live and where the view is not the # 1 asset of the county, they would have found a
much easier time in getting this permitted (pending a completed EIS). I doubt Wild Horse Wind
Farm will have any problem being approved {pending a completed EiS).

Kittitas County and EPSEC as governing bodies who are to make their recommendations for final
approval or disapproval need to protect the safety and health of KV residents and assure that
proper zoning and land use fits into the growth plan. 54

There is nothing in this DEIS that assures me that these requiremnents will be met. 1am sure you
take your responsibility very seriously and can see the same concems and issues.

The DFIS should be completed and made to be an honest, accurate assessment of the true impacts
to our vatley before final decisions can be made.

I have attached the Lincoln Township Excerpts and the Moratorium Comunittee’s findings for
back up. You may send for the official copy. An address is provided at the bottom of the
documents.

Sincerely,

Charles & Linda Schantz
4190 Robbins Rd.
Ellensburg, WA. 98926
509-925-1441
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Excerpts from the Final Report of the Township of Lincoln
Wind Turbine Moratorium Committee

After the wind turbines went online in Kewaunee County, Wisconsin, the Lincoin
Township Board of Supervisors approved a moratorium on new furbine
construction. The purpose of the moratorium was to delay new construction of
wind turbines for eighteen months, giving the township the opporiunity to
assess the impacts of the 22 turbines installed by Wisconsin Public Service
Cormporation (WPSC) and Madison Gas and Electric (MG&E), which went online
in June, 19988, '

The following docurmnent summarizes some of the problems the Moratorium
Committee faced in trying to address problems the township hadn’t faced
prior to turbine construction and some of the resulting changes the
committee proposed as a result of its study. Verification of this information
can be obtained from Lincoln Township officials.

Agenda

The Moraterium Committee met 38 times between January 17, 2000, and
January 26, 2002, to 1) study the impact of wind factories on land, 2) study the
impact on residents and 3) review conditional use permits used to build two
existing wind factories in Lincoln Township.

Survey

The commitiee conducted a survey on the perceived impacts of the wind
turbines that was sent out to alt property owners residing in the township. Each
household received one vote. The results were presented on July 2, 2001, to
the town hoard, two vears after the wind factory construction.
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Question: Are any of the following wind turbine issues currently causing
problems in your household?

residents wi residents wi
800 ft. - 1/4 mi. A mi -
172 i,
a Shadows from the blades 33% yes
41% yes

Here are additional write-in comments from the survey:

«  "We get a 'strobe effect’ throughout our house and over our entire property
(40 acres).”

. "Shadows are cast over the ground and affect my balance.”
. "We installed vertical blinds but still have some problems.”

« "They catch my eye and | look at them instead of the road. They are
dangerous.”

.  "Strobe light, headaches, sick to the stomach, can't shit (sic) everything up
enough to stop the strobe coming into the house.”

An additional comment from Lincoln Township Supervisor John Yunk:

"The strabing effect is so terrible that turbines should not be any closer than
1 mile from schools, roads and residences . . . They should never be seton

East-West."

Dr. Jay Pettegrew, researcher, neurclogist and professor for the Univarsity of
Pitisburgh, testified before the Bureau County Zoning Board of Appeals that
strobe effect could cause drivers fo have seizures, which could result in fatal
traffic accidents. At the very least, drivers could become disoriented and
confused, he said. He testified that the turbine spacing (sited on top of hilis
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instead of in a single field in orderdy rows) would increase the likelihood of
seizures.

It is important to know that according to Lincoln Township Chairperson Arlin
Monfils, the wind developers publicly stated that strobe and shadow effect
would not occur once the turbines were operating. In realily, strobe and
shadow effects were problem enough that residents vehemenily complained
and the power company anted up for awnings, window treatment blinds and
small trees to biock the Hght at certain times of the day. Sfrobe and shadow
effects {ake place for about 40 minutes during sunfise or sunset if the angle of
the sun and the light intensity create the right conditions. Mr. Jeff Peacock,
Bureau County highway engineer, has recommended denying permits for 8
turbines due to safety concerns, including strobe effect.

Diane Heling, whose property is adjacent {o the WPSC turbines, said the utility
purchased blinds for her home, but especially in the spring and fall when there
are no leaves on the frees, the strobing is at its worst in her home. "i's like a
constant camera-flashing in the house. | can't stand fo be in the room,” Mrs.
Heling said. Her neighbor, Linda Yunk, whose properly is adjacent to the
WPSC turbines, describes the strobe effect as unsetiling. "it's like somebody
turning something on and off, on and off, on and off . . it's not a small thing
when it happens in your house and when it affects your quality of life to that
extent,” Mrs. Yunk said.

residents wit residents

wii
800 . - 14 mi 174 mi. -

172 mi. .

b TV reception 33% yes

37% yes

Additional write-in comments from survey:
"Ever since they went up our reception is bad.”
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» "“Attimes you can see shadowing on the TV that imilates the blades'
movas, also poor reception.”

«  "Minimum of 50" antenna tower proposed but nio guarantee that would be
high encugh. Such a fower is unacceptable.”

« "Attimes we get black and white TV. Two channels come in hazyll"

residents wi residents
whi

80D, - 1/4 mi. 1i4 mi. -
142 i,
¢ Blinking lights from on top of the towers 9% yes
15% yes

Additional write-in comments from survey:

. “Blinking red lights disrupt the night sky. They make it seem like we're
living in a city or near a factory.”

"At night # is very irritating because they flash in the windows."
«  "We have to keep drapes closed at night."

"Locks like a circus, live in the country for peace and quiet.”

residents wfi residenis
{ wh
800 ft. - 1/4 mi. 1/4 mi. -
12 mi,
d Noise 44% yes
52% yes
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Additional write-in comments from survey:

"Sounds like a gravel pit crushing rock nearby.”

. "Sometimes so loud it makes it seem like we live in an industrial park. The
noise dominates the 'sound scape.” If's very unsettling/disturbing especially
since it had been so peaceful here. I is an ongoing source of irritation. Can be
heard throughout our house even with all the windows and doors closed.”

*The noise can make it impossible o fall asleep. It makes an uneven pitch
not fike the white noise of a fan. Can be heard through ciosed windows making
it hard fo fall asleep anytime of the year.”

. "You can hear them at times as far as two miles away.”

» "M is the annoyance of never having a quiet evening outdoors. When the
blades occasionally stop #ts {sic) ke pressure being removed from my ears.
You actually hear the quiet, which is a relief.”

The most Hlustrative description of turbine noise was that of reverberating bass
notes from a neighbor's stereo that penetrates the walls and windows of a
home. Now imagine having no recourse for asking anyone to turn down that
noise, whether it's during the day or in the middle of the night.

As the resuit of so many noise complaints, WPSC paid for a noise study.
However, residents are still upset that the study was inadequate in that it
measured decibel levels for a maximum of five days per season, sometimes
anly for a few minutes at some sites, and included days when rain and high
winds blotted out the noise from the turbines. In addition, many measurements
were taken when the turbines were not running. WPSC claimed it did not have
the funds for a more comprehensive study, according to resident Mike
Washechek, whose home is victim {0 some of the worst noise caused by the
turbines, due to its location downhill and downwind from the WPSC turbines.

& other problems
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On the survey, several residents showed concern over the perceived problem
of increased lightning strikes in the area,

Additional write-in comments from survey:

. ".. bring lighting (sic) strikes Cioser o our home.”

"More concern over seeing more lightening (sic) than in the past - before
generators were erected.”

According to Township Chairperson Monfils, the wind developers declared prior
to construction that lightning would not affect the turbines; however, lightning
fater struck and broke a blade that had to be replaced.

In addition, Mrs. Yunk said that one month after the turbines went onling, in
July, 1999, a lightning and thunderstorm sent enough electricity through the
power grid that Mrs. Yunk and Mrs. Heling both lost their computers to what the
service technician called a "fried electrical system” -- even though both
computers were surge protected. The reason that Mrs. YurKk attributes the
electrical surge fo lightning striking a turbine on that particufar night is that on
the night of the storm, her relative, Joseph Yunk, whose television set was also
"fried" that same evening, reported seeing lightning move from one of the
turbines along the power grid to the nearby homes, which is a common
occurrence with wind factories since nearby strikes to either turbines, external
power systems or the ground can send several tens of kilovolts along telephone
and power lines. Replacements for the computers and television were paid by
the residents.

e Other problems {continued}

On the survey, several residents showed concern over hazardous traffic
conditions during and after construction of the turbines.

Additional write-in comments from survey:
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1« "Peopie driving and stopping.”

»  "While they were being instailed the destroying of the roads, noise, and
exira traffic have been negative.”

»  "More traffic and have to back out of driveways {ive on hill, hard to ses)."

"More traffic. | used io feel safe walking or riding bike (sic)."

I addition, Mrs. Yunk said that especially when the turbines first weni up, other
drivers would be looking up at them and they would "dead stop in fronf of you."
She said she narrowly avoided colliding with a car that had stopped abruptly in
front of her,

Question: In the last year, have you been awakened by sound coming

from the wind turbines?

residents wi residents
whi

800 ft. - 1/4 mi. 14 i~
1/2 mi.

67% yes 35% yes

Additional write-in comments from survey,

"Encugh to go to the doctor because | need sleeping pills. Sometimes it
absoiutely drives you 'nuis.' "

- "lwake up with headaches every moming because of noise. Causes my
{sic) to have very restless sleep at night!"

«  “We have no way of knowing long-term affects (sic). Growing concemns
with stray voltage and its affect {sic) on health. We've had frequent headaches,
which we didn't have before. Especiaily in the morning, after sleeping at night.
We need answers!”
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. "Not awakened but found it hard to fail asleep!!l”

Question: How close to the wind furbines would you consider buying or
building a home?

The results for all survey respondents in the study, including those living over 2
miles away are as follows:

. 61% would not build or buy within 1/2 mile of turbines

. #41% would have to be 2 or more miles away from turbines in order for
them to build or buy

. 74% would not build or buy within 1/4 mile of
turbines

These are people who know first-hand about the problems caused by the wind
factories. They have lived with the turbines for three years. Again, 74%
responded that they would not build or buy within 1/4 mile of turbines. Common
sense dictates that if a 38-story skyscraper is built next to any home and it
obstructs the view, that home would not be as valuable on the market as an
equivalent home sited away from such an obstruction. Common sense also
dictates that if the skyscraper had moving parts that contribute to or have the
potential to contribute to blinking Hights, strobing, noise, stray voltage, ice
throws, and health problems, that home would not be as vailuable as it had
been previously. The above numbers from Lincoln Township corroborate that
COMIMOon Sense,

Additional write-in comments from surveys:

"Ugly, would not buy in this area again.”
. "25+ miles. They can been seen from this distance.”

«  "Would never consider it. Plan on moving if we can sell our house.”
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*No where near them never ever!! Not for a million dollars."

A sampling of some of the overall write-in comments from the survey is
as follows:

. Tllive approximately 1 1/2 miles from the windmills. On a quiet night with
the right wind direction, | can hear the windmill noise. Peopile living within a 1/4
mile should probably be compensated for the noise and the nuisance.”

"The noise, flashing lights, interrupted TV receplion, strobe effect and
possible effect of stray voltage has created a level of stress and anxiety in our
tives that was not present before the turbines' installation. From the beginning
there has been a lack of honesly and responsibility."

» "Let other counties or communities be the guinea pigs with the fong-term
effects or disadvantages of having the windmills. All the iandowners who put
the windmiils up have them on property away from thelr own homes but on the
fence lines and fand near al other homeowners,”

+  "Our whole family has been affected. My husband just went to the doctor
because of his stomach. He hates them. We have fights all the time about
them. it's terrible. Why did you put them so close to our new home and expect
us to live a normal life. If it isn't the shadows it's the damn noise. The only
people that think they are so great and wonderful are those who really don't
know."

. "When we were dating back in the 1970's we always said that someday we
were going to build a home here. It was great and then you guys did this . . .
This should have naver happened. If only vou would have taken the time and
study this more. Everyone was thinking about themselves and money. No oné
cared about anything else.”
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WPSC’s buyout offer

During the two years of the Moratorium Committee work, Wisconsin Public
Service Corporation made offers to buy houses and property to six
property owners around the WPSC wind factory site. Offers were made to
property owners who vocalized complaints about the wind factory's effecis on
their quality of life after construction. According to Lincoln Township Supervisor
John Yunk, some of these residents were identified on the Noise Complaint Log
record kept by the township. Over 80 complaints were logged in one year.

According to the Moratorium Commitiee report, WPSC publicly stated the
buyout was to establish a buffer zone around the wind factory. The Noise
Complaint Log was discontinued by WPSC after the buyout offer.

According to the Moratoriurmn Committee report, WPSC's infention was to
bulldoze the houses and subsequently keep the property from being
developed for rural residences. Owners were aliowed only one month to
consider the offer.

According to the Moratorium Committee report, "This factic did not sit well with
the Commiftee. In response the Committee drafted and approved a resolution
condemning the WPSC ploy, and requesting that WPSC meet with the town
board to develop a belter solution for the township."

WPSC officials met with the town board and concerned citizens at the August 6,
2001, regular board mesting, reiterated their policy io purchase property and
destroy the homes, and stated that they had no intention of meeting with the
town board or changing their policies at the reguest of the town board.

Mrs. Heling was offered the buyout, but she said she and her family were
aliowed only one month to make the decision and only six months to move. In
addition, the buyout offer was based solely on an appraisal by someone
hired by WPSC. Mrs. Heling said WPSC refused to consider independent
appraisals. Mrs. Heling said she couldn’t obtain another property within six
months, so she and her family rejected the buyout.
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»  The Gabriel household was set back 1000 fest from the nearest turbine.
The family took the buyout. The county no longer receives property taxes on
that raised homestead. The family no Jonger lives in the area.

« The Kostichka household was set back 1200 feet from the nearest turbine.
The family took the buyout. The county no fonger receives property taxes on
that raised homestead. The family na fonger lives in the area.

- Four remaining homeowners are suing WPSC.

The most recent development is that one homecowner contacted Township
Supervisor Yunk during the week of September 11, 2002, and asked what the
process would be to request MGAE to buy out her home. She said she has a
new baby and two ofher young children and that she does not want to live in
her house any longer because she is foo scared about the effects on her family
by electronic radiation, stray voltage and other electricity associated with the
turbines.

Property values

The following information will directly refute the "Market Analysis: Crescent
Ridge Project, Indiantown & Milo Townships, Bureau County, Hiinois" report
submitied by Michael Crowley to this board.

{ Mr. Crowley, a paid consultant to the Crescent Ridge developers, alleges in his
{ report that property values won't be affected in Bureau County, based on his
analysis, in part, of property values in Kewaunee County.

However, Town of Lincoln zoning administrator Joe Jerabek compiled a list of
properties that have been sold in the township, and their selling prices. The list
compared the properties’ selling price as a function of the distance to the wind
factories, using real estate transfer returns and the year 2001 assessment roll.
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Conclusions were as follows;

“Sales within 1 mile of the windmills prior to their construction were
104 percent of the assessed values, and properties selling in the same
area after construction were at 78 percent, a decrease of 26 points.”

I. "Sales more than 1 mile away prior to construction were 105 percent
of the assessed values, and sales of properties 1 mile or more after the
construction of the turbines declined fo 87 percent of the assessed value,

an 18 point decline.”

Furthermore, not taken into account in Mr. Jerabek's conclusion are the homes
that were bought out and bulldozed by WPSC.

Also not taken into account is the fact that of the homes that sold within one
mile of the turbines since their construction, four of them were owned within the
Peinar family as the family members shuffled houses. One brother soid to
another brother. One brother purchased his father's home. The father builta
new home. And a sister purchased land from one brother and built a home. it
is important to note that fwo of the family members are turbine owners
themselves.

Subsequent to the zoning administrator's report, homes have gone on the
market that are still for sale.

. 1 home, sited across the road from the wind factory, was constructed after
the turbines were built and has been on the market for over 2 years.

. 2 homeowners adjacent to the turbines are contemplating selling to WPSC,
which may bulldoze the homes, according fo neighbor Scott Srnka.
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« 1 homeowner is in the process of finding out if MG&E will buy out her
home.

+ 1 homeowner, Mrs. Heling, who previously was offered the WPSC buyout,
said she would sell if she thought she could get fair value for her home and if it
would sell quickly enough that she wouldn't be paying on two properties at
once, She said she doesn't believe that can happen, so she has not put up her
home for sale.

« 1 homeowner, Mrs. Yunk, who lives across from the WPSC turbines, said
she and her husband have decided that afier having lived in their home for 28
years, they will be putting # up for sale to move to property farther away from
the turbines. She said they are worried about selling their current property
because of its proximity to the turbines. They will have to find a buyer who
doesn't mind the turbines, she said. :

Stray voltage

Another issue addressed by the Moratorium Cammittee is that of stray voitage
and earth-current problems that may be exacerbated by the wind factories.
This issue was brought to the attention of the Lincoln Town Board by the
commitiee and concerned residents. An ordinance was passed by the Town
Board to study the potential effects and to declare a moratorium on any further
turbine development. The Commitiee agreed that any study of earth currents
and stray voltage issuss must include an analysis of the distribution system,
analysis of the wiring from the utility’s grid to the wind turbines, and an analysis
of the grounding system used for the wind turbines. They also drafted a
request for proposals to identify an expert that could help pinpoint the issues
surrounding stray voltage and earth currents. The issue has yet to be resoived.,

inf the meantime, farmers and their livestock in Lincoln Township have been
suffering. There are over four farms that are baitling - among other
problems -~ herd decline due to diseases that were not present in the
herds prior to turbine construction, but are present now, according to
farmer Scott Srnka. These problems are not limited to non-participating
leaseholders. Farms with turbines have been affected as well, as evidenced by
the trucks, which have grown more and more frequent, hauling away animal
carcasses, Mr. Srnka said.
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Mr. Srnka is a former supporter of the WPSC wind power project that is across
the road from his family farm. His dairy herd is about 175 cows on 800 acres of
land. Mr. Smka said, “Thirteen turbines were proposed for my land, but we
decided to wait. Thank goodness we did or we‘d be out of farming.”

Mr. Srnka has traced the decline of milk production and increase of cancer and
deformities in his formerly award-winning herd to an increase of electrical
poliution on his farm after turbine construction. He also has seen the same
chronic symptoms that are in his herd in his family.

Animat heaith problems in the Srnkas’ formerly award-winning herd include
cancer deaths, ringworm, mange, lice, parasites, cows not calving properly,
dehydration, mutations such as no eyeballs or tails, cows hoiding pregnancy
only 1 to 2 weeks and then aborting, blood from nostrils, black and white hair
coats turning brown, mastitis, kidney and liver failure.

Within a few months in the first year after the turbines were erected, 8 cows
died of cancer. No previous cases of cancer were detected ever before in the
Srnka herd, which is a closed herd, according to Mr. Srka.

Mr. Srnka also detected a change in well water on his property, and there has
been a definite change in taste, he said, which has contributed to the decrease .
in water consumption by his herd. in the past his cows consumed 30 galions of
water a day, but that figure declined to 18 to 22 galions of water a day after
turbine construction. As a result, cows became dehydrated and terminatly ill.

{ other homeowners."

"Our whole family has been affected. My husband just went to
the doctor because of his stomach. He hates them. We have
fights all the time about them. It's terrible. Why did you put
them so close to our new home and expect us to live a normal
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life. If itisn't the shadows it's the damn noise. The only people
that think they are so great and wonderful are those who really
don’t know.”

+ "When we were dating back in the 1970's we always said that
someday we were going to build a home here. It was great and
then you guys did this . . . This should have never happened. i
only you would have taken the time and study this more,
Everyone was thinking about themselves and money. No one
cared about anything else.”

WPSC's buyout offer

During the two years of the Moratorium Committee work, Wisconsin
Public Service Corporation made offers to buy houses and property to six
property owners around the WPSC wind factory site. Offers were made to
property owners who vocalized complaints about the wind factory's
effects on their quality of life after construction. According to Lincoln
Township Supervisor John Yunk, some of these residents were identified
on the Noise Complaint Log record kept by the township. Over 890
complaints were logged in one year.

According to the Moratorium Committee report, WPSC publicly stated the
buyout was to establish a buffer zone around the wind factory. The Noise
Complaint Log was discontinued by WPSC after the buyout offer.

According to the Moratorium Commitiee report, WPSC's intention was to
bulidoze the houses and subsequently keep the property from being
developed for rural residences. Owners were aliowed only one month to
consider the offer.

According to the Moratorium Committee report, “This tactic did not sit
well with the Commitiee. In response the Committee drafted and
approved a resolution condemning the WPSC pioy, and requesting that
WPSC meet with the town board to develop a better solution for the
township."
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WPSC officials met with the town board and concerned citizens at the
August 6, 2001, regular board meeting, reiterated their policy to purchase
property and desfroy the homes, and stated that they had no intention of
meeting with the town board or changing their policies at the request of
the town board.

Mrs. Heling was offered the buyout, but she said she and her family were
allowed only one month to make the decision and only six months to
move. I addition, the buyout offer was based solely on an appraisal by
someone hired by WPSC. Mrs. Heling said WPSC refused to consider
independent appraisals. Mrs. Heling said she couldn't obtain another
property within six months, so she and her family rejected the buyout.

« The Gabriel household was set back 1000 feet from the nearest
turbine. The family tock the buyout. The county no longer
receives property taxes on that raised homestead. The family
no fonger lives in the area.

« The Kostichka househoild was set back 1200 feet from the
nearest turbine. The family took the buyout. The county no
ionger receives property taxes on that raised homestead. The
family no longer lives in the area.

» Four remaining homeowners are suing WPSC,

The most recent development is that one homeowner contacted Township
Supervisor Yunk during the week of September 11, 2002, and asked what
the process would be to request MG&E to buy out her home. She said
she has a new baby and two other young children and that she does not
want to live in her house any longer because she is too scared about the
effects on her family by electronic radiation, siray voltage and other
electricity associated with the turbines.
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Property values

The following information will directly refute the "Market Analysis:
Crescent Ridge Project, indiantown & Milo Townships, Bureau County,
Hiinois” report submitted hy Michael Crowley to this board.

Mr. Crowley, a paid consultant to the Crescent Ridge developers, alleges
in his report that property values won't be affected in Bureau County,
based on his analysis, in part, of property values in Kewaunee County.

However, Town of Lincoln zoning administrator Joe Jerabek compiled a
list of properties that have been sold in the township, and their selling
prices. The list compared the propertiss’ selling price as a function of the
distance to the wind factories, using real estate transfer returns and the
year 2001 assessment roll,

Conclusions were as follows:

« "Sales within 1 mile of the windmills prior to their construction
were ‘104 percent of the assessed values, and properties selling
in the same area after construction were at 78 percent, a
decrease of 26 points.”

« "Sales more than 1 mile away prior to construction were 105
percent of the assessed values, and sales of properties 1 mile or
more after the construction of the turbines declined to 87
percent of the assessed value, an 18 point decline.”

Furthermore, not taken into account in Mr. Jerabek’s conclusion are the
homes that were bought out and bulidozed by WPSC.
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Also not taken into account is the fact that of the homes that sold within
one mile of the turbines since their construction, four of them were owned
within the Pelnar family as the family members shuffied houses. One
brother sold to another brother. One brother purchased his father's
home. The father built a new home. And a sister purchased land from
one brother and built a home. it is important to note that two of the family
members are turbine owners themselves.

Subsequent fo the zoning administrator’s report, homes have gone on the
market that are still for sale.

1 home, sited across the road from the wind factory, was
constructed afer the turbines were built and has been on the
market for over 2 years.

2 homeowners adjacent to the turbines are contemplating
selling to WPSC, which may bulidoze the homes, according to
neighbor Scott Srnka.

1 homeowner is in the process of finding out if MG&E will buy
out her home.

1 homeowner, Mrs._ Heling, who previously was offered the
WPSC buyout, said she would sell if she thought she could get
fair value for her home and if it would sell quickly encugh that
she wouidn't be paying on two properties at once. She said she
doesn't believe that can happen, so she has not put up her home
for sale.

1 homeowner, Mrs. Yunk, who lives across from the WPSC
turbines, said she and her husbhand have decided that after
having lived in their home for 28 years, they will be putting it up
for sale to move to property farther away from the turbines. She
said they are worried about seliing their current property
because of its proximity to the turbines. They will have to find a
buyer who doesn't mind the turbines, she said.
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Stray voltage

Another issue addressed by the Moratorium Committee is that of stray
voltage and earth-current problems that may be exacerhated by the wind
factories. This issue was brought to the attention of the Lincoln Town
Board by the commitiee and concerned residents. An ordinance was
passed by the Town Board to study the potential effects and to declare a
moeratorium on any further turbine development. The Committee agreed
that any study of earth currents and stray voltage issues must include an
analysis of the distribution system, analysis of the wiring from the utility's
grid to the wind turbines, and an analysis of the grounding system used
for the wind turbines. They also drafted a request for proposals fo
identify an expert that could help pinpoint the issues surrounding stray
voltage and earth currents. The issue has yet to be resolved.

Ir: the meantime, farmers and their livestock in Lincoln Township have
been suffering. There are over four farms that are battling -- among other
problems - herd decline due to diseases that were not present in the
herds prior to turbine construction, but are present now, according to
farmer Scott Srnka. These problems are not limited to non-participating
leaseholders. Farms with turbines have been affected as well, as
evidenced by the trucks, which have grown more and more frequent,
hauling away animal carcasses, Mr. Srnka said.

Mr. Srnka is a former supporter of the WPSC wind power project that is
across the road from his family farm. His dairy herd is about 175 cows on
800 acres of land. Mr. Srnka said, "Thirteen turbines were proposed for
my land, but we decided to wait. Thank goodness we did or we'd be out
of farming."”

Mr. Srnka has traced the decline of milk production and increase of
cancer and deformities in his formerly award-winning herd to an increase
of electrical potlution on his farm after turbine construction. He also has
seen the same chronic symptoms that are in his herd in his family.

Animal health problems in the Srnkas’ formerly award-winning herd
include cancer deaths, ringworm, mange, lice, parasites, cows not calving
properly, dehydration, mutations such as no eyebails or fails, cows

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 48

holding pregnancy ondy 1 to 2 weeks and then aboriing, blood from
nostrils, black and white hair coats turning brown, mastitis, kidney and
liver failure.

Within a few months in the first year after the turbines were erected, 8
cows died of cancer. No previcus cases of cancer were detected ever
before in the Srnka herd, which is a closed herd, according fo Mr. Srnka.

Mr. Srnka also detected a change in well water on his property, and there
has been a definite change in taste, he said, which has contributed to the
decrease in water consumption by his herd. in the past his cows
consumed 30 gallons of water a day, but that figure declined to 18 to 22
gallons of water a day after turbine construction. As a resulf, cows
became dehydrated and terminaily il

<SPANVideo: What the Zoning Board of Appeals members saw was a
brief, unedited video interview with Mr. Srnka in his dairy barn, taken this
spring. In it there were some of the cows in his herd and Mr. Srnka talking
ahout some of the rewiring that he has had to install to try to combat
problems of electrical pollution. Mr. Srnka said that he has had to resort
to insulating the farm through electrical wiring to put his farm, in effect,
on what he calls its own island. '

Dr. Pettegrew, testifying before the Bureau County Zoning Board of
Appeals, said he would be remiss as a doctor if he didn't tell the board
that he thought the weaknesses and illness he saw in the cows in the
video were most likely caused by EMFs or electrical pollution. Dr.
Pettegrew also said the risk would be greater in indiantown and Milo for
animais and humans to become ill than in Wisconsin because the
proposed turbines would be taller and would produce more electricity.
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Back to what Mr. Srnka has personally experienced. Mr. Srnka and
neighbors report serious health effects on not just dairy cows. Health
problems in residents include

»  sleep loss

« diarthea

+  headaches

. frequent urination

« 4 to 5 menstrual periods per month

. bloody noses: Mr. Srmka had cows bleed fo death from uncontroflable bieeding from
the nostrils

+«  inability to conceive

Sometimes even short-term visitors to the farms or homes contract the
symptoms, including construction workers on the Smka property who
broke out in nosebleeds after only a fow hours. One of the workers left
and refused fo return.

The Srnkas are so concerned with health effects that they "aren't going to
have kids anymore because we're so afraid.”

At the time of his testimony before the Bureau County ZBA in October, Mr.
Srnka said he had spent upwards of $50,000 of his own money to try fo
remedy the electrical pollution in his home and on his farm. Mr. Srnka
stated that in his opinlon, there were three other farms in the area facing
enough problems with their herds in the aftermath of the turbines going
online that those three farms are "almost ready to sell out.,”
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Representatives of WPSC have denied that there are stray voltage or
earth currents affecting Mr. Srnka's family or livestock and will not
compensate him for his family health bills, electrical system upgrades,
loss of herd or decrease in milk production.

How did the situation become so grave when wind factory developers
swore there would be no problems?

Even if a wind developer may claim that the wind factories, substations
and power grids will not contribute to stray voltage or electrical poflution
because 1) insulated cable will be used, 2) all cable will be buried feet
beneath the surface, and 3) cables are laid in thick beds of sand -- these
statements should be viewed with suspicion because of poor project
track records, according fo Larry Neubauer, a master electrician with
Concept Electric Inc., in Appleton, Wisconsin. Mr. Neubauer, who has
customers who are dairy producers, who are homeowners with stray
voitage problems, and who are farmers with turbines on their property,
said that currents from each ground on the cables and project
substations, as well as the regional transmission lines that receive
electrical energy and that are electrically tied together, do not harmiessly
dissipate into the soil. Energy disperses in all directions through the soii
and these currents seek out other grounded faciiities, such as barns,
mobile homes and nearby residences. Only in California is it illegal to use
the ground as an electricity conductor. in the rest of the country,
including Wisconsin and [llinois, power companies are allowed to dump
currents into the ground, according to Mr. Neubauer.

Residential properties that are in a direct line between substations and
the ground conduits are particularly at high risk since electricity takes the
path of least resistance. Mr. Neubauer said that burying the cables, as the
lilinois Wind Energy, LLC, project intends to do, "makes it worse,” citing
the short life spans of buried cables, frosts that wreak havoc on the
cables, and the problems of locating trouble spols that cannot be seen

without digging up the cables.
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Two of Mr. Neubauer's clients, who were interviewed in October, are dairy
farmers who have spent over $250,000 and $300,000 trying to rewire their
farms to reduce stray voltage. That cost does not included herd loss or
losses from diminished milk production. Mr. Russ Allen owns 550 dairy
cows in DePere, Wisconsin. His farm is in a direct line between nearby
WPSC turbines and a substation. Mr. Russ said he was losing one or two
cows a day during the three years prior to his installing electrical
equipment to help reduce currents on his farm, About 800 cows died, he-
said. Mr. Russ said he has so much electrical current on his farm that he
laid a No. 4 copper wire around his farm for 5,000 feet. The wire is not
attached to any building or additional wires; yet it can light up a light bulb
from contact with the soil alone. Mr. Russ has scheduled a media day on
October 24 to draw awareness to the problems of stray voitage and he
said to encourage everyone in Bureau County to attend.

"What scares me more is that | know . .. they're pumping current through
people. They're pumping current through kids," Mr. Allen said,

It is important to note that Mr. Noe and his electrical engineer, Mr. Paslay,
deny that there will ever be EMFs or stray voltage resulting from the
proposed indiantown/Milo turbines. Just as WPSC has dismissed any
problems in the face of mounting evidence, Mr. Noe testified that he will
never impiement electrical pollution studies and that he thinks they would
be a waste of money.

Moratorium Committee findings

As a result of the aforementioned concerns and problems with wind
factories in Lincoln Township, the Moratorium Committee recommended,
in brief, the following changes from the original conditional use permit:

insurance. The town is named as an additional insured and the town is
held harmiess in any litigation.

Fees. Wind developers pay for all costs associated with the permifting
process, including hearing costs plus attorney fees -- up front.
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Wells. Residents’ wells are protected against damage from any type of
foundation construction, not only blasting, within a 1-mile radius of each
turbine. This includes the requirement that wind developers will pay for
independent testing of wells within 1 mile of the project for flow rate and
water quality. Developers also must pay for remediation and fix problems
within 30 days of complaints.

it is important {o note that no well water studies of properties adjacent to
the proposed indiantown/Miio project are planned o assure that all weil
wills retain the same quality of water before and after turbine
construction.

« TV reception. Wind developers will pay for testing of television
reception prior to construction and pay to correct degradation of TV
signals. Wind developers will expand the potential problem areato a -
mile radius for all complaints - period.

It is important to note that despite claims that television reception would
not be affected, the wind factory developers in Lincoln Township had to
pay for power boosters and reception equipment to counteract the effects
of the turbines. The residents also had to fight with the ufilities when an
additional local station was added and the utilities refused to pay for any
more TV reception improvements for the duration of the 30-year turbine
coniract. Residents had to fight to get the power company {o add the
station. Three years later, residents are still unhappy about how the
turbines continue interfere with their reception, in many cases observable
in unclear stations and in the color flashes that coincide with the turning
of the blades, according to Mrs. Heling.

ft also is importation fo note that no television reception testing is
planned prior to turbine construction in Indiantown or Milo townships and
that Mr. Noe said steps taken lo correct reception problems would have to
be reasonable.
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« Noise. 50 decibels for noise is too great. Noise shall not exceed 40 to
45 decibels, though 35 decibels was recommended unless there is written
consent from affected property owners.

It is important to note that the noise study submitted by Hlinois Wind
Energy, LLC, uses theoretical generalizations about topography and noise
conduction and does not use the same height or turbine models proposed
for Indiantown and Milo.

As a side note, according to Walgreens Drug Store Web site, the "most
sensitive” earplugs they sell only block out noise at 30 decibels,

» Tower removal. Turbines and ail relegated aboveground equipment
shall be removed within 120 days after the date the generators reach the
end of their useful lives, the date the turbines are abandoned, the
termination of the landowner lease, or revocation of the permit. An
escrow account will be established or bonding provided by the wind
developers to ensure tower removal.

» Tourism. Wind developers are banned from promoting the project as a
tourist destination, wiil not provide bus or tourist parking and will not
provide promotional signs located at the projects or elsewhere,

it is important to note that despite the ordinance prohibiting promofion of
the wind turbine project, WPSC was caught red-handed by Township
Supervisor Yunk last month in August filming a promotional video with
child actors riding bicycles in front of the turbines. Mr. Yunk ordered the
film crew to leave, but they refused and continued filming. The township
has found that once the turbines were constructed, it has been practically
impossible to enforce the ordinance or gain cooperation from WPSC or
MG&E.

+ Road damage. Wind developers wiil pay for\the total cost fo return
the towns’ roads to town standards, not just pay for damaged areas. Any

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 48

road damage caused by the wind developers during the repair,
replacement, or decommissioning of any wind turbines will be paid for by
the wind developers. An independent third party will be paid by the wind
developers to pre-inspect roadways prior to construction.

it is important to note that Township Chairperson Monfils said that it's not
a matter of "if” there will be road damage. There will be road damage.

The wind factory developers in Lincoln Township said originally that they
would fix the roads if there were damage. But when it came time to fix the
roads, the township had to "scrap with them to get it done,” according to
Mr. Monfils. He said the developers disputed the costs and he had to
battle with them two or three times to get repairs paid.

« Periodic review. Every year the project will undergo a periodic review
for the purpose of determining whether wind developers have complied
with the permit and whether wind projects have had any unforeseen
adverse impacts. Any condition modified or added following the review
will be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed. Wind
developers will send a representative at least once a year to report the
operating status of the projects and to receive questions and comments
from the governing body and township residents.

It is important to note that even with the review, Lincoln Township
residents reported being dissatisfied with the developers' response fo
their complaints. Mrs. Yunk said the developers were readily available
prior to construction, but afterward were scarce. She said she fielded
calls from residents who could not reach developers and residents who
were given the run-around, being told they needed to contact other peopie
within the organization. She said residents' concerns and problems were
deflected by the developers, who said residents had to prove that
problems did not exist previously and residents had to prove that without
a doubt the problems were the resuit of the turbines.

. Heaith and safety. If a serious adverse unforeseen material impact
develops due to the operation of any of the turbines that has a serious
detrimental effect on the township or a particular resident, the township
has a right to request the cessation of those turbines in question until the.
situation has been corrected.
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« Setbacks. The minimum suggested setback from the nearest
residences or public buildings is 1000 feet, though 1500 feet was
recommended. Setbacks from adjacent property lines will be no less than
the tower height plus the length of an extended blade. Minimum distance
between turbines will never be less than 800 feet.

« Strobing effect, biade shadows and stray voltage earth currents are
some other issues to be addressed.

In effect, with these guidelines, Lincoln Township Is making construction
of new turbines unattractive to further development. They are finding it
almost impossible to remedy problems with the current turbines and
restore a former quality of life to residents. However, they are trying to
ensure no more mistakes will be made.

As Mrs. Yunk plainly said, "Anyone that thinks there aren't going to bé
problems resulting from the turbines has got another guess coming.”
She said that she and other residents felt like the bad guys for opposing
the turbine project and warning other residents that the project would
spell disasfer. She said she hates now that what they feared has come
frue; there isn't any self-satisfaction in being able to say, "I told you so.™

The board must weigh heavily the situation of Kewaunee County and the
voices and experiences of residents who have no vested interest in wind
development in Bureau County. They have no vested interest in telling
anything but the truth. They are telling it like it is, and unfortunately, like
it was.

For additional information

Dale Massey, Lincoln Township clerk: 820-837.7298

Prepared by Elise Bittner-Mackin, former Chicago Tribune reporter
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Nov. 7, 2002

Dear Editor

Towards the end of October , I observed a new one hundred and fifty foot {(estimate)
tower being erected. This is the second one on the hill north of highway 10 and West of
Ellensburg Ranches. The first one was put up well before the moratorium. 1 asked one of
the workers about the tower and they told me they were hired by Zilkha to put it up.

I then went to the county commissioner and tailked to Mr. Bill Hinkle. He toid me that 4
the Wind Farms are approved fo come to the valley. The moratorium is to evaluate and
find the best locations.

Does Zilkha already know where they have been approved to build their wind farms?
Was the moratorium just a smoke screen for the rest of us? Was I the only one that didn’t
realize that the Wind Farms were a done deal?

Patsy A. Ptaszynski
Ellensburg
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SUVEEL D0 I R AN Y N ]
| 4221 Ellensburg Ranches Road
¢ Ellensburg, Wa. 98926
| 509-964-2731
¢ ptaz @ elitel.net
January 13, 2004
Dear Sirs:
The Wind farmis, (Zitka In Particular} ave being shoved down our throats........ We didn't ask for
them, we don't want them here,

Please take time to drive around the county, and impartially look at the scenery in the vicinity of

the proposed wind farms. Do you honestly think that those huge turbines are going to blend in, and
orenhance the area? These towers are going to be the predominate feature in Kittitas Valley. 5
They will be in the foreground of every view. Once they are constructed there will be no going

back.

We are notopposed to renewable energy. We are opposed to the placement. There are so many
desolate and windy areas east of Ellensburg. Consider the blessing for Vantage and the negative
impact of our beautiful Vailey,

6
We have a personal interast also, as one proposed turbine is due west of our home by one guarter
mile, We put up with alot of inconviences to have the tranquility that we so much enjoy. We
resent this intrusion. Do you want to buy cur home after the turbines are in place?
Sincerely
Michael and Patsy A. Ptaszynski
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments

Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 49

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 50

Kittitas Valtey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Ingiv. 50

106 E. 10" Avenue
Ellensburg WA 98926

January 19, 2004

RECEIVED

Encrgy Facility Site Evaluatioon Council

P.0. Box 43172 JAN 2 8 2014

Olympia WA 98504-3172 ENERGY F
A SR | AGIL
RE: Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project , EVALUAT‘ON C&NSE{E

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thark you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Envirommental Impact Statement
{DEIS).

Safety

Cell phones

The relative position of user, antenna, and infervening object (turbine tower) could affect
existing cell phone signals (pg 3.13-16). Under communication Systems (pg 1-56 and
3.13-20) the DEIS states the applcant would locate towers to avoid line of light
interference with communication microwave paths. The applicant must rather than
should be required to mitigate for any interference. If towers cannot be rejocated, than
another communication system must be made available {o the landowner by the
applicant. '

Traffic

Roadway navigation hazards increased risk of accidents and potential for accidents at US
97/Bettas Road. {pg 3.10-8&9, Table 3.10-4) Half of all employee vehicles would be
parked at the O&M facility. Assuming a peak waork force of 160 people. {pg 3.10-12)
Traffic volumes are underestimated. (page 3.10-14 and 3,10-4)

2

In the majority of the document, the O&M facility is discussed alone and impacts and. -
mitigation are addressed for the O&M facility. In vismal resources the DEIS discusses a
kiosk and public viewing area near the O&M facility off Bettas Road. {pg 1-46) Signs
would be provided to direct tourist to the kiosk and public viewing area. ( Tourism-
induced traffic, pg 1-48) The number of tourism-induced traffic is unknown. (pg 3.10-
1%) During scoping public and Kittitas County Dept of Public Works requested
addressing impacts of tourism on Bettas and Hayward roads. {pg 3.10-17) The impacts
are unknown. With a kiosk, the risk of accidents would certainly increase substantially.

3

Highway safety mitigation for the safety hazard should include a left hand tumn lane o
Hwy 97 northbound, and Bettas Road south junction,

| .’ | ]
-—

DEIS Page 1 of § pages prited: 1/20/64

[CR)

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project Responses to Comments
Final EIS February 2007



Individual Letter 50

Visgal Resources
Shadow Flicker Effects

The list of residence affected by shadow flicker effect is not complete. (page 3.4-11,
table 3.4- 2) Every resident included in the solid line on figure 3.6-1 page 3.6.2 shoulci be
included in the shadow flicker analysis. Window shading must be provided until planted
tree provide a soreen from the turbines shadow flicker.

The DEIS states screens or buffer views should be carefully examined “because g failed
attempt to screen the turbines could have a greater negative impact than no attempt at

all.” (page 3.9-50) If screening is determined to be the best mitigation, the applicant
must be required to ensure the “attempt” does not fail, and if it should fail, then the
apphcant must reinstate the screen.

The applicant cannot be allowed to avoid mitigation because it may fail.

Scenic and Recreational Highway

major inland route from Canada to California. With this proposal, travelers traveling US
97 through the project “would have a moderate to high visual impact.” (page 1-44)

US 97 is much more than a route between Ellensburg and Wenatchee, (page 3.9-3) Hisa
US 97 is a state-designated Scenic and Recreational Highway. Typically scenic corridor
management plan would be prepared to provide guidance in local adoptmn of
comprehensive planning. (pg 3.9-2) I am assuming since the zoning is Agricoltural 20

or Forest 20, there was no need to develop a comprehensive plan. Since US 97 1s

designated Scenic and Recreational Highway, wind power tirbines should not be allowsd
within the viewshed. Setbacks should be at least five miles from the highway (page 3.9-

50).

Visual impact from both east and west

(page 1-44) The “high levels of visual impact” would also be from the ridgelands west of
Us 97.

The project has .... high levels of visual impact ... from the ridgelands east of US 97,7 I

8
Scale
The existing Bonneville Transmission towers are 170 feet tall. (page 2-6) The heighi
(page 2-36) of the three scenarios differs with full height with blades of lower end,
middle, and upper end being: 410, 330, and 260 feet respectively. All three scenarios 9
propose towers much taller than the existing Bonneville Transmission towers.

Valley views

DEIS Page 2 of 8 pages printed: 1/20/04
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Kiititas valley attracts nature lovers. Views of the valley from the Wenatchee National
forest could also tmpact visitors (page 3.6-10) especially from Table Mountain as
indicated by viewpoint 11, (figure 3.9-28, page 3.9-46)

The DEIS states, “For many viewers, the presence of the wind turbines represents a 10
significant unavoidable adverse impact because it significantly alters the appearance of

the rural landscape over a large area of the Kittitas Valley.” (pg 3.9-51}) A large area of

Kittitas Valley is affected with this proposal in a significant adverse impact of loosing the

rural landscape and acquiring constantly flashing lights atop the turbines. These are

avoidable irnpacts. The site for this proposal should not be in Kittitas valley.

Land use

Land use and recreation impacts (page 3.6-9, table 3.6-2} do not include impact of

recreational activities other than hunting. Kittitas County actively protnotes recreational
activities. Skiing, hiking, birding, bicycling, are but a few recreational activities Kittitas 11
residence and visitors to the valley enjoy. Most outdoor activities would be impacted

within, adjacent, and within view of the project area.

The Kittitag County Board of County Commissioners may not rezone for the wind power

overlay because it wilt change the character of the surrounding neighborhood. (pg 3.6-19)

1f that happens the applicant may file to exclude the County from the EFSEC process. 12
EFSEC should not exclude the County in the process of determining if the applicant

should be sited m Kittitas valley.

Property values

The DEIS states (page 1-42):
The comprehensive statistical analysis provided in the May 2003 study evaluating
the correlation between wind development projects and nearby property values in
the U.S. by the Renewable Energy Policy Project provides no evidence that wind
development had harmed property values within the viewshed of the projects
{(defined as properties within 5 miles of the outermost turbines in a wind power
project}. Therefore, no long-term impacts on property values are expected as a
result of the proposed project.

1f there is no impact on property why is one of the mitigations: “To compensate for
visual impacts, the Applicant should acquire conservation casements on land in mmportant
foreground views of the wind turbines so that no firther development occurs in these
areas until after decommissioning.” (Pg 1-46 and pg 3.9-51) *This approach would
conserve natural areas so that the visual contrast between the wind turbine and the land
maintains its order and purity.” (page 3.9-51) What does that mean?

Economic Effects (pgl-11) must include economic effects on landowners affected by the I 14
project.
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Shrub steppe/Lithosol habifat

Cumulative impacts, are inadequately addressed in section 1.9. Cumulative impacts must
include geographical and temporal impacts. In vegetation section {pg 1-14), the lithosol
habitat must be addressed. Lithosol is a unique habitat associated with shrub steppe
found primarily on ridgetops (Figure 3.2.1 located after pg 3.1-6 and before pg 3.2.6
[Pages 3.1-6 through3.2-5 are placed backwards in this document.] All three wind power
projects are located on and affecting the ridge tops, therefore, there is a geographical
cumulative effect.

Shrub steppe fragmentation has already occurred by previous activity. (page 3.2-10)
This project and the two additional proposed projects will finther the fragmentation by
impacting the ridges in a north/south direction as opposed to the current BPA lines that
Tun east/west.

| 1
‘ 1
Temporaltly, lithosol habitat is considered by Department of Fish and Wildlife as difficalt
to restore, sensiiive and important (page 3.2-29). Lithoso! habitat has an extremely long
recovery time, 50 - 100 years, making any and all impacts extend far beyond the scope of
the proposed project. A large amount of lithosol habitat is impacted by the project by
both temporary and permanent impacts. {pg 3.2-30, tables 3.2-6 and 7)
1
| 1

Impacts to the shrub steppe, and to the lithosol habitat are extensive and must be
mitigated immediately, throughout the project, and at decommissioning. Summary of
Potential 0&M and Decommissioning impacts does not list shrub steppe nor lithosol
habitat. {page 3.2-39, table 3.2-10). The DEIS states, “Loss of this habitat type would be
considered a permanent adverse effect of project operations but would be adequately
mitigated with proposed and recommended mitigation measures identified in Section
3257

5
6
7

The mutigation measures proposed by the applicant (3.2.5) consists of plant, avian, and
non-avian wildlife surveys, and habitat mapping. Results incorporated into design,
construction, operation, and mitigation. (pg 3.2-53) Additional studies must be
conducted, evaluation must be conducted, and all additional measures determined must
be implemented. (page 3.2-55), The Proposed mitigation ratios and replacement acres do
not list lithosel habitat. (page 3.2-57, table 3.2-13) Add lithoso! habitat to the mitigation
table.

8

The Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) states: :
Priority habitais are those habitat types or elements with unique or significant
value to a diverse assemblage of species. A priority habitat may consist of a
urique vegetation type or dominant plant species, a described successional
stage, or a specific structurat element.

WDFW identifies Shrub steppe habitat as a priority:
Large Tracts: Tracts of land >258 ha (640 ac) consisting of plant communities
‘with one or more layers of perennial grasses and a conspicuous but
discontinuous layer of shrubs. Large tracts of shrub-steppe contribute to the
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overall comtinuity of the habitat type throughout the region because they are
relatively unfragmented, contain a substantial amount of interior habitat, and are
in close proximity to other tracts of shrub-steppe. Thess fracts should contain a
variety of habitat features (e.g., varisty of topography, riparian areas, canyons,
habitat edges, ptant communities). Another important component is habitat
quality based on the degree with which a tract resembles a site potential natural
community, which may include factors such as soil condition and degree of
erosion; and distribution, coverage, and vigor of native shrubs, forbs, grasses,
and crypiogams.

Small Tracts: Tracts of land <259 ha (640 ac) with a habitat type consisting of
plant communities with one or more layers of perennial grasses and a
conspicuous but discontinuous layer of shrubs. Although smaller in size and
possibly more isolated from other tracts of shrub-steppe these areas are still
important to shrub-steppe obligate and other state-listed wildlife species. Alse,
important are the variely of habitat features and habitat quality aspects as listed

sbove.

Criteria: Comparatively high fish and wildlife density and species diversity;
important fish and wildlife breeding habitat and seasonal ranges, limited
availability, high vulnerability to habitat alteration, unique and dependent spacies.

Summary of Habitats associated with the project indicates that every turbine string has
shrub steppe habitat and most have lithosol habitats. (Table 3.2-1, page 3.6} '

Wildlife

The DEIS states the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC 703-711) prohibits the taking,

killing, or possession of migratory birds (pg 3.2-2). The project is located within the 19
Pacific Flyway, a north/south bird migration route (page 3.2-18). The DEIS does not

state if the applicant has received a permit for the killing of birds by turbines.

Unavoidable Adverse impacts

In Significant unavoidable Adverse impacts (section 1.10, pg 1-20 & 21) the DEIS states
visual resources are unavoidable. In certain locations, mitigation of planting a barrier can | 20
shield the landowner from the impacts, therefore the impacts are not unavoidable.

“A project that significantly affects a small number of viewers may be offset by the fact
that it may have a relatively low impact on a large number of viewers” (pg 3.9-51) The [ 21
significantly affected viewers must be compensated,

Decommissioning

Decommissioning Plans should be outlined in the EIS and must include dismantling and

removal of all equipment, restoration of sites, with vearly follow up fo ensure full 22
restoration occurs and including all needed weed control. A sizable decommissioning ’
fund must be available for the project.
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removed during decommissioning”. Al facilities must be removad during

The DEIS {(page 1-46)} references under Decommissioning “abovegronnd facilifies not I 23
decommissioning.

constraction (pg 1-40), Additionally, restoration funds must be inchided for at Ieast a

Decommisgicning would have land disturbance and magnitude described for the project I 4
decade after decommissioning of the turbines.

. Implementation of a noxious weed control plan must continue during decommissioning
of the project and throngh the post-decommissioning restoration period for all 25
impacted areas. (pgl-26 and pg 3.2-55)

No action alternatives is misleading

The document discusses no action alternatives in terms of other power generation
facilities “would be constructed and operated in the region to meet the long-term need for
power, most hikely a gas-fired combustion turbine.” (pg 1-30) Two points: first, there
are other “green” power sources, and there are other locations for wind power, neither of
which has been adequately addressed.

Power needs

‘ 26
Another important point, additional power is primarily needed during severe weather
conditions, i.e. extreme cold and extreme heat. In the Kittitas valley, there is no wind
during extreme cold or extreme heat, therefore the wind power generated in this valley 27
would not help the residence in the valley were it is generated.

| 28

Alternative sifes

In a letter to EFSEC dated June 12, 2003, Iproposed an alternative site for a wind power
site on the west slopes of the Columbia River gorge. That proposal was deemed
unreascnable.

Now, in this DEIS, it states Zilkha Renewable Energy submitted a request for a Potential
Site Study to EFSEC in July 2003. And therefore this site would not meet the test of 2
reasonable alternative for this project.

It seems unreasonable that the new site on Whiskey Dick Mountain cannot be considered
an alternative. It is a location much more suited to wind power production, where
landowners of the Kittitas valley would not have to be impacted by the project.

Plans

All plans {example: Emergency plans, Pg 1-23) that the applicant develops must be
. . ; . 29
approve by the appropriate oversite agency prior to construction. All plans must be
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implemented fully during construction, during O&M, and during and after 29
decommissioning, cont.

Misleading labeling of scenarios:

The three scenarios are labsled {page i} Lower End, Middie, and Upper End based on

nurnber of turbines (82, 121, 150). However the Lower End Scenario consists of over

double the capacity in each turbine 3 MW vs. 1.3 MW and 1.3 MW). Furthermore, the

height {page 2-36) of the three scenarios differs with full height with blades of lower end,
middle, and upper end being: 410, 330, and 260 feet respectively (page 2-6). Finally, the 30
total capacity is highest in the Lower End Scenario (246 MW) and lowest in the Middle

Scenario (181.5 MW).

Throughout the document when addressing the fhree scenarios, number of turbines may
be included, in iables the individual capacity is stated, but the height of the turbines are
not stated. {Arbitrarily picked a table, example Table 3.13-2 on page 3.13-8.)

Inconsistent Lower End, Middle, and Upper End comparisons:

Factsheet:  (lower end scenario) 3MW/82 twbines=246 MW,
{middle scenario) 1.3 MW/121 turbines=181.5 MW,
(lower end scenario) 1.3 MW/150 turbines=195 MW,

Pg 1-4; {lower end scenario) 3MW/B2 turbines=246 MW,
(middle scenario) 1.5 MW/121 turbines=181.5 MW,
(lower end scenario} 1.3 MW/150 turbines=193 MW. 31

Pg 3.2-30, Tables 3.2-6 & 7 list three scenarios with no turbine or MW info

Pg 3.6-9, Table 3.6-2:
(lower end scenario} 82 Turbines/2.5 MW,
{middle scenario) 121 Turbines/1.5 MW,
(lower end scenario} 150 Twrbines/1.3 MW,

Another inconsistency in the document is in the color of the turbines. In the description
of proposed action (pg2-11, Table 2-4} color is stated as neutral gray. Why were brown 32
turbines shown in Figure 3.9-18, within pages 3.9-29 & 39.

Library

The DEIS state tax revenues generated by the project would mitigate for public services
and atilities including fire, police, roads, etc. There is a cap for fire services and that cap

includes library funding. (I don’t understand it either, but library funding and fire 33
funding comes from the same pot.) If in the future fire services need additional funding,
that increase must not negatively impact funding for the library.
DEIS ' Page 7 of 8 pages printed: 1/20/04
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Corrections
Pages 3.1-6 through3.2-5 are placed backwards in this document, | I 34
Bettas Road has iwo entrances to US 97, (pg 3.10-2) I 35

Sincerely

Chris Hall
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 51

Lathrop, Winbauer, Harrel, Slothower & Denison L.L.P.

e rneys at Law - —m—
Attorney. Post Office Box 1088, 201 West Seventh Avenue, Ellenshurg, Wa 98976
F. Steven Lathrop, P.5S. : . Tel (509) 925-6916
John P. Winbaugr Fax (509} 962-8093
Susan K. Harrel
Jeff Slathower

- James T. Denison, Jr.

oo DEGEIVE]

Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager

Energy Facility SsxtEe Eva%g;::;g Coungil . JAN 2 0 2004
925 Plum Street Buildi

ost Office Box 431 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Ot WA 35045172 EQIIALUATION GOUNCIL

Re:  Application No, 2003-01
Sagebrush Power Partners LLC, Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project
DEIS COMMENT LETTER -

Dear Mr. Fiksdal:
L Intraduction and Purpose of this DEIS

The environrnental impsact statement for the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project must provide
sufficient information to EFSEC to allow it to comply with all statutory and regulatory review
criteria and to Kittitas County to evaluate land use consistency issues, Being nothing more than
8 regurgitation of the application of Sagebrush Power Partners LLC, the DEIS i madequate to
do either, and it is apything but an independent study. WAC 463-47-090(3). '

To confirm these conclusions, one only need reach page ii of the DEIS where 1t is stated: “The
primary source of information used to prepare this (DEIS) is the Application for Site 4 .
Certification...” prepared by the applicant and its consultants.

Comments critical of the DEIS have been submitted to EFSEC by Kittitas County, Mike
Robertson and BEd Garrett, among others, and, to avoid repetition, all of these cormments are
incorporated in this letter by reference. However, as opposed to a page by page review, this:
letter of comment deals with the legal requirements that establish this DEIS to be 2 fanctionally
hopeless and totally useless document.

1. Policy Controlii EC Process — R 10,
The overriding purpose and totai reason for EFSECs bemg iz to assist with the orderly I2
development of energy facilities to fill the energy needs of tkis state at a reasonable cost. The
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LBHSD Fax:5093628093 Jan 20 7004 15:48 P03

DEIS COMMENT LETTER
1120104
Page 2 of 5

DEIS commences with this premise but provides no analysis 4s to whether this ‘&ppl.ic'ation meets
the dictates of the policy. For instance the DEIS fails to mention, let slone analyze the
following:

« The applicant has no contract to seil the povwer it proposes to generate, and the Bonneville
Power Administration has announced that, for the foresceable future, it has no budget for
the purchase of wind power. Where is the demonstrable demand?

cont. '

s Although there is no reference in the DEIS, the applicant has announced that it will only
build the project if Congress renews the various energy credits which expired at the end
of 2003, and it is problematc if thit legislation is passed this year. How is the
application presently ripe for consideration by EFSEC? Assuming the energy bill is
passed, what are the actual amounts of subsidy (both for capital expenditure and
operation) for this project; what will the true cost of power from this project be to the
consumer, including all subsidies; and how will EFSEC maske “a reasonsble cost”
determination without this information?

that it will only produce power sbout that amount of the time thereby necessitating 2
“spinning” generating reserve capacity to cover the other seventy {70%) percent of the
time. Ts this capacity presently available, what form does it take and at what cost, and is
it presently under contract to the applicant? Will its utilization by this project take
capacity away from another user? If it has to be built, then it needs to be examined s a
direct, cumulative effect of this project. How does the cost of this reserve power add to -
the effective cost of the power to be generated by this project?

M. Site Description - RCW 80.50.020{4)y WAC 463.42-125,

The “site” is not 7000 acres. The application is for a series of 83 to 150 individual turbing sites
each of which is unique with specific clements and impacts. “Site” is clearly defined in RCW
80.50.020 as is “energy facility.” By statutory definition this project encompasses between 83 to .
150 energy facility sites as defined in the RCW. The DEIS fails to discuss the impacts.of each
site spread over 7,000 acres. Each is required to be studied so that it can be evaluated. One can -
only assume the applicant is proposing an “all or nothing” project where the loss or relocation of
any turbine would cause the project to be cancelled or not permitted. At the location of each
turbine, at a minimum the following questions should be, but are not, addressed by the DEIS:

s What are the pumber and location of residences, roads and other features and activities -
within a radius of 1000 feet from every turhine location and every half mile thereafter out
to at least five miles? How can any reasonable setbeck evaluation be conductad without
this inforrnation

What view sheds and sight lines are impacted by each turbine and to what extent?
Are there no turhing locations that are being recommended to be moved or eliminated due-.

« The DEIS recites that this project {5 estimated to be approximately thirty (30%) efficient, |
i

to their impacts?
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DEIS COMMENT LETTER
1/20/04
Page 3 of 5

« Theapplicant's economic or business interests, such as proximity to the BPA power lines - ‘
and ease of construction of avcess roads are not refevant to an environmental analysis and - I 9
no justification whatever for o particular turbine Jocation.

TV.  Barth, Natural and Buflt Environment - WAC 463-42-302,342.and 3632,

The review of these elements is nothing more than “cheerleading” for the pmject with
conclusions rather than analysis.

+ Do none of the turbine locations impact cultural or archaeological resources or have 10
storm water runoff or erosion impacts due to construction or road cuts? Section 3.8 may I 11
or may not be applicable to a particular site.

» The scale set out in Table 3.9-1 refers to its sources which, together with the State of
Washington have each done visual studies that would include part or ail of the area of the
sites. None of these studies are cited. The USFS, for example, did a study as to the view 12
impacts its timber sales and the resulting clearcut logging would have and determined not
to sell timber in certain areas as a result. ' Why is that study not mentioned?

s The landscape scenie quality scale is clearly subjective. Thete is no discussion of this nor
anty discussion of steps taken to account for the subjectivity of the scale as applied to this

project.

13

» The landscape scenic quality scale is not applied to each site as the WAC reguires. _ I 14

o 1-90 and Highway 97 are scenic highways and also covered by the county’s planning
policies. Where is the comparison of each hurbine location as to its compatibility to those
standards and requirements?

15

s An 8x10 photograph taken from an unknown distance from any particular turbine site
does not assist in the determination of visual impact. How is one to accurately gage the 16
seale of a turbine from & given distance in relation to common experiences? WAC 4863-
42-362(d)(4). _

V. Socipeconomic Impact — WAC 463.42.533,

This is an all encompassing analysis of a host of factors that must be reviewed with respect to the
application in both positive and negative fashion.

¢ Where is the analysis by a qualified real estate appraiser, familiar with land values and I 17
development patterns in this county as to the impact on Jocal property values?

s The DEIS actually says that analysis of impacts on property values was beyond its scope.
Page 3.7-15. When and where will it be done and by who? WAC 463-42-335
specifically requires primary and secondary and a positive and negative analysis of the 18-
impact of each site on property values. To say this is “beyond the scope” of the DEIS is
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DEIS COMMENT LETTER
1/20/04
Page 4 of 5

nothing more than the applicant ignoring the rules EFSEC is obhgazed to follow in order g18
1o maintain the integrity of the process. cont.

¢ Are the impacts of turbines on property values in Denmark and Australia or the wind -
power lobby or landewners who have rented to wind farms actually helpful, let alone
relevant, to EFSEC in assessing the impacts fo property vatues in this county?

of the environment under the statutes and regulations pose heavy burdens on the approval
of even a few of the project sites, yet the DEIS gives no guidance as to the aress,
maximum number of turbines (whether for this project alone or in combination with the
Desert Claim project), moximum dimensions, or other possible limitations that might be
necessary to adequately mitigate impacts.

» There are a number of ways it could be approached, both objective and subjective, but the
DEIS mskes no attempt whatever at a cost-benefit analysis of the project. The only
references are to the business needs of the applicant which are not relevant.

¢ The multiple requirements for protection of esthetic and scenic resources and the quality ‘

s There is no discussion of the cumulative impact costs of the project. The DEIS fails o
look at the cumulative costs to the community of this project as required by WAC 463-
42-535,

VI  Altemnatives - WAC 463-42-643,

The DEIS analysis of alternatives is simply not credible.

» The applicant makes the claim that no other sites are aveilable, yet the DEIS for the
Desert Claim project estimates a wind turbine capacity in the county that exceeds the -
cunulative total of the thres current projects and the applicant, subsequent to making [ 23
what is nothing more than an untruth, propesed the Wild Horse project on the eastern part
of the county. All of the alternative Jocation analyses need to be redone in their entirety, -

and limiting the altematives to Kittitas County is likewise wrong if the apphcant 8

s The clements used to evaluate altematives are iarge]y inappropriate (see Sectmh 262y L
24
statements about regional power needs are to be believed,

VII. Congistency with County Land Use Poligies.

Kittitas County has experienced considershle recent growth in population and comménéurate’
residential growth in the scenic, less populated areas, and these trends are expected to continue.

»  Where are the recitations to the multiple County Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies
that counter the approval of sny of the applicant’s turbine sites? The DEIS only

discusses a handful of Kittitas county planning geals polices and objectives and fails 1o 25
mention a host of GPOs which do support this type of land use. Bach turbine site i in -
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DEIS COMMENT LETTER
1/20/04
Page Sof §

gffect an industrial land use in the Ag 20 and Forest and Range zones yet there i3 no 25
mention or discussion of GPO 2.109 and GPO 2.109A. cont.

+ What are the land development patterns presently being experienced in the sreas within
ten miles (or some other reasonable distance) of each turbine site of the project? '

26

o How will these patterns be impacted by the project?

e Recognizing that county land use is dynamic but, although the applicant proposes total
construction of the project in approximately a year, the actual timing of construction
could be delayed by other factors, not the least of which is the applicant’s own business 27
plans vise a vie the Energy Bill, how long should the approval of any site last? What are

the risks of unforeseen changes in the county and where would it be reasonable to deny
any vesting beyond some point in time?

VI Conclusion
The DEIS fails to address far more than it purports to cover.  In its present form and without I
28

substantial revision, it is legally inadequate and any decision made based upon it will be
unsupportabie. :

Very truly ygurs,

Jeff 8 er

Enc: as noted

5 comHROT
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
BELS Comment - Indiv. 52

Micuars E. Gossrer

DIRECT Dial: (206} 6g5-r312

RECEIVED =

JAN 2 ¢ 2004

fanuazy 20, 2004 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
EVALUATION COUNCIL

Alen Fiksdal, Manager
EFSEC

925 Plum Street SE, Building 4
£.0. Box 43172

Olympia, WA, 98504-3172

Re:  RE: Comments on Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
Dear Mr Fiksdal:

I am an owner of 20 acres of real property located in Sun East adjacent to the
proposed project. I have reviewed the DEIS for the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project,
and the comments submitted thereon by Clay White of Kittitas County Community
Development Services, and by Michael H. and Elizabeth F. Robertson of Cle Elum. [
concur with their comments, incorporate them herein, and will not repeat those issues,
concerns and criticisms.

I write to comment on the following additional aspects of the DEIS.

1. At Section 3.5.3, the DEIS supgests that in the absence of this. project,
other development may occur, including residential development, that may have a similar
or greater impact on energy and natural resources than the proposed project. No
empirical evidence or documentation is submitted to support such a proposition, and it 1
defies common sense. No other permissible residential or recreational development
could possibly have the impact on views, on the asthetics and ambience of the valley, and
on the night time lights, and the peace and tranquility of the area than does the proposed
development.

2. The DEIS does not address the potential for further industrial development
once the landscape is littered with over 100 windmills reaching over 400 feet info the air.
Once the precedent is set for industrial development, and the justification for maintaining 2
the current environment has been irrevocably terminated, what is to prevent the entire
valley from becoming an industrial park.
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January 20, 2004
Page 2

3, The DEIS, at section 3.6.1, mischaracterizes the valley, and implies that it
is nothing but a few catile and thousands of acres of remote, largely uninhabited, open
space. That is not the case. There are many tracts of 20 acre ownerships, and the farms 3
and ranches are held by many. It is a residential and recreational area.

on property values, or on the loss of recreational users and visitors to the county if the

4, The DEIS does not measure or atternpt to measure the economic impact
) 4
project is build,

I enjoy the area because of its views, peace and quiet, and the clear evening and
night views unimpeded by the lights of the city. The DEIS does not adequately deal with |5

any of this.
Sincerely,
Michael E. Gossler
MEGmEg s wpha fei dos
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DES Comment - indiv. 53

January 19, 2004

. RECEIVED)

EFSEC Manager
925 Plum Street SE, Building 4 JAN 2 0 2004

PO Rax 43172
Bon 40172 e ENERGY FACILITY SITE
ohm RS EVALUATION COUNGIL

RE: DEIS Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project

Dear Mr. Fiksda:

Attached are z,ﬁy comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Kittitas
Valley Wind Power project as submitted by Sagebrush Power Partners, (Zilkha
Renewable Energy).

I am not a professional biologist, geologist, botanist nor a collaborator of these. However

for the past twenty vears I have worked in real estate services for the city. During these

years 1 have reviewed numerous Land Use Reviews, LBA’s and EIS submittals by other
government agencies and the private sector for Seattle City Light and Executive Services.

1 find this draft to be not only mcomplete but confusing . It 1s hard to review this draft

EIS since adequate information is ot provided. Even in the exact proportion of the

project is not defined. Three different proposals have been described (82-150 wind

turbines} vet only one application submitted for review {121 turbines) Such an EIS even 1
in draft form would never be accepted in King County. Why should the standards be

different for a smaller, eastern county?

As a landowner and homeowner in the Kittitas Valley I am biased but may my
comments remain as discernable as possible.

Sincerely,

Jill D. Kuhn

P.O.926
Kittitas, WA 98934
Att
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COMMENTS
: EIS KITTITAS VALLEY WIND POWER PROJECT
SAGEBRUSH POWER PARTNERS (ZILKHA RENEWABLE ENERGY)

1.1 Introduction:
No additional studies were conducted by the consultants for EIS documentation and thus
this EIS becomes a mere expansion of the original application form.

1.2 Purpose and need for project: The actual need for this power is in great
disagreement. If the power were so needed then why wouldn’t the generated power be

used within the State even more so to sappliment power for Kittitas County. Alse, there
have not been shown any power arrangements with Bonneville Power, City Light or
Puget Sound Energy to purchase this power. In addition if the generated power is to be
generated through existing Bonneville Power Administration lines where are the
agreement and the costs for such usage. Information provided in this EIS is misleading
residents to believe that they will be receiving power directly from this project and in turn
less electricity rates.

turbines vet three different scenarios are proposed. All alternatives shouid be
addressed separately in their own EIS review.

1.42 Alternative Wind Turbine Loecations: It is stated that there is only one possible
site for this project in Kittitas County yet Zilkha has submitted a project for another wind
farm at Whiskey Dick, Thus, this statement is obviously unfrue,

1.4.2 No action alternative: Subdivision of the properiy adjunct to this project is
already being subdivided. The approval of this project will not necessarily stop
subdivision of nearby plots. In addition there are no plans for comprehensive
building projects {i.e. gas combustion plant). Also, if this region is so in need of
the power why is that the power generated would not be used within the county,

1.4.1 Proposed action: This returns to the question that the application was for 121 I
state, and region? |

provided. This is incomplete and must be provided if the project does actually

1.7.2 Economic Effects of Lower and Upper End Scenarios: No information is I7
have three different scenes.

provided to show that tourism will increase due to this project. In fact I the

1.7.3 Economic and Environmental Effects of Tourism: There are no studies I
8
reverse would be true since this area is now used for mainly recreational
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purposes. Wind tarbines and recreational activities do not o hand in hand.

Studies should be done to demonstrate these claims.

. 1.7.4 Impacts on Historical and Tribal Resources: The Kittitas Indians as

documented in references through the University of Washington, Kittitas County
Museum, and Yakima Indian Confederation have used areas of the purposed
project site for centuries, I alone have met offspring’s off Kittitas Indians who
have relayed stories of that area. There is obvious evidence of archeological
significance yet nothing has been done in reference to this eritical area. The
ignoring of these historical properties should halt finther development until a
proper EIS addresses this Issue.

1.7.5 and 1.7.6 Television and Radio Interference: There is no information as
to what the various types of interference there counld be or the velocity. How will
this be mitigated with the affected people? Many of the affected people are
landowners who are not signed sites of Zilkha and this is one off the many
reasons that wind turbines should not be allowed in such residential areas. All
issues need to be finalized on how mitigation will be addressed in the final EIS.

10

neither in compliance with Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan nor the
county zoning, Both would have to be revised in order for the project
{projects) to proceed.

1.9.11 Air Quality: It cannot be presumed that the air quality will diminish if
this project is not approved. This does not mean that other fiel methods
would have to be built and utilized affecting poor air quality. In fact if the
concern is for air quality then why isn’t the energy going to the residing
county, state?. —This is basically a mute point.

12

1.16.2 Visual Resources: Of ali the staternents made throughout the draft EIS, the
stipulation that viseal impacts would be significant and are unavoidable is true. However
you canmot analyze the visual impact when it is not detailed how many turbines there will
be, the exact locations and the turbine heights,

2.2.3 DMeteorological Towers: No locations are identified for the towers or the
mumbers of towers. Thus, no review can be made.

3.1.3 Impacts of No action alternative: If the project is not buiit there will
undoubtedly be more subdivision. But unless the zoning is changed the
land is still in minimal 20-acre plats. This area is zoned for agricultural
and recreation uses, Iwould purpose that there would be much greater
agricultural and recreational usage without the KittitasValiey Wind
Power Project.

1.9.6 LEand Use and Recreation: This cannot be evaluated. This projectis |
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3.4.2 Coastruction Impacts: The construction would have tremendous impact
not only on the environment but the residents of the area. There would be not
-only be significant increase in the use of Cricklewood Lane but the alteration of
roadways and construction of proposed additional 19 miles. Disturbance of the
natural environment and habitat would of course be affected. To what measure?
Those are the questions that should be answered by this EIS -

3.4.2 — Risk of Turbine Tower Collapse: Not enough information provided to I 17
gvaluate, Mitigation responses not included.
3.5.1 Affected Enviropment: Since Zilkha has state that the power will not be I 18
sold within the Northwest this is irrelevant.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 54

Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact StatemR-EC\E‘V E D

TO: Allen Fiksdal, Manager EFSEC JAN 2 0 2004
FROM: Charles S. Wassell, Jr.!

DATE:  January 20, 2004 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
The following are comments on the draft environmental 1mpacEY&!!ryee&Tl9QSQQopN19|L

proposed Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project (KVWPP). I address some omissions from the
DEIS with respect to impacts/costs of the project, point out some inconsistencies, and comment
on the appropriateness of the literature used to assess property value impacts. I would ask that
you pay particular attention to the last issue, as the methodology used in the principal study
referred to in the DEIS is egregiously flawed.

Please contact me if you would like clarification of any of the issues addressed below. Also,
note that I have attached a copy of the document referred to in footnote 2, below.

Incremental Costs from Integrating Wind Energy:

There are some project and operation costs that are not included at any point in the Draft EIS
relating to integrating the KVWPP into the existing electricity production and distribution
system. These costs are external to Sagebrush Power Partners LLC, but are paid by consumers
both within and outside of Kittitas County.

Integrating large-scale wind power facilities with an existing grid entails incremental costs over
hydroelectric or combustion-turbine facilities. In particular, fluctuations in wind speed, and
hence the energy produced by the turbines, necessitates modifications in reserve strategies
(introducing day-ahead planning complexities), requires the availability of ‘peaker’ facilities to
provide “intra-hour” load following, and may introduce additional expenses for load following 1
reserves. Computations of these costs are highly complex and idiosyncratic, however, a
representative study is provided for the impact on operations at Xcel Energy — North. The study,
prepared by Electrotek for the Utility Wind Interest Group, placed these incremental costs at
$1.85/MWh.> Other studies (including one relating to BPA), prepared by Electrotek and others,
placed integration costs at between $1.47 and $5.50/MWh; a summary of these results, along
with discussion of the issues at hand, can be found in “Wind Power Impacts on Electric-Power-
System Operating Costs — Summary and Perspective on Work Done to Date,
bttp:/www.uwig.org/UWIGOpImpFinal11-03.pdf.

! Contact Information: Charles S. Wassell, Jr., Ph.D., Assistant Professor, Department of Economics, Central
Washington University, 400 E. University Way, Ellensburg, WA 98926-7486, (509) 963-3056, wassellc@cwu.edu.

? “Characterizing the Impacts of Significant Wind Generation Facilities on Bulk Power System Operations
Planning” http://www.uwig.org/UWIGOpImpactsFinal7-15-03.pdf.
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Environmental Costs from Integrating Wind Energy:

Expected consumption of petroleum products (§ 3.5-12) does not include consumption of natural

gas and other nonrenewable (petroleum) resources for firming of power, provision of reserves,

etc. (as described in the above section). Similarly, indirect impacts from use of alternative
generation facilities are excluded from consideration. It is worth noting that environmental 2
impacts from the project are not confined to the KVWPP; rather, construction of the KVWPP

will induce such impacts from other sources.®

DEIS §3.7 (p. 20-21) on Property Taxes:
On p. 20 it states:

The proposed KVWPP would increase the amount of annual property tax revenue to
Kittitas County. The tax revenue analysis prepared by ECONorthwest was based on
review of Kittitas County budgets and spending and assumes a value of §
Wibiné and a property tax rate of 1.35 for Kittitas County. The results of the
ECONorthwest study have been updated to reflect the proposed wind turbine
configuration under the middle scenario.

Under this scenario, the project would generate an increase of $1,249.600 in annual
property tax revenue to Kittitas County.

But then on p. 21 it states:

propery , instal mg 121 wind turbines under the middle scenario would increase the total
property value of Kittitas County by $60.5 million, which is a 2.6% increase (Sagebrush

Power Partners LLC 20034, Section 8.1.3.5). Because this is grcater than the one-percent 3
increase limit imposed by [-747, it is possible that other taxes would need to decline to
remain under the 1% limitation. However, the ECONorthwest study concluded that
regardless of whether the new turbines would result in an increase in property tax revenue

or enable a reduction in other taxes, the project would bring substantial property tax
benefits to Kittitas County (Sagebrush Power Partners LLC 2003a, Section 8.1.3.5).

First, which value is it? Second, The ECONorthwest study nowhere “concluded that ... the
project would bring substantial property tax benefits to Kittitas County.” In fact, the KVWPP
EFSEC Application, Section 8.1.3.5, written by Sagebrush Power Partners LLC, makes this
claim. The ECONorthwest report itself makes no mention of this!

% A corollary to this is that claims that “wind turbine generators produce no air emissions, consume no water for
cooling, resnit in zero wastewater discharges, require no drilling, mining or transportatton of fuel, and produce no
hazardous or selid wastes,” while Hiterally true, are not true in practice. An addendumn 1o claims that the KVWPP
will reduce emissions from electricity generation is that the vast majority of the power generated in WA is
hydroetectric — 83.5% in 1999, and thus afrcady has zero cmissions.
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DEIS § 3.7 on Property Values:

The REPP study violates most of the fundamental assumptions of econometric/statistical
analysis. I am willing to testily to the fact that the REPP analysis is statistically invalid; no
conclusions can reasonably be drawn from the numbers or representations contained therein.

I will not enter into a lengthy discussion of statistical analysis here, but will endeavor to list
certain respects in which the analysis is not vatid.

1. The analysis is biased, due fo failure of the zero conditional mean assumption for OLS, In
particular, sales trends are based on a dummy variable for location and sales date alone. A
number of other unobserved factors are not provided as explanatory variables that
nevertheless may covary with sales date and location. To name a few:

2, the overall level of price appreciation is not included, nor are any other economic
variables (e.g., per capita income, unemployment); there are any number of trending
covariates that could lead to the observed sales figures

b. hedonic analysis is NOT performed - there may be factors specific to the houses that
sold that affect value and are not explained by location or date of sale

¢. the change in value may be caused by capitalization of reductions in property taxes;
that is, if property taxes drop, the residence on a particular property becomes more
valuable as the tax savings are passed on to the sale price

2. The sample is not 1.i.d. — the attributes of the houses that sold in different years may vary
(e.g., there is a general movement to sell smaller homes in favor of larger homes in other 4
communities). The study doesn’t examine change in property values, merely the trend in the
values of propertics that actually sold. Compositional changes would invalidate these
estimates.

3. Given that hedonic analysis is not performed, there is no way of accounting for viewshed
guality in the estimation. That is, effects on housing prices in Carson County, TX are not
differentiated from those in Riverside, CA. To the extent that Kiftitas County has a
significant viewshed, one might expect prices to respond differently than they would in a
predominately flat agricultural area with no appreciable scenic views, for example.

4. There is heteroskedasticity in the data. Moreover, the sales figures are not normalized, so.
nominal changes are incomparable. For example, suppose a $100,000 house is sold one year
later for $102,000, after construction of a windfarm, in a year in which the overall level of
price appreciation is 1%. This equates o an increase of $1,000 in réal terms, but a nominal
increase of $2,000, Another house that was purchased for $300,000 and sold for $302,000
would have a nominal iricrease of $2,000 as well, but decrease of $1,000 in real terms. -

5. R-squared is a measure of goodness-of-fit, but doesn’t measure causality. That is, the source:
of price changes could be other, unobserved variables that correlate with sales date and
viewshed status {e.g., inflation rate). The REPP report doesn’t provide standard errors, t-
statistics, etc. so it cannot be ascertained whether their parameter estimates are ‘correct’.
Moreover, the bulk of their R values lie below 0.7 (and 0.7 is completely arbitrary in any
event; 0.7 means that 30% of the variation in abserved sales prices is not explained by the
data).
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The REPP study is, truly, one of the worst pieces of statistical analysis I have ever seen. To the

extent that viewshed impact on property values is, arguably, the most important consideration in 4
accepting or rejecting the KVWPP proposal, it is irresponsible to base a conclusion on the cont.
information provided.

DEIS § 3.5.3 on No Action Alternative:

The DEIS refers to Table 2-9 to make the following assertion: “anticipated land requirements for
a 60-aMW combustion turbine facility would be more than two times greater than the KVWPP
(see Table 2-9).” This is a specious argument: 3 hypothetical 60 MW natural-gas fired facility
might have an acreage requirement of 14 acres, and the literal land requirement for the KVWPP

turbines may be 7 acres, but the overall affected acreage of the latter project is considerably 5
greater in all meaningful respects. In particular, in Table 2-1 the total permanent disturbance
footprint for the middle alternative is listed as 93 acres, and the project will be spread over 7,000
acres (see §1,p. 4).
4
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2004 Lakebreeze Way
Reston, VA 20190

\'}\ : Matling Address: PO Box 2671
1ty ™\ Springfield, vA 22152
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terest Tel: 703 644 5492
oup FAX: 703 644 1981
wWww.uwig.org

Wind Power Impacts on Electric-Power-System Operating Costs
Summary and Perspective on Work Done to Date
November 2003

Introduction

Wind power plants generate electricity when the wind is blowing, and the plant
output depends substantially on the wind speed. Wind speeds cannot be
predicted with high accuracy over daily periods, and the wind often fluctuates
from minute to minute and hour fo hour. Consequently, electric utility systern
planners and operators have been concerned that variations in wind-plant output
may increase the operating costs of the system as a whole. This concern arises
because the system must maintain an instantaneous balance at all times
between the aggregate demand for electric power and the total power generated
by all power plants feeding into the system. This is a highly sophisticated task
that utility operators and automatic controls perform routinely — based on weli-
known operating characteristics for conventional power plants and a great deal of
experience accumulated over many years. In general, the costs associated with
maintaining this balance are referred to as ancillary-services costs.

System operators have been concerned that variations in wind-plant output will
force the conventional power plants to provide compensating variations in order
{0 maintain system balance, thus causing the conventional power plants to
deviate from operating points that are chosen to minimize the total cost of
operating the entire system. The operators’ concerns are compounded by the
fact that conventional power plants are generally under their controf and thus are
dispatchable, whereas wind plants are controlled instead by nature and not by
them. Although these are valid concerns, it is important to understand that the
key issue is not whether a system with a significant arnount of wind capacity can
be operated reliably, but rather to what extent are the system operating costs
increased by the variability of the wind.

Major Questions

Variability of wind-plant output has raised a number of key questions among
electfic power system personnel:

Utility Wind Interest Group www.uwig.org November 2003. For additional information,
contact Charlie Smith jcharlessmith@¢omcast.net or £d DeMeo edemeo@earthlink.net
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» Do wind plants require backup with dispatchable generation, and if so to
what extent?

s+ How are the routine costs of operating the power system affected by the
inclusion of wind power in the mix of generation?

» How can these cost impacts be evaluated? Shouid they be based on
actual cost-of-service Impacts, or on market prices for ancillary services?

» How do these cost impacts vary with wind power's penefration into the
entire mix of system generation; and with variations in other key system
characteristics like generation mix, fuel types and costs, and access fo
external markets for energy purchases and sales?

* How should penetration be defined in light of changes evolving in power
system operation as a result of ongoing restructuring in the electric power
sector?

= How would these cost impacts be affected by 'impi'ovements in wind
forecasting?

Over the past two years, several investigations of these questions have been
carried out by or on behalf of U.S. electric ufilities. These studies have
addressed utility systems with different mixes of generating resources, and have
employed different analytical approaches. In aggregate, this work provides.
illuminating insights into the issue of wind’s impacts on overall electric system
operating costs.

Summary of Studies Conducted to Date

A summary of the results from the recent studies is provided below. The studies
use different methodologies and approaches, but have a common element in that
they seek to determine the cost of ancillary services necessary {oc accommodate
a wind plant on a wutility system. There are typically three different time scales of
interest, which correspond tc the operation of the utility system and the structure
of the competitive electricity markets:

« unit commitment horizon of 1 day to 1 week with 1 hour time increments

= ntra-hour load following horizon of 1 hour with 5-to-10 minute
increments

* regulation horizon of 1 minute to 1 hour with 1 to 5 second increments

Page 2 of @
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Each of these time frames has its own special planning and operating
requirements and costs. In the unit commitment time frame, decisions must be
made about which units to start and stop and when to do so, in order to maintain
systemn reliability at minimum cost. The challenge with wind is to do this without
knowing precisely the amount and timing of energy production by the wind-plant
over the day(s)-ahead planning horizon. In the load following time frame, the
challenge is to have adequate reserve capacity available {0 ramp units up and
down to follow the load shape resuiting from the random fluctuations in the
combined load and wind-plant output. in the regulation or load-frequency-control
time frame, sufficient regqulating capacity must be available from the units on
regulating duty to be able to hold deviations from perfect balance — quantified in
terms of an area controf error {ACE} — within prescribed limits.

UWIG/Xcel Energy !

The case study carried out to evaluate the operational impacts. of wind
genetration on the XCEL-NORTH system used traditional utility simulation-based
scheduling and operation tools to conduct the analysis. The study, available on
the UWIG web site, determined the ancillary service costs incurred by XCEL-
NORTH to accommodate their existing 280 MW wind plant in Minnesota. The.
XCEL-NORTH system is summer peaking, with a peak ioad slightly in excess of
8,000 MW. The total system generation is approximately 7,200 MW, with the
difference made up by power purchases. Following is a discussion of the
ancillary service cost increment for each of the time frames,

- Unit commitment: Simulations were performed to assess the cost incurred
by XCEL-NORTH to re-schedule units because of inaccuracy associated
with the wind generation forecasts used in the day-ahead scheduling.
Results based on the assumptions used and the assumed range of winds
production forecast emror are shown in Table 1. As demonstrated in the
results, the cost impact increases as the inaccuracy of the forecast
increases.

Table 1: Cost of wind forecast inaccuracy as a function of forecast error.

Distribufion Range (%) | +10 |20 | %30 | 240 | 50
Extra Cost (§/MWh) | 0.391 | 0.716 | 0.995 | 1.231 | 1.436

- Load-folfowing reserves: Calculation of the intra-hour load-following
reserve requirement (LFRR) of the XCEL-NORTH control area load and
aggregate wind generation data indicated that the addition of 280 MW of
wind capacity did not significantly increase the LFRR. Consequently, the
reserve component of the load following cost was assumed to be zero at
this penetration level. However, this resulted in a higher intra-hour foad-
following energy cost from existing conventional generating capacity.

Page 3 of 9
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- Intra-hour load-following energy. Economic dispatch simulations were
performed to evaluate the cost of following the intra-hour ramping and
fluctuation of wind generation. This is the cost of deploying the available
load-foliowing reserve to meet the relatively slow intra-hour variation of net
customer loads. Simplifying assumptions and extrapolations were made
to obtain an annualized intra-hour load following energy cost of
approximately 41¢/MWh.

- Regulation reserves. Load frequency control (LFC) simufations produced
resuits showing almost no change in the ACE standard deviation between
the scenarios including and excluding wind generation. This suggests that
XCEL-NORTH’s current wind penetration of 280 MW on an 8,000 MW
peak system has no significant impact on the control performance.
Accordingly, the cost impact of additional regulating reserves to
accommodate wind is assumed to be negligible.

Summing the cost impact results for the components assessed over the three
time frames, and using the forecast error range of +- 50%, the impact of
integrating XCEL-NORTH’s existing 280 MW wind plant is found to be
approximately $1.85/MWh of wind generation, The assumptions and
extrapolations necessary to conduct the study were made in such a way that the
effect was to produce a more conservative {more significant) impact. The results
are, however, specffic to the system as it currently exists.

PacifiCorp @ _

PacifiCorp is a large utility in the northwestern region of the US, operating &
system with a peak load of 8,300 MW that is expected to grow to 10,000 MW
over the next decade. PacifiCorp recently completed an Integrated Resource
Plan (IRP), which identified 1,400 MW {14%) of wind capacity over the next 10
years as part of the least-cost resource porifolio. A number of studies were
performed to estimate the cost of wind integration on their system. The costs
were categorized as incremental reserve or imbalance costs. Incremental
reserves included the cost associated with installation of additional operating
reserves to maintain system reliability at higher levels of wind penetration,
recognizing the incremental variability in system load imposed by the variability of
wind plant output. Imbalance costs captured the incremental operating costs
associated with different amounts of wind energy compared o the case without
any wind energy.

At wind penetration levels of 2,000 MW (20%) on the PacifiCorp system, the
average integration costs were $5.50/MWh, consisting of an incremental reserve
component of $2.50, and an imbalance cost of $3.00. The cost of additional
regulating reserve was not considered. These costs are considered by
PacifiCorp to be a reasonable approximation to the costs of integrating the wind
capacity. :

Page 4 of 9
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BPA @

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is a federal agency that operates a
large federal hydropower and fransmission system in the Pacific Northwaest with a
peak load of 14,000 MW. Faced with interconnection requests for several
thousand megawatts of wind capacity, BPA engaged Eric Hirst to conduct a
preliminary study of the operating impact of wind on its system. Hirst
investigated the cost of ancillary services in three time frames: day-ahead unit
commitment, intra-hour balancing, and regulation. Based on wind data supplied
by BPA and conservative assumptions that were unfavorable to wind, Hirst
calculated the cost of ancillary services for the addition of 1,000 MW of wind.
The costs of the ancillary services ranged from $1.00-1.80/MWh in the unit
commitment time frame, $0.28/MWh for intra-hcur load following, and
$0.18/MWh for regulation, for a total additional cost of $1.47-2.27/MWh.

Hirst ¥

Using wind plant output data from the Lake Benton li project in Minnesota, Hirst
calculated the cost of intra-hour load following service and reguiation service for
a wind plant in the electricity markets of PJM for one week each in August 2000
and January 2001. The wind plant modeled was 103 MW, and the summer
peak load for the PJM system was 52,000 MW, During August, a period of high
market prices in PJM, the load-following and regulation services for the wind
plant amounted to $2.80/MWh and $0.30/MWh, respectively. The same services
in January amounted to $0.70/MWh and $0.05/MWh, respectively. While these
resuits are necessarily of limited applicabiiity due to the assumptions made, they
are of interest because they recognize the importance of overall system balance
as opposed to balancing individual wind plants, and provide plausible order of
magnitude costs. These estimates are very likely conservative in that they do not
represent the operation of a robust, fully functional ancillary services market.

We Energies ©

Operating in Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, We Energies
serves a summer peak load of 6,000 MW with installed capacity of 5,900 MW of
primarily coal and nuclear units. We Energies relies on additional capacity from
purchases to meet peak demands during all seasons. We Energies has set a
goal of having 5% of its energy produced from renewable resources by 20085.
Electrotek was retained to assist in evaluating the impact on ancillary service
costs of adding up to 2,000 MW of wind capacity by 2012. Working with We
Energies staff, Electrotek examined ancillary service costs in the regulation, load
following, and unit-commitment time frames. For wind penetration levels varying
from 250 MW to 2,000 MW for a 7,000 MW peak lcad in 2012, Electrotek found
ancillary service costs ranging from $2 to $3/MWh, with load and wind variations
considered together. Sensitivity studies showed that the increase in regulation
reserve for wind integration was small compared to the reserve carried for normal
system regulation purposes associated with load variations and load forecast
uncertainty.
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NREL Paper ®

Parsons et al summarized the results of recent operating impact studies in the
US, including those above, in a recent NREL paper for the 2003 European Wind
Energy Conference (EWEC). A summary of both the methodologies and the
results is presented. This paper Is available on the NREL and UWIG web sites,
and is tited "Grid Impacts of Wind Power: A Summary of Recent Studies in the
United States.”

Summary of What We Know

There are several insights that can be gained and generalizations that can be
made based upon the resuls to date. First, and most important, it can be seen
that the incremental cost of ancillary services attributable to wind power is low at
low wind penetration levels; as the wind penetration level increases, so does the
cost of ancillary services. Second, the cost of ancillary services is driven by the
uncertainty and variability in the wind plant output, with the greatest uncertainty in
the unit commitment time frame, or day-ahead market. Whatever can be done to
improve the accuracy of the wind forecast will result in fower cost of anciltary
services. Third, at high penetration ievels the cost of required reserves is
significantly less when the combined variations in load and wind plant output are
considered, as opposed to considering the variations in wind plant output alone.

The results to date also lay to rest one of the major concerns often expressed
about wind power: that a wind plant would need to be backed up with an egual
amount of dispatchable generation. It is now clear that, even at moderate wind
penetrations, the need for additional generation to compensate for wind
variations is substantially less than one-for-one and is often closer to zero.

A summary of the results of the current studies is provided in the tabie below.
While the tools and methods are imperfect, there is sufficient information to show
that the operating impacts are small at fow penetration levels, and moderate at
higher penefration levels.

Table 2 Summary of Results

$/Mwh .
Study Relative Wind Regulation | Load Unit Total
Penetration {%) Following | Commitment

UWIG/Xcel 35 0 0.41 1.44 1.85
PacifiCorp 20 0 2.50 3.00 5.50

BPA 7 0.18 0.28 1.00 - 1.80 147 -2.27
Hirst 0.06 - 0.12 0.05-030 |0.70-280 | na na

We Energies | 4 1.12 0.09 0.69 1.90

We Energies I | 29 1.02 - 0.15 1.75 2.92
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Summary of What We Don’t Yet Understand

The studies to date have examined complex systems with many interacting
variables. The sensitivity of the results of the current studies to crifical modeling
assumptions and parameter values should be investigated in order o gain a
befter understanding of the critical parameters. Imporiant factors to investigate
and further explore include:

« Varving amounts of wind generation, Itis clear that the cost of ancillary
sarvices increases with increasing wind penefration. A better
understanding of this increase for different types of systems, and
associated mitigation methods, should be developed. Nonlinear effects —
especially at high penetration levels — should be investigated with systemn
simuiation tools.

s Market structure and imbalance energy pricing. Market-based
ancillary service costs will differ from those provided by a utility in a
vertically-integrated environment. The availability of a robust hour-ghead
market or a well-functioning regional balancing energy market would likely
lead 1o lower cost impacts.

s Correlation of load and wind forecasting error. A better understanding
of the magnitude and correlation of the respective forecast errors is
necessary to generate more accuraie results and enable more simplifying
assumptions to be made in future analyses.

» Varying generation portfolio and fuel cost mix. Sensitivity studies
need 1o be conducted on a selected set of representative generation mix
scenarios {coal, oif, gas, hydro, nuclear, wind) to enable resulls fo be
exirapolated to other utility systems without the need to undertake
axpensive and time-consuming utility-specific studies.

s Simpiified modeils and methods. Once a sufficient base of results has.
been established, correlations between anaiytical and simulation
approaches, frends in results, similarities, and insights should be sought in
order to develop simplified approaches and 'nies of thumb',

o« Wind peneiration definitlon. A new and more meaningful definition of
wind penefration level needs {o be developed. The definition needs o
change to reflect the changes in the growth and geographical extent of
compstitive electricity markets and consolidation of conirol areas.
Anciliary services will be drawn from larger market areas with more
competition as markets mature.

« Transmission congestion. We do not have a clear understanding of the
impact of transmission congestion on ancillary services markets as these

Page 7 of 9
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markets begin to mature. At some point, this is likely fo become a limiting
factor on the provision of ancillary services for regions with large amounts
of wind capacity.

This additional analysis will provide a fuller understanding of the impacts of
integrating bulk wind generation into a utility resource mix, as well as insights
needed to extrapolate the results to other utility systems,

Summary and Future Expectations

Work conducted to date has shown that wind power's impacts on system
operating costs are small at low wind penetrations {about 5% or less). in most
cases, these incremental costs would detract from the value of wind energy on
current wholesale markets by 10% or less. At higher wind penefrations, the
impact wilf be higher, although current results suggest the impact remains
moderate with penetrations approaching 20%.

The additional areas of further study identified above will provide additional
important insights that will allow credible estimation of impacts of wind generation
at higher penetrations, as well as for a wide range of utility systems. These
insights likely will aiso Jead to operating procedures that will mitigate operating-
cost increases due to wind. in the longer term, they may also influence the future
expansion of power systems so that the naturally variable behavior of wind power
has less impact on overall operating costs than is the case with today's power
systems.
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Kittitas Valley Wind pp
DEIS Commens . Indiv. 55

Makarow, Irina {EFSEC)

Frem: Woody fwoody@eiitel.net]

Posied Af: Tuesday, January 20, 2004 4:25 PM
Conversation: Sagebrush DEIS Comments
Posted To:  EFSEC

Subject: Sagebrush DEIS Comments

Woody Woodcock
6202 Smithson Road
Ellensburg, WA 98926
January 16, 2004

Allen Fiksdal, Manager

iErgthi\ﬁgkarow, Site Manager JAN 2 0 2004
925 Plum Street S.E., Bldg. 4 ENERGY FACILITY SITE
PO Box 43172 EVALUATION COUNCIL

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

RE: Kittitas Valiey Wind Power Project DEIS

Mr. Fiksdal, Ms Makarow,

{ wish there were more time to wade through a document this cumbersoing, this complex. To

help with a more "complete analysis” of the DRAFT Environmental impact Statement, please
consider these comments...

Cn page 1-4, Zitka/Sagebrush introduces 3 project scenarios while previously entertaining
public comment only on the Middle Case scenario. How can they change the nules like this?
This discrepancy allows for vague statements about project requirements throughout the entire
DEIS.

Regarding Table 1-3 _

On page 1-42, Section 3.7 Socioeconomic, “it is estimated that Kittitas County would receive
an estimated tofal of $1,343,000 in added property tax revenue each year under the middie
scenario.” | was under the impression that the dollar amount was for year 1 only with each
subseqguent year's yield being a diminished amount due to project depreciation values.

| also take exception fo the conclusion that property values would not decline based on one
Renewable Energy Policy Project Study. Why are no Real Estate professional groups
consulted? Why wasn't the Kittitas County Association of Realtors questioned? Where are
there no property studies for a comparable situation? Maybe there aren’t any comparable
situations....

Page 1-54, Section 3:13 Public Service and Utiliies — Communication Systems * once the
specific location and configuration of the turbines is identified on paper....” This should be
done already.

112172004
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Page 2 of 3

The following paragraph promises if problems with Television reception exist “the Applicant
would consult with affected residents to develop an appropriate solution.” This deserves a
spedific ime frame for mitigation.

Likewise on page 1-57, Communication Systems. Any promoted teEevasxon celf phone
mitigation should be accompanied by a specific time line.

All setbacks should be unified and not specific to residences ar\d roads, but to property lines
and roads. Proffered setbacks include page 1-34 {ice throw — 1000 feet), 3.4 Health & Safety,
page 1-36 {tower collapse/blade throw — tower height) 3.4 Health and Safety, page 1-52 {noise
—~1 mile, 3.12 Noise.

Al turbines should be setback from property lines at least 1 mile s0 as to meet all suggested
setbacks. People should be allowed to sensibly site a new residence anywhere on their
property {thus retaining more property value). The 1-mile setback should apply to existing
roads as well. it would also satisfy the approximate 2000-foot shadow flicker zone, mentioned
on page 1-17, section 1.9.4, Health & Safety

The fail-safe icing sensor system should be described, specificallyas to its reliability. There is 8
nothing mechanical that is 100 % fail-safe.

Regarding the section on L:ghimg page 2-20, couplad with the fact from page 1-21, “Fiash;ng
of Lights on the tops of turbines would similarly be considered a significant unavoidable

adverse impact™; The exact lighting scheme should be accurately described in this document. 9

{as in regularly patrolled )

continually (as in continually monitored} and

promptly (as in prompily mitiagted) :

so that words which require a specific time line might be inserted.

Page 1-8, Alternative Wind Turbine Locations mentions that other locations were rejected
because of lack of sufficient wind resource, yet Zitka has submitted another proposal roughly
24 miles from this one, both in Kittitas County. In fact, if you were to review public statements
from last spring's EFSEC in Ellensburg meetings, | recall at last once when a Zilka official
stated there were no other worthy sites in Kittitas County. (Or something fo that effect.) Mr.
Poshusta spoke passionately about that in his testimony at your meeting on 1/13/04 when he
stated that Zilka was not being a "good neighbor.” | must agree with Mr. Poshusta and ask that
you factor the tone of that meeting into something else which should be addressed in your
process, perhaps even in this DEIS. That something else is DISCORD: Neighbors against
Neighbors. This proposal has created a dichotomy of two camps- those fighting for their homes
and way of life versus those somehow linked fo Zitka's money frail. {ronically many of those
fighting for their homes are not opposed to wind energy — but to this siting.

EFSEC, Governor Locke, and Kittitas County have a wonderful opportunity now that the
Wildhorse Project Proposal has reared up. Some sort of Wind Farm, could be pursed in the
less populated area of the county so that the people of the county could get a good look at
these Turbines to see if they would fit amidst residentisl properties. The socioeconomic
benefits would be realized and all parties could maintain 2 degree of integrity. In light of the
heated resistance to the Sagebrush siting, it would be gross negligence for EFSEC {o not

A waord search should be done on this DEIS Document to find such vague words as: regularly ‘
declare a moratorium on Zika's Sagebrush siting and shift its focus to the Wildhorse Project, |

1/21/2004
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County residents could get a close look at the ‘real thing’ and be done with all the ambiguous 12
reports and speculations, There are far better locations in the county to pilot a wind farm . cont.

Zilka has not started off being a good neighbor. They submitted a vague initial application.

They then pulied away from working with the county. There have been repeated extension
requests and accusations that the County has been dragging its feet. Now Zilka is talking

about preempting from county input. Looking at their integrity to this point, and wondering how

they will behave once they are established, EFSEC (as the lead siting agency) should be held 13
responsible to enforce situations if Zitka doesn’t play by the rules. EFSEC should retain some
vehicle to leverage compliance with such things as operations, maintenance, mitigation and
decommissioning timelines, as well as any unforeseen resident complaints which might arise.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Woody Woodcock.

1/21/2004
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Kittitas Valley Wind P
DEIS Comment - Indiv. §

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

COMMENT FORM

Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project — January 13, 2004, Ellensburg, WA

Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmental impact Statement

Name: bafd? \‘4

Address; /S0

awudm Ry . FW% /7

{(Please include your Zipl) e ‘Zg/%ﬂ%
Please write any comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

H’) Noodl e ajw WVW Aeavess
B ire) fdiwe 2V s A £ Jc@ |
ALt ylaw 20 W id) Fons gelell,
_(92) o Dt e e ol ){,Mm/ A Mﬁiﬁtﬁ
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RECEIVED

JAN 2 2 2004

Use the back of this form if you M Gyf%ﬁ%gmggomments

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked no later than January 20, 2604

For more information sbout EFSEC's review of this application, please contact:
Irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 88504-3172,
cail {360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cted. wa.gov.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - Indiv. 58

T Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
COMMENT FORM
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project —~ January 1 lagg) urg, WA
Public Comment Meeting on the D Eqbﬁm tatement
TN 22004
Name: ENERGY FAC\L}TY_S.E.E
Addrese: "EVALUATION COUNCIC
(Please include your Zip!)

Please write any comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.
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Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments,

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-maiied or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004,

For more information about EFSEC’s review of this application, please contact:
krina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 88504-3172,
call (360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cled.wa.gov.
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv, 53

Makarow, Irina (EFSEC)

From: Martin Kaatz [marcar@elltel.net}
Posted At: Tuesday, January 20, 2004 4:34 PM
Conversation: wind farm comment

Posted To: EFSEC

Subject: wind farm comment

To the Washington State Energy Faclility Site Evaluation Council

I have examined the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and feel that it was thorough
in locking at all the problem areas in the Wind Power Project. Where damage may occur, as
in the building of roads, the report indicates the use of the best cut and £ill techniques 1
for mitigating the erosion problems.

Though I am concerned that impacts on Historical Tribal Resources is likely to be
negative, T still believe that we should go ahead with this project. Deriving energy from
the clean, renewable resource of wind power should be utilized, s as to minimize the 2
nation’s dependency on oil. I feel the visual effects of seeing the large turbines will
become acceptable
to most everyone, over time. Sincerely, Carla H.Kaatz

RECEIVED)

JAN 2 0 2004

ENERGY FACILITY SITE
[EVALUATION COUNCIL
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[SPAM] enXco DEIS meeting & Zilkha deadline Page 1 of 3

Kittitas Valiey Wind PP
DEIS Comment - indiv, §0

Makarow, irina (EFSEC):_ .

From: ROKT [stoptheturbines@netos.com}

Sent:  Sunday, January 18, 2004 5:19 PM
To: ROKT Supporters : E C E l VE D

Subject: [SPAM] enXco DEIS mesting & Zitkhia deadline
JAN 2 0 2004

Fellow ROKT Supporiers,
| ENERGY FACILIT
"The public comment period for the Draft Bnvironmental Irapact Statement for ‘ EVA LU AT' D N C 05 NS (';:{E

the Zilkha Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project will be ending January 20th,
Basically, that means yon will need fo have it submitted or Monday, the
19th of Janvary. If you have not submitted comments, please do so before
close of business tomorrow, Email to Trina Makarow at:

irinaM@ep.cted wa.gov and Alan Fiksdal at : allenf@ep.cted.wa.gov .

Below is another letter writter: to EFSEC about the adequacy of the EFSEC DEIS.
oo e sokdok ek ok

Next, there will be the public meeting on January 20th from 6:30 PM to

09:30 PM at the Kittitas Cownty Fairgrounds in the Home Arts Building.

Please be aware that, due to the amount of documentation, writien comments

will be accepted up to SPM on January 30th, 2004,

Please address coraments to: Clay White, Planner 11, 413 Ruby Street, Suite

2, Efensburg 98926 or email to: clayw(@co kittitas.wa.us .

The public meeting on Taesday will be to present your comments on the
adequacy of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Desert
Claim Wind Power Project (enXeo) in the area of Reecer Creek. Written and
or oral staternents will be accepted.

The Kittitas Planning department mailed out copies of this DEIS in the for
of a CD data disk to interested parties. They are stiil available at the
Planning Department at no charge. Written hard copies are alse available at
the Planning Departreent for a charge of $60.00 for the 2 volume set.

Hope to see you at the Fairgrounds on Tuesday,
Best Regards,

Ed Garrett

e o s ok ok o ok e ke e ke o sk ook sk sk ko o ko e ok de ek eokoleok o o
Turbine Environmental Study Fails to Accurately Assess Impact

Most of the EIS makes us, literally, ill. To say that the kapactis
"palatable,” is nauseating.

When we talked with some of the folks doing the study for the sigtement,

they said they could not come to our homes since it was private property, A 1
simple phone call requesting permission would have let them up here in an

instant to see just what we will be facing.

In addition, we were told that no other completed projects or studies conld
be used as reference for these proposed local sites. Nor could histarical
information be used regarding prior censtruction background statistics by

the requesting companies.
N
1/20/2004 Y
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[SPAM] enXco DEIS meeting & Zilkha deadline Page 2 0of 3

‘We find this rather odd but perhaps it is tangled up with legalities which,
i true, do a tragic disservice to this commumity.

We live north of Smithson Read and will have these overpowering structures
in full view, mostly at eye Kvel with the tops, no matter which direction

we look. The spectacular view we now have will be destroyed. That is no
small thing because it s one reason many live here. We came back home here
because of that pristine view and the atmosphere that makes this valley so
unigue and beantiful,

And, NG, we would nothave purchased this home and property, let alone done
so much renovation, had these turbines already been in place. Thus, the
former owner would probably still be trying to sell.

Our county officials had better take a long, hard look at the moratorium
placed on any new turbine construction by the Township of Lincoln in
Kewaunee County, Wisconsin.

Their document is demoralizing, downright scary and summarizes existing
problems based on a ssurvey of direct impacts to residents. Inability to get
away from the noise, shadow flicker, blinking lights, and the reduction in
assessed value and sales of homes (decreased to 78% from 104%) are only a.
few items -stated in the survey of what has already taken place,

Quoting one family's response: "Our whole family has been affected. My .

husband just went to the doctor because of his stomach. He hates [the wiad, 1
turbines]. We have fights all the time about them. It's terrible. Why did .

you put them so close to our new home and expect us to live a normal life? cont.
If it isn't the shadows it's the damn noise. The only people that think

they are so great and wonderful are those who really don't know [what if's

fike to live near them}.” i

Another resident stated, "Anyone that thinks there aren't going to be
problems resulting from the turbines has got another guess coming.”

She said fthat she and other residents feit ke the bad guys for opposing
the turbine project and warning other residents that the project would
spell disaster. She said she hates now that what they feared has come trie.
She relates that there isn't any self-satisfaction in being able to say, "I
told you so."

‘The report of the study is overwhelming, and the negative effects residents
are experiencing should be taken as an extreme warmning.

We are all creanures of this Earth, whether human or otherwise, and to say

that the expendable life of other species such as our birds and wildlife is

0.k. becanse the added impact is negligible is cailous. The EIS can

describe ail it wants as to how minimal the impacts might be. The existing

sites around the globe show otherwise when you hear from folks who now must:
live in their shadow, within hearing distance, and feel the impact on

themselves, their animals and local witdlfe.

Don't foist this irreparable damage on this valley and its inhabitants,
human or otherwise. We really don't want the sadness or self-satisfaction
in saying "We told you so.”

Chris Cole
Ellensburg, WA.

1/20/2004
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Kittitas Valley Wind PP

BECEIVED

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluati ou?ﬂ} 27 2004

COMMENT FORM ENERGY FACILITY SITE
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project — January 13, 2004, EXéWsbIAS I COUNCIL

Public Comment Meeting on the Draft Environmental impact Statement

Name: E/@/)ﬁ /)/Ja@ﬁ'/?mquw
Address: /& 28/ [ ecccw Ot V“t‘fﬁ’AJ/@f’ Elfens e rt? [ ?ﬁ’zg

{Please include your Zip!)

Please wrile ainy comments you have with respect to the
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project DEIS
below and leave this sheet in the Comment Box.

NI ﬁp/uj L Q;AM,/ oz, W
&Aumd Ling /ﬁm?wd)ﬂew Lnre frFratlyralal

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments.

To be considered, comments on the DEIS must be e-mailed or postmarked no later than January 20, 2004.

For more information about EFSEC’s review of this application, please contact:
Irina Makarow, Siting Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172,
call {360) 956-2047, or e-mail efsec@ep.cted wa qov.
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