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Appendix H: COMMENT LETTERS 
 
 

Note to Reader:  This Appendix presents all the comments received by both the 
Bonneville Power Administration and the State of Washington Energy Facility Site 
Evaluation Council.  In attempt to protect the privacy of the commenters, BPA has 

redacted personal information such as email and mailing addresses.  Additionally, BPA 
has removed sensitive cultural resource information from this Appendix pursuant to the 

laws and orders related to cultural and historic resources that have been identified in 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS for this proposed Project.  

 



 



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Don Morby 
715 Jessup Road 
Cook wa 986 

Don Morby [dmorby1@hughes.ne May 26, 20107:11 PM 
COM EFSEC 
whistling ridge wind power EIS public comment 
sds wind. rtf 

Attached is submitted as a comment on the EIS draft for whistling Ridge wind power ........ 
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Why the big push on no wind mills in Underwood? 

Diversity can be defined in many different ways. 

Diversity is a commitment to recognizing and appreciating the variety of characteristics that 
make individuals unique in an atmosphere that promotes and celebrates individual and 
collective achievement! 

Examples of these characteristics are: age; cognitive style; culture; disability (mental, leaming, 
physical); economic background; education; ethnicity; gender identity; geographic background; 
language(s) spoken; marital/partnered status; physical appearance; political affiliation; race; 
religious beliefs; sexual orientation. 

There is another diversity just as powerful and that is the natuaral diversity of mother nature in 
the form of 

Wind power, or wind energy, it is a renewable resource; it is from the sun. The 
intensity of solar radiation is diverse across the globe. Some areas receive intense 
amounts of sunlight, while others receive much less. The result is a temperature 
gradient; a gradient which is mediated by the flow of air to and from areas of 
dissimilar temperatures and pressure systems in our atmosphere. Uneven heating 
of the earth's atmosphere, in addition to irregularities on the earth's surface and 
the rotation of the earth create wind. Terrain, water bodies, and vegetation then 
shape flow patterns.... in other words Diversity!!! 

Although, the wind is not constant, and may blow at a variable pace, it can become difficult to 
rely upon this source of power on the quieter days, when there's no breeze. Not much different 
than we human beings, we are not contstant, we may blow at anytime, we can be difficult to be 
relied upon, and we do have quieter days. 

As far as the space occupied by these turbines is concemed, they hardly take considerable space. 
What's more, due to their height, even the land below these turbines can be used for other 
.purposes, such as farming. When we humans build a house or bam on a lot or acre are we not 
also denying the use of that small portion ofland to anything but a house or bam? And God 
forbid anyone who tells you that you have no right to build a home or bam on your land! ! 

1. The wind is free and with modem technology it can be captured efficiently. 
2. Once the wind turbine is built, the energy it produces does not cause green house gases or 
other pollutants. 
3. Although wind turbines can be very tall each takes up only a small plot of land. This means 
that the land below can still be used. This is especially the case in agricultural areas. 
4. Many people find wind farms an interesting feature of the landscape. 
5. Remote areas that are not connected to the electricity power grid can use wind turbines to 
produce their own supply. 



6. Wind turbines have a role to play in both the developed and third world. 
7. Many people see large wind turbines as unsightly structures and not pleasant or interesting to 
look at and they disfigure the countryside and are generally ugly (In our CUl1"ent world some 
people see other people this way). If being Ugly becomes a deciding factor in this country then I 
will probably be out of a job real soon! In a diverse world this ability too not see eye to eye on 
everything is what makes us so unique. 

Unlike fuels that must be drilled for and then processed and eventuality depleted, wind power is 
naturally created and to one degree or another is always being produced. Therefore there is an 
unlimited supply of this source of power and the environment does not suffer from the use of 
the energy. 
So what does all this mean? Here is what I have gotten from all the rhetoric ... We as humans 
are as diverse and fickle in our opinions as mother nature is in hers. On the one hand you 
have a Company who has agriculture and forestry down to a science ...... On the other hand 

you have special interest groups arriving in the area concerned about environment; mother 
nature, rivers, and views and they too have agriculture and 

the fruits of their labors down to a science. So with these two groups who both profess to be 
"Green" and stand for all things "Green" 

why are they bickering?~ Money? The one group thinks the windmills will detract from the 
value of their propet1y, destroy the view, ruin business, and 

will apparently stop at nothing to convince you of their opinion, 

while the other group thinks wind power is an alternative to energy besides fossil fuels ( I believe 
in this). They have done their convincing 

with truth, facts, and openess to convince you of their opinion. A quote from 1. Ollie 
Edmunds: " This country was not built by men who relied on somebody else to take care of 
them. It was built by men who relied on themselves, who dared to shape their own lives, who 
had enough courage to blaze new trails with enough confidence in themselves to take the 
necessary risks. This self-reliance is our American legacy. It is the secret of that something 
which stamped Americans as Americans. " 

In conclusion I believe that company's like SDS are made up of men and women who shape their 
own lives, have good morale character, rely on themselves, 

and blaze new trails toward making our community and our environment a better place to live. 
They have proved themselves as good 

stewards of our land for the last 60 years ................. more so than any special interest 

group todate! ! ! So, please let us move forward and get on with building the windmills 

at whistling ridge ............. .. 



Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
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1 Why the big push on no wind mills in Underwood ? Diversity can be defined in many 
different ways. Diversity is a commitment to recognizing and appreciating the variety of 
characteristics that make individuals unique in an atmosphere that promotes and 
celebrates individual and collective achievement ! Examples of these characteristics are: 
age; cognitive style; culture; disability (mental, learning, physical); economic 
background; education; ethnicity; gender identity; geographic background; language(s) 
spoken; marital/partnered status; physical appearance; political affiliation; race; religious 
beliefs; sexual orientation. There is another diversity just as powerful and that is the 
natuaral diversity of mother nature in the form of Wind power, or wind energy, it is a 
renewable resource; it is from the sun. The intensity of solar radiation is diverse across 
the globe. Some areas receive intense amounts of sunlight, while others receive much 
less. The result is a temperature gradient; a gradient which is mediated by the flow of air 
to and from areas of dissimilar temperatures and pressure systems in our atmosphere. 
Uneven heating of the earth's atmosphere, in addition to irregularities on the earth's 
surface and the rotation of the earth create wind. Terrain, water bodies, and vegetation 
then shape flow patterns.... in other words Diversity !!! Although, the wind is not 
constant, and may blow at a variable pace, it can become difficult to rely upon this source 
of power on the quieter days, when there’s no breeze. Not much different than we human 
beings, we are not constant, we may blow at anytime, we can be difficult to be relied 
upon, and we do have quieter days. As far as the space occupied by these turbines is 
concerned, they hardly take considerable space. What’s more, due to their height, even 
the land below these turbines can be used for other purposes, such as farming. When we 
humans build a house or barn on a lot or acre are we not also denying the use of that 
small portion of land to anything but a house or barn? And God forbid anyone who tells 
you that you have no right to build a home or barn on your land !! 1. The wind is free and 
with modern technology it can be captured efficiently. 2. Once the wind turbine is built, 
the energy it produces does not cause green house gases or other pollutants. 3. Although 
wind turbines can be very tall each takes up only a small plot of land. This means that the 
land below can still be used. This is especially the case in agricultural areas. 4. Many 
people find wind farms an interesting feature of the landscape. 5. Remote areas that are 
not connected to the electricity power grid can use wind turbines to produce their own 
supply. 6. Wind turbines have a role to play in both the developed and third world. 7. 
Many people see large wind turbines as unsightly structures and not pleasant or 
interesting to look at and they disfigure the countryside and are generally ugly (In our 
current world some people see other people this way). If being Ugly becomes a deciding 
factor in this country then I will probably be out of a job real soon ! In a diverse world 
this ability too not see eye to eye on everything is what makes us so unique. Unlike fuels 
that must be drilled for and then processed and eventuality depleted, wind power is 
naturally created and to one degree or another is always being produced. Therefore there 
is an unlimited supply of this source of power and the environment does not suffer from 
the use of the energy. So what does all this mean? Here is what I have gotten from all the 
rhetoric...We as humans are as diverse and fickle in our opinions as mother nature is in 



hers. On the one hand you have a Company who has agriculture and forestry down to a 
science......On the other hand you have special interest groups arriving in the area 
concerned about environment, mother nature, rivers, and views and they too have 
agriculture and the fruits of their labors down to a science. So with these two groups who 
both profess to be "Green" and stand for all things "Green" why are they bickering ? 
Money? The one group thinks the windmills will detract from the value of their property, 
destroy the view, ruin business, and will apparently stop at nothing to convince you of 
their opinion, while the other group thinks wind power is an alternative to energy besides 
fossil fuels ( I believe in this). They have done their convincing with truth, facts, and 
openess to convince you of their opinion. A quote from J. Ollie Edmunds: " This country 
was not built by men who relied on somebody else to take care of them. It was built by 
men who relied on themselves, who dared to shape their own lives, who had enough 
courage to blaze new trails with enough confidence in themselves to take the necessary 
risks. This self-reliance is our American legacy. It is the secret of that something which 
stamped Americans as Americans. " In conclusion I believe that company's like SDS are 
made up of men and women who shape their own lives, have good morale character, rely 
on themselves, and blaze new trails toward making our community and our environment 
a better place to live. They have proved themselves as good stewards of our land for the 
last 60 years.................more so than any special interest group todate!!! So, please let us 
move forward and get on with building the windmills at whistling ridge............... Don 
Morby lifetime resident underwood/mill-a/cook/willard.......... 



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Friday, June 11, 2010 5:07 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
I'ecommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Kelley Beamer 
41617 N gantenbein 
Portland, OR 97217 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marilyn Lipko [kamala22us@yahoo,comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:21 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIc COMMENT , #3 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and 'displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge l±ne of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, foreste'd landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Marilyn Lipko 
3769 SE Francis st 
Portland, OR 97262 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

DELTON YOUNG [drdwyoung@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11,20105:22 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #4 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

DELTON YOUNG 
7731 21 NE 
Seattle, WA 98115-4503 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bob Windom [bob-windom@comcast.netJ 
Friday, June 11, 20105:30 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #6 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project, 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors, The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and "Panorama Point, The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Bob Windom 
23900 SE 160th st 
Issaquah, WA 98027 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carol Elischer [elischer@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:32 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBliC COMMENT 117 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Carol Elischer 
3400 Summer linn Drive 
West Linn, OR, 97068 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Thomas Marney [marney@q.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:33 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #8 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habita,t and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Thomas Marney 
2995 Wedgewood ct. NE 
Salem, OR 97301 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

elaine noonan [elainenoo@msn.comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:34 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #9 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

elaine noonan 
8019 SE 141st Avenue 
portland, OR 97236 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steven Young [youngsg@muohio.edu) 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:34 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1110 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Steven Young 
5412 College Corner Pike #115 
Apt 115 
Oxford, OH 45056 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Amy Rosenthal [amyrosenthal@mac.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 5:38 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1/11 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition,locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Amy Rosenthal 
624 nw 2eth #4 
Portland, OR 972139 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cort Brumfield [damon64@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 20106:04 PM 
COMEFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #12 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the state of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In .addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. Your invaluable support is very appreciated. 

Cort Brumfield 
9002 N. E. Webster Street 
Portland, OR 97220 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jody Ellis [jody1622@gmail.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 20106:05 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #13 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic· Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Please don't let them do this! Everybody is working so hard to save the Gorge and this is an 
awful idea. 

Jody Ellis 
1622 SE 32 Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214-5011 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Hendricks [bhen@comcast.netJ 
Friday, June ii, 20106:05 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #14 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Barbara Hendricks 
13090 SW Falcon Rise Dr 
Portland, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Edward Craig [epcraig@gmaiLcomJ 
Friday, June 11, 20106:08 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #15 

I am writing to comment on.the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Edward Craig 
850 West Fifth Ave. #11 
Eugene, OR 97402 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

helena greene [greenehead@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 6:18 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #16 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway,. Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

helena greene 
40e colonial dr unit 66 
ipswich, MA 01938 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Robert Jones [sites27@hotmail.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 20106:30 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1117 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Robert Jones 
6669 SW Canyon Dr. 
Apt. 5 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richelle Duckwall [rickLduckwall@gmail.comj 
Friday, June 11, 20106:39 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #18 

I am opposed to putting wind turbines in the gorge. There is conflicting opinions about wind 
technology and the negative impacts are mounting. This is a beautiful part of OUR states, a 
scenic wonder, compared to t~e ALPS. It is a favorite spot of many for hiking, boating, 
recreating, and enjoying the natural peace. Please don't allow these wind turbines! I am 
writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC ·should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure, 

Richelle Duckwall 
6225 Miller 
Parkdale, OR 97041 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Miren G. Berezibar-Bennett [mireng@hotmail.com] 
Friday, June 11, 20106:42 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #19 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have di ffere"nt and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 

. disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
mul tiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Miren G. Berezibar-Bennett 
2108 S.E 117th.Ave. 
Same 
Portland, OR 97216-4021 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Blayney Myers [blayneyfoxmyers@gmail.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 2010 6:45 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1120 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Blayney Myers 
242 Shaddox Springs Rd. 
Underwood, WA 98651 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jackie Cherry [giant.redwoods@gmail.comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 6:50 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #21 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Jackie Cherry 
9210 SW Capitol Hwy. 
Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Linda Stone [linda.stone@loveable.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 6:50 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DE IS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #22 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the state of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Linda Stone 
5525 NW 137th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Donald Jacobson [donj@donjacobsonphoto.com] 
Friday, June 11, 20106:54 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #23 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor· Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy'development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Donald Jacobson 
941 SE 55th Avenue 
portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nora Polk [nora.mattek@gmail.comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 6:57 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1124 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Nora Polk 
6405 SE 62nd Ave 
Portland, OR 97206 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charles Bronson [hazelgate@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 7:16 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #25 

. I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a deSignated national 
scenic treasure. 

Charles Bronson 
9522 - 86th Avenue NW 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

1 

./ 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brenda Hawes [brendahawes@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 7:26 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #26 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal.is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Brenda Hawes 
5697 SW Kenny st. 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alma Leon [aleon@actionnet.net] 
Friday. June 11. 2010 7:29 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - OEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #27 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have. different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, ·the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Alma Leon 
111 SE 144th Drive 
South Beach, OR 97366 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lawrence Nagel [nagel@mind,net] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 7:31 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #28 

We are writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

We support renewable energy, but we are opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

lawrence Nagel 
375 Ashland loop Rd 
Ashland, OR 97520 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Karen Meharg [karmeh@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 20107:43 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #29 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Karen Meharg 
5218 NE Isslser Street 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Grant Sawyer [grantpat@gmail.comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 7:44 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #30 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Grant Sawyer 
191 Hawk's View Rd 
Woodland, WA 98674 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: . 

Gay Kramer-Dodd [dodd7720@comcast.net) 
Friday, June ii, 2010 7:52 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

/ 
WR- oEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1131 

I am writing to comment on the OEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Gay Kramer-Dodd 
372 Lodenquai Lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rosalie Sable [rsable@bjllp.comj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 8:06 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT lin 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project .. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Rosalie Sable 
7315 SW Beaverton Hillsdale Hwy 
#107 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jean Butcher Uet_59@msn.com] 
Friday, June 11, 20108:06 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DE IS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #33 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the columbia' River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Jean Butcher 
3635 SW 70th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richard Weigel [raw123@juno.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 20108:09 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

J 
WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #34 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the state of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Richard Weigel 
12300 NE Wasco 
Portland, OR 97230 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steven Christian [esteban43@juno.com] 
Friday, June 11, 20108:23 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

/ 
WR-DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #35 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Steven Christian 
1300 East Main Street #209 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Pepper Trail [ptrail@ashlandnet.net] 
Friday, June 11,2010 B:33 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

/ 
WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #36 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanentiy 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
\~ithin or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Pepper Trail 
2011 Crestview Dr 
Ashland, OR 97520 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ray Wood [raywood@aracnet.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 8:52 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

./ 
WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #37 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Ray Wood 
3126 NE 11th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Norma Reich [reichn@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 20108:52 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1138 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk: 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Norma Reich 
1221 SW 10th Ave. Unit 1107 
Portland, OR 97205 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jocelyn Luciano [jocelynluciano@gmail.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 2010 8:58 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #39 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Jocelyn Luciano 
2533 NW Pinnacle Dr 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Martin Velez [martinjvelez@hotmaiLcomJ 
Friday, June 11, 2010 9:07 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #40 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, ,forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Martin Velez 
6118 NE 32nd Ave. 
Portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marilyn van Oyk [mlvandyk@onlinemac.comJ 
Friday, June 11,20109:18 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DE/S 

PUBLIC COMMENT #41 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Unden;ood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed pro·ject would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife spedes through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area, 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Marilyn van Dyk 

Marilyn van Dyk 
2095 NW Willamette Dr 
McMinnville, OR 97128 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Morgen Lennox [morgen88@hotmail.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 2010 9:30 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #43 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed.in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Morgen Lennox 
21315 NW Kearney 
# 4135 
Portland, OR 972139 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Glen Blanchard [gjb71@yahoo.comJ 
Friday, June 11, 20109:37 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #44 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to 'industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Glen Blanchard 
14811 SE Gladstone 
Portland, OR 97236 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Glen Blanchard [gjb71@yahoo.com) 
Friday, June 11, 20109:37 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #45 

. I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Glen Blanchard 
14811 SE Gladstone 
Portland, OR 97236 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lor Dennis [Bluemoon2860@Msn.ComJ 
Friday. June 11. 2010 9:42 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #46 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greate~ wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Lor Dennis 
4134 Marshall Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97402 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Erin Matthiessen [erin.matt@comcast.net] 
Friday, June 11, 20109:58 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1147 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this. project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National SCenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Erin Matthiessen 
42 SE 53rd Ave 
portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sharilyn cohn [sharilyn@easystreet.netJ 
Friday. June 11. 2010 9:59 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #48 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

sharilyn cohn 
128 ne 43rd 
portland, OR 97213 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Catherine Zegar [c,zegar@comcast.netJ 
Friday, June 11, 2010 10:06 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #49 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors, The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge, The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several desig'nated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Catherine Zegar 
3145 NE 49th Avenue 
portland, OR 97213 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Preston Seu [pseu@pacifier.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 10:11 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - oEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #50. 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Preston Seu 
2407 SE 152nd Ave. 
Vancouver, WA 98684 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Amy Houchen [ahouchen@comcast.netj 
Friday, June 11, 2010 10:17 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #51 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Amy Houchen 
2419 SW Richardson St. 
Portland, OR 97239-2133 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael Johnson [Wildflower.Trace@Verizon.netl 
Friday, June 11, 2010 10:22 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #S2 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 

·cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the state of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Michael Johnson 
1792 SW Stringtown Rd 
Forest Grove, OR 97116 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Earl Switzer [ecswitzer@aol.com] 
Friday, June 11, 201010:29 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #53 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point, The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Earl Switzer 
17469 SE Main St. 
Portland, OR, OR 97233 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steve Gerould [claylights@yahoo.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 10:38 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1154 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Steve Gerould 
3307 SW Dosch Rd 
Portland, OR 97239 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tom Keys [tkeyshike@msn.com] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 11 :26 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DE IS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #55 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania .and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have 'different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indireCt impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Tom Keys. 
11133 SE 21st ct 
Gresham, OR 9713813 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

James Welch ut-welch@comcast.netJ 
Friday, June 11,201011:34 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1156 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy.development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

James Welch 
8790 SW Birch St 
Portland, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jane Harold [sisterbelle@hotmail.comj 
Saturday, June 12,201012:40 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1157 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.' EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Jane Harold 
708 NW 20th Ave Apt 201 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rich Mackin [richmackin@gmail.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 1 :11 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #58 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to. the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Rich Mackin 
868 NE Liberty 
Portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Trenton McKinney [trenton071471-activist@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 1:49 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #59 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Trenton McKinney 
6510 SW Evan CT 
Portland, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ian Shelley [ianjs@comcast.net] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 5:39 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

/ 
WR - DE IS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #60 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Ian Shelley 
9158 SW Wilshire St. 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

maggie schneider [maggies64@gmail.comj 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 6:16 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS ,/ 

PUBLIC COMMENT #61 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, ·direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. There are many more sites in Washington away from truly scenic areas that can 
be utilized for wind power I am totally in favor of wind, but not when it comes to our scenic 
treasures, cutting of forest land, and endangerment of fragile wildlife species. 

maggie schneider 
430 9th St. 
Lake Oswego" OR 97034 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Webber [pwebber233@mac.comj 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 6:21 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #62 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Paul Webber 
1230 Crenshaw Road 
Eugene" OR 97401 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Georgia Gunesch [geo0905@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 6:40 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1163 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Georgia Gunesch 
88 Saint James Pl. 
Brooklyn, NY 11238 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brock Roberts [broberts@zgf.coml 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 7:20 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBliC COMMENT #64 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer,oblack-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Brock Roberts 
2268 NW Pettygrove Street 
Portland, OR 97210 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sue Doolen [sue_doolen@yahoo,comj 
Saturday, June 12, 20108:09 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1166 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny 'this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Sue Doolen 
1515 N. Ainsworth St. #22 
Portland, OR 97217 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mike Aspros [mike_aspros@yahoo,comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 8:27 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT 1167 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern 'spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge, The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
i'ncluding Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Mike Aspros 
PO Box 61806 
Vancouver, WA 98666 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Baltz [baltzifer@comcast.net] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 8:48 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #68 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Barbara Baltz 
24 N Buffalo St 
Portland, OR 97217 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marv Binegar [mbinegar@aol.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 8:48 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #69 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several 'species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Marv Binegar 
12347 Boynton Street 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Betty Lavis [brasherlavis@comcast.netJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 9:02 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - D£IS
OMM

£Nl1170 
PUBLICC 

j 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Betty Lavis 
7709 NE 57th Circle 
Vancouver, WA 98662 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wayne Kelly [waynekins@hotmail.comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 20109:38 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #71 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic.Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Wayne Kelly 
1257 Siskiyou Blvd, #1133 
Ashland, OR 97520-2241 

1 

/ 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ed Kingrey [reysan@aol.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 9:39 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #72 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Ed Kingrey 
4509 NE Plains Wy #53 
Vancouver, WA 98662 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

maite paine [maite_k@live.comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 9:59 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #73 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

maite paine 
1940 se 142nd 
portland, OR 97233 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John GalloUohntgallo@optimum.net] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 10:14 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #74 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

John Gallo 
91 Smith Avenue 
Bergenfield, NJ 07621 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David S. Nichols [Davemult@aol.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 11:27 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #75 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

David S. Nichols 
5107 NE Couch Street 
Portland, OR 97213 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dan Tanksley [oregonic1717@gmail.comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 12:00 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #76 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Dan Tanksley 
123 NW 12th Ave 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sarah Hafer [sarah.hafer@gmail.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 12:08 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #77 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Sarah Hafer 
1401 Wyant Way 
Sacramento, CA 95864 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cherie Hunton [cheriehunton@aol.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 1 :04 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

J 
WR - DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #78 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge, The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area, 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Cherie Hunton 
17385 Wake Robin Circle 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
SUbject: 

Frances Zilla [bstgoal@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 20102:11 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR - DE IS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #79 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Frances Zilla 
PO Box 344 
Mt. Hood, OR 97041 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lynn Minneman [LMINNEMA@msn.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 2: 13 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

/ 
WR - DEIS 
PUBliC COMMENT #80 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding 'scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Lynn Minneman 
950 SW 21st Ave Apt 306 
Portland, OR 97205-1514 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael Kloor [kloormike@aol.comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 3:23 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Commeny&/ 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Histor~c Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Michael Kloor 
1299 Rose Lane 
Ashland, OR 97520 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Linda Finklea [Ijfinklea@gmail.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 20104:37 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #82 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line, The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk, 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turb~nes and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Linda Finklea 
532 SE 41st Ave 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ann watters [twofivestars@aol.com] 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 5:13 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #83 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed-project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any· other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

ann watters 
1940 breyman ne 
salem, OR 97301 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Demelza Costa [denayone@yahoo,comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 6:39 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #84 

J 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge,National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Demelza Costa 
28626 Ridgeway Rd. 
Sweet Home, OR 97386 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

dell goldsmith [dell.goldsmith@gmail.comj 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 7:03 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #85 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

dell goldsmith 
7150 sw newton pI 
portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lynn Putnam [lynn_putnam@msn.comJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 7:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire please. please deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
Public Comment #86 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of.forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. There's got to be alternative locations that are more appropriate. 

Lynn Putnam 
2358 NW Birkendene st. 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gaia Quay [gaia_wildmane@hotmail.comj 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 8:54 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #88 

./ 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. . 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats; 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Gaia Quay 
3528 SE 115th Ave 
portland, OR 97266 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jon Wood Uonxwood@earthlink.netJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 10:00 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #89 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The .proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Jon Wood 
2065 NW Flanders Apt 608 
Portland, OR 97209.1127 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steel Steel [iamsteel@gmail.com) 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 1 :35 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #90 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Steel Steel 
General Delivery 
Sandy, OR 97055 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kim Brandow [kimmers64@msn.com] 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 8:27 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DE/S 
PUblic Comment #91 

j 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
I would also like to add, that yesterday I drove HWY 84 from Pendleton to Troutdale and was 
so surprised that the ugliness of the windmills along the rims. Why is it that scenery has 
to be ruined? 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Kim Brandow 
730 SE 19th St. 
Gresham, OR 97080 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Julie DeSmith Udejp@embarqmail,comJ 
Sunday. June 13. 20108:40 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Pub!' WR - DElS 
Ie Comment #92 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk . 

. In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Julie DeSmith 
PO Box 551 
11 Jasper Lane 
Carson, WA 98610 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

erika heins [bayviewgallery@yahoo.comJ 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 9:46 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #93 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

erika heins 
340 se 3rd 
toledo, OR 97391 
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,Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

elena efoli [elena.respect@yahoo.com] 
Sunday, June 13, 20109:51 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #94 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

elena efoli 
1003 Shattuck Way #404 
Gresham, OR 97030 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dawn Juliano [dawnmL2000@yahoo.comj 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 10:24 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #95 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Dawn Juliano 
NW 56th Street 
Portland, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David Grant [d2avid@charter.netj 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 10:43 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #96 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 

. disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially af~ected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

David Grant 
211 Stanford Ave 
Medford, OR 97504 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 

Richard Gorringe, Ph.D. [dreammagus@hotmail.com] 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 11 :28 AM 

To: COM EFSEC 
Subject: Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Richard Gorringe, Ph.D. 
9111 NE Sunderland 
Portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

john gogol [jrgogol@comcast.netJ 
Friday, ~une 11, 2010 5:23 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must approve Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 

PUBL/CCOf\.1" 
,vIENT ItS 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania .and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant positive impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would 
compliment the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 
EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire accept this project. 

I support renewable energy, anything to replace the coal exhaust blowing down the gorge! 

We know we can't have it all! 

John Gogol 

john gogol 
734@ SW 84th Ave 
portland, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ron Martin [rwmartin@mtu,edu] 
Friday, June 11, 2010 9:18 PM 
COMEFSEC 
Please deny Whistling Ridge Wind Farm 

WR - DEIS 

PUBLIC COMMENT #42 

I am writing as a resident of the Columbia River Gorge and as a small business owner. Many 
fellow business owners depend on the natural beauty of the Columbia River Gorge for their 
livelihoods. It is also the reason many of us choose to live here. I am also writing as a 
strong supporter of green energy and having a PhD in environmental engineering, I understand 
the importance of eliminating carbon based energy. 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington" because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and .displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 

In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. There are plenty of areas outside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area that are far more suitable for such a development. 

Ron Martin 
1401 Cross Creek Ln 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Greg Lief [gregJief@gmaiLcomJ 
Saturday, June 12, 2010 7:40 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire should deny Whistling Ridge 

WR- DEIS 
PUBLIC COMMENT #65 

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

The proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant 
habitat and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would be 
highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. 

This project would introduce industrial development into the natural, forested landscape and 
indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I highly support renewable energy. But I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy 
development within, or adjacent to, the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. There are 
other locations available. 

Greg Lief 
PO Box 2685 
Salem, OR 97308 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey [egraserlindsey@bctonline.com] 
Saturday, June 12. 2010 7:50 PM 
COM EFSEC 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #87 

Subject: THINK ABOUT THE CONSEQUENCES: Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

IF WE LEARN ONE THING FROM THE CURRENT PROBLEMS WITH PEAK OIL AND CLIMATE CHANGE, IT IS THAT 
WE SHOULD CONSIDER THE IMPACTS OF ENERGY DECISIONS AND ALL THE IMPLICATIONS BEFORE ENGAGING 
IN THE ENERGY PROJECTS. IF WE DO ANYTHING FOR ENERGY WITHOUT CONSIDERING THE ILL 
CONSEQUENCES, WE BLUNDER FORWARD NO SMARTER THAN OUR ERRONEOUS ACTIONS WITH FOSSIL FUELS. 
FOR THIS REASON PLEASE CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING. 

I am writing to comment.on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would. 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Elizabeth Graser-Lindsey 
21341 s. Ferguson Rd. 
Beavercreek, OR 97004 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Reese [uuspirit@yahoo.com] 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 10:53 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Wind Turbines should be painted to blend with the landscape 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #97 

We were hiking along the Deschutes River a couple weeks ago, and we could see the giant white 
wind turbines over on the Washington side of the Columbia. What an eyesore! It looks like 
"War of the Worlds". Wind energy is great, but why paint them glaring white? They should be 
a color that blends with the hills - a simple (partial) solution to the destruction of 
everyone's scenery, and it would not cost any more than painting them white. 

Thank you for considering this idea. 

Mary Reese 
Portland, OR 
uuspirit@yahoo.com 

Mary Reese 
15125 NE Rose Pkwy 
Portland, OR 97230 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Roger Brewer [rogerbrewer@comcast.netj 
Sunday, June 13, 2010 1:25 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

PUb/' WR - DE/S 
Ie Comment #102 

I am writing to concerning the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. The proposed 
project would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 

This proposal would degrade the scenic value of. the Columbia Gorge National Scenic area by 
placing turbines and blinking lights in places that would be highly visible from several 
designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, including Interstate 84, the 
Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. 

Yours trUly, 
Roger Brewer 

Roger Brewer 
5739 SW Downsview ct 
Portland, OR 97221 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Miller [bjm@well.comJ 
Monday. June 14. 2010 11:36 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Please deny the Whistling Ridge Energy Project! 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #114 

I join with Friends of the Columbia Gorge and its many supporters to comment on the DE IS for 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and 
Klickitat county line. The proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire 
deny this project. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 

In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and 
Panorama Point. The project would introd~ce industrial development into the natural, 
forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I strongly support renewable energy, but I am opposed to wind energy development that would 
cause such significant negative impacts to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a 
designated national scenic treasure. 

Barbara Miller 
34e3 NE 11th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 10:49 AM 
Michelle, Kayce (COM) 
Talburt, Tammy (COM) 
FW: Whistling Ridge Project 

Please process this as a public comment for WR. Thanks. 

From: lois shetterly [mailto:Lshetterly@msn.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 15, 2010 9:59 AM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: Whistling Ridge Project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #115 

Dear Mr. Posner: Just to let you know that I am a resident of rural Klickitat County Oust out of White Salmon) and support 
this project. We need clean energy and well-paying jobs in our area, and this project will have minimal impact on views in 
The Gorge or on the surrounding environment. 

Thank you, 
Lois Shetterly 
470 Snowden Road 
PO Box 532 
White Salmon, WA 
I shetterlv@msn.com 

The New Busy is not the too busy. Combine all your e-mail accounts with Hotmail. Get busy. 
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RECEIVED 
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama NatiJUN 142010 

Established by the Treaty of June 9, l~ERGY FACILITY SITE 

Post Office Box 151 EVALUATION COUNCIL 
Toppenish \V ashington 98948 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #116 

Stephen Posner 
Compliance Manager, EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, Oregon 97293-4428 

Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montano, 

5/27/2010 

We have reviewed the recent Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) complied for the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Facility. In doing so, we noted under section 3.10.2.2 no mention has been made of the 
finding of the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program study which resulted in the findings of 
Traditional Cultural Propeliy within the proposed wind project lands. The DEIS states that: 

"A field investigation by Yakama Nation cultllral resources specialists 
occurred in December 2009. The Yakama Nation's findings, currently in 
preparation, will supplement the inJormation contained in this E1S. " 

However, the results of the field investigation were repOlied to SDS Lumber and the Depaliment of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation in December of 2009, sholily after the site visit was completed. 
We, therefore, are taking this opportunity to resubmit this report to the Energy Facility Siting Evaluation 
Council (EFSEC) and the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA). It is our directive that this report be 
included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement as a pOition of the consultation responsibilities held 
by BPA and EFSEC. 

Sincerely, 
J 

Ruth Jim 
Chairman, Yakama Nation Roads, Irrigation, and Lands Committee 

Cc: Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program 
Gretchen Kaehler, Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Richard Till, Fiends of the Columbia Gorge 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tammy and Kayce, 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Monday, June 07, 2010 1:47 PM 
Talburt, Tammy (COM); Michelle, Kayce (COM) 
FW: Whistling Ridge EIS Comment 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #117 

Attached is a public comment on the WR EIS. I expect that we will start receiving more of these soon, not to mention 
those we will get at the public meetings. I want to make sure we are ready to go with numbering and saving these in an 
appropriate manner. Let's talk about this after Sonia's party. Thanks. 

From: Chris Carvalho [mailto:drcool@msn.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 07, 2010 1:40 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: Whistling Ridge EIS Comment 

Dear Mr. Posner: 

I have a comment on the impact of the Whistling Ridge wind project; it includes photos and is online at 
http://www.lensjoy.comfBlogfwindmilisarecoming.htm. I am the author of the online article. 

Nestor Peak is a key viewing area used by hikers, mountain bikers, ATV enthuSiasts, and horseback 
riders. If this project is built, the view of Mt. Hood from this peak will be permanently spoiled. In 
addition, the onslaught of wind turbines will continue to encircle the Columbia Gorge and destroy once
pristine views of the ridges and horizon that were one of the primary reasons the National Scenic Area 
was created. Please deny the project application. It is not suited for the proposed location. 

Sincerely, 

Chris Carvalho 
17675 SW Farmington Road PMB 487 
Aloha, OR 97007 
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The Windmills Are Coming 
Entry 1:  June 6, 2010 

The Columbia Gorge faces many development threats.  This one wasn't even on the 
radar screen ten years ago.  But in the past few years as I hike and even drive the 
roads something is slowly creeping into my conscious perception, bit by bit.  As I drive 
east starting near Hood River, in the far distance there's now a white jagged 
appearance to the horizon.  At the top of the McCall Point trail on any clear day the wind 
turbines are visible.  Eastward from there, on just about any high peak one can see a 
forest of white pinwheels is growing.   

 

The shot above was taken from the top of Stacker Butte, also called Columbia Hills 
State Park.  It is just a small piece of a much larger panorama.  I am providing the full 
image so you can appreciate the impact.  Remember that it is copyrighted, so any 
publication or non-educational use must be licensed by contacting me.  To download it, 
click here.  This is a 1.7 MB file, so it may take some time to load.  The view is toward 
the east with the farms of the Klickitat River valley in the foreground.   

Once you open it, you will see thousands of turbines.  My camera isn't good enough to 
show the most distant ones, but if you look closely they extend almost to the left (north) 
and right (south) edges of the view.  They are getting closer to the edge of the Scenic 
Area boundary.  In fact, a project called Whistling Ridge is in the approval process right 
now just north of Hood River on the Washington side of the Gorge, and it will be on the 
edge of the boundary and visible from Nestor Peak and Mitchell Point.  It is a galling 
insult to the spirit of the Scenic Area Act to place a wind energy project a stone's throw 
from the regional boundary and call it compliant with the Act.   

Now I'm a big fan of renewable energy, but something about this march of the turbines 
reminds me of what happened when The Dalles Dam was built and drowned Celilo 
Falls.  We didn't appreciate what we lost at the time, and now it's unlikely we'll ever get 
the falls or the salmon back for decades to come, maybe never.  Early research is 
documenting how these turbines kill birds and bats (1), and it's obvious what they do to 
the view.  They also create noise pollution that aggravates nearby residents as well as 

http://www.lensjoy.com/images/Blog/Wind Turbine Panorama Full Size.jpg�
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jams the communication calls birds and other creatures use for breeding, finding food, 
and predator avoidance.  We've got to stop building them so close to the Scenic Area 
until we know more about their long-term effects, and also come to an understanding 
about how much visual impact we should tolerate.  In the meantime, we can look at 
something proven to meet our growing demand for energy that doesn't have any 
negative impacts.  It's called conservation.   

Few of us realize the rapid pace of this change.  Soon it won't be possible to go on a 
hike to a viewpoint anywhere in the eastern end of the Gorge and see a pristine east 
horizon.  Most of it is already gone.  The view of the horizon was something I took for 
granted.  Today I realized it's been taken from us and might never come back.  

To comment on the Whistling Ridge wind energy project, go to 
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/whistling%20ridge.shtml 
The project contact person is currently Stephen Posner, his information is located at the 
very bottom of the page.   

Your comments will likely carry more weight if submitted to the Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA).  The Washington EFSEC typically defers to the wishes of rural 
counties, which are hungry for the tax dollars these projects provide.  The counties have 
a history of ignoring the environmental impact when corporations wave money at their 
officials.  

Comments to the BPA can be submitted at 
http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/OpenCommentListing.aspx 
Scroll the page down to find the section on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project and click 
the "Make Comment" button.  

(1) Bernton, Hal. "Scientists study wind-farm risks to birds."   The Seattle Times.  
Seattle, 2010.  Web.  6 June 2010  
<http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2012048835_windbirds07m.html>. 

http://www.efsec.wa.gov/whistling%20ridge.shtml�
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/whistling%20ridge.shtml�
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/whistling%20ridge.shtml�
http://www.bpa.gov/applications/publiccomments/OpenCommentListing.aspx�
http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2012048835_windbirds07m.html�


Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Nate Jackson [natejman@hotmail.comj 
Monday, June 14, 2010 4:03 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Comments on Whistling Ridge proposal 

Blue Category 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #122 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project could cause 
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the outstanding 
scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy facility 
proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a forested ridgeline in 
the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently disturb large areas of forested 
habitat and result in direct and. indirect impacts to multiple wildlife species through habitat loss and 
displacement, direct collisions with turbine blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed 
and sensitive species include northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several 
species of bats, multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 

In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia Riv'er Gorge would 
degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would be highly visible 
from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, including Interstate 84, 
the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. 
The project would introduce industrial development into the natural, forested landscape and 
indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but not at the cost of our natural and scenic treasures. 

Nate Jackson 
161q8 SW 108th Ave. 
Tigard, OR 97224 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

DAVID SIMMONS [davids@gorge.net] 
Monday, June 14, 2010 10:47 AM 
COM EFSEC 
WHISTING RIDGE wind farm 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #124 

As resident of White Salmon for 60 years I can se NO harm of any kind from this project. I have been all over this area 
many times and it is a perfect location for a wind farm. BPA main line runs through this property so no additional big lines 
needed. I fully support this project. SDS always goes a good job on all their projects. Please give them a big go ahead. 
THANK YOU 
DAVID SIMMONS 
BOX 232 
WHITE SALMON, WA 98672 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

lesdew [Iesdew@embarqmail.comj 
Tuesday, June 15, 20107:33 AM 
COM EFSEC 
lesdew@embarqmail.com 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #130 

As residents of the area that will be able to see some of the turbines of this proposed project, we are in favor of it. We 
can't continue the practice of saying "Yes, we need it but not here". This will not get us where we need to be down the 
road. SDS is a good and responsible Company that cares. It is their land, ihey have the right to this project and will do it 
in an responsible manner. 

Les and Dee Dewey 
653 Hwy 141 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

ps-It is funny that some of the people who are against this project were the same ones that were cutting hiking trails on 
SDS property in this same general area-having no real respect for someone else's land. 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

dear sirs 

Eric Greene [innkeeper@joslynhouse.comj 
Tuesday, June 15, 20108:21 AM 
COM EFSEC 
whistling ridge - SDS 75 megawatt wind farm 

Yellow Category 

--WR~-DEIS .................. ----

::>ublic Comment #131 

As a small local business located in Bingen, W A - not far from the proposed location - we would like to offer 
our support for the approval of this project. The turbines are located outside the gorge scenic area, are 
environmentally acceptable and will provide needed energy for the region. 

SDS should be complemented for its concern to safeguard the local economy and the environment 

I believe people who are taking the 'not in my backyard' position are both selfish and short-sighted 

Eric Greene 
innkeeper@joslynhouse.com 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

To EFSEC Members, 

Two observations. 

Larry Gohl [Iarry@adventurecruises.comj 
Tuesday, June 15, 20108:44 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #132 

1. Wind turbines and transmission lines are incompatible with forests. Maintenance requires roads, clear 
cutting and ongoing brush removal. 

2. Solar is an alternative, abundant, clean, renewable source of energy that does not require large 
transmission lines. 

One question. 

Do we need local forests or money from sales of electricity to California for survival? 

One comment. 

It is not the highest use of our forested environment in the Cascade mountain range to dedicate land to 
energy production if that means it will never have the potential again to produce a forest. 

Larry Gohl 
725 Snowden Road 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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...... ------------------------ -.-------- ----------------- ······················WR··~··DEIS 

=>ublic Comment #133 
Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Cochran, Steve [CochranS@scsd.k12.wa.us) 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 10:22 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

I fully support the Whistling Ridge energy project in Skamania county. We need to have the economic 
boost to help fund our schools and road department. 
Steve Cochran 
P.O. Box 476 
Carson, WA 
98610 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

David Feinauer [david@rowainc.coml 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 11:18 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Blue Category 

WR,DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #135 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would cause 
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the outstanding 
scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that 
Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy facility 
proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a forested ridgeline in 
the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently disturb large areas of forested 
habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple wildlife species through habitat loss and 
displacement, direct collisions with turbine blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed 
and sensitive species include northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several 
species of bats, multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge would 
degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would be highly visible 
from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, including Interstate 84, 
the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. 
The project would introduce industrial development into the natural, forested landscape and 
indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development within or 
adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national scenic treasure. 

I was raised in Hood River and spent my youth enjoying the White Salmon, Carson, Cascade Locks 
and Stevenson area natural beauty. I have been traveling and hiking the Gorge all of my life. Other 
states have sacrificed priceless treasures for expediency. Notably Hetch Hetchy valley to provide 
water for San Francisco. While the percentage of power/water supplied by this source has been 
reduced over the years, it is almost impossible to undue the dam and the infrastructure because of 
the entrenched interests in the system. The same will be true when it is understood that this power 
conveyance is not needed in the future. Until the country puts a sncere effort into energy 
conservation, which it has not done,1 am opposed to sacrificing an irreplacable treasure for 
expediency. 

David Feinauer 
3450 SW 108th Avenue 
Beaverton, OR 97005 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Linda Morningstar [starfish@gorge.net] 
Tuesday, June 15,201011 :43 AM 
COM EFSEC 
·The Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DE/S 
=>ublic Comment #137 

I was born and raised in Skamania County, Washington and my husband and I have lived in the 
Columbia River Gorge most of our adult lives. We love this area and can think of no place that 
we would rather live. 

We are not always thrilled with the constant winds we receive at our house but can not change 
the fact that we live in a very windy location. It seems foolish not to harness this abundant 
energy and use it to our advantage. We ABSOLUTELY SUPPORT the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project and applaud SDS Lumber for trying to bring clean energy to Skamania County. 

Gary and Linda Morningstar 
PO Box 763 
Carson, Washington 98610 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98604-3172 

J & C Peyrollaz [JCP@cablespeed.com] 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 12:16 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

P.O. Box 188 
Carson, WA 98610 
June 15, 2010 

To those conducting public hearings on The Whistling Ridge Energy Project: 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #139 

We are part of that silent majority who do not like to attend meetings where people argue and make us feel intimidated. 
We feel that our voice does need to be heard on this matter, it is very important to us. 

We support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Not only does it give a alternative source of clean energy, but it also will 
provide new jobs and tax revenues to our county which has been devistated with so many land set asides and regulations 
that our children have to leave the area in order to find jobs. 

Wind energy is a clean, quiet source which uses the natural winds of the Gorge. In our opinion, the people who are 
causing the obsticles in implementing this natural resource are the same people who have opposed most everything else 
that is proposed in the Gorge. They have personal agendas which are not for the good of the community but for their 
selfish interests. . 

Wind Energy is a Good thing for the Gorge, a Good thing for the economy of the Gorge and a good, clean alternative that 
all the environmentalists have been insisting on. Lets move forward and let a Good thing happen. 

Sincerely, 

John Peyrollaz 

Cloida Peyrollaz 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

D Garner [dgarner@gorge.netJ 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 7:27 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
:lublic Comment #142 

I finally saw a picture of what this development was going to look like throughout the central Columbia 
River Gorge area. 

I am shocked to think that we are going to spoil the wonderful vistas and view of the Columbia River 
Scenic area by more wind mills. Just look to the Eastern gorge ........ once out of the scenic area you 
are bombarded with literally thousands of wind mills. Why now, should we start placing these within 
view of the prime area in the Columbia River Gorge?? 

Once these are built, they will forever be a backdrop to this pristine area. 
Why, are the turbines 400' tall? This is nearly double the size of other installations. Could more and 
smaller turbines be used that would not be so visible? These issues are not merely cosUbenefit 
decisions - they will impact the natural beauty of the Columbia River Gorge Scenic area for lifetimes 
to come. The decision should not be made lightly and should be scrutinized from every perspective. 

Ask the developers WHY, five times. 
Why did you decide this was the best spot? 
Why are other spots not as desirable? 
Why are the turbines so tall? 
Why are they placed so that the majority of the central gorge will be seeing them? 
Why is your profit more important than the sacred beauty of the Columbia River Gorge? 

We all know that huge subsidies are paying for these developments. Why can't they be placed where 
the majority of tax payers are benefited and not impacted negatively? 

Sincerely, 

Don Garner 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

James Nielson [citizenvern@yahoo.comj 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 8:38 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Deny Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DE/S 
:'ub/ic Comment #143 

I support clean energy sources, but let's not unnecessarily sacrifice natural landscapes in the 
process. I've seen what this looks like. These windmills can be seen day and night, for miles around. 
That's the view from my grandmother's back porch in Haines Oregon now. Once dark night skies are 
now polluted by flashing red lights. So please, let's proceed with forethought. That said, I endorse 
this message from Friends of the Columbia Gorge. Thanks, James Nielson Portland OR 

FWD: 
I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would cause 
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade the outstanding 
scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that 
Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy facility 
proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a forested ridgeline in 
the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently disturb large areas of forested 
habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple wildlife species through habitat loss and 
displacement, direct collisions with turbine blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed 
and sensitive species include northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several 
species of bats, multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge would 
degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would be highly visible 
from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, including Interstate 84, 
the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. 
The project would introduce industrial development into the natural, forested landscape and 
indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development within or 
adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national scenic treasure. 

James Nielson 
6409 SE Belmont St 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Christine Kreps [christykreps@embarqmail.comj 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010 9:47 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must support Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #144 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would be just 
what the environment needs. Wind energy is totally supported by me! EFSEC should recommend 
that Governor Gregoire support this project. 

I support renewable energy, wind energy development within or adjacent to the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national scenic treasure. 

Christine Kreps 
P.O. Box 1215 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Talburt. Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Tom Parlin [tparlin@amforest.org] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 7:18 AM 
COM EFSEC 
'Jason Spadaro' 
Whistling Ridge Support 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS )ubr 
Ie Comment #147 

I strongly endorse the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. The Project has gone through the EIS process and found no 
significant impacts to wildlife, the scenic value of the Columbia Gorge Corridor or to other resources. The Northwest is 
in desperate need of other power sources and we can't be reliant on hydro-power in the decades to come. I am 
appalled that many of the groups who are opposed to this project are the same people calling for removal of dams on 
the Snake River. Where will we get our power in the future. Many of our AFRC members have located cogeneration 
power plants on their sites as efforts to supplement needed clean power here in the Northwest and we strongly support 
this effort by SDS Lumber to provide more green energy. Please help bring some common sense to the process and 
support the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. 

Tom Parlin 
President 
American Forest Resource Council 
503-222-9505 
503-222-3255 - fax 
tpartin@amforest.org 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

wp farrell [farrell@gorge.netl 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 7:01 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #148 

We are writing because we will be out of area for the meetings in Underwood and Stevenson. We are against the 
proposed Whistling Ridge Project for these following reasons: 

The proposed site of these 400+ feet wind turbines is very close to the well populated communities of Underwood, 
Willard, and Mill A. We have read the concerns and complaints of the people of Bend, OR where a wind farm is already 
established. They are alarming and serious. People in this area have lived for generations with agriculture and forest 
production. Tourism and wineries have grown and flourished in the Gorge Scenic area in the past 25 years. The change 
of having a forest (even with logging) for a neighbor to having the zoning change to Industrial use will have a devastating 
affect on the whole community. While the winds here can be strong, they are unpredictable and unreliable. We're sure 
that the temptation of federal dollars for "green energy" is tempting to the state and county - but the few dollars that 
will trickle down to Skamania County are small when compared to the problems that will most likely arise. The jobs 
produced will be temporary construction jobs - the maintenance jobs to follow will be few. No tax money will come to 
Skamania County schools. Wind power is undergoing much research and development. To jump on the band wagon with 
the existing technology of HUGE turbines in populated areas is a mistake. In the future, we're sure there will be sleeker, 
smaller, more efficient turbines that will be more "user friendly" to local populations. 

On a recent drive through the mid section of our country (Kansas, Colorado, Wyoming) we saw ONE wind farm the 
whole way - and it looked smaller than the ones already existing in eastern Oregon and Washington. The Norwest has 
done its part - we're given up our rivers to power production - we've given up land for thousands of wind turbines in 
the eastern parts of our states. The power produced by Whistling Ridge will be controlled by a power company located 
in Europe and the power will be exported to other parts of the country. We'll be left with the headaches and the 
hundreds of acres denuded to make space for these wind behemoths. Fire dangers will increase in this forest area. We 
demand that a hard, long look be given the decision to sanction this project. SAY NO!!! Pat & Linda Farrell 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Dean Stevenson [dean@lifelinefirstaid.com] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 7:55 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must approve Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #149 

I disagree with the slanted view of the Friends of the Gorge regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project, proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. This project 
has been studied for seven years and found to pose no wildlife impact and it is located entirely 
OUTSIDE the Gorge Scenic Area. 
I respectfully disagree with Friends of the Gorge's position and ask that you approve Whistling Ridge. 

Dean Stevenson 
3672 NW 124th Place 
portland, OR 97229 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

!"rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

David McClain [dwmacbevor@aol.comj 
Wednesday, June 16, 20108:09 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #150 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would not have 
negative impacts to the environment. THe project is located on commercial timberland that have 
been subject to decades of intensive harvesting operations under a sustain yield forestry program 
regulated by the Washington Department of Natural Resources. I have reviewed the wildlife baseline 
studies and I have visited the site. There are no significant. sensitive wildlife and plant habitat areas 
associated with this project area. The ecology of this area is typical of a highly altered timber 
management property. Timber management operations will continue in this area for decades to 
come which is also evidence that the area is not currently or will it every evolve to a significant 
ecological resource area. It is a timber management area for industrial forest practices. Siting a 
wind farm in this area is an intelligent and appropriate compatible land use which will diversity the 
economic value of these timber lands and help to preserve these lands for timber production for 
decades to come. There is no evidence that the installation and operations of the proposed facility 
will have any significant impacts on sensitive or special status animal or plant species. The data and 
analysis by qualified third parties indicates that no significant impact will occur. 

The Whistling Ridge Wind Farm is also outside of the Columbia River Gorge Natural Scenic Area. 
The Congressional intent of the Gorge Scenic Act was to allow for ongoing economic activity in areas 
adjacent to the Scenic Area regardless of the affect that these adjacent areas may have on the view 
from the scenic area. In other words, there was to be no buffer zones to the buffer zone already 
established by the Gorge Scenic Area boundary. Also I believe that the construction of the Whistling 
Ridge Wind Farm would not degrade the scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area. As a point of law, EFSEC does not have the authorization to establish new exclusion zones 
such as buffers to the Gorge Scenic Area without additional authorization from either the legislature 
or the US Congress. Visual Impact on the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area should be an 
issue of consideration in any Environmental Impact Statement review, but the determination of 
significance of any impact is not capricious or arbitrary, it must be based on the rules that are in place 
today. Development outside of and adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is 
allowed under the law and as such visual impacts to the National Scenic Area are allowed because 
the proposed facility is not located within the Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy. I also supported and participated in the creation of Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area which is national scenic treasure. The creation of the Scenic Area 
involved a significant public involvement process that carefully consider the location of the boundary 
of the Scenic Area. The potential for wind energy development in the Columbia River Gorge area 
was a consideration when those of us who put pen to paper and drew the boundary participated in 
the creation of the Scenic Area. This boundary was established to buffer the significant resources of 
the Scenic Area and the legislation that created the. Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
clearly consider potential affects from development outside of the boundary and determined that such 
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development would not be subject to the Scenic Act. It is not EFSEC's role to substitute its judgment 
for that of the US Congress on this issue. 

EFSEC must recommend that Governor Gregoire approve this project. 

Sincerely, 

David W. McClain 

David McClain 
9023 SW 176th Ave 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

dean johnson [dean@gjfc.net] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 8:28 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #151 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. EFSEC should recommend that 
Governor Gregoire allow this project. 
This proposal is on a ridgeline because that is where it is WINDY. The project would disturb a small 
area of SOMEONE'S PRIVATE PROPERTY. 

I support renewable energy. 

dean johnson 
17209 33rd street court east 
Lake Tapps, WA 98391 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Donna Enz [denz@hughes.net] 
Wednesday, June 16, 20108:57 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #153 

We are asking that you don't make the Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County WA a 
testing ground for impacts on coniferous forests. The potential for devastating impacts to this area 
are real. This is not an appropriate site for a large scale wind project. 

The 426 foot turbines will be seen in the center of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
during the day and also at night because of the red blinking lights on the top of the turbines. 

SDS has understated the visual affect on their maps which are meant to appeal to the public for 
support. 

Land values in the surrounding area will decrease because of the visual pollution of 426 foot wind 
turbines and the noise, which studies have shown is a potential health hazard. 

We ask you to please reject this SDS project. 

Dan and Donna Enz 
Gorge residents 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Steve Bloom [sbloom3@gmail.com] 
Wednesday, June 16,20109:18 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must allow Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

I am writing to support the wind project at Whistling Ridge. 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #154 

This is an industrial forested area and has been subject to harvesting for decades and will continue in 
that capacity. 
It is not sensitive habitat and it will not become sensitive habitat--it is industrial timber lands. There 
are no sensitive species and no sensitive habitat in or adjacent to the lands in question, so the impact 
of the wind farm will be insignificant. 
The NIMBYs are concerned with the project being "near" the Columbia Scenic Gorge area. But, it isn't 
within the Gorge Area. And, thus, isn't subject by attack by the Friends of the Gorge on that account. 
With the mess in the Gulf and President Obama's speech last night, we have to support non-fossil 
clean renewable sustainable energy like the Whistling Ridge wind project. 

Steve Bloom 

Steve Bloom 
2051 SW Rose Lane 
PORTLAND" OR 97201 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Victor Roberge [vroberge@gorge.netJ 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 10:07 AM 
COM EFSEC 
sds wind turbines/opposed 

Yellow Category 

WR- DE/S 
)ublic Comment #157 

i am completely opposed to any wind turbines that can be seen from the scenic gorge area. i am 
specifically opposed to the sds wind farms proposed. they harm wild life and destroy property values 
in surrounding areas, but they would also harm the scenic beauty of our area and along with that 
tourism that we depend on for our livings. please do not allow this company to destroy more of the 
gorge than it already has. victor roberge, 1600 jeanette rd, hood river or. 97031 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

EFSEC 
Washington State 

Marlene Woodward [mwoodward@gorge.netj 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 11:34AM 
COM EFSEC 
whistling redige project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #159 

We are writing in opposition to the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. We live in Husum, Washington which is in the 
impact area of the project. We oppose the project for a number of reasons: 

Visual impact - Not only will it be an eyesore for residents of this area, it will also negatively impact tourism. 
Noise - The noise impact will be detrimental to the rural environment 
Impact on raptors - The wind turbines will negatively impact raptor habitat - some of which are listed as 
endangered species 

We oppose the industrialization of rural areas especially an area that is designated as a national scenic area.· 

From an economic perspective, the wind farm is supposed to generate power for 20,000 homes. This seems like very few 
homes for the cost, environmental impact, and degradation of a rural landscape. What would the cost be of conservation 
efforts to save the equivalent about of energy? We would assume that it would cost far less to save an equivalent amount 
of power by practicing state of the art energy conservation measures than by generating new energy using wind turbines. 
Let's look at the real costs of wind power! 

We are residents of the Columbia Gorge and we oppose this project. 

Marlene and Thomas Woodward 
Husum, Washington 98623 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Thomas Stevenson [tstevenson@gorge.net] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 12:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire should support Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #161 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would cause 
NO significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would not degrade the 
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire support this project. 
This proposal is not likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy 
facility proposed in the State of Washington, even though this project is proposed along a forested 
ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. Whistling Ridge has been studied for seven 
years and found to pose no wildlife impacts. 
Whistling Ridge is located outside the National Scenic Area and should not be subject to NSA 
concerns. Few if any turbines will be visible and this area of the Columbia River Gorge should be 
available to produce clean renewable energy. 

I support renewable energy and I support the Whistling Ridge development adjacent to the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

I SUPPORT WHISTLING RIDGE AND WIND ENERGY IN THE GORGE. 

Thomas Stevenson 
1108 E MARINA WAY 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Charles Hinman [chinman@gorge.net] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 5:19 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must approve Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #163 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. I support the proposed project 
because it will provide alternative energy so necessary should we hope to one day not have to rely on 
fossil fuels for our power. The EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire approve this 
project. 

Some other reasons that I support this proposal are that it will provide a broader tax base for the 
community benefitting all property owners and even benefitting those who rent their residences. 
Additionally, by lowering property taxes for individuals it would make special levies for schools, park 
districts and libraries more palatable to residents who otherise might feel overtaxed. 

Also, this project will provide jobs to many locals who have taken classes at Columbia Gorge 
Community College specific to the wind energy field in hopes that they could remain in the area and 
find a family wage job. 

I was happy to learn that the US Department of Fish and Wildlife has found that there would be no 
significant impact on wildlife as a result of this project. 

The turbines and the handfull of lights from this development would be visible from the deck of my 
home which faces due west but these lights are minimal compared to the lights from downtown Hood 
River and the Heights of Hood River that are also in my viewscape. In other words OKIMBY .......... 
OK in my backyard 

I support renewable energy and I support this wind energy development. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Hinman 
White Salmon, WA 

Charles Hinman 
PO Box 321 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Please see attached. 

Dawn Stover [dstover@hughes.net] 
Wednesday, June 16,20105:52 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Comments on Whistling Ridge wind project DEIS 
BPA&EFSEC.doc; ATT4820280.htm; BPA_wind_map_2010.pdf; ATT4820281.htm; 
Countywindprojects6-7-10.pdf; ATT4820282.htm; WEST cumulative impacts 2010.pdf; 
ATT4820283.htm; Review of WEST Cum Impacts Analysis_051810.doc; ATT4820284.htm; 
wind farm impacts on vultures.pdf; ATT4820285.htm; Big Horn Wildlife Monitoring Study Final 
Report 061008_final.doc; ATT4820286.htm; Big Horn morlalitLSmaliwood.pdf; 
ATT4820287.htm; BENTEKStudLHow_Less_Became_More.pdf; ATT4820288.htm 

Yellow Category 
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June 16,2010 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office ~ DKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
POliland, Oregon 97293-4428 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

To Whom It May Concem: 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #164 

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

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

1. The evaluation of cumulative impacts is inadequate. 

Under SEP A, EFSEC is required to consider whether multiple incremental impacts when 
considered together may cumulatively result in a significant adverse impact. WAC 197-
11-792(2)( c)(iii). Unfortunately, the cumulative impacts analysis done for the Whistling 
Ridge DEIS only considered the impacts of 10 existing wind projects and three proposed 
wind projects. In fact, there are at least a dozen major wind projects constmcted or 
proposed in Klickitat County alone, and more than 40 major wind projects constructed or 
proposed along the Columbia River east of Whistling Ridge. 

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



Besides the many projects in Klickitat County, the BP A's intercOlmection queue shows 
approximately 35 additional projects in other nearby counties that are either permitted or 
awaiting pem1its. Other projects are proposed but not yet shown in the BP A queue. From 
Whistling Ridge to Walla Walla, wind developers are erecting (or proposing to erect) 
strings of turbines that stretch for more than 100 miles along the ridges on both sides of 
the Columbia River.! 

In Klickitat County, almost every inch of ridge-top land above the Columbia from 
Dallesport eastward is already under lease to wind deve1opers.2 Additional projects are 
proposed but not yet shown on this map because permit applications have not been filed. 

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

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

More important, the notion that projects are too far away to have cumulative impacts is 
mistaken because significant adverse impacts typically occur at the population level, 
rather than at the level of individual animals affected by a particular wind project. While 
different wind projects may affect different individuals, the cumulative effect of 
combined mOlialities at many contiguous sites can be population-level impacts-and 
perhaps even local extinctions over time. 

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

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

! Current and Proposed Wind Project Interconnections to BPA Transmission 
Facilities, Bonneville Power Administration, last updated May 10, 2010, 
http://www. transmissioll.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/docllments/BP A _wind_map _201 O.pdf 
2 Klickitat County Wind Projects, Klickitat County, last updated June 7, 2010, 
http://klickitatcollll ty. org/P lanll lng/default. asp ?fCategOlyIDSelected = 125 8 5 66697 



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

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

2. The WEST report prepared for the Klickitat County Planning Department is not 
applicable to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and cannot be relied on 
to evalnate cumulative impacts. 

The report prepared by Westem EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEST) purports to be a 
cumulative impacts analysis for Klickitat County.3 Unfortunately, this report sheds little 
light on the cumulative impacts of wind power development on wildlife in Klickitat 
County, and it is even less relevant to a project proposed for Skamania County. 

As the WEST report's title suggests, the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is located in eastem 
Washington and Oregon, which have completely different plant and animal communities 
than the westem Washington site proposed for the Whistling Ridge wind project. All of 
the projects evaluated in the WEST report are located in arid and un-forested lands, 
whereas Whistling Ridge is located in a coniferous forest that receives much more 
precipitation and has a much different plant and animal population. Impacts of wind 
projects on birds and bats are extremely site-specific, and because ofthat the WEST 
study has little applicability to the Whistling Ridge proposal. It is no more applicable 
than studies from the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area in Califomia, where 
significant population-level impacts on birds have been documented; or from the forested 
Mountaineer wind project in Appalachia, where significant population-level impacts on 
bats have been documented. 

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

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



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

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

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

As Dr. K. Shawn Smallwood, an ecologist who is one of the nation's leading expelts on 
the interactions between wildlife and wind turbines, points out in a review of the WEST 
report, the estimates from Partners in Flight are "unsuitable for the use that Jolmson and 
Erickson made of them." 4 Other researchers have pointed out this flaw but WEST 
continues to rely on these unsuitable estimates. 

Smallwood further writes: "No studies or monitoring programs have been designed or 
implemented in the US to document wind energy-related population declines of any bird 
species. Most fatality monitoring programs have been much too brief to document 
declines, lasting one or two years. All monitoring programs have been too crude to 
document declines, and the majority of post-construction studies have not been designed 
to estimate population size of any bird species. Therefore, Johnson and Erickson's 
statement about wind energy impacts was misleading." 

3. The DEIS underestimates the impacts of wiud projects on long-lived raptor 
species. 

Research on wildlife-turbine interactions in the Pacific Northwest and elsewhere has 
focused almost exclusively on estimating mortality rates. Although studies dealing with 

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



impacts on rare and endangered species are scarce, there is growing evidence that wind 
projects increase the extinction probability oflong-lived species through incremental 
increases in mortality rates. In other words, while wind turbines may kill a relatively 
small number of individual birds during any given year, for rare and endangered species 
this increase can quickly add up to population extinction. A recently published study 
found that even though wind projects may cause only slight reductions in the survival of 
birds living in an area associated with wind turbines, those reductions can strongly impact 
the population viability of long-lived species-and can greatly reduce the time to 
extinction for those species.5 

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

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

The applicant has provided insufficient evidence to detelIDine that the project will not 
have any impact on species viability. Currently, the Whistling Ridge proposal includes no 
provisions for temporary or permanent shutdowns of problem turbines, nor does it place 
turbines at a reasonable distance fi'om important bird areas such as Spotted Owl Special 
Emphasis Areas. These provisions must be included to ensure that long-lived rap tors and 
other species of concern are not driven to extinction locally. 

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

Mitigation cannot be left to a Technical Advisory Committee that is organized and 
overseen by the developer. I have served on several Technical Advisory Committees, and 

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



while such committees may recommend mitigation measures they are not typically 
empowered to require implementation of any of these measures. 

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

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

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

At Big Hom, the first large wind project built in Klickitat County, the developer's 
wildlife consultants did a full year of monitoring at 100 percent of the turbines, which 
makes this one ofthe most comprehensively monitored wind projects anywhere in the 
United States. The results of that monitoring study show that raptor fatalities are at least 
eight times higher than what the developer, PPMllberdrola, projected.6 

An independent study of Big Hom's monitoring results written by Dr. Smallwood 
concluded that raptor fatalities are up to 16 times higher than predicted prior to 
construction.? Big Hom also kills twice as many bats as anticipated, according to fatality 
monitoring reports. Monitoring studies at other wind projects in Klickitat County are not 
yet completed, but the preliminary results from those projects suggest even higher fatality 
rates. 

The above-cited independent scientific analysis based on the results from Big Hom (the 
only project in Klickitat County where fatality monitoring has been completed) reported a 
conservative estimate of243 raptor fatalities annually in Klickitat County. That estimate 
of 243 raptor fatalities is for a level of development that does not exceed 1,000 
megawatts. At its current rate of wind development, Klickitat County is likely to reach a 
level of2,000 megawatts or more within the next year or so. For raptors in Klickitat 
County, these numbers are rapidly approaching population-level impacts. "There is 
probably no other human source of mortality that comes close to these levels," writes Dr. 
Smallwood. 

6 Big Horn Wind Power Project Wildlife Fatality Monitoring Study 2006-2007. 
Prepared for PPM Energy and Big Hom Wind Project Technical Advisory Committee by 
Northwest Wildlife Consultants, Inc., 2008. 
? Avian and Bat Mortality at the Big Horn Wind Energy Project, Klickitat County, 
Washington. K. Shawn Smallwood, 2008. 



5. The DEIS underestimates potential impacts onnorthel'll spotted owls and other 
avian species. 

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

Even as the state's Habitat Conservation Plan is failing miserably, the applicant is proposing 
to undennine that plan by allowing commercial-scale energy development within a Spotted 
Owl Special Emphasis Area. A commercial wind energy project is not appropJiate for habitat 
that is designated as a nesting, roosting and foraging area for a federally endangered species. 

In materials distributed to the public prior to the mid-June 20 I 0 hearings, SDS Lumber 
writes: "After years oftimber harvest, there's no suitable habitat for the bird." It is ironic that 
the applicant is pointing the finger at its own destructive timber practices to justify further 
Jisk to nOl·thern spotted owls. 

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

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

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

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

g Klickitat County Energy Overlay Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
September 2004. 



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

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

There is no evidence in the DEIS that the proposed project will be in compliance with the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 USC §§ 703-712. The MBTA requires that 
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service take enforcement against "any person, association, 
pminership or corporation" that "by any means or in any manner" pursues, hunts, takes, 
captures, kills, or attempts to take, capture or kill a migratory bird or any part, nest or eggs of 
any migratory bird. Under the MBTA, a corporation may take or kill a migratory bird only if 
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service detelmines that the take or kill is compatible with migratory 
bird treaties. This detennination must include an evaluation of the bird's species abundance 
and distribution, as well as its migratory and breeding habits. The killing of a single 
migratory bird is sufficient to create criminal liability, and does not need to be intentional. 

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

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

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

The DEIS cites the Draft Sixth NOlihwest Power Plan released in September 2009 by the 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. What the DEIS fails to quantify is that this 
20-year energy plan for our region concluded that, although population and energy 
demands will continue to grow in the Pacific Northwest, we can meet 80 percent of 
expected future energy demands through conservation efforts and improved energy 



efficiency. Conservation efforts not only have less environmental impact than building 
new energy sources, they are also considerably less expensive. 

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

The dirty little secret of wind power in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is that most of 
the electricity being generated here by wind turbines is not needed or used in the Pacific 
Northwest. Instead it is sold to utilities in California. There is regional need for new 
power sources; there is simply a California demand for electricity generated in 
Washington and Oregon. 

On page 3-91 ofthe DEIS, the applicant claims that the Klickitat County Energy Overlay 
Zone Final EIS "recently evaluated the projected energy demand in Klickitat County, 
Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County." (In fact, this 
evaluation is already more than six years old). The DEIS then mentions the EIS 
projection that "four wind power projects with total generating capacity of 1,000 MW" 
will be developed in Klickitat County by 2024. 

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

8. The DEIS fails to estimate the direct and cumulative impacts of this project 011 the 
Northwest power grid. 

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

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

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



Ifbackllp power will be provided by a natural-gas-fired power plant, the impacts ofthat 
power plant should be considered along with the impacts ofthe wind project. Williams is 
proposing a new gas line for the Whistling Ridge area, and the substation and 
transmission inter-tie lines proposed for the Whistling Ridge area could signal the advent 
of additional power plants in the area. These must be evaluated along with impacts of the 
infrastructure currently being proposed. 

A recent study in Colorado found that wind power's supposed carbon emissions benefits 
are not being realized, because ofthe requirement for conventionally-generated backup 
power.9 Because all coal-fired power plants and some natural-gas-fired power plants 
produce greater emissions when they act as backup systems for wind power, thanks to 
inefficiencies associated with cycling on and off, the benefits of wind power in reducing 
carbon emissions are reduced. 

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

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Stover 
1208 Snowden Rd. 
White Salmon, W A 98672 
dstover@hllghes.net 

9 How Less Became More ... Wind, Power and Unintended Consequences in the 
Colorado Energy Market, Prepared by Bentek Energy LLC for the Independent 
Petroleum Association of Mountain States, April 16, 2010. 
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From: Dawn Stover [dstover@hughes.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 11:18 AM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov 
Subject: Whistling Ridge DEIS comments from Dawn Stover 
 
Attachments: BPAEFSEC2.doc; ATT00001.htm 
Hi Andrew and Stephen, 
 
I am submitting my expanded comments by email. I tried using the BPA online system earlier but it 
didn't work for me. 
 
Thanks for your assistance. 
Dawn 
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July 27, 2010 
 
BPA 
Public Affairs Office – DKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, Oregon 97293-4428 
 
EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am writing to comment on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). Please include my comments in the public record, and include 
my name on the mailing list for all future notices and decisions. 
 
I have lived in the area of this proposed project for 18 years and have followed wind 
energy developments closely for most of that time, both here in the Columbia Gorge and 
nationally. I serve as an environmental representative on the technical advisory 
committees of three wind power projects in the area. I have participated in field visits to 
wind projects all over the West. I have a degree in biology and have read a great deal of 
the scientific literature pertaining to wildlife-turbine interactions. As someone who is 
well informed about both wind power and ecology, I have a number of concerns 
regarding the DEIS prepared for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 
 
1. The evaluation of cumulative impacts is inadequate. 
 
Under SEPA, EFSEC is required to consider whether multiple incremental impacts when 
considered together may cumulatively result in a significant adverse impact. WAC 197-
11-792(2)(c)(iii). Unfortunately, the cumulative impacts analysis done for the Whistling 
Ridge DEIS only considered the impacts of 10 existing wind projects and three proposed 
wind projects. In fact, there are at least 15 major wind projects constructed or proposed in 
Klickitat County alone, and more than 45 major wind projects constructed or proposed 
along the Columbia River east of Whistling Ridge. 
 
The pace and scale of wind turbine construction in this region has been unprecedented. 
Only five years ago, an EIS prepared by Klickitat County (which lies immediately to the 
north and east of the Whistling Ridge site) predicted the construction of four major wind 
projects, with a total installed capacity of 1,000 megawatts, over a 20-year period. In 
actuality, 10 major wind projects with a total installed capacity of more than 1,100 
megawatts have already been constructed in Klickitat County, and permits are pending 
for another 500 megawatts. In other words, Klickitat County has seen twice as much 
wind development in five years as was predicted for 20 years. 
 



Besides the many projects in Klickitat County, the BPA’s interconnection queue shows 
approximately 35 additional projects in other nearby counties that are either permitted or 
awaiting permits. Other projects are proposed but not yet shown in the BPA queue. From 
Whistling Ridge to Walla Walla, wind developers are erecting (or proposing to erect) 
strings of turbines that stretch for more than 100 miles along the ridges on both sides of 
the Columbia River.1 
 
In Klickitat County, almost every inch of ridge-top land above the Columbia from 
Dallesport eastward is already under lease to wind developers.2 Additional projects are 
proposed but not yet shown on this map because permit applications have not been filed. 
 
The environmental impacts analysis for Whistling Ridge must consider the regional 
impacts of more than 40 major projects within the Columbia Plateau ecoregion. The scale 
and sprawl of this wind development has significant cumulative impacts on wildlife, 
habitat, scenic values and other natural resources. 
 
The notion that projects in eastern Klickitat County are “too far away…to result in 
cumulative impacts” is mistaken. Many birds and bats travel long distances during 
migration, foraging, and other components of their life cycle. Also, genetic exchanges 
between individuals of any given species are essential for maintaining population 
viability. 
 
More important, the notion that projects are too far away to have cumulative impacts is 
mistaken because significant adverse impacts typically occur at the population level, 
rather than at the level of individual animals affected by a particular wind project. While 
different wind projects may affect different individuals, the cumulative effect of 
combined mortalities at many contiguous sites can be population-level impacts—and 
perhaps even local extinctions over time. 
 
The DEIS erred in relying on a cumulative impacts analysis published in 2007 for the 
Mid-Atlantic Highlands. Not only is the Mid-Atlantic region completely different from 
the Whistling Ridge site in habitat and species composition, but the 2007 study was 
published before the pace of wind development began to rapidly accelerate. It is 
inappropriate to base any cumulative impacts analysis for Whistling Ridge on a study 
done under very different circumstances and in a very different place. 
 
It is also inappropriate to dismiss the cumulative impacts of wind turbines on wildlife 
because of other man-made effects such as mortalities from buildings and cats. These 
mortalities don’t necessarily affect the same species as wind turbines do: For example, 
cats do not kill golden eagles, and skyscrapers do not kill species that make their homes 

                                                 
1 Current and Proposed Wind Project Interconnections to BPA Transmission 
Facilities, Bonneville Power Administration, last updated May 10, 2010, 
http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/documents/BPA_wind_map_2010.pdf 
2 Klickitat County Wind Projects, Klickitat County, last updated June 7, 2010, 
http://klickitatcounty.org/Planning/default.asp?fCategoryIDSelected=1258566697 



in remote rural areas. More important, these man-made impacts do not justify placing 
additional pressures on sensitive bird and bat populations from new man-made structures 
in more remote areas where wind projects may be the leading source of avian and bat 
fatalities. They merely illustrate the importance of minimizing any additional mortalities 
caused by wind projects. Two wrongs do not make a right. 
 
The DEIS provides no evidence to substantiate the applicant’s assertion that the proposed 
Whistling Ridge wind project will not cause mortality to birds and bats in sufficient 
quantities to affect population viability. The analysis does not include any reasonable 
estimates of current population levels of sensitive species, nor of the threshold population 
levels required to maintain viability. 
 
 
2. The DEIS fails to address the potential expansion of the Whistling Ridge project 
onto Washington Department of Natural Resources public lands in Klickitat 
County. 
 
The applicant has previously indicated plans to expand the project into Klickitat County, 
and applied for a lease from DNR to do so. These plans should be evaluated as part of 
this project, rather than piecemealed for later consideration. 
 
 
3. The WEST report prepared for the Klickitat County Planning Department is not 
applicable to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and cannot be relied 
upon to evaluate cumulative impacts. 
 
The report prepared by Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEST) purports to be a 
cumulative impacts analysis for Klickitat County.3 Unfortunately, this report sheds little 
light on the cumulative impacts of wind power development on wildlife in Klickitat 
County, and it is even less relevant to a project proposed for Skamania County. 
 
As the WEST report’s title suggests, the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is located in eastern 
Washington and Oregon, which have completely different plant and animal communities 
than the western Washington site proposed for the Whistling Ridge wind project. All of 
the projects evaluated in the WEST report are located in arid and un-forested lands, 
whereas Whistling Ridge is located in a coniferous forest that receives much more 
precipitation and has a much different plant and animal population. Impacts of wind 
projects on birds and bats are extremely site-specific, and because of that the WEST 
study has little applicability to the Whistling Ridge proposal. It is no more applicable 
than studies from the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area in California, where 
significant population-level impacts on birds have been documented; or from the forested 

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



Mountaineer wind project in Appalachia, where significant population-level impacts on 
bats have been documented. 
 
The WEST report contains fatality monitoring data from 12 projects around the Columbia 
Plateau Ecoregion. Only one of those projects, Big Horn, is actually located in Klickitat 
County—and the results from Big Horn show much higher raptor fatality rates than 
anywhere else in the Pacific Northwest. In other words, the WEST report underestimates 
the impacts of wind projects in Klickitat County by merging the Big Horn data with 
results from less lethal projects elsewhere in the region. 
 
The WEST report also looked at 24 projects in the Pacific Northwest for which pre-
construction estimates of avian use are available. Here too, the results from Klickitat 
County show a much higher likelihood of avian impacts than elsewhere in the region. Of 
the 24 projects evaluated in the report, the seven projects located in Klickitat County had 
much higher estimated use by both raptors and by birds of all types. For example, the 
highest raptor use estimated anywhere in our region is at the Linden Ranch in Klickitat 
County. Raptor use there is estimated to be 2.5 times the average for the Columbia 
Plateau ecoregion. 
 
In other words, the WEST report does not give an accurate picture of cumulative impacts 
from expanding wind power here in Klickitat County, much less any indications of 
cumulative impacts to be expected in Skamania County. To the contrary, the WEST 
report uses data from projects in other parts of Oregon and eastern Washington to 
underestimate how many birds—especially raptors—are likely to be killed here. 
 
The WEST report has another fundamental flaw. To arrive at a prediction of cumulative 
fatalities, the report’s authors averaged existing fatalities in the region and then compared 
those averages with estimates of regional population size based on breeding bird surveys 
provided by the Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan. 
However, the Partners in Flight estimates include relatively large standard errors, and are 
not accurate enough to serve as reliable population indicators. The estimates used in the 
WEST report were designed for detecting long-term population trends but not for 
estimating population size. 
 
As Dr. K. Shawn Smallwood, an ecologist who is one of the nation’s leading experts on 
the interactions between wildlife and wind turbines, points out in a review of the WEST 
report, the estimates from Partners in Flight are “unsuitable for the use that Johnson and 
Erickson made of them.” 4 Other researchers have pointed out this flaw but WEST 
continues to rely on these unsuitable estimates. 
 
Smallwood further writes: “No studies or monitoring programs have been designed or 
implemented in the US to document wind energy-related population declines of any bird 
species. Most fatality monitoring programs have been much too brief to document 

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



declines, lasting one or two years. All monitoring programs have been too crude to 
document declines, and the majority of post-construction studies have not been designed 
to estimate population size of any bird species. Therefore, Johnson and Erickson’s 
statement about wind energy impacts was misleading.” 
 
There is no peer-reviewed science in the DEIS submitted by the applicant. Instead the 
applicant relies on WEST, a wind industry contractor whose work has not been 
independently reviewed. 
 
 
4. The DEIS underestimates the impacts of wind projects on long-lived raptor 
species. 
 
Research on wildlife-turbine interactions in the Pacific Northwest and elsewhere has 
focused almost exclusively on estimating mortality rates. Although studies dealing with 
impacts on rare and endangered species are scarce, there is growing evidence that wind 
projects increase the extinction probability of long-lived species through incremental 
increases in mortality rates. In other words, while wind turbines may kill a relatively 
small number of individual birds during any given year, for rare and endangered species 
this increase can quickly add up to population extinction. A recently published study 
found that even though wind projects may cause only slight reductions in the survival of 
birds living in an area associated with wind turbines, those reductions can strongly impact 
the population viability of long-lived species—and can greatly reduce the time to 
extinction for those species.5 
 
That is the situation we are currently seeing in Klickitat County with species such as 
ferruginous hawks. Wind projects have already killed at least three ferruginous hawks 
locally, and there are very few of these animals remaining. There have been no studies in 
Skamania County, Klickitat County, or anywhere else in the Pacific Northwest to 
determine the long-term impact of wind projects. Such studies are necessary in order to 
determine the cumulative impacts of continued industrial wind energy development at the 
scale now being proposed for Klickitat County. 
 
As mentioned above, wind projects pose a threat to long-lived raptors that are already 
rare or endangered. There are ways to mitigate this problem, as pointed out in the 
scientific study cited above: “Unlike other non-natural causes of mortality difficult to 
eradicate or control, wind-farm fatalities can be lowered by powering down or removing 
risky turbines and/or farms, and by placing them outside areas critical for endangered 
birds.” 
 

                                                 
5 Large Scale Risk-Assessment of Wind-Farms on Population Viability of a Globally 
Endangered Long-Lived Raptor Species. Martina Carrete, José A. Sánchez-Zapata, 
José R. Benítez, Manuel Lobón, and José A. Donázar in Biological Conservation 
142:2954-2961, 2009. 



The applicant claims there will be no population-level impacts on any species but has 
provided has provided insufficient evidence to support this assertion. Currently, the 
Whistling Ridge proposal includes no provisions for temporary or permanent shutdowns 
of problem turbines, nor does it place turbines at a reasonable distance from important 
bird areas such as Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Areas. These provisions must be 
included to ensure that long-lived raptors and other species of concern are not driven to 
extinction locally. 
 
In response to unavoidable impacts to wildlife, the applicant proposes “mitigations” 
including raptor nest surveys, post-construction monitoring studies, and the formation of 
a Technical Advisory Committee to oversee these activities. None of these actions 
qualify as mitigation measures. Mitigations are measures that remedy a problem. The 
applicant is merely proposing to study the problem, not to remedy it. 
 
Mitigation cannot be left to a Technical Advisory Committee that is organized and 
overseen by the developer. I have served on several Technical Advisory Committees, and 
while such committees may recommend mitigation measures they are not typically 
empowered to require implementation of any of these measures. 
 
5. Pre-construction estimates of avian and bat fatalities have not proved reliable. 
 
Although no scientists have done a thorough comparison of pre-construction and post-
construction mortality estimates, there is plenty of anecdotal evidence that post-
construction mortalities often greatly exceed pre-construction estimates made using the 
same methodology as has been employed for the Whistling Ridge wind project. 
 
For example, the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared prior to adoption of the 
Energy Overlay Zone in Klickitat County grossly underestimated the level of wildlife 
fatalities likely to result from wind development. At all of the wind projects in Klickitat 
County where monitoring has been completed or is under way, reports prepared by 
wildlife consultants show that fatalities of raptors and bats are far in excess of what was 
anticipated by the EIS. Whistling Ridge is using the same consultants and methodology 
as Klickitat County for its pre-construction fatality estimates. 
 
At Big Horn, the first large wind project built in Klickitat County, the developer’s 
wildlife consultants did a full year of monitoring at 100 percent of the turbines, which 
makes this one of the most comprehensively monitored wind projects anywhere in the 
United States. The results of that monitoring study show that raptor fatalities are at least 
eight times higher than what the developer, PPM/Iberdrola, projected.6 
 
An independent study of Big Horn’s monitoring results written by Dr. Smallwood 
concluded that raptor fatalities are up to 16 times higher than predicted prior to 

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



construction.7 Big Horn also kills twice as many bats as anticipated, according to fatality 
monitoring reports. Monitoring studies at other wind projects in Klickitat County are not 
yet completed, but the preliminary results from those projects suggest even higher fatality 
rates. 
 
The above-cited independent scientific analysis based on the results from Big Horn (the 
first of only two projects in Klickitat County where fatality monitoring has been 
completed) reported a conservative estimate of 243 raptor fatalities annually in Klickitat 
County. That estimate of 243 raptor fatalities is for a level of development that does not 
exceed 1,000 megawatts. At its current rate of wind development, Klickitat County is 
likely to reach a level of 2,000 megawatts or more within the next year or so. For raptors 
in Klickitat County, these numbers are rapidly approaching population-level impacts. 
“There is probably no other human source of mortality that comes close to these levels,” 
writes Dr. Smallwood. 
 
At the second project in Klickitat County where monitoring has been completed, 
Goodnoe, the results are similar.8 The final monitoring report for Goodnoe calculated 
fatalities of 0.34 raptors per year per turbine, or 0.17 raptors per megawatt per turbine, or 
16 fatalities per year for the project. Only one project reviewed in the WEST report had a 
higher raptor fatality rate than the one found for Goodnoe. The Goodnoe project is killing 
far more raptors than predicted by pre-construction surveys. 
 
 
6. The DEIS underestimates potential impacts on northern spotted owls and other 
avian species. 
 
The proposed project falls within critical habitat for the northern spotted owl, a species 
that is not only endangered but has continued to decline since the adoption of the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources’ Habitat Conservation Plan for the species. 
This species has continued to decline on federal lands, which makes the state’s HCP 
more important than ever. There are only an estimated 500 northern spotted owl pairs 
remaining in all of Washington state. 
 
Even as the state’s Habitat Conservation Plan is failing miserably, the applicant is proposing 
to undermine that plan by allowing commercial-scale energy development within a Spotted 
Owl Special Emphasis Area. A commercial wind energy project is not appropriate for habitat 
that is designated as a nesting, roosting and foraging area for a federally endangered species. 
 
In materials distributed to the public prior to the mid-June 2010 hearings, SDS Lumber 
writes: “After years of timber harvest, there’s no suitable habitat for the bird.” It is ironic that 

                                                 
7 Avian and Bat Mortality at the Big Horn Wind Energy Project, Klickitat County, 
Washington. K. Shawn Smallwood, 2008. 
8 Goodnoe Hills Wind Project Avian Mortality Monitoring Report, Prepared for 
PacifiCorp by URS Corporation, March 16, 2010. 



the applicant is pointing the finger at its own destructive timber practices to justify further 
risk to northern spotted owls. 
 
Regardless of whether spotted owls are currently nesting on or near this property, as they 
did in recent history, this area is designated as prime potential habitat for the species. The 
fact that Washington’s Habitat Conservation Plan for spotted owls is not increasing the 
numbers of reproductive pairs makes it all the more important to restore this species’ 
habitat—not to damage it even further. 
 
The Environmental Impact Statement commissioned by Klickitat County for its Energy 
Overlay Zone stated (on page 2-15 of the Final EIS) that “forested areas host higher 
concentrations of owl and other sensitive species habitats.”9 The EIS recommended that areas 
with high concentrations of forested habitats be excluded from the Energy Overlay Zone 
because of their “higher potential for use by sensitive species and avian species likely to be 
impacted by wind turbines.” This sensitive forested habitat is exactly what is being proposed 
for development at Whistling Ridge. 
 
Spotted owls are not the only species likely to be significantly impacted by the proposal. 
Klickitat County’s Energy Overlay EIS also found high use of forested habitats by other 
raptors. The SDS map for the proposed project shows ridge-top locations for turbines, and 
these are typically the worst possible locations from an avian perspective—i.e., likely to 
result in the highest number of bird collisions. 
 
7. The DEIS fails to assess compliance with state and federal laws protecting bald 
eagles, golden eagles, migratory birds, and endangered species. 
 
There are reports of bald eagles and bald eagle nests at the proposed wind site. Yet there is 
no evidence that the proposed project will be in compliance with the state’s Bald Eagle 
Protection Act, RCW chapter 77.12, and regulations associated with this act. 
 
Nor is there any evidence that the proposed project will be in compliance with the federal 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC § 668-668(d). This act prohibits any person, 
association, partnership or corporation from taking a bald or golden eagle at any time or by 
any manner without a permit. A permit may be issued only if the take would be compatible 
with the preservation of the species. 
 
There is no evidence in the DEIS that the proposed project will be in compliance with the 
federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 USC §§ 703-712. The MBTA requires that 
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service take enforcement against “any person, association, 
partnership or corporation” that “by any means or in any manner” pursues, hunts, takes, 
captures, kills, or attempts to take, capture or kill a migratory bird or any part, nest or eggs of 
any migratory bird. Under the MBTA, a corporation may take or kill a migratory bird only if 
the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service determines that the take or kill is compatible with migratory 

                                                 
9 Klickitat County Energy Overlay Final Environmental Impact Statement, 
September 2004. 



bird treaties. This determination must include an evaluation of the bird’s species abundance 
and distribution, as well as its migratory and breeding habits. The killing of a single 
migratory bird is sufficient to create criminal liability, and does not need to be intentional. 
 
There is no evidence in the DEIS that the proposed project will be in compliance with the 
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, 16 USC §§ 1531-1544. Under the ESA, 
“take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or 
collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Section 9 of the ESA prohibits any 
actions that would “take” an endangered species, as well as actions that would cause an act 
constituting a “take.” The Ninth Circuit has held that “a habitat modification which 
significantly impairs the breeding and sheltering of a protected species amounts to ‘harm’ 
under the ESA. 
 
It seems quite possible that the proposed Whistling Ridge wind project may kill a bald eagle, 
a migratory bird, or an endangered species. The DEIS must evaluate the likelihood of each of 
these possibilities, and whether Incidental Take Permits are required from the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Service. A recent court ruling in West Virginia has made it clear that such permits 
are required under federal law when a wind project is likely to kill any individual animals 
protected by the Endangered Species Act. 
 
8. The DEIS erred in its analysis of the regional need for new sources of renewable 
energy. 
 
The DEIS cites the Draft Sixth Northwest Power Plan released in September 2009 by the 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council. What the DEIS fails to quantify is that this 
20-year energy plan for our region concluded that, although population and energy 
demands will continue to grow in the Pacific Northwest, we can meet more than 80 
percent of expected future energy demands through conservation efforts and improved 
energy efficiency. Conservation efforts not only have less environmental impact than 
building new energy sources, they are also considerably less expensive. 
 
Less than 20 percent of future needs must come from new sources of energy, according to 
the Council. And shown above, with 40 wind projects already constructed or proposed 
for this region, there are plenty of new sources to meet these needs. There is no 
demonstrated need for Whistling Ridge. 
 
The dirty little secret of wind power in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion is that most of 
the electricity being generated here by wind turbines is not needed or used in the Pacific 
Northwest. Instead it is sold to utilities in California. There is no regional need for new 
power sources; there is simply a California demand for electricity generated in 
Washington and Oregon. 
 
On page 3-91 of the DEIS, the applicant claims that the Klickitat County Energy Overlay 
Zone Final EIS “recently evaluated the projected energy demand in Klickitat County, 
Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County.” (In fact, this 
evaluation is already more than six years old). The DEIS then mentions the EIS 



projection that “four wind power projects with total generating capacity of 1,000 MW” 
will be developed in Klickitat County by 2024. 
 
In fact, Klickitat County has already approved more than a dozen projects, with a total 
generating capacity of almost 2,000 megawatts. Rather than suggesting that more energy 
is needed regionally, this rapid development of wind power in Klickitat County indicates 
that more than enough wind power is already under development to meet the region’s 
energy needs. 
 
Existing wind projects in this region are already producing so much surplus power that 
there are times when these projects must be turned off to protect the regional grid. For 
example, see these recent articles on the surpluses in the Columbia River corridor: 
http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/07/sudden-surplus-calls-for-quick-thinking/ 
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2010/06/swollen_columbia_river_churns.
html 
 
 
9. The DEIS fails to estimate the direct and cumulative impacts of this project on the 
Northwest power grid. 
 
The breaktaking pace of wind development along the Columbia River has created serious 
challenges for BPA and the regional energy grid. There are limits to the amount of wind 
power that can be integrated into the grid, and we are already at or near these limits. BPA 
has expressed concerns about how it can integrate more than 6,000 megawatts of wind 
power into the grid, yet the DEIS fails to analyze these constraints and how they will be 
affected by the construction of yet another wind project. 
 
Adding more wind power capacity to the grid requires not only new transmission lines 
but also new storage capability, because wind is an intermittent power source. Typically 
wind projects operate at only about 30 percent of their total generating capacity, which 
means that 70 percent of the time a backup power source must be available. 
 
The DEIS has failed to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed backup power 
source for Whistling Ridge. For example, if hydropower will be the backup, the DEIS 
must consider the indirect impacts of this project on fish, irrigation, navigation and other 
drawdown impacts. 
 
The applicant has hinted at possible plans to construct a natural-gas-fired power plant, 
perhaps as a backup power source for when the wind is not blowing at Whistling Ridge. 
The applicant should be required to disclose those plans now, so that the impacts of a 
natural-gas-fired power plant can be considered along with the impacts of the wind 
project. 
 
Also, Williams is proposing a new gas line for the Whistling Ridge area, and the 
substation and transmission inter-tie lines proposed for the Whistling Ridge area could 



signal the advent of additional power plants in the area. These must be evaluated along 
with impacts of the infrastructure currently being proposed. 
 
A recent study in Colorado found that wind power’s supposed carbon emissions benefits 
are not being realized, because of the requirement for conventionally-generated backup 
power.10 Because all coal-fired power plants and some natural-gas-fired power plants 
produce greater emissions when they act as backup systems for wind power, thanks to 
inefficiencies associated with cycling on and off, the benefits of wind power in reducing 
carbon emissions are reduced. 
 
Contrary to what the DEIS states, there is no evidence that the Whistling Ridge project 
will have a beneficial impact on air quality in the Columbia Gorge vicinity. No fossil-
fuel-fired projects will be taken offline as a result. In fact, backup power from fossil-fuel-
fired projects may be required for those times when the wind is not blowing. 
 
10. The DEIS failed to evaluate the potential health effects of wind turbines on local 
residents. 
 
There is ample evidence that low-frequency noises, shadow flicker, and nighttime 
lighting associated with wind turbines can be injurious to the physical and mental health 
of people living in the vicinity of turbines.11 While many or even most people might not 
find noises, lights or flickers annoying or even noticeable, they can be severe—and in 
some cases life-changing—for a minority of the population. Regardless of whether these 
impacts affect everyone, they can affect some people, and must be evaluated in that light. 
 
11. The DEIS failed to evaluate alternatives to the proposal. 
 
SEPA and NEPA require consideration of alternatives. The applicant owns tens of 
thousands of acres of land, including other sites that would be more appropriate for wind 
power development than Whistling Ridge. The DEIS must evaluate potential alternatives, 
including alternative sites as well as alternative turbine layout configurations. 
 
12. The DEIS overwhelms the public with quantity but not quality. 
 
I am grateful for the extended comment period. Nevertheless, it is not reasonable to 
expect members of the general public to be able to digest and respond intelligently within 
just a few weeks to a record that is thousands of pages long and years in the making. 
 
Despite this huge volume of material, there is very little scientific literature cited in the 
DEIS, and even less that is peer-reviewed science. The applicant has cherry-picked a few 

                                                 
10 How Less Became More…Wind, Power and Unintended Consequences in the 
Colorado Energy Market, Prepared by Bentek Energy LLC for the Independent 
Petroleum Association of Mountain States, April 16, 2010. 
11 “Summary of Recent Research on Adverse Health Effects of Wind Turbines,” 
Compiled by Keith Stelling, October 20, 2009. 



statistics and extrapolations from industry-sponsored reports and ignored the independent 
science and actual mortality studies that suggest major cumulative impacts are likely for 
wildlife given the pace and scope of wind power development in this region. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Dawn Stover 
1208 Snowden Rd. 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
dstover@hughes.net 
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Public Comment #165 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

BOBBY DUNCAN [aa777plt@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, June 16, 2010 7:22 PM 
COMEFSEC 
Opinion on Whistling Ridge Wind Farm. 

Yellow Category 

To BPA Public Affairs 
Office, 

June 16, 2010 

I, Robert p, Duncan and my wife Jacqueline B, Duncan are in favor of the 
wind farm in Skamania county, We have traveled the mountains of Italy, 
Spain, and California and found no ill effects of the view or the esoteric feeling 
of the mountains, Besides the jobs and revenue that it will generate, the 
project improves fire access roads in the farm areas making it safer and easier 
for our firemen in case of a major fire. It also decreases the carbon footprint 
that a coal fired plant would use to produce 75 MW of power which our 
growing population state needs, 

We are sorry we cannot attend and let our voices be heard. 

Thank You 
R,P, Duncan and J,B. Duncan 
41 Frances Ln, (PO Box67) 
Carson, WA 98610 
509-427-8426 
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Talburt. Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Rogers, Lee [Lee.Rogers@pepperdine.edu] 
Wednesday, June 16, 20109:52 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #166 

I am a resident of the connnunity of Mill A in Skamania County, Washington - having moved to this community in 1976 and lived 
here since then (except for 5 years while teaching at Pepperdine University in California -- now retired from teaching). My home is 
located just west of the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 
I appreciate what Broughton Lumber Company and its parent SDS Lumber Company have done for many of our communities here in 
Skamania County over many years, and I consider the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to be yet another way that SDS will be of great 
benefit to the citizens in our area -- furnishing much-needed jobs and boosting OUf local economy, and also beneficial to our entire 
country in their effort to help provide more electricity for all of us. 
Wind-generators are an excellent method of energy production and will do much to help our country decrease our dependence on 
foreign oil. They are clean, efficient, and are even better than "renewablell since they do not consume anything (no wood, coal, etc.) 
I strongly support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, and I encourage EFSEC and BPA to approve it. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Rogers 
3892 Cook-Underwood Rd 
Cook, W A 98605 
Phone: 509-538-2828(home) or 360-624-2707(cell) 
email: Lee.Rogers@Pepperdine,edu 
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Talburt. Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Liz Kingslien [Iiz@lizbiz.biz) 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 8:10 AM 
COM EFSEC 
SOS Whistling Ridge Wind Power Project 

Yellow Category 

Dear Council Members, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #167 

I am a native Oregonian and my father was a native Oregonian logger and logging road builder. I now 
live in Lyle, WA in the Columbia Gorge. Although I am supportive of alternate energy, I am more 
supportive of keeping the gorge as pristine as possible. When I saw the before and after photos that 
SDS had in their brochure I couldn't believe they thought these photos would incline people toward 
their position. It is obvious to me that the wind towers would be eyesores. 

We recently went to Yellowstone Park. As we drove through I thanked the people of vision who 
created and preserved the park's naturalness. 
We must do the same for what's left of the natural beauty of the gorge. 

My husband is a consultant in the lumber industry and we understand the difficulties the industry is 
having at this time. But the economic success of the few cannot be the only impetus to allow this 
project. 
There is only one Columbia Gorge, we cannot allow its beauty to be compromised. 

I am unable to attend either of the meetings, but I would like to register my opposition to this project. 

Thank you, 
Liz Kingslien 
PO Box 849 
Lyle, WA 98635 
Ph: 312-246-1007 
liz@lizbiz.biz 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

John Chaimanis [JChaimanis@edisonmission.com] 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 12:11 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must ALLOW Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #170 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would cause 
NO significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would not degrade the 
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire ACCEPT this project. 

This proposal NOT is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy 
facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along an actively 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would enhance the use of the 
land and result in direct and indirect positive impacts to our economy. Collisions with turbine blades 
are a minor concern compared to the impacts of fossil generation. 

Siting Columbia River Gorge would not degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and 
their blinking lights may be slightly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the 
National Scenic Area, including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, 
Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point; however they are not within the scenic area itself. The 
project is a compliment to the ongoing sustainable foresting operations. 

Furthermore, the useful life of turbines is expected to be 20 - 25 years. At which point a 
decommissioning and dismantling would effectively render their impact entirely unnoticeable. 

We have a short time in to impact our dire global situation, and we must REPLACE other HARMFUL 
POLLUTING means of producing energy. 

I support renewable energy, adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a 
designated national scenic treasure. The rules governing the scenic area should not creep into 
managing surrounding areas. 

John Chaimanis 
na 
na, CA 90803 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Gentlemen: 

eric shetterly [e_shetterly@msn.comJ 
Thursday, June 17,201012:55 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #171 

I want to take a few minutes to register my support for the subject project as proposed by SDS Lumber 
Company. 

Although I occasionally drive-by the SDS mill in Bingen, I am not and have never been connected with 
SDS in any way whatsoever: not as an employee, contractor, supplier, by marriage, friendship or in any 
other fashion. 

Neither do I stand to gain or profit in any way by SDS's development of the proposed wind energy project. 

There can be no conceivable, legitimate reason for this project not to be given your support 
and authorization to move forward as soon as possible. I very much hope that final approval will be 
forthcoming. 

Sincerely, 
Kenneth E Shetterly 
P.O. Box 532 
White Salmon, WA 

Hotmail is redefining busy with tools for the New Busy. Get more from your inbox. See how. 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 41

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Ellynne Kutschera [ekutsche@pdx.eduj 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 12:59 PM 
COM EFSEC 
No Whistling Ridge, Governor Gregoire 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #172 

While I am a supporter of renewable energy, all the environmental choices we make need to be 
careful ones, considering all impacts. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project, along the Skamania and 
Klickitat county line is a mix of positive and negative impacts - the negative effects on wildlife and on 
the environmental well-being of the Gorge outweigh the benefits. I am aware that the potentially 
affected listed and sensitive species include northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern 
goshawk, several species of bats, multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and 
elk. I sincerely hope the decision-makers involved will listen to reason and choose alternatives, 
preserving what undisturbed areas we have left! 

Thank you. 

Ellynne Kutschera 
751 NE Wendy Lane 
Gresham, OR 
Gresham, OR 97030 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

EFSEC: 

pamela marley [pamelamarley@yahoo.comJ 
Thursday, June iT, 2010 3:20 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #173 

I am writing to express my support of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project plans. I am a long-time resident of Skamania County and have watched as 
residents struggled through economic hard times for many, many years, whether related to timberl owls, or tourism. other Gorge counties are 
benefiting from the Gorge's abundant wind supply and, as an opponent of nuclear power and also a salmon recovery advocate, I very much favor the 
clean energy wind farms provide. I have read that agriculture and wind farming are actually quite compatible land uses, and I also think that, with 
appropriate plannIng, a fully operational wind farm could serve as an educational tourist attraction as we move toward sustainable alternative energy 
sources. This particular project does not significantly Impact the natural beauty or public enjoyment of this scenic wonderland as many other proposals 
have and offers Skamania County a long-overdue boost. 

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Pamela Marley 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Don McGuire [don@dcmcg.comJ 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 4:20 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire MUST APPROVE Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #174 

I am writing in support of the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project WILL NOT 
cause negative impacts to sensitive wildlife. As proposed, this project will not degrade the scenic 
beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor 
Gregoire APPROVE this project. 
The project would cause minimal or NO disturbance to areas of forested habitat. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge would help 
power the values of the Gorge. The turbines may even be visible from some viewing areas within the 
National Scenic Area. The project would introduce industrial development into the natural, forested 
landscape and ENHANCE views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy and I am in favor of industrial wind energy development within, and 
adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national scenic treasure. 

Don McGuire 
701 S.E. Oak St. 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Richard Potter [rhpotter@embarqmail.coml 
Thursday, June 17,20104:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must approve Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #175 

. I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. 
The DE IS is complete, comprehensive and no further anaylsis is requried. 
I support the Whistling Ridge Energy project because: 
1. This project will create much needed green, renewable energy 2. Becasue this project is in my 
backyard. I have been an Underwood, Washington resident for over 15 years. 
3. It will create much needed incremental tax revenue for the county and school districts. 
I support renewable energy, and the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Potter 
PO Box 125 . 
Underwood, Wa 98651 

Richard Potter 
PO 125 
Underwood, WA 98651 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Dear WA EFSEC, 

Vince Ready [vready@spiretech.comj 
Thursday, June 17, 20108:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 
FW: Whistling Ridge Wind Farm - Public Comment 

Yellow Category 

Pu . WR-DEIS 
bile Comment #176 

I am writing to express opposition to the proposal to site a large-scale wind farm on Saddleback Mountain in a location 
that is in the heart of the Columbia Gorge, and will be visible from several key viewing areas which are established in the 
Gorge National Scenic Act. This wind farm, if built, would not only have scenic impact, but also would potentially have 
adverse long-term impact on bird habitat and wildlife in the region. No other wind farm project to date has been sited 
in such a densely forested area in proximity to endangered species - including the Northern Spotted Owl and Northern 

Goshawk. 

I have not had an opportunity to carefully review this proposal, but due to the short public comment period, I want to go 
on record and express that my wife Jodi and I oppose this project and urge you to recommend denial to Governor 
Gregoire because Whistling Ridge is environmentally irresponsible and would harm the Columbia River Gorge. 

Thank you for taking our input into consideration. 

Sincerely, 

i.~ 
Vince Ready 

Vincent L. Ready 
914 Cascade Avenue 
Hood River, OR 97031 
(206) 780-5600 home 
(206) 484-5559 cell 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Patrick Cummings [patrick_cummings@ml.com] 
Friday, June 18, 20109:32 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must ALLOW Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #177 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. Studies have shown that the 
proposed project would have no negative impact on wildlife and plant habitat and would not affect the 
outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire approve this project. 

I support renewable energy, and reducing our reliance on foreign oil, particularly given the current 
situation in the Gulf of Mexico. This project is an important step in the right direction for the state of 
Washington and for the Gorge's energy independence. 

Patrick Cummings 
2020 SW Iowa St 
Portland, OR 97239 
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~EFSEC 

905 Phunb Street BE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
Bmail: efsecfq;cm::tlmcrce,wa.gov 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #179 

Cal Edwards-
683 Struck Rd 

Lyle, WA 98685 
Phone: 509 365-3563 

I support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I believe America needs to move ahead with clean energy solutions 
which don't depend on oil. 

I hope you will also support this project. 

Thank you 
Cal Edwards 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Categories: 

Cal Edwards [calnsharon@gorge.net] 
Friday, June 18, 2010 11:08 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
whistling ridge.docx 

Yellow Category 

Asking for your support in the attachment. 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Categories: 

Brian Barrelt [surferbrian@hotmail.com] 
Friday, June 18, 2010 12:17 PM 
COM EFSEC 
RE: Whistling Ridge abomination 

High 

Yellow Category 

I have lived in the Gorge for about 10 years and am a big fan of wind power in general. In fact, I LIKE the 
new array of wind generators out near Maryhill (outside the National Scenic Area). But the reality of the 
Whistling Ridge project in a residential and nationally protected area will be the following: 

No change in electrical costs for average taxpayers*. 
A paltry number of construction jobs, most of them temporary and many of those requiring imported 
specialized labor. 
Death to thousands of various wild animals (birds and mammals--especially our best friends, 
BATS/mosquito mowers, which are abundant in the fecund Cascades). 
Audible annoyance/deleterious health effects on humans and their domesticated animals. 
A giant scar on the Gorge land/river-scape (this includes the National Scenic Area). 
Huge profits (surplus electricity sold back to the electricity brokers for resale to CALIFORNIA/Seattle) for 
the Stevenson Empire. 

The only long-term benefit here is decades of easy money for one entity: Stevenson Empire. Oops, almost 
forgot the other beneficiaries: electricity brokers who sell to California and Washington's big municipal 
users. 

I am tired of 800# gorillas, such as the Stevensons, throwing their weight around so indiscriminantly 
around here to the detriment of average and below-average locals. Don't the Steven sons have enough 
wealth already? How much is enough for them? Somebody please make them stop! 

***Talk is cheap. If the Stevensons truly cared about the local community, decades ago they would have 
spent serious money on a construction solution (such as an overpass for the Bingen lumber mill) to the 
audibly and psychologically disturbing train horn and noise which plagues Bingen and Hood River residents 
several times per day and night! 

Just say "NO" to: 

Death and malaise to thousands of beautiful and beneficial animals. 
No economic benefits to the majority of local residents. 
Greed of already extremely wealthy land owners and (literal) power brokers. 

Sincerely, 
Brian Barrett 
Mosier, Oregon 

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn more. 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

The choices are limited: 

Victor Benveniste [victor@vbenveniste.net] 
Friday, June 18, 20104:41 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Project 

Yellow Category 

- Proceed with the project and other similar wind farms. 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #182 

- Increase the energy production from oil, gas, nuclear, and coal and accept the ensuing environmental devastation. 
- Do without the energy. One wonders how many of the NIMBY opponents are willing to forego cooling and heating their 
homes to avoid seeing the windmills in their distant view! 

It seems that a mild esthetic impact (although I personally find windmills aesthetically pleasing) and the loss of Some bird 
population is a far lesser evil than pollution of· air and water. The loss of life and treasure associated with the various wars 
we engage in to protect the supplies of fossil fuels is an additional matter of concern. 

Victor and Sharon Benveniste 
508 Keasey Ave .. 
Lyle, WA 98635 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Catagories: 

June 19, 2010 

Sirs. 

dcrow [dcrow@pacifier.comj 
Saturday, June 19, 2010 9:05 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Underwood, WA. 

Yellow Category 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #183 

I am writing in opposition to the proposal by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to construct up to 50 
turbines along 2,000 foot-tall ridgeline on the boundary of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area near White Salmon Washington. Approximately 384 acres would be developed for the wind 
turbine foundations, connecting roadways and overhead and underground transmission lines. Each 
turbine would be more than 420 feet tall and equipped with blinking lights. 

The proposed wind turbines would cover more than 1,000 acres of highly visible ridgelines and would be seen 
from several designated key viewing areas in the Gorge including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River 
Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. The project would also be highly 
visible from communities and cities such as Mill A, Underwood, Hood River, and White Salmon. 

All wind developments should be sited east of the eastern boundary of the National Scenic Area (Maryhill and 
the Deschutes River) or in other areas not visible from the NSA. We need alternative energy sources, but here 
the cost in loss of other assets is too great! 

Sincerely, 

Douglas M. Crow 
Mosier, Oregon 
Gorge Commissioner 2000-2008 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Kenneth Conaway [mikeco@kalama.comJ 
Saturday, June 19, 20109:54 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #184 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project will not cause 
significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and will not degrade the outstanding 
scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that 
Governor Gregoire approve this project. 
This proposal is not likely to have any different or greater wildlife impacts than any other wind energy 
facility proposed in the State of Washington. The project will not permanently disturb any areas of 
forested habitat and will not result in direct or indirect impacts to the multiple wildlife species. None of 
the listed or sensitive species including the northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern 
goshawk, several species of bats, multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, or elk 
will suffer detrimental effects from this project. 

I support renewable energy, and I support industrial-scale wind energy development wherevever it 
can help us become energy self sufficient. 

Kenneth Conaway 
115 Walker Road 
Kelso, WA 98626 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Barbara King [buymegivemetakeme@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, June 19, 2010 11 :14 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must approve Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

Pub/i WR - DE/S 
c Comment #185 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
substantially improve the economic conditions in these two counties without causing negative impacts 
to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat or impacting the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire approve this 
project. 

This proposal is unlikely to have any different and greater wildlife impact than any other wind energy 
facility proposed in the State of Washington, perhaps even less because this project is proposed 
along an already cleared for utility access low ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. 
Locating the turbines on this ridge line where there are already existing electrical towers would cause 
no additional impact to the scenic value of the Gorge than the already existing utility works, and 
therefore no significant additional energy development into the forested landscape. 

I support renewable energy, and encourage EFSEC to recommend that Governor Gregoire approve 
this project. 

Barbara King 
Log Deck Road 
Willard, WA 98605 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Doug Miley [climbpaddleride@yahoo.comj 
Saturday, June 19, 2010 11 :39 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy project 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #186 

I would like to express my support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Solar, wind, and bio-fuels are our 
energy future. We NEED to slmt thinking clean renewable energy instead of the old model of "polluting", 
"limited resource", "harmful to the environment" types of energy. I know the Gorge is a special place and needs 
to be preserved but I see wind energy doing just that. Windmills are far less harmful than the polluting coal
fired Boardman plant that spews "dangerous pollutants into our air and water that ultimately affects the quality of 
life here in the Gorge. 

Thanks you, 
Douglas Miley 
P.O. Box 2286 
White Salmon, W A 
98672 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

james trenter Uamie.trenter@ins-Iua.com] 
Sunday, June 20, 2010 5:51 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

Yellow Category 

PUblic WCR - DtlS 
ornrn em #191 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. EFSEC should recommend that 
Governor Gregoire approve this project. 
This proposal is likely to have greater impact than any other wind energy facility proposed in the State 
of Washington to create jobs to a state with an above average unemployment rate. 
The project would provide industrial development and infrastructure into an area that needs jobs, 

devekopment, and green energy. 

I support renewable energy and beleive this project will be a short-term and long-term economic 
boost to this area. 
Sincerely 

James Trenter 

james trenter 
5201 nw 140th street 
vancouver, WA 98685 
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Talburt. Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Gentlemen: 

John Bryan Uohnboy@gorge.net] 
Monday, June 21, 20104:24 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Wind Farm 

Yellow Category 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #193 

I am a renewable energy enthusiast yet I feel I need to speak out about this project. In eastern Oregon there are 
prolific wind generators located in some key areas of strong wind. All that I have seen so far, are located in grassland 
areas with vit1ually no trees nearby. This locating factor reduces the possibility of damage to wildlife because most 
of the wildlife is lower flying, ifat all, having little habitat from 100 feet up. However, to locate 50 wind generators 
in the middle of a forested area really exposes a great deal of habitat to almost 6000 feet of turbulent rotors, which 
they will not survive. Please do not allow the dollar signs and the green speak to move us one step forward yet 3 
steps back. This is a good project but quite simply, the wrong place. Jobs and financial support into the community 
are always good reasons for these projects to be justified, However as we have learned with the casino issues, not 
always the primaty issues to consider. 

Thank you, 

John Bryan 
Hood River, OR 
Sent fi'om my iPhone 
jolmboy@gorge.net 
Sent from my iPhone 
johnboy@gorge.net 
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Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Public Comment 6/16/2010 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #194 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Whistling Ridge. After reading though this 
document, I was struck by the generic and generally outdated content. I understand the need to 
plagiarize other EIS's to lessen preparation efforts; however, it does worry me that this project is not 
being looked at for the uniqueness of this site, and the natural and scenic resources. Besides that 
general comment, some specifics are: 

1) Under "affected environment", "surface water", there is no mention of the unnamed stream west 
(and down slope) of the A1-A7 turbine group. This stream initiates as a spring and flows year round, and 
eventually empties into the Columbia River. In addition, it flows through World Stewardship Nature 
Preserve land (soon to be purchased by Columbia land Trust). Please add this consideration to your 
study. 
2) Under "groundwater", the same unnamed stream mentioned above has been overlooked since it 
does originate at groundwater. Please add this to your study. 
3) There was very little discussion on the flashing red lights. My understanding is that these are fairly 
bright and regular flashes, which besides being disturbing to local residents could also trigger health 
issues. Please add this consideration to your study. 
4) There is no reference to Dr. Pierpont's studies on the health effects of wind turbine sounds, and a 
response to this new science by the applicant. It is not sufficient to say "not a problem", when current 
scientific studies indicate the need for larger setbacks to avoid these issues. All of the "noise" 
documentation is generally positive, educational, and/or based on county defined noise ordinances, all 
of which do not comprehend continuous operation of noise producing machinery. It is also interesting 
to me the shear amount of documentation in the DEIS on noise, causing me to believe that this can be a 
problem and really needs more than an academic dissertation on sound. The most recent science 
should be considered in the study. 
5) The study did not use the noise levels defined by the manufacturer of the proposed towers and the 
generating station, which are larger and noisier than those discussed. It is unacceptable and reckless to 
conclude the noise would be within EFSEC limits, if this group does not assess the actual towers and the 
generator facility to be used. Please update your report for the maximum anticipated noise levels, 
cumulative effects of multiple towers coupled with power generation/transfer and their impact to the 
surrounding community. 
6) Regarding land use and the National Scenic Area. We all understand that regulations, boundaries, 
etc. do not preclude development of this type of project, however can you honestly say that the 
lawmakers and NSA visionaries understood (many, many years ago) that 400+ tall manmade, noisy, 
intrusive, structures would be created and erected. Can you honestly and with good conscience, ignore 
the basic intent of the National Scenic Act: "Preserve our nation's natural scenic resources", by siting 
loopholes, ordinance weakness, and the limits of our written language. Remember, this is permanent 
(30+years) and a resource that can never, never be reclaimed to its current grandeur. Please try to 
justify this project (as a whole or in parts) given this basic concept of natural scenic area preservation. If 
you knowingly and willingly ignore preservation of a scenic area, you will spoil our treasure just as oil is 
spoiling Florida beaches now. Please consider a reconfiguration of the project, at a minimum to 
eliminate the most visible turbines, specifically the "A1-A7" array. 
7) More recent studies on bat and raptor deaths caused by wind turbines indicate a significantly higher 
number than expected. Klickitas County has recently begun a new study because many more deaths 
were occurring than promised by the boiler plate information in their EIS. Please update your study to 
consider recent results. 
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8) There does not seem to be mention or analysis of that land being designated as "Deer and Elk Winter 
Range"? I was unable to get a map from WDFW in this short time, but I do know that the land 
immediately south of the project is designated winter range preserve. If this project is or is not in the 
preserve, what would be the impacts to elk and deer movement, how will they react to the "strings" of 
turbines, operational noise, construction, etc? If you believe that this wildlife will simply "go around", 
what is the impact and how will the applicant mitigate the impact to the surrounding communities now 
in the path of ranging wildlife? What would be the impact to the surrounding communities when the 
predators (e.g. cougars) follow the new path, and how will we be protected? 
9) Regarding impacts to property values: it is inappropriate to merely list/itemize the results of studies, 
without considering the details. For example, if these studies did not have any homes as close to the 
projects as this will be, those studies are not applicable. If the studies did not have homes and property 
of comparable value (i.e. shacks verses million dollar homes), then the studies are not applicable. If 
these areas did not have property of comparable value, then the studies are not applicable. If the areas 
understudy do not have comparable "visual" appeal (i.e. in the scenic area), then the studies are not 
applicable. I expect, due to the locations of the referenced studies, that they are generally not 
comparable to this situation. Your DEIS needs to be updated with property value studies that represent 
this project and this neighborhood, for undeveloped land, developed land, and land with homes. 
10) Regarding "future developments", the "Middle Mountain Wind Project" should be updated to 
indicate that the Hood River County Commissioners have determined the project to be not feasible due 
to local discontent and the results of an independent study concluding the project would be financially 
unacceptable, contrary to the financial payback reported by their applicant. You might also consider 
adding the decision regarding the Seven Mile project; impacts to the local community and the scenic 
area also could not be justified. 

I know that you are tired, and a bit numb to the comments so far and yet to come, but I request that you 
review each as if you lived here. As if you come to the Gorge to enjoy the natural scenery, as if it was in 
your back yard. Remember, this project is in everyone's back yard, it is a National Scenic Area. 

Thank you 

Mike Eastwick 
62 Peach Lane 
Underwood, WA 98651 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100004 -  Eastwick 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Whistling Ridge. After 
reading though this document, first I was struck by the generic, boiler plate, and generally 
outdated content. I understand the need to plagiarize other EIS's to lessen preparation 
efforts; however, it does worry me that this project is not being looked at for the 
uniqueness of this site, and the natural and scenic resources. Besides that general 
comment, some specifics are: 1) Under "affected environment", "surface water", there is 
no mention of the unnamed stream west (and down slope) of the A1-A7 turbine group. 
This stream initiates as a spring and flows year round, and eventually empties into the 
Columbia River. In addition, it flows through World Stewardship Nature Preserve Land 
(soon to be purchased by Columbia Land Trust). Please add this consideration to your 
study. 2) Under "groundwater", the same unnamed stream mentioned above has been 
overlooked since it does originate at groundwater. Please add this to your study. 3) There 
was very little discussion on the flashing red lights. My understanding is that these are 
fairly bright and regular flashes, which besides being disturbing to local residents could 
also trigger health issues. Please add this consideration to your study. 4) There is no see 
reference to Dr. Pierpont’s studies on the health effects of wind turbine sounds, and a 
response to this new science by the applicant. It is not sufficient to say "not a problem", 
when current scientific studies indicate the need for larger setbacks to avoid these issues. 
All of the "noise" documentation is generally positive, educational, and/or based on 
county defined noise ordinances, all of which do not comprehend continuous operation of 
noise producing machinery. It is also interesting to me the shear amount of 
documentation in the DEIS on noise, causing me to believe that this can be a problem and 
really needs more than an academic dissertation on sound. The most recent science 
should be considered in the study. 5) The study did not use the noise levels defined by the 
manufacturer of the proposed towers, which are larger and noisier than those discussed. It 
is unacceptable and reckless to conclude the noise would be within limits, if you do not 
look the actual towers to be used. Please update your report for the maximum anticipated 
noise levels, cummulative effects of multiple towers, and their impact to the surrounding 
community. 6) Regarding land use and the National Scenic Area. We all understand that 
regulations, boundaries, etc. do not preclude development of this type of project, however 
can you honestly say that the lawmakers and NSA creators understood (many, many 
years ago) that 400+ tall manmade, noisily, ugly, structures would be created and erected. 
Can you honestly and with good conscience, ignore the basic intent of the National 
Scenic Act: "Preserve our nation’s scenic resources", by siting loopholes, ordinance 
weakness, and the limits of our written language. Remember, this is permanent 
(30+years) and a resource that can never, never be reclaimed to its current grandeur. 
Please try to justify this project (as a whole or in parts) given this basic concept of scenic 
area preservation. If you knowingly and willingly ignore preservation of a scenic area, 
you might as well spill billions of gallons of oil onto the pristine shores of Florida and 
other southern states. 7) More recent studies on bat and raptor deaths caused by wind 
turbines indicate a significantly higher number than expected. Klickitas County has 
recently begun a new study because many more deaths were occurring than promised by 



the boiler plate information in their EIS. Please update your study to consider recent 
results. 8) There does not seem to be mention or analysis of that land being designated as 
"Deer and Elk Winter Range"? I was unable to get a map from WDFW in this short time, 
but I do know that the land immediately south of the project is designated winter range 
preserve. If this project is or is not in the preserve, what would be the impacts to elk and 
deer movement, how will they react to the "strings" of turbines, operational noise, 
construction, etc. If you believe that this wildlife will simply "go around", what is the 
impact and how will the applicant mitigate the impact to the surrounding communities 
now in the path of ranging wildlife? What would be the impact to the surrounding 
communities when the predators (e.g. cougars) follow the new path, and how will we be 
protected? 9) Regarding impacts to property values: it is inappropriate to merely 
list/itemize the results of studies, without considering the details. For example, if these 
studies did not have any homes as close to the projects as this will be, those studies are 
not applicable. If the studies did not have homes and property of comparable value (ie. 
shacks verses million dollar homes), then the studies are not applicable. If the areas 
understudy do not have comparable "visual" appeal (ie. in the scenic area), then the 
studies are not applicable. I submit that the studies mentioned are generally not 
comparable to this situation. Your DEIS needs to be updated with property value studies 
that represent this project and this neighborhood. If you knowingly ignore the potential 
impact to property values (similar to power lines), you can expect law suits demanding 
compensation. 10) Regarding "future developments", the "Middle Mountain Wind 
Project" should be updated to indicate that the Hood River County Commissioners have 
determined the project to be not feasible due to local discontent and the results of an 
independent study concluding the project would be financially unacceptable, contrary to 
the financial payback reported by their applicant. You might also consider adding the 
decision regarding the Seven Mile project; impacts to the local community and the scenic 
area cannot be justified. I know that you are tired, and a bit numb to the comments so far 
and yet to come, but I request that you review each as if you lived here. As if you come to 
the Gorge to enjoy the natural scenery, as if it was in your back yard. Remember, this 
project is in everyone's back yard, a National Scenic Area. Thank you 



Testimony of Todd Myers 
Executive Director, WindWorks! Northwest 

EFSEC/BPA Draft EIS Hearing 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Underwood, Washington 
June 16, 2010 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #195 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Council. My name is Todd Myers and I serve 

as the Executive Director of WindWorks! Northwest, a wind power advocacy 

group with over 300 supporters. Our address is P.O. Box 859 in Ellensburg, 

Washington. 

I have two comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. I will first 

address the discussion of project alternatives under 2.3.2. Second, I will touch on 

the Draft EIS' discussion of visual impacts in 3.9.3. 

The Draft EIS is correct in its assessment of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

as an "'integrated whole,' as a single power plant, not pieces of a whole, where 

some turbines may be eliminated." The project, at 75 megawatts, is the smallest 

project proposed or operating in Washington State. No exception. 

The economic viability of the project hinges on SDS being able to complete the 

project as designed - at 75 megawatts. 

Those who suggest that they can support the project if "only" seven turbines are 

removed are, in effect, telling you that the project should not proceed. It reminds 

me of the used car dealer who claims that he's offering you a great deal while 

acknowledging that the auto lacks a small item: a transmission. 

In the interest of fair evaluation, the proposed project before you must be 

considered as an "integrated whole." Given the economies of scale and utility 

demand for renewable power, this project, if it is to proceed at all, cannot be 

downsized. 
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The Draft EIS offers a thorough and commendable discussion of visual impacts. 

One area where the document falls short is in assessing the value of the visual 

amenities that Whistling Ridge currently provides to the Gorge area. 

The project opponents assert that SDS, by building a windfarm on its property 

will spoil the value of their property. This concern should can only be fully 

analyzed if both sides of the coin are examined. 

It would be helpful to this discussion if the Draft EIS estimated the financial value 

of the visual amenity that SDS currently provides - a value, that members of 

SOSA and the Agri-Tourism Association now enjoy for free. We can only 

imagine how the authors of the EIS would calculate the value of this free amenity· 

that is so dear to SDS' neighbors. 

Would any of them pay to keep things as they are? And, since when does a 

neighbors' property rights extend to everything he or she can see from their 

boundaries? Since when was the Scenic Act written to control what can be seen 

from within the boundaries of the Scenic Area? 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Council, I commend you and SPA for 

commissioning an excellent environmental document, which provides a rock solid 

foundation on which to inform your ultimate action on the Whistling Ridge Wind 

Energy Project. 
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Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec<Ci2cted.wa.Qov. 
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Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 

COMMENT FORM 

Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Hea and Comment rtu 

Name: 1.;)00 ·,:100;1\ !5'ry' , 

Address: 12· C(2.tM VI e.v L;J (jlvpUC.<V("<;t' ?£!;C,(j{ 
(Please include your Zip!) 

Email Address: ______________________________________________________ _ 

D Add me to the Mailing IistJEmaillist 

Please write any comments you have with respect to the 

Leave this sheet in the Comment Box today, or mail it to: 
EFSEC, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172. 

Comment letters must be postmarked by Monday, July 19, 2010. 

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec@cted.wa.qov. 
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Points to Consider 
Wind Farm Start-up 

June 16, 2010 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #198 

I previously worked for a company that did wind farm start-up and have the following 
information for residents to consider:. 

TRANSPORATION: Trucks transporting wind mills and turbines are regulated and permitted 
by the State DOT. Segments of each turbine is considered and 'oversized load' in both length 
and width. They can only be transported during certain times of the day, and require a pilot car 
in the front as well as the back of the transported section. One of the major concerns you will 
have to consider is the logistical barriers of the actual transport to the generator site. The turning 
radius of these oversized loads is in excess of standard tractor-trailers. Narrow andlor winding 
road will prohibit navigation of these over-sized loads. 

ROADS: It is my belief that current roads may be inadequate due to actual road bed 
construction which was designed to accommodate residential vehicular traffic (need fortified 
road beds, wider surface areas, and gradual road curves to accommodate the over sized loads). 

The actual weight of each over sized truck load could be more than double the normal weight of 
a tractor trailer. 

CONSTRUCTION: To construct 50 wind turbines you will have to accommodate several 
,hundred oversized trucks, cranes, transformers and substations, etc. 

The actual construction of each wind turbine requires a concrete foundation which would 
ultimately require hundreds of cement truck deliveries on a 24-hour basis, 7 days per week. 
Once construction commences you can not stop the pouring process. 

EIS: It was mentioned that new or improved roads would not be required to the generating site. 

It is my understanding that the initial draft EIS referenced road construction needs while the new 
EIS eliminated that segment all together - because it was deemed insignificant. To that I would 
like to suggest the following: 

• That you provide the community with an honest assessment of the impact that 
transportation of machinery and equipment will have on the community such as traffic 
noise, traffic flow interruption and generation of dirt/dust. 

• Staging of trucks and other equipment if there is an interruption in access to the 
construction site. Is there an alternate route in the project plan or is it just a single access 
road to the site? 

Dave Querry 
3321 Skye Road 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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WR-DE/S 
RECEIVEDPublic Comment #199 
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I)Ilr1v~)(: po !1tfJ,X 77(} PUbIiC~R-DE/S 
1J4;/e 741""iJ'1I?.,J-4 r/t11~nt#201 

r-f/VI41/ ~ d5P1h"6 @ Ch4I-ftv~lef-
Good evening, and thank you for this opportunity to comment. My name is Dan Spatz, and I reside at 

2506 Jordan Street, The Dalles, Oregon. I've lived in the Columbia Gorge since 1967. Although I hold 

certain official capacities, I'm speaking tonight solely as a private individual. I'm a landowner and 

taxpayer in The Dalles and also in the Snowden area of Klickitat County, where my property - the place 

where I grew up -- has a view looking toward the Whistling Ridge project location. 

I'm here to speak in favor of this project, for two reasons: 

1) Global climate change is a reality, and renewable energy is part of the solution. As a society, we 

want to have our cake and eat it too: we want to reduce our carbon footprint, but we often 

oppose new sources of energy necessary to achieve that goal. We cannot conserve our way out 

of the climate change crisis. If we are to maintain our current standard of living, we will need 

radically different alternatives to fossil fuels on a grand scale, whether this means nuclear 

power, wind, solar, geothermal, tidal, wave energy, or most likely a combination of all of the 

above in concert with energy-efficient design. As we build out wind energy in more remote 

locations, we will inevitably face the need to develop wind power closer to places where people 

already live. While some may object to the visual appearance of wind turbines, I submit that 

these are far more attractive than strip-mining coal and tar shales, and drilling for deep-water 

oil in places like the Gulf of Mexico or Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. Wind energy is clean 

energy, and for that reason alone we should welcome the project before us. 

2) I object to the contention that proximity to the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area should 

prove a barrier to this project. The project is located outside the national scenic area boundary. 

The intent of Congress in drafting the scenic area legislation in 1986 was to enhance 

environmental protection and economic development within the Columbia Gorge. While we still 

face the need to precisely define certain scenic area boundaries and achieve a necessary 

mechanism for modifying those boundaries over time, it is very clear that the intent of Congress 

was not to restrict developments proposed outside the current scenic area boundary. This 

principle has already been demonstrated in Klickitat and Sherman counties, where wind farms 

are already visible from within the national scenic area, and the precedent so established should 

also apply elsewhere in regions adjoining but not included within the national scenic area 

proper. Yes, there will be some visual impact. But in keeping with my first point, as a society we 

cannot have our cake and eat it, too. Wind turbines or Gulf Coast oil spills? Not to over-simplify 

our options, but as a society we will be asked to make precisely this same choice many times, in 

many places, in the long decades ahead as we confront the global climate change crisis. We 

might as well face reality now. I vote for wind turbines. 
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I WAS IN SPAIN IN 2008 AND SAW MANY WINDFARMS
-I FOUND THEIR MOVEMENT ENCHANTING AND A 
THING OF BEAUTY. 

AMERICA IS A GREAT COUNTRY--AND A FORTUNATE 
ONE, BUT WE ARE AT A CROSSROADS REGARDING 
FUTURE ENERGY SOURCES. 

I AM GLAD TO SEE SKAMANIA COUNTY TAKING A 
LEADERSHIP ROLE IN WIND POWER AND THE GREEN 
TECHNOLOGIES OF THE FUTURE. 

SOMEDAY, FUTURE SKAMANIANS WILL LOOK BACK IN 
PRIDE AND SAY WE WERE AMONG THE FIRST TO 
RECOGNIZE THE NEW ENERGY WORLD, PUT ASIDE 
OUR PERSONAL DIFFERENCES, AND WENT WITH WHAT 
IS BEST FOR THE GREATER GOOD. 

THANK YOU 
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WR-OEIS 
public Comment #203 

I wish to state my support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This project will help reach the goal 
mandated by the voters of our state to make renewable energy a greater part of the state's energy 
consumption.' It will help Skamania County continue to provide the services that we, the residents, 
demand and expect. It will also provide some much needed, high-paying stable employment 
opportunities for residents of the Columbia River Gorge. 

I believe that we must, as citizens of this planet, accept our responsibility to find ways to utilize clean, 
renewable resources to meet our energy demands. As a nation we may have to make some sacrifices 
that will enable us to exploit the renewable energy resources that are available to us. We can no longer 
expect the rest of the world to provide us with cheap energy. We can no longer accept the damages to 
our planet caused by continued use of fossil fuels. We must move forward to develop new technologies 
that reduce our impact on the enviromnent. 

In my view, the potential benefits of this project outweigh any detrimental impact on the region. 

John Hardham 
Underwood resident 
Small business owner (Light Wave Communications) located in Underwood 
Member, Skamania County Economic Development Commission 
Commissioner, Skamania Fire Protection District 3 (Underwood Volunteer Fire Dept.) 
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State Energy Facility 
COMMENT FORM 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #205 

III:ll·lon Council 

Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

ic and Comm 

Name: :::.:wJ DHL.2q.,J 

Address: J"32 -2::1-f@..-=H-Dlk5!£ 1{2/). L1,rJv¢-~\Jxt:> 1\\'" qu,.s\ 
(Please include your Zip!) 

Email Address: JorY6tfL.7lN@ ~~At2.&MA(t.. 'U;M 

D Add me to the Mailing IistiEmaillist 

Please write any comments you have with respect to the 

Leave this sheet in the Comment Box today, or mail it to: 
EFSEC, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172. 

Comment letters must be postmarked by Monday, July 19, 2010. 

:c .zUP'pt!Jt2./ (}{c wf1i,n;,yq tl/)ft€ WIAJt:Y.~~ .. Jecr: tzeNfW4f7VL 
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lA'SE <'Z':? liivAic pMpE.V2. Ty. \1Je tJtf.D TltE.. EC()~IG ~ , , 
T\-\ \"; p~iec:f IJ.T\u.. pYlOuloe Fof2- ?f<AIVoAJ.J'IA c..· •. ST'/, ~:J~!?UltiJl.!> }TaY2J1M 

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec@)cted.wa.Qov. 
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Comments 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #206 

Washington Energy Siting Council (EFSEC) Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 

Frank Backus 

551 Hwy 141 

White Salmon, Wash. 98672 

1. I am in favor ofthis wind project. 

2. Environmental Impact Statement found no significant negative Impacts that would preclude 

the development of this wind project. Not fauna, flora nor scenic impacts. 

3. This project is outside the boundary of the National Scenic Area. 

4. Washington Voter have spoken, utilities are required to provide renewable energy to their 

customers. Here it is!!! 

5. This project is compatible with the forestry zone of the surrounding property and it is 

compatible with the neighboring lands that are zoned agriculture. 

6. This project will have a major role in securing the economic stability of Skamania County 

and of the SDS family of companies. 

Frank Backus 
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WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #207 

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
COMMENT FORM 

Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Hearin 

Name: ---,--)~_-_f1_u_{_d_') _r_~...:....(Q_,O_n_l t_lt-\_:t_\ ___________ _ 

Address: '~Di t U La u I1-D06V { crt/v c:r--::z O:S I 
. (Pleastjnclude your Zip!) 

Email Address: L L bolvncc-\1.: e cqmclt' . ne7f 

D Add me to the Mailing IistlEmaillist 

Please write any comments you have with respect to the 

Leave this sheet in the Comment Box today, or mail it to: 
EFSEC, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172. 

Comment letters must be postmarked by Monday, July 19, 2010. 
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Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec®cted.wa.aov. 
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PUbl' WR - DElS 
Ie Com 

ment#208 I. Whistling Ridge comments, Stevenson , ~ 10 

!:£dvN'/~~Pf~ h ~r (}j~~ N~\ ,\~ih 
It is hard for me to ~lieve that the parties responsible for drafting this DEIS can be 
objective and impartial for this proposal. EFSEC is an agency known for siting energy 
facilities and the BP A is an agency which deals with power generation and distribution of fld 
power.f\lA::",) P~/)6"~. ~62$'" ~ ,C t is \)'".lV- J,\, b h~ d)jU~\l!l., 

2. This ,EIS is insufficient in that an appropriate EIS has a list of alternatives. This one 
only lists one action item and mentions 'Several t-mws throughout the document that it is 
one of the alternatives. How can the proposed action also be an alternative? The only 
alternative stated is the No Action Alternative. The applicant says that he cannot go 
below 70m Wand is trying to disquise his unwillingness to minimize this project by 
saying that public utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS requirements need a minimum of 
this kind of output" .. ,to be attractive." In one area it states that this project has to be 
defined as an "integrated whole" to be worthwhile yet in-~'<-design/mitigation measure,. 
~ under Biological Resources that "Micrositing of turbines and associated facilities 
would allow any sensitive resources discovered during construction to be avoidel. You 
can't have it both way,s 

3. Pg, 1-7 states that "No other federal agencies have been identified as cooperating 
agencies for this EIS at this time." Cooperating, hnunm, is that because the NPS and FS 
hctve made concerned negative comments about this proposal as it now is written. Also, 
why have the Yakama Nation not been involved in the DEIS when they, as a sovereign 
nation, have legitimate cultural resource concerns. Any EIS is required to ensure that 
there are no impacts to cultural resources. On page 1-8 it states that "Other federal, state 
or local agencies also may have permitting or other approval authority for the proposed 
Whistling Ridge Energy Program. Those agencies may use this EIS in order to fulfill 
NEPA or SEP A responsibilities." Those agencies have an obligation to the public to do 
their own due diligence and evaluations, not depend on the project proponent's 
potentially biased data. 

4. This J'lEIS states that the BPA substation would cover "4.25 acres and be sufficient for 
future installation of equipment if required for fi.Jture development~ What kind of future 
development----50 more wind turbines? I am concerned with scope creep. With the 
national and state mandates on "going green" I can see how once they are in, it would be 
much easier to expand the number ofturbines. I don't want to see this project look like 
the ~! 'cm!!fIc projecl$, 

\ \ (, \:Jttt 
5. People come from all over the world to enjoy the majestic natural vistas the CRG has 
to offeljnot man made ones. I don't think very many people would like to see wind 
turbines at Yosemite, Yellowstone or the Grand Canyon. Neither should they at this 
National Scenic Area, one of only 2 in the whole United states of America. 
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6. This EIS is whoefully insufficient in its evaluations of wildlife. It does a poor job of 
covering bat evaluations, lacks significant bird/bat dispersal data and has no mention of 
large animal. It is so bold as to state, "For potential iimpacts to big game species( deer 
and elk), coordination with WDFW will occur IF APPROPRIATE. It is a know wintering 
ground for Elk. Also what about cougar, bobcat, coyotes and all the other w4Jall big 
game? It states that it will "Convene a Technical Advisory Committee to evaluate 
mitigation and monitoring programs for M impacts to wildlife and habitat----why is this 
not already in place? 

This project is proposed at a right time in our local and national energy needs but placed 
in the wrong place. The space Needle is around 605ft. tall, these turbines could all be 426 
ft. high. There is no way this project could be defined as "visually subordinate." IfI want 
to see the Space needle, which also has a red light on top, I will go to Seattle. I don't 
want to see 50 space needles fl·om.ifistcie-the-aatiooI.lU;QWic-al'ea. 

Thank you. 

Jt:...VAs: 'IvY +k~ u((6t, 

HrL )Wc;t~ 
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WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #209 

Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
COMMENT FORM 

Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Public Hearin and Comment Opportunit 

Name: Jf)~?/J1Ztt 4, ~L(/(}/e<soJ 

Address: fZZ ttfltJ7£t-- (!J( & JYeJbV&7,! iJl/-'1Jl;qy 
, . (Please include your Zip!) 

Email Address: 1'l'h1ir:2CJ-:5? (jff! ?1df/JzaJ 4Jn o Add me to the Mailing IistJEmaillist 

Please write any comments you have with respect to the 

Leave this sheet in the Comment Box today, or mail it to: 
EFSEC, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172. 

Comment letters must be postmarked by Monday, July 19, 2010. 

IA1 (,/lfU',{JrJ(ft 7')(j~, ()// en Vk ' .,,' LO(Yr!/ PI' I. / 

A!{</7' !JJf:b'1l7tJ'o- (J~~~Lf ac'7,j/(J..£.{)C. ,t!lff:!li4;/J- S'riOl{LO M'Jz (j;f. 1;(JlJft~ r • .. ___ ~ 

17> I-I~ SrJ apItJI?'0J oiL 0Jrw6vf-~ Wfflt-'r l1z4pfi7rV) /Al Okrc f4d£tJ.! 

f/5 h) t6l-/tJUMu Dr; t& 71Mb U (W1 II (!I1tJ, rJ~ fbrz:1&/'vVP ()~ t{-{)IN' (Z, tJ!C~ I 

Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more, information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec@.cted,wa,Qov, 
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June 17,2010 
882 Thuja Narrow 
Washougal, Washington 98671-7406 

Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington, 98504-3172 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #210 

Rc: Whistling Ridge Energy Project May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Mcmbers of the Council, 

The horrifying, large-scale oil contamination event in the Gulf has increased the pressure 
to develop viable, alternative sources of energy. Wind-generated power, popularly 
advertised as being "clean" or "green," is, however, not without drawbacks. Thc in-toto, 
as well as individual problems associated with wind turbines and large turbine arrays may, 
under certain circumstances and,locations, outweigh their benefits. 

M pru'hQllor 
Regardless of opinion regarding this proposed project, there must be unbiased, objective 
documents that permit the public access to information and to guide decision-makers to 
thcir tasks as well. The inattention to detail, lack ofthoroughness, and to the appearance of 
fairness is very discouraging to see, especially in print. This EIS was created, with time to 
spare, compared to the time we have been allotted to review it and to prepare comment. 

1. During a brief review of the referenced document, I was startled to note the appearance 
throughout, of a distinct bias. Right off the bat, in section 1.2.3.3, a discourse of almost a 
full page of text - five paragraphs wot1h - is entitled "Business Needs of the Applicant." 
No-one's "business need" is appropriate material for discussion in any EIS document, for 
what, I hope, are obvious reasons. (Only in a totalitarian regime is the "need" 01' desire of 
an individual more important than large-scale human, wildlife and scenic resources.) The 
only material in this section that is relevant- that dealing with the large number of 
temporary construction jobs that would result, and the small number of permanent jobs 
after project completion belongs elsewhere. 

2. In view of the fact that no studies have been conducted in the US that determine what 
effect wind turbines have upon forest-dwelling species of wildlife, it is inappropriate and 
misleading to repeatedly state that 'No impacts are anticipated ..... " Frequent statements of 
conclusion appeal' throughout the document; some are nebulous, speculative, inaccurate or 
contradict the material provided in the previous text 01' appcndices and add to the 
appearance of bias. 
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On page 3-77, it is confidently stated that "Operation of the project would result in no 
further impacts to habitats on the project site" despite a statement on Page 3-81 that 
"Because data on impacts to big game as a result of wind project operations is limited, 
it is difficult to predict the impact of the proposed project on wildlife using priority habitats 
on the proposed project site." ("Additional coordination with WDFW is ongoing, and 
would continue to address this resource.") 

3. Almost all the mitigation measure introductory statements end with the phrase "".to the 
extent feasible." It is not always specifically stated who ultimately determines what is "the 
extent feasible." The appropriate responsible agency, entity or statute should be provided 
in the text, in the relevant paragraph, so that it can be more easily evaluated. This lack of 
clarity regarding responsible pat1ies is also seen in SectioI13.4.3 "Mitigation Measures"; it 
also resorts to "the extent feasible" phrase apparently with 110 one in mind. 

4. More research data on human health in connection with wind turbine arrays is available 
than has ever been in the past, from both Europe and the United States. Unfortunately, it 
has not been common knowledge and therefore has not been reflected in public policy 
regulations. There has been testimony dealing with this subject in detail and this body of 
yet ull1'ecognized information should be a major determinant in wind farm siting decisions. 
Please acquaint yOUl'selves with the data before moving ahead. 

5. The geologic and soils information is troubling even when one has seen the steep 
hillsides that this project proposes to disturb. Construction will require blasting, which can 
destabilize fragile habitats, and unpredictable effects may result over large periods of time. 
The soil types present at or immediately adjacent to the constl'llction sites are not stable 
and the planned mitigation measures which aim to control erosion and slides may be 
difficult, ifnot impossible to achieve, as can be already seen at numerous locations in this 

portion of the c~~ty. AlhWVil!\ lIoNnp!tU/~ iii htl laS I s'lolfMt'.t tJl!SIIi\ ~"IA~ Will svrd~ d~YMc. 
l.V~t(J/ qva\\l\l ~1\~t6~itt (IWJ~sfNtIA ,\IUIAM OJ) wlII &.1 l~lhl ~UVQhLl"VI\(llbw1i \li}i)vlll.hrits. 
6. The Scenic ~rea impacts have been discussed by mally already. It wdllld be more than 
unfortunate to allow all of the effoI1 that has so far been expended to maintain the 
unoccluded foothill viewt within the designated area to be despoiled by a project of this 
magnitude, even though it~fcfcatedjust outside of the Scenic Area. To many, especially 
in these times, aesthetic values are worth advocating for. 

7. The Columbia River flyway could be considered a cultural resource for the avian 
species. It has likely existed for a longer time than humans have been here and constitutes 
a known route for both nOI1h-south and east-west migrating birds. It is illfonceivable that a 
project that is known to kill birds could be approved for an area 10cate~!1l1 the flyway. 



Larger turbine blades and consequent slower rotation speeds have been reported to 
minimize bird fatalities, but the fact that Columbia River is the major western flyway in 
the United States negates this improvement since denser concentrations of birds would be 
present during migration flights. The rotation speeds mentioned in the document stipulated 
a wide range and was indicative that the authors were not aware that rotation speed 
guidelines purporting to offer some protection from bird strikes are available. 

8. Although a two-year bird mortality monitoring study after construction is mcntioned, no 
concern for documenting bat motiality is evidenced as no provisions for such arc listed on 
Page 3-82, Section 3.4.82 under Mitigation Measures. This, despite the possiblility tbat 
two federal bat Species of Concern, Townsend's big-eared bat and Keen's myotis, are 
reported to " likely occur in the project area." The bat echolocation studies that were 
conducted at the project site were unable to determine bat species, but stated that "we 
expect that the potential risk to bats from turbine operations to be somewhat higher than 
the rates observed at other western facilities placed in non-forested environments. One 
estimate from Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota data seta predicted a mortality range from 2.2 to 
20.8 individuals per year which, over time, certainly could have an impact upon a species 
of concern's breeding population numbers. The bat echolocation study consultants, 
Western EchoSystems Technology, Inc., recommended that "The post-construction 
monitoring program should be designed to accurately estimate the level of bat mortality." 
Why is it not included? 

9. There is no mention of the requirement for providing alternative power sources for 
specific megawatt-production wind facilities. These are usually natural gas facilities. In 
what nearby communities would these be built? They should also be considered pati of the 
cost of a wind facility. 

10. I have never seen an EIS, especially for a project of this scope that has no other action 
alternatives. Although they are mentioned in the text, they must be dealt with as real 
possibilities, regardless of the fact that the proponent does not wish to spend the additional 
funds it is claimed they would require. 

I plan to submit a lengthier statement dealing with additional issues by the July deadline. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment, if only in a cursory manner. I realize that it 
would take a great deal of your time, but it would be wonderful if a morc generous amount 
of time were allotted to speak, especially on an issue with so many facets of concern. 

Sincerely, 

Sallie Tucker Jones 



June 17,2010 

WR-DEIS 
::Jublic Comment #212 

Testimony of the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society, CGAS, before the Bonneville Power 
Administration and the Washington EFSEC Regarding the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project 

Whistling Ridge is not so much about renewable energy development. We all support a 
renewable energy future for our nation, but this simply is the wrong project, at the wrong place, 
at the wrong time. The Condit Dam on the White Salmon River is going to be removed. Day
after-day, Condit chums out 8-10 megawatts of power, almost half of the firm power Whistling 
Ridge would produce. Should we rethink the facility's removal? No! Because it's been 
determined that salmon recovery is a higher priority than renewable energy from the White 
Salmon River. 

So it is with the Columbia Gorge. The Gorge was set aside by Congress as a special place to be 
preserved and protected for all future generations. No one anticipated the abomination of 500', 
gleaming white towers with rotating blades being located on ridges just outside the National 
Scenic Area boundaries, otherwise the lines would have been drawn differently. If this proposal 
is permitted along with other proposals in the east Gorge, the iconic landscapes that the Scenic 
Act purports to protect will becomc subordinate by day to giant towers with whirling blades and 
by night to flashing red lights. If the Whistling Ridge project is pennitted, then it will be time to 
ask Congress to redraw the boundaries. The incongruity of industrial wind energy projects up
and-down the Gorge on ridge-tops just beyond the Scenic Area boundary flies in the face of the 
very intent of Scenic Act itself 

A cheer-leading flier sent out by the project proponent asserts that in a "single year" Whistling 
Ridge will displace X barrels of oil, X tons of C02 and X numbers of cars off the road. This is a 
cruel hoax. Where is the evidence for such an assertion? In fact, for every megawatt of wind 
energy developed, an off-set of fossil fuel-fired megawatt has to be developed as wind energy's 
unpredictability destabilizes the electrical grid (Northwest Power Planning Council). With a 
burgeoning population, naked consumerism and a Wall Street-driven, cowboy economy, we'll 
need every barrel of oil, every ton of coal and every cubic foot of gas to keep the economy 
humming. The best evidence we have for this is the Gulf oil "volcano". Even though the Gulf 
Coast is awash in oil - threatening their very way of life - elected official have lined up to 
demand that the moratorium on deep-water oil drilling be lifted so that business as usual can 
continue. Moreover, the Whistling Ridge developer, SDS and its partners, were paid 20 million 
dollars in public money by BPA to NOT develop a gas-fired project in Bingen. Where was the 
concern by SDS for C02 emissions then? 

The flyer further asserts that there will be no "harm" to wildlife populations. This also is a hoax. 
The raptor mortality from wind energy projects developed in Klickitat county is ten times what 
the EIS predicted ( "First Golden Eagle killed by Wind Turbines in WA State", Kathy Durbin, 
The Columbian). What went so terribly wrong? CGAS believes the cozy relationship between 
project proponents and EIS preparers is what went wrong. Getting a permit opens the spigots to 
fat state and federal subsidies, without which projects like Whistling Ridge would be 
unprofitable to develop. 
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By comparison, the wind energy industry makes much of birds killed by plate glass windows, 
cats and vehicle grills, but how many eagles, falcons and hawks are killed by these objects? 
Wind energy is very selective in its bird mortality and raptors are some of our most threatened 
bird populations. I would not want to be a raptor trying to negotiate the mid-Columbia 
landscapes these days, would you? And the US Fish & Wildlife Service wants to reintroduce the 
California Condor to its former range in the Gorge? What a joke! 

At an initial hearing before EFSEC on Whistling Ridge, Wallace Stevenson, owner of SDS, said 
that his company has always tried to do the "right thing". CGAS assumes that this was said to 
help persuade EFSEC to render a decision favorable to Whistling Ridge. We would like to 
balance the record with this: Concurrent with establishing the National Scenic Area, Congress 
designated the lower White Salmon River under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The 
management area bonndary included some SDS property, including lands along Spring Creek, a 
critical area for salmon spawning once they are reintroduced. The Forest Service offered SDS a 
land exchange so these lands would not be logged and the values for which the river was 
designated could be preserved. Apparently SDS was unable to get above appraised values for 
their lands, so the company cut the forest down to include Spring Creek and other areas where 
hiking trails and picnic areas were planned. Now we ask you, was this the right thing to do? 

Lastly, the Northwest is not short on renewable energy. It's conveniently overlooked by 
industrial wind energy proponents, but 10,000 megawatts of high-quality renewable energy is 
churned out daily by the Columbia River hydro system. And it's come at a high price: Celilo 
Falls, once the Northwest's cultural and natural history icon, is gone and the world's greatest 
natural salmon fishery has been driven to near extinction. A sprawling industrial swath of wind 
turbines now stretches along both sides of the Colwnbia from Maryhill, WA to Walla Walla. 
These Colwubia River landscapes of "Lewis and Clark" and "Oregon trail" fame have been 
disfignred and are no longer available to those who aspire to capture the spirit of these storied 
places. It would seem that we in the Northwest are selling our souls - our incomparable 
landscapes - to satisfy California's insatiable need for so-called "green" energy. 

So, SDS and your sidekick, WindWorks Northwest, don't tell us that now we need to deface the 
Columbia Gorge to chase a few more "green" megawatts. The region has paid its dues. The 
wind energy industry, just like the dam builders, will hound out every wind resource to erect 
their turbines because a pot of money in state and federal subsidies await a secured permit. It is 
up to thoughtful citizens to insure that some areas are off-limits. Cries of NIMBYism can be 
heard, but let us not be made to feel guilty by renewable energy wonks, the wind energy 
industry, and county commissioners who do their bidding, for standing up to protect the last best 
places. 

CGAS will comment further on the deficiencies our Society considers to be in the DEIS in 
another document within the comment period. 

Thank you, 

Jill Barker, spokesperson for the Columbia Gorge Audubon 
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ANN LUEDERS 
11271 WIND RIVER ROAD 
CARSON, WA 98610 

Please accept my comments below in support of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project: 

WR-DEIS 
jublic Comment #213 

Eminent Domain: the right of the government to take property from a private owner for public use by virtue of the 
superior dominion of its sovereignty of all lands within its jurisdictions. 

Many times, over many years - the government has used the power of eminent domain to take property. Skamania 
County witnessed this in 1986 when Congress passed Public Law 99-663: The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
Act. This action, in and of itself was not a physical taking for which compensation was paid. It was a legislative action 
that caused, and continues to cause great economic hardships for individuals and communities within its boundaries. 

Twenty four years later - a different sort of eminent domain is trying to grasp hold, and take something from Skamania 
County. Again, it isn't a physical taking - but it is a taking that has the potential to exacerbate economic hardships and 
impede solid, community friendly developments like the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This taking is done when 
special interest groups use financial resources to seed public hearings with naysayers, and in essence - drown out the 
voice of residents whose communities are most directly affected by the proposed project. 

Implementation of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has many benefits, some not yet known, for Skamania County. 
The initial economic benefits associated with the project construction, such as local procurements and the 100+ family 
wage jobs are just the boost that we need. Consider the trickle down effects that will continue at completion of the 
project - $731,000 in annual tax revenue, small business growth due to increased local spending, which in turn leads to 
business success, job growth and more. 

At this point, many people would like to believe that a growing tourism base will carry us through these dark economic 
times. Some would even say that tourism can sustain Skamania County. I argue this concept by noting the lack of 
developable commercial land available within Skamania County. I would further note that while tourism is important to 
our communities, we need development that provides jobs and increases tax revenues without relying on the ebb and 
flow of tourists. 

Skamania County needs the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to be a success - and SDS can make it happen. Projects such 
as this, which are environmentally friendly, economically friendly and community friendly spur similar ideas. They 
almost force existing and new companies to reconsider how they plan to operate in communities that need growth - but 
hope to maintain the hometown, rural area environment. 

As the council continues with the hearing tonight - I would ask that you consider who is sharing their comments for and 
against this project. Those for the project - I suspect they live here, and have for a long time. I suspect that they have 
seen what Skamania County once was, what it could be - and how this project will be of great value to our home. 

~wo-
Ann Lueders 
Carson, WA 
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P.O. Box 749 
Washougal, WA 

6-17-10 

Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, May 2010 

Council Members: 

RECEIVED 
JUN 2 'I 2010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
<i8VALUATION COUNCIL 

:JUb1' \!VR - DE/S 
ICCO 

rntnent 11215 

The Whistling Ridge draft EIS is basically well organized and readable. Nevertheless, it 
is insufficiently thorough and contains specific inaccuracies and subjective conclusions. 
Some shortcomings we noted are: 

1.) An appropriate EIS should list a range of alternatives. However, the draft lists only 
one action alternative. More alternatives could be developed by such means as relocating 
or eliminating problematical turbine sites. 

2.) Applicant SDS owns 70,000 acres ofland; within this expance, the draft claims that 
Whistling Ridge is best suited for a wind farm. But considering such large ownership, 
plus numerous valid concerns associated with Whistling Ridge, the draft should address 
in detail other potential wind power locations on SDS lands. 

3.) Avoidance of negative visual impacts is a primary objective of the Columbia Gorge 
Scenic Act, a fact that the draft purposely downplays. For example, no wind turbines are 
now visible from highways within the Scenic Area, but the draft indicates that they are. 
The draft achieves this misconception by making no distinction between views of 
turbines from the east end of the gorge outside of the Scenic Area and views from within 
the Scenic Area itself. Such intentional deception should be removed. 

4.) Considering item 3 above, plus information now in the draft (including "Adverse 
Effects that Cannot be Avoided") and much public testimony about visual concerns, 
statements like one on page 3-154 are inappropriate and should be excised or 
restructured; that arbitrary statement claims that: "The project would have only minor to 
moderate impacts on visual quality as viewed from travel corridors inside the scenic 
area." 

5.) The EIS should clearly state that, should this proposal be approved, it would set a 
precedent by allowing the first wind farm visible from within the Columbia Gorge Scenic 
Area. 
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6.) The draft also does not state, as it should, that this project would be the first such 
project allowed on Pacific Northwest forest lands. Moreover, the draft should recognize 
that no comprehensive studies have been made concerning effects of wind tUl'bines upon 
Pacific Northwest forest dwelling wildlife. 

7.) Potential impacts on mammals other than draft-mentioned bats and a single squirrel 
species should be described in the EIS. What animals are present in what relative 
numbers, and which are most likely to be driven from or avoid the area because of the 
turbines? 

8.) Estimates of expected wbine-caused avian and bat mortalities should be included by 
utilizing available information from studies at existing wind farm projects. Such 
estimates would perhaps be difficult for those bird and bat species that prefer forest 
habitats. But most bird species that frequent Whistling Ridge (87 species, including the 
bald eagle and five others of "Special Concern", have been recorded there) are also found 
around wind farms where mortality studies have already been made. To simply state, as 
the draft now does, that the turbines would "not affect viability" of bird and bat 
popUlations "in the region" is quite inadequate. Cumulative impact data, rather than 
unfounded beliefs, are necessary in making decisions of the magnitude that this proposal 
encompasses. 

9.) Since Class I Underwood Loam soil has "high potential for erosion from water" 
(pages 3- 5 and 6), why are at least 8 proposed turbines located on or directly adjacent to 
that soil type? And at least 18 wbines appear to be positioned on or near Class II soils 
having a "high landslide hazard rating" (pages 3-7 and 8). Consequently, geotech and/or 
soils scientists should closely examine those sites of questionable stability. Work of that 
natUl'e has apparently been brief or lacking. Ultimately the EIS should define wbine 
proximity to both Class I and II soils and provide detailed plans to avoid and correct 
erosion, especially where those critical soil types might be involved. Another example of 
unsubstantiated conclusions sprinkled throughout the draft is this statement on page 1-37: 
"The proposed action would contribute incrementally, though in a minor way, on 
cumulative impacts to soil erosion ...... as well as vegetation, terrestrial wildlife species 
and bird and bat species in the region." 

10.) The project would require substantial soil relocation. Spoils sites should therefore 
be approved by a qualified specialist and their locations identified in the EIS draft. 

11.) We have examined previously submitted and forthcoming testimony from Keith 
Brown PhD regarding public health implications of this proposal. Based upon his solid 
review of pertinent research, we conclude the BIS cannot assure that health of residents 
living in the Whistling Ridge vicinity would not be adversely affected by turbine noise. 
Can the developers of the EIS draft provide such assurance? If not, noise concerns 
should alone exclude approval of this project. And human health concerns from expected 
tUl'bine noise should be added to the draft's growing list of "Adverse Effects that Cannot 
be Avoided." 



12.) The draft emphasizes anticipated monetary benefits derived from the project. It 
should also describe expected government expenses associated with the proposal. Too, 
the draft should include expected short and long tenn monetary benefits from continued 
timber harvest (the No Action alternative) at Whistling Ridge. 

13.) Amid the draft's generally lucid narrative is the following mysterious sentence on 
page 1-9: "The site has a long history of commercial logging and associated absence of 
native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear additional forest land." Could 
someone decipher that for us? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft. Please respond to our comments 
and concerns in the next version of the EIS. 

Columbia Gorge residents, 

cc: BPA 



TESTIMONY OF JAMES M. HUTCHISON 
TO THE WASHINGTON ENERGY SITING COUNCIL 

REGARDING SDS WIND POWER APPLICATION 

The SDS proposed wind turbine field you are now studying is unique in several respects: 
It would be the first such project located directly adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge 
Scenic Area and would introduce turbine towers visible from various locations within the 
Scenic Area. The Gorge Act, though it did not visualize tall towers that would impact 
views from the gorge, is very specific about aesthetics. Since the Act's implementation, 
even single nonconforming houses have generated extensive debate. 

Impacts on timber production and wildlife are major concerns related to the proposal. 
SDS intends to reduce all vegetation to no more than IS feet high within 150 feet of each 
turbine. Within the next 350 feet, vegetation would be kept less than 50 feet high. 
Nearly all timber harvest would thus be permanently eliminated for approximately 18 
acres around each turbine. For a 100 turbine field, his would total 1,800 acres, or nearly 
3 square miles, oflost timber production. Turbine access roads and appurtenant facilities 
would multiply this loss several fold. 

Numerous wildlife species, not just those threatened or endangered, rely of forest 
habitats. Bird mortality from wind turbines is fairly well documented, but most such 
studies have focused on turbines located outside of forest areas. Other wildlife concerns 
are associated with the SDS proposal; these concerns include seasonal use patterns, travel 
corridors, habitat alteration or removal, soil loss and associated stream sedimentation, and 
area abandonment by wildlife due to turbine noise. Many animals, with hearing more 
acute than ours, can be detrimentally affected by noise. Considering these and related 
concerns, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife's recommendation for a 
comprehensive cumulative effects analysis should be required for this or any wind 
turbine application, especially when proposed in a forest setting. 

Various kinds ofEIS studies are typically prepared and funded by the projects' 
proponents. However, for this and other wind power projects in Washington, your 
agency, the Energy Siting Council, prepares the EIS. That approach appears a most 
questionable use of public funds for this highly contentious proposed gorge project which 
the Governor may well not approve in the long run. 

A Skamania County representative will apparently join the Siting Council to consider the 
Whistling Ridge turbine proposal. That person should logically be as open-minded and 
nonbiased as possible. Yet, it should be stressed that Skamania County's Board of 
Commissioners is already on record as favoring this proposal, plus another controversial 
proposal by SDS for a large rural resort within the Gorge Scenic Area, plus a big tribe
sponsored gorge gambling casino at Cascade Locks. Perhaps a bit of bias involved there! 

This wind power application involves several precedents: No large wind power 
installations are in or next to the Gorge Scenic Area, and none in the Pacific Northwest 



are located on forest lands. Impacts on wildlife and timber harvest in such locations are 
essentially little studied and unknown. Wind is a legitimate source of power production, 
but only if it does not conflict overly with other values. In this case, placing multiple 
wind turbines which would remove hundreds of acres of sustainable tree harvest on forest 
lands favored by many forms of wildlife immediately adjacent to the Gorge Scenic Area 
appears substantially unwise. 

James M. Hutchison 5-6-09 
Retired fish and wildlife biologist 
P.O. Box 749, Washougal, WA 98671 
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June 17,2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, VVa 98504·3172 

RE: VVhistiing Ridge Energy Project 
Skamania County, VVa 

To whom it may concern: 

WR-DE/S 
:lub/ic Comment #216 

VVe are residents of Skamania County, VVashington and would like to provide our support 
for the proposed VVhistling Ridge wind power site. Alternative sources of energy are a 
vital part of our future, and fit with National goals of implementing programs to achieve 
energy sources. VV e commend SDS for taking the initiative to research and implement 
this energy source west of the Cascades. The analysis of mitigation methods to achieve a 
safe and effective energy source such as wind power have already been implemented in 
other areas ofVVashington State, as well as throughout the world. VVe are hoping to see 
more of these projects implemented in the future. 

Sincerely, 

c!LJUJ~]; jp /(j [L1Ctfi',;;'""7:!;l?{)V1;(:_ 
James and cy;rthi;Sh~ 
P.O Box 821 
Carson, VVa 98610 
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RECEIVED 
JUN 2' ?!liiJ :'Ublic ~R - 01218 

--- ... Otnl1:!ent 
ENERGY FACILITY SITE _. '\ #217 
EVALUATION COUNCIL ~ I fadcamp .... ) 

TECHNOLOGIES'll:::.. / 

I 
?,~'-"-,>T ',d,,~-,o,_<1 

Dear Washington EFSEC 

RE: Governor Gregoire must Support Whistling Ridge 

First and foremost, I wanted to be brief and not waste your time. I am writing to comment on the DE IS 

for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the Underwood area, along the Skamania and 

Klickitat county line. The proposed project would have significant positive economic impacts without 

effecting wildlife and plant habitat. In my opinion, this project would NOT affect any scenic beauty of 

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should recommend that Governor Gregoire 

approve this project. 

I was born, raised and currently live next to this proposed project site. I have found that many people 

form an opinion based on untrue facts. I have read and reviewed the draft environmental impact 

statement, and in doing so have evaluated all the pros and cons of this project. like any project you 

have people on both sides and sometimes in the middle. I feel that it is obvious that the pros way 

outweigh the cons. 

This project is a must; and quite frankly a need here in our communityllt is good for our economy and 

for the future need for energy. I am in full support for renewable energy. We need to understand for 

our future to be successful, this project must go through. SDS Lumber Company has worked hard and 

has given so much to this community. Most of the people that are opposing this do not live in this area 

and do not really understand what our needs are right now and what they will be in the future. Thank 

you for your time. 

Ryan Kreps 

CEO / RADCOMP Technologies 

ryank@radcomp.com 

Office. 509,493.2221 x201 

Toll Free. 866.490.2426 

Cell. 541.490.2426 

Fax. 360.844.1511 

PO Box 69 I 136 N. Main I White Salmon, WA 98672 I www.radcomp.com 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

repar [repar@saw.net] 
Monday, June 21,201011:31 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Repar-Comments-WhistJing Ridge 

Pu . WR-DE/S 
blrc Comment #192 

Attachments: Article_too much BPA elec_11June2010.doc; Article_birds_wind_08June2010.doc; Wind and 
gas plants_article_Feb2010.doc; Comments_1_DEIS_17 June2010.doc 

Categories: Yellow Category 

Dear EFSEC, 
Attached, please find my e-comments and attachments from the June 18th meeting in 
Stevenson. Thank you very much. If you have questions or comments, please do not hesitate to 
contact me.l Mary 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments' that take our 
breath away" 
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WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #211 

17 June 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: ~!Lcc@(;Qmmcrcc,wa,g()y 

Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
POltland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gQv/collltll\.nl 

Re: Preliminary Comments and Questions on the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Cumulative Impacts, 
Cal1'Ying Capacity, Energy Production~ (:i c.o~ .. "", c- A,oil""ISI S 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

These are my preliminal'Y comments and questions. I will be making further 
comments during the public comment period. 

Let me be blunt: in reading the Cumulative Impact Analysis section in the DEIS, 
3.14, p. 3-264, I was perturbed to find that there have not been any cumulative impact 
analyses done. There are statements made about cumulative impacts but no analyses. 
The basic refrain appears to be that, in the past, bad environmental things 
happened in the project area, bad things will happen in the present because of the 
project, and this will lead to more bad things happening in the future! This is not 
cumulative impact analysis. 

The NEPA process must use critical analyses for Federal projects and this one 
qualifies because ofBPA's interest. The Council on Environmental Ouality's 
Considering Cumulative Effects: Under the National Environmental Policy Act 
Handbook gives pretty clear methods on analyzing cumulative effects. Table 5.3, p. 56, 
Primal'Y and special methods for analyzing cumulative effects, gives seven primary 
methods and four special methods for analyzing cumulative effects. (I submit the 
Handbook into the record.) For example, what I did not see in the DEIS was a Trends 
Analysis, which is #6, in Table 5.3 of the CEQ Handbook-"Trends analysis assesses the 
status of a resource, ecosystem, and human community over time and usually results in a 
graphical projection of past or future conditions. Changes in the occurrence or 
intensity of stressors over the same pel'iod can also be determined. Trends can help 
the analyst identify cumulative effects problems, establish appropriate 

Repar - Comments - Whistling Ridge 
17 June 2010 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box



environmental baselines, or project future cumulative effects. I saw no 
environmental baselines data in the DEIS. Where is it? With out baseline data, 
cumulative impacts/effects are very hard to quantify. 

Another example, #5, Modeling, under Primary Methods, states "Modeling is a 
powerful technique for quantitying the cause-and-effect relationships leading to 
cumulative effects, can take the form of mathematical equations describing cumulative 
processes such as soil erosion, or may constitute an expert system that computes the 
effect of various project scenarios base on a program oflogical decisions." The strengths 
of this method are: it "can give unequivocal results; addresses cause-effect relationships; 
quantification; can integrate time and space." Weaknesses are: "need a lot of data, can 
be expensive, intractable with many interactions." 

Just two examples, and there are many more, fi:om the DEIS, I believe, show its 
inadequacy, especially in cumulative impacts analysis: 

In 3.14.3.4, Vegetation and Wetlands, p. 3-272, the proponent states: "Past and 
present land development, timber haJvest, and agricultural uses have resulted in a 
cumulatively significant change in the composition of vegetation and habitat types in 
the project vicinity. In general, land development and agricultural uses have resulted in 
conversion of forested aJ'eas to non-forested areas, and timber harvests have resulted in a 
mosaic of forest ages, with average stand age declining over time from relatively short 
stand rotations. Changes in stand structure and complexity, patch size, and species 
distribution also have occurred. Few large, old-growth conifers or late-successional 
stands exist [my questions: how many, where are they located, is there a map, etc?] 
in the general project vicinity. Accordingly, past and present uses have resulted in 
cumulative habitat conversion and an ongoing pattern of habitat fragmentation. 
[my questions: how much fragmentation, what kind offragmentation, affecting 
which species, etc.] Reasonably foreseeable future actions, such as ongoing land 
development and timber harvests, would continue this trend." [my emphasis] And, it 
goes on to say: "Project construction would take place in the context ofthe existing use 
of the project vicinity generally for commercial forestry, which includes regular cycles of 
clearcutting and reforestation. Nonetheless, by removing trees and other vegetation in 
thc wind projcct area for the lifc of thc project, development of the Proposed Action 
would contribute incrementally, though in a relatively minor way, to these 
cumulative impacts." This is not a cumulative impact analysis, wherein all the past, 
present, and future habitat fragmentation would have to be quantified, and then a 
cumulative impact analysis done on the project area. And then this project would also 
have to look at habitat fragmentation in the geographical areas surrounding the project in 
order to get a total picture of all the habitat fragmentation. Cumulative impacts are not 
done on a project by project basis with no additive analyses. Regional cumulative 
impacts matter. 

In the same section, p.3-273, Wetlands, the DEIS states: "Incremental losses and 
degradation of wetlands over time have cumulatively depleted [my questions: how 
much, maps, species affected, etc.] wetland resources in the United States. In the project 
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vicinity, wetlands likely were previously impacted by construction of a variety of 
activities, including development of roads and railroads, agricultural activities, and past 
timber harvests. [my questions: what are the cumulative impacts on thc wetlands 
from all this past and present activity? How will your project affect these 
cumulative impacts?] Reasonably foreseeable future actions may also affect wetlands 
in the project vicinity, but it is expected that these future projects would be required to 
avoid, minimize, and compensate for any potential impacts to wetlands fi'om filling or 
other activities as part of project Section 404 permitting requirements. Regardless, 
because construction and operation of the proposed wind project would not impact 
wetlands, implementation of the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts to wetlands." [my emphasis] 

I'm sorry, we're supposed to take their word for it that their project would not 
impact wetlands??? Where is the cumulative impact analysis of the wetlands in the area? 

This is not cumulative impacts analysis. It is wishful thinking. And wishful 
thinking doesn't get the project okayed. I will be submitting further comments on the 
cumulative impacts at a later date. 

We have not even touched upon Carrying Capacity Analysis, which should be 
applied to a wide range of resources to address cumulative effects. From the CEQ 
Cumulative Effects handbook: "Cumulative effects are a more complex problem for 
whole ecosystems, because ecosystems are subject to the widest possible range of direct 
and indirect effects. Analyzing the cumulative effects on ecosystems requires a better 
understanding of the interworkings of ecological systems and a more holistic perspective. 
Specifically, ecosystem analysis entails new indicators of ecological conditions including 
landscape-scale measures. In addition to these two special methods, analyzing 
cumulative effects on human communities requires specific economic impact analysis 
and social impact analysis methods." Where are the special economic impact analyses 
and social impact analyses for this project? Cumulative economic impacts don't just 
mean the impacts to the local area. Cumulative economic impacts are and should be 
regional in nature and it is prudent to ask what the cumulative impacts of this wind farm 
will be on our region. Will the impacts be harmful or beneficial? No one can answer that 
because there is no in-depth analysis in the DEIS. 

I also have some questions for BP A: 

Questions for BP A: 
1) Even if there are multiple wind farms integrated into your system, do you have to 

operate the grid as ifthere were NO wind farms connected to the grid, since wind 
can be unpredictable and inconsistent? 

2) If there is no wind and the dams cannot let water through because of other issues 
(i.e., fish protections), do you have to have backup natural gas plants to produce 
the added electricity that the wind turbines would be providing? (I am assuming 
that if the wind farms provide X amount of energy to the grid, BP A will sell X 
amount of energy to make more money, and the people to whom this X amount of 
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energy is sold would not be happy if they were not getting their X amount of 
energy, so if the wind is not blowing and the water is not flowing, the energy 
would have to come from somewhere, wouldn't it?) 

3) Does BPA have any plans to build or partner in any natural gas plant projects? 
4) How big would these natural gas plants have to be? 
5) How is BP A going to back up the real and potential wind energy production fi'om 

all of these wind farms? 
6) Transmission lines: 

• Is BP A going to have to build more transmission lines? 
• Where would these lines have to be built, if they are needed? 
• What kind of lines would have to be built to accommodate all the 

increased wind energy production? 

I would also like to submit the following articles into the record: "Swollen 
Cohunbia River chums so much electricity BPA is giving some away," by Ted 
Sickinger-BP A generating power 144 percent of normal Spring generation-so what to 
do with all this "extra" power, The Oregonian, June 11, 2010; and, "Birds vs. the wind 
fanns," by Hal Bemton, The Olympian, June 08, 2010-"Based on that information, the 
winOpower turbines currently operating in Oregon and Washington kill more than 6500 
birds and more than 3000 bats annually. "; and, "Increased Costs are Blowin' in the 
Wind," by todd Wynn and Eric Low, Cascade Commentary, fi'om Cascade Policy 
organization, February 17, 20 1 O-"Wind energy on the Pacific NOlthwest's electricity 
grid has increased substantially. Often overlooked are the impacts of increasing wind 
generation on the reliability and affordability of electricity tha,!.. ve!y-well !!light outweigh 
any of the prom!s.ed envIronmental benefits." ~ , ~ 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit my comments. I will be making more 
comments on the entire DEIS at a future date. 
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Swollen Columbia River churns so much 
electricity BPA is giving some away 
Published: Friday, June 11,2010,7:32 PM Updated: Saturday, June 12, 2010, 8:08 AM 

full size Water 
shoots back up from the flow deflectors immediately below the spillway at Chief Joseph 
Dam in Washington. The deflectors help moderate oxygen levels to protect fish when 
river levels are unusually high. 
Winter's snow drought has given way to a temporary flood of late spring lUnoff, forcing 
regional managers of the electlical grid to give away power, dial back generation at 
thermal plants and rapidly fill reservoirs to maintain acceptable conditions for migrating 
fish. 

Robust water flows in the region's rivers are typically a blessing, creating a bounty for 
electricity generation, irrigation, fish passage and recreation. Indeed, only a month ago, 
the Bonneville Power Admiuistration was is~uing dire warnings about summer water 
shortages. 

Those shortages are likely to materialize regardless, as rain now won't substitute for 
snowmelt in July and August. But early June's onslaught of moisture has temporarily 



pushed the Columbia River and its tributaries toward flood stage and taxed the hydro 
system's flexibility to manage competing interests. 

The prevailing pineapple express has pushed precipitation levels to 700 percent of normal 
in some areas of the Snake River Basin and 170 to 200 percent of nOimal on the upper 
Willamette River, said Jim Barton, chief of water management in the Columbia Basin for 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Too much rain means too much water over the dams' spillways, and the resulting 
turbulence leads to excess dissolved oxygen in the water. That's harmful to fish, so the 
big dam operators in the region -- the Corps and Bureau of Reclamation -- divert as much 
water as possible into reservoirs or through the dams turbines to generate electricity. 

"All the reservoirs are filling or near full, so that makes it challenging," Barton said. "You 
can only store so much." 

Then you generate. 

"The more the dams can generate, the less they spill and the less issue with dissolved 
oxygen," Barton said. 

When you create electricity, however, you need to use it, immediately, or risk an 
imbalance on the grid. 

During the last few days, the 31 federally operated hydroelectric dams in the region have 
been running full tilt, generating an average of 13,000 megawatts of electricity. That's 
144 percent of their normal spring generation -- the equivalent of adding four nuclear 
plants worth of electricity generation to the regional mix. 

Complicating the picture is the region's growing fleet of wind turbines, which have been 
cranking out extra megawatts as the same storm cells dumping rain into the rivers have 
whipped wind speeds higher. 

"You can only run the turbines as fast as you can find a home for the power," said 
Michael Milstein, a spokesman for the Bonneville Power Administration, which markets 
the power from the federal dams and one nuclear plant, and integrates the spikey output 
ofthe region's wind fleet onto the grid. 

To accommodate the surge, the nuclear plant at Hanford has been dialed back to 25 
percent of capacity, Milstein said. BP A has also wamed wind farm operators that it won't 
be accepting much, if any, unscheduled power production. 

Meanwhile, the agency has been enticing utilities to turn off their own power plants by 
giving away electricity for free, or near free, at several junctures since Wednesday. 

"That's helpful to customers, as it flows through in lower power costs," said Steve 



Corson, a spokesman for Portland General Electric. 

While the weekend weather is expected to be dry, it takes several days for a slug of 
moisture to move through the system. 

"We expect things to be returning to nonnal by Monday," Milstein said. "It certainly has 
been a test ofthe system." 

--Ted Sickinger 

© 2010 OregonLive.com. All rights reserved. 
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Birds vs. the wind farms 
BY HAL BERNTON 

SEATTLE - Biologist Orah Zamora spends her days walking around wind turbines in 
search of dead birds and bats. Most of her surveys tum up nothing, but every once in a 
while she finds a carcass that may have been felled by a whirring blade. 

"It's like a crime scene, and you try to figure out what happened. Sometimes, it's really 
obvious because you see a slice mark," Zamora says. 

Zamora's monitoring at the Windy Flats project near Goldendale is part of a larger series 
of surveys to assess how the wind-power boom is impacting birds that must now share air 
space with the towering turbines. 

The surveys, which are financed by the wind industry, indicate that wind power is a 
relatively minor hazard to birds. But some scientists say it is still too soon to discount the 
risks posed by the rush to develop Northwest wind power. They are particularly 
concemed with the plight of hawks, eagles and other raptors, which are large, longlived 
birds at the top ofthe food chain. 

One survey at Big Hom Wind Farm in Klickitat County estimated that more than 30 
rap tors were killed during an initial year of operations - more than seven times the 
number forecast in a pre-constlUction study. The dead raptors included kestrels, red
tailed hawks, shorteared owls and a ferruginous hawk, which Washington state lists as a 
threatened species. 

"It's just too early to say what this all means," said K. Shawn Smallwood, a Califomia 
ecologist who has published numerous scientific articles on wind fanns and raptor deaths. 
"The science is just not there yet." 

There also is uncertainty about how raptors react to wind-power development, which 
often carves up foraging grounds with miles of new roads. Some say more studies are 
needed to detennine if some species shy away from these areas or eventually abandon 
nests near the wind fa11ns. 

"Some ofthese projects are going up in undeveloped areas that were kind of havens for 
these species," said James Watson, a Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife 
biologist who has spent 40 years studying raptors. "These turbines are occupying some of 
the flight space that is their bread and butter." 

Zamora works for West Inc., an ecological field-study company that has become a major 
contractor for the wind-power industry. The company's surveys of turbine operations, 



which typically last a year or more, do miss some dead birds that get quickly picked apart 
by ravens, vultures or coyotes. Statisticians try to account for such removals in coming up 
with the final survey estimates that have been released for about a dozen Northwest wind 
falms. 

Based on that information, the wind-power turbines currently operating in Oregon and 
Washington kill more than 6,500 birds and more than 3,000 bats annually. 

In an era of climate change and a massive oil spill offthe coast of Louisiana, windpower 
advocates say these deaths are an acceptable trade-off for development of a renewable 
energy source. 

They note that house cats and other man-made hazards cause tens of millions of bird 
deaths each year. 

Bird mortality "at wind fatms, compared to other human-related causes of bird motiality, 
is biologically and statistically insignificant," wrote Mike Sagrillo, a consultant who 
writes for American Wind Energy Association. 

In recent years, some ofthe biggest Notihwest concems about raptors and windpower 
development have been in the plateau country of Klickitat County, whose fann fields and 
grazing lands offer a buffet of chukars, rabbits and other prey to birds that nest in the 
nearby Columbia River Gorge. 

Wind-power developers, after consultations with state biologists, have agreed to relocate 
some turbines away fi-om canyon edges frequented by raptors, and avoid installing them 
in some areas used by raptol's or near their nets. 

"We take the questions and concems of wildlife impacts very seriously," said Jan 
Johnson, a spokeswoman for Iberdrola Renewables. 

Read more: http://www.theolympian.comI20 1 0/06/08/v-printI1264302Ibirds-vs-the-wind
farms.html#ixzzOr8EtK7jT 



http://www .cascadepolicy. org/201 0102/17 lin creased-costs-are-b lowin %E2 % 80%99-in-the
windl 

February 17, 2010 

Increased Costs Are Blowin' in the Wind 

Filed 'under: 

• Carbon Cartel Education Proiect 
• Climate Change 
• Commentaries 
• Environment 

Todd Wynn and Eric Lowe 

Increased Costs Are Blowin' in the Wind 

Summary: Wind energy on the Pacific Northwest's electricity grid has increased substantially. 
Often overlooked are the impacts of increasing wind generation on the reliability and 
affordability of electricity that very well might outweigh any of the promised environmental 
benefits. 

Download the .pdfhere, or click through the break to read the commentary. 

Wind energy on the Pacific Notthwest's electricity grid has increased substantially over the 
years, and this is leading to a number of problems. The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), 
the Pacific Northwest's federal power marketing authority, is charged with integrating the large 
influx of wind power into the electricity grid. In 1998, the BPA's wind generation was roughly 
25 megawatts (MW). Today, it totals 2,780 MW; and, with the Oregon Renewable Portfolio 
Standards passed in 2007, over 6,000 MW of wind power is expected to be on-line by 2013. 
Often overlooked are the impacts of increasing wind generation on the reliability and 
affordability of electricity that very well might outweigh any of the promised 
environmental benefits. 

The negative aspects of wind power are quite apparent. Obviously, wind is unpredictable 
and inconsistent, which creates a significant problem for BPA and electric utilities. To 
prevent brownouts or overloads on the grid, BP A must schedule energy production in advance. 



However, the ability to predict when and how hard the wind will blow is extremely limited 
(usually a two- or three-day window) and often inaccurate. 

Because wind power is so unpredictable, every megawatt must be backed up by an equal amount 
of reliable energy sources in reserve to replace the energy lost when the wind dies down. This 
means BP A must have a "balancing" reserve equal to or greater than the wind power capacity 
utilized at any given time. In the Pacific Northwest the backup source traditionally has been 
federally owned hydroelectric dams, which are shut on and off to respond to fluctuations in wind 
energy. 

According to BP A, the abili ty of the federal hydro system to serve as a balancing reserve maxes 
out between 3,000 and 3,500 MW of installed wind generation. This means that BPA can only 
back up roughly half of the projected increase in wind power. In the near future, BPA will be 
forced to consider other options to establish a satisfactory reserve for integrating the large influx 
of umeliable energy. 

Some efforts to rectify the integration problem include evaluating the feasibility of dynamic 
scheduling, which means breaking down the periods oftime wind generation is scheduled (e.g. 
from hour-to-hour to 30-minute increments). Additionally, BPA is analyzing better ways to 
forecast wind speed and is researching storage technologies (such as compressed air or flywheel 
teclmology). Such advances are generally far-off, or would fail to address the problem 
completely. Therefore, BPA eventually will be forced either to buy additional dispatch able 
generation capacity from third-party suppliers or to build additional back up capacity. 
This leads to additional costs for BP A, the utilities which purchase power from BPA, and 
ultimately Oregon ratepayers. 

Where this additional backup energy comes from is a critical question. PGE has begun the 
permitting process for a natural-gas fired plant in North-Central Oregon, and plans for a 
second natural gas plant in 2015 are underway. These plants will become even more 
necessal'Y as the ability to use hydroelectric dams as backup is st!'ained and wind 
generation capacity keeps expanding due to legislative mandates. 

Building new natural gas facilities to serve as a backup for additional wind sources has several 
related problems. First, natural gas is subject to price volatility, similar to buying gasoline at 
the pump. Uncertainty in production and delivery lead to significant fluctuations in natural 
gas costs. Further, natural gas facilities produce greenhouse gas emissions, which at least 
partly negates the purpose of the renewable energy mandates. Thus, not only are electricity 
rates increasing because of additional wind generation, but the subsequent increase of natural gas 
reliance fllliher exacerbates the problem by introducing volatility. 

In 2009, BPA requested the Oregon Public Utility Commission (OPUC) to allow an electricity 
rate increase to reflect the costs of integrating wind. BPA proposed an increase of$2.79 per 
kilowatt-month, and the OPUC set the final rate increase at $1.29. According to BPA, the 
associated costs of the $1.29 rate increase broke down as follows: $0.05 for regulatory expenses, 
$0.26 for load following (e.g. wind forecasting) and $0.98 to conect imbalances (e.g. balancing 
reserves such as natural gas or hydro ).The previous rate of $0.68 per kilowatt-month did not 
reflect the costs associated with imbalances in wind production. The new rate represents a 



doubling of wind integration costs, and this rate will continue to increase as more wind energy is 
added to the grid. These additional costs are eventually passed on to Oregon ratepayers. 

It does not seem wise to promote and force Oregonians to purchase an energy source that has so 
many associated costs. At best, wind power simply replaces a clean, reliable and affordable 
source of energy: hydroelectricity. At worst, it invites increased price volatility, increased rates, 
and the prospect of more greenhouse gas-emitting facilities. Ultimately, increasing wind 
generation leads to financial burdens on busiuesses and individuals across the state that 
ought to be considered further. Legislators should not attempt to choose "winners" in 
emerging energy technologies, nor should they force costly energy sources upon ratepayers. 
Instead, utilities should allow ratepayers to pay the full cost of renewable energy voluntarily and 
to expand renewable energy according to ratepayer demand. 

Todd Wynn is Climate Change and Energy Policy Analyst at Cascade Policy Institute, Oregon's 
Fee market public policy research organization. Eric Lowe is a research associate at Cascade 
Policy Institllte. 
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lUuni,il1gtnn. D(!l: 20515 

Mr, Rory Westberg 
De))llt}' Regional Director 
National Park Service 
PMiflc West Region 
909 First Avenuo, Fifth Floor 
Slll1ttle, WA 98104 

Dllnr Mr, Westberg: 

November 18. 2009 

We Ill'\) wdling to express our disappointment in the letter submitted by the National Park 
Service (NPS) to the Bonntlvilltl Power Administration (BPA) regarding the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Pl'Oject. This letter mentions the project's proximity to the Lewis and 
Clark National Historic trail and the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail as well as it 
heing ntljllGtmt to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area as the basis for the 
Agency's objtlctions. 

Howcver, as you know. the National Trails System Act (NTSA) does not give authority 
10 regulato or resldet private land that is not part ofthe designated trail. In fact the only 
mention of scenic pl'Otection in the Act is in Section 7 (k) authorizing private pruties to 
donnte scenic, recreational or conservation easements that enhance the trail and have the 
donation considered liS II public gift for tax purposes, 

Although lhe letter was elandy outside any authority the NPS has under the NTSA, you 
went on 10 make specUic demands, including "at mininll11n removing turbine corridor 
Al "-A I f\'Om j'\\l'lhlll" pl'Oject consideration," The letter also asserts that "the visual quality 
tlfthe Nyion is specificlIlly protected by designation of the Columbia Gorge National 
Smmit: AI'ell (CRGNSA) in 1986." However, the National Scenic Act does not provide 
!lilY authority to regulate activities outside the National Scenic Area, which the letter 
mlknowledgcs itself is the case with this project, The relevant section of the Act states: 

Pel'Sfle/ioll 17, Savings provisions (Sec. 5540) 

(II) Notllillg ill secliollS 54410 544p o/Ihis lil/e shal/,,,, 

(.10) ()SlaMislt pmtlJt'lil'l1 peri1111111J1'S or buffer zones aroulld Ihe seellie area or 
flllell Sptll'itl/IIIC11WgtJIll(1/It al'ea, Thefhctthal aclivities or uses illCOllsistellt lVith 
11111 mmlt/gemenl dirllclivl!sfol' thl! scellic area or special mallagemelll areas call 
1m slum or IlfJarri./i'o/il thvsl! I/reas shal/llol, o/itself, preclude sllch activities or 
IIses lip 10 IIII! boulldaries oflhe scellic area or speda/managemellt areas. 
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As supporters orthe development of new sollt'ces ofrenewnble energy, including wind 
PO\\'Ill', we \I1'C col\ccmed that the Agency wO\lld act outside of its jurisdiction to attempt 
to obstruct this specifio project and our nation's broader goals for renewable energy 
developmtmt We thm'Cfm'C recommend that the May 18,2009 letter be retracted and in 
the Mure that the Agency coniine its public comments to those matters that are within its 
jurisdiction nnd nlU consistent with the laws and policies adopted by the Administration 
lIud Congl'CSs. 

]llense feal !I'ee to contaot either of our offices if you have any questions. 

/c/Vt/"?4~ 
Brinn Buird 
Member of Con gross 

000 Hustings 
Member of Congress 

ell: Andrew Montano, Bonneville Power Administration 
Skmmmin Coullty Board of Commissioners 
Juson Spadaro, SDS Lumber 



COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY Washington Office: 
2350 Rayburn HOB 

WashinglOn. D.C. 20~1.5 
(202) 22.5-1536 

Chaimll'lIl 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Vllncouver Office: 
General 0.0. Howilrd House 
150 Anderson SINe!, Suite B 

Vancouver, WA 98661 
(360) 695·6292 

Olympia Office: 
no Union Avenue SE. Suite 105 

Olympia. WA 9B:iOI 
(300) 352·1)1(}l\ 

BRIAN BAIRD 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

3RD DISTRICT, WASHINGTON WEBSITE: hUp:l/www.ht)U5e.gowbainJ 

Regional Forester Mary Wagner 
US Forest, Region 6 
333 SW First Avenue 
PO Box 3623 
Portland, OR 97208 

Dear Ms. Wagner, 

May 20, 2009 

I write to express my disappointment in both the United States Forest Service's (USFS) 
letter submitted to the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and testimony 
provided by USFS staff at the hearing held on May 6, 2009, regarding the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project. 

As you know, the National Scenic Act does not provide any authority to regulate 
activities outside the National Scenic Area. 

Per Section 17. Savings provisions (Sec. 5440) 

(a) Nothing in sections 544 to 544p of this title shall ... 

(10) establish protective perimeters or bllffer ~ones around the scenic area or 
each special management area. The fact that activities or IIses inconsistent with 
the management directives for the scenic area or special management areas can 
be seen or heard from these areas shall not. of itsel): preclude slich activities or 
IIses lip to the bOllndaries of the scenic area or speciallllallagement areas. 

Despite no authority to do so, the USFS. as stated on the last page of its letter, 
recommends ... "the applicant eliminate turbine locations found to be visible from Scenic 
Areas KV As." In addition, it is my understanding USFS staff testified that the Wind 
Energy project in Klickitat County should never have been permitted. 

My concern is two-fold. Not only is this project outside of your agency's jurisdiction, but 
yOUI' actions could have detrimental impacts on the project with, as I see it, very minimal 
benefit. Let me be clear. I support wind turbine projects such as this. I believe them to be 
worthwhile and consistent with our nation's goal of generating clean, renewable energy. I 
question the value of blocking such a project and I question the agency's role in this 
issue. 











Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Parker (Love), Kelly [Kelly.Parker@mail.house.gov]
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 1:39 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov
Cc: Schuyler (GOV) Hoss; Pincheira, Kimberly (Cantwell); Phillips, Page (Murray); Parker (Love), 

Kelly
Subject: Congressman Baird submits November 2009 Letter for public record
Attachments: Letter to Mr Rory Westberg.pdf

Page 1 of 1Congressman Baird submits November 2009 Letter for public record

8/23/2010

<<Letter to Mr Rory Westberg.pdf>>  

Greetings: 

The Congressman has asked I submit to the BPA and EFSEC his November 18th 2009 letter 
addressed to the NPS (National Park Service) to clearly state his objection to federal agencies 
asserting their authority in the matter of the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project.  

If you have questions or need to clarify our request to have the letter included in the public 
record, please feel free to give me a call. I appreciate the time sensitivity as your deadline for 
public comments nears.  

Thank you. Kelly  

Kelly Love Parker 

District Director 

Congressman Brian Baird 

750 Anderson #B Vancouver, WA 98661 

(360) 695-6292 













Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kayce, 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 9:54 AM 
Michelle, Kayce (COM) 
FW: Whistling Ridge 

Please process as a comment on the WR DE IS. Thanks. 

From: Greg Erdmann [mailto:greg.erdmann@ocas-as.no] 
Sent: Thu 6/17/2010 8:24 AM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #219 

Subject: Wind farm siting and permitting officials can help lower the visual impact of wind farms by recommending the deployment 
of new AVWS technologies on wind turbines. 

While large wind farms generate clean energy, their constantly flashing red strobe lights cause great public annoyance and is usually 
not noticed until after the wind farm is sited and constructed. The wind farm's legacy can include this "light pollution" and have a 
tremendous negative impact on the community. For example, a 100-turbine wind farm can have approximately 30-50 turbines with 
two high-intensity flashing lights on at all times of the night. The effects of these flashing lights on the nearby community should be 
considered during the wind farm permitting and development process. 

Recently approved by the FAA, the new generation of "on-demand" lighting systems solves this problem by keeping all wind turbine 
obstruction lights OFF at all times - unless an aircraft is detected flying on an unsafe heading towards the wind farm. Only then does 
the turbine-based radar system turn the lights on for aircraft safety, and turn the lights off when the aircraft exits the airspace. An 
Audio Visual Warning System (AVWS) is an on-demand lighting solution. Wind siting and permitting officials can request wind power 
developers to implement an AVWS into their wind farms to reduce these adverse visual impacts in your communities. 

An AVWS will benefit your community by: 

• Lowering the overall environmental and visual impact of wind farms by reducing "light pollution" and increasing public 

acceptance in wind energy-producing communities. 

• Reducing bird death rates in some areas since migratory birds are less likely to be attracted to wind farm lights and lured 

toward the operating turbines. 

• Fostering more responsible siting practices and therefore overall positive and growth in the wind industry. 

Feel free to contact me if you would like further information. 

Greg 

Gregory S. Erdmann 
OCAS, Inc. 

Office: (703) 752-6212 or Direct (802) 878-8356 
Mobile: (802) 922-6482 
Email: greg.erdmann@ocasinc.com 
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WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #220 

-... Michelle, Kayce CCOM)'--~--------~-~------·- - --- ------ - --

From: Stoops, Tom [mallto:tom.stoops@odoe.state.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, June 21, 2010 4:52 PM 
To: Wright, AI (COM) 
ee: Luce, Jim (COM) 
Subject: Response to question from Jim Lu~e 

AI, 

Jim Luce called last week and left the following question "How does EFSC work with 
critical viewing areas in the Coiumbia Gorge Scenic Area?" 

Historically,' protected areas are listed as part of our rules (OAR 34.5~22~0040) and the 
Columbia River Sce,nlc Area is one those listed, see paragraph (g). By virtue of being 
listed an energy facility is not allowed. The big howeverr is that we do not assume 
that an energy facility outside the scenic is automatically precluded. 

For example; when FirstWind proposed the Seven Mile Hill project, just east of the 
Dalles and bordering the scenic area, the issue of the CGSA came up arid the applicant 
was told that they could not place their facility in the that protected area. , Mul~iple 
discussion were had that being able to see the facIlity from the CGSA was not the Issue 
as you can stand within the CGSA and see a myriad of industrial views. ,However, as 
FIrstWind withdrew the application that regulatory finding wa$ not challenged. Thus, it 
remains our hypothesis that, for Oregonr only a facility within the CGSA would ,be _ 
prohibited. ' 
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Naturally, we assume that if a facility was proposed for construction near the CGSA 
that our EFSC would likely receive numerous comments about the visual impacts. One 
of the tools we are hoping to test in the near future on some of our joint State/Federal 
projects is their visual impact model. I don't know much about it, but it is at least a 
starting point for determining when an impact is significant. Viewshed degradation is 
becoming a significant issue associated with both the commercial wind projects and 
the large transmission projects. 

Hope that helps some, 

Tom 

Thomas M. Stoops 
Division Administrator, Siting 
Oregon Department of Energy . 
(503) 378-8328 

2 



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Summer Scheyer [summerscheyer@hotmail,comj 
Thursday, June 24, 2010 9:13 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

To Whom It May Concern: 

WR-OEIS 
:Jublic Comment #223 

My husband and I are residents of Skamania County and are also employees of the county. For numerous 
years, our county has relied on Federal tax dollars to subsidize our county's existence in lieu of logging. 
Although I am a proponent of environmentally responsible logging, I realize those who live outside of our 
county continue to control our forests and logging will not sustain our economy. The Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project is, finally, a light at the end of a hopeless tunnel of poverty and welfare. The project is 
based on environmentally-safe practices and will improve our community as a whole. Many of the 
opponents of the project DO NOT live in our county. We are tired of those using our county as a 
"playground" making decisions for our economy and well-being. Friends of the Gorge and other non-profit 
groups based on "protecting" the Gorge have done nothing more than continue our economical downturn. 
My husband and I are very active within the county and enjoy fishing, hunting, kiteboarding, and 
backpacking. We want nothing more than to protect this incredibly beautiful and unique area. We believe 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project will do nothing more than improve this beautiful county we call home. 
Thank you in advance for taking the time to read this email and consider our opinion for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Summer Scheyer & Russ Hastings 
Carson, Washington 

Hotmail is redefining busy with tools for the New Busy. Get more from your inbox. See how, 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Julie Britt [jbritt@willamette.edu] 
Sunday, June 27,20107:18 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #224 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
I am especially concerned about the impact on spotted owls, as recent studies have shown 
their numbers continue to decrease steadily, even dramatically in some areas. Any development 
that might disturb their habitat must be closely, closely scrutinized. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Julie Britt 
990 State Street Box B120 
Salem, OR 97301 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Monday, June 28, 2010 8:22 AM 
Talburt, Tammy (COM) 
Michelie, Kayce (COM) 
FW: Whistling Ridge 

Public comment for the record. Thanks. 

From: Richard Hertz [mailto:richard.hertz@vistage.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2010 4: 18 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: Whistling Ridge 

Dear Commission, 

WR-DEIS 
::>ublic Comment #225 

~~.~~ ... ~~ .. ~~ .•. -~ .-

I cannot believe in this age of BP that we are questioning any environmentally friendly 
wind project. 

This, just like all such projects, should be expedited as fast as possible. 

Richard Hertz 
Reno Vistage Chair 

Vistage International, Inc. 
5815 Strasbourg C!. 
Reno, NV 89511 

Direct: 775-657.9292' • Fax: 775.657.9292 
richard.hertz@vistage.com • www.vistage.com 

VISTAGE® 
better leaders ~ deoisions = results 

... -.~=.~ 
,. -~-' 

The World's Leading Chief Executive OrganiZation 

This e·mail is a private communication and may contain confidentialinfonnation. 
If you are not the Intended recipient, please note that any disclosure, copying, 
distribution or use of the information contained in or attached to this a-mail is strictly 
prohibited. Please notify the sender of the delivery error by replying to this message 
and then delete this a-mail. Thank you. 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

tim kohl [yolospt@gmail.comj 
Monday, June 28,20109:42 AM 
COM EFSEC 
WHISTLING RIDGE 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #226 

It would be in every ones best interest to be in FAVOR of the excellent energy creation project proposed for 
Skamania County. Whistling Ridge will benefit the entire region with clean affordable electric power for 
generations. This is exactly what we need here. I live in district 3 in Skamania County where this project is 
proposed and support it wholeheartedly. I would encourage both of your fine organizations to approve 
Whistling Ridge as soon as is reasonably possible. tk 

Tim Kohl 
632 Metzger Rd 
PO Box 369 
Carson, WA 98610 
5414905061 
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WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #227 
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, WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #228 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cris McEwen [CrisM@co.klickitat.wa.us)' 
Tuesday, June 29, 2010 1:28 PM 
COM EFSEC 

:> • WR - DE/S 
Ubllc Comment #230 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project, EFSEC Application #2009-01 - Comments 
Cmmnts Klick Co Whistling Ridge Wind Prjct.pdf 

Please allow the attached letter to serve as Klickitat County's comments on the joint Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

Our comments are also being'sent via regular US Postal Service. 

Respectfully. 

Clysta( CD. :MdEwell, 'E~Cl/tive Secretary on 6efia[f of tfie (]3oara of County COlnmissioners 

Cf'erk,oJ the CBoan{ 
i}3oan{ of County Commissioners 
'/(ficfi,jtat County, 'r+'asliingtoll 
205 S. Co{um6us, 'iWom 103 5l1S-CJ{-04 
qoMe1Ufa{e, 'VV}l 98620 
(509) 773-4612 
(509) 773-6779 ('ElL\) 
Cris5l1@co.€(ic!iitat.wa.us 

Email is considered a public document and may 
be subject to the Public Records Disclosure Act. 
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KLICKITAT COUNTY 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
205 S, COLUMHusA VB.NUF .. ROOM 103, MS-CH·04, GOLDENDALE W ASIIINGTON 98620 .FAX 509 713-6779 • VOICE 509 173·4612 

RHX F.JOHNSTo."l. DTSTRICT#i 
DAVID M. SAUTER, DISTRlcr #2 

RAY'!'HAYER, DISTRICTlt3 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3 172 
efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Bonneville Power Administration 
Public Affairs Office- DKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
POltland, Oregon 97293-4428 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

June 29, 2010 

Via E-Mail and Mail 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project, EFSEC Application No. 2009-01 
Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) 

Dear Sirs and Madams: 

~ Klickitat County appreciates the opportunity to provide this comment on the joint Draft EIS 
__ ... [or the .\\I/lisJlil)K Ridge.!lnexgyP .. oj"'2.t~\\IJ)istlhlg Ridgejs proposedJQI:.1Q£ation jll.S.kam>llli~. 

COUllty, adjacent to Klickitat County. Klickitat has permitted several wind projects over the past 
decade, so has acquired experience with evaluating and mitigating project impacts, as well as an 
appreciation for the socio-economic benefits wind development can bring to a rural community. It is 
within this context that the County offers these comments and support for Whistling Ridge. 

1. Wind Dcvelopmcnt, Gencrally: Addressing Both Economic Recovery and 
Environmental Objectives 

Wind development has become increasingly important to both Washington's economy and 
achieving environmental objectives. Washington voters expressed this when they approved the 
Energy Independence Act, Ch. 19.285 RCW, in 2006. 

[A]ppropriately sited renewable energyfacilities ... will promote energy independence in the 
state and the Pacific Northwest region. Making the most of our plentiful local resources will 
stabilize electricity prices for Washington residenis, provide economic benefits for 
Washington counties and farmers, create high-quality jobs in Washington, provide 

. opportunities fOl' training apprentice workers in the renewable energy field, protect clean ail' 
and water, and position Washington state as a nationallcader in clean energy technologies I 

Sccuring our energy indcpendence is critical not only to economic recovery, but also to our 
ability to compete in a global economy in which traditional energy supplies are increasingly difficult 

I RCW 19.285.020; see also RCW 70.235.020; RCW 80.80.005. 



Whistling Rldge Energy Project, EFSEC Application No. 2009-0 I 
Coinrnent on Draft EIS . 2 

to Qbtain. And, it is Washington's rural counties whidl will playa critical role in g,enetating that 
energy. 

2. EiIvironmentafReview forWhisUiugRidge 

. This is EFSEC's fOUlth wind development project, and the state has beenaddressitig wind 
project sitingnow for a decade_ BPA has beel) addressing windprojec! siting fotnearly two decades, 
if not longer. BFSEC'sand BPA's environmental review processes are comprehensive. 

Skamania County has reviewed Whistling Ridge for consistency ,"ith its hind. use plans and 
zoni.!lg reql!irements, as documented tln-ough Resol]Jtion 2009-54. Klickitat County respects this 
determination. We also offer ihe following observation with respect to the ColumhiaRivei' Gorge 
Seen icArea. 

Whistling Ridge is proposed for location outside the Natiorial ScehicAreabo\)nda:ries; JUs 
Qutsidetl)e purvieW of'the Colu1'I)bia River Gorge Commission, the llcenic Area Managemen! Plan, 
and all National Scenic Area Actprovisiohs affecting landilse. 

'Similar to Skamania County, Klickitat could llot realize its commuilityaiideconomic 
development 9bjectivesor address its historicallyhigh unemployment levels, ifScenicAl'ea proxi!rtity 
\Vere to .restrain Wind oj' other types of'developIllel)t in the t!1irteJ;:n. cj{empt<:<4 w:b~n ~reas (e.g.,llie 
citiesofHood River, Bingen, White Salmon, and The Dalles) or external t() the National Scenic Area 
bOllndaries. Suc\). an outcome would be inconsistent widttlte letter and intent QftlleNational $cenic 
AreaAct. 

3. ConClusioll 

Klickitat Cou.ntyappreciates your consideration of thesec01'l)menJs. EFSEC and BPA are 
thoroughly reviewingtlle Project, which, if constructed, will be an ecbnomklilldehvlrontl1ent~1 asset 
to the regioll and state, 

cc: AI Wf'ight, EFSEC Mailagel' 
Skamania County Board of Commissioners 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Tuesday, July 06,20107:29 AM 

To: Michelle, Kayce (COM) __ _ 
FW: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Rjl:lge--------~. 
WA_Whistiing Ridge_draft EIS letteUinaL6-30-10.do~TI870557.ht!!Y"'REP WDFW 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

SEPA Comments MWR-01-10.doc; ATT870558.htm .~ 1-

Yes. 

From: COM EFSEC 
Sent: Friday, July 02, 2010 1:51 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: FW: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Ridge 

Shall I process this as a comment? 

From: John Audley [mailto:john@rnp.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 2:47 PM 
To: COM EFSEC 
Cc: Nelson, Travis W (OFW); Jason S. Spadaro 
Subject: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Ridge 

Dear EFSEC Members and Staff, 

Ijltp.{q!<t Iv flltff -

~I,v...f" ""'to{ I 
(-e~.(wh h 7(1(0 

Attached are RNP's comments and supporting document for the proposed Whistling Ridge Project. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me with further questions. 

Regards, 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 
Deputy Director 
Renewable Northwest Project 
917 SW Oak, Suite 303 
Portland, Oregon 97205 
(503) 223-4544 (office) 
(503) 863-6000 (cell) 
john@rnp.org 
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State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mailing Address: 2620 North Commercial Avenue (509) 543- 3319 

Main Office Location: 2620 North Commercial Avenue - Pasco, WA 99301 

January 19,2010 

KatyChaney 
URS Corporation 
Century Square 
1501 4th Avenue, Suite 1400 
Seattle, WA 98101-1616 

MWR-OI-I0 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project 

Deal' Ms. Chaney: 

The Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above 
reference document and offers the following comments at this time. Other comments 
may be offered as the project progresses. 

Overall, the Preliminary DEIS is consistent with the 2009 WDFW Wind Power 
Guidelines, including early and regular consultation, as well as avian and bat studies, 
habitat characterization, and impact analysis. 

WDFW is in agreement with the following excerpt from Section 3.0 Affected 
Environment: 

"For permanent impacts to vegetation and habitat, the Section 8.2 of the Wind 
Power Guidelines (WDFW 2009) recommend mitigation be tailored to specific 
classifications. The project is located within the classification for "Forestry," 
which are those commercial forested areas defined and regulated under the Forest 
Practices Act. Minimization of conversion of forested areas is suggested, and 
consultation with WDFW is the only recommended mitigation. No form of 
acquisition, restoration or conservation of lands is suggested by the guidelines." 

However, we would like to further discuss the proposal as it relates to the table in Section 
8.2 of the 2009 WDFW Wind Power Guidelines mitigation for both temporary and 
permanent impacts. , 



We support the two-year minimum post-construction avian mortality study, as well as the 
development of a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 

WDFW is in general agreement with the proposed commercial forestry operations within 
the vicinity of each turbine as described in Section 3.0 ("turbine timber buffer") and 
would like to offer the following interpretation. 

According to Section 3.0, "Vegetation surrounding each turbine would be managed 
according to the following specifications: 

• A circular area extending 50 feet from each turbine tower base would be 
harvested and graveled 

• From 50 feet to 150 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree heights would 
b~ limited to 15 feet above the elevation of the base of the turbine 

• From 150 feet to 500 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree height would 
be limited to 50 feet above the turbine base within an area fonned by it 90 degree 
arc centered on the ordinary downwind direction." 

From this, we conclude that within a diameter of lOO to 300 feet surrounding each 
turbine, tree heights would be limited to 15 feet, and from a diameter of 300 to 500 feet, 
tree heights would be limited to 50 feet, but only within a 90-degree arc on either side of 
the turbine aligned with the direction of the prevailing wind. The other 90.-degree arc on 
either side of the turbine perpendicular with the direction of the prevailing wind will 
essentially be unchanged habitat (i.e. existing commercial forest). We are interested in 
how this type of habitat and commercial forest management in the immediate vicinity of 
operating wind turbines will or will not affect the avian and bat mortality. We look 
forward to working with Whistling Ridge through the TAC to address this issue and 
cooperatively develop management strategies, if ·needed, to reduce avian and bat 
mortality. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Preliminary DEIS and offer these comments. 

Sincerely, 

MiChael Ritter 
Wind Mitigation Biologist 



Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Tuesday, July 06,20107:29 AM 

To: Michelle, Kayce (COM) __ _ 
FW: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Rjl:lge--------~. 
WA_Whistiing Ridge_draft EIS letteUinaL6-30-10.do~TI870557.ht!!Y"'REP WDFW 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

SEPA Comments MWR-01-10.doc; ATT870558.htm .~ 1-

Yes. 

From: COM EFSEC 
Sent: Friday, July 02, 2010 1:51 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: FW: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Ridge 

Shall I process this as a comment? 

From: John Audley [mailto:john@rnp.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 2:47 PM 
To: COM EFSEC 
Cc: Nelson, Travis W (OFW); Jason S. Spadaro 
Subject: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Ridge 

Dear EFSEC Members and Staff, 

Ijltp.{q!<t Iv flltff -

~I,v...f" ""'to{ I 
(-e~.(wh h 7(1(0 

Attached are RNP's comments and supporting document for the proposed Whistling Ridge Project. Please do not hesitate to contact 
me with further questions. 

Regards, 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 
Deputy Director 
Renewable Northwest Project 
917 SW Oak, Suite 303 
Portland, Oregon 97205 
(503) 223-4544 (office) 
(503) 863-6000 (cell) 
john@rnp.org 
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June 30, 2010 

James Luce, Chairman 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager 
Al Wright, Managing Director 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Renewable Northwest ProJect 

Stephen J. Wright, Administrator 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208-3621 

Andrew M. Montano, Environmental Project Manager 
-'Bonneville Power Administration 

PO Box 3621 
Portland, OR 97208-3621 

RE: Renewable Northwest Project's Comments Concerning the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement 

Dear Chairman Luce, Director Wright, Mr. Posner, Administrator Wright, Mr. 
Montano and Council Members: 

Renewable NOlihwest Project (RNP) provides the following comments 
with respect to the environmental review conducted for the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project pending before the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
(EFSEC) and currently undergoing a comment process for the joint BPA and 
EFSEC Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

RNP does not, as a practice, advocate for particular renewable energy 
projects. But we have commented, and will continue to comment, on 
renewable energy projects that we believe have significant policy ramifications 
for the development of renewable energy in the NOlihwest. In our view, the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project has significant policy ramifications for the 
development ofrenewable energy in forested areas of the NOlihwest, thereby 

. establishing precedent for forestland projects in other regions of the state. 

Among the many lessons taught by the recent Gulf Coast oil disaster, 
one of the clearest is the need for comprehensive clean energy policy. 
Reliable, renewable energy will playa key role in overall effort to reduce our 
reliance upon fossil fuel, and pave the way towards a more robust economy. 
Realizing its potential to drive future economic development, Washington 
legislatures charged the Clean Energy Leadership Council (CELC) "to create a 
clean energy leadership initiative that will set the path to leverage 
Washington's energy infrastructure and make Washington a hub for clean 
energy technology and a leader in the creation of green jobs and the 

1 For example, RNP was an active participant in the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project, due 
to its significant policy ramifications in shaping the direction of Washington's energy policy. 



development, deployment, and export of clean energy technologies and services.,,2 

Reliable, cost-competitive renewable energy benefits from diverse geographic 
locations of renewable energy projects. Geographic diversity helps integrate variable 
renewable energy resources into the system at low cost as resources with different daily or 
seasonal operating characteristics can help support each other. While the State of 
Washington is endowed by an abundant supply of wind resource potential, to date these 
resources have been harvested primarily in Washington's dry, shrub-steppe eco-system that 
peaks in the spring and summer months. West-side resources may help supply wind during 
other seasons of the year and blunt the effects rapid wind ramping events. 

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project pro:vides Washington with an important 
opportunity to diversify the supply of wind energy to include resources harvested from forest 
eco-systems. We are aware of efforts by officials from the Washington Department of 
Natural Resources to develop procedures for wind power leasing on forestlands? However, 
as the State has yet to adopt procedures or criteria specific to forested land, or to pern:lit a 
forestland-based project, review of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project must be conducted 
with the highest standards for science and due process in mind. . 

We are writing to express our support for acceptance of environmental information 
contained in the DEIS, and to commend EFSEC, BPA and Whistling Ridge Energy for their 
compliance with both the spirit and the letter of applicable siting standards and process, 
including Washington's Wind Power Guidelines. 

RNP was actively involved in the negotiation and development of the 2003 
Washington Wind Power Guidelines, as well as the revised 2009 Washington Wind Power 
Guidelines. We were also active participants in the 2008 Oregon-Columbia Plateau 
Ecoregion Wind Energy Siting and Permitting Guidelines. As a key participant in these 
processes, it is our view that the most important element of good wind energy facility siting 
that minimizes impacts to wildlife and habitat is the early, active and regular consultation 
with the interested public and with wildlife agencies, including the development of specific 
protocols to evaluate potential impacts. . 

As noted in a January 19, 2010 letter fromWDFW to the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project permitting consultant (enclosed), the wildlife data and information supporting the 
agency review draft ofthe DEIS "is consistent with the 2009 WDFW Wind Power 
Guidelines, including early and regular consultation, as well as avian and bat studies; habitat 
characterization, and impact analysis." Under the 2009 Wind Power Guidelines, for 
commercial forestlands, consultation with WDFW is the principal measure to address habitat 
and wildlife concerns. Whistling Ridge Energy's early and regular consultation with 

. WDFW, and its use of study protocols and analyses particularly tailored to commercial 
forestlands, satisfies the spirit and letter of the Guidelines. 

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project has undergone consistent and regular wildlife 
and habitat studies for multiple seasons and multiple years, beginning as early as 2003. 
Avian data has been secured over multiple years and in every season of the year. Whistling 
Ridge has also completed three years of season-specific analysis of bat populations, 
demonstrating acommitment to wildlife agency review of data concerning impacts to bats. 
This survey work is beyond what has typically been done in other Northwest wind power 

2 See The Washington CI~~n Energy Leadership Conncil at http;lIwww.washingtoncelc.orgimissionl 
3 See Washington Department of Natural Resources, "Draft Strategies and Procedures for Wind Power Leasing 
on HCP Trust Lands," May 27, 20 I O. . 



projects, and is consistent with the guideline's theme of siting the project in a·manner that 
will avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts. 

We applaud the Project sponsors for the open and transparent manner in which they 
conducted their research, shared their findings, and engaged the interested public in a series 
of discussions, field trips, and constructive dialogue. We appreciate the sensitivities 
associated with a project proposed for location between DNR land historically associated 
with Northem Spotted Owls and the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. In light of these 
sensitivities, we respectfully suggest that membership in the technical advisory committee 
(TAC) proposed by the Project sponsors be broadened to include representatives from 
Washington's environmental community, as well as tribal representatives from the 
neighboring Yakima Nation. Given its potential as a first project on Washington forestland, 
we also recommend the Project sponsors work collaboratively with TAC members to develop 
a comprehensive and robust long-term research agenda. 

In sum, RNP believes that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has demonstrated the 
commitment to meaningful engagement with wildlife agencies, to rigorous environmental 
review, and to constructive community dialogue that we believe is consistent with the 
Washington Wind Power Guidelines, and that characterizes responsible wind energy 
development in the Northwest's commercial forestlands. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this comment. 

Very truly yours, 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 
Deputy Director 
Renewable Northwest Project 

Attachment: 

Megan Walseth Decker, J.D. 
Senior Staff Counsel 
Renewable Northwest Project 

cc: Jason Spadaro, Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Phil Anderson, WDFW Director 
Ken Berg, USFWS Region Manager 
Travis Nelson, WDFW Wind Energy Team 
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Here it is again. 

I've also inserted the text in the body of this note. 

Please let me know if you continue to have problems accessing our input. 

Renewable 

Northwest 

Project 

June 30, 2010 

917 SW Oak, Suite 

James Luce, Chairman Stephen J. Wright, Administrator 303 

Bonneville Power Administration Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager 
Al Wright, Managing Director PO Box 3621 Portland, OR 97205 

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, W A 98504 

Portland, OR 97208-3621 

Andrew M. Montano, Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 
POltland, OR 97208-3621 

Phone: 503.223.4544 

Fax: 503.223.4554 

www.RNP.orq 

RE: Renewable Northwest Project's Comments Concerning the Whistling Ridgc 
Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Members 

Dear ChaiIman Luce, Director Wright, Mr. Posner, Administrator Wright, Mr. Montano and Council 
M b 

3Degrees 
em ers: 

3TIER 

Renewable NOlthwest Project (RNP) provides the following comments with respect to the 
environmental review conducted for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project pending b~ftl¥i5'l'ht\'l~c 
Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and currently undergoing a comment process for the jomt 
BPA and EFSEC Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). BP Alternative Energy 

RNP does not, as a practice, advocate for pmticular renewable energy projt!e't§:vlJlJtff'o/c,~n.f!,'\l~~ 
commented, and will continue to comment, on renewable energy projects that we believe have 
significant policy ramifications for the development of renewable energy in the N OlthWllBhEijr1n~~j1" 
view, the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has significant policy ramifications for tlfe"C1e'\f~19im),lll.Jt'i§! 
renewable energy in forested areas of the Northwest, thereby establishing precedent for forestland 
projects in other regions of the state. CH2~1 Hili 

Among the many lessons taught by the recent Gulf Coast oil disaster, one of t}mZc1~<¥ig~ P:I"i'li'e 
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development, deployment, and export of clean energy technologies and services."I2} REC Silicon 

Reliable, cost-competitive renewable energy benefits from diverse geographic 10cation~Egrer 
renewable energy projects. Geographic diversity helps integrate variable renewable energY<d'e~()!d~"S:S 
into the system at low cost as resources with different daily or seasonal operating charactemfi~§"(;al'f 
help support ea~h other. While the State of Washington is endo,",,:ed by a~ abund~nt sup~~lc e9;Ke'¥~1JfI y 

resource potential, to date these resources have been harvested pnmanly m Washmgton's ~ry,'shru'jj
steppe eco-system that peaks in the spring and summer months. West-side resources may h!9/p B>wpiy 
wind during other seasons of the year and blunt the effects rapid wind ramping events. 

Stoel Rives, LlP 

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project provides Washington with an important onnortu~'tv to . . .. TannerLr ~~fnergy 
diversify the supply of wmd energy to mclude resources harvested from forest eco-systems. e are 
aware of efforts by officials from the Washington Depmiment of Natural Resources to d~f\Kkl.p-orp LLP 

procedures for wind power leasing on forestlands.ill However, as the State has yet to adopt procedures 
or criteria specific to forested land, or to permit a forestland-based project, review o~heVWlll<itfli'lf~n 

'd . b d d' h h h' h d d'" d mcfTechnology" c., d Ri ge Energy Project must e con ucte WIt t e 19 est stan ar s lor sCience an ue process m mm , 
Warm Springs Power & 

We are writing to express our suppoli for acceptance of environmental infolmatim1ec5'litffiW€a in 
the DEIS, and to commend EFSEC, BPA and Whistling Ridge Energy for their compliance ~~t},rnbgJ:,h 
the spirit and the letter of applicable siting standards and process, including Washin~0n1®Wind';~~ver 
Guidelines. 

WashPIRG 

RNP was actively involved in the negotiation and development ofthe 2003 Wamm9JlsoWrilld 
Power Guidelines, as well as the revised 2009 Washington Wind Power Guidelines, We were~ls(lj:es 
active participants in the 2008 Oregon-Columbia Plateau Ecoregion Wind Energy Siting and Pennitting 
Guidelines, As a key paliicipant in these processes, it is our view that the most impOll('ilrrr'8~IJ1'1:m\VOr 
good wind energy facility siting that minimizes impacts to wildlife and habitat is the early, active and 
regular consultation with the interested public and with wildlife agencies, including the development of 
specific protocols to evaluate potential impacts. 

As noted in a January 19,2010 letter from WDFW to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
pennitting consultant (enclosed), the wildlife data and information suppOliing the agency review draft 
of the DEIS "is consistent with the 2009 WDFW Wind Power Guidelines, including early and regular 
consultation, as well as avian and bat studies, habitat characterization, and impact analysis," Under the 
2009 Wind Power Guidelines, for commercial forestlands, consultation with WDFW is the principal 
measure to address habitat and wildlife concerns. Whistling Ridge Energy's early and regular 
consultation with WDFW, and its use of study protocols and analyses pmiicularly tailored to 
commercial forestlands, satisfies the spirit and letter of the Guidelines. 

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project has undergone consistent and regular wildlife and habitat 
studies for multiple seasons and multiple years, beginning as early as 2003 , Avian data has been 
secured over multiple years and in evelY season of the year, Whistling Ridge has also completed three 
years of season-specific analysis of bat populations, demonstrating a commitment to wildlife agency 
review of data concerning impacts to bats, This survey work is beyond what has typically been done in 
other NOlihwest wind power projects, and is consistent with the guideline'S theme of siting the project 
in a manner that will avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts, 

We applaud the Project sponsors for the open and transparent manner in which they conducted 
their research, shared their findings, and engaged the interested public in a series of discussions, field 
trips, and constructive dialogue, We appreciate the sensitivities associated with a project proposed for 
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location between DNR land historically associated with Northern Spotted Owls and the 
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. In light of these sensitivities, we respectfully suggest that 
membership in the technical advisory committee (TAC) proposed by the ProjeCt sponsors be broadened 
to include representatives from Washington's environmental community, as well as tribal 
representatives from the neighboring Yakima Nation. Given its potential as a first project on 
Washington forestland, we also recommend the Project sponsors work collaboratively with TAC 
members to develop a comprehensive and robust long-term research agenda. 

In sum, RNP believes that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has demonstrated the 
commitment to meaningful engagement with wildlife agencies, to rigorous environmental review, and 
to constructive community dialogue that we believe is consistent with the Washington Wind Power 
Guidelines, and that characterizes responsible wind energy development in the Northwest's commercial 
forestlands. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this comment. 

Very truly yours, 

o Documents:RNP 
Internal:RNP 
Staff:John:John Audley 
~lnnl'ltJ IrA inn 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 

Deputy Director 

Renewable Northwest Project 

Attachment: 

o Documents:RNP 
Internal:RNP 
Staff:Megan:Megan 

Megan Walseth Decker, J.D. 

Senior Staff Counsel 

Renewable Northwest Project 

cc: Jason Spadaro, Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Phil Anderson,WDFW Director 

Ken Berg, USFWS Region Manager . 

Travis Nelson, WDFW Wind Energy Team 
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ill For example, RNP was an active participant in the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project, due to its significant policy 
ramifications in shaping the direction of Washington's energy policy. 

ill See The Washington Clean Energy Leadership Council at http://www.washingtonceic.org/mission/ 

ill See Washington Department of Natural Resources, "Draft Strategies and Procedures for Wind Power Leasing on HCP 
Trust Lands," May 27,2010. . 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 
Deputy Director 
Renewable Northwest Project 
917 SW Oak, Suite 303 
Portland, Oregon 97205 
(503) 223-4544 (office) 
(503) 863-6000 (cell) 
john@rnp.ora 

On Jui 6, 2010, at 1 :29 PM, COM EFSEC wrote: 

Please be aware, the .htm attachment opens simply as a blank page - please resend it if you would 
like it included in your comments to the Council. Thank you very much. 

From: John Audley [mailto:john@rnp,org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 01, 2010 2:47 PM 
To: COM EFSEC 
Cc: Nelson, Travis W (DFW); Jason S, Spadaro 
Subject: Renewable Northwest Project Letter re Whistling Ridge 

Dear EFSEC Members and Staff, 

Attached are RNP's comments and supporting document for the proposed Whistling Ridge Project. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me with further questions. 

Regards, 

John J. Audley, Ph.D 
Deputy Director 
Renewable Northwest Project 
917 SW Oak, Suite 303 
Portland, Oregon 97205 
(503) 223-4544 (office) 
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(503) 863-6000 (cell) 
john@rnp.ora 

file:IIC:\Documents and Settings\kaycem\Locai Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.... 71712010 

amm2181
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

To: EFSEC 

Mr. Stephen Posner, 

Cam Thomas [camt@gorge.net] 
Thursday, July 01,201012:20 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling ridge letter 
EFSEC letter.doc 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #234 

Please find attached my letter in support of the Whistling Ridge Energy project. 

Cam Thomas 
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Date: July 1,2010 

To: Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

From: Mr. Cam Thomas 
Underwood, W A 98651 

Re: Whistling Ridge wind turbine project 

Like many people giving open testimony, I am all FOR the project. All 
persons giving testimony about the Whistling Ridge project seem to agree 
the time is right for a turbine project. Utilities are being mandated to use 
larger & larger percentages of wind power. The market is here and now, and 
the time is perfect. 

Progress takes change and change can be good for the world as a whole. 
There are those who want to stop all progress, just for the sake of having no 
change. Then there are the Not In My Back Yard people. And, ii'om the 
world wide environmental perspective, wind power is much friendlier than 
transporting oil halfway around the world in ships. 

The location of this turbine project seems to be the primary question. 
Whistling Ridge is where the wind is abundantly available, locally. The 
ridge's name is derived from the fact that the wind literally whistles thru the 
trees when it blows. Trading the whistling noise for the soft slap of turbine 
blades, and then only when the wind blows, may be better than the whistle. 

The power connecting substation can be located optimally close to the 
project sight and right next to a main Bonneville distribution line. This very 
rural area will limit impact on a very few humans. The wildlife habitat in 
the area will change, but the habitat itself will not be "lost." Some animals 
will move out while others will move into the area. In this case, change 
might be good, or at least neutral. Since all wind turbines will be located 
outside of the Columbia Gorge National Scenic area, this should not even be 
an issue. I hope the lazy turning turbine blades will soon be a sign of 
progress, and a promise of better things to come. 

lmb9576
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This privately funded project would mean temporary and permanent local 
employment. No taxpayer government money will be used to support the 
construction or maintenance ofthe project. Economically this project is in a 
perfect area to help bring desperately needed work dollars into Skamania 
County .. The prime example of this is the money nowflowinginto 
neighboring Klickitat County. 

The many positive aspects ofthe project far, far out weigh any temporary 
negatives. Construction traffic will undoubtedly cause some issues for the 
local residents. But this too will not last forever, and will soon become a 
distant memory. 

For the reasons stated above, I endorse and SUPPORT this project. . 

Cam Thomas 
#52 Thomas Rd. 
Underwood, VVA 98651 

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

STEVE GIBSON [stevegibsonhomeinspector@gmail,com] 
Friday, July 02,20107:33 AM 
COM EFSEC 

WR-DE/S 
'ublic Comment #235 

Subject: RECOMMEND SUPPORT of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

Energy Facility Siting & Evaluation Council 

As a five year resident of Klickitat County and a near life long Gorge area resident I support the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project & urge your support of this project The project area is outside the Scenic Area thus concerns that relate to it 
should/do not apply. 

Also & more importantly I urge the Council to disregard the Portland Oregon downtown based Friends of the Gorge's ( 
FOG) thoughts/ efforts to miss lead the EFSE Council otherwise. Any large corporation or private organization like FOG 
worth 7.5 million can offer/promote a lot of directed comments & miss represent the true opinions of the area citizens 
who reside in the nearby communities & live here within the Gorge. 

Steve Gibson 
White Salmon WA 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

opalcolorsoregon@gorge.net 
Friday, July 02, 2010 12: 11 PM 
COM EFSEC 
whistling ridge enery project draft EOIS 

My name is Mary Twombly. I live at 842 Little Rock Creek Rd. Mill A Washington. I moved here 
almost 3 years ago. The day we signed the papers on our house we found out about the proposed 
Industrial Wind Turbine Project. After doing some research on my computer my heart sank as I 
read all the reports from families living within 2 miles of the Industrial monsters. People 
like us who had sold their big family homes and wanted to scale down, simplify their lives 
and live a simple life in the country, gardening, working and enjoying nature. Many of these 
people now live with insomnia, headaches, irritablity, decreased concentration, anxiety, and 
more. This was very disturbing indeed as I read this information. These are real people, not 
whiners. They have had to leave their homes to get well. Some have returned only to have the 
symptoms return. The wind industry disputes these claims dismissing them(without any 
intelligent responses on why they don't believe it) as whiners, angry etc. Well I would be 
angry if I had to spend thousands of dollars on medical bills, leave my beloved home and 
suffer health consequences. People would never do this just to spite the wind industry. 
These are people just like you and me, and they are sick. It is obvious that there is a 
problem with placing these large inclustrial wind turbines too close to residential 
communities. Why are we continuing to site these projects so close to human habitation? 
On June 30th 2010 Carl B. Phillips an epidemiologist and health policy researcher with a PHD 
from Harvard testified at .wind siting hearings held at the Wisconsin Public Service 
Commission in Madison Wisconsin. He stated that there was ample evidence of a problem of some 
magnitude with siting the Industrial wind turbines near homes. He had studied the subject in 
depth and submitted a 5 minute verbal testimony and handed in a lengthy written testimony. 
Dr. Nina Pierpont has done extensive work with persons who live with "wind turbine syndrome" 
and has written a book called "Wind Turbine Syndrome" A Natural Experiment. 
I am a nurse and a massage therapist. I am also a sound healer and work with sound. I am 
aware of the positive and negative effects of sound. Sound vibrations can harm. Sound 
vibrations destroyed the Tacoma Narrows Bridge. Low frequency sound vibrations were used as 
torture in WW2. I am very nervous about the installation of these turbines on the ridges of 
our beautiful community. There are many people who will be living within' 2 miles of the 
project. How can we risk sacrificing the health of our neighbors? Not everyone is affected by 
the low frequency vibration. 
It would be simple if everyone was, but because of this it makes the ones who are look like 
liars or crackpots. They are not. 
There are many other reasons that I am against the Turbine project. I am opposed to the 
destruction of the landscape and the wildlife that will be affected. 
The migratory birds are at risk, golden eagles, bats etc. In other installations it has been 
noted that with wildlife nearby disappears or is killed. 
The Fish and Wildlife Service recommends not to place these turbines on ridges. I have also 
heard that one cannot predict what will happen with the sound when turbines are placed on 
ridges. 
I am not opposed to wind turbines, but these ridges so close to the scenic area and long 
established communities are not a good fit. I told Jason Spadero almost 3 years ago, just 
because you have this land here and you want to be in the energy industry doesn't mean that 
it is a good fit. 
So my biggest concerns are for the health of the people in this community. It's not fair to 
put them at risk. Pay attention to the new studies coming out. 
Carl Phillips says it would be easy to prove that these turbines are causing health problems, 
but the money isn't being spent on the studies. The industry doesn't want this type of thing 
"getting in their way". 
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If you knowingly OK this project with reliable information about causing humans physical 
harm, you wilrb-e-Tiable-for theii'liealtll prol5lems ana coul(l-oe--n-al5re-illTawsuitsaown file 
road. I beg you to look further into this information. Don't be responsible for harming our 
community. It just isn't right. 
Respectfully, 
Mary Twombly 
Mill A WA 
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June 29, 2010 

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

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

RECEIVED 
JUL 0'1 2010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #238 

I was unable to attend the recent public hearings regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project proposed by SDS Lumber Company. I am in full support of this project and 
strongly favor its implementation. Sustainable wind energy is an obvious course to 
pursue in this area of sustainable and abundant energy source. 

Having just returned from the eastern Oregon/Washington area, and having seen first
hand the remarkable success being accomplished with hamessing wind power, it only 
makes good economic sense to take advantage of the site that SOS is proposing. 

I have had the pleasure of business relationships with SOS Lumber Company in the past 
and regard them as a vety successful operation. They will install this project in a manner 
that will certainly benefit this d the energy needs of the future. 

~~--d~ . ./ 
William B. Ward 
P.O. Box 1816 
White Salmon, W A 98672 

Cc: Jason Spadaro, President 
SOS Lumber Company 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

alan [alanwwa@gmail.comj 
Sunday, July 04,201010:32 PM 
COM EFSEC 
comments on Whistling Ridge energy project 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #241 

Please accept the following comments regarding the Whistling Ridge wind energy 
development project. 

I am a strong supporter of alternative energy sources, as long as they are properly 
sited and designed to minimally impact significant natural resources. Unfortunately, in 
the case of Whistling Ridge, I cannot support this particular development due to its 
potential negative impact on the Columbia River Gorge. 

The Columbia River Gorge was designated as a National Scenic Area in order to 
protect and manage its scenic beauty and abundant recreation opportunities. 
Unfortunately, at the time of the original designation, the legislation did not address 
"view impacts" of adjoining buffer areas as seen from within the National Scenic Area. 
I would think that, if industrial wind farms would have been prevalent in the Northwest 
at the time, the legislation would have addressed siting restrictions for this type of use 
in those areas where it would negatively impact the National Scenic Area. 

The Pacific Northwest does not have a shortage of available sites for wind energy 
developments. Please deny the application for the Whistling Ridge development, and 
help preserve the soul of our Columbia River Gorge. 

Thank you, 

alan wilcox 
alanwWA@gmail.com 
White Salmon, WA 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Twombly [mtwombly@gorge.net] 
Tuesday, July 06, 2010 9:39 AM 
COM EFSEC 
comments on Whistling Ridge proposal 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #242 

Hello my name is Steve Andruss. my address is 842 Little Rock creek Rd. Cook Wa 98605 phone is 509 538 2772. 

Dear EFSEC comittee, Please do not put the wind turbines on Whistling Ridge. White Salmon and Hood River are known 
for the famed double mt. views. All of our property values will drop when the area becomes known for its multi-turbine 
views. We need wind power but not in such a beautiful place. The turbine mess out east is bad enough. I am always 
thankful when I get west of all those blinking lights. It is enough to ruin the eastern gorge with these industrial giants. I 
don't know how many turbines are out there but adding another 50 turbines to that mess won't make much difference 
now. To put up 50 turbines on Whistling ridge would blight the whole area. This is a world class scenic area and should 
be preserved as that. The project west of the Dalles has been canceled and the middle mt. project south of Hood River 
has been stopped. If we would have known that Whistling Ridge was to become an industrial wind factory we never 
would have bought property in Mill A. Common sense tells us this is a bad idea and should never be put in. I have been 
to meetings and listened to the talk about how safe for birds these mills are. The native americans told us that they could 
not imagine how a bird could fly into these blades. About 2 weeks later, front page of the Oregonian, Golden eagle killed 
by wind turbines at Goodnoe Hills. How many Golden Eagles are there in the gorge? At least one is dead. We were told 
that up to 7000 bats would be killed if the Whistling Ridge project goes in. How many hawks and eagles will die because 
of this? What are the long term health effects? I have been told that 750 gallons of oil a year will be atomized in each of 
the turbines. That does not sound like clean energy. Putting these turbines on mountain tops has not been studied 
thoroughly so we really don't know what the impact will be. Many peaple are affected by the vibration and sound of the 
turbines. Again to put them so close to pea pie and towns seems short sighted at best. To conclude I would say don't put 
the proposed Whistling Ridge tubines in as it is the wrong place to put them. Install them out east where there is less 
scenic beauty and already lots of turbines and more wind to turn them. Sincerely, Steve Andruss Mill A, WA 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Daniel Dancer 
POB 693 
Mosier, OR 97040 

Daniel Dancer [dancer@artforthesky.com] 
Tuesday, July 06,201010:47 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ride Comments 

To: Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
Re: Proposed Whistling Ridge Wind Project 

Dear Folks, 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #243 

I steadfastly oppose the Whistling Ridge Project for a number of reasons. Primarily, it is a terrible site as it 
impacts the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area in a very big way. Industrial Wind Fanlls destroy all natural 
character of the places they are sited. I know. I drive tJu·ough the eastem Gorge quiet fi·equently and healthy, 
wide open feel and wildness of the area is gone now dominated by twirling blades, roads, power lines and 
thousands of red lights at night. To some this may be an acceptable sacrifice way out in flat fatm country, it is 
completely the opposite, however here on the edge of the Columbia Gorge!!!! 

We do need to address increasing energy demands but NOT on the edge of a nationally recognized treasure like 
the Columbia Gorge. 

Thank You, 
Daniel Dancer 
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Washington State Energy Facility Site 
COMMENT FORM 

Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Hea and Comment 

Name: Jd,,,,id(./ jV/tt/ek0' 
, I / /) ~".t IV \L / / ~ / £2 /71f-::7 (');~)::: I 

Address: ex. (/ ,J !vUL /7lfJ?/L !{aVY'<t U/\... / /{/ v 
, (Pleaf3e include your Zip!) 

Email Address: 1,- vv,(?\. Y\;Ce. tile( Jd b x ~:;t VY\Ll. ;!, Co VV\ 
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Please write any comments you have with respect to the 

Leave this sheet in the Comment Box today, or mail it to: 
EFSEC, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172. 

Comment letters must be postmarked by Monday, July 19, 2010. 
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Use the back of this form if you need more room for your comments. 

For more information about EFSEC's review of these project changes, please contact: 
Stephen Posner, Compliance Manager, PO Box 43172, Olympia, WA 98504-3172, 

call (360) 956-2063, or e-mail efsec@cted.wa,aov. 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello E FS EC, 

johnicats@yahoo.com 
Tuesday, July 06, 2010 10:35 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #246 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania county has the wind, SDS Lumber has the . 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
john inglis 
1402 14th st 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

eric. t.hess@gmail.com 
Wednesday. July 07. 2010 3:30 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #247 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
that be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Eric Hess 
1748 NW 56th St, Apt 203 
Seattle, WA 98107 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

corey.smitke@gmail.com 
Wednesday, July 07,20103:35 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #248 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste .. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania county by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Corey Smi tke 
6820 SW 26th Avenue, Apt 19 
Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

nicole.e.bates@gmail.com 
Wednesday, July 07,20104:07 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #249 

-
I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
that be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Nicole Bates 
331 1/2 NW 49th St 
Seattle, WA 98107 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

elinoraw@gmail.com 
Wednesday, July 07, 20104:26 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

Pub!' WR - DEIS 
Ie Comment #250 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge· Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means ·we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. 
As a Washington resident who often enjoys the recreational activities available in Skamania 
County and the Columbia River Gorge (and hence contributes to the local economy), I feel that 
windmills would enhance rather than detract from the natural beauty of the area. Those who 
oppose the responsible construction of windfarms are selfish and short-sighted. 
The choice is clear: support Whistling Ridge .and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Elinor Westfold 

Sincerely, 
Elinor Westfold 
401 NE 40th St. #202 
Seattle, WA 98105 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

babaji@me.com 
Wednesday, July 07, 20105:08 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 51 
publiC comment #2 

.I\'m an tired of our country being held hostage to Big Oil with its many foreign sources. I 
am tired of the ecological disasters that accompany the exploration, refining and consumption 
of oil. It is imperative that safe, non-poluting forms of energy are encouraged. Wind River 
is such an alternative. Not to approve this wind farm would be both irresponsible and un
American! ! 

Sincerely, 
Julian Mueller 
7425 47th. Ave SW 
Seattle, WA 98136 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

randLkessler@hotmail.com 
Wednesday, July 07,20105:35 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #252 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SOS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Randy Kessler 
7616 SE 40th St 
Mercer Island, WA 98040 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

markeI0224@gmail.com 
Wednesday, July 07,20106:20 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #253 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I am a 
medical student at the University of Washington School of Medicine, and while my professional 
TOCUS is not on the environment, I am well aware of the human impacts that environmental 
damage can cause. The recent tragedy in the Gulf Coast highlights the previously existing 
need for alternative energy, and opponents to its development are contributing to 
environmental damage while claiming to be fighting against it. 

Washington State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most 
feasible and most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 
2020" which means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber 
has the land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental 
impact of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site 
has been used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads 
built, transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The 
impacts on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental 
benefits. are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Thank you, 
Dave Markel 

Sincerely, 
Dave Markel 
100 E Boston st #9 
Seattle, WA 9B102 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

craigkeebler@yahoo.com 
Wednesday, July 07, 2010 7:26 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public comment #254 

I strongly support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. We need renewable clean energy now! 
This project has it all. Great wind and low impact. It is time to move for energy 
independence now. 

Sincerely, 
Craig Keebler 
43613 92nd Ave SE 
Mercer Island, WA 9813413 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ejmirsky@juno.com 
Thursday, July 08,201011:01 AM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation 'Council, 

WR-OEIS 
public Comment #255 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible 'and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Edwin Mirsky 
411 University Street, Suite 1200, 
Seattle, WA 98101 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fibiduke@gmail.com 
Thursday, July 08,2010 12:31 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #257 

I want to leave my children with clean, reliable, inexpensive electricity to power their 
future. That means developing alternative sources of energy and having a whole mix of .power 
options to serve our growing population. Wind energy is one of those choices and it makes 
sense to develop it at Whistling Ridge. Few places exist with the strong winds and 
transmission lines for such a project, Wind energy is clean, renewable, cost competitive, 
and is a product we can make right here and use or export to the rest of the country, just 
like timber. It creates no pollution and can coexist peacefully with the wonderful variety 
of wildlife we enjoy. Please allow this project to go ahead so that we can leave our 
children with alternatives for their energy future. 

Sincerely, 
Fibi Duke 
6851 83rd Ave SE 
Mercer. Island, WA 98040 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

D Garner [dgarner@gorge.net] 
Thursday, July 08, 2010 12:35 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
1Windmills.doc 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #258 

I would like to submit the attached letter as public comment to the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project. 

Thank you, 

Debra Garner 
589 NW Country View Rd 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Re: Whistling Ridge Wind Farm 

The Whistling Ridge project would technically not be within the scenic area, but it would bring an 
unnatural and terribly imposing negative visual impact to the scenic area. It sets a horrible 
precedent for industrial-scale and visually imposing and discordant development that will be 
quite visible from an area prized for its wild areas and scenic beauty: 

If find this project disturbing enough, but won't it also set a precedent for even more and 
possibly even higher windmills? I fear we will have opened pandora's box if we allow this 
project to move forward. 

Are these super tall, stark white, three-winged towers the only or best technology? Do windmills 
have to be so terribly "in our faces?" Cell towers are sometimes disguised as trees. Can 
windmills be more of the "eggbeater" design, painted to disappear a bit more and possibly 
disguised? 

Once these windmills are built, they will stand for decades - in use or not. What extra would it 
cost to locate the windmills (either in construction cost or less efficiency) outside the VIEW of 
the Gorge Scenic Area? Since this project, like all other windmill projects, is subsidized, 
shouldn't the tax payer dollars benefit ttie most people, not just the investors? 

Please reconsider this project for the issues above. The country needs alternative energy 
sources, but we need to be smart about it as well. Once the visual impact is altered by a project 
like this, it is altered for all decades. 

Sincerely, 

Debra Garner 
589 NW Country View Rd 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tom and Joanne Cochran [ljcoch@gorge.net] 
Sunday, July 11, 2010 12:09 PM 
COM EFSEC 
The Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #259 

Since I could not attend the hearing on the wind farm proposal, I want to now voice my opposition to 
this project. My husband and I live approximately 1 mile from the proposed site and are extremely 
fearful of the noise, vibration, killing of birds and wildlife, health hazard from the droning, and invasion 
of our beloved quiet and privacy we have enjoyed for over 20 years. We understand the value of 
"harnessing the wind" but, please, not SO close to an established community! Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Joanne M. Cochran 
432 Hale Drive 
Underwood WA 98651 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

To EFSEC & BPA: 

Mark King [black@gorge.net] 
Monday, July 12, 20104:47 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS Comment 
NW_LAKE_HOA-DEIS.pdf 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #260 

Attached, in PDF format, are Comments from the Board of Directors of the Northwestern Lake 
Development Homeowners' Association regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS. 

Thank you, 

Mark King, President 
NW Lake Dev. Homeowners' Association 
(509) 493-8670 
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NORTHWESTERN LAKE DEVELOPMENT HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION 
172 Upper Lakeview Road, White Salmon, W A 98672 

email: <black@gorge.net> 

June.12,2010 

EFSEC BPA 
Via e-mail to efsec@commerce.wa.gov Via internet at www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Application No. 2009-01: Draft EIS Comments. 

To EFSEC and BPA: 

The Board of Directors of Northwestern Lake Development Homeowners' Association 
submits the following comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) 
conducted by EFSEC and BPA with respect to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (the Project). 

I. Introduction. 

We represent the owners of30 residential properties located near the mouth of Little 
Buck Creek where it empties into NOlihwestern Lake. There are cUlTently 23 residences built, 
most of which are full-time residences (as distinct from most recreational cabins located along 
Northwestern Lake). Our community is approximately two miles east of the Project, and is near 
the bottom of the Little Buck Creek watershed. The Project would sit at the head of this 
watershed. Because of our proximity to the Project, we have major concerns about the possible 
adverse effects it might have on us and our environment. 

We submitted Scoping comments, dated 5115/2009, for this EIS. After reviewing the 
DEIS, we are ofthe opinion that, while the DEIS contains massive amounts ofinfolTllation on 
topics related to the issues we raised, the DEIS fails to directly address and respond to most of 
our concerns in a meaningful way. We have therefore resubmitted our previous comments in 
their entirety, and request that EFSEC and BPA revise the DEIS to respond directly and 
specifically to the concerns that our community has. 

Our residents have invested significant amounts of time, energy, money, and especially 
emotion in building homes and lifestyles focused on our rural, sylvan environment. While we 
have always known we would be affected by various rural activities such as agriculture and 
timber operations, we never anticipated that a major industrial activity like a wind falTll could be 
located so near to us. We have grave coricerns about several possible adverse effects of the 
project, and consequent reservations about the location of the Project. We therefore request that 
EFSEC and BPA carefully study and analyze all possible adverse effects of the Project in its 
proposed location and evaluate whether other locations would be more appropriate for this type 
of project. 

II. D EIS Issues. 

A. Potential Adverse Effects. 

1. Noise. 

The dominant concern expressed by our Members has been fear that noise from the 
Project will be a constant nuisance whenever our windows are open, or when we are outside our 
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homes. Although we are located two miles from the Project, we are concerned that this distance 
will not protect us due to our geography and' wind patterns. The Project will be located at the 
head ofthe Little Buck Creek watershed. We are concerned that sound from the Project will 
echo off valley walls and have an amplified effect on us. In addition, the prevailing winds in the 
summer (when we are outside most) blow from the Project straight to our homes. So we are also 
concerned that the wind will carry more noise from the Project to us. 

SDS's application has a sound map suggesting that our area will receive 20+ dB of sound 
from the Project. It is not at all clear to us how this map was produced or whether it is reliable. 
Perhaps more important, based on reports we have read from residents located near active wind 
fanns, specific decibel measurements might not be the best way to determine whether noise from 
wind turbines will have an adverse effect. Some of the strongest complaints about wind turbine 
noise are due to the low-frequency sounds - a constant "whumping" similar to the bass beat that 
can be heard (and felt) from certain car stereos even froni a great distance, and even with the 
windows rolled up. We have heard that these low frequency sounds can sometimes have much 
greater impact at a distance than they do at the point of creation. We are therefore very worried 
aliout how such sounds might affect us. 

'It is our understanding that few if any wind projects have been built in terrain with 
valleys and ridges like ours. So it seems there is very little track record for predicting how noise 
from the Project might affect us. We therefore request that the EIS make very extensive studies 
of how sound from the Project will affect us and other residents. In particular, we think tests 
should be conducted that reproduce, at the Project site, the noise from a project of this size as 
accurately as technologically possible. Measurements of the noise should be taken not only with 
instruments, but more importantly, with surveys of the subjective impressions of all affected 
residents. Unless such surveys are taken, we do not believe an accurate prediction can be made 
regarding noise effects ofthe Project. 

Lastly, in evaluating whether such noise effects (or any other effects to people) are 
considered "adverse", we request that EFSEC and BP A rely not on statutory definitions based on 
decibel levels. Rather, a conclusion that an effect will be "adverse" should be determined by 
whether the effect will unreasonably diminish the enjoyment of day-to-day life. 

3. Lights. 

Another complaint we have read about wind turbines tegards aviation lights. We request 
that the EIS investigate what types oflight(color, syncru'onization, quantity, etc.) would have the 
least impact to people and wildlife. We also request that the BIS evaluate what, if any visual 
effects aviation'lights will have on the night sky in our commUnity (for example, will we see 
reflections of the lights in the sky on cloudy nights, or even on clear nights?) Likewise, we have 
read of complaints' about "shadow-flicker" from wind turbines. We request that the BIS evaluate 
whether late afternoon "shadow flicker" will affect our residences, or be visible on the ridges to 
the east of our community: 

3. Environment. 

There are many items 'that should be considered from an environmental and ecosystem 
perspective regarding a large project like this. All projects like this have an "environmental cost" 
and although it may not appear to affect our community directly, it does affect the earth; 
ultimately we are all reliant on the environmental resources of the earth to keep us and all other 
living creatures alive. In particular, we are concerned that, due to this Project's location in a 
forest ecosystem, far more wildlife will be negatively affected or hanned than if it were located 
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in a wheatfield or open plain environment. We are also concemed about whether there will be 
effects to groundwater and surface water. We request that the EIS carefuly evaluate what effects 
the Project would have on wildlife and the ecosystem. 

4. Economics. 

While proponents of the Project have correctly emphasized that it could bring some 
welcome jobs and tax revenues to the area, our Members are quite concemed that if the Project 
adversely affects our homes, our property values will also be adversely affected. The EIS should 
evaluate all financial effects of the Project, including specific estimates of diminished property 
values (region wide) due to reasonably foreseeable adverse effects of the Project. 

5. Views. 

Our Members have mixed opinions as to whether they would necessarily object to views 
of the wind turbines, however, most believe that structures of this nature are not in keeping with 
the spirit or beauty of a National Scenic Area even though such structures are built on land that is 
just outside of the boundary. 

B. Location of the Project. 

It would appear that t)lere are much better places to site a project of this magnitude. There 
are thousands of acres offarrnland in Eastem Washington that can (and do) support this type of 
development. The land to the East is vast, it's close to transmission lines, it is many miles away 
from homes, has limited recreational value, limited wildlife (as compared to a forest), limited 
renewable resource (as compared to the timber resources here), there is limited damage to the 
ecosystem due to installation and it would not detract from views of a National Scenic area. 
We request that the EIS fully evaluate all of these considerations. 

C. Precedent. 

We believe it is critical that the EIS address the potential precedent that would be set by 
approval of this Project. Because it is the first wind farm in Washington to be located in a forest 
environment (we are told), adjacent to a National Scenic Area, and close to so many residences, 
a very detailed and thorough analysis of its potential impacts must be provided. Approval of the 
current application for this project will have precedential effect not only for projects in other 
regions, but also for expansion of this Project. SDS and DNR have acknowledged that they are 
investigating a major possible expansion of this Project onto DNR land. We do not know if SDS 
will seek to expand ihis Project even further on its own adjacent lands (which would be closer to 
our community.) However, we are wOlTied that if this Project is approved now based on it's 
smaller size, it will be very difficult to prevent expansions that might initially have been rejected 
based on an upfront perspective of the total impacts. Consequently, we request that the EIS take 
the broadest possible view when evaluating the impacts of this Project. 

(continued) 
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III. Conclusion. 

We fully support renewable energy and believe it is critical that we embrace it, however, 
like anything else there are many alternatives to reaching the goals of green power. Some 
locations are inherently better than others for meeting these goals without imposing undue 
burdens on the 'environment or people living near the projects. Given that there are abundant 
optional locations for this type of project, we cannot support this Project until there is conclusive 
documentation that it will not have "adverse effects" on' our lives and our environment. We 
respectfully request that EFSEC and BP A tigorously investigate, document, and evaluate our 
concerns. Thank you. 

, ,Sincerely, 

Board of Directors: Mike Gundlach, Lynden Hollowell, Mark King, Nanci Sayler, Kit Silver. 
Northwestern Lake Development Homeowners' Association 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Mark King [black@gorge.net]
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 11:05 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS Comment

Attachments: NWLake100712.pdf

NWLake100712.pdf 
(192 KB)

Mr. Montano,

The BPA Comment page still does not accept our comments in a pdf attachment,
so I am submitting our comments in a pdf attachment to this email.  Please
let me know if this is acceptable.

Thank you,

Mark King
Northwestern Lake Development Homeowners' Association
172 Upper Lakeview Rd.
White Salmon, WA  98672
(509) 493-8670
(For your records, I would list our organization as a "special interest"
organization.)

On 7/13/10 8:48 AM, "Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4" <ammontano@bpa.gov> wrote:

>  
> Mr. King,
> 
> You can input your comments directly at www.bpa.gov/comment, or you may also
> print out and FAX your *.pdf document to (503) 230-3285.
> 
> Additional information on how to comment can be found at the project website
> at www.bpa.gov/go/whistling.
> 
> Please let me know if this does not resolve your issues.  Thanks for your
> interest in this project!
> 
> 
> Andrew M. Montaño
> Bonneville Power Administration | Environmental Protection Specialist
> ammontano@bpa.gov | P: 503. 230. 4145 | F: 503. 230. 5699
> Pleasure in the job puts perfection in the work. -Aristotle
> 
> 
> 
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Mark King [mailto:black@gorge.net]
> Sent: Monday, July 12, 2010 5:14 PM
> To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
> Subject: Problem with Whistling Ridge Comment Page
> 
> Mr. Montano,
> 
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> I tried to submit comments on the BPA's comment page for the Whistling Ridge
> Energy Project Draft EIS.  The comments are in pdf format, but the comment
> page fails to recognize that and refuses to accept them.  I am on a Mac
> computer, but I exchange pdf files daily with many computer platforms.
> 
> Do you have any suggestions?
> 
> Thank you,
> 
> Mark King, President
> NW Lake Dev. Homeowners' Association
> (509) 493-8670
> 
> 
> 
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NORTHWESTERN LAKE DEVELOPMENT HOMEOWNERS’ ASSOCIATION 
172 Upper Lakeview Road, White Salmon, WA  98672 

email: <black@gorge.net> 
 
June 12, 2010 
 
EFSEC      BPA 
Via e-mail to efsec@commerce.wa.gov   Via internet at www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project – Application No. 2009-01: Draft EIS Comments. 
 
To EFSEC and BPA: 
 
 The Board of Directors of Northwestern Lake Development Homeowners' Association 
submits the following comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIS) 
conducted by EFSEC and BPA with respect to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (the Project). 
 
I.  Introduction. 
 
 We represent the owners of 30 residential properties located near the mouth of Little 
Buck Creek where it empties into Northwestern Lake.  There are currently 23 residences built, 
most of which are full-time residences (as distinct from most recreational cabins located along 
Northwestern Lake).  Our community is approximately two miles east of the Project, and is near 
the bottom of the Little Buck Creek watershed. The Project would sit at the head of this 
watershed.  Because of our proximity to the Project, we have major concerns about the possible 
adverse effects it might have on us and our environment. 
 We submitted Scoping comments, dated 5/15/2009, for this EIS.  After reviewing the 
DEIS, we are of the opinion that, while the DEIS contains massive amounts of information on 
topics related to the issues we raised, the DEIS fails to directly address and respond to most of 
our concerns in a meaningful way.  We have therefore resubmitted our previous comments in 
their entirety, and request that EFSEC and BPA revise the DEIS to respond directly and 
specifically to the concerns that our community has. 
 Our residents have invested significant amounts of time, energy, money, and especially 
emotion in building homes and lifestyles focused on our rural, sylvan environment.  While we 
have always known we would be affected by various rural activities such as agriculture and 
timber operations, we never anticipated that a major industrial activity like a wind farm could be 
located so near to us.  We have grave concerns about several possible adverse effects of the 
project, and consequent reservations about the location of the Project.  We therefore request that 
EFSEC and BPA carefully study and analyze all possible adverse effects of the Project in its 
proposed location and evaluate whether other locations would be more appropriate for this type 
of project. 
 
II.  DEIS Issues. 
 
A.  Potential Adverse Effects. 
 
 1.  Noise. 
 
 The dominant concern expressed by our Members has been fear that noise from the 
Project will be a constant nuisance whenever our windows are open, or when we are outside our 
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homes.  Although we are located two miles from the Project, we are concerned that this distance 
will not protect us due to our geography and wind patterns.   The Project will be located at the 
head of the Little Buck Creek watershed.  We are concerned that sound from the Project will 
echo off valley walls and have an amplified effect on us.  In addition, the prevailing winds in the 
summer (when we are outside most) blow from the Project straight to our homes.  So we are also 
concerned that the wind will carry more noise from the Project to us. 
 SDS's application has a sound map suggesting that our area will receive 20+ dB of sound 
from the Project.  It is not at all clear to us how this map was produced or whether it is reliable.  
Perhaps more important, based on reports we have read from residents located near active wind 
farms, specific decibel measurements might not be the best way to determine whether noise from 
wind turbines will have an adverse effect.  Some of the strongest complaints about wind turbine 
noise are due to the low-frequency sounds - a constant "whumping" similar to the bass beat that 
can be heard (and felt) from certain car stereos even from a great distance, and even with the 
windows rolled up.  We have heard that these low frequency sounds can sometimes have much 
greater impact at a distance than they do at the point of creation.  We are therefore very worried 
about how such sounds might affect us. 
 It is our understanding that few if any wind projects have been built in terrain with 
valleys and ridges like ours.  So it seems there is very little track record for predicting how noise 
from the Project might affect us.  We therefore request that the EIS make very extensive studies 
of how sound from the Project will affect us and other residents.  In particular, we think tests 
should be conducted that reproduce, at the Project site, the noise from a project of this size as 
accurately as technologically possible.  Measurements of the noise should be taken not only with 
instruments, but more importantly, with surveys of the subjective impressions of all affected 
residents.  Unless such surveys are taken, we do not believe an accurate prediction can be made 
regarding noise effects of the Project. 
 Lastly, in evaluating whether such noise effects (or any other effects to people) are 
considered "adverse", we request that EFSEC and BPA rely not on statutory definitions based on 
decibel levels.  Rather, a conclusion that an effect will be "adverse" should be determined by 
whether the effect will unreasonably diminish the enjoyment of day-to-day life. 
 
 3.  Lights. 
 
 Another complaint we have read about wind turbines regards aviation lights.  We request 
that the EIS investigate what types of light (color, synchronization, quantity, etc.) would have the 
least impact to people and wildlife.  We also request that the EIS evaluate what, if any visual 
effects aviation lights will have on the night sky in our community (for example, will we see 
reflections of the lights in the sky on cloudy nights, or even on clear nights?)  Likewise, we have 
read of complaints about "shadow-flicker" from wind turbines.  We request that the EIS evaluate 
whether late afternoon "shadow flicker " will affect our residences, or be visible on the ridges to 
the east of our community. 
 
 3.  Environment.   
 
 There are many items that should be considered from an environmental and ecosystem 
perspective regarding a large project like this. All projects like this have an “environmental cost” 
and although it may not appear to affect our community directly, it does affect the earth; 
ultimately we are all reliant on the environmental resources of the earth to keep us and all other 
living creatures alive.  In particular, we are concerned that, due to this Project's location in a 
forest ecosystem, far more wildlife will be negatively affected or harmed than if it were located 
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in a wheatfield or open plain environment.  We are also concerned about whether there will be 
effects to groundwater and surface water.  We request that the EIS carefuly evaluate what effects 
the Project would have on wildlife and the ecosystem. 
 
 4.  Economics.   
 
 While proponents of the Project have correctly emphasized that it could bring some 
welcome jobs and tax revenues to the area, our Members are quite concerned that if the Project 
adversely affects our homes, our property values will also be adversely affected.  The EIS should 
evaluate all financial effects of the Project, including specific estimates of diminished property 
values (region wide) due to reasonably foreseeable adverse effects of the Project. 
 
 5.  Views. 
 
 Our Members have mixed opinions as to whether they would necessarily object to views 
of the wind turbines, however, most believe that structures of this nature are not in keeping with 
the spirit or beauty of a National Scenic Area even though such structures are built on land that is 
just outside of the boundary. 
 
B.  Location of the Project. 
 
 It would appear that there are much better places to site a project of this magnitude. There 
are thousands of acres of farmland in Eastern Washington that can (and do) support this type of 
development. The land to the East is vast, it’s close to transmission lines, it is many miles away 
from homes, has limited recreational value, limited wildlife (as compared to a forest), limited 
renewable resource (as compared to the timber resources here), there is limited damage to the 
ecosystem due to installation and it would not detract from views of a National Scenic area.  
We request that the EIS fully evaluate all of these considerations. 
 
C. Precedent. 
 
 We believe it is critical that the EIS address the potential precedent that would be set by 
approval of this Project.  Because it is the first wind farm in Washington to be located in a forest 
environment (we are told), adjacent to a National Scenic Area, and close to so many residences, 
a very detailed and thorough analysis of its potential impacts must be provided.  Approval of the 
current application for this project will have precedential effect not only for projects in other 
regions, but also for expansion of this Project.  SDS and DNR have acknowledged that they are 
investigating a major possible expansion of this Project onto DNR land.  We do not know if SDS 
will seek to expand this Project even further on its own adjacent lands (which would be closer to 
our community.)  However, we are worried that if this Project is approved now based on it's 
smaller size, it will be very difficult to prevent expansions that might initially have been rejected 
based on an upfront perspective of the total impacts.  Consequently, we request that the EIS take 
the broadest possible view when evaluating the impacts of this Project. 
 
 
 
 

(continued) 
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III.  Conclusion. 
 
  We fully support renewable energy and believe it is critical that we embrace it, however, 
like anything else there are many alternatives to reaching the goals of green power. Some 
locations are inherently better than others for meeting these goals without imposing undue 
burdens on the environment or people living near the projects.  Given that there are abundant 
optional locations for this type of project, we cannot support this Project until there is conclusive 
documentation that it will not have "adverse effects" on our lives and our environment.  We 
respectfully request that EFSEC and BPA rigorously investigate, document, and evaluate our 
concerns.  Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Board of Directors:  Mike Gundlach, Lynden Hollowell, Mark King, Nanci Sayler, Kit Silver. 
Northwestern Lake Development Homeowners' Association  
 



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Whistling Ridge, 

James Pytel Upytel@cgcc.cc.or.us] 
Monday, July 12, 2010 11 :25 PM 
COM EFSEC; info@whistlingridgeenergy.com 
Letter of Support For the Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #261 

Wow! It could happen here. Our little community can be a part of a new clean energy economy. 
I salute Whistling Ridge Energy/SDS efforts to really make this happen. Power has to come 
from somewhere and what a better place than a locally produced renewable source right in our 
backyard. We have the wind resource, the transmission lines, and a local company and willing 
workforce that can make this happen. Let's do this one right. 

Ultimately, the arguments against wind turbines boil down to detractors "don't like the way 
they look." They are entitled to this opinion. If educated about the dirty alternatives or 
presented with the very real possibility of their sons and daughters being involved in future 
conflicts to secure our nation's energy security I'm certain their opinions would change. 

The new energy economy is not about a silver bullet that renders everything else obsolete. 
Wind energy is going to be just one part of an increasingly interlinked and interdependent 
network of distributed renewable energy generation facilities. Solar, hydro, biomass, waves, 
geothermal, and wind are the silver buckshot that will move our country towards energy 
independence. I would be proud to say that I'm from a forward community that is contributing 
towards this effort. 

Oh, and, for the record ... I think wind turbines look amazingly cool. 

Sincerely, 
Jim pytel 
Columbia Gorge Community College 
Renewable Energy Technology Program 

Jim Pytel 
CGCC RET Instructor 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Douglas Hanes [douglas-h@earthlink.netJ 
Tuesday, July 13, 2010 10:10 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Governor Gregoire must deny Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #262 

I would like to urge you to deny permission for the wind energy project proposed by Whistling 
Ridge. Although wind energy may be appropriate in some areas, it is simply short-sighted and 
destructive to allow for-profit corporations to plant wind farms in sensitive areas, with 
major financial incentives, without the state and country first making a careful study of 
what locations are appropriate. This kind of marring of the landscape is virtually 
impossible to undo, and the benefits of the excess energy production are far-off and limited. 
The project could easily end up being a complete boondoggle, with citizens and the 
environment paying the price, not just·financially, but in loss of our beloved natural areas. 

So much more energy could be saved by some modest efforts at energy conservation, and the 
environment of our region would benefit too. I urge you to take on the vested interests and 
push for real conservation measures, calling on the people of Washington to each do their 
part, instead of opting for the easy political gains of hyping alternate energy while selling 
out the state to self-interested corporations. 

Beyond all this, I fully support the following message from Friends of the Columbia Gorge: 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. The proposed project would 
cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat and would degrade 
the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. EFSEC should 
recommend that Governor Gregoire deny this project. 
This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because this project is proposed along a 
forested ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. The project would permanently 
disturb large areas of forested habitat and result in direct and indirect impacts to multiple 
wildlife species through habitat loss and displacement, direct collisions with turbine 
blades, and other factors. The potentially affected listed and sensitive species include 
northern spotted owl, western gray squirrel, northern goshawk, several species of bats, 
multiple migratory bird species, mule deer, black-tailed deer, and elk. 
In addition, locating 426-foot-tall turbines on the ridge line of the Columbia River Gorge 
would degrade the scenic value of the Gorge. The turbines and their blinking lights would 
be highly visible from several designated·key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area, 
including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood 
Road, and Panorama Point. The project would introduce industrial development into the 
natural, forested landscape and indefinitely alter views in the National Scenic Area. 

I support renewable energy, but I am opposed to industrial-scale wind energy development 
within or adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, a designated national 
scenic treasure. 

Douglas Hanes 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ldlusly@gmail.com 
Tuesday, July 13, 2010 11:02AM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #263 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy a necessary boost. Our county has struggled for 
too many years with high unemployment, which is far above the state average. Now Skamania 
County has an opportunity to take advantage of a natural resource,which is clean and 
economically viable. This industry is exactly what our county needs. It will stimulate local 
spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can that be a bad thing? Skamania 
County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and Whistling Ridge can make that 
happen. I urge the Council to approve the SDS application and advance this important project 
quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Theresa Lusty 
41 Vada St. 
Carson, WA 986Hl 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rusty Neff [rustyneff@embarqmail.com) 
Tuesday, July 13, 2010 8:27 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 9raft EIS 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

To Whom It May Concern; 

I'm writing to express my opposition to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. As a third generation local of the 
greater White Salmon area, I am appalled at what SDS Lumber is proposing for this project. 

We as a community and region have developed green energy here for nearly 100 years in the fOlID of 
hydroelectric power on the Columbia and its tributaries. In doing so we have sacrificed Celilo Falls, the 
Cascade Rapids and much of the salmon and steelhead fisheries, as well as many amazing historical Native 
American sites. Nearby in Klickitat County, we have numerous wind energy projects already developed and 
more on the way. 

How much is enough for one area? The Whistling Ridge project is proposed to be sited on timberland owned by 
SDS Lumber Company. While the company claims it is not productive, we have watched them harvest and 
utilize timber from this site. But timber prices are down a bit and the company thinks it can make more money 
by cutting the trees and placing wind turbines where the trees once stood. In what way is this green? The trees . 
are necessary for cleaning our air and water, pulling C02 out of the air, providing wildlife habitat and 
stabilizing the soils on relatively steep slopes. And by planning for wind turbines with blades that will reach as 
low as 100 feet off the ground, we know they won't be re-growing timber on the site. 

What's more, while the proposed site is just outside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, it is 
highly visible from many locations within the scenic area. The original legislation for the NSA called for 
extremely limited development within view from Interstate 84 and Highway 14. This project will be extremely 
visible from those locations. SDS has been running ads in the local paper showing how visible these towers will 
be from within the NSA. At some point we need to look to the congressional intent to protect the views of this 
area. I highly doubt the framers of the scenic area act ever envisioned allowing 400 foot towers (with bright red / 
lights on each of them at night) where they are so visible. 

I 
The Columbia River Gorge is an area I consider to be sacred to me and my family .. This is the wrong project/ 
for the wrong area. Please say no to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. / 

/ 
Sonja Neff 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mike and Joyce Eastwick [eastwick33@msn.comJ 
Wednesday, July 14, 2010 4:08 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge DEIS comment 

WR-Ot=.1S 65 
ment#2 

public Com 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for Whistling Ridge. After reading though this 
document, I realized that there is a workable solution that could satisfy common ground that could satisfy 
many of the residents of Skamania County, and people Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. The workable 
solution I recommend is to approve ofthe Whistling project with the exception ofthe A1-A7 turbine group. 

1) Under "affected environment", "surface water", there is no mention of the unnamed stream east (and 
down slope) of the A1-A7 turbine group. This stream initiates as a spring and flows year round, and eventually 
empties into the Columbia River. In addition, it flows through World Stewardship Nature Preserve Land (soon 
to be purchased by Columbia Land Trust). Please add this consideration to your study. Under "groundwater", 
the same unnamed stream mentioned above has been overlooked since it does originate at groundwater. 
Eliminating the A1-A7 turbine would eliminate any effects on the following factors would eliminate the impact 
to these important water resources. 

3) There was no discussion on the impact to the military flight route VR-1355. The A1-A7 turbines cut across 
the introduction of the route as the aircraft fly over the Hood River Bridge and make their turn onto this route. 
Also, helicopters transiting from Fort Lewis to the Yakima proving ground transit the Columbia Gorge, and this 
would eliminate any impact to their routing. 

4) The noise would be tolerable as the turbines are now more than 1 mile away from the nearest home. 
Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines would bring the Whistling Ridge project in line compliance with current 
scientific studies indicate the need for larger setbacks to avoid these issues. It is interesting to note the shear 
amount of documentation in the DEIS on noise, causing me to believe that this can be a problem and really 
needs to be addressed. 

5) The study did not use the noise levels defined by the manufacturer of the proposed towers and the 
generating station, which are larger and noisier than those discussed. Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines puts the 
noise levels within EFSEC limits even when using the actual towers and the generator facility that will be used 
in the Whistling Ridge project are used for noise calculations. It also would make the noise within EFSEC limits 

. when computing the maximum anticipated noise levels, cumulative effects of multiple towers cOl,lpled with 
power generation/transfer and their impact to the surrounding community. 

6) Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines keeps the Whistling Ridge project in compliance with the basic intent of the 
National Scenic Act: to "Preserve our nation's natural scenic resources". This allows EFSEC to support the 
preservation of a scenic area while also supporting wind energy. 

7) More recent studies on bat and raptor deaths caused by wind turbines indicate a significantly higher 
number than expected. Klickitat County has recently begun a new study because many more deaths were 
occurring than promised by the boiler plate information in their EIS. Please update your study to consider 
recent results. Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines would significantly reduce the risk of bat and raptor deaths as 
the turbines closest to the flyway are eliminated 
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---8)-Theland-immediately~outh-of-the-Al~A7turbinesproJect-is-designated_winterrange_preseLlle._Eliminating_ 

the A1-A7 turbines eliminates a major impact to elk and deer movement in their designated winter range. 

9) Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines will virtually eliminate impacts to property values since nO turbines are close 
to residences. 

10) Regarding "future developments", the "Middle Mountain Wind Project" should be updated to indicate that 
the Hood River County Commissioners have determined the project to be not feasible due to local discontent. 
Please also consider adding the decision regarding the Seven Mile project; impacts to the local community and 
the scenic area also could not be justified. Eliminating the A1-A7 turbines would make this project much more 
acceptable to the local population because the impact to the National Scenic area would be much less. 

I request that you review these comments each as if you lived here, please remember, this project is in 
everyone's back yard, itis a National Scenic Area and one of the mQst traveled tourist destinations in the 
Northwest.. ' 

Thank you 

Joyce Eastwick 
62 Peach Lane 
Underwood, WA 98651 

Hotmail is redefining busy with tools for the New Busy. Get more from your Inbox. See how. 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

OLDOUG1@GMAIL.CQM 
Thursday, July 15, 2010 3:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR- DEIS 
Public Comment #266 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
that be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Doug Holliston 
260 LONE PINE LANE # 5 
THE DALLES" OR 97058 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

lauri@mauLne! 
Thursday, July 15, 2010 5:31 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #276 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average, Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
tnat be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
lauri fritsch 
451 rock creek dr 
stevenson, wa 98648 

1 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 126

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

. D. Deloff [darfd@aol.comJ 
Thursday, July 15, 2010 5:35 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge 

WR-OE:IS 277 
rnent# 

public Corn 

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

I am concerned that the DE IS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a fair and 
balanced alternative analysis. 

This proposal is likely to cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant 
habitat and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area. 

I request that EFSEC and BPA extend the comment period by 45 days, in order to allow the 
public sufficient time to review and comment on the 1,578 pages of material contained in the 
DE IS and appendices. 

D. Deloff 
4430 SW 202nd Ave 
Aloha, OR 97007 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Roger Cole [rogersail@comcast.net] 
Thursday, July 15, 2010 7:53 PM 

. COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #286 

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

I am all in favor of wind projects such as this. 

Roger Cole 
5505 E Evergreen Blvd #313 
Vancouver, WA 98661 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kathleen Fitzpatrick [kfitzz77@gmail.com] 
Thursday, July 15, 20109:49 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #294 

I am concerned about the impacts of major industrial construction on the ridgeline boundary 
of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area near White Salmon. 

I live in the City of Mosier, where our businesses depend on the tourism created by the 
natural scenic beauty of the Columbia Gorge. In a recent survey (Mosier Community Survey, 
213138) 99% of the Mosier Valley residents who responded rated "scenery and natural beauty" as 
Very Important to them. 

For a wider view, read the final report of the Columbia Gorge Future Forum, in which many 
Gorge residents responded negatively to the industrialization of the Gorge by the wind 
turbine industry and in which one of the most commonly shared Gorge values was our scenic 
beauty. 

And who hasn't read the National Geographic review of the Gorge as the 6th most highly rated 
destination in the world because of the" ..• incredible job of protecting the views •.. " 

It greatly concerns me that we can so easily despoil forever what is so rare and so highly 
valued by the rest of the world. And for what? The sacrifice of long term vision for 
immediate profit? Profit for a very few at the expense of the other Gorge communities and 
counties whose economic development depends on the protection of the scenic Columbia Gorge? 

. I hope that greed does not lead us into making decisions that will negatively impact most of 
our current population and that our future generations will forever regret. 

Kathy Fitzpatrick 
City Council, City of Mosier 
President, Main Street Mosier 
151313 Rock Creek Road 
Mosier, Oregon 9713413 

Kathleen Fitzpatrick 
151313 Rock Creek Rd. 
Mosier, OR 9713413 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Joan Carter [OregonDayhiker@aol,comj 
Friday, July 16, 2010 12:03 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
public Comment #298 

The EFSEC and BPA must consider other alternatives to the siting of the Whistling Ridge wind 
turbines to avoid marring the viewscape of the Gorge NSAI I've been told also that wildlife 
will be greatly impatcted in this location. 

The public must also be kept informed about the environmental impacts of the 'project, so 
please extend the comment period by 45 days. 

Joan Carter 
2349 Nut Tree Lane 
McMinnville, OR 97128 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ken Maddox [maddox@pacifier.com] 
Friday, July 16, 2010 5:53 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Wind Project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #300 

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

The plan is in direct opposition to the Scenic Area, as it would impose unalterable impacts 
on major viewpoints, and any proposal or alternative that does not ban it outright is missing 
the main point. I, as ought to be anyone with sense, am opposed to the project and to any 
attempt to analyze it into creation,. including the current DE IS . 

Ken Maddox 
318 9th St. 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

benjamin. derrick@email.wsu.edu 
Friday, July 16, 2010 6:03 AM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

Pubr WR - DElS 
Ie Comment #301 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Benjames Derrick 
145 Northwest Larry st. #3 
Pullman, WA 99163 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Samuel Seskin [sseskin@comcast.net] 
Friday, July 16, 2010 9:56 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Benefits outweigh costs 

WR-DEIS 
::>ublic Comment #308 

I am concerned about the opinions of others, but I don't share the Not in my Back Yard, 
elitist perspective of my friends who are opposing this project, As we build bigger and 
bigger houses (and second houses) in the Gorge, we should take on our fair share of the 
burden of powering them with electricity that is sustainable. 

Gorge Friends are in the same class as those in Massachusetts who opposed a wind farm off 
Martha's Vineyard for twenty years. 

I hope that all towers can be sited in a way that truly minimizes the visual impact on Gorge 
resdients and visitors, but I support the project as a whole. 

Samuel Seskin 
1925 Cynthia Way 
Mosier, OR 97040 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Aaron Dukes [aarondukes@yahoo,comj 
Friday, July 16, 2010 11:00 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #310 

Is there perhaps a site better suited for this development than in the heart of the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area? 

I think it's vital that we protect the scenic beauty of this particular place. I already 
wince at every clear cut visible in the NSA. The last thing we need is to add industrial 
development to an area that has already been compromised by commercial interests. 

Aaron Dukes 
. Hl74 Eastside 

Hood River, OR 97@31 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From 
Sent 
To 
Cc 
Subject 

jdtyl@gorge.net 
Friday, July 16, 2010 11:43AM 
COM EFSEC 
FW: Whistling Ridge Wind Proposal Comment 

Original Message ------
jdtyl@gorge.net[mailto:jdtyl@gorge.netj 
7/15/2010 11:24:04 AM 
efec@commrerce.wa.gov 

FW: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

WR-DEtS 
Jublic Comment #312 

While the Whistling Ridge Wind Project proponents deserve credit for responding thoughtfully 
to some of the previous objections to their earlier proposals, the revised 
proposal remains of great concern. If allowed the proposed wind mills will still 
seriously impact the beauty of the Gorge Scenic Area. As presently proposed viewers from 
numerous locations including parts of the cities of of White Salmon, Underwood, and Hood 
River, as well as the Columbia River itself will have their views of the Gorge defaced by 
425 foot towers of steel, rotating blades and flashing strobe lights. 

There are few areas in the world with as much natural beauty as we now have in this part of 
the Gorge. We sould not sell it away. Granted our Nation needs alternative souces of 
energy and Skamania County needs new sources of revenue. But there are many less scenic areas 
of Washington, Oregon and the entire country which could also contain our windmills. Some 
things should not be traded for money. 

Related Concerns: 

1. A first Gorge Windmill project will set a precedent. Other proposals and very likely 
other windmill farms will follow. New companies (for example a conglormerate such as General 
Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this area than our neighbors at 
50S. 

2. Wind farm derived tax revenues will not be the only economic consequence of a local wind 
farm. Probable negative consequencies include decreased property values, reduced appeal to 
future tourists and prospective new residents becaqse of diminished attractiveness of the 
area and likely increased infrastructure costs associated with building and maintaining a 
windfarm (including road maintainance and additional fire protection). 

3. Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very long time. The 
costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how long would a wind tower 
be useful? 

When I consider the dramatic and initially unforseeable changes in energy demand and modes 
of production over the past 150 yeara (Particularly the last last 50 or so) I am astounded. 
Who can predict whether 100, 50 or even 30years from now massive 425 ft steel wndmills will 
make any contribution to our energy needs? 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christine Yun [cpypdx@gmail.com] 
Friday, July 16, 2010 12:27 PM 
COM EFSEC . 
Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #313 

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

Please keep the Gorge looking as it did in the days of Lewis & Clark. We have so few areas 
in the U.S. where a historical landscape is unmarred. 

Christine Yun 
1915 SE Alder St. 
Portland, OR 97214 
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CITY OF BINGEN 

July 7,2010 

Washington State Energy Facility Site 
Evaluation Council 

905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, W A 98504-3172 

Bonneville Power Administration 
Public Affairs Office - DKE-7 
PO Box 14428 
Portland OR 97293-4428 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #315 RECEIVED 

JUt 1:l 2010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project EFSEC Application 2009-001 and Draft EIS 

The City of Bingen, located in Klickitat County adjacent to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, 
is supp011ive of alternative renewable energy including wind energy facilities. Wind energy projects are 
one way the State of Washington and the United States can help reduce the reliance on traditional, non
renewable energy sources. 

The City of Bingen notes that the Whistling Ridge project is located outside of the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area and is therefore not subject to the National Scenic Area Act. The City of Bingen is 
also in an area that is not subject to the National Scenic Area Act. We would not be able to realize our 
community and economic development objectives if proximity to the Scenic Area begins to restrain that 
development. The city believes that restrictions on propel1ies located outside of the Scenic Area or that 
are exempt from the Scenic Area Act are inconsistent with the letter and intent of the National Scenic 
Area Act. 

Thank you for considering our cOl1l1l1ents. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Betty J. Barnes 
Mayor 

112 N Ash Street PO Box 607 Bingen, Washington 98605 
Telephone: 509.493.2122 Fax: 509.493.1391 E-mail: hingen@gorge.net 
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RECEIVED 
CO,\IMlTTlm ON SCIENCE AND TECIINOI.OGY 

JUL 1 6 7.010 
Washington Office: 
2350 Rayburn 1I0B 

Washington, D.C. 20515 
(202) 225-3536 

Chainn~n 

Subcol!lnlinee (In Energy and Environment 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOIUATJON 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Allen Fiksdal 
EFSEC Manager 

BRIAN BAIRD 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

3RO DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 

June 16,2010 

Energy Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, W A 98504 

Dear Mr. Fiksdal: 

Vancouwr Office: 
0.0. Howard House 

Anderson Street, Suite B 
Vancouver, \VA 98661 

(360) 695·6292 

Olynlllin Office: 
120 Union Avenue SE, Suite 105 

Olympia, \VA 98501 
(360) 352-9768 

WEBSITE: http:/{www.house.gov{baird 

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

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

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

As a member of Congress, I have been a strong supp011er of the NSA. The legislation specifically 
states in the Saving Clause of the Act, that no protective measures or buffer zones should be 
established around the NSA. This project is outside the NSA. It is not subject to the rules of the 
NSA. It is an environmentally sound project that should be embraced and encouraged. 1 supp011 
it. It is the right project at the right time in the right place. 

Sincerely, 

Brian N. Baird 
Member of Congress 
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From: Parker (Love), Kelly [Kelly.Parker@mail.house.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:38 PM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov 
Cc: Parker (Love), Kelly 
Subject: FW: Whistling Ridge 
 
Attachments: EFSEC001.PDF; BPA001.PDF 

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

Thank you. 

Kelly 

Kelly Love Parker 

District Director 

Congressman Brian Baird 

750 Anderson #B Vancouver, WA 98661 

(360) 695-6292 

_____________________________________________ 
From: Parker (Love), Kelly 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2010 12:31 PM 
To: 'Phillips, Page (Murray)'; Pincheira, Kimberly (Cantwell); Schuyler (GOV) Hoss 
Cc: Parker (Love), Kelly 
Subject: Whistling Ridge 

FYI: 

Congressman Baird is submitting letters of support for Whistling Ridge Energy Project currently 
under review by EFSEC and BPA.  The comment period ends July 19th. 

Best,  

Kelly 

<<EFSEC001.PDF>>  

<<BPA001.PDF>> Kelly Love Parker 

District Director 

Congressman Brian Baird 

750 Anderson #B Vancouver, WA 98661

Page 1 of 2FW: Whistling Ridge
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WB - OEIS #3H 
Written Testimony of Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins :>ublic Col1\l1\en

t 

Whistling Ridge Energy Facility Draft EIS - July 15, 2010 

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council RECEIVED 
906 Plum Street SE 
P.O. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98604-3172 

July 16, 2010 

Dear Council Members/BPA Representatives: 

ENERC"y F-J~r'll '1'( 01TF . :t ,-"j~ .~, o:.J~. ___ 

EVALUATIOr\l COUNCIL 

In our testimony of May 6, 2009 we specifically requested that three issues be 
directly addressed within the scope of the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
EIS. The current draft EIS does not adequately address the three 
issues. 

First, 
The draft EIS utterly ignores the strongly recommended and extremely useful "The 
'How To' Guide To Siting Wind Turbines To Prevent Health Risks From Sound" 
(authors: George W. Kamperman and Richard R. James, October 28 2008 ... we have 
attached this once again for your convenience) a version of which was prepared and 
provided by the authors specifically for EFSEC's consideration. It provides an 
ecological and scientifically sound approach, which will minimize the likelihood of 
detrimental impact when industrial wind turbines are to be sited near people's 
homes. 

The draft EIS offers no assurance that Whistling Ridge wind turbine siting will 
preserve a resident's right to enjoy the current peace and tranquility of his/her 
homesite. More importantly, the potential negative impacts to a resident's health 
and well-being are not adequately mitigated. 

Mr. Richard James, an acoustical engineer, provided credible testimony (source 
provided you in May 2009 material) that wind turbines generate a type of noise 
that is not adequately measured by the dBA scale used in the Washington state 
noise standards. The dBA scale is designed to detect noises audible to humans. 
Wind turbines generate low-frequency noise (20Hz or lower) that might cause the 
body to resonate even if it is not audible. Such effects are measurable on the C
weighted scale (dBC). 

Your draft EIS dismisses the C-rated scale as insignificant and we quote: "The 
turbine sound power level manufacturing ratings show C-weighted levels are within 
2dB of A-weighted levels. Therefore, low-frequency noise is not anticipated to be an 
issue for this project"(page 3-130 draft EIS). If this is factual (which cannot be 
verified given that the data below 31.6 Hz was not provided in the draft EIS) it would 
only measure 2 decibels difference at the source (wind turbine). The problem with 
this rationale has been scientifically proven. The difference at the affected 
homesites would be substantial, as the lower-frequency vibrations (dBC) travel 
greater distances than the higher dBA frequencies, attenuating at approximately half 
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the rate of the higher frequencies. Thus, when you reach the homesites, the dBC 
values will be roughly 20 dB higher than the dBA values (see page 7, Kamperman 
and James). Further, the lower-frequency noise easily penetrates home structure, 
while the higher frequencies are somewhat attenuated by home structure, thus 
inside the home the difference between the dBA and dBC scales will be even greater 
(see page 11-12, Kamperman and James). This is why it is necessary to use 
the C-weighted scale in addition to the A-weighted scale. 

Even your cited expert G. Leventhal questions current measurement techniques in 
Low Frequencv Noise. What we know. what we do not know and what we would like to 
know, Journal of Low Frequency Noise, Vibration and Active Control, Vol. 28, Number 
2,2009: 

"Does the way in which we measure low frequency noise hide some of its 
disturbing characteristics?" (p. 98) 
"Unfortunately, conventional methods of dealing with environmental noise 
stressors are A-weighted, which means that the presence of disturbing low 
frequency noise may not be detected ... chronic psychophysiological damage 
may result from long-term exposure to an audible low-level low frequency 
noise, which is left uncontrolled, despite complaints." (p. 95) 

Earlier in the draft EIS, before dismissing the need to use the C-rated scale you state, 
"C-weighting is often used to assess potential annoyance due to low-frequency noise 
that may excite vibration in structures" (p. 3-115). This is exactly what happens! 

Quoting yet another of your cited experts G.P. van den Berg from Do wind turbines 
produce significant low frequencv sound levels?, presentation at 11th International 
Meeting on Low Frequency Noise and Vibration and its Control, Maastricht, The 
Netherlands, 30 August to 1 September 2004: 

"Although infrasound levels from large turbines at frequencies below 20 Hz are 
too low to be audible, they may cause structural elements of buildings to 
vibrate ... Perceptible vibrations of windows may occur at frequencies from I to 
10 Hz ... sound pressure levels above 60 dB at frequencies below 10 Hz occur 
close to a turbine as well as at 750 m distance and further." (p. 7) 

This has been validated by the research of S.S. lung, W. Cheung, C. Cheong and S. 
Shin, Experimental Identification of Acoustic Emission Characteristics of Large Wind 
Turbines with Emphasis on Infrasound and Low-Frecmency Noise, Journal of the Korean 
Physical Society, Vol. 53, No.4, October 2008. 

" ... we found that the low-frequency noise of the 1.5 MW ... wind turbines in the 
frequency range over 30 Hz would very likely lead to psychological complaints 
from ordinary adults and that the infrasound in the frequency range from 5 Hz to 
8 Hz would very likely lead to complaints about rattling house fittings, such as 
doors and windows." 

We strongly feel the .3S-mile set back from the nearest residence is woefully 
insufficient. This is especially true in this area of canyons, bowls, and mountains, as 
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the terrain will contain, reflect and transmit the sound from the wind turbines greater 
distances than in typically used flatter terrain. The simplistic sound modeling and the 
limited collected data used in this draft EIS result in an inaccurate depiction of 
likely impact. (Decibel levels exceeding predictions has been documented by M.A. 
Nissenbaum at Mars Hill, 2010 and G.B. van den Berg 2006 in his work at the Rhede 
Wind Farm). 

Again, we request that potential noise (dBA) and low-frequency 
(dBC) impacts be thoroughly investigated through valid baseline 
measurements and cutting edge computer simulations that will 
accurately depict for this mountainous area the sound emissions 
produced in worst case conditions, such as recommended by Kamperman 
and James, 2008. This would include ambient sound monitoring on all residential 
properties within and up to 2 miles of the project property boundary. 

Prospathopoulos, J. M. and Voutsinas, S. G.'s work (Application of a ray 
theory model to the prediction of noise emissions from isolated wind turbines and wind 
parks ... in Wind Energy. Volume 10 Issue 2, Pages 103 - 119, published online: 6 Dec 

2006, john Wiley & Sons, Ltd.) proves that the simple computer model 
employed in this draft EIS prediction is inadequate. "In cases of 
complex terrain ... simple projection models are no longer valid." 

The need for using more complex computational models than the ones employed for 
this draft EIS is well-documented by the U.S. Department of Energy Workshop 
Report: Research Needs for Wind Resource Characterization, Technical Report 
NRELlTP-600-4362I , June 2008 ljointly sponsored by DOE Office of Science, Office of 
Biological and Environmental Research and DOE Office of Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy, Wind & Hydropower Technologies Program). 

"Models routinely under-predict power performance likely due to; a 
misrepresentation of the vertical wind speed and turbulence profile, a lack of 
understanding of the impact of complex terrain on flow, fundamental errors in 
modeling of ray effects/wind turbine wakes and/or a combination of these 
effects" (page 38). 

"The utility in models ... that are based upon linear formation ... falls off rapidly 
when applied in relatively steep terrain or if the weather fluctuates much. 
Several non-linear formations have been developed... that allow for 
turbulence prediction in steeper terrain" (page 47). 

In studying your draft EIS, we determined it does not demonstrate that any 
additional sound measurements were even conducted. It appears the limited data 
originally gathered by the SDS consultant was the only information utilized. An 
Independent Qualified Acoustical Consultant (unbiased third party 

3 



Written Testimony of Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 
Whistling Ridge Energy Facility Draft EIS - July 15, 2010 

with no financial or other connection to SDS or related companies) 
should have performed (not just reviewed what was provided) all 
sound monitoring, simulations and projections. 

It appears that no actual sound monitoring was conducted at 
any of the three closest residences. It is not depicted in the draft EIS and 
we must necessarily assume it was not done. "Measurement Location 2" sound 
monitoring appears to have been measured almost 2 miles distant from the affected 
residence. "Measurement Location I" sound monitoring appears to have been 
measured approximately a y" mile distant beyond both the planned and the current 
residence closest to the wind turbines. No dBC scale measurements were 
conducted at all. 

Applying Kamperman and James methodology to even the current SDS application 
noise data for receiver ID3 (the closest residential property), shows that the noise 
level would increase from 26 dBA (using Kamperman and James recommended L9o, 
rather than the Leq depicted in draft EIS Table 3.7--4) to 42-plus dBA during 
nighttime operation (draft EIS Table 3.7-9) ... an increase in excess of 16 dBA. 
This considerably exceeds (by more than 3 times) the 5 dBA recommended by 
Kamperman and James, as well as the Government of South Australia EPA 
Protection Authority Environmental Noise Guidelines (see attached), in 
preventing health risks! Further, it exceeds the 10 decibel EPA guidelines and 
is thereby considered "serious and warranting close attention". A 10 dB increase 
almost always causes adverse community response (page 14 of the "How To" guide). 

This is a more accurate depiction of what people will be 
subjected to at 2 a.m. (when attempting to sleep) than what 
is presented in this draft EIS. 

The need for the draft EIS to more accurately represent nighttime ambient 
background noise level is further supported by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation "Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment", May 2006 
(Chapter 5: General Noise Assessment, pages 5-14 & 15) ... 

"In areas away from major roadways, noise from local streets or in 
neighborhoods is estimated using a relationship determined during a 
research program by the U.S. EPA.(2) EPA determined that ambient 
noise can be related to population density in locations away from trans
portation corridors, such as airports, major roads and railroad tracks, 
according to the following relation: Ldn =22+ 1010g(p) (indBA) where 
P = population density in people per square mile." 
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In the USDOT document Table 5-7, Estimating Existing Noise Exposure for 

General Assessment, it shows that the estimated Leq for nighttime is 25 
decibels for a population density of 1-100 per square mile. The closest homesites 
certainly fall within this category. Given that the draft EIS did not include measure
ments at the closest residences, a figure of 25 dB as estimated by EPA must be 
used, rather than the convoluted and inaccurate estimate of 34-35 dB depicted in the 
draft EIS (Table 3.7-9, page 3-128). 

The draft EIS computer prediction model (Cadna/ A) depicts on Table 3-7.7 that wind 
turbines were treated as "point" source with no information provided to suggest that 
the computer simulation treats each array as a "line" source - even though they are 
arrayed in a line. "Point" sources attenuate (drop) at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of 
distance. "Line" sources attenuate (drop) at a rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance. 
There is ample scientifically proven evidence both from: 

NASA studies (Prediction of the Far Field Noise from Wind Energy Farms. 
Shepherd, K. P. and Hubbard, H.H 1986, NASA-CR-177956) 

"At intermediate distances the array acts like a line source for which the 
theoretical decay rate is 3 dB per doubling of distance or 10 dB per decade. 
Only at the extreme distances, greater than one row length or 900 m, does the 
decay rate approach the single source value of 6 dB per doubling of distance 
or 20 dB per decade"; (page 4) 

and van den Berg's 2006 thesis ahe sound of high winds: the effect of 
atmospheric stability on wind turbine sound and microphone noise. Rijksuniversiteit 
Groningen), cited in your draft EIS, that demonstrates wind turbines arrayed in a 
line, as they are projected to be at the Whistling Ridge site, may operate as a "line" 
source. 

This phenomenon is a well-documented fact by the US Department of Transportation 
(May 2006 - Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment) that individual cars 
traveling on a highway can be treated as a "point" source, while multiple cars 
traveling in a line have to be treated as a "line" source. The same is true of railcar 
transportation. (That is why sound barriers are erected on heavily traveled 
highways - to protect nearby residents.) 

We want to state this clearly. The draft EIS leads people to believe that the sound 
from the line of wind turbines will drop at a rate of 6 dB. "As a general rule, at 
distances greater than 50 feet from a noise generator such as a wind turbine, SPL drops 
at a rate of 6dB with each doubling of distance. "(Page 3-114). This, in our opinion, is 
inaccurate for wind turbines arrayed in a line on a ridge in mountainous, 
bowled and irregular terrain. We feel the negative sound impact to be 
experienced by this community's residents is grossly underestimated. 
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The only way to mitigate this impact is to set the wind turbines back 
further from the closest non-participating properties. 

The "How To" Guide referenced above clearly articulates how to go about setting 
such standards. Simple reliance on the Washington State Environmental Noise 
Levels, Chapter 173-60 WAC (enacted 35 years ago, before large industrial wind 
turbines were even developed), is not enough. The acoustical experts' "How To" 
Guide approach is to locate a wind turbine so as to not increase 
preconstruction/operation bacltground sound levels by more than 5 
dBA along the property lines of the receiving non-participating 
property. And, such that it would not exceed a total of 35 dBA within 
100 feet of any occupied structure. (Page 15) Additionally, we refer you to 
the low-frequency sound limits also depicted on page 15. NOTE: In previously 
provided expert testimony, Mr. James recommended a minimum distance of 1.2 
miles between turbines and residences. 

Again, we reiterate that if industrial wind turbines are as "quiet" as 
represented, setting enhanced noise standards or requiring the meeting of 
standards used just across the river in Oregon should provide no difficulty for 
developers to meet. You now have an opportunity to make a strong statement 
illustrating BPA's and EFSEC's commitment to safeguarding the health of 
Washington's residents. 

We formerly provided as part of our May 6, 2009 testimony, documentation of 
potential health risks from sound: 

"Deputation (by Dr. Robert McMurtry M.D .• F.R.C.S (C). F.A.C.S) to the Standing Committee on 
General Government Regarding Bill C- 160 April 22, 2009 www.wind
watch.org/documents/wp"content/uploads/mcmUl'try-deputation-to-standing-committee.pd!); 
a news release (March 4, 2009 www.windaction.org/documents/20306) from the Medical Staff 
of Northern Maine Medical Center regarding "Health Concerns and the Need for Careful 
Siting of Wind Turbines"; "Wind Turbine Syndrome A Report on a Natural Experiment" 
published by K-Selec/ed Books; and work of New York physician Nina Pierpont M.D., Ph.D. at 
www_windturbinesyndrome.com .. 

In late February 2009 the Office of Energy Security (OES), [the equivalent to 
Washington's EFSECj, requested that the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) 
evaluate the possible health effects associated with low frequency vibrations 
and sound arising from large wind energy conversion systems to assist them in 
guiding decision-malting for future wind energy projects. MDH produced a 26-
page white paper "Public Health Impacts of Wind Turbines" on May 22, 2009 
(at/ached). 
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The following quotes are a summary (of the 26-page white paper) 
with excerpts of salient points especially applicable to the draft EIS. 
We feel you must give serious consideration and take appropriate action in 
adequately addressing the environmental and health issues of the proposed 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project. NOTE: Underlining that follows is our emphasis. 

Health Issues 
"Noise originates from mechanical equipment inside the nacelles of the 
turbines (gears, generators, etc.) and from interaction of turbine blades with 
wind. ... The most problematic wind turbine noise is a broadband 
"whooshing" sound produced by interaction of turbine blades with the wind." 
(Page 6) 

"The NRC (National Research Council of the National Academies) also notes 
that effects of low frequency (infrasound) vibration (less than 20 Hz) ... have 
been asserted to disturb some people." (Page 6) 

Sound 
" . .. low frequencies are not effectively attenuated by walls and windows of 
most homes or vehicles. (For example, one can typically hear the bass, low 
frequency music from a neighboring car at a stoplight, but not the higher 
frequencies.)" (Page 9) 

"Rhythmic, low frequency pulsing of higher frequency noise (like the sound of 
an amplified heart beat) is one type of sound that can be caused by wind 
turbine blades under some conditions." (Page 9) 

"The World Health Organization (WHO, 1999) suggests that A-weighting noise 
that has a large low frequency component is not reliable assessment of 
loudness." (Page 11) 

Noise From Wind Turbines 
"Aerodynamic noise from a wind turbine may be underestimated during 
planning. One source of error is that most meteorological wind speed 
measurements noted in wind farm literature are taken at 10 meters above the 
ground. Wind speed above this elevation, in the area of the wind turbine 
rotor, is then calculated using established modeling relationships. In one 
study ... it was determined that the wind speeds at the hub at night were up to 
2.6 times higher than modeled. Subsequently, it was found that noise levels 
were 15 dB higher than anticipated." (Pages 11-12) 

"Rhythmic modulation of noise, especially low frequency noise, has been 
found to be more annoying than steady noise." (Page 12) 

7 



Written Testimony of Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 
Whistling Ridge Energy Facility Draft EIS - July lB, 20 \0 

"Horizontal layers with different wind speeds or directions can form in the 
atmosphere .... called shear. If the winds at the top and bottom of the blade 
rotation are different, blade noise will vary between the top and bottom of 
blade rotation, causing modulation of aerodynamic noise. (Page 12) 

" ... additional noise, or thumping, may occur as each blade passes through 
the transition between different wind speed (or wind direction) areas." (Page 
13) 

" ... in the nighttime the atmosphere can stabilize (vertically), and layers form . 
.... Consequently, blade noise would be greater at night." (Page 14) 

"A number of reports ... suggest that aerodynamic modulation is typically 
underestimated ... that detailed modeling of wind, terrain, land use and 
structures may be used to predict whether modulation of aerodynamic noise 
will be a problem at a proposed wind turbine site." (Page 14) 

" ... noise from a wind turbine farm may be greater than noise from the nearest 
turbine due to synchrony between noise from more than one turbine ... " (Page 
14) 

Impacts of Wind Turbine Noise 
"Some people are more sensitive to low frequency noise. The difference, in 
dB, between soft (acceptable) and loud (annoying) noise is much less at low 
frequency ... " (Page 16) 

"Two studies in Sweden ... showed ... when noise measurements were greater 
than 40 dB(A), about 50% of the people surveyed (22 of 46 people) reported 
annoyance. When noise measurements were between 36 and 40 dB(A) about 
24% reported annoyance (67 of 276 people). Noise annoyance was more 
likely in areas that were rated as quiet and in areas where turbines were 
visible. In one of the studies, 64% respondents who reported noise annoyance 
also reported sleep disturbance: 16% of respondents reported sleep 
disturbance without annoyance." (Page 17) 

" ... reports have catalogued complaints of annoyance and some more severe 
health impacts ... The most common complaint is decreased quality of life, 
followed by sleep loss and headache. Complaints seem to be either from 
individuals with homes quite close to turbines, or individuals who live in areas 
subject to aerodynamic modulation and. possibly. enhanced sound 
propagation which can occur in hilly or mountainous terrain." (Page 18) 

Noise Assessment and Regulation 
"... lower noise levels (dB (A» from wind turbines engenders annoyance 
similar to much higher levels of noise exposure from aircraft. road traffic and 
railroads." (Page 20) 
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"The World Health Organization (WHO) recommends that if dB(C) is greater 
than 10 dB more than dB(A), the low frequency components of the noise may 
be important and should be evaluated separately. In addition, WHO says "[i]t 
should be noted that a large proportion oflow-frequency components in noise 
may increase considerably the adverse effects on health." (Page 20) 

"... sound tends to propagate as if by spherical dispersion. This creates 
amplitude decay at a rate of about -6 dB per doubling of distance. However, 
low frequency noise from a wind turbine has been shown to follow more of a 
cylindrical decay at long distances, about -3 dB per doubling of distance in 
the downwind direction ... " (Page 23) 

"As one moves away from the noise source, loudness at higher frequencies 
decreases more rapidly (and extinguishes faster) than at lower frequencies. 
Measurement of A-weighted decibels ... obscures this finding." (Page 23) 

Conclusions 
"Wind turbines generate a broad spectrum of low-intensity noise. At typical 
setback distances higher frequencies are attenuated. In addition, walls and 
windows of homes attenuate high frequencies, but their effect on low 
frequencies is limited. Low frequency noise is primarily a problem that may 
affect some people in their homes, especially at night." (Page 25) 

"The most common complaint in various studies of wind turbine effects on 
people is annoyance or an impact on quality of life. Sleeplessness and 
headache are the most common health complaints and are highly correlated 
(but not perfectly correlated) with annoyance complaints. Complaints are 
more likely when turbines are visible or when shadow flicker occurs. Most 
available evidence suggests that reported health effects are related to audible 
low frequency noise. Complaints appear to rise with increasing outside noise 
levels above 35 dB(A)." (Page 25) 

"The Minnesota nighttime standard of 50 dB(A) not to be exceeded more than 
50% of the time in a given hour, appears to underweight penetration of low 
frequency noise into dwellings." (Page 25) 

NOTE: Washington State noise standards, which rely on dB(I1.), do not adequately 
take into account the low frequency noise generated by wind turbines. 

"For some projects, wind velocity for a wind turbine project is measured at 10 
m and then modeled to the height of the rotor. These models may under
predict wind speed that will be encountered when the turbine is erected. 
Higher wind speed will result in noise exceeding model predictions." (Page 
25) 
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" ... if a turbine is subject to aerodynamic modulation because of shear caused 
by terrain (mountains, trees, buildings) or different wind conditions through 
the rotor plane, turbine noise may be heard at greater distances." (Page 2S) 

NOTE: the mountainous terrain and bowl topography of the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project area will likely amplify the low frequency noise, more acutely 
impacting nearby residents than is suggested by the project's dB(lI) modeling 
projections. 

OUR THOUGHTS/COMMENTS 
We feel this white paper is particularly relevant as it was produced 
by two Ph.D. Toxicologists for a public health state agency as 
requested by that state's agency equivalent to Washington's EFSEC. 

It depicts how low frequency noise generated by wind turbine farms may indeed, be 
more pronounced at night. exacerbating sleep problems and related health issues. 

It points out that the current methodology of most meteorological wind speed 
measurements and modeled projections can significantly underestimate the actual 
noise levels experienced. 

In our opinion, this paper and its findings, reinforces the need for quality 
independent sound measurement and modeling, as well as the wisdom of using the 
Kamperman and James "How To" Guide to Siting Wind Turbines to Prevent Health 
Risks from Sound. 

Our second area of concern relates to protecting the incredible scenic beauty of the 
Columbia River Gorge. This area is a local, national and even global treasure, 
recently rated in National Geographic as tied for number 6 in the world for it's 
natural and sustainable beauty. We see no evidence that the proposed mere 
"painting of the wind turbines a gray color" will adequately mitigate the profoundly 
detrimental effect on the truly unique and exceptional scenic and recreational 
resources wisely preserved and protected for the enjoyment of all through the 
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area Act. "436" foot-tall wind turbines lining the 
scenic area would surely denigrate the scenic experience and we feel certain, was 
not remotely foreseen when determining the scenic area boundaries and thus, 
would undermine the intent of the Act. 

The draft EIS constructed visual representations of the turbines depicted against 
backgrounds of haze and clouds obscures the significant adverse impact that will be 
experienced by viewers. This draft EIS and its simulated pictorial representations 
shamefully understates the actual impact. 
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We feel it is imperative that the final EIS include alternatives such as adjusted 
placement or outright removal of the proposed A-array or however many wind 
turbines might be necessary to prevent any negative aesthetic impact to the 
nationally and globally recognized scenic area and its view points in the Columbia 
River Gorge. People come here to heal their souls and to escape from, not be 
impressed by, industrial complexes. 

The Third issue we raised was partially resolved, not due to your actions, but as a 
result of a decision rendered by DNR, which prevented, at least temporarily, the 
leasing of adjacent DNR land to SDS for placement of additional wind turbines. 

We are still greatly concerned that this proposed project is reportedly the first of its 
kind in forested habitats in Washington. This begs the need for intelligent planning, 
caution and due consideration given the potentially profound impact on watersheds, 
wildfire risk, bats, avian species, mammals and humans. 

We feel greatly disappointed that the current draft EIS appears to hide behind 
outdated and inadequate state regulations, and pray that EFSEC and BPA will yet 
demonstrate desperately needed leadership in adopting a quality and accurate 
model for wind turbine siting that is in harmony with the environment while 
providing ample protection for the health and quality of life of all Washington 
residents. 

In summary, we specifically request: 
• New sound impact determinations/predictions be conducted (not simply 
review the current estimates) by an Independent Qualified Acoustical 
Consultant, preferably by Kamperman and James; 

• That a proven complex, 3-dimensional computerized sound propagation 
model, using both dBA and dBC scales and based on the most current and best 
available science, be used to more accurately predict sound impacts in this 
mountainous terrain in an effort to protect people's sleep, health and quality of 
life; 

• and that the "How to" Guide to Siting Wind Turbines to Prevent Health Risks 
(or minimally, the EPA guidelines) be used in determining projected impact 
and that any predicted decibel increases over 10 be mitigated up front by 
effective set-backs or the outright elimination of selected wind turbines. 

EFSEC... the very name indicates that you must evaluate appropriate siting for 
proposed energy facilities, but does it demand that you must site? Have you ever 
recommended against siting a wind energy facility? 

This siting, if it occurs, will set a precedent with troubling and long-standing 
consequences for not only forested lands in Washington, but will also put at risk all 
other national and state treasures, parks, and scenic areas. History is replete with 
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disastrous consequences from forging ahead to achieve short-term financial 
windfalls without adequate regulatory oversight and caution. Big money interests 
and unfortunately, sometimes government, suppresses and ignores mounting 
scientific evidence that is contrary to its financial and political goals (as in the effects 
of tobacco, deforestation and most recently, deep-water drilling). Must we blindly 
go forward and ruin all that has been set aside? Once it is gone, it is gone. 
Employing wisdom and forethought, if there is ever a time for EFSEC and BPA to 
determine "NO, the cost is too great!" this is it. 

Skamania County 
Washougal, WA 98671 

(61 Attachments: 
Verbal Testimony of Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins on the EFSEC/BPA draft EIS 
for Whistling Ridge Energy Project, Noise Impact Section - June 16, 2010 

The "How To" Guide to Siting Wind Turbines to Prevent Health Risks from Sound. 
George W. Kamperman, P.E. and Richard R. James, INCE - October 2008 

Environmental Noise Guidelines: Wind Farms. Environmental Protection Authority 
Government of South Australia, February 2003 

Public Health Impacts of Wind Turbines, Carl Hebrandson, Ph.D., Toxicologist and Rita 
B. Messing, Ph.D. Toxicologist, Minnesota Department of Health Environmental Health 
Division - May 22, 2009 

(State of Oregon Wind Energy Facilities) Noise Control Regulations for Industrv and 
Commerce 340-035-0035 

Wind Turbines. Health. Ridgelines. and Vallevs. Michael A. Nissenbaum, M.D. - May 7, 
2010 

(31 Previously Provided Attachments: 
Deputation to the Standing Committee on General Government Regarding Bill C-150. 
Robert McMurtry, M.D. - April 22,2009 

Presentation to the Maine Medical Association, Michael A. Nissembaum, M.D. - March 
2009 

Health Concerns and the Need for Careful Siting of Wind Turbines ... Medical Staff of 
Northern Maine Medical Center - March 4, 2009 
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Verbal Testimony of Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins on the EFSEC/BP A 
draft EIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Project Noise Impact Section - June 162010 

KEITH BROWN, Ph.D. 
Lookl 11m not an expert on wind turbinesl but lIve taught 
program evaluationl advanced statistics and measurement 
techniques at Indiana and Boise State Universities. I was 
the assistant director of one of the top research and 
development centers in my field. My job was to find the 
truth. During the last two years lIve spent hundreds and 
hundreds of hours researching probable impact of wind 
turbine noise. 

The primary purpose of the noise portion of this draft EIS 
should be to predict as accurately as possible and to 
fully describe potential adverse impacts of the 
probable and worst case noise scenarios that would be 
inflicted upon the people who livel workl recreate and sleep 
in the Cook-Underwood l Mill A and surrounding 
communities. 

This EFSECjBPA draft EISI in our opinion l fails to do this. 
Instead: 
1) it hides behind outdated noise regulations never 
intended for industrial wind turbine complexes l 

2) it distorts the comparison of the EPA to Washington 
noise guidelinesl 
3) it ignores guidelines specifically designed to reduce 
adverse wind turbine noise impactsl 
4) it collects inadequate data on current noise levels at 
homes closest to the proposed industrial wind turbines 
and finallYI 
5) it uses a computer model too simple to accurately 
predict noise levels at affected home locations in complex 
mountainous terrain and varied weather conditions. 

1) What do we mean by "outdatedll regulations? The 
Washington Noise Regulations were written in 1975 (that/s 
35 years ago). This is well before the current large-scale 
industrial wind turbines were even developed! 
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This draft EIS ignores the substantial work that has 
been done since 1996 in developing regulations and 
guidelines specific to appropriate and ecological siting 
of industrial wind turbines. Simply using the outdated 
Washington Noise regulations will result in this community 
being subjected to significantly higher noise levels than to 
which Oregon communities, just across the river, are 
currently subjected. 

OREGON 

36 

10 

(Typical 26 decibel "Background") 
NIGHTTIME MAX 

EPA 

45 

(Increases allowed over "Background") 

10 serious, warrants 
close attention 

DRAFT EIS 

50 

24 

Just across the river, an industrial wind turbine complex is 
permitted to create noise levels only up to 10 decibels over 
existing ambient background noise (typically 26 decibels). 
So, total ambient background noise plus the wind energy 
facility operating at maximum capacity is not to exceed a 
total of 36 decibels. 

How can BPA, which operates in Oregon as well, in good 
conscience, apply a more destructive standard to 
Washington? This draft EIS will allow the Whistling Ridge 
wind complex to increase total noise levels up to and 
exceeding 60 decibels during the day and 50 decibels during 
the night. That's a difference of an additional 14 
decibels during the night over the Oregon standard ... 
when people are attempting to sleep. 
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Even according to the inadequate sound measurements 
done for this draft EIS, measured nighttime ambient 
background noise would be allowed to rise by 24 
decibels! 

You might think 'That's not a lot'. The EPA Region X 
guidelines stated that an increase of lO-plus decibels over 
existing background noise will result in significant 
negative community reaction and would be considered 
serious, warranting close attention. Further, the New 
York State Energy Research and Development Authority 
states "".A 10 dB increase is subjectively heard as an 
approximate doubling in loudness and almost always causes 
an adverse community response." 

24 decibels? Really ... That's okay? 

2} 1974 EPA guidelines (for general noise, not wind turbine 
noise) specify a 10 decibel penalty for nighttime hours, 
which would effectively limit noise levels to 45 decibels 
during the night. In our opinion, this draft EIS skews even 
this distinction by averaging allowable daytime and 
nighttime levels, thereby boosting the suggested nighttime 
limit to 49 decibels, then portraying it to be "generally 
consistent" with the 50 decibel outdated Washington 
standard. What should be compared is the EPA nighttime 
limit of 45 to the Washington nighttime 50, which is not 
generally consistent (p.3-118, draft E15). Further, it 
makes no mention of the EPA guidelines just cited above 
regarding the impact of decibel increases of 10 or more over 
background noise. 
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3) It is astounding that this draft EIS makes no mention 
of the plethora of guidelines designed specifically to 
reduce the impact of industrial wind turbine 
complexes. You wouldn't have had to go very far to get 
this information. 

We've already mentioned the Oregon standards (copy 
attached). Similar guidelines exist in country after country 
around the world, including Australia (copy attached), 
Denmark, France, Germany, Holland, even the World Health 
Organization. We actually provided you in May of 2009, the 
extremely useful, recent research and relevant Kamperman 
and James "How to" Guide to Siting Wind Turbines to 
Prevent Health Risks from Sound. (copy attached) 

What do all these guidelines have in common? They 
are based on research of what would be effective in limiting 
the impact of wind turbine complex noise on nearby 
residents. They limit maximum noise levels to 
between 35 and 40 decibels. Why do they do this? 
Based upon decades of extensive experience with wind 
turbines, they have determined the type and level of noise 
produced by industrial wind turbine complexes impacts 
people differently than other industrial noises. 

The following chart taken from the public Health Impacts of 
Wind Turbines prepared by the Minnesota Department of 
Health Environmental Health Division in response to a request 
from the Minnesota Department of Commerce Office of Energy 
Security (equivalent to Washington State EFSEC) demonstrates 
that the modulating sound wave noise wind turbines 
produce, results in significantly more annoyance than noises 
of traffic, railways, and aircraft. 
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Figure 6: Annoyance associated with exposure to different 
cnvh'onmental noises 
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Reprinted with permission from Pedersen, E. and X.P. Waye 
(2004). Perception and annoyance due to wind turbine noise
a dose-response relationship. The Journal of the Acoustical 
Society of America 116: 3460. copyright 2004, Acoustical 
Society of Arnerica. 

What specifically does this show? 35+% of people in rural 
areas experience wind turbine noise at about 40 
decibels as "highly annoying". Conversely, at 40 
decibels of aircraft, traffic or railway noise, 0 0/0 of people 
report "high annoyance". It would take 70 decibels of 
aircraft noise, and far in excess of 70 decibels for road traffic 
and railway noise to create the same level of annoyance that 
wind turbines create at 40 decibels. 

Noise standards used for aircraft, railway, and traffic noise 
are inadequate when applied to wind turbine noise impact. 
Wind turbines are clearly in a different class of sound 
impact and require a different standard! 

4) We see no additional measurements other than the 
short-term and limited measurements originally provided by 
the consultant hired by SDS (three 10-minute readings at a 
site approximately a V2 mile beyond the home site closest to 
proposed wind turbine placement and three 10-minute 
readings from a site nearly 2 miles beyond the 3rd closest 
home site ... and one 24-hour measurement from the site a 
V2 mile beyond the closest home site... all taken in January 
2009). Reported measurements were not even taken 
at the closest property lines or residences. 
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Readings of such short duration prevented measurement of 
actual ambient noise levels at the home sites when the 
proposed wind turbines site was experiencing wind at the 6 
and 9 meters per second level recommended for accurate 
projections (see attached Wind Farms Environmental Noise 
Guidelines produced by Environmental Protection Authority -
South Australia). For your convenience, 6 and 9 are the cut
in speed and rated power speed, respectively. 

By the way, it is critical to take measurements at the right 
time - summer ... and the right place - affected residences. 
The greatest potential adverse impact is during the summer 
when people are sleeping with windows open during an 
inversion when the ambient background noise is very low at 
the homesite and the wind turbines are operating at 
maximum speed. Measuring far away from the homes in 
winter utterly misrepresents what these residents will 
experience. 

Further, the consultant reported that the SDS meteorological 
data was potentially compromised due to ice-y 
conditions, indicating we don't even know what the actual 
wind levels were at the wind turbine site during the limited 
readings provided! 

5) 
a. The home site closest to the proposed wind turbines is in 
an area where the wind turbine noise may reflect off of the 
amphitheater-like bowl terrain, thus the sound will not 
attenuate as it would in flatter terrain and will be louder. 
We see no evidence that this was built-in to the computer 
model. Research in complex mountainous terrain by 
Prospathopoulos, J. M. and Voutsinas, S. G. (Application of a 
ray theory model to the prediction of noise emissions from isolated 
wind turbines and wind parks ... in Wind Energy, Volume 10 Issue 2, 
Pages 103 - 119, published online: 6 Dec 2006, John Wiley & Sons, 
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Ltd.} proves that the simple computer model employed in 
this draft EIS prediction is inadequate. "In cases of 
complex terrain... simple projection models are no 
longer valid." 

b. The computer projection model utilized is based upon 
wind speeds measured at 10 meters height, which extensive 
research shows will underestimate the wind speeds at 
the hub by a factor of as much as 2.6! This results in 
underestimating the wind turbine noise by as much as 
15 decibels during inversions when wind shears develop 
due to layering of air and the separation of wind currents. 
(The sound of high winds: the effect of atmospheric stabilitv on wind 
turbine sound and microphone noise, van den Berg, G. P. 2006, 
Rijksuniversiteit Groningen) 

While the draft EIS notes this phenomenon, it is once again, 
not built into the computer projection model used. This is 
important because, it is during these inversions (mostly at 
night) that people experience even greater sleep disturbance 
and what is described by van den Berg 2006 as "thumping", 
"pile driving", "a train coming and never arriving" ... and that 
the most annoyance is reported. 

c. The computer projection model appears to use each wind 
turbine as a "point source", with no information provided to 
suggest that the computer simulation treats each array as a 
"line" source. 

There is ample scientifically proven evidence both 
from: NASA studies (prediction of the Far Field Noise from Wind 
EnergyFarms. Shepherd, 1(. P. and Hubbard, H.H 1986, NASA-CR-177956) 

"At intermediate distances the array acts like a line source for 
which the theoretical decay rate is 3 dB per doubling of distance 
or 10 dB per decade. Only at the extreme distances, greater 
than one row length or 900 m, does the decay rate approach the 
single source value of 6 dB per doubling of distance or 20 dB per 
decade"(page 4); 
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and van den Berg's 2006 thesis, which you even cited 
in your EIS, that demonstrates wind turbines arrayed 
in a line, as they are projected to be at the Whistling Ridge 
site, may operate as a "line source". This results in 
sound attenuation at 3 decibels per doubling of 
distance vs. the 6 decibels projected from a "point 
source". (We recommend you actually read the whole 
thesis, as we did.) 

The same thing happens with cars traveling in a line and it is 
why USDOT (May 2006 - Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment) requires that the 3 decibel attenuation be 
used in all assessment and designed mitigation of potentially 
heavy traffic impact. 

We've thoroughly examined this draft EIS on noise impact 
and find it to be totally inadequate. It needs to be redone. 

TERESA ROBBINS 
SO ... WHAT DOES ALL THIS MEAN TO THE PEOPLE OF 
THIS COMMUNITY? 

We offer this recent study (with appropriate "control" group 
protocols) conducted by Medical Doctor Michael A. 
Nissenbaum (whole slew of qualifications) to provide some 
important inSight and "sound" the alarm (see attached: Wind 
Turbines, Health, Ridgelines, and Valleys, 2010). 

"If industrial wind turbines installed in close proximity to 
human habitation result in sleep disturbance and stress, 
then it follows ... that wind turbines will, over the long term, 
result in ... serious health effects (cardiovascular disease, 
chronic feelings of depression, anger, helplessness) and 
reduced quality of life." 
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He compared a group of "exposed" individuals, meaning 
living within 3500 feet of a ridgeline arrangement of 28 1.5 
MW wind turbines ... (Note: the proposed Whistling Ridge will 
have more and larger turbines) 

And a group of similar age and occupation "not exposed" 
individuals, meaning living approximately 3 miles away from 
the industrial complex ... 
Here's what he found: 

"EXPOSED" NOT "EXPOSED" 

New/worsened chronic sleep deprivation 
820/0 4 % 

New chronic headaches 
41 0/0 .4% 

Stress 
0 % 

Persistent anger 
77 % 0 % 

New/worsened depression 
33+ % 0 % 

Perceived reduced quality of life 
95 % 0 % 

New prescriptions 
offered 

26 (15 accepted) 

New /increased 
prescri pti ons 

4 
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Type of prescriptions 
Anti-hypertensives anti-hypertensives 
Anti-depressants anti-arthritics 
Anti-migraines 

"There is absolutely no doubt that people living within 3500 
feet of a ridgeline arrangement of turbines 1.5 MW or larger 
... in a rural environment will suffer negative effects./I 

Ridgeline industrial wind turbine complex "noise travels 
farther and hits homes and people at greater amplitude than 
it would from a lower elevation. Even though this is not 
rocket science, it was conclusively proven in a NASA funded 
study in 1990./1 

"The WHO says that 30dbA is ideal, and noise levels of 
above 40 dbA have definite health consequences. At Mars 
Hill, where affected homes are present at 3500 feet, sound 
levels have been measured at over 52.5 dbA.... The people 
who live within 3500 feet ... are truly suffering./I 

And you are proposing to allow up to 60 decibels 
here? We fear this will lead to similar suffering as residents 
of Mars Hill. 

The cutting edge eqUipment we have previously proposed 
you use for more accurate measurement, and according to 
Nissenbaum, 

... "revealed drastic short duration excesses over 
allowed sound levels, levels that set homes vibrating 
and rendering them unlivable, but also levels of lower 
frequency transient noise at the audible level, that 
demonstrates not only failure of preconstruction sound 
modeling as currently practiced, but also the 
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inadequacy of the measuring tools in the toolkit of the 
everyday practicing acoustician-consultant who 
generates reports for industry and local government." 

In addition to this study, we are providing you with a copy of 
the 26-page white paper Public Health Impacts of Wind 
Turbines prepared by the Minnesota Department of Health 
Environmental Health Division in response to a request from 
the Minnesota Department of Commerce Office of Energy 
Security (equivalent to Washington State EFSEC). 

It is a recent reView, performed by two unbiased Ph.D. 
Toxicologists, of all the relevant published studies. While 
we strongly insist you read the entire study, due to limited 
time to testify, we offer one quote from the white paper 
conclusions. 

"The most common complaint in various studies of wind 
turbine effects on people is annoyance or an impact on 
quality of life. Sleeplessness and headaches are the 
most common health complaints and are highly 
correlated (but not perfectly correlated) with 
annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely 
when turbines are visible or when shadow flicker 
occurs. Most available evidence suggests that reported 
health effects are related to audible low frequency 
noise. Complaints appear to rise with increasing 
outside noise levels above 35 dbA." 

And if that is not enough, here are quotes from one of the 
experts you cited in the draft EIS (van den Berg, 2006). He 
has conducted one of the most comprehensive studies of 
what is causing the increased noise levels experienced above 
model predictions. 

"Recently Pedersen... found that annoyance was 
relatively high at calculated maximum sound immission 
levels below 40 dB(A) where one would not expect 
strong annoyance." 
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"As wind turbines become taller, the discrepancy 
between real and expected levels grows and as more 
tall wind turbines are constructed complaints may 
become more widespread. ... It may be that earlier 
discrepancies between real and projected sound 
immission were not sufficient to evoke strong 
community reactions, and that only recently 
turbines have become so tall that the 
discrepancy now is intolerable."(our emphasis) 

"... in quiet nights the wind farm can be heard at 
distances up to several kilometers when the turbines 
rotate at high speed. In these nights, certainly at 
distances from 500 to a 1000 meters from the wind 
farm, one can hear a low-pitched thumping sound with 
a repetition rate of once a second ... not unlike distant 
pile driving. A resident living a distance of 2.3 
kilometers from the wind farm describes the sound as 
'an endless train'." 

And finally, this is your cited expert we quote 
" ... proponents must accept that wind turbine 
noise is not (always) benign, that the noise may 
affect people, and that people who are 
complaining are not always just a nuisance." 

Read his excellent 210-page dissertation. We have. Hence, 
we continue to be upset and very concerned. 

Res ectfully Submitted, 

Keith Brown, Ph.D. 
Teresa Robbins 
211 Malfait Tracts Road 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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"A subset of society should not be forced to bear the cost of a benefit for the larger society.'" 

I. Introduction 
A new source of community noise is spreading rapidly across the rural U.S. countryside. 
Industrial-scale wind turbines (WT), a common sight in many European countries, are now actively 
pl'Omoted by federal and state governments in the U.S. as a way to reduce coal-powered electrical 
generation and global warming. The p!'esence of industrial wind projects is expected to increase 
dramatically over the next few years, given the tax incentives and other economic and political 
support currently available for renewable energy projects in the U.S. 

As a part of the widespread enthusiasm for renewable energy, state and local governments are 
pl'Omoting "Model Ordinances" for siting industrial wind farms which establish limits for noise 
and other potential hazards. These are used to determine where wind projects can be located in 
communities, which are predominantly rural and often extremely quiet during the evening and 
night. Yet, complaints about noise from residents near existing industrial wind turbine 
installations are common. This raises serious questions about whether current state and local 
government siting guidelines for noise are sufficiently protective for people living close to the wind 
turbine developments. Research is emerging that suggests significant health effects are associated 
with living too close to modern industrial wind turbines. Research into the computer modeling 
and other methods used to determine the layout of wind turbine developments, including the 
distance from nearby residences, is at the same time showing that the output of the models may not 
accurately predict sound propagation. The models al'e used to make decisions about how close a 
turbine can be to a home or other sensitive property. The e1'1'ors in the predicted sound levels can 
easily !'esult in inadequate setback distances thus exposing the property owner to noise pollution 
and potential health risks. Current information suggests the models should not be used for siting 
decisions unless known errors and tolerances are applied to the results. 

Our formal presentation and paper on this topic (Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent 
health risks) is an abbreviated version of this essay. The formal paper was presented to the Institute 
of Noise Conh'ol Engineers (INCE) at its July Noise-Con 2008 conference in Detroit, MI, A copy of 

\ 

1 George S. Hawkins, Esq., "One Page Takings Summary: U.S Constitution and Local Land Use," Stony Brook-Millstone 
Watershed Association; "".nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation." Fifth 
Amendment, US Constitution. 
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the paper is included at the end of this document. The formal paper covered the community noise 
studies performed.in response to complaints, research on health issues related to wind turbine 
noise, critiques of noise studies performed by consultants working for the wind developer, and 
research! technical papers on wind turbine sound immissions and related topics. The formal paper 
also reviewed sound studies conducted by consultants for governments, the wind turbine owner, 
01' the local residents for a number of sites with known health or annoyance problems. The purpose 
was to determine if a set of simple guidelines using dBA and dBC sound levels can serve as the 
'safe' siting guidelines for noise and its effects on communities and people. The papers considered 
in our review included, but were not limited to, those listed in Tables 1-4 on pages 2 through 4 of 
the Noise-Con document. 

This essay expands upon the Noise-Con paper and includes information to support the findings 
and recommended criteria. We are proposing very specific, yet reasonably simple to implement 
and assess criteria for audible and non-audible sound on adjacent properties and also present a 
sample noise ordinance and the procedures needed for pre-construction sound test, computer 
model requirements and follow-up tests (including those for assessing compliance). 

The purpose of this expanded paper is to outline a rational, evidence-based set of criteria for 
industrial wind turbine siting in rural communities, using: 

1) A review of the European and other wind turbine siting criteria and existing studies of the 
prevalence of noise problems after construction; 

2) Primary review of sound studies done in a variety of locations in response to wind turbine 
noise complaints (Table 1); 

3) Review of publications on health issues for those living in close proximity to wind turbines 
(Table 2); 

4) Review of critiques of pre-consh'uction developer noise impact statements (Table 3); and 
5) Review of technical papers on noise propagation and qualities from wind turbines (Table 4). 

The Tables are on pages 2-4 of the formal paper. We also cite standard international criteria for 
community noise levels and allowances for low-frequency noise. 

The specific sections are: 

1. Introduction (This section) 

2. Results of Literature Review and Sound Studies 

3. Development of Siting Criteria 

4. Proposed Sound Limits 

5. How to Include the Recommended Criteria in Local or State Noise Ordinances 

6. Elements of a Wind Energy System Licensing Ordinance 

7. Measurement Procedures (Appendix to Ordinance) 

8. The Noise-Con 2008 paper "Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent 
health risks" with revisions not in the paper included in the conference's 
Proceedings. 

The construction of large WT (indush'ial wind turbines) projects in the U.S. is a relatively recent 
phenomenon, with most projects built after 2000. Other counh'ies, especially in Europe, have been 
using wind energy systems (WES) since the early 1990' s or earlier. These em'lier installations 
generally used turbines of less than 1 MW capacity with hub heights under 61 m (200 feet). Now, 
many of these earlier turbines reaching the end of their useful life, are being replaced with the 
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laTger 1.5 to 3 MW units, Thus, the concepts and recommendations in this article, developed for the 
1.5 MW and larger turbines being build in the U.s, may also be applicable abroad. 

II, Results of Literature Review and Sound Studies 

In the U.K. there are currently about 133 operating WT developments. Many of these have been in 
operation for over 10 years. The Acoustic Ecology Institute2 (AEI) rep01'ted that a Special Report for 
the British government titled "Wind Energy Noise Impacts:'3 found that about 20% of the wind 
farms in the U.K. generated most of the noise complaints. Another study commissioned by British 
government, from the consulting firm Hayes, McKensie, reported that only five of 126 wind farms 
in the U.K. reported problems with the noise phenomenon known as aerodynamic modulation.4 

Thus, experience in the U. K. shows that not all WT projects lead to community complaints. AEI 
posed an imp01'tant question: "What are the factors in those wind farms that may be problematic, 
and how can we avoid replicating these situations elsewhere?" 

As experienced industrial noise consultants ourselves, we would have expected the wind industry, 
given the U.K. experience, to have attempted to answer this question, conducting extensive 
research -- using credible independent research institutions -- before embarking on wind power 
development in the U.S. The wind industry was aware, 01' should have been aware, that 20% of 
Bl'itish wind energy projects provoked complaints about noise and/01' vibration, even in a counh'y 
with more stringent noise limits than in the U.S. 

The wind industry complies with stricter noise limits in the U.K. and other counh'ies than it does in 
the U.s., for example5: 

• Australia: higher of 35 dBA or L,o + 5 dBA 
• Denmark: 40 dBA 
• France: L,o + 3 dBA (night) and Loo + 5 dBA (day) 
• Germany: 40 dBA 
• Holland: 40 dBA 
• United Kingdom: 40 dBA (day) and 43 dBA or Loo + 5 dBA (night) 
• Illinois: Octave frequency band limits of about 50 dBA (day) and about 46 dBA (night) 
• Wisconsin: 50 dBA 
• Michigan: 55 dBA 

Industry representatives on state governmental committees have w01'ked to establish sound limits 
and setbacks that are lenient and favor the industry. In Michigan, for example, the State Task Force 
(w01'king under the Department of Labor and Economic Growth) recommended in its "Siting 
Guidelines for Wind Energy Systems" that the limits be set at 55 dBA or L,o + 5 dBA, whichever is 
higher. In Wisconsin, the State Task Force has recommended 50 dBA. 

When Wisconsin's Town of Union wind turbine committee made an open records request to find 
out the scientific basis for the sound levels and setbacks in the state's draft model ordinance, it 
found that no scientific or medical data was used at all. Review of the meeting minutes provided 

(http://www.acousticecology.org/srwind.html) 

3 AEI is a SOl{c)3 non-profit organization based in Santa Fe, New Mexico, USA. The article is available at 
http://www.acQusticecology.org/sfwind.html 

4 Study review available at: http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file35592.pdf 

5 Ramakrishnan, Ph. D., P. Eng., Ramani, "Wind Turbine Facilities Noise Issues" Dec. 2007 Prepared for 
the Ontario Ministry of Environment. 
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under the request showed that the limits had been set by Task Force members representing the 
wind industry.6 This may explain why state level committees or task forces have drafted 
ordinances with upper limits of 50 dBA or higher instead of the much lower limits applied to 
similar projects in other countries. There is no independent, scientific 01' medical support for claims 
that locating 400+ foot tall wind turbines as close as 1000 feet (or less) to non-participating 
properties will not create noise disturbances, economic losses or other risks.? But, there is 
considerable independent research supporting that this will result in public health risks and other 
negative impacts on people and property. 

To iIIush'ate the way a typical WT developer responds to a question raised by a community 
committee about noise and health the following example is presented and discussed: 

Q: 19. What sound standards will EcoEnergy ensure that the turbines will be within, based on the setbacks EcoEnergy plans 
to implement, and what scf~ntific and peer reviewed data do you have to ensure and support there will be no health 
and safety issues to persons within your setbacks? 

Answer: As mentioned, turbines are sited to have maximum sound level of 45dBA. These sound levels are well below levels 
causing physical harm. Medical books on sound indicate sound lev~ls above 80-90dBA cause physical (health) 
effects. The possible effects to a person1s health due to llannoyancel1 are impossible to study in a scientific way, as 
these are often mostly psychosomatic, and are not caused by wind turbines as much as the Individuals' obsession 
with a new item in their environment. 

From EcoEnergy's If Response to the Town of Union Health & Safety Research Questionnaire" 
By Curt Bjurlin, M.S., Wes Slaymaker, P.E., Rick Gungel, P.E., EcoEnergy, l.LC.~ submitted to Town of Union, Wisconsin and Mr. 
Kendall Schneider, on behalf of the Town of Union 

A serious question was asked and it deserves a responsible answer. The committee, charged with 
fact-finding, sought answers they presumed would be based on independent, peer-reviewed 
studies. Instead, the industry response was spurious and misleading, and did not address the 
question. It stated that the turbines will be located so as to produce maximum sound levels of 45 
dBA, the tone and context implying that 45 dBA is fully compatible with the quiet TUral community 
setting. No acknowledgement is made of the dramatic change this will be for the noise 
environment of nearby families. No mention is made of how the WT, once in operation, will raise 
evening and nighttime background sound levels from the existing background levels of 20 to 30 
dBA to. 45 dBA. There is no disclosure of the considerable low frequency content of the WT sound; 
in fact, there are often claims to the conh·ary. They fail to warn that the home construction 
techniques used for modern wood frame homes result in walls and roofs that cannot block out WT 
low frequencies. 

There is no mention of the nighttime sound level recommendations set by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) in its reports, Guidelines for Communihj Noise 8 and "Report on the third 

6 Lawton, Catharine M., Letter to Wisconsin's "Guidelines and Model Ordinances Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Wisconsin Wind 
Power Siting CoUaborativell in Response to Paul Helgeson's 9/20/00 "Wisconsin Wind Ordinance Egroups E-Mail Message," Sept. 
20,2000, a Public Record obtained through Open Meetings Act request by the Town of Union, Wisconsin, large Wind Turbine 
CitiZens Committee. 

7 It is worth noting that the 2007-06-29 version of the Vestas Mechanical Operating and Maintenance Manual for the model V90 
- 3.0 MW VCRS 60 Hz turbine includes this warning for technicians and operators: 

I "2. Stay and Traffic by the Turbine 

Do not stay within a radius of 400m f1300ft) from the turbine unless it is necessary. If you have to inspect an operating 
turbine from the ground, do not stay under the rotor plane but observe the rotor from the front. 
Make sure that children do not stay by or play nearby the turbine ..... " 

8 Available at htlp:llwww.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html. 
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meeting on night noise guidelines.9" In these documents WHO recommends that sound levels 
during nighttime and late evening hours should be less than 30 dBA during sleeping periods to 
protect children's health. They noted that a child's autonomic nervous system is 10 to 15 dB more 
sensitive to noise than is an adult. Even for adults, health effects are first noted in some studies 
when the sound levels exceed 32 dBA Lm". These sounds are 10-20 dBA lower than the sound 
levels needed to cause awakening. 

For sounds that contain a strong low frequency component, which is typical of wind turbines, 
WHO says that the limits may need to be even lower than 30 dBA to avoid health risks. Further, 
they l'ecommend that the criteria use dBC frequency weighting instead of dBA f01' sources with low 
frequency content. When WT sound levels are 45 dBA outside a home, we may find that the 
interior sound levels will drop to the 30 dBA level recommended for sleeping aI'eas but low 
frequency noise only decreased 6-7 dBC from outside to inside. That could create a sleep problem 
because the low frequency content of the noise can penetrate the home's walls and roof with little 
reduction. An example demonstrating how WT sound is affected by walls and windows is 
provided later in this document. 

The wind turbine developers in the excerpt above do not disclose that the International Standards 
Organization (ISO) in ISO 1996-1971 recommends 25 dBA as the maximum night-time limit for 
rural communities. As can be seen in the table below, sound levels of 40 dBA and above are only 
appropriate in suburban communities during the day and urban communities during day and 
night. There are no communities where 45 dBA is considered acceptable at night. 

I ISO 1996-1971 Recommendations for Community Noise Limits (dBA) 

IIDistrict Type 
II 

Daytime Limit 
I 

Evening Limit Night Limit 
7-11pm 11pm-7am 

IRural II 35dB II 30dB II 25dB 

ISuburban II 40dB II 35dB II 30dB 

IUrban residential II 45dB II 40dB II 35dB 

IUrban mixed II SOdB II 4Sdb II 40dB 

Further, the wind industry claims, "These sound levels are well below levels causing physical harm. 
Medical books on sound indicate sound levels above 80-90dBA cause physical (health) effects." Concern 
about sound levels in the 80-90 dBA range is for hearing health (your ears) and not the health
related issues of sleep disturbance and other symptoms associated with prolonged exposure to low 
levels of noise with low frequency and amplitude modulation such as the sound emitted by 
modern wind turbines. This type of response is a non-answer. It is an overt attempt to mislead 
while giving the appearance of providing a legitimate response. 

Furthermore, the statement, "The possible effects to a person's hea1t11 due to 'annoyance' are impossible to 
study in a scientific way, as these are often mostly psychosomatic, and are not caused by wind turbines as 
much as the individuals' obsession with a new item in their environment," is both inaccurate and 
misleading. It ign01'es the W01'k of researchers such as Pedersen, Harry, Phipps, and Pierpont on 
wind turbine effects specifically, and the numerous medical research studies reviewed by Frey and 
Hadden. The studies belie the claims of the wind industry. This "failure to locate" published 

9 Available at: http://www.euro.who.int/Noise/activities/20040721 1 References found in Report on third meeting at pages 13 and 

others 
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studies that are readily available on the internet as to make some interpret the claim of "no medical 
research" as a conscious decision to not look for it. Those companies that do acknowledge the 
existence of medical research take the position that it is not credible for one or another reason and 
thus can be ignored. 

Making statements outside their area of competence, wind industry advocates, without medical 
qualifications, label complaints of health effects as "psychosomatic" in a pejorative manner that 
implies the complaints can be discounted because they are not "really medical" conditions. Such a 
response cannot be considered to be based in fact. It is, at best, an opinion. It ignores the work of 
many researchers, including the World Health Organizations, on the effect of sounds during 
nighttime hours that result in sleep disturbance and other disorders with physical, not just 
psychological, pathologies."o,n Many people find it difficult to articulate what has changed. They 
know something is different from before the wind turbines were operating and they may express it 
as feeling uncomfortable, uneasy, sleepless, or some other symptom, without being able to explain 
why it is happening. 

Our review of the studies listed in Tables 1-4 of our Noise-Con paper show that some residents 
living as far as 3 km (1.86 mi) from a wind farm complain of sleep disturbance from the noise. 
Many residents living 1/10 of this distance (300 m or 984 ft) from wind farms experience major 
sleep disruption and other serious medical problems from nighttime wind turbine noise. The 
peculiar acoustic characteristics of wind turbine noise immissions12 cause the sounds at the 
receiving properties to be more annoying and h'oublesome than the more familiar noise from traffic 
and industrial factories. Limits used for these other community noise sources are not appropriate 
for siting modern industrial wind turbines. The residents who are annoyed by wind turbine noise 
complain of the repetitive, approximately once-per-second (1 Hz) "swoosh-boom-swoosh-boom" 
sound of the turbine blades and of "low frequency" noise. It is not clear to us whether the 
complaints about "low frequency" noise are about the audible low frequency part of the "swoosh
boom" sound, the once-per,second amplitude modulation (amplitude modulation means that the 
sound varies in loudness and other characteristics in a rhythmic pattern) of the" swoosh-boom" 
sound, or some combination of the two. 

Figure 1 of our Noise Con paper, reproduced as Figure 1, below, shows the data from one of the 
complaint sites plotted against the sound immission spectra for a modern 2.5 MWatt wind turbine; 
A home in the United States at 2km distance, Young's threshold of perception for the 10% most 
sensitive population (ISO 0266); and a spectrum obtained for a rural community during a three 
hour, 20 minute test from 11:45 pm until 3:05 am on a windless June evening near Ubly, Michigan. 
This is a quiet rural community located in central Huron County (also called Michigan's Thumb). 
It is worth noting that this sound measurement sample demonstrates how quiet a rural community 
can be when located at a distance from industry, highways, and airport related noise emitters. 

The line representing the threshold of perception is the focus of this graph. The remaining graphs 
show sound pressure levels (dB) at each of the frequency ranges from the lowest inaudible sounds 
at the left, to sounds that "rumble" (20Hz to about 200 Hz) and then those in the range of 
communication (200Hz through about 4000Hz) through high pitched sounds (up to 10,000 Hz). At 

10 WHO European Centre for Environment and Health, Bonn Office, "Report on the third meeting on night noise guidelines," April 
2005. 

H According to Online Etymology Dictionary, psychosomatic means "pertaining to the relation between mind and body, ... applied 
from 1938 to physical disorders with psychological causes." 

12 Emissions refer to acoustic energy from the viewpoint of the sound emitter, while immissions refer to acoustic energy from the 
viewpoint of the receiver. 
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each frequency where the graphs of sound pressures are above (exceed) the graph showing 
perception the wind turbine sounds would be perceptible or audible. The more the wind turbine 
sound exceeds the perception curve the more pronounced it will be. When it exceeds the quiet 
l'Ural background sound level (LAW) it will not be masked or obscured by the l'Ural soundscape. 

The over-all sounds from each of the frequency bands are summed and presented on the right hand 
side of the graph. These are presented with conections for A-weighting (dBA) and C-weighting 
(dBC). These show that if only dBA criteria are used to assess and limit wind turbine sound the 
low frequency content of the wind turbines emissions are not revealed. Note that in many cases the 
values for dBC are almost 20 dB higher than the dBA values. This is the basis for the WHO 
warning that when low frequency sound content is present outside a home dBA is not an 
appropriate method of describing predicted noise impacts, sound limits, 01' criteria. 
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Figure i-Graph Of Wind Turbine Sounds Vs. Rural Background And Threshold Of Perception 

(Note: The lowest L,,"1 and Lceq shown at right are measured background LA90 and LC90. The Leq values could be 0-5 dB higher) 

Our l'eview of the studies listed in Tables 1-4 in the Noise-Con paper at the end of this document, 
provided answers to a number of significant questions we had, as acoustical engineers, regarding 
the development of siting guidelines for industrial-scale wind turbines. They are provided below 
fOT easy of reading and continuity: 

Do interuational, national, 01' local C011l11l1lllity noise standards fOl' siting willd turbines neal' 
dwellings address the low freque/lcy portion of tile wiud turbines' sOllud i11l1l1issiolls? No, State 
and local governments are in the process of establishing wind farm noise limits and/ or wind 
turbine setbacks from nearby residents, but the standards incorrectly assume that limits based on 
dBA levels are sufficient to protect the residents. 
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Do wind fann developers have noise limit criteria and/or wind turbine setback criteria that apply 
to nearby dwellings? Yes. But the industrY-Tecommended wind turbine noise levels (typically 50-
55 dBA) are too high for the quiet nature of the rural communities and may be unsafe for the 
nearest residents. An additional concern is that some of the methods for pre-construction 
computer modeling may predict sound levels that are too low. These two factors combined can 
lead to post-consh'uction complaints and health risks. 

An example of a condition that complies with 

Are all residents living near wind fanus equally likely to be affected by wind turbine noise? No. 
Children, people with certain pre-existing medical conditions, and the elderly are likely to be the 
most susceptible. Some people are unaffected while nearby neighbors develop serious health 
problems caused by exposure to the same wind turbine noise. 

How does wind turbine noise impact nearby residents? Wind turbine-associated symptoms include 
sleep disturbance, headache, ringing in the ears, dizziness, nausea, irritability, and problems with 
memory, concentration, and problem solving, as described in the first paper in this volume. 

What are the technical options for 1'educing wind turbine noise immission at residences? There are 
only two options: 1) increase the distance between the source and receiver, or 2) reduce the source 
sound power emission. Either solution is incompatible with the objective of the wind farm 
developer, which is to maximize the wind power electrical generation within the land available. 

Is wind turbine noise at a residence much more annoying than traffic noise? Yes. Researchers have 
found that, "Wind turbine noise was ... found to cause annoyance at sound pressure levels lower 
than those known to be annoying for other community noise sources, such as road traffic .... Living 
in a clearly rural area in comparison with a suburban area increases the risk of annoyance with 
wind turbine noise,13" In other papers by Pedersen wind turbine noise was perceived by about 
85% of respondents to the study at sound levels as low as 35.0-37.5 dBA.14 Currently, this 
increased sensitivity is believed to be due to the presence of amplitude modulation in the wind 
turbine's sound emissions which limits the masking effect of other ambient sounds and the low 
frequency content which is associated with the sounds inside homes and other buildings. 

Amplitude modulation is a continuing change in the sound level in synchronization with the 
turning of the wind turbine's blades. An example of amplitude modulation is shown in the figure 2 
below. This figure shows the constantly varying dBA sound level in the graph at the top. The 
sound level varies from a low of 40 dBA to a high of 45 dBA repeating every 1.3 seconds 
continuously when the turbine is operating. The turbine is located approximately 1200 feet from 
the farmhouse. The photo shows the turbine that was dominant during this test. 

13 Pedersen E, Bouma J, Bakker R and Van den Berg F, "Wind Farm perception- A study on acoustic and visual impact of 

wind turbines on residents in the Netherlands;" 2
0d 

International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyon France; 
Sept. 20-21, 2007 (Pages 2 and 3) 

14 Pedersen E and Persson Waye K. 2004. Perceptions and annoyance due to wind turbine noise -- a dose-response 

relationship. J Acoust Soc Am 116(6): 3460-3470 
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Figure 2 Amplitude Modulation at a farmhouse (Study spousored by CCCRE, Calumet, Wisconsin) 

It is WOl'th noting that this measurement averages about 43 dBA (Leq) which is very close to the 
sound level predicted for a single turbine at 1000 feet in Figure 1 (solid Ted line with solid triangle 
markers). The lower graph shows the frequency spectrum at appl'Oximately 9:49 PM at a low point 
in the amplitude modulation. (The frequency chart's cursor is the vertical line at the upper graph's 
midpoint.) Note the dominance of sound energy in the lower frequency range. This was also 
present in the model's pl'edictions in Figure 1. 

It is not hard to understand why many people in this community feel that they have been forced to 
accept noise pollution as a side effect of the wind pl'Oject. Even though the 40 to 45 dBA sound 
levels in this example may comply with the 50 dBA limits adopted by the host county from the 
Wisconsin Model Ordinance the impact on the people near the wind project are subjected to noise 
pollution. This example demonstrates why criteria set at 50 dBA or higher do not protect the health 
and economic welfare of people living in the host communities. Adopting criteria such as those 
recommended later in this essay can prevent these situations from occurring. 

Low frequency noise is a problem inside buildings 

When low frequency sound is present outside homes and other occupied structures, it is often more 
an indoor problem than an outdoor one. This is very true for wind turbine sounds. 

Why do willd turbine 1I0ise immissiolls of Dilly 35 dBA disturb sleep at night? Affected residents 
complain of the middle- to high-frequency, repetitive swooshing sounds of the l'Otating turbine 
blades at a constant !'ate of about 1 Hz, plus low frequency noise. The amplitude modulation of the 
"swooshing" sound changes continuously. Residents also describe a thump or low frequency 
banging sound that varies in amplitude up to 10 dBA in the short interval between the swooshing 
sounds. This may be a result of sounds from multiple wind turbines with similar spectral content 
combining to increase and decrease the sound over and above the effects of modulation. [Note: 
These effects (e.g. phasing and coherence effects) are not nOl'mally considered in predictive 
models.] It may also be a result of turbulence of the air and wind on wind turbine operations when 
the blades are not at an optimum angle for noise emissions and/01' power generation. It is also a 
result of sounds penetrating homes and other buildings at night and at other times where quiet is 
needed. When low frequency sound is present outside homes and other occupied structures, it is 
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often more likely to be an indoor problem than an outdoor one. This is very true for wind turbine 
sounds. 
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The usual assumption about wall and window attenuation being 15 dBA or more, which is valid 
for most sources of community noise, may not be sufficiently protective given the relatively high 
amplitude of the wind turbines' low frequency immission spectra. Figur\,!s 2 and 3 demonstrate the 
basis for this concern. 

To demonstrate the effects of outdoor low frequency content from wind turbines we prepared 
Figure 1 showing the effect of a single turbine (propagation model based on sound power level test 
data) at 1000 feet and then in Figure 4 projected the impact of ten (10) similar turbines at one (1) 
mile. We applied the fa<;ade sound isolation data from the Canada Research Council to the wind 
turbine example used in our Noise-Con 2008 paper and shown in Figure 1 above. The graphs each 
show the outdoor sound pressure levels predicted for the distance of 1000 feet and one mile as the 
upper graph line respectively. The curve showing the threshold of human perception for sounds at 
each 1/3 octave band center is also plotted. When the graphs representing wind turbine sound 
have data points above this t1lTeshold curve the sounds will be perceptible to at least 10% of the 
population (which includes most children). 
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In addition to the top graph line representing the sounds outside the home there are two other 
graph lines for the sounds inside the home15. One curve represcnts the condition of no open 
windows and the other l'eprcsents one open window. 

With just one turbine at 1,000 feet there is a significant amount of low frequency noise above 
hearing threshold within rooms having exterior walls without windows or very well sealed 
windows. Evcn with the windows closed the sound pressure levels in the 63 Hz to 200 Hz one
octave bands still exceed the perception curve, in many cases by more than 10 dB. Note the 
perceptible sound between 50 and 200 Hz with a wall resonance frequency at 125 Hz (2 X 4 studs 
on 16 inch centers) for the "windows closed" condition. This would be perceived as a constant low 
rumble, which would be present inside homes whenever the turbines are operating. 
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Figure 4-80ulld from Ten (10) Wind Turbines inside home at One Mile 

When comparing the dBC values the difference between inside sounds and outside is much less. 
The maximum difference in this example is only 7 dBC and that is for the situation with windows 
closed, With windows open the sound inside the home would be 56 dBC while it is 61 dBC 
outside; a difference of only 5 dBC'6,17,18, If we looked only at dBA it would appear that the home's 

15 The typical wood stud exterior used in modern home construction is vinyl siding over 1/2 inch OSB or rigid fiberglass 
board applied to 2 X 4 studs with the stud space filled with thermal and 1/2 inch gypsum board applied on the exposed 
interior side, This has a mass of about 3-4 Ibs/sq ft and low 26 STC 

16 The basis for these predictions includes reports on aircraft sound insulation for dwellings and fa<;ade sound isolation 
data from the Canada Research Council. 

17 "On the sound insulation of wood stud exterior walls" by J, 5, Bradley and J, 5, Birta, institute for Research in 
Construction, National Research Council, Montreal Road, Ottawa KIA OR6, Canada, published: J.Acoust. Soc, Am, 
110 (6), December 2001 
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But, that that would be misleading because 

We next increased the number of 2.5 Mw turbines from one to ten and moved the receiver one mile 
from the closest turbine. We assumed the acoustic center for the ten turbines to be 2km (1-1/4 
miles) from the receiver. These results are presented in Figure 4. We were surprised to find that the 
one mile low frequency results are only 6.3 dB below the 1,000 foot one turbine example. 

There is one other characteristic of wind turbine sound that increases the sleep disturbance 
potential above that of other long-term noise sources. The amplitude modulation of the sound 
emissions from the wind turbines create a repetitive rise and fall in sound levels synchronized to 
the blade rotation speed. Many common weather conditions increase the magnitude of amplitude 
modulation. Most of these occur at night. The graph in Figure 5 shows this effect in the first floor 
bedroom of a farm home in the U.K. The home is located 930 meters (3,050 feet) from the nearest 
turbine. The conditions documented by an independent acoustical consultant show the sound level 
varying over 9 dBA range from 28 to 37 dBA. The pattern repeats approximately every second 
often for hours at a time. For many people,especially seniors, children and those with pre-existing 
medical conditions, this represents a major challenge to restful sleep. 

~B(A) 

Noise Monitoring Graph wllhln first floor bedroom - Davis's House - 5 July 2007 
Wind Farm nolso 
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Figure 5- Amplitude modulation in a home 930 meters (3000 feet) from the nearest turbine,19 

This may explain why some residents as far as two (2) miles from a wind farm find the wind 
turbines sounds highly annoying. It also demonsh'ates the primary reason why relying on dBA 

18 Dan Hoffmeyer, Birger Plovsing: "Low Frequency Noise from Large Wind Turbines, Measurements of Sound 

Insulation of Facades." Journal no. AV 1097/08, Client: Danish Energy Authority, Amaliegade 44, 1256 Copenhagen 
19 This chart used with permission of Mike Stigwood, MIOA~ FRSH, MAS EnVironmental, U,K. and the Davis family. 
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alone will not work for community noise criteria. It is the low frequency phenomena associated 
with wind turbine emissions that makes the dBC test criteria an important part of the proposed 
criteria20 . 

III. Development of Siting Criteria 

Basis For Using LA'. To Determine Pre-Construction Long-Term Background Sound 

We began our research into guidelines for proper siting by reviewing guidelines used in other 
countries to limit WT sound emissions. A recent compendium of these standards was presented in 
the report "Wind Turbine Facilities Noise Issues."2! We found common ground in many of them. 
Some set explicit not-to-exceed sound level limits, for example, in Germany, 40 dBA nighttime in 
residential al'eas and 35 dBA nighttime in rural and other noise-sensitive areas. Other countries use 
the existing background sound levels fot· each community as the basis for establishing the sound 
level limits for the WES project. This second method has the advantage of adjusting the allowable 
limits for various background soundscapes. It makes use of a standard method for assessing 
background sound levels by measuring over a specified period of observation to determine the 
sound level exceeded 90% of the time (L90) during the night. The night is important because it is the 
most likely time for sleep disturbance. Then, using the background sound level as the base, the 
WES project is allowed to increase it by 5 dBA. It is this second method (Lw + 5 dBA) that was 
adopted for the criteria in this document. It has the advantage of adjusting the criteria for each 
community without the need for tables of allowable limits for different community types. The 
focus is only on the nighttime criteria. This is because the WES will operate 24 hours a day and the 
nighttime limits will be the controlling limits whether or not there are other limits for daytime. 

Wind turbine lIoise is more annoying than other noises and needs lower limits 
Since many rural communities are very quiet, it is possible that some will have Lw values of 25 dBA 
01' lower. This may seem extreme when compared to limits usually imposed on other sources of 
community noise. However, wind turbine sounds are not comparable to the more common noise 
sources of vehicles, aircraft, rail, and indushy. Several studies have shown that aIUloyance to wind 
turbine sounds begins at levels as low as 30 dBA.22 This is especially true in quiet rural 
communities that have not had previous experience with industrial noise sources. This increased 
sensitivity may be due to the periodic 'swoosh' from the blades in the quiet TUral soundscape, 01' it 
may be more complex. In either case, it is a legitimate response to wind turbine sound documented 
in peer-reviewed reseal'ch. 

20 Hessler Jr., George F., "Proposed criteria in residential communities for low~frequency noise emissions from industrial sources/' 
52(4),179-185, (July-Aug 2004) 

21 Ramani Ramakrishnan, Ph.D., P. Eng., "Wind Turbine Facilities Noise Issues," December 2007. Prepared for the Ontario Ministry 
of Environment. 

n Eja Pedersen, "Human response to wind turbine noise: perception, annoyance and moderating factors." Dissertation, 
Occupational and Environmental Medicine, Department of Public Health and Community Medicine, Goteborg University, 
Goteborg, Sweden, 2007, and 

Van den Berg F, Pedersen E, Bouma J, and Bakker R, Wind Farm Perception, Final Report Project no. 044628, University of 
Gothenburg and Medical Center Groningen, Netherlands June 3, 2008 
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The World Health Organization recognizes the special place of low frequency 
noise as an environmental problem. Its publication "Community Noise" 
(Berglund et al., 2000) makes a number of references to low frequency 
noise, some of which are as follows: 

"It should be noted that low frequency nOise ... can disturb rest and 
sleep eVen at low sound levels. 
For noise with a large proportion of low frequency sounds a still lower 
guideline (than 30dBA) is recommended. 

• When prominent low frequency components afe present, noise 
measures based on A-weighting are inappropriate. 
Since AMweighting underestimates the sound pressure level of noise 
with low frequency components, a better assessment of health effects 
would be to use (-weighting. 
It should be noted that a large proportion of low frequency components 
in a noise may increase considerably the adverse effects on health." 

WHO also states: liThe evidence on low frequency noise Is sufficiently strong 
to warrant immediate concern." 

Available at http://www.who.int/docstore/peh/noise/guidelines2.html. 
References found at pages ix, xii through xv and others. 

frequency sound may be present, criteria based on measurements using a C-weighting filter on the 
sound level meter (dBC) are needed in addition to dBA criteria. 

IV. Proposed Sound Limits 
The simple fact that so many residents complain of low frequency noise from wind turbines is clear 
evidence that the single A-weighted (dBA) noise descriptor used in most jurisdictions for siting 
turbines is not adequate. The only other simple audio frequency weighting that is standardized 
and available on sound level meters is C-weighting or dBC. A standard sound level meter set to 
measure dBA is increasingly less sensitive to low frequency below 500 Hz (one octave above 
middle-C). The same sound level meter set to measure dBC is equally sensitive to all frequencies 
above 32 Hz (lowest note on grand piano). It is generally accepted that dBC readings are more 
predictive of perceptual loudness than dBA readings if low frequency sounds are significant. 

We are proposing to use the commonly accepted dBA criteria that is based on the pre-existing 
background sound levels allowing the wind turbine development to increase this by 5 dB (e.g. L90A 

+5) by the audible sounds from wind hU'bines. According to the New York State Energy Research 
& Development Authority: 

• " ... A change in sound level of 5 dB will typically result in a noticeable community 
response; and 

• " ... A 10 dB increase is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness, and 
almost always causes an adverse community response." 23 

To address the lower frequencies that are not considered in A-weighted measurements we are 
pl'Oposing to add limits based on dBC that follow the same scheme as used for dBA limits. The 
Proposed Sound Limits are presented in the text box at the end of this section. 

For the current industrial grade wind turbines in the 1.5 to 3 MWatt (or over) range, the addition of 
the dBC requirement may result in an increased distance between wind turbines and the nearby 

23 (Wind Energy Development: A Guide for Local Authorities in New York; page 30; New York 
State Energy Research & Development Authority, Albany, NY October 2002) 
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residents. For the conditions shown in Figure 1, the distances would need to be increased 
significantly. This would result in setbacks in the range of 1 km or greater for the current 
generation of wind turbines if they aTe to be located in rural areas with little 01' no low frequency 
sound from man-made noise sources and where the LA90 background sound levels are 30 dBA or 
lower. In areas with higher background sound levels, turbines could be located somewhat c1ose1~ 
but still at a distance greater than the 305 m (1000 ft.) or smaller setbacks commonly seen in U.s. 
based wind turbine standards set by many states and used for wind turbine developments. 

Following are some additional Questions and Answers that summarize the major points of this 
discussion relevant to criteria. 

What are the typical willd fal'llllloise ill/missioll criteria 01' stalldards? Limits are not consistent 
and may vary even within a pmticular country. Examples are listed above in the section on Results 
of Literature and Sound Studies. 

What is areasollable willd farm sOUlld i11llllissioll limit to protect the health of residences? We are 
proposing a not-to-exceed immission limit of 35 LAeq and a site-specific limit of LA90 + 5 dBA at the 
closest property line, whichever is exceeded first. We also propose the use of C-weighted criteria to 
address complaints of wind turbine low frequency noise. FOT the C-weighted criteria, we propose a 
site-specific limit of Lc90 + 5 dBC. We also require that the site-specific Lceq (dBC) sound level at a 
receiving property line not exceed the pre-existing LA90 dB backgl'Ound sound level + 5dB by more 
than 20 dB. In other words, the dBC operating immission limit (as Lceq) at the receiving property 
line should not be more than 20 dB above the measured dBA (as LA90) pre-construction long-term 
background sound level + 5dB.24 This criterion pl'events an Immission Spectra Imbalance that often 
leads to complaints about rumble or other low frequency pl'Oblems. We also include a not-to-exceed 
immission limit of 55 and 60 Lceq at the l'eceiving pl'Operty line.2S Use of the multiple metrics and 
weightings will address the audible and inaudible low frequency portions of wind turbine sound 
emissions. Exceedances of any of the limits establish non-compliance. 

Why should the dBC immission limit IIOt be permitted to be more thall20 dB above the background 
measured LMo+5 dB? The World Health Organization and others26 have determined that if a noise 
has a measured difference between dBC and dBA more than 20 dB, the noise is highly likely to 
create an annoyance because of the low frequency component. 

ISII't LMo the lIIillimll11l background noise level? Not exactly. This is the sound level that represents 
the quietest 10% of the time. It is often considered to be the sound level that represents the sounds 
one hears late in the evening or at night when there are no near-by or short term sounds present. It 
is very important to establish this "long te1m backgl'Ound" noise environment at the property line 
for a potentially impacted residence (LA90) during the quietest sleeping hours of the night, between 
10 p.m. and 4 a.m .. Why? Because nighttime sleep disturbance has generated the majority of wind 
farm noise complaints throughout the world those conditions should guide the design of wind 
pl'Ojects. ANSI standaTds define the "long term background sound" as excluding all short term 
sounds from the test sample using carefully selected sampling times and conditions using ten (10) 
minute long samples. This means that nature sounds not present during all seasons and wind noise 
aTe not to be included in the measurement. Following the procedures in ANSI S12.9, Part 3 for 
long term background sound the LA90 and LC90 can be measured with one 01' more 10-minute 

24 Hessler Jr., George F '} Proposed criteria in residential communities for low-frequency noise emissions from industrial 
sources, Noise Control Engineering Journal; 52(4), pg. 180 in "2. Purpose of Proposed Criteria," (July-Aug 2004) 
25 Ibid, pg. 180 in "3. Proposed Criteria." 

26 Ibid 
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measurements during any night when the atmosphere is classified as stable with a light wind from 
the area of the proposed wind farm. The basis for the immission limits for the proposed wind farm 
would then be the Nighttime Immission Limits, which we propose to be the minimum ten (10) 
minute nighttime LA90 and Le90 plus 5 dB, a test for Spectra Imbalance, and not-to-exceed limits for 
the period of 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Daytime Limits (7 a.m. to 10 p.m.) could be set using daytime 
measurements, but unless the wind utility only operates during the day, the nighttime limit will 
always be the limiting sound level. Thus, daytime limits aTe not normally needed. 

A nea1'by"indush'ial scale wind utility meeting these noise immission c1'iteria would occasionally be 
audible to the 1'esidents during nighttime and daytime. However, it would be unlikely for it to be 
an indoor problem. 

The method used for establishing the background sound level at a proposed wind farm in many of 
the studies in Table 1, does not meet the requirements set by ANSI S12.9 Part 3 for outdoor 
measurements and determination of long-term background sound levels. Instead, they use 
unattended noise monitOl's to recOl'd hundreds of 10-minute 01' one-hour un-observed 
measurements that include the shOl't term sounds from varying community and wind conditions 
over a period of days or weeks. The results for daytime and nighttime are usually combined to 
determine the average wind noise at the microphone as a function of wind velocity measured at a 
height of ten (10) meters. This provides an enormous amount of data, but the results have little 
relationship to wind turbine sound immissions or to potential for turbine noise impacts on nearby 
residents. They also do not comply with ANSI standards for methodology or quality and as such 
are not suitable for use in measurements that will be used to assess compliance with other 
standards and guidelines. This exhaustive exercise often only demonsh'ates how much 'pseudo
noise' is generated by instruments located in a windy environment that exceeds the capability of 
the instrument's wind screen to protect the microphone. In many cases, this unqualified data is 
used to support a claim that the wind noise masks the turbines' sound immissions. 

The major complaints of residents living near wind farms is sleep disruption at night when there is 
little or no wind near ground level and the wind turbines located at a much higher elevation aTe 
turning and generating near or at maximum power and maximum noise emission. There is usually 
more surface wind and turbulence during daytime caused by solar radiation. Thus, the use of 
averaged data involving one or more 24-hour periods is of little value in predicting conditions that 
will result in people who cannot sleep in their homes during the night because of loud intrusive 
wind turbine noise. 

The methodology used to predict the sound propagation from the turbines into the community also 
fails to represent the conditions of maximum turbine noise impact on nearby residents. This should 
be expected given the liinitations of models based onJSO 9613-227. They also do not consider the 
effects of a frequent nighttime condition when winds at the ground are calm and the winds at the 
hub are at or above nominal operating speed. This condition is often referred to as a "stable" 
atmosphere. During this condition, the wind turbines can be producing the maximum or near 
maximum power while the wind at ground level is calm and the backg1'ound noise level is low. 
The Michigan rural night test data in the earlier figure shows how quiet a night can be in the 
absence of wind at the ground. This common condition is known to directly cause chronic sleep 

27 The ISO 9613-2 sound propagation model formulas have known errors of 3 dB even when the conditions being modeled are a 
perfect match to the limiting conditions specified In the standard. Wind turbines operate far outside the limits for wind speed, 
height of the noise source above the ground, and other factors identified in the standard thus increasing the likelihood for error 
above the specified 3 dB. In additibn, there are known measurement errors in the I EC61400-11 test that add another 2 dB of 
uncertainty to the model's predictions. 
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disruption. Further, the studies report average sound levels and do not disclose the effects of 
amplitude modulation Ol'low frequency sound which makes the turbine's sound more 
objectionable and likely to cause sleep pl'Oblems. 

Are tllere additional noise data to be recorded for a p/'e-wind turbine noise survey near selected 
dwellings? Yes. The precision measuring sound level meter(s) need to be pl'Ogrammed to include 
measurement of LAeq, LAla, LA90, LCeq, Loo, and LC90, with starting time and date for each 10-minute 
sample. The LlO results will be used to validate the Loa data. For example, on a quiet night one 
might expect LlO and Loa to show similar results within 5 to 10 dB between LlO and L90for each 
weighting scale. On a windy night or one with nearby short term noise sources the difference 
between L,O and L,o may be more than 20 dB. There is also often a need to obtain a time-averaged, 
one-third octave band analysis over the frequency mnge from 6.3 Hz to 10 kHz during the same ten 
minute sample. The frequency analysis is veq helpful for identifying and correcting for 
extraneous sounds such as interfering insect noise. An integrating averaging sound level meter 
meeting ANSI or IEe Type 1 standards has the capability to perform all of the above acoustic 
measurements simultaneously and store the results internally. There is also a requirement for 
measurement of the wind velocity near the sound measurement microphone continuously 
throughout each 10-minute recorded noise sample. The la-minute maximum wind speed near the 
microphone must be less than 2 m/ s (4.5 mph) during measurements of background noise (Loa), 
and the maximum wind speed for noise measurements during turbine operation must be less than 
4 m/ s (9 mph). Measurements should be observed (without contaminating the data) and notes 
identifying short-term noises should be taken for these tests. 

Is tllere a need to reco/'d weather data duriug the background noise recording survey? One weather 
monitor is required at the proposed wind farm on the side nearest the residents. The weather 
station sensors are at the standard 10 meter height above ground. It is critical that the weather be 
recorded every 10 minutes, synchronized with the clocks in the sound level recorders without 
ambiguity, at the start and end time of each 10 minute period. The weather station should record 
wind speed and direction, temperature, humidity and rain. 

Wily do Canada and sOllie other countries base tile permitted wiud turbine noise immission limits 
0/1 the operational wind velocity at the 10mlleight wind speed instead of a maximum dBA or L90 + 
5 dBA imlllissioll level? First, it appears that the wind turbine industry will take advantage of 
every opportunity to elevate the maximum permitted noise immission level to reduce the setback 
distance from the nearby dwellings. Including wind as a masking source in the criteria is one 
method for elevating the permissible limits. The backgl'Ound noise level does indeed increase with 
surface wind speed. When this happens, it can be argued that the increased wind noise pl'Ovides 
some masking of wind turbine noise. However, this is not true if the surface winds are calm. After 
sunset, when the ground cools (e.g. in the middle of the night), the lower level atmosphere can 
separate from the higher-level atmosphere. Then, the winds at the ground will be calm while wind 
at the turbine hub is very strong. Under this condition, the wind velocity at a la-meter high wind 
monitoring station (such as those often used for weather reporting) may be % to Y, the speed of the 
wind at the hub, yet dl'Op to calm at ground level. The result is that no gl'Ound level wind noise is 
present to mask the sound of the wind turbines, which can be operating at or close to full capacity. 

This condition is one of the major causes of wind turbine related noise complaints for residents 
within 3 km (1.86 miles) of a wind farm. When the turbines are producing high sound levels, it is 
quiet outside the sUl'l'Ounding homes. The PhD thesis of G.P. van den Berg, The Sounds of High 
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Winds, is very enlightening on this issue (Table 3). See also the letter by John Harrison in Ontario 
"On Wind Turbine Guidelines.28" 

What sound monitor measurements would be needed for enforcement of the wind turbine sound 
ordinance? A similar set of sound tests using the ten (10) minute series of measurements would be 
repeated, with and without the operation of the wind turbines, at the location where noise was 
measured before construction, which is closest to the resident registering the wind turbine noise 
complaint. If the nighttime background (L.,o) noise level (turbines off) was found to be slightly 
higher than the measured background prior to the wind farm installation, then the results with the 
turbines operating must be corrected using standard acoustical engineering methods to determine 
compliance with the pre-turbine established sound limits. 

Who should conduct the sound measurements? An independent acoustics expert should be 
retained who reports to the County Board or other responsible governing body. This independent 
acoustics expert should be responsible for all the acoustic measurements including setup and 
calibration of instruments and interpretation of recorded results. He or she should perform all pre
turbine background noise measurements and interpretation of results to establish the nighttime 
(and daytime, if applicable) industrial wind turbine sound immission limits, and to monitor 
compliance. 

At present, the acoustical consultants are retained by, and work directly for, the wind farm 
developers. This presents a serious problem with conflict of interest on the part of the consultants. 
The wind farm developer would like to show that a significant amount of wind noise is present to 
mask the sounds of the wind turbine immissions. The community is looking for authentic results 
showing that the wind turbine noise will be only barely perceptible, and then only occasionally, 
during the night or daytime. 

Is frequency analysis required either during the pre-construction background noise survey or for 
compliance measurements? Normally one-third octave or narrower band analysis would only be 
required if there is a complaint of tones immissicin from the wind farm. Although only 
standardized dBA and dBC measurements are required to meet the proposed criteria, the addition 
of one-third octave band analysis is often useful to validate the dBA and dBC results. 

The following summarizes the criteria necessary when siting wind turbines to minimize the risk of 
adverse impacts from noise on the adjacent community29. For those not familiar with acoustical 
annotation the table and its formulas may seem overly complex, but the criteria are defined in this 
manner to be as unambiguous as possible. They will be clear for those who are familiar with 
acoustical terminology. Definitions are provided in a later section of this essay. 

28 Harrison, J., Wind Turbine Guidelines, available at http://amherstislandwindinfo.com/ 

29 The authors have based these criteria, procedures, and language on their current understanding of wind turbine 
sound emissi9ns, land-use compatibility, and the effects of sound on health. However, use of the following, in part or 
total, by any party is strictly voluntary and the user assumes all risks. Please seek professional assistance in applying 
the recommendations of this document to any specific community or WES development. 
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a. Instrumentation: ANSI or IEC Type 1 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter plus meteorological instruments to 
measure wind velocity, temperature and humidity near the sound measuring microphone. Measurement procedures 

must meet ANSI 512.9, Part 3 except as noted in Section 4. below. 

b. Measurement location(s): Nearest property line(s) from proposed wind turbines representative of all non
participating residential property within 2.0 miles. 

c. Time of measurements and prevailing weather: The atmosphere must be classified as stable with no vertical heat 
flow to cause air mixing. Stable conditions occur in the evening and middle of the night with a clear sky and very little 
wind near the surface. Sound measurements are only valid when the measured wind speed at the microphone is less 

than 2 mls (4.5 mph). 

d. Long-Term Background sound measurements: All data recording shall be a series of contiguous ten (10) minute 
measurements. The measurement objective is to determine the quietest ten minute period at each location of 

interest. Nighttime test periods are preferred unless daytime conditions are quieter. The following data shall be 
recorded simultaneously for each ten (10) minute measurement period: dBA data includes LA'D, LA!D, LAoq and dBC 
data includes LC'D, Lew, and Lc•q. Record the maximum wind speed at the microphone during the ten minutes, a single 
measurement of temperature and humidity at the microphone for each new location or each hour whichever is 
oftener shall also be recorded. A ten (10) minute measurement contains valid data provided: Both LA!Ominus LMo and 
Lcw minus Lc,o are not greater than 10 dB and the maximum wind speed at the microphone is less than 2 mls during 
the same ten (10) minute period as the acoustic data. 

2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission Limits 

No wind turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause wind turbine sound immission at any location on 
non-participating property containing a residence in excess of the limits in the following table: 

Table of Not·To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits 1 

Criteria Condition dBA dBC 

A 
Immission above pre-

lAeq =LA90 + 5 LCeq ;:: lC90 +S 
construction background: 

B Maximum immission: 35 LAeq 
55 Leeq for quiet' rural environment 
60 Lc •• for rural-suburban environment 

C 
Immission spectra 

le,q (immission) minus (LA,o (background) +5) ~ 20 dB imbalance 

D Prominent tone penalty: 5 dB /5 dB 

Notes 

1 
Each Test is independent and exceedances of any test establishes non-compliance. 
Sound lIimmission" is the wind turbine noise emission as received at a property. 

2 
A /lQuiet rural environmentll is a location >2 miles from a major transportation artery without high 

traffic volume during otherwise quiet periods of the day or night. 

3 Prominent tone as defined in IEC 61400-11. This Standard is not to be used for any other purpose. 

.1 Procedures provided in Section 7. Measurement Procedures (ANSI 12.9 Part 3 with Amendments) of the most recent version of 
"The How To Guide To Siting Wind Turbines To Prevent Health Risks From Sound" by Kamperman and James and the apply to 
this table. 

3. Wind Farm Noise Compliance Testing 
All of the measurements outlined above in 1. Establishing Nighttime Background Noise Level must be repeated to 

determine compliance with 2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission limits. The compliance test location is to be the pre-turbine 
background noise measurement location nearest to the home of the complainant in line with the wind farm and nearer to 
the wind farm. The time of day for the testing and the wind farm operating conditfons plus wind speed and direction must 
replicate the conditions that generated the complaint. Procedures of ANSI 512.9- Part 3 apply except as noted in Section 4. 
The effect of instrumentation limits for wind and other factors must be recognized and followed. 
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4. ANSI 512.9 Part 3 Selected Options and Requirement Amendments 

For measurements taken to assess the preceding criteria specific options provided for in ANSI S12.9-Part 3 
(2008) shall be followed along with any additional requirements included below: 

5.2 
5.2 
5.3 
5.6 

6.5 
6.6(a) 

Background Sound: Use definition (1): 'long-term' 
long-term background sound: The L90 excludes short term background sounds 
basic measurement period: Ten (10) minutes L90(10mln) 
Sound Measuring Instrument: Type 1 Precision meeting ANSI Sl.43 or IEC 6i672-1. The 
sound level meter shall cover the frequency range from 6.3 Hz to 20k Hz and simultaneously 
measure dBA LN and dBC LN. The instrument must also be capable of accurately measuring 
low-level background sounds down to 20 dBA. 
Windscreen: Required 
An anemometer accurate to ± 10% at 2m/s to full-scale accuracy. The anemometer shall be 
located 1.5 to 2 meters above the ground and orientated to record maximum wind velocity. 
The maximum wind velocity, wind direction, temperature and humidity shall be recorded for 
each ten (10) minute sound measurement period observed within 5 m. of the measuring 
microphone. 

7.1 Long-term background sound 
7.2 Data collection Methods: Second method with observed samples to avoid contamination by 

short term sounds (purpose: to avoid loss of statistical data) 
8. Source(s) Data Collection: All requirements in ANSI S12.18 Method #2, Precision to the 

extent possible while still permitting testing of the conditions that lead to complaints. The 
meteorological requirements in ANSI S12.18 may. not be applicable for some complaint tests. 
For sound measurements in response to a complaint, the compliance sound measurements 
should be made under conditions that replicate the conditions that caused the complaint 
without exceeding instrument and windscreen limits and tolerances. 

8.1(b) Measuring microphone with windscreen shall be located 1.2m to 1.8m (1.5 preferred) above 
the ground and greater than 8 m. from large sound reflecting surface. 

8.3(a) All meteorological observations required at both (not either) microphone and nearest 10 m. 
weather reporting station. 

8.3(b) For a ten (10) minute background sound measurement to be valid the wind velocity shall be 
less then 2m/s (4.5 mph) measured less than 5 m. from the microphone. Compliance sound 
measurements shall be taken when winds are less than 4m/s at the microphone, 

8.3(c) In addition to the required acoustic calibration checks, the sound measuring instrument 
internal noise floor, including microphone, must also be checked at the end of each series of 
ten minute measurements and no less frequently than once per day. Insert the microphone 
into the acoustic calibrator with the calibrator signal off. Record the observed dBA and dBC 
reading on the sound level meter to determine an approximation of the instrument self 
noise. Perform this test before leaving the background measurement location. The 
calibrator-covered microphone must demonstrate the results of this test are at leas! 5 dB 
below the immediately previous ten (10) minute acoustic test results, for the acoustic 
background data to be valid. This test is necessary to detect undesired increase in the 
microphone and sound level meter internal self-noise. As a precaution sound measuring 
instrumentation should be removed from any air conditioned space at least an hour before 
use. Nighttime measurements are often performed very near the meteorological dew point. 
Minor moisture condensation inside a microphone or sound level meter can increase the 
instrument self noise and void the measured background data. 

8.4 The remaining sections, starting at 8.4 in ANSI S12.9 Part 3 Standard do not apply. 
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V. How to Include the Recommended Criteria in Ordinances and/or Community 

Noise limits 

The following two sections present the definitions, technical requirements, and complaint 
resolution processes that support the recommended criteria. Following the formal elements is a 
section discussing the measurement procedures and requirements f01' enf01'cement of these criteria. 
For the purpose of the following sections the government authority will be referred to as the Local 
Government Authority (LGA) as a place marker for State, County, Township 01' other authorized 
authority. The abbl'eviation 'WES' is used f01' industrial scale wind energy system. 

The authors have based these criteria, procedures, and language on their current understanding of 
wind turbine sound emissions, land-use compatibility, and the effects of sound on health. 
However, use of the following, in part or total, by any party is strictly voluntary and the user 
assumes alll'isks. Please seek professional assistance in applying the l'ecommendations of this 
document to any specific community 01' WES development. 

VI. ELEMENTS OF A WIND ENERGY SYSTEMS LICENSING ORDINANCE FOR SOUND 

I. Purpose and Intent. 

Based upon the findings stated above, it is the intended purpose of the LGA to l'egulate Wind 
Enel'gy Systems to promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens of the Town and 
to establish reasonable and uniform regulations for the operation thereof so as to control potentially 
dangerous effects of these Systems on the community. 

II. Definitions. 

The following terms have the meanings indicated: 

"Aerodynamic Sound" means a noise that is caused by the flow of air over and past the blades of a 
WES. 

"Ambient Sound" Ambient sound encompasses all sound present in a given environment, being 
usually a composite of sounds from many sources near and far. It includes intermittent noise 
events, such as, from aircraft flying over, dogs barking, wind gusts, mobile farm or consh'uction 
machinery, and the occasional vehicle traveling along a nearby l'Oad. The ambient also includes 
insect and other nearby sounds from birds and animals or people. The near-by and transient 
events al'e part of the ambient sound environment but are not to be considered part of the long
term background sound. 

"American National Standards Institute (ANSI)" Standardized acoustical instrumentation and sound 
meaSUl'ement protocol shall meet all the requirements of the following ANSI Standards: 

ANSI Sl.43 Integrating Averaging Sound Level Meters: Type-l (or lEC 61672-1) 

ANSI Sl.11 Specification for Octave and One-third Octave-Band Filters (or lEC 61260) 

ANSI Sl.40 Verification Procedures for Sound Calibrators 

ANSI S12.9 Part 3 Pl'OcedUl'es f01' MeasUl'ement of Environmental Sound 

ANSI S12.18 Measurement of Outdoor Sound PressUl'e Level 

lEC 61400-11 Wind tUl'bine generator systems -Part 11: Acoustic noise meaSUl'ements 

" Anemometer" means a device for measUl'ing the speed and direction of the wind. 

© 2008 G. W. Kamperman and R. R. James 
Prepared for: Washington State EFSEC Council 

Page 21 



Siting Wind Turbines 
To Prevent Health Risks From Sound 

October 28, 2008 
Version 2.1 

"Applicant" means the individual or business entity that seeks to secure a license under this section 
of the Town municipal code. 

"A-Weighted Sound Level (dBA)" A measure of over-all sound pressure level designed to reflect the 
response of the human ear, which does not respond equally to all frequencies. It is used to describe 
sound in a manner representative of the human ear's response. It reduces the effects of the low with 
respect to the frequencies centered around 1000 Hz. The resultant sound level is said to be " A
weighted" and the units are" dBA." Sound level meters have an A-weighting network for 
measuring A-weighted sound levels (dBA) meeting the characteristics and weighting specified in 
ANSI Specifications for Integrating Averaging Sound Level Meters, Sl.43-1997 for Type 1 
instruments and be capable of accurate readings (corrections for internal noise and microphone 
response permitted) at 20 dBA or lower. In this document dBA means LA"! unless specified 
otherwise. 

"Background Sound (LgoY' refers to the sound level present at least 90% of the time. Background 
sounds are those heard during lulls in the ambient sound environment. That is, when transient 
sounds from flora, fauna, and wind are not present. Background sound levels vary during different 
times of the day and night. Because WES operates 24/7 the background sound levels of interest are 
those during the quieter periods which are often the evening and night. Sounds from the WES of 
interest, near-by birds and animals or people must be excluded from the background sound test 
data. Nearby electrical noise from streetlights, transformers and cycling AC units and pumps etc 
must also be excluded from the background sound test data. 

Background sound level (dBA and dBC (as Lw)) is the sound level present 90% of the time during a 
period of observation that is representative of the quiet time for the soundscape under evaluation 
and with duration of ten (10) continuous minutes. Several contiguous ten (10) minute tests may be 
performed in one hour to determine the statistical stability of the sound environment. 
Measurement periods such as at dusk when bird and insect activity is high or the early morning 
hours when the' dawn chorus' is present are not acceptable measurement times. Longer term 
sound level averaging tests, such as 24 hours or multiple days are not at all appropriate since the 
purpose is to define the quiet time background sound level. It is defined by the LA 90 and LC90 
descriptors. It may be considered as the quietest one (1) minute during a ten (10) minute test. LA90 
results are valid only when LA10resuits are no more than 10 dB above LA90 for the same period. Lc 
10 less L c 90 are not to exceed 10 dB to be valid. 

The background noise environment consists of a multitude of distant sources of sound. When a 
new nearby source is introduced the new background noise level would be increased. The addition 
of a new source with a noise level 10 below the existing background would increase the new 
background 0.4 dB. If the new source has the same noise level as the existing background then the 
new background is increased 3.0 dB. Lastly, if the new source is 3.3 dB above the existing 
background then the new background would have increased 5 dB. For example, to meet the 
requirement of LwA + 5 dB = 31 dBA if the existing quiet nighttime background sound level is 26 
dBA, the maximum wind turbine noise immission contribution independent of the background 
cannot exceed 29.3 dBA Leq at a dwelling. When adding decibels, a 26 dBA background combined 
with 29.3 dBA from the turbines (without background) results in 31 dBA. 

Further, background L90 sound levels documenting the pre-construction baseline conditions should 
be determined when the ten (10) minute maximum wind speed is less than 2 m/s (4.5 mph) near 
ground level/microphone location 1.5 m height. 

"Blade Passage Frequency" (BPF) means the frequency at which the blades of a turbine pass a 
particular point during each revolution (e.g. lowest point or highest point in rotation) in terms of 
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events per second. A three bladed turbine rotating at 28 rpm would have a BPF of 1.4 Hz. [E.g. ((3 
blades times 28rpm)j60 seconds per minute ~ 1.4 Hz BPF)] 

"e-Weighted Sound level (dBC)" Similar in concept to the A-Weighted sound Level (dBA) but C
weighting does not de-emphasize the frequencies below 1k Hz as A-weighting does. It is used for 
measurements that must include the contribution of low frequencies in a single number 
representing the entire frequency spectrum. Sound level meters have a C-weighting network for 
measuring C-weighted sound levels (dBC)meeting the characteristics and weighting specified in 
ANSI 51.43-1997 Specifications for Integrating Averaging Sound Level Meters for Type 1 
instruments. In this document dBC means Lceq unless specified otherwise. 

"Decibel (dB)" A dimensionless unit which denotes the ratio between two quantities that are 
proportional to power, energy or intensity. One of these quantities is a designated reference by 
which all other quantities of identical units are divided. The sound pressure level (Lp) in decibels is 
equal to 10 times the logarithm (to the base 10) of the ratio between the pressure squared divided 
by the reference pressure squared. The reference pressure used in acoustics is 20 MicroPascals. 

"Emission" Sound energy that is emitted by a noise source (wind farm) is transmitted to a receiver 
(dwelling) where it is immitted (see "immission). 

"Frequency" The number of oscillations or cycles pel' unit of time. Acoustical frequency is usually 
expressed in units of Hertz (Hz) where one Hz is equal to one cycle pel' second. 

"Height" means the total distance measured from the grade of the property as existed prior to the 
consh'uction of the wind energy system, facility, towel', turbine, or related facility at the base to its 
highest point. 

"Hertz (Hz)" Frequency of sound expressed by cycles per second. 

"Immission" Noise immitted at a receiver (dwelling) is h'ansmitted from noise source (wind turbine) 
that emitted sound energy (see" emission"). 

"Immission spectra imbalance" The spectra are not in balance when the C-weighted sound level is 
more than 20 dB greater than the A-weighted sound level. For the purposes of this requirement, 
the A-weighted sound level is defined as the long-term background sound level (LAW) +5 dBA. The 
C-weighted sound level is defined as the LCeq measured during the operation of the wind turbine 
operated so as to l'esult in its highest sound output. A Complaint test provided later in this 
document is based on the immission spectra imbalance criteria. 

"Infra-Sound" sound with energy in the frequency Tange of 0-20 Hz is considered to be infra-sound. 
It is normally considered to not be audible for most people unless in relatively high amplitude. 
However, there is a wide Tange between the most sensitive and least sensitive people to perception 
of sound and perception is not limited to stimulus of the auditory senses. The most significant 
exterior noise induced dwelling vibration occurs in the frequency range between 5 Hz and 50 Hz. 
Moreover, levels below the threshold of audibility can still cause measurable resonances inside 
dwelling interiors. Conditions that support or magnify l'esonance may also exist in human body 
cavities and organs under certain conditions. Although no specific test for infrasound is provided 
in this document, the test for immission spectra imbalance will limit low frequency sound and thus, 
indirectly limit infrasound. See low-frequency noise (LFN) for more information. 

"low Frequency Noise (lFN)" refers to sounds with energy in the lower frequency range of 20 to 200 

Hz. LFN is deemed to be excessive when the difference between a C-weighted sound level and an 
A-weighted sound level is greater than 20 decibels at any measurement point outside a residence 01' 
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other occupied structure. The criteria for this condition is the "Immission Spectra Imbalance" entry 
in the Table of Not-To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits." 

"Measurement Point (MP)" means location where sound measurements are taken such that no 
significant obstruction blocks sound from the site. The Measurement Point should be located so as 
to not be neal' large objects such as buildings and in the line-of-sight to the nearest turbines. 
Proximity to large buildings or other structures should be twice the largest dimension of the 
structure, if possible. Measurement Points should be at quiet locations remote from street lights, 
h'ansformers, street traffic, flowing water and other local noise sources. 

"Measurement Wind Speed" For measurements conducted to establish the background noise levels 
(LA9010 mhv Lcwl0m'>v and etc.) the maximum wind speed, sampled within Sm of the microphone and 
at its height, shall be less than 2 mj s (4.5 mph) for valid background measurements. For valid wind 
farm noises measurements conducted to establish the post-construction sound level the maximum 
wind speed, sampled within Sm of the microphone and at its height, shall be less than 4mj s (9 
mph). The wind speed at the WES blade height shall be at or above the nominal rated wind speed 
and operating in its highest sound output mode. For purposes of enfOl'cement, the wind speed and 
direction at the WES blade height shall be selected to reproduce the conditions leading to the 
enforcement action while also restricting maximum wind speeds at the microphone to less than 4 
mjs (9 mph). 

For purposes of models used to predict the sound levels and sound pressure levels of the WES to be 
submitted with the Application, the wind speed shall be the speed that will result in the worst-case 
LAeq and Lceq sound levels at the nearest non-participating properties to the WES. If there may be 
more than one set of nearby sensitive receptors, models for each such condition shall be evaluated 
and the results shall be included in the Application. 

"Mechanical Noise" means sound produced as a byproduct of the operation of the mechanical 
components of a WES(s) such as the gearbox, generator and transformers. 

"Noise" means any unwanted sound. Not all noise needs to be excessively loud to represent an 
annoyance or interference. 

"Project Boundary" means the external property boundaries of parcels owned by or leased by the 
WES developers. It is represented on a plot plan view by a continuous line encompassing all 
WES(s) and related equipment associated with the WES project. 

"Property Line" means the recognized and mapped property parcel boundary line. 

"Qualified Independent Acoustical Consultant" Qualifications for persons conducting baseline and 
other measurements and reviews related to the application for a WES or for enforcement actions 
against an operating WES include, at a minimum, demonstration of competence in the specialty of 
community noise testing. An example is a person with Full Membership in the Institute of Noise 
Control Engineers (INCE). There are scientists and engineers in other professional fields that have 
been called upon by their local community for help in the development of a WES Noise Ordinance. 
Many of these scientists and engineers have recently spent hundreds of hours learning many 
important aspects of noise related to the introduction of WES into their communities. Then with 
field measurement experience with background data atid wind turbine noise emission, they have 
become qualified independent acoustical consultants for WES siting. Certifications such as 
Professional Engineer (P .E.) do not test for competence in acoustical principles and measurement 
and are thus not, without further qualification, appropriate for work under this. document. The 
Independent Qualified Acoustical Consultant can have no financial or other connection to aWES 
developer or related company. 
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"Sensitive Receptor" means places or structures intended for human habitation, whether inhabited 
or not, public parks, state and federal wildlife areas, the manicured areas of recreational 
establishments designed for public use, including but not limited to golf courses, camp grounds 
and other nonagricultural state or federal licensed businesses. These areas are more likely to be 
sensitive to the exposure of the noise, shadow or flicker, etc. generated by a WES or WESF. These 
areas include, but are not limited to: schools, daycare centers, elder care facilities, hospitals, places 
of seated assemblage, non-agricultural businesses and residences. 

"Sound" A fluctuation of air pressure which is propagated as a wave through air 

"Sound Power" The total sound energy radiated by a source per unit time. The unit of measurement 
is the watt. Abbl'eviated as Lw. This information is determined for the WES manufacturer under 
laboratory conditions specified by IEC 61400-11 and provided to the local developer f01' use in 
computer model construction. There is known measurement error in this test procedure that must 
be disclosed and accounted for in the computer models. Even with the meaSUl'ement error 
correction it cannot be assumed that the reported L". values repl'esent the highest sound output for 
all operating conditions. They reflect the operating conditions l'equired to meet the IEC 61400-11 
requirements. The lowest frequency is 50 Hz for acoustic power (Lw) requirement (at present) in 
IEC 61400-11. This Ordinance requires wind turbine certified acoustic power (Lw) levels at rated 
load for the total frequency range from 6.3 Hz to 10k Hz in one-third octave frequency bands 
tabulated to the nearest 1 dB. The frequency range of 6.3 Hz to 10k Hz shall be used throughout 
this Ordinance f01' all sound level modeling, measuring and rep01'ting. 

"Sound Pressure" The instantaneous difference between the actual pressure produced by a sound 
wave and the average or baTOmetric pressure at a given point in space. 

"Sound Pressure Level (SPLj" 20 times the logarithm, to the base 10, of the ratio of the pressure of the 
sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20 micTOnewtons per square meter. In equation 
form, sound pressure level in units of decibels is expressed as SPL (dB) = 20 log p/pr. 

"Spectrum" The description of a sound wave's resolution into its components of frequency and 
amplitude. The WES manufacturer is required to supply a one-third octave band frequency 
spech'um of the wind turbine sound emission at 90% of rated power. The published sound 
spectrum is often presented as A-weighted values but C-weighted values are preferred. This 
information is used to consh'uct a model of the wind farm's sound immission levels at locations of 
interest in and aTOund the WES. The frequency range of interest for wind turbine noise is 
appTOximately 6 Hz to 10k Hz. 

"Statistical Noise Levels" Sounds that vary in level over time, such as road traffic noise and most 
community noise, are commonly described in terms of the statistical exceedance levels LNA, where 
LNA is the A-weighted sound level exceeded for N% of a given measurement period. For example, 
LlOis the noise level exceeded for 10% of the time. Of particular relevance, are: LAlO and Loo the 
noise level exceed for 10% of the ten (10) minute interval. This is commonly referred to as the 
average maximum noise level. LA90 and Le90 are the A-weighted and C-weighted sound levels 
exceeded for 90% of the ten (10) minute sample period. The 190 noise level is defined by ANSI as 
the long-term background sound level (i.e. the sounds one hears in the absence of the noise source 
under consideration and without short term or near-by sounds from other sources), 01' simply the 
"background leveL" Lcq is the A or C-weighted equivalent noise level (the" average" noise level). 
It is defined as the steady sound level that contains the same amount of acoustical energy as the 
corresponding time-va1-ying sound. 
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"Tonal sound or tonality" Tonal audibility. A sound for which the sound pressure is a simple 
sinusoidal function of the time, and characterized by its singleness of pitch. Tonal sound can be 
simple or complex. 

"Wind Energy Systems (WES)" means equipment that converts and then transfers energy from the 
wind into usable forms of electrical energy. 

"Wind Turbine" or "Turbine" (WT) means an industrial scale mechanical device which captures the 
kinetic energy of the wind and converts it into electricity. The primary components of a wind 
turbine are the blade assembly, electrical generator and tower. 

III. APPLICATION PROCEDURE FOR WIND ENERGY SYSTEMS 

AND TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS FOR LICENSING 

This ordinance i~ intended to promote the safety and health of the community through criteria 
limiting sound emissions during operation of Wind Energy Systems. It is recognized that the 
requirements herein are neither exclusive, nor exhaustive. In instances where a health or safety 
concern is known to the ,wind project developer or identified by other means with regaJ:d to any 
application for a Wind Energy System, additional and/ or more restrictive conditions may be 
included in the license to address such concerns. All rights are reserved to impose additional 
restrictions as circumstances warrant. Such additional or more restrictive conditions may include, 
without limitation (a) greater setbacks, (b) more restrictive noise limitations, or (c) limits restricting 
operation during night time periods or for any other conditions deemed reasonable to protect the 
community. 

A. Application 

Any Person desiring to secure a Wind Energy Systems license shall file an application form 
provided by the LGA Clerk, together with two additional copies of the application with the LGA 
Clerk. 

B. Information to be submitted with Application 

1. Information regarding the: 

• Make and model of all turbines potentially used in this project, 
• Sound Power Levels (Lw) for each 1/3 octave band from 6.3 Hz to 10,000 Hz, and 

A sound propagation model predicting the sound levels immitted into the community 
computed using at minimuml/l octave band. sound power levels to compute the Lceq and 
LAeq levels to generate LAeq and Lceq contours in 5 dB increments overlaying an aerial view 
and property survey map from the WES property out to a distance to include all residential 
property within two (2) miles of the WES Property, Appropriate corrections for model 
algorithm errOl', IEC61400-11 test measurement accuracy, and directivity patterns of for 
each model of WT shall be disclosed and accounted for in the model(s). Predictions shall be 
made at all property lines within and outward for two (2) miles from the project boundary 
for the wind speed, direction and operating mode that would result in the worst case WT 
nighttime sound emissions. 

The prediction model shall assume that the winds at hub height are sufficient for the highest sound 
emission operating mode. The projection shall include a description of all assumptions made in the 
model's construction and algorithms. If the model does not consider the effects of wind direction, 
geography of the terrain, and/ or the effects of reinforcement from coherent sounds or tones from 
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the turbines all these items should be identified and all other means used to adjust the model's 
output to account for these factors. The results shall be displayed as a contour map of the predicted 
levels as over-all LAeq and LCeq contours out to 2 miles from the WES property, and shall also 
include a table showing the 1/3 or 1/1 octave band sound pressure as Lceq levels for the nearest 
property line(s) for sensitive l'eceptor sites (including residences) within the model's boundaries. 
The predicted values must include the over-all sound levels and 1/1 or 1/3 octave band sound 
pressure levels from 6 Hz to 10k Hz in data tables that include the location of each receiving point 
by GPS location or other repeatable means. 

C. Preconsh'uction Background Noise Survey 

1. The Town reserves the right to TequiTe the pl'eparation of (a) a pTeconstruction noise survey for 
each proposed Wind Turbine location conducted per procedures provided in the section on 
Measurement Procedures showing long-term background LA90 and LC90 sound levels. This must be 
completed and accepted prior to approval of the final layout and issuance of project permits. 

a. If any proposed wind farm project locates a WES within two miles of a sensitive receptor 
these studies aTe mandatOlY. The preconstruction baseline studies shall be conducted by 
an Independent Qualified Acoustical Consultant selected and hired by the LGA. 

b. The applicant shall be responsible for paying the consultant's fees and costs associated 
with conducting the study. These fees and cost shall be negotiated with the consultant 
and determined prior to any work being done on the study. The applicant shall be 
required to set aside 100% of these fees in an escrow account managed by the LGA, 
before the study is commenced by the consultant. Payment for this study does not 
require the WES developer's acceptance of the study's l·esults. 

c. If the review shows that the predicted LAeq and Lceq sound levels exceed any of the 
criteria specified in the Table of Not-To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits then 
the application cmmot be approved. 

2. The LGA will refer the application to the LGA engineer (if qualified in acoustics) or an 
independent qualified acoustical consultant for further review and comparison of the long
term background sound levels against the predicted LAeq and Lceq sound levels reported for the 
model using the criteria in the Table of Not-To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits. The 
reasonably necessary costs associated with such a review shall be the l'esponsibility of the 
applicant, in accord with the terms of this ordinance. 

D. Post Construction Noise Measurement Requirements 

1. Sound Regulations Compliance: A WES shall be considered in violation of the conditional use 
permit unless the applicant demonstrates that the project complies with all sound level limits 
using the procedures specified in this ordinance. Sound levels in excess of the limits established 
in this ordinance shall be grounds for the LGA to order immediate shut down of all non
compliant WT units. 

2. Post-Construction Sound Measurements: Within twelve months of the date when the project is 
fully operational, and within four weeks of the mmiversary date of the pre-construction 
background noise measurements, repeat the existing sound environment measurements taken 
before the project approval. Post-construction sound level measurements shall be taken both 
with all WES's running and with all WES's off. At the discretion of the Town, the Pre
construction background sound levels (LA90 and LC90) can be substituted for the Nail WES off' 
tests if a random sampling of 10% of the pre-construction study sites shows that background 
L90A and Lwc conditions have increased less than 3 dB from those measured under the pre-
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consh'uction nighttime conditions. The post-construction measurements will be reported to the 
LGA (available for public review) using the same format as used for the preconstruction sound 
studies. Post-construction noise studies shall be conducted by a firm chosen and hired by the 
LGA. Costs of these studies are to be reimbursed by the Licensee in a similar manner to that 
described above. The wind farm developer's may ask to have its own consultant observe the 
publicly retained consultant at the convenience of the latter. The WES Licensee shall provide all 
technical information and wind farm data required by the qualified independent acoustical 
consultant before, during, and/ or after any acoustical studies required by this document and for 
acoustical measurements. 

3. Sound Limits 

1. Establishing long-Term Background Sound level 

a. Instrumentation: ANSI or IEC Type 1 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter plus 
meteol'Ological instruments to measure wind velocity, temperature and humidity near the 
sound measuring microphone. Measurement pl'Ocedures must meet ANSI S12.9, Part 3 and 
Measurement Procedures Appendix to Ordinance following next Section. 

b. Measurement location(s): Nearest property line(s) from proposed wind turbines 
representative of all non-participating residential pl'Operty within 2.0 miles. 

c. Time of measurements and prevailing weather: The atmosphere must be classified as 
stable with no vertical heat flow to cause air mixing. Stable conditions occur in the 
evening and middle of the night with a clear sky and very little wind near the surface. 
Sound measurements are only valid when the measured maximum wind speed at the 
microphone must be less than 2 m/ s (4.5 mph). 

d. Long-Term Background sound measurements: All data recording shall be a series of 
contiguous ten (10) minute measurements. The measurement objective is to determine 
the quietest ten minute period at each location of interest. Nighttime test periods are 
preferred unless daytime conditions are quieter. The following data shall be recorded 
simultaneously for each ten (10) minute measurement period: dBA data includes LAW, 
LA10, LA"! and dBC data includes Lew, Lao, and Le,q. The maximum wind speed at the 
microphone during the ten minutes, a single measurement of temperature and humidity 
at the microphone for each new location or each hour whichever is oftener shall also be 
recorded. A ten (10) minute measurement contains valid data provided: Both LA10 minus 
LAW and Lao minus LC90 are not greater than 10 dB and the maximum wind speed at the 
microphone is less than 2 m/ s during the same ten (10) minute period as the acoustic . 
data. 

2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission Limits 

No wind turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause wind turbine sound 
immission at any location on non-participating property containing a residence in 
excess of the limits in the following table: 
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Table of Not-To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits 1 

Criteria Condition dBA dBC 

A Immission above pre-
LAeq::::LA90+ 5 lceq :::: lc90 +5 construction background: 

B Maximum immission: 35 LAeq 
55 Lceq for quiee rural environment 
60 Lc<o for rural-suburban environment 

C Immission spectra Lc,q (immission) minus (LA90 (background) +5 dB),; 20 dB imbalance (C - A < 20dB) 
0 Prominent tone penalty: 5dB I 5 dB 

Notes 

1 Each Test is independent and exceedances of any test establishes non-compliance 
Sound lIimmissionll is the wind turbine sound emission as received at a property. 

2 
A "quiet rural environment" is a location 2 miles from a major transportation artery 
without high traffic volume during otherwise quiet periods of the day or night. 

3 Prominent tone as defined in IEC 61400-11. This Standard is not to be used for any other 
purpose. 

1 Required Procedures provided in VIII Reference Standards including ANSI 12.9 Part 3 as Amended 

3. Wind Farm Noise Compliance Testing 
All of the measurements outlined above in 1. Establishing Long Term Background Noise 
Level must be repeated to determine compliance with 2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission 
Limits. The compliance test location is to be the pre-turbine background noise 
measurement location nearest to the home of the complainant in line with the wind farm 
and nearer to the wind farm. The time of day fm' the testing and the wind farm operating 
conditions plus wind speed and direction must replicate the conditions that generated the 
complaint. Procedures of ANSI S12.9- Pm'! 3 apply as amended in the Appendix to 
Ordinance. The effect of instrumentation limits for wind and other factors must be 
recognized and followed. 

3. Operations 

The WES/WT is non-compliant and must be shut down immediately if it exceeds any of the 
limits in the Table of Not-To-Exceed Property Line Sound Immission Limits. 

4. Complaint Resolution 

1. The owner/ operator of the WES shall respond within five (5) business days after notified 
of a noise complaint by any property owner within the project boundary and a one-mile 
radius beyond the project boundaq. 

2. The tests shall be performed by a qualified independent acoustical consultant acceptable 
to the complainant and the local agency charged with enforcement of this Ol'dinance. 

3. Testing shall commence within ten (10) working days of the request. If testing cannot be 
initiated within ten (10) days, the WES(s) in question shall be shut down until the testing 
can be started. 

4. A copy of the test results shall be sent to the property owner, and the LGA's Plmming 01' 

Zoning department within thirty (30) days of test completion. 

5. If a Complaint is made, the presumption shall be that it is reasonable. The LGA shall 
undertake an investigation of the alleged operational violation by a qualified individual 
mutually acceptable to the LGA. 

© 2008 G. W. Kamperman and R. R. James 
Prepared for: Washington State EFSEC Council 

Page 29 



Siting Wind Turbines 
To Prevent Health Risks From Sound 

October 28, 2008 
Version 2.1 

a) The reasonable cost and fees incurred by the LGA in retaining said qualified 
individual shall be reimbursed by the owner of the WESF. 

b) Funds for this assessment shall be paid or put into an escrow account prior to the 
study and payment shall be independent of the study findings. 

6. After the investigation, if the LGA reasonably concludes that operational violations are 
shown to be caused by the WESF, the licensee/ operator/ owner shalI use reasonable 
efforts to mitigate such pl'Oblems on a case-by-case basis including such measures as not 
operating during the nighttime or other noise sensitive period if such operation was the 
cause of the complaints. 

5. Reimbursement of Fees and Costs. 

Licensee/ operator/owner agrees to reimburse the LGA 's reasonable fees and costs incurred 
in the preparation, negotiation, administration and enforcement of this Ordinance, including, 
without limitation, the LGA 's attorneys' fees, engineering and/ or consultant fees, LGA 
meeting and hearing fees and the costs of public notices. If requested by the LGA the funds 
shall be placed in an escl'OW account under the management of the LGA. The preceding fees 
are payable within thirty (30) days of invoice. Unpaid invoices shall bear interest at the rate 
of 1 % per month until paid. The LGA may recover all l'easonable costs of collection, 
including attorneys' fees. . 

VII. MEASUREMENT PROCEDURES 

SUPPLEMENT TO WIND ENERGY SYSTEMS LICENSING ORDINANCE FOR SOUND 

I. Introduction 

The potential impact of sound and sound induced building vibration associated with the operation 
of wind powered elech'ic generators is often a primary concern for citizens living near proposed 
wind energy systems (WES(s)). This is especially true of pl'Ojects located near homes, residential 
neighborhoods, businesses, schools, and hospitals in quiet residential and rural communities. 
Determining the likely sound and vibration impacts is a highly technical undertaking and requires 
a serious effort in order to collect reliable and meaningful data for both the public and decision 
makers. 

This protocol is based in part on criteria published in American National Standards 512.9 -Part 3 
Quantities and Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, and 512.18 
and for the measurement of sound pressure level outdoors. 

The purpose is to first, establish a consistent and scientificalIy sound procedure for evaluating 
existing background levels of audible and low frequency sound in a WES pl'Oject area, and second 
to use the information pl'Ovided by the Applicant in its Application showing the predicted over-alI 
sound levels in terms of LAeq and Lceq and 1/3 or 1/1 octave bands as part of the required 
information submitted with the application. 

The over-alI values shalI be presented as overlays to the applicant's iso-level plot plan graphics 
and, for 1/1 or 1/3 octave data, in tabular form with location information sufficient to permit 
comparison of the baseline results to the predicted levels. This comparison will use the level limits 
of the ordinance to determine the likely impact operation of a new wind energy system project will 
have on the existing community soundscape. If the comparison demonstrates that the WES project 
will not exceed any of the level limits the project will be considered to be within allowable limits for 
safety and health. If the Applicant submits only partial information required for this comparison 
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the application calmot be app1'Oved. In all cases the burden to establish the operation as meeting 
safety and health limits will be on the Applicant. 

Next, it covers requirements for the sound p1'Opagation model to be supplied with the application. 

Finally, if the p1'Oject is approved, this section covers the study needed to compare the post-build 
sound levels to the predictions and the baseline study. The level limits in the ordinance apply to the 
post-build study. In addition, if there have been any complaints about WES sound 01' low 
frequency noise emissions 01' wind tmbine noise induced dwelling vibmtion by any resident of an 
occupied dwelling that p1'Operty will be included in the post-build study for evaluation against the 
rules for sound level limits and compHance. 

The characteristics of the proposed WES project and the featmes of the sur1'Ounding environment 
will influence the design of the sound and vibration study. Site layout, types of WES(s) selected and 
the existence of other significant local audible and low frequency sound sources and sensitive 
receptors should be taken into consideration when designing a sound study. The work will be 
performed by a qualified independent acoustical consultant for both the pre-construction 
background and post-consh'uction sound studies as described in the body of the ordinance. 

II. Instrumentation 

All instruments and other tools used to measure audible, inaudible and low frequency sound shall 
meet the requirements for ANSI or IEC Type 1 Integrating Averaging Sound Level Meter Standards 
The principle standard reference for this document is ANSI 12.9/Fart 3 with important additional 
specific requirements for the measUl'ing instrumentation and measmement P1'Otocol. 

Ill. Measurement of Pre-Construction Sound Environment (Base-line) 

An assessment of the proposed WES project aI'eas existing sound envi1'Onment is necessary in order 
to predict the likely impact resulting f1'Om a proposed p1'Oject. The following guideHnes must be 
used in developing a reasonable estimate of an area's existing background sound environment. All 
testing is to be performed by an independent qualified acoustical consultant app1'Oved by the LGA 
as p1'Ovided in the body of the ordinance. The WES appHcant may file objections detailing any 
concerns it may have with the LGA's selection. These concerns will be addressed in the study. 
Objections must be filed prior to the start of the noise study. All measmements are to be conducted 
with ANSI or IEC Type 1 certified and 
calibrated test equipment pel' reference 
specification at the end of this section. Test 
results will be i'eported to the LGA 01' its 
appointed repi·esentative. 

Sites with No Existing Wind Energy Systems (Base
line Sound Study) 

Sound level measurements shall be taken as 
follows: 

The results of the model showing the pi'edicted 
worst case LAeq and Lceq sound emissions of 
the p1'Oposed WES p1'Oject will be overlaid on a 
map (01' separate LAeq and Lceq maps) of the 
project area. An example (right) shows an 
approximately two (2) mile square section with 
iso-level contour lines prepared by the 
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applicant, sensitive receptors (homes) and locations selected for the baseline sound tests whichever 
are the controlling metric. The test points shall be located at the property line bounding the 
property of the turbine's host closest to the wind turbine. Additional sites may be added if 
appropriate. A grid comprised of one (1) mile boundaries (each grid cell is one (1) square mile) 
should be used to assist in identifying between two (2) to ten (10) measurement points per cell. The 
grid shall extend to a minimum of two (2) miles beyond the perimeter of the project boundary. This 
may be extended to more than two (2) miles at the discretion of the LGA. The measurement points 
shall be selected to represent the noise sensitive receptor sites based on the anticipated sound 
propagation from the combined WT in the project. Usually, this will be the closest WT. If there is 
more than one WT near-by then more than one test site may be required. 

The intent is to anticipate the locations along the bounding property line that will receive the 
highest sound immissions. The site that will most likely be negatively affected by the WES project's 
sound emissions should be given first priority in testing. These sites may include sites adjacent to 
occupied dwellings or other noise sensitive receptor sites. Sites shall be selected to represent the 
locations where the background soundscapes reflect the quietest locations of the sensitive receptor 
sites. Background sound levels (and 1/3 octave band sound pressure levels if required) shall be 
obtained according to the definitions and procedures provided in the ordinance and recognized 
acoustical testing practice and standards. 

All properties within the proposed WES project boundaries will be considered for this study. 

One test shall be conducted during the period defined by the months of April through November 
with the preferred time being the months of June through August. These months are normally 
associated with more contact with the outdoors and when homes may have open windows during 
the evening and night. Unless diTected otherwise by the LGA the season chosen for testing will 
represent the background soundscape for other seasons. At the discretion of the LGA, tests may be 
scheduled for other seasons. 

All measurement points (MPs) shaH be located with assistance from the LGA staff and property 
owner(s) and positioned such that no significant obstruction (building, trees, etc.) blocks sound and 
vibration from the nearest proposed WES site. 

Duration of measurements shall be a minimum of ten (10) continuous minutes for all criteria at 
each location. The duration must include at least six (6) minutes that are not affected by transient 
sounds from near-by and non-nature sources. Multiple ten (10) minute samples over longer periods 
such as 30 minutes or one (1) hour may be used to improve the reliability of the LA90 and Lew 
values. The ten (10) minute sample with the lowest valid Lw values will be used to define the 
background sound. 

The tests at each site selected for this study shall be taken during the expected' quietest period of 
the day or night' as appropriate for the site. For the purpose of determining background sound 
characteristics the prefened testing time is from 10pm until 4 am. If circumstances "indicated that a 
different time of the day should be sampled the test may be conducted at the alternate time if 
approved by the Town. 

Sound level measurements shall be made on a weekday of a non-holiday week. Weekend 
measurements may also be taken at selected sites where there are weekend activities that may be 
affected by WT sound. 

Measurements must be taken with the microphone at 1.2 to 1.5 meters above the ground and at 
least 15 feet from any reflective surface following ANSI 12.9 Part 3 protocol including selected 
options and other requirements outlined later in this Section. 
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1. For each Measurement Point and for each qualified measurement period, provide each of the 
following measurements: 

a. LAeql LA10, and LA90, and 

b. LCeq, LClO, and LC90 

2. A narrative description of any intermittent sounds registered dUl'ing each measurement. This 
may be augmented with video and audio recordings. 

3. A narrative description of the steady sounds that form the background soundscape. This may be 
augmented with video and audio recordings. 

4. Wind speed and direction at the microphone (Measurement Point), humidity and temperature at 
time of measurement will be included in the documentation. Corresponding information from the 
nearest 10 meter weather reporting station shall also be obtained. 

MeasUl'ements taken only when wind speeds are less than 2m/ s (4.5 mph) at the microphone 
location will be considered valid for this study. A windscreen of the type recommended by the 
monitoring instrument's manufacturer must be used for all data collection. 

5. Provide a map and/or diagram clearly showing (Using plot plan provided by LGA 01' 

Applicant): 

• The layout of the project area, including topogmphy, the project boundary lines, and 
property lines. 

• The locations of the MeasUl'ement Points. 
• The distance between any Measurement Points and the nearest WT(s). 
• The location of significant local non-WES sound and vibration sources. 
• The distance between all MPs and significant local sound SOUl'ces. And, 
• The location of all sensitive l'eceptors including but not limited to: schools, day-care centers, 

hospitals, residences, l'esidential neighborhoods, places of worship, and elderly care 
facilities. 

Sites with Existing Wind Energy Systems 

Two complete sets of sound level measurements must be taken as defined below: 

1. One set of meaSUl'ements with the wind generator(s) off unless the LGA elects to substitute the 
sound data collected for the background sound study. Wind speeds must be suitable for 
background sound tests as specified elsewhere in this ordinance. 

2. One set of measurements with the wind genemtor(s) running with wind speed at hub height 
sufficient to meet nominal rated power output 01' higher and less than 2 m/ s below at the 
microphone location. Conditions should reflect the worst case sound emissions from the WES 
project. This will normally involve tests taken dUl'ing the evening 01' night when winds are calm 
(less than 2m/ sec) at the ground sUl'face yet, at hub height, sufficient to power the tUl'bines. 

Sound level measurements and meteorological conditions at the microphone shall be taken and 
documented as discussed above. 

Sound level Estimate for Proposed Wind Energy Systems (when adding more WT to existing project) 

In order to estimate the sound impact of the proposed WES project on the existing environment an 
estimate of the sound produced by the proposed WES(s) under worst-case conditions for 
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producing sound emissions must be provided. This study may be conducted by a firm chosen by 
the WES operator with oversight provided by the LGA. 

The qualifications of the firm should be presented along with details of the procedure that will be 
used, software applications, and any limitations to the software or prediction methods as required 
elsewhere in this ordinance for models. . 

Provide the manufacturer's sound power level (LAw) and (Lew) characteristics for the proposed 
WES(s) operating at full load utilizing the methodology in lEC 61400-11 Wind Turbine Noise 
Standard. Provide one-third octave band sound power level information from 6.3 Hz to 10k Hz. 
Furnish the data using no frequency weighting. A-weighted data is optional. Provide sound 
pressure levels predicted for the WES(s) in combination and at full operation and at maximum 
sound power output for all areas where the predictions indicate LAeq levels of 30 dBA and above. 
The same area shall be used for reporting the predicted Leeq levels. Contour lines shall be in 
increments of 5 dB. 

Present tables with the predicted sound levels for the proposed WES(s) as LAeq and Leeq and at all 
octave band centers (8 Hz to 10k Hz) for distances of 500,1000, 1500, 2000, 2500 and 5000 feet from 
the center of the area with the highest density of WES(s). For projects with multiple WES(s), the 
combined sound level impact for all WES(s) operating at full load must be estimated. 

The above tables must include the impact (increased dBA and dBC (Leq) above baseline 190 
background sound levels) of the WES operations on all residential and other noise sensitive 
receiving locations within the project boundary. To the extent possible, the tables should include 
the sites tested (or likely to be tested) in the background study. 

Provide a contour map of the expected sound level from the new WES(s), using 5dB LAeq and Lceq 
increments created by the proposed WES(s) extending out to a distance of two (2) miles from the 
project boundary, or other distance necessary, to show the 25 LAeq and 50 Leeq boundaries. 

Provide a description of the impact of the proposed sound from the WES project on the existing 
environment. The results should anticipate the receptor sites that will be most negatively impacted 
by the WES project and to the extent possible provide data for each MP that are likely to be selected 
in the background sound study (note the sensitive receptor MPs): 

1. Report expected changes to existing sound levels for LAeq and LAW 

2. Report expected changes to existing sound levels for Leeq and LC90 

3. Report the expected changes to existing sound pressure levels for each of the 1/1 or 1/3 octave 
bands in tabular form from 8 Hz to 10k Hz. 

4. Report all assumptions made in arriving at the estimate of impact, any limitations that might 
cause the sound levels to exceed the values of the estimate, and any conclusions reached 
regarding the potential effects on people living near the project area. If the effects of coherence, 
worst case weather, or operating conditions are not reflected in the model a discussion of how 
these factors could increase the predicted values is required. 

5. Include an estimate of the number of hours of operation expected from the proposed WES(s) and 
under what conditions the WES(s) would be expected to run. Any differences from the 
information filed with the Application should be addressed. 

© 2008 G. W. Kamperman and R: R. James 
Prepared for: Washington State EFSEC Council 

Page 34 



Siting Wind Turbines 
To Prevent Health Risks From Sound 

IV. Post-Construction Measurements 

October 28, 2008 
Version 2.1 

Post Construction Measurements should be conducted by a qualified noise consultant selected by 
and under the direction of the LGA. The requirements of this Appendix f01' Sites with Existing 
Wind Energy Systems shall apply 

1. Within twelve months of the date when the pl'Oject is fully operational, preferably within two 
weeks of the almiversary date of the pre-construction background sound measurements, repeat the 
measurements. Post-construction sound level measurements shall be taken both with all WES(s) 
running and with all WES(s) off except as pl'Ovided in this ordinance. 

2. Rep01't post-consh'uction measurements to the LGA using the same f01'mat as used for the 
background sound study. 

VIII. REFERENCE Standards and ANSI 512.9 Part 3 with Required Amendments 

ANSI/ ASA S12.9-1993/Part 3 (R2008) - American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for 
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 3: Short-Term Measurements with an 
Observer Present. 

This standard is the second in a series of parts concerning description alld measurement of outdoor 
envil'Onmental sound. The standard describes recommended pl'Ocedures for measurement of sh01't
term, time-average envil'Onmental sound outdoors at one 01' m01'e locations in a community for 
envil'Onmental assessment or planning for compatible land uses and for other purposes such as 
demonstrating compliance with a regulation. These measurements are distinguished by the 
requirement to have an observer present. Sound may be produced by one 01' more sepamte, 
distributed sources of sound such as a highway, factory, or airport. Methods are given to conect 
the measured levels for the influence of background sound. 

Wind Turbine Siting Acoustical Measurements 
ANSI 512.9 Part 3 Selected Options and Requirement Amendments 

For the purposes of this ordinance specific options pl'Ovided in ANSI S12.9-Part 3 (2008) shall apply 
with the additional following requirements to Sections in ANSI S12.9/Part 3: 

5.2 background sound: Use definition (1) 'long-term' 
5.2 long-term background sound: The ~o excludes short term backgl'Ound sounds 
5.3 basic measurement period: Ten (10) minutes L90(10min) 
5.6 Sound Measuring Instrument: Type 1 Integrating Meter meeting ANSI Sl.43 or IEC 61672-1. 

The sound level meter shall cover the frequency range fl'Om 6.3 Hz to 20k Hz and 
simultaneously measure dBA LN and dBC LN. The instrument must also be capable of 
accurately measuring low-level backgl'Ound sounds down to 20 dBA. 

6.5 Windscreen: Required 
6.6(a) An anemometer accurate to ± 10% at 2m/ s. to full scale accuracy. The anemometer shall be 

located 1.5 to 2m above the ground and O1'ientated to l'ec01'd maximum wind velocity. The 
maximum wind velocity, wind direction, temperature and humidity shall be rec01'ded for each 
ten (10) minute sound measurement period observed within 5 m. of the measuring 
microphone .. 

7.1 Long-term backgl'Ound sound 
7.2 Data collection Methods: Second method with observed samples to avoid contamination by 

short term sounds (purpose: to avoid loss of statistical data) 
8 Source(s) Data Collection: Alll'equirements in ANSI S12.18 Method #2 precision to the extent 

possible while still permitting testing of the conditions that lead to complaints. The 
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meteorological requirements in ANSI S12.18 may not be applicable for some complaints. For 
sound measurements in response to a complaint, the compliance sound measurements should 
be made under conditions that replicate the conditions that caused the complaint without 
exceeding instrument and windscreen limits and tolerances. 

8.1(b) Measuring microphone with windscreen shall be located l.2m to 1.8m (l.5m preferred) 
above the ground and greater than 8m from large sound reflecting surface. 

8.3(a) All meteorological observations required at both (not either) microphone and nearest 10m 
weather reporting station. 

8.3(b) For a 10 minute background sound measurement to be valid the wind velocity shall be less 
then 2m/ s (4.5 mph) measured less than 5m from the microphone. Compliance sound 
measurements shall be taken when winds shall be less than 4m/ s at the microphone. 

8.3(c) In addition to the required acoustic calibration checks, the sound measuring instrument 
internal noise floor, including microphone, must also be checked at the end of each series of 
ten minute measurements and no less frequently than once per day. Insert the microphone 
into the acoustic calibrator with the calibrator signal off. Record the observed dBA and dBC 
reading on the sound level meter to determine an approximation of the instrument self noise. 
Perform this test before leavIng the background measurement location. This calibrator
covered microphone must demonstrate the results of this test are at least 5 dB below the 
immediately previous ten-minute acoustic test results, for the acoustic background data to be 
valid. This test is necessary to detect undesired increase in the microphone and sound level 
meter internal self-noise. As a precaution sound measuring instrumentation should be 
removed from any air-conditioned space at least an hour before use. Nighttime measurements 
are often performed very near the meteorological dew point. Minor moisture condensation 
inside a microphone or sound level meter can increase the instrument self noise and void the 
measured background data. 

8.4 The remaining sections starting at 8.4 in ANSI S12.9 Part 3 Standard do not apply. 

ANSI S12.18-1994 (R2004) American National Standard Procedures for Outdoor Measurement of Sound 
Pressure Level 

This American National Standard describes procedures for the measurement of sound pressure 
levels in the outdoor environment, considering the effects of the ground, the effects of refraction 
due to wind and temperature gradients, and the effects due to turbulence. This standard is focused 
on measurement of sound pressure levels produced by specific sources outdoors. The measured 
sound pressure levels can be used to calculate sound pressure levels at other distances from the 
source or to extrapolate to other environmental conditions or to assess compliance with regulation. 
This standard describes two methods to measure sound pressure levels outdoors. METHOD No.1: 
general method; outlines conditions for routine measurements. METHOD No.2: precision method; 
describes sh'ict conditions for more accurate measurements. This standm'd assumes the 
measurement of A-weighted sound pressure level or time-averaged sound pressure level or octave, 
1/3-octave or nanow-band sound pressure level, but does not preclude determination of other 
sound descriptors. 

ANSI Sl.43-1997(R2007) American National Standard Specifications for Integrating Averaging Sound Level 
Meters 

This Standard describes insh'uments for the measurement of frequency-weighted and time-average 
sound pressure levels. Optionally, sound exposure levels may be measured. TIus standard is 
consistent with the relevant requirements of ANSI Sl.4-1983(R 1997) American National Standard 
Specification for Sound Level Meters, but specifies additional characteristics that are necessary to 
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measure the time-average sound pressure level of steady, intermittent, fluctuating, and impulsive 
sounds. 

ANSI 51.11-2004 American National Standard 'Specification for Octave-Band and Fractional-Octave-Band 
Analog and Digital Filters' 

This standard provides performance requirements for analog, sampled-data, and digital 
implementations of band-pass filters that comprise a filter set 01' spectrum analyzer for acoustical 
measurements. It supersedes ANSI 51.11-1986 (R1998) American National Standard Specification 
for Octave-Band and Fractional-Octave-Band Analog and Digital Filters, and is a counterpart to 
International Standard IEe 61260:1995 Electroacoustics - Octave-Band and Fractional-Octave-Band 
Filters. Significant changes from ANSI 51.11-1986 have been adopted in order to conform to most of 
the specifications of lEe 61260:1995. This standard differs from lEe 61260:1995 in three ways: (1) 
the test methods of lEe 61260 clauses 5 is moved to an informative annex, (2) the term 'band 
number,' not present in IEe 61260, is used as in ANSI 51.11-1986, (3) l'eferences to American 
National Standards are incorporated, and (4) minor editorial and style differences are incorporated. 

ANSI 51.40-2006 American National Standard Specifications and Verification Procedures for Sound 
Calibrators 

IEC 61400-11 

Second edition 2002-12, Amendment 1 2006-05 

IEC 61400-11 

Second edition 2002-12, Amendment 1 2006-0 

Wind turbine generator systems -Part 11: Acoustic noise measurement techniques 

The purpose of this part of IEe 61400 is to provide a uniform methodology that will ensure 
consistency and accuracy in the measurement and analysis of acoustical emissions by wind turbine 
generator systems. The standard has been prepared with the anticipation that it would be applied 
by: 

• the wind turbine manufacturer striving to meet well defined acoustic emission performance 
requirements andj or a possible declaration system; 

• the wind turbine purchaser in specifying such performance requirements; 
• the wind turbine operator who may be required to verify that stated, or required, acoustic 

performance specifica tions are met for new 01' refurbished units; 
• the wind turbine plalU1er or regulator who must be able to accurately and fairly define 

acoustical emission characteristics of a wind turbine in l'esponse to environmental regulations 
or permit requirements for new or modified installations. 

This standard provides guidance in the measurement, analysis and reporting of complex acoustic 
emissions from wind turbine generator systems. The standard will benefit those parties involved in 
the manufacture, installation, planning and permitting, operation, utilization, and regulation of 
wind turbines. The measurement and analysis techniques recommended in this document should 
be applied by all parties to insure that continuing development and operation of wind turbines is 
carried out in an atmosphere of consistent and accurate communication relative to environmental 
concerns. This standard presents measurement and reporting pl'Ocedures expected to pl'Ovide 
accurate results that can be replicated by others. 

End of Measurement Procedure 
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Indush'ial scale wind turbines are a familiar part of the landscape in Europe, u.K. and other 
parts of the world. In the U.s., however, similar industrial scale wind energy developments are 
just beginning operation. The presence of industrial wind projects will increase dramatically 
over the next few years given the push by the Federal and state governments to promote 
renewable energy sources thl'Ough tax incentives and other forms of economic and political 
support. States and local governments in the U.S. are promoting what appear to be lenient rules 
for how indush'ial wind farms can be located in communities, which are predominantly rural 
and often very quiet. Studies already completed and currently in progress describe significant 
health.effects associated with living in the vicinity of industrial grade wind turbines. This paper 
reviews sound studies conducted by consultants for governments, the wind turbine owner, or 
the local residents for a number of sites with known health or annoyance problems. The purpose 
is to determine if a set of simple guidelines using dBA and dBC sound levels can serve as the 
'safe' siting guidelines. Findings of the review and recommendations for sound limits will be 
presented. A discussion of how the proposed limits would have affected the existing sites where 
people have demonstrated pathologies apparently related to wind turbine sound will also be 
presented. 

Background 
A relatively new source of community noise is spreading rapidly across the rural U.S. 
countryside. Industrial grade wind turbines, a common sight in many European countries, are 
now being promoted by Federal and state governments as the way to minimize coal powered 
electrical energy and its effects on global warming. But, the initial developments using the 
newer 1.5 to 3 MWatt wind turbines here in the U.S. has also led to numerous complaints from 
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The contents of the NOISE~CON 2008 Proceedings have been reproduced from the original author-submitted flies. The 
authors are solely responsible for the technical content and opinions expressed therein. The opinions expressed are not 
necessarily those of the Institute of Noise Control Engineering of the USA, Washington, DC or those of the Acoustical Society of 
America © 2008, The authors have given their permission to include the entire text of the paper as part of this document. 

Permission is hereby granted for any person to reproduce a fractional part of any paper herein provided that permission is 
obtained from its author(s} and credit is given to the author(s) and the INeE Noise-con 2008 Proceedings. Notification to 
INeE/USA is also required. 

31 The criteria table at the end of this paper and portions of the narrative have been revised to reflect our current 
understanding of how to specify the sound limits with less ambiguity and to use the new format for presenting them. 
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residents who find themselves no longer in the quiet rural communities they were living in 
before the wind turbine developments went on-line. Questions have been Taised about whether 
the current siting guidelines being used in the u.s. are sufficiently protective for the people 
living closest to the developments. Research being conducted into the health issues using data 
from established wind turbine developments is beginning to appear that supports the possibility 
there is a basis for the health concerns. Other research into the computer modeling and other 
methods used for determining the layout of the industrial wind turbine developments and the 
distances from residents in the adjacent communities are showing that the output of the models 
should not be considered accurate enough to be used as the sole basis for making the siting 
decisions. 

The authors have reviewed a number of noise studies conducted in response to community 
complaints for wind energy systems sited in Europe, Canada, and the U.S. to determine if 
additional criteria are needed for establishing safe limits for industrial wind turbine sound 
immissions in rural communities. In several cases, the residents who filed the complaints have 
been included in studies by medical researchers who are investigating the potential health risks 
associated with living near industrial grade wind turbines 365 days a year. These studies were 
also reviewed by the authors to help in identifying what factors need to be considered in setting 
criteria for 'safe' sound limits at receiving properties. Due to concerns about medical privacy, 
details of these studies are not discussed in this paper. Current standards used in the u.s. and in 
most other parts of the world rely on not-to-exceed dBA sound levels, such as 50 dBA, or on not
to-exceed limits based on the pre-construction background sound level plus an adder (e.g. ~OA + 
5 dBA). 

Our review covered the community noise studies performed in response to complaints, research 
on health issues related to wind turbine noise, critiques of noise studies performed by 
consultants working for the wind developer, and research/ technical papers on wind turbine 
sound immissions and related topics. The papers m'e listed in Tables 1-4. 

Table 1-List of Studies Related to Complaints 

Resource Systems Engineering, Sound Level Study - Ambient & Operations Sound Level 
Monitoring, Maine Department of Environmental Protection Order No. L-21635-26-A-N, June 2007 

ESS Group, Inc., Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Dutch Hill Wind Power Project -
Town of Cohocton, NY, November 2006 

David M. Hessler, Enviromnental Sound Survey and Noise Impact Assessment - Noble 
Wethersfield Wind park - Towns of Wethersfield and Eagle NY For: Noble Environmental Power, 
LLC January 2007 

George Hessler, "Report Number 101006-1, Noise Assessment Jordanville Wind Power Project," 
October 2006 

HGC Engineering, "Environmental Noise Assessment Pubnico Point Wind Farm, Nova Scotia, 
Natural Resources Canada Contract NRCAN-06-0046," August 23, 2006 

John I. Walker, Sound Quality Monitoring, East Point, Prince Edward Island" by Jacques Whitford, 
Consultants for Prince Edward Island Energy CorpoTation, May 28, 2007 
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Table 2- List of Studies related to Health 

Nina Pierpont, "Wind Turbine Syndrome - Absh'act" from draft article and personal 
conversations. www .nina:Qieq~ont.com 

Nina Pierpont, "Letter from Dr. Pierpont to a resident of Ontario, Canada, re: Wind Turbine 
Syndrome," Autumn 2007 

Amanda Hal'lY, "Wind Turbine Noise and Health" (2007) 

Barbara J. Frey and Peter J. Hadden, "Noise Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed Near 
Homes, Effects on Health" (2007) 

Eja Pedersen, "Human response to wind turbine noise - Perception, annoyance and 
moderating factors, Occupational and Environmental Medicine," The Sahlgrenska Academy, 
Gotenborg 2007 

Robin Phipps, "In the Matter of Moturimu Wind Farm Application, Palmers ton North, 
Australia," Mal'ch 2007 

WHO European Centre for Environment and Health, Bonn Office, "Report on the third 
meeting on night noise guidelines," April 2005 

Table 3-List of Studies that review Siting Impact Statements 

Richard H. Bolton, "Evaluation of Environmental Noise Analysis for 'Jordanville Wind 
Power Project,'" December 14, 2006 Rev 3. 

Clifford P. Schneider, "Accuracy of Model Predictions and the Effects of Atmospheric 
Stability on Wind Turbine Noise at the Maple Ridge Wind Power Facility," Lowville, NY -
2007 

Table 4-List of Research and Technical papers included in review process 

Anthony L. Rogers, James F. Manwell, Sally Wright, "Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise," 
Renewable Energy Research Laboratory, Dept. of ME and IE, U of Mass, Amherst, amended 
June 2006 

ISO. 1996. Acoustics - Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors - Part 2: General 
method of calculation. International Organization of Standardization. ISO 9613-2. p. 18. 

G.P. van den Berg, "The Sounds of High Winds - the effect of atmospheric .stability on wind 
turbine sound and microphone noise," Ph.D. thesis, 2006 

Fritz van den Berg, "Wind Profiles over Complex Terrain," Proceedings of Second 
International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept. 2007 

William K. G. Palmer, "Uncloaking the Nature of Wind Turbines-Using the Science of 
Meteorology," Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, 
France, Sept. 2007 

Soren Vase Legarth, "Auralization and Assessment of Annoyance from Wind Turbines," 
Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept. 
2007 

Julian T. and Jane Davis, "Living with aerodynamic modulation, low frequency vibration 
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and sleep deprivation - how wind turbines inappropriately placed can act collectively and 
destroy rural quietitude," Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Tmbine 
Noise, Lyons, France, Sept. 2007 

James D. Barnes, "A Variety of Wind Turbine Noise Regulations in the United States - 2007," 
Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept. 
2007 

M. Schwartz and D. Elliott, Wind SheaI' Characteristics at Central Plains Tall Towers, NREL 
2006 

IEC 61400 "Wind turbine generator systems, Part 11: Acoustic noise measurement 
techniques," .rev:2002 

Discussion 
After reviewing the materials in the tables; we have arrived at our current understanding of 
wind turbine noise and its impact on the host community and its residents. The review showed 
that some residents living as far as 3 km (two (2) miles) from a wind farm complain of sleep 
disturbance from the noise. Many residents living one-tenth this distance (300 m. or 1000 feet) 
from a wind farm are experiencing major sleep disruption and other serious medical problems 
from nighttime wind turbine noise. The peculiar acoustic characteristics of wind turbine noise 
immissions cause the sounds heaTd at the receiving properties to be more annoying and 
troublesome than the more familiar noise from traffic and industrial factories. Limits used for 
these other community noise sources do not appear to be appropriate for siting industrial wind 
turbines. The residents who are milloyed by wind turbine noise complain of the approximately 
one (1) second Tepetitive swoosh-boom-swoosh-boom sound of the turbine blades and "low 
frequency" noise. It is not apparent to these authors whether the complaints that refer to "low 
frequency" noise are about the audible low frequency patt of the swoosh-boom sound, the one 
hertz amplitude modulation of the swoosh-boom sound, m some combination of both acoustic 
phenomena. 

To assist in understanding the issues at hand, the authors developed the' conceptual' graph for 
industrial wind turbine sound shown in Figure 1. This graph shows the data from one of the 
complaint sites plotted against the sound immission spech'a for a modern 2.5 MWatt wind 
turbine; Young's threshold of perception for the 10% most sensitive population (ISO 0266); and a 
spech'um obtained for a Tural community dming a three hour, 20 minute test from 11:45 pm 
until 3:05 am on a windless June evening in near Ubly, Michigan a quiet rural community 
located in central Huron County. (Also called: Michigan's "Thumb.") It is wmth noting that this 
rural community demonstrates how quiet a rural community can be when located at a distance 
from industry, highways, and airpmt Telated noise emitters. 

During our review we posed a number of questions to ourselves related to what we were 
learning. The questions (italics) and our answers are: 

Do National or International or local community Noise Standards for siting wind turbines near dwellings 
address the 10lV frequenctJ portion of the wind turbine's sOllnd i/1l1/1issioI1S?32 No! State and Local 
govemments are in the process of establishing wind farm noise limits and/ or wind turbine 

32 Emissions refer to acoustic energy from the 'viewpoint' of the sound emitter, while immissions refer to 
acoustic energy from the viewpoint of the receiver. 
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setbacks from nearby residents, but the standards incorrectly presume that limits based on dBA 
levels are sufficient to protect the residents. 

Do wind farm developers have noise limit criteria and/or wind turbine setback criteria that apply to nearby 
residents? Yes! But the Wind Industry recommended residential wind tUl'bine noise levels 
(typically 50-55 dBA) are too high for the quiet natUl'e of the rUl'aI communities and may be 
unsafe for the nearest residents. An additional concern is that some of the methods for 
implementing pre-construction computer models may predict sound levels that are too low. 
These two factors combined can lead to post-construction complaints and health risks. 

Are all residents living near wind farms equally affected by wind turbine noise? No, children, people 
with pre-existing medical conditions, especially sleep disorders, and the elderly are generally the 
most susceptible. Some people are unaffected while some nearby neighbors develop serious 
health effects caused by exposUl'e to the same wind turbine noise. 

How does wind turbine noise impact nearby residents? Initially, the most common problem is chronic 
sleep deprivation during nighttime. According to the medical research documents, this may 
develop mto far more serious physical and psychological problems 

What are the technical options for reducing wind turbine noise immission at residences? There are only 
two options: 1) increase the distance between SOUl'ce and receiver, and/ or 2) reduce the SOUl'ce 
sound power immission. Either solution is incompatible with the objective of the wind farm 
developer to maximize the wind power electrical generation within the land available. 
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Is wind turbine noise at a residence much more annoying than traffic noise? Yes, researchers have 
found that "Wind tUl'bine noise was perceived by about 85% of the respondents even when the 
calculated A-weighted SPL were as low as 35.0-37.5 dB. This could be due to the presence of 
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amplitude modulation in the noise, making it easy to detect and difficult to mask by ambient 
noise." [JASA 116(6), December 2004, pgs 3460-3470, "Perception and mmoyance due to wind 
turbine noise-a dose-relationship" Eja Pedersen and Kerstin Persson Waye, Dept of 
Environmental Medicine, Goteborg University, Sweden] 

Why do wind turbine noise illlmissiol1S of only 35 dBA disturb sleep at l1igllt? This issue is now being 
studied by the medical profession. The affected residents complain of the middle to high 
frequency swooshing sounds of the rotating turbine blades at a constant l'epetitive mte of about 
1 hertz plus low frequency noise. The amplitude modulation of the swooshing sound changes 
continuously. The short time interval between the blade's swooshing sounds described by 
residents as sometimes having a thump O1'low frequency banging sound that varies in 
amplitude up to 10 dBA. This may be a result of phase changes between tmbine emissions, 
turbulence, 01' an opemtional mode .. The assumptions about wall and window attenuation being 
15 dBA or more may not be sufficiently protective considering the relatively high amplitude of 
the wind turbine's low frequency immission spectra. 

What are tile typical wind farlllnoise immission criteria or standards? Limits are not consistent and 
may vary even within a particular country, Example criteria include: Australia-the lower of 35 
dBA or 1»0 + 5 dBA, Denmark-40 dBA, France 1»0 + 3 (night) and 1»0 + 5 (day), Germany-40 dBA, 
Holland-40 dBA, United Kingdom-40 dBA (day) and 43 dBA (night) or L90 + 5 dBA, Illinois-55 
dBA (day) and 51 dBA (night), Wisconsin-50 dBA and Michigan-55 dBA. Note: Illinois statewide 
limits are expressed only in nine contiguous octave frequency bands and no mention of A
weighting for the hourly leq limits. Typically, wind turbine noise just meeting the octave band 
limits would read 5 dB below the energy sum of the nine octave bands after applying A
weighting. So the Illinois limits are approximately 50 dBA (daytime 7 AM to 10 PM) and 46 dBA 
at night, assuming a wind fal'ln is a Class C Property Line Noise Source. 

What is a reasonable wind farm sound immissiolllimit to protect the health of residences? We are 
proposing an immission limit of 35 dBA or L90A + 5 dBA whichever is lower and also a C
weighted criteria to address the impacted resident's complaints of wind tmbine low frequency 
noise: For the proposed criteria the dBC sound level at a receiving property shall not exceed 1»OA 
+ 20dB. In other words, the dBC operating immission limit shall not be more than 20 dB above 
the measured dBA (L90A) pre-construction nighttime background sound level. A maximum not
to-exceed limit of 50 dBC is also proposed. 

Why should the dBC immissioll limit 1I0t be permitted to be more than 20 dB above the background 
measured L90A? The World Health Ol'ganization and others have determined a sound emitter's 
noise that l'esults in a difference between the dBC and dBA value greater than 20 dB will be an 
annoying low frequency issue. 

Is not L90A the minimum dBA background 1I0ise level? This is not exactly correct. The 1»0 is the 
statistical descriptor representing the quietest 10% of the time. It may be understood as the 
sounds one hem's when there are no nearby or short-term sounds from man-made or natmal 
sources. It excludes sounds that are not part of the soundscape during all seasons. It is very 
important to establish the statistical average background noise environment outside a 
potentially impacted residence dUl'ing the quietest (10 pm to 4 am) sleeping hoUl's of the night. 
This nighttime sleep disturbance has generated the majority of the wind farm noise complaints 
t111'oughout the world. The basis for a community's wind tmbine sound immission limits would 
be the minimum 10 minute nighttime L90A plus 5 dB for the time period of 10 pm to 7 am. This 
would become the Nighttime Immission Limits for the proposed wind fm'm. This can be 
accomplished with one or several ten (10) minute measmements during any night when the 
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atmosphere is classified stable with a light wind from the area of the proposed wind farm. The 
Daytime Limits (7 am to 7 pm) could be set 10 dB above the minimum nighttime L.,OA measured 
noise, but the nighttime criteria will always be the limiting sound levels. 

A nearby wind farm meeting these noise immission criteria will be clearly audible to the 
residents occasionally during nighttime and daytime. Compliance with this noise standard 
would be determined by repeating the initial nighttime minimum nighttime 'L<JoA tests and 
adding the dBC (Leqc) noise measurement with the turbines on and off. If the nighttime 
background noise level (turbines off) was found to be slightly higher than the measured 
background prior to the wind farm installation, then the results with the turbines on must be 
corrected to determine compliance with the pre-turbine established sound limits. 

The common method used for establishing the background sound level at a proposed wind farm 
used in many of the studies in Table 1 was to use unattended noise monitors to record hundreds 
of ten (10) minute measurements to obtain a statistically significant sample over varying wind 
conditions or a period of weeks. The measured results for daytime and nighttime are combined 
to determine the statically average wind noise as a function of wind velocity. measured at a 
height of ten (10) meters. This provides an enormous amount of data but the results have little 
relationship to the wind turbine sound immission or turbine noise impact in nearby residents. 
The purpose of this exhaustive exercise often only demonstrates how much noise is generated by 
the wind. In some cases it appears that the data is used to 'prove' that the wind noise masks the 
turbine's sound immissions. 

The most glaring failure of this argument occurs during the frequent nighttime condition of a 
stable atmosphere. Then, the wind turbines operate at full 01' neal' full power and noise output 
while the wind at ground level is calm and the background noise level is low. This is the 
condition of maximum turbine noise impact on nearby residents. It is the condition which most 
directly causes chronic sleep disruption. Furthermore, the measurement methodology is usually 
faulty, as much of the wind noise measured by unattended sound monitors is the pseudo-wind 
noise generated by failure of the microphone's windscreen. This results in totally erroneous 
background sound levels being used for permitting and siting decisions. (See studies in Table 3, 
esp. Van den Berg) 

Are there additional noise data to be recorded for a pre-wind turbine noise survey near selected dwellings? 
Yes, The measuring sound level meter(s) need document the LAeq , LAlO, LA90 and Lceq, Lao, Lew 
sound levels plus start time & date for each 10 minute sample. The L,o results will be utilized to 
help validate that conditions were appropriate for measuring the L90 long term background 
sound levels. For example, on a quiet night one would expect LAIO to be less than 10 dB higher 
than the LA90 long-term background sound level. On a windy night or day the difference may be 
more than 20 dB. There is a requirement for measurement of the wind velocity near the sound 
measurement microphone continuously throughout each ten (10) minute recorded noise sample. 
The ten (10) minute average of the wind speed near the microphone shall not exceed 2 mj s (4.5 
mph) and the maximum wind speed for operational tests shall not exceed 4 mjs (9 mph). It is 
strongly recommended that observed samples be used for these tests. 

Is there a need to record weather data during the background noise recording survey? One weather 
monitor is required at the proposed wind farm on the side nearest the residents. The weather 
station sensors are at standard ten (10) meter height above ground. It is critical the weather be 
recorded every ten (10) minutes synchronized with the clocks in the sound level recorders 
without ambiguity in the start and end time of each ten (10) minute period. The weather station 
should record wind speed and direction, temperature, humidity and rain. 
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Why do Canada and some other cOlin tries base the permitted wind turbine noise ill/mission limits all the 
operational wind velocity at the 10m height wind speed instead of a maximum dBA or LA90 + 5 dBA 
immissiol1 level? First, it appears that the wind turbine industry will take advantage of every 
opportunity to elevate the maximum permitted noise immission level to 1'educe the setback 
distance from the nearby dwellings. Including wind as a masking source in the criteria is one 
method for elevating the permissible limits. Indeed the background noise level does increase 
with surface wind speed. When it does occur, it can be argued that the increased wind noise 
provides some masking of the wind farm turbine noise emission. However, in the middle of the 
night when the atmosphere is defined as stable (no vertical flow from surface heat radiation) the 
layers of the lower atmosphere can separate and permit wind velocities at the turbine hubs to be 
2 to 4 times the wind velocity at the 10m high wind monitor but remain near calm at ground 
level. The result is the wind turbines can be operating at or close to full capacity while it is very 
quiet outside the nearby dwellings. 

This is the heart of the wind turbine noise" problem" for residents within 3 km (approx. two 
miles) of a wind farm. When the turbines are producing the sound from operation it is quietest 
outside the surrounding homes. The PhD thesis of P.G. van den Berg "The Sounds of High 
Winds" is very enlightening on this issue. See also the letter by John Harrison in Ontario "On 
Wind Turbine Guidelines." 

What sound monitor measurements would be needed for enforcement of the wind turbine souud 
ordinance? A similar sound and wind 10 minute series of measurements would be repeated at 
the pre-wind farm location nearest the resident registering the wind turbine noise complaint, 
with and without the operation of the wind turbines. An independent acoustics expert should 
be retained who reports to the County Board or other responsible governing body. This 
independent acoustics expert shall be responsible for all the acoustic measurements including 
instrumentation setup, calibration and interpretation of recorded results. An independent 
acoustical consultant shall also perform all pre-turbine background noise measurements and 
interpretation of 1'esults to establish the Nighttime (and Daytime if applicable) industrial wind 
turbine sound immission limits. At present the acoustical consultants are retained by, and work 
directly for, the wind farm developer. 

This presents a serious problem with conflict of interest on the part of the consultant. The wind 
farm developer would like to show the significant amount of wind noise that is present to mask 
the sounds of the wind turbine immissions. The wind farm impacted community would like to 
know that wind turbine noise will be only barely perceptible and then only occasionally dming 
the night or daytime. 

Is frequency analysis required either during pre-wind farm background surveyor for compliance 
measurements? Normally one-third octave or narrower band analysis would only be required if 
there is a complaint of tones immission from the wind farm. 

Proposed Sound limits 
The simple fact that so many residents complain of low frequency noise from wind turbines is 
clear evidence that the single A-weighted (dBA) noise descriptor used in most jurisdictions for 
siting turbines is not adequate. The only other simple audio frequency weighting that is 
standardized and available on all sound level meters is C-weighting or dBC. A standard sound 
level meter set to measure dBA is increasingly less sensitive to low frequency below 500 Hz (one 
octave above middle-C). The same sound level meter set to measure dBC is equally sensitive to 
all frequencies above 32 Hz (lowest note on grand piano). It is well accepted that dBC readings 
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are more predictive of perceptual loudness than dBA readings if low frequency sounds are 
significant. 

We are proposing to use the commonly accepted dBA criteria that is based on the pre-existing 
background sound levels plus a 5 dB allowance for the wind turbine's immissions (e.g. ~A +5) 
for the audible sounds from wind turbines. In addition, to address the lower frequencies that 
are not considered in A-weighted measurements we are proposing to add limits based on dBC. 
The Proposed Sound Limits are presented in the text box at the end of this paper. 

For the current industrial grade wind turbines in the 1.5 to 3 MWatt range, the addition of the 
dBC requirement will result in an increased distance between wind turbines and the nearby 
residents. For the generalized graphs shown in Figure 1, the distances would need to be 
approximately double the cmrent distance. This will result in setbacks in the range of 1 km or 
greater f01' the current generation of wind turbines if they are to be located in rural areas where 
the ~OA background sound levels are 30 dBA or lower. When no man-made sounds are audible 
they can even be under 20 dBA. In areas with higher background sound levels, turbines could be 
located somewhat closer, but still at a distance greater than the 305 m (1000 ft.) or less setbacks 
commonly seen in U.S. based wind turbine standards set by many states and used for wind 
tmbine developments. 
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1. Establishing Long-Term Background Noise Level 

a. Instrumentation: ANSI or IEC Type 1 Precision Integrating Sound Level Meter plus meteorological 
instruments to measure wind velocity, temperature and humidity near the sound measuring microphone. 
Measurement procedures must meet ANSI 512.9, Part 3. 

b. Measurement location(s): Nearest property line(s) from proposed wind turbines representative of all non-
participating residential property within 2.0 miles. 

c. Time of measurements and prevailing weather: The atmosphere must be classified as stable with no vertical 
heat flow to cause air mixing. Stable conditions occur in the evening and middle of the night with a clear sky 
and very littie wind near the surface. Sound measurements are only valid when the measured wind speed at 
the microphone does not exceed 2 mls (4.5 mph). 

d. Long-Term Background sound measurements: All data recording shall be a series of contiguous ten (10) 
minute measurements. The measurement objective is to determine the quietest ten minute period at each 
location of interest. Nighttime test periods are preferred unless daytime conditions are quieter. The 
following data shall be recorded simultaneously for each ten (10) minute measurement period: dBA data 
includes LA90, LAlO! lAeq and dBC data includes lC901 LelO, and Lceqo The maximum wind speed at the 
microphone during the ten minutes, a single measurement of temperature and humidity at the microphone 
for each new location or each hour whichever is oftener shall also be recorded. A ten (10) minute 
measurement contains valid data provided: Both LAW minus lA90 and Lew minus lC90 are not greater than 10 
dB and the maximum wind speed at the microphone did not exceed 2 mls during the same ten (10) minute 
period as the acoustic data. 

2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission Limits 

No wind turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause wind turbine sound immission at any 
location on non-participating property containing a residence in excess of the limits in the following table: 

Table of Not-To-Exceed Property line Sound Immission limits 1 

Criteria Condition dBA dBC 

A 
Immission above pre-

LAeQ =lA90 + 5 lceq :::: Le90 +5 
construction background: 

B Maximum immission: 35 LA" 
55 LCeq for quiee rural environment 
60 Le" for rural-suburban environment 

C 
Immission spectra 

Le" (immission) minus (LAgo (background)+5):<; 20 dB imbalance 
0 Prominent tone penalty: 5 dB I 5 dB 

Notes 

1 
Each Test is independent and exceedances of any test establishes non-compliance 
Sound "immission" is the wind turbine noise emission as received at a property 
A "Quiet rural environment" is a location 2 miles from a state road or other major 

2 transportation artery without high traffic volume during otherwise quiet periods of the day or 
night. 

3 
Prominent tone as defined in IEC 61400-11. This Standard is not to be used for any other 
purpose . 

.,I Procedures provided in Section 7. Measurement Procedures (Appendix to Ordinance) of the most recent version of "The 
How To Guide To Siting Wind Turbines To Prevent Health Risks From Sound" by Kamperman and James apply to this table. 

3. Wind Farm Noise Compliance Testing 
All of the measurements outlined above in 1. Establishing the Long-Term Background Noise Level must be 

repeated to determine compliance with 2. Wind Turbine Sound Immission Limits. The compliance test location is to 
be the pre-turbine background noise measurement location nearest to the home of the complainant in line with the 
wind farm and nearer to the wind farm. The time of day for the testing and the wind farm operating conditions plus 
wind speed and direction must replicate the conditions that generated the complaint. Procedures of ANSI 512.9-
Part 3 apply as amended. Instrumentation limits for wind and other factors must be recognized and followed. 
he authors have based these criteria, procedures, and language on their current understanding of wind turbine sound emissions, land-use 
ompatibility, and the effects of sound on health. However, use of the following, in part or total, by any party is strictly voluntary and the user 

~ssumes all risks. please seek professional assistance in applying the recommendations of this document to any specific community or WES 
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Environmental Noise Guidelines: Wind Farms 

1 INTRODUCTION 

This document aims to help developers, planning and enforcement authorities, other government 
agencies and the broader community assess environmental noise impacts from wind farms. 

The core objective of these guidelines is to balance the advantage of developing wind energy 
projects in this State with protecting the amenity of the surrounding community from adverse 
noise impacts. 

Wind farms need specific guidelines because wind turbines have unique noise generating 
characteristics and the environments surrounding wind farm sites usually have low ambient 
noise. 

A workshop with approximately 40 participants was held to help develop these guidelines. A 
technical subgroup, formed from the workshop group, provided specific technical consultation 
during development. An earlier draft of these guidelines was dish"ibuted to the original workshop 
participants and their submissions were used to prepare this final document. 

In addition, the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) has taken into consideration the 
documents listed in the Bibliography (Section 11). 

I Shaded boxes throughout this draft document contain explanatory comments. 

Guidelines 

The Ellvironment Proteetion Act 1993 requires a duty of care for the environment. This is 
specified under Section 25 of the Act and states: 

A person must lIot tludertake all activity that pol/utes, or might pol/ute, the CIlvironment ulIless the 
persall takes all reasonable alld practicable meastlres to prevellt or minilllise allY resulting environmental 
Itarlll. 

Guidelines published by the EPA indicate the standard of care that is likely to be required to 
secure compliance with the general environmental duty as outlined in s. 25 of the Act. 

They have the advantage of flexibility and can be adapted to a range of circumstances. 

1 
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2 NOISE CRITERIA 

The general approach in setting noise criteria for new developments is to requn-e compliance with 
a base noise level. 

This base noise level is typically 5 dB(A) lower than the level considered to reflect U,e amenity of 
the receiving envn-onment. Designing new developments at a lower level accounts for tile 
cumulative effect of noise from other similar development and for the increased sensitivity of 
receivers to a new noise source. 

The impact of a given noise is also closely linked to the amount it exceeds the background noise. 
For example, the same noise in a quiet rural area will generally have a greater adverse impact tilan 
in a busy urban area because of tile masking effect of high ambient noise environments. 

If the noise generated does not exceed the background noise by more than 5 dB(A) the impact will 
be marginal and acceptable. 

A unique charactedstic of wind farms is that the noise level from each wind turbine generator 
(WTG) increases as the wind speed at the site increases. As an offset, the background noise also 
generally increases under these conditions and can mask the WTG noise. 

Comparison with a base noise level alone will tilerefore not be sufficient to indicate the potential 
impact of a wind farm: a farm could comply wiU, this base level at lower wind speeds but exceed 
it when the wind speed rises. 

Most international and interstate jurisdictions (see examples below) set a base noise level for low 
wind speeds and also ensure that the wind farm noise does not exceed the background noise by 
more than 5 dB(A) as the wind speed increases. 

This general approach recognises the w'ique noise generating charactedstics of wind turbines and 
tile particular ambient noise environments of most sites and is the one used by U,ese guidelines. 

2 

The New Zealand Standard NZS 6808 sets tile predicted base level (LAo.) at 40 dB (A). This is 
higher than the approach of these guidelines, but the specified propagation model to be used in 
accordance with that standard does not account for factors such as ground absorption and 
topography effects that can substantially reduce the noise level in practice. In addition, the New 
Zealand Standard requires the criteria to be met at all receivers, regardless of tileir relative 
amenity or relationship with the wind farm development. 

A comprehensive publication developed by the wind farm indusny for the UK Deparnnent of 
Trade and Indusny (1996) sets the base level (LA90) at 35-40 dB(A). The actual value chosen 
within this range depends on the number of dwellings affected, the effect on the capacity of the 
wind farm of meeting the standard, and the duration and level of exposure. 

Wind turbines and wind farms have been being developed in Delilllark for over 20 years. 
Denmark has set a base noise level only (and does not consider tile influence of backgrow,d 
noise). The base noise level (LA,.) is set at 40 dB(A) for a wind speed of VlOm = 8 m/s. These 
guidelines will provide a similar result given the expected influence of background noise. 

The NSW EPA has not published specific guidelines for wind farms but has assessed a number 
of development applications using the same base noise level and background noise approach as 
tilese guidelines. 
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Most wind farm sites are within or next to areas where low ambient noise levels are a significant 
component of that area's amenity. These might include rural living zones or zones that are not 
intended to be subject to any other significant ambient noise sources from adjacent premises. 

The criteria in these guidelines have been established for just such a scenario and have been 
developed in accordance with the objects of the Environment Protection Act 1993 (the Act). 

Where the wind farm sites are within or next to areas where more intensive activity is expected, 
the base noise level may also be increased commensurate with the amenity of that area. It is 
recommended that the developer discuss such a situation with the EPA and the relevant planning 
authority. 

2.1 Determining wind farm operating criteria 
The Envirollment Protection (Industrial Noise) PoliCl) 1994 limits the noise level from non-domestic 
noise sources including wind farms to 40 dB(A) or the lowest typical background noise level plus 
5 dB(A) (whichever is the greater) in rural areas from 2200 hrs until 0700 hrs the following day. 

This limit applies to existing noise sources and does not necessarily reflect the preferred noise 
criterion for new (planning) development. The general approach for new development applies a 
night time level of 35 dB(A) to significant development in a rural location. 

To prevent adverse impacts from the increased noise of WTGs under high wind conditions, the 
increasing noise level must also be compared to the corresponding background noise at the 
relevant receiver. 

2.2 Noise criteria-new wind farm development 
The predicted equivalent noise level (LA,q.IO), adjusted for tonality in accordance with these 
guidelines, should not exceed: 

• 35 dB (A), or 

• the background noise (LA90.IO) by more than 5 dB(A) 

whichever is the greater, at all relevant receivers for each integer wind speed from cut-in to rated 
power of the WTG. 

The background noise should be as determined by the data collection and regression analysis 
procedure recommended under these guidelines (Section 3). It should be read from the resultant 
graph at the relevant integer wind speed. 

2.3 Agreements with wind farm developers 
Wind farm developers commonly enter into agreements with the owners of private land suitable 
for a wind farm site. The agreement provides the wind farm developers with the appropriate 
siting and generally provides the landowner with a level of compensation and diversity in their 
income sh'eam. 

The criteria have been developed to minimise the impact on the amenity of premises that do not 
have an agreement with wind farm developers. 

Notwithstanding this, the EPA calmot ignore noise impacts on the basis that an agreement has 
been made between the developer and the landowner. Developers cannot absolve themselves of 
their obligations under the Act by entering into an agreement with a landownel·. 

If it is shown that a development is having an 'adverse effect on an amenity value of an area that 
... unreasonably interferes with ... the enjoyment of the area' then appropriate action can be taken 
under the Act. 
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However, the existence of an agreement will affect the consideration of whether the interference is 
unreasonable in a given sitnation. It is unlikely that there will be Ilnreasollable interference if: 

• a formal agreement is documented between the parties 

• the agreement clearly outlines to the landowner the expected impact of the noise from the 
wind farm and its effect upon the landownell s amenity 

• the likely impact of exposure will not result in adverse health impacts (e.g. the level does not 
result in sleep distnrbance). 

A risk associated with relying on such agreements still remains where the criteria in these 
guidelines are exceeded. This is because an interpretation of 'unreasonable' is required in any 
futnre assessment of the impact of wind farm noise initiated by a complaint from the 
landowner (01' futnre landowners). 

2.4 Staged development 
The procedure and criteria presented in these guidelines are fOl' greenfield sites but a wind farm 
may be developed over a number of separate stages. 

A previous stage of the wind fat'm that is installed atld operating may raise the backgrOlUld noise 
level at the relevant l'eceivers by up to 5 dB(A). 

Any subsequent stage in the development of the wind farm site should meet the criteria using tIle 
background noise levels as they existed prior to the wind farm. Therefore, the noise generated by 
existing WTGs from a previous stage should not be considered as part of tIle background noise in 
determining criteria for subsequent stages. 

2.5 Cumulative development 
Sepat'ate wind farm developments in close proximity to each other may impact on the same 
relevant receiver. 

Therefore, as for staged development, any additional wind farm that may impact on tIle same 
relevant receiver as an existing wind farm should meet the criteria using the background noise 
levels as they existed before the original wind farm site development. The noise generated by 
existing WTGs from another wind farm shOUld not be considered as part of the background noise 
in determining criteria for subsequent development. 

On occasion it will not be possible to determine the background noise levels as they existed 
before the original wind farm development. 

This may result in subsequent developers of new wind fat'm sites needing to provide sufficient 
distance from a relevant receiver (who is common to an existing site) such that the base noise 
level is met at tIlat receiver for all operating wind speeds of the WTGs (VlOm)l up to 10 m/ s. 

1 Refer to 3.1-Backgrouml noise 
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3 MEETING THE CRITERIA 

This section describes the steps to be taken to assess whether the wind farm noise reaching 
receivers at relevant locations will comply with the criteria of these guidelines. 

Backgromld noise is measured at relevant receiver locations over continuous 10-minute intervals 
and particularly over the range of wind speeds at which the WTGs operate. The data must 
adequately represent conditions at the site and cover approximately 2000 intervals. 

Wind speed is measured at 10 m above the grollild and in intervals that correlate with the 
background noise measurements. TIle wind speed data, together with the manufacturel's noise 
data for the WTG and using a suitable model, is then used to predict noise levels at each integer 
wind speed from cut-in to rated power, at relevant receiver locations. 

The correlated wind speed and background noise data are plotted against each other to give a 
standard graph for background noise at each relevant receiver. This graph is then used in 
conjunction with the predicted noise levels to assess whether the wind farm will meet Ule criteria 
of these gUidelines. 

3.1 Background noise 

What Is background noise? 
Background noise is the 'lull' in the ambient noise environment. 

Intel'mittent noise events such as ft'om aircraft flying ovel, dogs barking, mobile farm machinery 
and the occasional vehicle travelling along a nearby road are all patt of the ambient noise 
environment but would not be considered part of the background noise unless they were present 
for at least 90% of the time. 

Why is background noise important? 
Background noise can mask the noise effects of new development such as a wind farm and the 
level of masking is a critical factor in assessing the impact of a wind farm. 

Wind generated noise can provide a good masking effect, particularly as it has similar 
characteristics to wind farm generated noise. 

Background noise measurement locations 
Background noise measurements should be carried out at locations that are relevant fOl' assessing 
the impact of WTG noise on nearby premises (relevant receivers). 

Relevant receiver locations are premises: 

• on which someone resides or has development approval to build a residential dwelling 

• at which the predicted noise level exceeds the relevant base noise level for wind speeds (VIOm) 
of 10 ml SOl' less 

• that are representative of the worst case situation when considering the range of premises, e.g. 
a house located among a group of nearby houses within a residential zone. 
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1. A proposed wind farm site with a zone in its vicinity that is p,.imarily for residential land 
use and is yet to be fully developed should be discussed with the relevant plaillling 
authOtity and the EPA. 

These locations will probably also be considered relevant receivers and background noise 
levels will be required at the zone boundary. 

The relevant planning authol'ity can then be infOtmed about the potential impacts on any 
future residential development. 

Nearby areas for which the zoning intent is not cleat' should also be discussed with the 
relevant planning authOtity and the EPA. 

2. Background noise generally increases at a greater rate than noise from WTGs at high wind 
speeds. If the wind farm is predicted to achieve the base noise level at the very high wind 
speed of 10 m/ s, 10 m above the ground (V1Onv see Section 3.4) the wind farm noise at even 
higher wind speeds is expected to be masked by the increasing background noise. 
Therefore the impact will not be adverse and further investigation is not required. 

The only exception is a receiver within 1500 m of the wind farm site that is in an area 
unlikely to be exposed to a windy environment. This specific circumstance should be 
discussed with the EPA. 

3. The worst case situation may not always be the closest receiver to the wind farm site. The 
closest receiver should always be a measurement position but other locations where the 
background noise environment may differ due to prevailing weather patterns and/ Ot local 
topography should also be included as relevant receivers. 

Background noise environments likely to diffel' at receivers around a wind farm site should 
also be discussed with the EPA. 

Background noise measurement position 
All measurements should be made outdoors. The microphone should be positioned 1200-1500 mm 
above the ground and at least 5 m from any reflecting surface (other than the ground). 
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The property boundary of the receiving premises is not necessarily a valid measuring position 
(particularly for large rural properties) unless it is likely that someone would regularly be there 
or the Development Plan clearly envisages noise sensitive development at such a location. 

In general, any area within 20 m of a house and in the direction of the wind farm would be a 
valid measuring position. 

Background noise levels can be significantly affected by local conditions, such as the presence 
of h'ees nearby. Where this is expected then it is recommended tlmt photographs be taken 
showing the noise measurement position and associated surroundings, such as buildings, trees 
and topography. 

This will ensure that no significant physical changes have been made tu the locations between 
the time of the initial background noise measurements and of compliance checking. 



Data collection 

Equipment 
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Background noise levels should be collected for continuous 10-minute time intervals using sound 
level meters or loggers of at least Type 2 certification in accordance with Australian Standard 
AS 1259-1990 or IEC-61672 (International Electrotechnical Commission 2002). 

The meters or loggers must be calibrated on site immediately before and after any measurement 
period using a calibrator complying with IEC 942 and approved by the meter manufacturer. 

Type 2 certified monitoring equipment provides a sufficient level of accuracy for assessing the 
impact of wind farms under these guidelines. 

Type 1 certified monitoring equipment will probably become commercially available in South 
Australia in the future, possibly sooner if an Australian Standard is prepared dealing with 
measurement procedures for wind fal'm sites. The EPA intends to modify this guideline to suit 
technical adVallCements and relevant standards/ policy development. 

Wind 
Microphones should be protected with windshields in accordance with the microphone 
manufacture!' s instructions, and the protection should be sufficient to ensure the noise level 
threshold of the monitoring equipment does not adversely affect the data used in the allalysis. If 
microphones cmmot be appropdately protected then affected data should not be collected. 

As part of the development application, developers may need to confirm that the reported noise 
levels aren't influenced by high wind speed across the microphone, particularly where average 
wind speeds at the noise measurement position are expected to exceed 5 m/ s (a high wind speed 
for the purposes of noise level measurement conditions). 

Affected data can be identified by monitoring the wind speed at the noise measurement pOSition 
(1200-1500 mm above ground level at the relevant receiver) over 10-minute intervals that 
conespond with the noise level measurement intervals. This information would then be compared 
with both the collected data for that interval and the manufacturel's specifications for microphone 
performance under those conditions. 

The EPA is currently sponsoring a 12-month field h'ial, started in JanualY 2003, to determine 
typical wind speeds at a backgrolUld noise level measurement site alld how these speeds relate 
to background noise level data. When the tdals are complete the data collection procedure will 
be reviewed. 

Rain 
Rain pedods during monitoring may also adversely affect the collected data. If rain was recol'ded 
in the vicinity during the collection period the developer must supply evidence that the affected 
data has not been used in the analysis. 

The nearest weather station might not provide a sufficient indication of localised conditions in 
remote areas. A sinlple method might record rain using a local gauge or collection method that is 
regularly checked, and discard all data in pedods where raill was detected. High sensitivity 
tipping min gauges have been used overseas but they are not readily available. 

7 
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Data 

Data not adversely affected by the effects of wind or rain should be collected for a sufficient period 
to cover the range of wind speeds and directions generally expected at the wind farm site. 

Particular emphasis should be placed on collecting backgromld noise data corresponding to the 
operating wind speed range of the WTGs. 

Sufficient data is considered to be approximately 2000 measurement intervals (or the equivalent of 
two weeks worth of data). 

The EPA field h·ials will also evaluate the quantity of data required to provide reliable 
regression analysis and to adequately represent the expected range of conditions at the site. 
When the trials are complete the data collection procedure will be reviewed. 

Compliance checking will require the background noise level data collection process to be 
repeated when the wind farm is operational (see Section 4). 

Background noise varies naturally throughout the year, with different prevailing wind 
directions, foliage on trees, ahnospheric conditions and the like. 

A community concem is that the developer may measure dming a iinlited (minimum 2 week) 
period that is not representative of the rest of the year. 

This guideline recommends that compliance checking be repeated at different periods of the 
year where valid concerns exist. 

The developer must collect representative background noise data. Non-compliance may result 
in one or a number of WTGs being stopped under certain conditions. 

3.2 Wind speed measurements 
Manufacturers of wind turbines publish noise level data for their machines derived thmugh a 
comprehensive intemational measurement standard. 

The noise level generated by a wind turbine increases as the wind speed ddving it increases. 
Generally data is provided for at least each integer wind speed from cut-in speed up to rated 
power. 

Wind speeds for the purposes of the WTG noise level data are measured at 10 m above ground 
level. 

The noise level data for each WTG is used as the basis for predicting the total noise level from a 
wind farm. 

Wind speed 10 m above the gromld at the wind farm site and background noise at the relevant 
receiver must be conelated so that background noise and wind farm noise can be compared. 
Therefore, wind speed measurements must be made in 10-minute intervals that correlate/ 
synchronise with the backgromld noise data collection. 

Measurement height 
The wind speed should be measured at 10 m above gromld level. 

A developer will often measure wind speed at different heights to determine whethet· wind 
conditions at the site are suitable for an economic wind farm development. It may be acceptable to 
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convert the results from a different measurement height to 10 m provided the wind shear model 
used to do this is clearly stated and is accepted by the EPA. 

All wind speeds referred to in these guidelines and within any development application refened 
to a plalUung authority should be expressed at 10 m above ground level unless otherwise stated. 

All predicted noise levels should be based on noise level data derived from wind speed 
measurements taken at 10 m above ground level 

Measurement location 
The same location should be used for measuring wind speed and direction for all of the following 
procedures: 

• background noise measurements 

• compliance checking 

• noise predictions. 

Therefore the wind speed measurement location at the wind farm site should not: 

• be significantly affected by the operation of the WTGs in their final location 

• provide lower wind speed results than other locations on tlle wind farm site, where those 
locations will house WTGs that affect the noise level at a relevant receiver. 

For large 01' topographically diverse wind farm sites, the suitability of the wind speed 
measurement location may need to be confirmed as part of tlle development assessment process. 

3.3 Noise level prediction 

Prediction locations 
The noise level associated with the wind farm should be predicted at all locations identified as 
relevant receivers under these guidelines for each integer wind speed from cut-in speed to the 
speed of rated power. 

WTG manufacturers generally do not test or extrapolate tested results above wind speeds of 
rated power. 

The measurement of noise levels under high wind speeds (used to determine the sound power 
level of a turbine model) is difficult. 

Where wind farms comply with the noise level criteria in these guidelines up to rated power it 
is unlikely that adverse inlpacts will occur at higher wind speeds. 

Propagation model 
A suitable model must be selected (or developed) to predict the worst case noise level at all 
relevant receivers. 

The following irlformation should be provided as part of the development application: 

• the propagation model, and any variation of the model, used for the prediction 

• an estimate of the model accuracy in dB (A) 
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• the assumptions used as input to the model, including allowances for noise absorption due to 
ail', ground, topographical and wind effects. 

The noise level at the relevant receiver locations should be predicted allowing for the propagating 
effect of wind (the noise sounds louder downwind than upwind) in the direction from the wind 
farm to that receiver at each integer wind speed. This represents a worst case situation. (In most 
situations there will be different wind directions and wind speeds between each WTG on a wind 
farm site and the relevant receiver. These effects will reduce the actual noise level when compared 
to that predicted under worst case conditions.) 

Noise levels should be predicted by an acoustic engineer defined for the purposes of these 
guidelines as an engineer who is eligible for membership of both the Australian Acoustical Society 
and the Institution of Engineers Australia. 

The New Zealand Standard NZS 6808:1998 uses a simple propagation model that does not 
account for wind, ground or topographical effects, and uses a simplified approach to account 
for atmospheric effects. 

The model is expected to predict higher than actual noise levels where topography (land rise or 
structure between receiver and wind farm) 01' ground effects (heavy foliage) are important. 
Howevel~ on other sites it may predict with similar accuracy to more complex propagation 
models because it does not account for the propagating effect of the wind. 

This model can be used with limited background in acoustic engineering. If it, 01' a similar 
simple propagation model, is intended to be used, this should be discussed with the EPA. Use 
of such a model and input by someone other than an acoustic engineer may be acceptable 
where the predicted levels easily meet the criteria. 

Sound power data 
The sound power level can be thought of as the noise signature for the WTG model proposed for 
the wind farm. 

The sound power level data at each integer wind speed from cut-in speed to the speed of rated 
power should be specified in the development application as determined in accordance with 
International E1ectrotechnical Standard IEC 61400-11. 

Tonality is a characteristic that can increase the adverse impact of a given noise source and it can 
be determined by breaking the noise signature down into discrete frequency bands. 

If tonality is a characteristic of the WTG noise, 5 dB(A) should be added to the predicted 01' 

measured noise level from the wind farm. 

To help determine whether there is tonality, the method and results of testing (such as in 
accordance with IEC 61400-11) can'ied out on the proposed WTG model to determine the presence 
of tonality should also be specified in the development application. 

At the time of development application, the contractual a1'1'angements for which particular WTG 
model may not have been finalised between the developer and WTG supplier. If the WTG model 
to be installed differs from that assumed at the time of development application, the developer 
should assess and discuss the effect on the propagation model with the EPA. 

The wind farm developer must also discuss changes to the type, location 01' operation of the WTGs 
with the relevant planning authority. 
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3.4 Data analysis 

Background noise and wind speed data 
At the completion of the data collection period there should be a minimum of 2000 pairs of 
synchronised background noise and wind speed measurements at wind speeds between the cut-in 
speed and the speed of rated power. 

The background noise should be plotted against the corresponding wind speed measurement for 
each relevant receiver. It is common to plot the wind speed along the x axis and the background 
noise along the y axis. 

A best fit regression analysis shonld be carried ont on the data. The polynomial order (from linear 
up to third order) providing the best correlation co-efficient should be used to provide the fitted 
regression line. 

The correlation co-efficient should be specified fOl" each polynomial OI"der. 

Data that has been collected at the extreme ends of the range of wind speeds (below and above the 
operating wind speeds of the WTG) can influence the slope of the fitted regression line and should 
not be included in the regression analysis. 

The graph for each relevant receiver showing the plotted points, the fitted regression line, the 
polynomial describing that line and the correlation co-efficient should be included in the 
development application. 

A typical graph is shown below for information. (In this example graph the operating speeds of 
the WTG are not known and thus, lUllike real situations, data above and below the operating have 
not been removed.) 

Background noise at the receiver vs Wind speed at windfarm 
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The predicted noise level should be overlaid on such a graph to determine compliance with the 
criteria. 
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4 COMPLIANCE CHECKING 

It is unlikely that the worst case noise propagation conditions of the prediction procedure of these 
guidelines will often be repeated during operation of the wind farm. The actual impacts are 
therefore likely to be less than the predicted impacts. 

Notwithstanding this, the prediction process relies on assumptions about a range of inputs, and 
the procedure given in this section for measuring the actual noise impacts is a means of 
confirmulg compliance or otherwise with the predicted inlpacts. 

The measurement of wind farm noise is expected to be difficult due to the masking effect of the 
ambient noise and its influence on the base noise level descriptor (LAeq). The background noise 
descriptor (LA90) is used to remove this effect. 

In setting the compliance checking criteria, the cumulative pre-existing effect of the background 
noise and the wUld farm noise, and the level of accuracy of the measurement procedure have been 
considered. 

4.1 Procedure 
Compliance checking follows a similar procedure to compliance prediction (Section 3). 

Ambient noise levels WiUl the wind farm operating are measured at relevant receiver locations, 
over continuous 10-minute intervals and over at least the range of wUld speeds at which the 
WTGs operate. The data must cover approximately 2000 intervals. 

WUld speed is measured at 10 m above the grOlmd and in intervals that correlate with the ambient 
noise Ineasurements. 

Compliance checking should collect data associated with the worst case wind direction from the 
wind farm to the relevant receiver. A wind direction spread of 45 degrees eiUler side of the direct 
line between the nearest WTG and the relevant receiver is considered acceptable (hlternational 
Electrotechnical Commission 1998, 1(j) p9). This will not always be practical, given prevailhlg 
wind condi tions. 

Cases in which it appears to be impractical to collect 2000 data points lmder worst case wUld 
direction conditions or in which all WTGs are not operating, should be discussed with the EPA. 

4.2 Data analysis 
Regression analysis should be repeated on Ule ambient noise and wind speed measurement data 
using the same polynomial order regression formula as for Section 3.5. The conelation co-efficient 
should be specified in the compliance checking report. 

Data below the cut-in speed and above the speed for rated power should not be included (see 
Section 3.5). 

A graph should be prepared for each relevant receiver ShOWUlg the plotted POUlts, the fitted 
regression line, the polynomial describing that line and the correlation co-efficient in the 
compliance checking report. 

In addition, the graph should have the criteria determined in accordance with these guidelines 
superimposed. 

4.3 Criteria 
The ambient noise level (LA90,10) measured in accordance with the compliance checking procedure 
and determuled by the regression analysis procedure should be read from the resultant graph at 
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the relevant integer wind speed. It should then be adjusted for tonality in accordance with these 
guidelines and should not exceed: 

• 35 dB (A), 01· 

• the pre-existing background noise by more than 5 dB(A) 

whichevel· is the greater, at all relevant receivers for each integer wind speed from cut-in to rated 
power. 

4.4 Tonality 

Where, in the opinion of an officer authorised under the Environment Protection Act, the wind 
farm exhibits tonality as a characteristic, the developer should conduct a tonality test in 
accordance with a procedure acceptable to the EPA. 

An addition of 5 dB(A) should be made to the measured background noise level from a wind farm 
where tonality is shown to be a characteristic. 

4.5 Annoying characteristics 
These guidelines have been developed with the fundamental characteristics of noise from a wind 
farm taken into account. These include the aerodynamic noise from the passing blades (commonly 
termed 'swish') and the infrequent and short-term braking noise. 

However, alnloying characteristics that are not fundamental to a typical wind farm should be 
rectified. Such characteristics may include infrasound (low frequency noise below the audible 
frequency range that manifests as a rattle in lightweight materials such as glass) or adverse 
mechanical noise (perhaps generated as a failure of a component). 

Infrasound was a characteristic of some early wind turbine models that has been attributed to 
early designs in which turbine blades were downwind of the main tower -the turbulence 
generated around the tower was cut through by the blades, generating this effect. 

Modern designs generally have the blades upwind of the tower. Wind conditions onto the 
blades and improved blade design minimise the generation of the effect. The EPA has 
consulted the wOl"king group and completed an extensive literature search but is not aware of 
infrasound being present at any modern wind farm site. 

4.6 Excessive noise 

The operation of the wind farm should comply with the criteria at alll·elevant receivers2. The 
extent of relevant receivers should not be confined to those identified during the development 
assessnlent stage. 

The EPA can require the developer to repeat the compliance checking procedure if it receives any 
complaint that may be valid about an unreasonable interference on those premises from noise 
impacts. 

An Environment Protection Order as provided under s. 93 of the Environment Protection Act may 
be issued by the EPA to secure compliance with the criteria in these guidelines. 

This may mean that the operation of certain WTGs would be restricted under certain wind speed 
conditions. 

2 See shaded panel 
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The EPA recognises that measurements in a windy environment are technically difficult and 
subject to variation. Exceeding the compliance checking criteria may be the result of varying 
backgromld noise, rather than of excessive wind farm noise. 

It is expected that there will be natural variations in backgmund noise throughout the year', 
with different prevailing wind directions, foliage on trees, atmospheric conditions and possibly 
with changes to local conditions such as buildings, trees or topography that may affect 
compliance with the criteria. Where this may be the case, the onus of responsibility for proof 
resides with the developer. 

A range of alternative compliance checking procedures, such as those detailed in tile Clause 6 
of the International Energy Agency recommended practices (1997), can remove the influence of 
background noise to accurately determine the wind farm noise in isolation. 

3The EPA field trials are expected to provide information on the extent of variation of the background noise. WIlen the trials are 
complete the compliance checking procedure will be reviewed. 
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5 DOCUMENTATION 

Development applications for wind farms are often referred to the EPA by the relevant planning 
aufhOl'ity for assessment of the environmental noise impact. 

The draft PlalUling SA Bulletin at fhe time of drafting these guidelines indicates that fhe referral 
may become formal by adding wind farm developments as a scheduled item in the Devel0plllwt 
Act 1993. 

If it appears likely fhat the criteria under these guidelines will be approached, developers should 
discuss the development with fhe EPA before submitting the application to ensure they provide 
all relevant information. 

All relevant information on fhe noise impacts must be included with the application. Possible 
infornlation requirements m"e sumnlarised below. 

5.1 Predicted noise from the wind farm 
(a) make and model of WTGs to be used, including hub height 

(b) one third octave band sound power levels and associated wind speed of WTGs to be used 

(c) positions of all WTGs 

(d) positions of all affected premises within 1.5 km of any WTG, noting which premises are part 
of the development and which are not 

(e) distance of all affected premises in d above from nearest WTG 

(f) description of the zone category for all receivers in (d), as outlined in the relevant 
Development Plan under the Development Act 1993 

(g) predicted noise levels £01' those premises in (d) for worst case wind direction and over the 
operathlg wind speed range of fhe WTGs 

(h) the model used and fhe method for deriving the noise levels in (g) 

(i) amount of noise reduction, if any, allowed for acoustic screening to estimate the levels in (g) 

(j) topographical map of wind farm and affected premises showing contour lines 

(k) location of wind measuring position(s) used for noise assessment and compliance purposes. 

5.2 Measurement and assessment 
(a) description of noise measuring equipment used, including make, model and type and 

including type and model of windscreen used for fhe microphone 

(b) noise measurement position including height above ground, wind speed (at the noise 
measurement position) and distance to nearest building structure 

(c) description and photograph of measurement position shOWing nearby trees and building 
structures 

(d) atmospheric conditions at the wind farm including wind speed and direction 

(e) time and duration of monitoring 

(f) sampling time for wind and noise measurements 

(g) number of data pairs measured (wind farm speed and background noise level) 

(h) deSCription of regression analysis mefhod 
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(i) graphical plot of data in Section 5.1 (g) above and regression Cluve 

(j) correlation co-efficient f01" regression curve 

(k) graphical plot and corresponding tabulated data analysing predicted noise levels and 
criteria against integer wind speeds. 

5.3 Compliance checking 
(a) deSCription of all noise monitoring equipment, including type of microphone wind 

protection used 

(b) noise monitoring position(s) 

(c) photographs of noise monit01"ing position taken bef01"e the wind farm was installed (at the 
noise modelling stage) and at the time of compliance checking, showing the noise 
measurement position and associated surroundings, such as buildings, trees and topography 

(d) description of wind speed and direction measuring equipment used and the location on the 
wind farm, including height above ground level 

(e) description of wind speed measuring equipment used for the purposes in Section 5.2 

(f) details of which WTGs were operating during compliance check 

(g) atmospheric conditions 

(h) time and duration of monitoring period 

(i) list of all monitored data showing wind speed, wind direction and noise level 

(j) graphical plot and tabulated data overlaying line of best fit and criteria against integer wind 
speeds 

(k) noise level at target and WTG cut-in speeds 

(I) assessment of any audible annoying noise characteristics 
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6 GLOSSARY 

A-weighted: frequency weighted as specified in Australian Standard AS 1259-1990 noise level 
meters or its replacement. 

Authorised officer: a person appointed to be an authorised officer under Division 1 of Part 10 of 
the Environment Protection Act 1993. 

Ambient noise: the total noise in a given envh·onment. 

Background noise: ambient noise, in the absence of the noise under investigation, measured using 
time weighting 'F', that is equalled or exceeded for 90% of the measurement tinle interval. 
Expressed as LA9<l,T, where T refers to the measurement time interval in minutes. 

Base noise level: means an LA"""O of 35 dB(A) unless otherwise stated. 

dB(A): the noise level in decibels, obtained using the' A' weighted network of a noise level meter 
as specified in Australian Standard AS 1259-1990 Noise Level Meters or its replacement. 

EPA: Environment Protection Authority. 

Equivalent noise level: the eqUivalent continuous A-weighted sound pressure level obtained 
using tin1e weighting 'F', over the lneasurement time intelval. Expressed as LAeq,TI where T refers 
to the llleasurement tinle interval in luinutes. 

Extraneous noise: noise fron1 animals, excessive wind effects, insects, birds, aircraft 01' unusual 
tmffic conditions or any other infrequently OCCUlTing component of the ambient noise. 

Impulsive noise: noise containing intpulse components as part of its characteristics, comprising a 
single pressure peak, or sequence of such peaks, or a single burst with multiple pressure peaks, 
whose amplitude decays with time, or a sequence of such bursts. 

Low frequency noise: a noise with perceptible and definite content in the audible frequency mnge 
below 250 Hz. 

Measurement place: a place at the receiver where the noise level is to be measured. 

Noise source: premises at which an activity or process is undertaken that results in the emission of 
noise. 

Predicted noise level: the LA,,,,lO wind farm noise level at a receiver predicted in accordance with 
these guidelines. 

Premises: any land, or the whole or part of a building or structure. 

Prevailing background noise level: the background noise level derived from regression analysis 
of the background noise data. 

Receiver: premises that may be affected by the noise source, other than premises on the same land 
as the noise source, 

T: measurement time interval; taken to be 10 minutes unless stated otherwise. 

Tonal noise: noise with perceptible and definite pitch or tone. 

VlO,,: wind speed measured in meh'es per second (m/s) at the wind farm site at 10 m above the 
ground. 

wrG: wind turbine genemtor. 

Wind farm: a group of WTGs installed in the same region and all operated by the same operator. 
It is not necessary that all WTGs are located on the same premises. 

Zone: an area of land delineated as a zone, precinct or oilierwise in the 1'elevant Development Plan 
under the Development Act 1993, iliat is subject to a set of land use rules under that Plan. 
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I. Introduction 
In late Febmary 2009 the Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) received a request 
from the Office of Energy Secmity (OES) in the Minnesota Depaliment of Commerce, 
for a "white paper" evaluating possible health effects associated with low frequency 
vibrations and sound arising from large wind energy conversion systems (L WECS). The 
OES noted that there was a request for a Contested Case Hearing before the Minnesota 
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) on the proposed Bent Tree Wind Project in Freeborn 
County Minnesota; further, the OES had received a long comment letter from a citizen 
regarding a second project proposal, the Lakeswind Wind Power Plant in Clay, Becker 
and Otteliail Counties, Minnesota. This same commenter also wrote to the Commissioner 
of MDH to ask for an evaluation of health issues related to exposure to low frequency 
sound energy generated by wind turbines. The OES informed MDH that a white paper 
would have more general application and usefulness in guiding decision-making for 
future wind projects than a Contested Case Hearing on a patticular project. (Note: A 
Contested Case Hearing is an evidentialY hearing before at! Administrative Law Judge, 
and may be ordered by regulatmy authorities, in this case the PUC, in order to make a 
determination on disputed issues of material fact. The OES advises the PUC on need and 
permitting issues related to large energy facilities.) 

In early March 2009, MDH agreed to evaluate health impacts from wind turbine noise 
and low frequency vibrations. In discussion with OES, MDH also proposed to examine 
experiences and policies of other states and countries. MDH staff appeared at a hearing 
before the PUC on March 19, 2009, and explained the purpose and use of the health 
evaluation. The Commissioner replied to the citizen letter, affirming that MDH would 
perform the requested review. 

A brief description of the two proposed wind power projects, and a brief discussion of 
health issues to be addressed in this repmi appear below. 

A. Site Proposals 
Wind turbines are huge and expensive machines requiring large capitol investment. 
Figure 1 shows some existing wind turbines in Minnesota. Large projects require control 
of extensive land area in order to optimize spacing of turbines to minimize turbulence at 
downwind turbines. Towers range up to 80 to 100 meters (260 to 325 feet), and blades 
can be up to 50 meters long (160 feet) (see Tetra Tech, 2008; WPL, 2008). Turbines are 
expected to be in place for 25-30 years. 
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1. Bent Tree Wind Project in Freeborn County 
This is a proposal by the Wisconsin Power and Light Company (WPL) for a 400 
megawatt (MW) project in two phases of200 MW each (requiring between 80 and 130 
wind turbines). The cost of the first phase is estimated at $497 million. The project site 
area would occupy approximately 40 square miles located 4 miles north and west of the 
city of Albert Lea, approximately 95 miles south of Minneapolis (Figure 2) (WPL, 2008). 
The Project is a L WECS and a Certificate of Need (CON) from the PUC is required 
(Minnesota Statutes 216B.243). The PUC uses the CON process to determine the basic 
type of facility (if any) to be constructed, the size of the facility, and when the project 
will be in service. The CON process involves a public hearing and preparation of an 
Environmental Report by the OES. The CON process generally takes a year, and is 
required before a facility can be permitted. 

WPL is required to develop a site layout that optimizes wind resources. Accordingly, 
project developers are required to control areas at least 5 rotor diameters in the prevailing 
(north·south) wind directions (between about 1300 and 1700 feet for the 1.5 to 2.5 MW 
turbines under consideration for the project) and 3 rotor diameters in the crosswind (east· 
west) directions (between about 800 and 1000 feet). Thus, these are minimum setback 
distances from propelties in the area for which easements have not been obtained. 
FUlther, noise rules promulgated by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA; 
Minnesota Rules Section 7030), specify a maximum nighttime noise in residential areas 
of 50 A·weighted decibels (dB(A). WPL has proposed a minimum setback of 1,000 feet 
from occupied structmes in order to comply with the noise rule. 

2. Noble Flat Hill Wind ParI. in Clay, BecI.er and Ottertail Counties 
This is a L WECS proposed by Noble Flat Hill Windpark I (Noble), a subsidiaty of Noble 
Enviromnental Power, based in Connecticut. The proposal is for a 201 MW project 
located 12 miles east of the City of Moorhead, about 230 miles northwest of Minneapolis 
(Figure 3) (Tetra Tech, 2008). The cost of the project is estimated to be between $382 
million and $442 million. One hundred thirty·four GE 1.5 MW wind turbines are planned 
for an area of 11,000 acres (about 17 square miles); the site boundaty encompasses 
approximately 20,000 acres. Setback distances of a minimum of 700 feet are planned to 
comply with the 50 dB (A) noise limit. However, rotor diameters will be 77 meters (250 
feet). Therefore, setback distances in the prevailing wind direction of 1,300 feet are 
planned for propelties where owners have not granted easements. Setbacks of 800 feet 
are planned in the crosswind direction. 
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Figure 2: Bent Tree Wind Project, Freeborn County 
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Figure 3: Noble Flat Hill Wind Park, Clay, Becker, Ottertail Counties 
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B. Health Issues 
The National Research Council of the National Academies (NRC, 2007) has reviewed 
impacts of wind energy projects on human health and well-being. The NRC begins by 
observing that wind projects, just as other projects, create benefits and burdens, and that 
concern about impacts is natural when the source is near one's home. Further, the NRC 
notes that different people have different values and levels of sensitivity. Impacts noted 
by the NRC that may have the most effect on health include noise and low fi'equency 
vibration, and shadow flicker. While noise and vibration are the main focus of this paper, 
shadow flicker (casting of moving shadows on the ground as wind turbine blades rotate) 
will also be briefly discussed. 

Noise originates from mechanical equipment inside the nacelles of the turbines (gears, 
generators, etc.) and fi'om interaction ofturbine blades with wind. Newer wind turbines 
generate minimal noise from mechanical equipment. The most problematic wind turbine 
noise is a broadband "whooshing" sound produced by interaction of turbine blades with 
the wind. Newer turbines have upwind rotor blades, minimizing low frequency 
"infrasound" (i.e., air pressure changes at frequencies below 20-100 Hz that are 
inaudible). However, the NRC notes that during quiet conditions at night, low frequency 
modulation of higher frequency sounds, such as are produced by turbine blades, is 
possible. The NRC also notes that effects oflow frequency (infrasound) vibration (less 
than 20 Hz) on humans are not well understood, but have been asserted to disturb some 
people. 

Finally, the NRC concludes that noise produced by wind turbines is generally not a major 
concern beyond a half mile. Issues raised by the NRC repOli and factors that may affect 
distances within which wind turbine noise may be problematic are discussed more 
extensively below. 

II. Elementary Characteristics of Sensory Systems and Sound 

A. Sensory Systems 

1. Hearing 
Sensory systems respond to a huge dynamic range of physical stimuli within a relatively 
narrow dynamic range of mechanical, chemical andlor neuronal (electrophysiological) 
output. Compression of the dynamic range is accomplished by systems that respond to 
logarithmic increases in intensity of physical stimuli with arithmetically increasing 
sensOlY responses. This ~eneral property is true for hearing, and has been recognized 
since at least the mid-l 9' century (see e.g., WoodwOlth and Schlosberg, 1964). 
"Loudness" is the sensOlY /perceptual correlate of the physical intensity of air pressure 
changes to which the electro-mechanical transducers in the ear and associated neuronal 
pathways are sensitive. Loudness increases as the logarithm of air pressure, and it is 
convenient to relate loudness to a reference air pressure (in dyne/cm2 or pascals) in tenths 
of logarithmic units (decibels; dB). Further, the ear is sensitive to only a relatively narrow 
frequency range of air pressure changes: those between approximately 20 and 20,000 
cycles per second or Herz (Hz). In fact, sensitivity varies within this range, so that the 
sound pressure level relative to a reference value that is audible in the middle of the range 
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(near 1,000 Hz) is about 4 orders of magnitude smaller than it is at 20 Hz and about 2 
orders of magnitude smaller than at 20,000 Hz (Fig. 3). Accordingly, measurements of 
loudness in dB generally employ filters to equalize the loudness of sounds at different 
frequencies or "pitch." To approximate the sensitivity of the ear, A-weighted filters 
weigh sound pressure changes at frequencies in the mid-range more than those at higher 
or lower frequencies. When an A-weighted filter is used, loudness is measured in dB(A). 
This is explained in greater detail in Section B below. 

The ear accomplishes transduction of sound through a series of complex mechanisms 
(Guyton, 1991). Briefly, sound waves move the eardrwn (tympanic membrane), which is 
in turn connected to 2 small bones (ossicles) in the middle ear (the malleus and incus). A 
muscle connected to the malleus keeps the tympanic membrane tensed, allowing efficient 
transmission to the malleus of vibrations on the membrane. Ossicle muscles can also 
relax tension and attenuate transmission. Relaxation of muscle tension on the tympanic 
membrane protects the ear from velY loud sounds and also masks low frequency sounds, 
or much background noise. The malleus and incus move a third bone (stapes). The stapes 
in turn applies pressure to the fluid ofthe cochlea, a snail-shaped structure imbedded in 
temporal bone. The cochlea is a complex stlUcture, but for present purposes it is 
sufficient to note that pressure changes or waves of different frequencies in cochlear fluid 
result in bending of specialized hair cells in regions of the cochlea most sensitive to 
different frequencies or pitch. Hair cells are directly connected to nerve fibers in the 
vestibulocochlear nerve (VIII cranial nerve). 

Transmission of sound can also occur directly through bone to the cochlea. This is a velY 
inefficient means of sound transmission, unless a device (e.g. a tuning fork or hearing 
aid) is directly applied to bone (Guyton, 1991). 

2. Vestibular System 
The vestibular system reacts to changes in head and body orientation in space, and is 
necessary for maintenance of equilibrium and postural reflexes, for performance of rapid 
and intricate body movements, and for stabilizing visual images (via the vestibulo-ocular 
reflex) as the direction of movement changes (Guyton, 1991). 

The vestibular apparatus, like the cochlea, is imbedded in temporal bone, and also like 
the cochlea, hair cells, bathed in vestibular gels, react to pressure changes and transmit 
signals to nerve fibers in the vestibulocochlear nerve. Two organs, the utricle and saccule, 
called otolith organs, integrate information about the orientation of the head with respect 
to gravity. Otoliths are tiny stone-like clystals, embedded in the gels of the utricle and 
saccule, that float as the head changes position within the gravitational field. This 
movement is translated to hair cells. Three semi-circular canals, oriented at right angles 
to each other, detect head rotation. Stimulation of the vestibular apparatus is not directly 
detected, but results in activation of motor reflexes as noted above (Guyton, 1991). 

Like the cochlea, the vestibular apparatus reacts to pressure changes at a range of 
frequencies; optimal fi·equencies are lower than for hearing. These pressure changes can 
be caused by body movements, or by direct bone conduction (as for hearing, above) when 
vibration is applied directly to the temporal bone (Todd et aI., 2008). These investigators 
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found maximal sensitivity at 100 Hz, with some sensitivity down to 12.5 Hz. The saccule, 
located in temporal bone just under the footplate of the stapes, is the most sound-sensitive 
of the vestibular organs (Halmagyi et aI., 2004). It is known that briefloud clicks (90-95 
dB) are detected by the vestibular system, even in deaf people. However, we do not know 
what the sensitivity of this system is tlu'ough the entire range of sound stimuli. 

While vestibular system activation is not directly felt, activation may give rise to a 
variety of sensations: vertigo, as the eye muscles make compensatory adjustments to 
rapid angular motion, and a variety of unpleasant sensations related to internal organs. In 
fact, the vestibular system interacts extensively with the "autonomic" nervous system, 
which regulates internal body organs (Balaban and Yates, 2004). Sensations and effects 
correlated with intense vestibular activation include nausea and vomiting and cardiac 
arrhythmia, blood pressure changes and breathing changes. 

While these effects are induced by relatively intense stimulation, it is also true that A
weighted sound measurements attuned to auditory sensitivity, will underweight low 
frequencies for which the vestibular system is much more sensitive (Todd et aI., 2008). 
Nevertheless, activation of the vestibular system pel' se obviously need not give rise to 
unpleasant sensations. It is not known what stimulus intensities are generally required for 
for autonomic activation at relatively low fi'equencies, and it is likely that there is 
considerable human variability and capacity to adapt to vestibular challenges. 

B.Sound 

1. Introduction 
Sound is carried through air in compression waves of measurable frequency and 
amplitude. Sound can be tonal, predominating at a few frequencies, or it can contain a 
random mix of a broad range of frequencies and lack any tonal quality (white noise). 
Sound that is unwanted is called noise. 

Audible Frequency Sound 
Besides frequency sensitivity (between 20 and 20,000 Hz), humans are also sensitive to 
changes in the amplitude of the signal (compression waves) within this audible range of 
frequencies. Increasing amplitude, or increasing sound pressure, is perceived as 
increasing volume or loudness. The sound pressure level in air (SPL) is measured in 
micro Pascals (J.lPa). SPLs are typically converted in measuring instruments and reported 
as decibels (dB) which is a log scale, relative unit (see above). When used as the unit for 
sound, dBs are reported relative to a SPL of20 J.lPa. Twenty J.lPa is used because it is the 
approximate tlu'eshold of human hearing sensitivity at about 1000 Hz. Decibels relative 
to 20 J.lPa are calculated from the following equation: 

Loudness (dB) = Log «SPLl20 J.lPai) * 10 

Figure 4 shows the audible range of nOlmal human hearing. Note that while the threshold 
sensitivity varies over the frequency range, at high SPLs sensitivity is relatively 
consistent over audible frequencies. 
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Figure 4: Audible Range of Human Hearing 
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Sub-Audible Frequency Sound 
Sub-audible frequency sound is often called infrasound. It may be sensed by people, 
similar to audible sound, in the cochlear apparatus in the ear; it may be sensed by the 
vestibular system which is responsible for balance and physical equilibrium; or it may be 
sensed as vibration. 

Resonance and modulation 
Sound can be attenuated as it passes through a physical sttucture. However, because the 
wavelength of low frequency sound is velY long (the wavelength of 40 Hz in air at sea 
level and room temperature is 8.6 meters or 28 ft), low frequencies are not effectively 
attenuated by walls and windows of most homes or vehicles. (For example, one can 
typically hear the bass, low frequency music from a neighboring car at a stoplight, but not 
the higher frequencies.) In fact, it is possible that there are rooms within buildings 
exposed to low frequency sound 01' noise where some frequencies may be amplified by 
resonance (e.g. ~ wavelength, y" wavelength) within the sttucture. In addition, low 
frequency sound can cause vibrations within a building at higher, more audible 
frequencies as well as throbbing or tumbling. 

Sounds that we heal' generally are a mixture of different frequencies. In most instances 
these fi-equencies are added together. However, if the source of the sound is not constant, 
but changes over time, the effect can be re-occurring pulses of sound 01' low frequency 
modulation of sound. This is the type of sound that occurs from a steam engine, a jack 
hammel', music and motor vehicle traffic. Rhythmic, low frequency pUlsing of higher 
frequency noise (like the sound of an amplified heart beat) is one type of sound that can 
be caused by wind turbine blades under some conditions. 
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2. Human Response to Low Frequency Stimulation 
There is no consensus whether sensitivity below 20 Hz is by a similar or different 
mechanism than sensitivity and hearing above 20 Hz (Reviewed by Moller and Pedersen, 
2004). Possible mechanisms of sensation caused by low fi'equencies include bone 
conduction at the applied fi'equencies, as well as amplification of the base frequency 
andlor harmonics by the auditory apparatus (eardrum and ossicles) in the ear. Sensory 
thresholds are relatively continuous, suggesting (but not proving) a similar mechanism 
above and below 20 Hz. However, it is clear that cochlear sensitivity to infrasound « 20 
Hz) is considerably less than cochlear sensitivity to audible frequencies. 

Moller and Pedersen (2004) reviewed human sensitivity at low and infrasonic 
frequencies. The following findings are of interest: 

• When whole-body pressure-field sensitivity is compared with ear-only 
(earphone) sensitivity, the results are very similar. These data suggest that the 
threshold sensitivity for low frequency is through the ear and not vestibular. 

• Some individuals have extraordinary sensitivity at low frequencies, up to 25 dB 
more sensitive than the presumed thresholds at some low frequencies. 

• While population average sensitivity over the low frequency range is smooth, 
sound pressure thresholds of response for individuals do not vary smoothly but 
are inconsistent, with peaks and valleys or "microstructures". Therefore the 
sensitivity response of individuals to different low frequency stimulation may 
be difficult to predict. 

• Studies of equal-loudness-levels demonstrate that as stimulus frequency 
decreases through the low frequencies, equal-loudness lines compress in the dB 
scale. (See Figure 4 as an example of the relatively small difference in auditOlY 
SPL range between soft and loud sound at low frequencies). 

• The hearing threshold for pure tones is different than the hearing tlu'eshold for 
white noise at the same total sound pressure. 

3. Sound Measurements 
Sound measurements are taken by instruments that record sound pressure or the pressure 
of the compression wave in the air. Because the loudness of a sound to people is usually 
the primary interest in measuring sound, normalization schemes or filters have been 
applied to absolute measurements. dB(A) scaling of sound pressure measurements was 
intended to normalize readings to equal loudness over the audible range of frequencies at 
low loudness. For example, a 5,000 Hz (5 kHz) and 20 dB(A) tone is expected to have 
the same intensity or loudness as a 100 Hz, 20 dB(A) tone. However, note that the 
absolute sound pressures would be about 20,000 J.tPa and 40,000 J.tPa, respectively, or 
about a difference of20 dB (relative to 20 J.tPa), or as it is sometimes written 20 
dB (linear). 

Most sound is not a single tone, but is a mixture of frequencies within the audible range. 
A sound meter can add the total SPLs for all fi'equencies; in other words, the dB readings 
over the entire spectrum of audible sound can be added to give a single loudness metric. 
If sound is reported as A-weighted, or dB (A), it is a summation of the dB(A) scaled 
sound pressure from 20 Hz to 20 kHz. 
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In conjunction with the dB(A) scale, the dB(B) scale was developed to approximate equal 
loudness to people across audible frequencies at medium loudness, and dB(C) was 
developed to approximate equal-loudness for loud environments. Figure 4 shows 
isopleths for 20 dB(A) and 105 dB(C). While dB(A), dB(B), dB(C) were developed from 
empirical data at the middle frequencies, at the ends of the curves these scales were 
extrapolated, or sketched in, and are not based on experimental or observational data 
(Berglund et aI., 1996). As a result, data in the low frequency range (and probably the 
highest audible frequencies as well) cannot be reliably intelpreted using these scales. The 
World Health Organization (WHO, 1999) suggests that A-weighting noise that has a 
large low frequency component is not reliable assessment ofloudness. 

The source of the noise, or the noise signature, may be important in developing equal
loudness schemes at low frequencies. C-weighting has been recommended for artillery 
noise, but a linear, unweighted scale may be even better at predicting a reaction 
(Berglund et aI., 1996). A linear or equal energy rating also appears to be the most 
effective predictor of reaction to low frequency noise in other situations, including blast 
noise from mining. The implication of the analysis presented by Berglund et al. (1996) is 
that annoyance from non-tonal noise should not be estimated from a dB(A) scale, but 
may be better evaluated using dB(C), or a linear non-transformed scale. 

However, as will be discussed below, a number of schemes use a modified dB (A) scale to 
evaluate low frequency noise. These schemes differ from a typical use of the dB(A) scale 
by addressing a limited frequency range below 250 Hz, where auditOlY sensitivity is 
rapidly changing as a function offrequency (see Figure 4). 

III. Exposures of Interest 

A. Noise From Wind Turbines 

1. Mechanical noise 
Mechanical noise from a wind turbine is sound that originates in the generator, gearbox, 
yaw motors (that intermittently tum the nacelle and blades to face the wind), tower 
ventilation system and transformer. Generally, these sounds are controlled in newel' wind 
turbines so that they are a fi'action of the aerodynamic noise. Mechanical noise from the 
turbine or gearbox should only be heard above aerodynamic noise when they are not 
functioning properly. 

2. Aerodynamic noise 
Aerodynamic noise is caused by wind passing over the blade of the wind turbine. The tip 
of a 40-50 meter blade travels at speeds of over 140 miles per hour under normal 
operating conditions. As the wind passes over the moving blade, the blade interrupts the 
laminar flow of air, causing turbulence and noise. Current blade designs minimize the 
amount of turbulence and noise caused by wind, but it is not possible to eliminate 
turbulence or noise. 

Aerodynamic noise from a wind turbine may be underestimated during planning. One 
source of error is that most meteorological wind speed measurements noted in wind farm 
literature are taken at 10 meters above the ground. Wind speed above this elevation, in 
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much less than the difference at night (1.85 mls (4.1 mph) and 4.5 mls (10 mph), 
respectively). As a result one would expect that the blade angle can be better tuned to the 
wind speed during the daytime. Consequently, blade noise would be greater at night. 

A number of reports have included discussion of aerodynamic modulation (van den Berg, 
2005; UK Department of Transport and Industry, 2006; UK Department for Business 
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, 2007; van den Berg, 2008). They suggest that 
aerodynamic modulation is typically underestimated when noise estimates are calculated. 
In addition, they suggest that detailed modeling of wind, terrain, land use and structures 
may be used to predict whether modulation of aerodynamic noise will be a problem at a 
proposed wind turbine site. 

4. Wind farm noise 
The noise from multiple turbines similarly distant from a residence can be noticeably 
louder than a lone turbine simply through the addition of multiple noise sources. Under 
steady wind conditions noise Ji-om a wind turbine farm may be greater than noise from 
the nearest turbine due to syncluony between noise fi'om more than one turbine (van den 
Berg, 2005). FU11hermore, if the dominant frequencies (including aerodynamic 
modulation) of different turbines vary by small amounts, an audible beat or dissonance 
may be heard when wind conditions are stable. 

B. Shadow Flicker 
Rhythmic light flicker from the blades of a wind turbine casting intermittent shadows has 
been reported to be annoying in many locations (NRC, 2007; Large Wind Turbine 
Citizens Committee, 2008). (Note: Flashing light at frequencies around 1 Hz is too slow 
to trigger an epileptic response.) 

Modeling conducted by the Minnesota Department of Health suggests that a receptor 300 
meters perpendicular to, and in the shadow of the blades of a wind turbine, can be in the 
flicker shadow of the rotating blade for almost 1 Y, hour a day. At this distance a blade 
may completely obscure the sun each time it passes between the receptor and the sun. 
With current wind turbine designs, flicker should not be an issue at distances over 10 
rotational diameters (~l 000 meters or I km (0.6 mi) for most current wind turbines). This 
distance has been recommended by the Wind Energy Handbook (BU110n et ai., 2001) as a 
minimum setback distance in directions that flicker may occur, and has been noted in the 
Bent Tree Permit Application (WPL, 2008). 

Shadow flicker is a potential issue in the mornings and evenings, when turbine noise may 
be masked by ambient sounds. While low frequency noise is typically an issue indoors, 
shadow flicker can be an issue both indoors and outdoors when the sun is low in the sky. 
Therefore, shadow flicker may be an issue in locations other than the home. 

Ireland recommends wind turbines setbacks of at least 300 meters from a road to decrease 
drivel' distraction (Michigan State University, 2004). The NRC (2007) recommends that 
shadow flicker is addressed during the preliminary planning stages of a wind turbine 
project. 
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IV. Impacts of Wind Turbine Noise 

A. Potential Adverse Reaction to Sound 
Human sensitivity to sound, especially to low frequency sound, is variable. Individuals 
have different ranges of frequency sensitivity to audible sound; different thresholds for 
each iiequency of audible sound; different vestibular sensitivities and reactions to 
vestibular activation; and different sensitivity to vibration. 

Further, sounds, such as repetitive but low intensity noise, can evoke different responses 
from individuals. People will exhibit variable levels of annoyance and tolerance for 
different frequencies. Some people can dismiss and ignore the signal, while for others, 
the signal will grow and become more apparent and unpleasant over time (Moreira and 
Blyan, 1972; Bryan and Tempest, 1973). These reactions may have little relationship to 
will or intent, and more to do with previous exposure history and personality. 

Stress and annoyance from noise often do not correlate with loudness. This may suggest, 
in some circumstances, other factors impact an individual's reaction to noise. A number 
ofreports, cited in Staples (1997), suggest that individuals with an interest in a project 
and individuals who have some control over an envirOlnnental noise are less likely to find 
a noise annoying or stressful. 

Berglund et al. (1996) reviewed repOlted health effects from low frequency noise. Loud 
noise from any source can interfere with verbal communication and possibly with the 
development of language skills. Noise may also impact mental health. However, there are 
no studies that have looked specifically at the impact of low frequency noise on 
communication, development of language skills and mental health. Cardiovascular and 
endocrine effects have been demonstrated in studies that have looked at exposures to 
airplane and highway noise. In addition, possible effects of noise on performance and 
cognition have also been investigated, but these health studies have not generally looked 
at impacts specifically from low frequency noise. Noise has also been shown to impact 
sleep and sleep patterns, and one study demonstrated impacts from low frequency noise 
in the range of 72 to 85 dB(A) on chronic insomnia (Nagai et aI., 1989 as repOlted in 
Berglund et aI., 1996). 

Case studies have suggested that health can be impacted by relatively low levels of low 
frequency noise. But it is difficult to draw general conclusions from case studies. 
Feldmann and Pitten (2004)) describe a family exposed during the winter to low 
frequency noise from a nearby heating plant. Repolted health impacts were: 
"indisposition, decrease in performance, sleep disturbance, headache, ear pressure, crawl 
parasthesy [crawling, tingling or numbness sensation on the skin] or shOliness of breath." 

Annoyance. unpleasant sounds. and complaints 
RepOlted health effects from low frequency stimulation are closely associated with 
annoyance from audible noise. "There is no reliable evidence that infrasounds below the 
hearing threshold produce physiological 01' psychological effects" (WHO, 1999). It has 
not been shown whether annoyance is a symptom or an accessOlY in the causation of 
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health impacts from low fi'equency noise. Studies have been conducted on some aspects 
of low frequency noise that can cause annoyance. 

Noise complaints are usually a reasonable measure of annoyance with low frequency 
environmental noise. Leventhall (2004) has l'eviewed noise complaints and offers the 
following conclusions: 

" The problems arose in quiet rural or suburban environments 
The noise was often close to inaudibility and heard by a minority of people 
The noise was typically audible indoors and not outdoors 
The noise was more audible at night than day 
The noise had a throb or rumble characteristic 
The main complaints came from the 55-70 years age group 
The complainants had normal hearing. 
Medical examination excluded tinnitus. 

" These are now recognised as classic descriptors of low frequency noise 
problems. " 

These observations are consistent with what we know about the propagation of low 
intensity, low frequency noise. Some people are more sensitive to low frequency noise. 
The difference, in dB, between soft (acceptable) and loud (annoying) noise is much less 
at low ii'equency (see Figure 4 audible range compression). Furthermore, during the 
daytime, and especially outdoors, annoying low frequency noise can be masked by high 
frequency noise. 

The observation that "the noise was typically audible indoors and not outdoors" is not 
particularly intuitive. However, as noted in a previous section, low frequencies are not 
well attenuated when they pass through walls and windows. Higher frequencies 
(especially above 1000 Hz) can be efficiently attenuated by walls and windows. In 
addition, low frequency sounds may be amplified by resonance within rooms and halls of 
a building. Resonance is often characterized by a throbbing or a rumbling, which has also 
been associated with many low frequency noise complaints. 

Low fi'equency noise, unlike higher frequency noise, can also be accompanied by 
shaking, vibration and rattling. In addition, throbbing and rumbling may be apparent in 
some low frequency noise. While these noise features may not be easily characterized, 
numerous studies have shown that their presence dramatically lowers tolerance for low 
frequency noise (Berglund et aI., 1996). 

As reviewed in Leventhall (2003), a study of industrial exposure to low frequency noise 
found that fluctuations in total noise averaged over 0.5, 1.0 and 2.0 seconds correlated 
with annoyance (Holmberg et aI., 1997). This association was noted elsewhere and led 
(Broner and Leventhall, 1983) to propose a 3dB "penalty" be added to evaluations of 
annoyance in cases where low fi'equency noise fluctuated. 

In another laboratOlY study with test subjects controlling loudness, 0.5 - 4 Hz modulation 
of low frequency noise was found to be more annoying than non-modulated low 
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frequency noise. On average test subjects found modulated noise to be similarly aunoying 
as a constant tone 12.9 dB louder (Bradley, 1994). 

B. Studies of Wind Turbine Noise Impacts on People 

1. Swedish Studies 
Two studies in Sweden collected information by questionnaires from 341 and 754 
individuals (representing response rates of 68% and 58%, respectively), and correlated 
responses to calculated exposure to noise from wind falms (pedersen and Waye, 2004; 
Pedersen, 2007; Pedersen and Persson, 2007). Both studies showed that the number of 
respondents perceiving the noise from the wind turbines increased as the calculated noise 
levels at their homes increased from less than 32.5 dB(A) to greater than 40 dB(A). 
Annoyance appeared to correlate or trend with calculated noise levels. Combining the 
data from the two studies, when noise measurements were greater than 40 dB(A), about 
50% ofthe people surveyed (22 of 45 people) reported annoyance. When noise 
measurements were between 35 and 40 dB (A) about 24% reported annoyance (67 of276 
people). Noise annoyance was more likely in areas that were rated as quiet and in areas 
where turbines were visible. In one of the studies, 64% respondents who reported noise 
annoyance also repOlted sleep disturbance; 15% of respondents repOlted sleep 
disturbance without annoyance. 

2. United KingdoJD Study 
Moorhouse et al. (UK Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, 2007) 
evaluated complaints about wind farms. They found that 27 of 133 operating wind farms 
in the UK received formal complaints between 1991 and 2007. There were a total of 53 
complainants for 16 of the sites for which good records were available. The authors of the 
report considered that many complaints in the early years were for generator and gearbox 
noise. However, subjective analyses of repOlts about noise ("like a train that never gets 
there", "distant helicopter", "thumping", "thudding", "pulsating", "thumping", 
"rhythmical beating", and "beating") suggested that aerodynamic modulation was the 
likely cause of complaints at 4 wind farms. The complaints from 8 other wind falms may 
have had "marginal" association with aerodynamic modulation noise. 

Four wind farms that generated complaints possibly associated with aerodynamic 
modulation were evaluated fuliher. These wind farms were commissioned between 1999 
and 2002. Wind direction, speed and times of complaints were associated for 2 ofthe 
sites and suggested that aerodynamic modulation noise may be a problem between 7% 
and 25% of the time. Complaints at 2 of the farms have stopped and at one farm steps to 
mitigate aerodynamic modulation (operational shutdown under certain meteorological 
conditions) have been instituted. 

3. Netherlands Study 
F. van den Berg et al. (2008) conducted a postal sUlvey of a group selected from all 
residents in the Netherlands within 2.5 kilometers (km) of a wind turbine. In all, 725 
residents responded (37%). Respondents were exposed to sound between 24 and 54 
dB(A). The percentage of respondents annoyed by sound increased from 2% at levels of 
30 dB (A) or less, up to 25% at between 40 and 45 dB. Annoyance decreased above 45 
dB. Most residents exposed above 45 dB (A) repOlted economic benefits from the 

17 



turbines. However, at greater than 45 dB (A) more respondents reported sleep 
interruption. Respondents tended to report more annoyance when they also noted a 
negative effect on landscape, and ability to see the turbines was strongly related to the 
probability of annoyance. 

4. Case Reports 
A number of un-reviewed reports have catalogued complaints of annoyance and some 
more severe health impacts associated with wind farms. These reports do not contain 
measurements of noise levels, and do not represent random samples of people living near 
wind turbines, so they cannot assess prevalence of complaints. They do generally show 
that in the people surveyed, complaints are more likely the closer people are to the 
turbines. The most common complaint is decreased quality of life, followed by sleep loss 
and headache. Complaints seem to be either from individuals with homes quite close to 
turbines, or individuals who live in areas subject to aerodynamic modulation and, 
possibly, enhanced sound propagation which can occur in hilly or mountainous terrain. In 
some of the cases desctibed, people with noise complaints also mention aesthetic issues, 
concern for ecological effects, and shadow flicker concerns. Not all complaints are 
primatily about health. 

Hany (2007) describes a meeting with a couple in Cornwall, U.K. who live 400 meters 
from a wind turbine, and complained of poor sleep, headaches, stress and anxiety. Harry 
subsequently investigated 42 people in various locations in the U.K. living between 300 
meters and 2 kilometers (1000 feet to 1.2 miles) from the nearest wind turbine. The most 
frequent complaint (39 of 42 people) was that their quality of life was affected. 
Headaches were reported by 27 people and sleep disturbance by 28 people. Some people 
complained of palpitations, migraines, tinnitus, anxiety and depression. She also 
mentions correspondence and complaints from people in New Zealand, Australia, France, 
Germany, Netherlands and the U.S. 

Phipps (2007) discusses a survey of 619 households living up to 10 kilometers (km; 6 
miles) from wind farms in mountainous areas of New Zealand. Most respondents lived 
between 2 and 2.5 km from the turbines (over 350 households). Most respondents (519) 
said they could see the turbines from their homes, and 80% of these considered the 
turbines intrusive, and 73% considered them unattractive. Nine percent said they were 
affected by flicker. Over 50% of households located between 2 and 2.5 km and between 5 
and 9.5 km repOlted being able to hear the turbines. In contrast, fewer people living 
between 3 and 4.5 km away could hear the turbines. Ninety-two households said that 
their quality of life was affected by turbine noise. Sixty-eight households reported sleep 
disturbances: 42 of the households reported occasional sleep disturbances, 21 repOlted 
frequent sleep disturbances and 5 reported sleep disturbances most of the time. 

The Large Wind Turbine Citizens Committee for the Town of Union (2008) documents 
complaints from people living near wind turbines in Wisconsin communities and other 
places in the U.S. and U.K. Contained in this report is an older report prepared by the 
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation in 2001 in response to complaints in Lincoln 
County, Wisconsin. The repOlt found essentially no exceedances of the 50 dB(A) 
requirement in the conditional use permit. The repOlt did measure spectral data 
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accumulated over very short intervals (1 minute) in 1/3 octave bands at several sites 
while the wind turbines were functioning, and it is of interest that at these sites the sound 
pressure level at the lower frequencies (below 125 Hz) were at or near 50 dB(A). 

Pierpont (2009) postulates wind turbine syndrome, consisting of a constellation of 
symptoms including headache, tinnitus, ear pressure, vertigo, nausea, visual blurring, 
tachycardia, i1l'itability, cognitive problems and panic episodes associated with sensations 
of internal pulsation. She studied 38 people in 10 families living between 1000 feet and 
slightly under 1 mile from newer wind turbines. She proposes that the mechanism for 
these effects is disturbance of balance due to "discordant" stimulation ofthe vestibular 
system, along with visceral sensations, sensations of vibration in the chest and other 
locations in the body, and stimulation of the visual system by moving shadows. Pierpont 
does report that her study subjects maintain that their problems are caused by noise and 
vibration, and the most common symptoms reported are sleep disturbances and headache. 
However, 16 of the people she studied report symptoms consistent with (but not 
necessarily caused by) disturbance of equilibrium. 

V. Noise Assessment and Regulation 

1. Minnesota noise regulation 
The Minnesota Noise Pollution Control Rule is accessible online at: 
https:llwww.revisor.\eg.state.mn.us/ru\es/?id=7030. A summary of the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) noise guidance can be found online at: 
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/noise.html . The MPCA standards require A
weighting measurements of noise; background noise must be at least 10 dB lower than 
the noise source being measured. Different standards are specified for day and night, as 
well as standards that may not be exceeded for more than 10 percent of the time during 
any hour (LI0) and 50 percent of the time during any hour (L50). Household units, 
including farm houses, are Classification 1 land use. The following are the Class 1 noise 
limits: 

Table 1: Minnesota Class 1 Land Use Noise Limits 
Daytime Nighttime 

L50 LlO L50 LlO 

60 dB (A) 65 dB(A) 50 dB(A) 55 dB(A) 

These noise limits are single number limits that rely on the measuring instrument to apply 
an A-weighting filter over the entire presumed audible spectrum of frequencies (20 Hz to 
20 KHz) and then integrating that signal. The result is a single number that characterizes 
the audible spectrum noise intensity. 

2. Low frequency noise assessment and regulation 
Pedersen and Waye (2004) looked at the relationship between total dB (A) sound pressure 
and the annoyance of those who are envil'onmentally exposed to noise fi'om different 
sources. Figure 6 demonstrates the difficulty in using total dB (A) to evaluate atmoyance. 
Note how lower noise levels (dB (A» from wind turbines engenders annoyance similar to 
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much higher levels of noise exposure from aircraft, road traffic and railroads. Sound 
impulsiveness, low frequency noise and persistence of the noise, as well as demographic 
characteristics may explain some ofthe difference. 
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Figure 6: Annoyance associated with exposure to different 
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Reprinted with permission from Pedersen, E. and K.P. Waye 
(2004). Perception and annoyance due to wind turbine noise
a dose-response relationship. The Journal of the Acoustical 
Society of America 116: 3460. Copyright 2004, Acoustical 
Society of America. 

Kjellberg et al. (1997) looked at the ability of different full spectrum weighting schemes 
to predict annoyance caused by low frequency audio noise. They found that dB(A) is the 
worst predictor of annoyance of available scales. However, if 6 dB ("penalty") is added 
to dB(A) when dB (C) - dB(A) is greater than 15 dB, about 71 % of the predictions of 
annoyance are C011'ect. It is important to remember that integrated, transformed 
measurements of SPL (e.g. dB(A), dB (C)) do not measure frequencies below 20 Hz. 
While people detect stimuli below 20 Hz, as discussed in above sections, these 
frequencies are not measured using an A-weighted or C-weighted meter. 

The World Health Organization (WHO) recommends that if dB(C) is greater than 10 dB 
more than dB(A), the low frequency components of the noise may be important and 
should be evaluated separately. In addition, WHO says "[i]t should be noted that a large 
propoltion oflow-frequency components in noise may increase considerably the adverse 
effects on health." (WHO, 1999) 

Many governments that regulate low frequency noise look at noise within bands of 
frequencies instead of summing the entire spectlUm. A study by Poulsen and MOltensen 
(Danish Environmental Protection Agency, 2002) included a summary of low frequency 
noise guidelines. German, Swedish, Polish, and Dutch low frequency evaluation curves 
were compared (see Figure 7). While there are distinctions in how the evaluation curves 
are described, generally, these curves are sound pressure criterion levels for 113 octaves 
from about 8 Hz to 250 Hz. Exceedance in any 1/3 octave measurement suggests that the 
noise may be annoying. However, note that regulations associated with low frequency 
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noise can be quite complex and the regulatory evaluations associated with individual 
CUlves can be somewhat different. 

Figure 7: 113 Octave Sound Pressure Level Low frequency Noise 
Evaluation Curves 
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(Danish Environmental Protection Agency, 2002) 

The Danish low frequency evaluation requires measuring noise indoors with windows 
closed; SpL measurements are obtained in 1/3 octave bands and transformed using the A
weighting algorithm for all frequencies between 10 and 160 Hz, These values are then 
summed into a single metric called LpA,LF. A 5 dB "penalty" is added to any noise that is 
"impulsive". Danish regulations require that 20 dB LpA,LF is not exceeded during the 
evening and night, and that 25 dB LpA,LF is not exceeded during the day. 

Swedish guidance recommends analyzing 1/3 octave bands between 31.5 and 200 Hz 
inside a home, and comparing the values to a Swedish assessment curve. The Swedish 
curve is equal to the United Kingdom (UK) Department of Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs (DEFRA) low frequency noise criterion curve for overlapping frequencies (31.5 -
160 Hz). 

The Gelman "A-level" method sums the A-weighted equivalent levels of 1/3 octave 
bands that exceed the hearing threshold from 10 - 80 Hz. Ifthe noise is not tonal, the 
measurements are added. The total cannot exceed 25 dB at night and 35 dB during the 
day. A frequency-dependent adjustment is applied if the noise is tonaL 

In the Poulsen and Mortensen, Danish EpA study (2002), 18 individuals reported 
annoyance levels when they were exposed through earphones in a controlled environment 
to a wide range oflow frequency environmental noises, aU attenuated down to 35 dB, as 
depicted in Table 2, Noise was simulated as if being heard indoors, filtering out noise at 

21 



Noise 

higher frequencies and effectively eliminating all frequencies above 1600 Hz. Noise 
levels in 113 octave SPLs from 8 Hz to 1600 Hz were measured and low frequencies 
(below 250 Hz) were used to predict annoyance using 7 different methods (Danish, 
German A-level, German tonal, Swedish, Polish, Sloven, and C-Ievel). Predictions of 
annoyance were compared with the subjective annoyance evaluations. Correlation 
coefficients for these analyses ranged from 0.64 to 0.94, with the best correlation in 
comparison with the Danish low frequency noise evaluation methods. 

As would be expected, at 35 dB nominal (full spectrum) loudness, every low frequency 
noise source tested exceeded all of the regulatory standards noted in the Danish EPA 
report. Table 2 shows the Danish and Swedish regulatOlY exceedances of the different 35 
dB nominal (full spectrum) noise. 

Table 2: 35 dB(A) (nominal, 8 Hz-20KHz) Indoor Noise from Various 
Outdoor Environmental Sources 

Traffic Noise Drop Forge Gas Turbine Fast Ferry Steel Factory Generator 
Cooling 

Discotheque 
Compressor 

67.6dBOin) 71.1 dBOin) 72.7 dBOin) 60.2dBOin) 60.3 dB(lin) 
-.~---. 

78.4 dBO~.L ~5dBO.~,L 
33.6dB(A) . 36.2 dB(A) 36.6dB(A) 

~;;,OdBOin) 

~g.2dB~~ 1-~6dB~~ Noise ~ 20 Hz 35~~ 35.1 d~~ 33.6 dB(A) 
62.9 dB(C) 67.3dB(C) 73.7 dB(C) 61.7 dB(C) 66.od1l(Cf 58.6 dB(C) 59.0dB(C) 57.8dB(C) 

Danish Environmental 
14.5 dB 21.5 dB • 14.8 dB 15.0dB 13.1 dB 16.1 dB 14.0 dB 18.0 dB • 

Protection Agency 
. 

Swedish National Board 
14.1 dB 19.7 dB 15.9 dB 16.8 dB 15.5 dB 18.3 dB 16.0 dB 10.0 dB 

of Heallh and Welfare . • '"etudes 5 dB penally . 
Noise adjusted to dB(lin), dB (A), dB(C) scales. Calculated exceedances of 
Danish and Swedish indoor criteria. (data from Danish Environmental Protection 
Agency, 2002) 

In their noise guidance, the WHO (1999) recommends 30 dB(A) as a limit for "a good 
night's sleep". However, they also suggest that guidance for noise with predominating 
low frequencies be less than 30 dB(A). 

3. Wind turbine sound measurements 
Figure 8 shows examples of the SPLs at different frequencies from a representative wind 
turbine in the United Kingdom. Sound pressure level measurements are reported for a 
Nordex N-80 turbine at 200 meters (UK Department of Transport and Industry, 2006) 
when parked, at low wind speeds, and at high wind speeds. Figure 8 also includes, for 
reference, 3 sound threshold curves (ISO 226, Watanabe & Moller, 85 dB (G)) and the 
DEFRA Low Frequency Noise Criterion Curve (nighttime). 
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Figure 8: Low Frequency Noise from Wind Farm: Parked, Low Wind 
Speed, and High Wind Speed 
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(UK Depaltment of TranspOlt and Industly, 2006) 

In general, sound tends to propagate as if by spherical dispersion. This creates amplitude 
decay at a rate of about -6 dB per doubling of distance. However, low frequency noise 
from a wind turbine has been shown to follow more of a cylindrical decay at long 
distances, about -3 dB per doubling of distance in the downwind direction (Shepherd and 
Hubbard, 1991). This is thought to be the result of the lack of attenuation of low 
frequency sound waves by air and the atmospheric refraction of the low frequency sound 
waves over medium to long distances (Hawkins, 1987). 

Figure 9 shows the calculated change in spectlUm for a wind farm from 278 meters to 
22,808 meters distant. As one moves away from the noise source, loudness at higher 
frequencies decreases more rapidly (and extinguishes faster) than at lower frequencies. 
Measurement of A-weighted decibels, shown at the right of the figure, obscures this 
fmding. 
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Figure 9: Change in Noise Spectrum as Distance from Wind Farm 
Changes 
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Thus, although noise from an upwind blade wind turbine is generally broad spectrum, 
without a tonal quality, high frequencies are efficiently attenuated by both the 
atmosphere, and by walls and windows of structures, as noted above. As a result, as one 
moves away from a wind turbine, the low frequency component of the noise becomes 
more pronounced. 

Kamperman and James (2008) modeled indoor noise from outdoor wind turbine noise 
measurements, assuming a typical vinyl siding covered 2X4 wood frame construction. 
The wind turbine noise inside was calculated to be 5 dB less than the noise outside. 
Model data suggested that the sound of a single 2.5 MW wind turbine at 1000 feet will 
likely be heard in a house with the windows sealed. They note that models used for siting 
turbines often incorporate structure attenuation of 15dB. In addition, Kamperman and 
James demonstrate that sound from 10 2.5 MW turbines (acoustically) centered 2 km (1 y" 

mile) away and with the nearest turbine 1 mile away will only be 6.3 dB below the sound 
of a single turbine at 1000 feet (0.19 mile). 

4. Wind turbine regulatory noise limits 
Ramakrishnan (2007) has reported different noise criteria developed for wind farm 
planning. These criteria include common practices (if available) within each jurisdiction 
for estimating background SPLs, turbine SPLs, minimum setbacks and methods used to 
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assess impacts. Reported US wind turbine noise criteria range from: ambient + 10 dB(A) 
where ambient is assumed to be 26 dB (A) (Oregon); to 55 dB (A) or "background" + 5 
dB (A) (Michigan). European criteria range from 35 dB(A) to 45 dB(A), at the property. 
US setbacks range from 1.1 times the full height of the turbine (consenting) and 5 times 
the hub height (non-consenting; Pennsylvania); to 350 m (consenting) and 1000 m (non
consenting; Oregon). European minimum setbacks are not noted. 

VI. Conclusions 
Wind turbines generate a broad spectrum oflow-intensity noise. At typical setback 
distances higher frequencies are attenuated. In addition, walls and windows of homes 
attenuate high frequencies, but their effect on low frequencies is limited. Low frequency 
noise is primarily a problem that may affect some people in their homes, especially at 
night. It is not generally a problem for businesses, public buildings, or for people 
outdoors. 

The most common complaint in various studies of wind turbine effects on people is 
annoyance or an impact on quality of life. Sleeplessness and headache are the most 
common health complaints and are highly correlated (but not perfectly correlated) with 
annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely when turbines are visible or when 
shadow flicker occurs. Most available evidence suggests that reported health effects are 
related to audible low frequency noise. Complaints appear to rise with increasing outside 
noise levels above 35 dB(A).1t has been hypothesized that direct activation of the 
vestibular and autonomic nervous system may be responsible for less common 
complaints, but evidence is scant. 

The Minnesota nighttime standard of 50 dB(A) not to be exceeded more than 50% of the 
time in a given hour, appears to underweight penetration of low frequency noise into 
dwellings. Different schemes for evaluating low frequency noise, andlor lower noise 
standards, have been developed in a number of countries. 

For some projects, wind velocity for a wind turbine project is measured at 10m and then 
modeled to the height of the rotor. These models may under-predict wind speed that will 
be encountered when the turbine is erected. Higher wind speed will result in noise 
exceeding model predictions. 

Low frequency noise from a wind turbine is generally not easily perceived beyond liz 
mile. However, if a turbine is subject to aerodynamic modulation because of shear caused 
by terrain (mountains, trees, buildings) or different wind conditions through the rotor 
plane, turbine noise may be heard at greater distances. 

Unlike low frequency noise, shadow flicker can affect individuals outdoors as well as 
indoors, and may be noticeable inside any building. Flicker can be eliminated by 
placement of wind turbines outside of the path of the sun as viewed from areas of 
concern, or by appropriate setbacks. 
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Prediction of complaint likelihood during project planning depends on: 1) good noise 
modeling including characterization of potential sources of aerodynamic modulation 
noise and characterization of nighttime wind conditions and noise; 2) shadow flicker 
modeling; 3) visibility of the wind turbines; and 4) interests of nearby residents and 
community. 

VII. Recommendations 
To assure informed decisions: 

• Wind turbine noise estimates should include cumulative impacts (40-50 dB (A) 
isopleths) of all wind turbines. 

• Isopleths for dB(C) - dB (A) greater than 10 dB should also be determined to 
evaluate the low frequency noise component. 

• Potential impacts from shadow flicker and turbine visibility should be evaluated. 

Any noise criteria beyond current state standards used for placement of wind turbines 
should reflect priorities and attitudes of the community. 

VIII. Preparers of the Report: 

Carl Herbrandson, Ph.D. 
Toxicologist 

Rita B. Messing, Ph.D. 
Toxicologist 
Supervisor, Site Assessment and Consultation 
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340-035-0035 

Noise Control Regulations for Industry and Commerce 

(1) Standards and Regulations: 

(a) Existing Noise Sources. No person owning or controlling an existing industrial or commercial noise 
source shall cause or permit the operation ofthat noise source ifthe statistical noise levels generated by 
that source and measured at an appropriate measurement point, specified in subsection (3)(b) of this rule, 
exceed the levels specified in Table 7, except as otherwise provided in these rules. 

(b) New Noise Sources: 

(A) New Sources Located on Previously Used Sites. No person owning or controlling a new industrial or 
commercial noise source located on a previously used industrial or cOllll11ercial site shall cause or permit 
the operation of that noise source if the statistical noise levels generated by that new source and measured 
at an appropriate measurement point, specified in subsection (3)(b) of this rule, exceed the levels specified 
in Table 8, except as otherwise provided in these rules. For noise levels generated by a wind energy 
facility including wind turbines of any size and any associated equipment or machinelY, subparagraph 
(I )(b )(B)(iii) applies. 

(B) New Sources Located on Previously Unused Site: 

(i) No person owning or controlling a new industrial or cOllll11ercial noise source located on a previously 
unused industrial or cOllll11ercial site shall cause or permit the operation of that noise source if the noise 
levels generated or indirectly caused by that noise source increase the ambient statistical noise levels, L 1 0 
or L50, by more than 10 dBA in anyone hour, or exceed the levels specified in Table 8, as measured at an 
appropriate measurement point, as specified in subsection (3)(b) of this rule, except as specified in 
subparagraph (1)(b)(B)(iii). 

(ii) The ambient statistical noise level of a new industrial or cOllll11ercial noise source on a previously 
unused industrial or commercial site shall include all noises generated or indirectly caused by or 
attributable to that source including all of its related activities. Sources exempted from the requirements of 
section (I) of this rule, which are identified in subsections (5)(b) - (t), 0), and (k) of this rule, shall not be 
excluded from this ambient measurement. 

(iii) For noise levels generated or caused by a wind energy facility: 

(I) The increase in ambient statistical noise levels is based on an assumed background L50 ambient noise 
level of26 dBA or the actual ambient background level. The person owning the wind energy facility may 
conduct measurements to determine the actual ambient L 1 0 and L50 background level. 

(II) The "actual ambient background level" is the measured noise level at the appropriate measurement 
point as specified in subsection (3)(b) of this rule using generally accepted noise engineering 
measurement practices. Background noise measurements shall be obtained at the appropriate 
measurement point, synchronized with windspeed measurements of hub height conditions at the nearest 
wind turbine location. "Actual ambient background level" does not include noise generated or caused by 
the wind energy facility. 



(III) The noise levels from a wind energy facility may increase the ambient statistical noise levels Ll 0 and 
Lso by more than 10 dBA (but not above the limits specified in Table 8), if the person who owns the noise 
sensitive property executes a legally effective easement or real covenant that benefits the property on 
which the wind energy facility is located. The easement or covenant must authorize the wind energy 
facility to increase the ambient statistical noise levels, LIO 01' Lso on the sensitive property by more than 
10 dBA at the appropriate measurement point. 

(IV) For purposes of determining whether a proposed wind energy facility would satisfy the ambient 
noise standard where a landowner has not waived the standard, noise levels at the appropriate 
measurement point are predicted assuming that all of the proposed wind facility's turbines are operating 
between cut-in speed and the wind speed corresponding to the maximum sound power level established 
by IEC 61400-11 (version 2002-12). These predictions must be compared to the highest of either the 
assumed ambient noise level of 26 dBA or to the actual ambient background L 1 0 and LSO noise level, if 
measured. The facility complies with the noise ambient background standard if this comparison shows 
that the increase in noise is not more than 10 dBA over this entire range of wind speeds. 

(V) For purposes of determining whether an operating wind energy facility complies with the ambient 
noise standard where a landowner has not waived the standard, noise levels at the appropriate 
measurement point are measured when the facility's nearest wind turbine is operating over the entire 
range of wind speeds between cut-in speed and the windspeed corresponding to the maximum sound 
power level and no turbine that could contribute to the noise level is disabled. The facility complies with 
the noise ambient background standard if the increase in noise over either the assumed ambient noise 
level of 26 dBA or to the actual ambient background L 1 0 and LSO noise level, if measured, is not more 
than 10 dBA over this entire range of wind speeds. 

(VI) For purposes of determining whether a proposed wind energy facility would satisfy the Table 8 
standards, noise levels at the appropriate measurement point are predicted by using the turbine's 
maximum sound power level following procedures established by IEC 61400-11 (version 2002-12), and 
assuming that all of the proposed wind facility's turbines are operating at the maximum sound power 
level. 

(VII) For purposes of determining whether an operating wind energy facility satisfies the Table 8 
standards, noise generated by the energy facility is measured at the appropriate measurement point when 
the facility's nearest wind turbine is operating at the windspeed corresponding to the maximum sound 
power level and no turbine that could contribute to the noise level is disabled. 

(c) Quiet Areas. No person owning or controlling an industrial or commercial noise source located either 
within the boundaries of a quiet area or outside its boundaries shall cause or permit the operation of that 
noise source ifthe statistical noise levels generated by that source exceed the levels specified in Table 9 as 
measured within the quiet area and not less than 400 feet (122 meters) from the noise source. 

(d) Impulse Sound. Notwithstanding the noise lUles in Tables 7 through 9, no person owning or 
controlling an industrial or commercial noise source shall cause or permit the operation of that noise 
source if an impulsive sound is emitted in air by that source which exceeds the sound pressure levels 
specified below, as measured at an appropriate measurement point, as specified in subsection (3)(b) of 
this lUle: 

(A) Blasting. 98 dBC, slow response, between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and 93 dBC, slow 
response, between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 



(B) All Other Impulse Sounds. 100 db, peak response, between the hours of7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and 80 
dB, peak response, between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. 

(1) Octave Bands and Audible Discrete Tones. When the Director has reasonable cause to believe that the 
requirements of subsection (1)(a), (b), or (c) of this rule do not adequately protect the health, safety, or 
welfare of the public as provided for in ORS Chapter 467, the Department may require the noise source to 
meet the following JUles: 

(A) Octave Bands. No person owning or controlling an industrial or commercial noise source shall cause 
or permit the operation of that noise source if such operation generates a median octave band sound 
pressure level which, as measured at an appropriate measurement point, specified in subsection (3)(b) of 
this JUle, exceeds applicable levels specified in Table 10. 

(B) One-third Octave Band. No person owning or controlling an industrial or commercial noise source 
shall cause or pennit the operation of that noise source if such operation generates a median one-third 
octave band sound pressure level which, as measured at an appropriate measurement point, specified in 
subsection (3)(b) of this rule, and in a one-third octave band at a preferred frequency, exceeds the 
arithmetic average of the median sound pressure levels of the two adjacent one-third octave bands by: 

(i) 5 dB for such one-third octave band with a center frequency from 500 Heliz to 10,000 Heliz, inclusive. 
Provided: Such one-third octave band sound pressure level exceeds the sound pressure level of each 
adjacent one-third octave band; or 

(ii) 8 dB for such one-third octave band with a center frequency from 160 Hertz to 400 Heliz, inclusive. 
Provided: Such one-third octave band sound pressure level exceeds the sound pressure level of each 
adjacent one-third octave band; or 

(iii) 15 dB for such one-third octave band with a center frequency from 25 Heliz to 125 Hertz, inclusive. 
Provided: Such one-third octave band sound pressure level exceeds the sound pressure level of each 
adjacent one-third octave band; 

(iv) This JUle shall not apply to audible discrete tones having a one-third octave band sound pressure level 
10 dB or more below the allowable sound pressure levels specified in Table 10 for the octave band which 
contains such one-third octave band. 

(2) Compliance. Upon written notification from the Director, the owner or controller of an industrial or 
commercial noise source operating in violation of the adopted JUles shall submit a compliance schedule 
acceptable to the Depaliment. The schedule will set forth the dates, terms, and conditions by which the 
person responsible for the noise source shall comply with the adopted JUles. 

(3) Measurement: 

(a) Sound measurements procedures shall conform to those procedures which are adopted by the 
Commission and set forth in Sound Measurement Procedures Manual (NPCS-l), or to such other 
procedures as are approved in writing by the Department; 

(b) Unless otherwise specified, the appropriate measurement point shall be that point on the noise 
sensitive property, described below, which is further fl'om the noise source: 



(A) 25 feet (7.6 meters) toward the noise source from that point on the noise sensitive building nearest the 
noise source; 

(B) That point on the noise sensitive property line nearest the noise source. 

(4) Monitoring and Reporting: 

(a) Upon written notification from the Department, persons owning or controlling an industrial or 
commercial noise source shall monitor and record the statistical noise levels and operating times of 
equipment, facilities, operations, and activities, and shall submit such data to the Department ill the form 
and on the schedule requested by the Department. Procedures for such measurements shall conform to 
those procedures which are adopted by the Commission and set forth in Sound Measurement Procedures 
Manual (NPCS-l); 

(b) Nothing in this rule shall preclude the Department from conducting separate or additional noise tests 
and measurements. Therefore, when requested by the Department, the owner or operator of an industrial 
or commercial noise source shall provide the following: 

(A) Access to the site; 

(B) Reasonable facilities, where available, including but not limited to, electric power and ladders 
adequate to perform the testing; 

(C) Cooperation in the reasonable operation, manipulation, or shutdown of various equipment or 
operations as needed to ascertain the source of sound and measure its emission. 

(5) Exemptions: Except as otherwise provided in subparagraph (l)(b)(B)(ii) of this rule, the rules in 
section (1) of this rule shall not apply to: 

(a) Emergency equipment not operated on a regular or scheduled basis; 

(b) Warning devices not operating continuously for more than 5 minutes; 

(c) Sounds created by the tires or motor used to propel any road vehicle complying with the noise 
standards for road vehicles; 

(d) Sounds resulting from the operation of any equipment or facility of a surface carrier engaged in 
interstate commerce by railroad only to the extent that such equipment or facility is regulated by pre
emptive federal regulations as set forth in Part 201 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
promulgated pursuant to Section 17 of the Noise Control Act of 1972, 86 Stat. 1248, Public Law 92-576; 
but this exemption does not apply to any standard, control, license, regulation, or restriction necessitated 
by special local conditions which is approved by the Administrator of the EPA after consultation with the 
Secretaty of Transportation pursuant to procedures set forth in Section 17( c )(2) of the Act; 

( e) Sounds created by bells, chimes, or carillons; 

(f) Sounds not electronically amplified which are created by or generated at sporting, amusement, and 
enteltainment events, except those sounds which are regulated under other noise standards. An event is a 
noteworthy happening and does not include informal, frequent, or ongoing activities such as, but not 



limited to, those which normally occur at bowling alleys or amusement parks operating in one location for 
a significant period of time; 

(g) Sounds that originate on construction sites. 

(h) Sounds created in construction or maintenance of capital equipment; 

(i) Sounds created by lawn care maintenance and snow removal equipment; 

(j) Sounds generated by the operation of aircraft and subject to pre-emptive federal regulation. This 
exception does not apply to aircraft engine testing, activity conducted at the airpOlt that is not directly 
related to flight operations, and any other activity not pre-emptively regulated by the federal government 
or controlled under OAR 340-035-0045; 

(k) Sounds created by the operation of road vehicle auxiliary equipment complying with the noise rules 
for such equipment as specified in OAR 340-035-0030(1)(e); 

(1) Sounds created by agricultural activities; 

(m) Sounds created by activities related to the growing or harvesting of forest tree species on forest land 
as defined in subsection (1) of ORS 526.324. 

(6) Exceptions: Upon written request fi'om the owner or controller of an industrial or commercial noise 
source, the Department may authorize exceptions to section (1) of this rule, pursuant to rule 340-035-
0010, for: 

(a) Unusual andlor infrequent events; 

(b) Industrial or commercial facilities previously established in areas of new development of noise 
sensitive property; 

( c) Those industrial or commercial noise sources whose statistical noise levels at the appropriate 
measurement point are exceeded by any noise source external to the industrial or commercial noise source 
in question; 

(d) Noise sensitive property owned or controlled by the person who controls or owns the noise source; 

(e) Noise sensitive propelty located on land zoned exclusively for industrial or commercial use. 

[ED. NOTE: The Table(s) referenced in this rule are not printed in the OAR Compilation. Copies are 
available from the agency.] 

[Publication: The Publication( s) referred to or incorporated by reference in this rule are available fi'om the 
agency.] 

Stat. Auth.: ORS 467 
Stats. Implemented: ORS 467.030 
Hist.: DEQ 77, f. 9-5-74, ef. 9-25-74; DEQ 135, f. & ef. 6-7-77; DEQ 8-1980, f. & ef. 3-11-80; DEQ 7-
1983, f. & ef. 4-22-83 



Wind Turbines, Health, Ridgelines, and Valleys 

Montpelier, VT, May 7 2010 

It is a medical fact that sleep disturbance and perceived stress result in ill 
effects, including and especially cardiovascular disease, but also chronic 
feelings of depression, anger, helplessness, and, in the aggregate, the 
banishment of happiness and reduced quality of life. 

Cardiovascular disease, as we all now, leads to reduced life expectancy. Try 
and get reasonably priced life insurance if you are hypertensive or have 
suffered a heart attack. 

If industrial wind turbines installed in close proximity to human habitation 
result in sleep disturbance and stress, then it follows as surely as day follows 
night that wind turbines will, over the long term, result in these serious 
health effects and reduced quality of life. 

The question is, then, do they? 

In my investigation of Mars Hill, Maine, 22 out of about 30 adults 
('exposed') who live within 3500 feet of a ridgeline arrangement of 28 1.5 
MW wind turbines were evaluated to date, and compared with 27 people of 
otherwise similar age and occupation living about 3 miles away (Not 
Exposed). 

Here is what was found: 

82% (18/22) of exposed subjects repOlied new 01' worsened chronic sleep 
deprivation, versus 4% (1 person) in the non-exposed group. 41 % of 
exposed people reported new chronic headaches vs 4% in the control group. 
59% (13122) of the exposed repolied 'stress' versus none in the control 
group, and 77% (17122) persistent anger versus none in the people living 3 
miles away. More than a third of the study subjects had new or worsened 
depression, with none in the control group. 95% (21/22) ofthe exposed 
subjects perceived reduced quality of life, versus 0% in the control group. 
Underlining these findings, there were 26 new prescription medications 
offered to the exposed subjects, of which 15 were accepted, compared to 4 
new or increased prescriptions in the control group. The prescriptions ranged 



fi'om anti-hypertensives and antidepressants to anti migraine medications 
among the exposed. The new medications for the non exposed group were 
anti-hypertensives and anti-arthritics. 

The Mars Hill study will soon be completed and is being prepared for 
publication. Preliminary findings have been presented to the Chief Medical 
Officer for Ontario, and have been presented to Health Canada, by 
invitation. Earlier partial results were presented to the Maine Medical 
Association, which passed a Resolution calling for caution, further study, 
and appropriate modification of siting regulations, at its annual meeting in 
2009. 

There is absolutely no doubt that people living within 3500 feet of a 
ridgeline anangement of turbines 1.5 MW or larger turbines in a rural 
environment will suffer negative effects. 

The study was undeliaken as a pilot project to evaluate for a cluster of 
symptoms after numerous media reports, in order to present data to the 
Maine Medical Association, after the Maine CDC failed to more fully 
investigate. 

While the study is not perfect, it does suggest a real problem that warrants 
not only further more detailed investigation, but the tenderest caution, in the 
meantime, when decisions on how to site industrial wind turbines are made. 

What is it about northeast USA ridgelines that contribute to these ill effects, 
and how can they be avoided? 

Consider, the Northeast is prone to icing conditions. Icing will increase the 
sound coming off ofturbines by up to 6 dBA. As the icing occurs 
symmetrically on all blades, imbalance detectors do not kick on, and the 
blades keep turning, contrary to wind industry claims. 

Sound is amplified coming off of ridgelines into valleys. This is because the 
background noise in rural valleys is low to begin with, increasing the 
sensitivity to changes, particularly the beating, pulsatile nature of wind 
turbine noise, and sound sources at elevation do not undergo the same 
attenuation that occurs from groundcover when noise sources are at ground 
level. The noise travels farther and hits homes and people at greater 



amplitude that it would from a lower elevation. Even though this is not 
rocket science, it was conclusively proven in a NASA funded study in 1990. 

Snow pack and ice contribute to increased noise transmission. Vermont 
valleys have both, I believe. 

Preconstruction sound modeling fails to take the tendency of the homes that 
people live in to respond and vibrate perceptibly to sound at frequencies that 
the occupants of the dwellings cannot necessarily hear. They hear, and feel, 
the walls and windows rattle, and the floors vibrate, in a pulsing manner at a 
frequency or the turbine rpm. 

When pre construction modeling fails to take the pulsatile nature, propensity 
for icing, and ridgeline elevation into account, as well as a linear as opposed 
to point source of noise, problems can be expected. What distance is safe? It 
depends on the terrain, the climate, the size ofthe project and the turbines 
themselves. Accurate preconstruction modeling with safe targets in mind is 
critical. The WHO says that 30dbA is ideal, and noise levels of above 40dbA 
have definite health consequences. At Mars Hill, where affected homes are 
present at 3500 feet, sound levels have been measured at over 52.5dbA. The 
fiasco there has been acknowledged by the local wind energy company, and 
by a former Maine governor. 

Vermont would do well to learn from the affected people in Mars Hill. 

I have seen the preliminary plans for the planned Deerfield Wind Facility, 
and have particular concerns regarding the dwellings to the north and 
northeast of the northernmost extension of the turbine layout. These homes 
are well within a mile, generally downwind, and downhill from what I am 
told may well be 2 MW turbines (or larger?), in a snowy and icy part ofthe 
Northeast. 

The parallels to Mars Hill are striking. 

We know that preconstruction sound modeling failed at Mars Hill. No 
matter what the preconstruction modeling at Deerfield shows, the real world 
experiment at Mars Hill suggests that there will be problems for homes at 
the setbacks that seem to be planned for Deerfield on the attached image. 



The people who live within 3500 feet at Mars Hill are truly suffering. Learn 
from Mars Hill. It is not a matter of not having wind turbines. It is a matter 
of putting them where they will not affect people's health. 

Newer technology to accurately measure sound at a quantum level 
improvement in temporal, frequency and amplitude resolution over 
commonly used acoustician's equipment now exists, though it is costly and 
not readily available. But it will be widespread, soon, well within the tenure 
of the individuals responsible for making siting decisions today. 

Avail yourselves of these findings and familiarize yourselves with the new 
technologies. You will not only be future proofing your current decisions, 
you will also be helping people who would otherwise end up too close to 
industrial wind turbines escape the fate of the exposed residents of Mars 
Hill, and many other sites in North America (Mars Hill, Maine, merely 
represents the first small 'controlled' study). 

I have seen the results of this cutting edge equipment, and how it has 
revealed drastic short duration excesses over allowed sound levels, levels 
that set homes vibrating and rendering them unlivable, but also levels of 
lower frequency transient noise at the audible level, that demonstrates not 
only failure of preconstruction sound modeling as currently practiced, but 
also the inadequacy ofthe measuring tools in the toolkit ofthe everyday 
practicing acoustician-consultant who generates reports for industry and 
local government. 

Michael A. Nissenbaum, MD 
University ojToronto (MD), McGill University (Specialty Diagnostic Imaging), 
University ojCalifol'llia (Fellowship) 
Harvard University Medical School Ouniorjaculty, Associate Director oj MRI, BIH) 
Currently, Radiologist, NMMC, Ft. Kent, Maine 
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Deputation 
to the Standing Committee on General 

Government 
Regarding Bill C-1S0 

April 22 2009 

By Dr. Robert McMurtry M.D., F.R.C.S (C), F.A.C.S 



Deputation to the Standing Committee on General Government 
Regarding Bill C-lS0 
April 22 2009 

First permit me to express my appreciation to the Committee for permitting me to speak 
and submit this deputation. 

My presentation is in four parts: 
* Regulations in Canada 
* Low Frequency Noise and Wind Turbines 
* Report of Adverse Health Events 
* A Proposal 

Regulations in Canada 

Quite simply national regulations do not exist in Canada. According to a November 2008 
letter from Morel Oprisan, (Deputy Director S&T, Renewable Energy Teclmologies, 
Government of Canada) in an electronic mail to Professor Jolm Harrison (Queens 
University) he stated: 

"As you correctly noted in your letter, the issue of the wind turbine set-back from a 
residence, is regulated locally (municipally or provincially)." 
"As part of the work done by the federal govermnent in this area, we have worked 
together with CSA and, internationally with IEC, to bring international standards to 
Canada. However, these standards, at this time, are not mandatory and their use is 
voluntary. " 

To add to my concern regarding this regulatory uncertainty is the fact that this Provincial 
Ministty of the Environment has regulations with many flaws. One of these is the failure 
to measure for low fi'equency noise (LFN). Instead regulations are stated measure in A 
Weighted decibels or dBA only. To measure for LFN it is necessaty to screen with C 
Weighted decibels or dBC. 

It is not possible to develop authoritative guidelines for set-backs and monitoring of 
industrial wind ttlfbines specifically if LFN is not taken into account. 

Low Frequency Noise 

Human auditory range is from 20 - 20,000 HZ. LFN is about 20-200 HZ. (1) It is an area 
of growing interest and for example there are 15,400,000 hits on Google (accessed April 
202009) for "Low Frequency Noise". However there appears to be a variance of opinion 



in recognizing its significance. For example the wind developer IPC Energy contracted 
Avalon Consulting to do Environmental Screening. I contacted Avalon who indicated to 
me on 2 occasions that it is "not necessary" to monitor for LFN. The wind industty at 
large agrees as they also deny the need to monitor for LFN. The Ministty ofthe 
Environment of Ontario concurs as all its regulations are based on dBA (Decibels with A 
weighting) which is relatively insensitive to LFN. dBA however is adequate for higher 
frequency noises such as the characteristic "swoosh, swoosh, swoosh" of turbine blades 
which are in the mid-frequency range. 

How important is LFN? 
The World Health Organization in a 2000 publication ("Community Noise" by Berglund 
et al) made the following observations: 

• "Since A-weighting underestimates the sound pressure level of noise with low 
frequency components, a better assessment of health effects would e to use C
weighting" 

• "It should be noted that a large proportion of low frequency components in a 
noise may increase considerably the adverse effects on health" 

• "The evidence on low frequency noise is sufficiently strong to warrant immediate 
concern" (2) 

The answer is clear ~ LPN is very important. 
However there is a crucial difference of opinion. 
The author of the foregoing paper (H.O. Leventhall) who quoted the WHO denies that 
wind turbines generate LFN. He is the prime expelt on the subject on behalf of the wind 
energy industry. 

Others disagree. 

For example Styles et al observed that there is " .. clear evidence that wind turbines 
generate low frequency sound (infrasound) and acoustic signals which can be detected at 
considerable distances (many kilometres) from wind farms on infrasound detectors and 
low-frequency microphones." 

Kamperman and James have commented "Some residents living as far as 3 km (two 
miles) from a wind farm complain of sleep disturbance from the noise. Many residents 
living one-tenth this distance (300 m. or 1000 feet) fi'om a wind farm are experiencing 
major sleep disruption and other serious medical problems from nighttime wind turbine 
noise", 

They fUlther comment that "the single A-weighted (dBA) noise descriptor used in most 
jurisdictions for siting turbines is not adequate". Clearly, as they conclude C-weighted 
(dBC) criteria should be used. 



Adverse Health Events 

There have been many reports of adverse health events. At the outset it must be made 
clear that there has not been any systematic epidemiological field study that could yield 
authoritative guidelines for the siting of wind turbines. Secondly there is no 
epidemiological study has been conducted that establishes either the safety or 
harmfulness of Industrial Wind Turbines. In short there is an absence of evidence. 
Accordingly until more authoritative information is available it is important to consider 
the growing number of reports of cases and case series of adverse health effects that are 
emerging. 

Dr. Amanda Harry reported on 39 cases of people whose health and quality of life were 
compromised. 

She concluded that " ..... people living near turbines are genuinely suffering." (5) 

Dr. David Manley a Chartered Physicist, Acoustician and Engineer who worked with Dr. 
HalTY stated: "Much work has been done by me near windfarms to evaluate the acoustic 
effects. It is found that people living within five miles of a windfarm cluster can be 
affected and if they are sensitive to low fi'equencies, they may be disturbed." 

"It has been found that an extensive seismic signal passes through the earth and may well 
at night time affect peoples sleep. It is admitted by fellow acousticians that much more 
research in this subject is needed and that none has been done since 1996 by the DTI. At 
many inquiries windfarm promoters will not accept there is an acoustic problem."(6) 

Todd et al recently found that the human ear is more sensitive to seismic vibration than to 
hearing. (7) In other words what you can't hear can otherwise be perceived. 

Dr. Nina Pierpont has had a substantial experience with wind turbines She too has 
gathered cases (38 from 10 families) and plans to publish a book this year. (8) 

The National Academy of Medicine of France has taken note of adverse health events in 
their report "Repercussions of the Operation of Wind Turbines on the Health of Man" 
(March 2006). Their recommendation is for a set-back of 1.5 kilometers for 2.5 MW 
wind turbines from dwellings. They also recommended an epidemiological investigation 
into the possible medical effects of wind turbines. 

Of course the industly denies any problem and cite more than 20 years experience and at 
least 68,000 wind turbines in place without adverse health effects. 

The European Platform Against Windfarms begs to differ. They currently have 319 
organizations from 18 nations opposing windfarms. To quote from their web page 

• that hundreds of associations, local initiatives and other groups are totally 
dissatisfied with wind farms; 



• that intermittent, uncontrollable energy does not solve any of humanity's 
problems, even in part; 

• that the only thing wind turbines do is cause considerable harm to people, the 
economy, national budgets and the environment.(9) 

Closer to home those sentiments are clearly arising as this committee heard from Wind 
Concerns Ontario. 

Let me be clear however as to my deepest concern: adverse health effects are occurring 
as we speak. Many victims have joined us today in the hope of being heard. There is no 
quetion that they are genuinely suffering and more people are at risk if the rules are not 
changes substantially. 

The victims, lead by Carmen Krogh and LotTie Gillis organized a survey of people living 
near wind installatons. (The methodology and detailed results are attached as part of the 
submission) Seventy-six people responded.Twenty-tlU'ee denied any problem.Fifty-tlU'ee 
indicated that they had experiencesd at least one symptom/complaint and on average had 
5 complaints. 

The findings are remarkably similar to other work quoted above and to the just released 
study by Dr. Michael Nissenbaum in Maine who reports on 15 further cases. Virtually 
always the commonest complaint is sleep disturbance (34). Already thirty-nine 
individuals indicate that their health has been affected as a consequence of what they are 
experiencing. One person has had to be admitted to hospital with an acute hypertensive 
episode, another experinced a cardiac arrythmia (atrial fibrillation), 15 experienced heart 
palpitations. Further details are in your packages. 

Most disturbing of all are the comments describing the sheer anguish and sense of 
betrayal that many feel. Noone seems to care, noone appears to be listening to their 
plight. They feel they are losing their homes and their lives. 

The situation has been exacerbated for many who have experienced denial, and abusive 
behaviour by Wind Turbine representatives and on occasion from Minislty of the 
Environment officials. All this victimizes them a second time. 

These findings and victim accounts are new in Ontario but not elsewhere. They have 
been described too often in other countries. 

A Proposal 

There clearly are competing claims about LFN and health risks - those who are living the 
claims and those who deny them 

There is a way out of this dilemma. Authoritative guidelines must be established based on 
sound science. A well-designed epidemiological study conducted by arms-length 



investigators, mutually agreeable to all sides, must be done. In addition and far more 
simply is to engage sound engineers, (again mutually agreeable) to determine the 
presence or absence of LFN near existing wind farms in Ontario. 

In the meantime listen to and help the victims. 

Anything less would be an abandonment of responsibility by the government. 

Summary 

When uncertainty exists and the health and well-being of people are potentially at risk, 
assuredly it is appropriate to invoke the precautionary principle. Until and unless there 
are authoritative guidelines in place based on the best available evidence the Province of 
Ontario ought not to proceed with the development ofIndustrial Wind Turbines any 
further. 

The development of these guidelines must be based on a rigorous epidemiological 
evaluation of health effects of these turbines. 

Respectfully Submitted 

R.Y. McMurtry MD FRCSC FACS 
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4. Kamperman and James "Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent health 
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8. Todd, Rosengren and Colebatch. "Tuning and sensitivity of the human vestibular 
system to low-frequency vibration" Neuroscience Letters 444 (2008) 36-41. 
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Pre exis~meclica1 conditions or 
diagnoses: 
Medications_~or to WTP: 
New medical condItions or 
~oses since Vv"TP: 
New medications or dose changes 
_~ce·WTP: 

1. Has your quality of life been oltffed in any 'IIfrJ since thewind turbine pr~ect went 
online? 

2. How so·) 

3. Have you coDSidered moving away? 

4. Why haven't you moved away? 

I understand and consent to Ibis infmmation being collected as part of amedical 
investigation I understand no names shall be used in any report generated with this 
information, and that no patient names will be released at any timt Thereport or excerpts 
from thereportmay be presented to goveromentor to otherboilies sochas the Mline 
Medical Association, and may be published in joumals or other media 

-----'signature ___ date 

______ --'pliJlllilJ!le 
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VVednesday,11arch4,2009 
Fop Immediate Release: 

At its monthly meeting held Tuesday, 11arch 3, 2009, the 11edical 
Staff of Northern 11aine 11edical Center unanimously approved 
the release of the following statement: 

Health Concerns and the Need for Careful Siting of 
VVind Turbines 

11embers of Northern 11aine 11edical Center's medical staff 
endorse the use of alternative energies. 

VVe echo the concerns of the 11edical Staff of Rumford Community 
Hospital as regards an increasing body of literature and reports 
from Canada, the USA, and particularly from Europe suggesting 
that the deployment of industrial wind facilities in close proximity 
to places where people live, work or attend schools results in 
negative health effects, including and especially sleep deprivation 
and stress. 

VV e know, as physicians, that sleep deprivation and chronic stress 
can result in many consequential negative health effects, some of 
them serious, over the long term. 

These effects arise not only from audible noise frequencies but 
also from persistent inaudible low frequency noise waves of a 
cyclical nature which are felt, but not heard. There are a growing 
number of scientific observations and studies suggesting that 
people living up to 2 miles away from these industrial wind farms 
may be affected. 

11any European nations with more than two decades of experience 
with industrial wind factories have now implemented regulations 
stipulating setbacks of 1-1. 5 miles. 

In light of these growing, serious medical concerns, we propose a 



moratorium on the building of any such "wind farms" until more 
research is done on the health impact that such facilities will have 
on the communities surrounding such technology. These 
communities and the Maine DEP and Health Services must be 
allowed time to study and learn from the European and Canadian 
experiences, as well as from the many affected families in Mars 
Hill, Maine, and put into place appropriate regulations and 
ordinances, prior to expanding the wind industry in the State of 
Maine. 

The State of Maine has a vast, unpopulated hinterland. There is 
little need to site industrial wind developments in proximity to 
residential communities if there is a risk of negative health 
effects. Quality of life, quality of place, and a healthful 
environment should be the right of all residents of Maine, 
including those ofthe rural north. 

We also encourage the residents of Fort Kent, Maine, to exercise 
their rights and vote 'YES' at the next annual Town Meeting on 
March 23rd to a proposal to establish a moratorium in Fort Kent 
on the permitting of industrial wind development until such time 
as an ordinance to govern their siting is in place. 

Signed, 

Medical Staff, Northern Maine Medical Center 
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~~ Economic Development Conncil 

HECEIVED 
JUt 1 9 2010 

167 NIV 2nd ~ PO Box 436 ~ Stel'enson, 1l'll 98648 (509) 427-5110 Phone (509) 427-5122 Fax wWII',skolllania-edc,org 

July 12, 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

RE: Comments on Draft EIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Dear EFSEC Council Members, 

The thirteen members of the Board of Directors of the Skamania County Economic 
Development Council unanimously support approval of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

We have reviewed the Draft EIS and believe that it is objective, comprehensive, accurate and 
authoritative, The Draft EIS found; 

~ No significant impact on wildlife or bird populations. 
~ No significant impact on scenic views. 
~ No evidence of negative impact on tourism. 

In addition to the clear benefits of clean renewable energy' the Draft EIS substantiates the 
economic benefits that drive our organization~ strong support, The Draft EIS found that: 

~ There will be considerable economic benefits to the tri-county area of Skamania, Klickitat 
and Hood River counties. 

~ The construction workforce hired to build the wind farm would average 143 workers, with 
a peak of approximately 265 workers. 

~ There will be an estimated $1.3 million in local, non-labor purchases during construction. 
~ Annual property tax revenue to the County would increase by $731,500. 
~ The White Salmon School District will see an estimated $150,000 annually. 
~ 8-9 new permanent jobs will be created. 

Of the 1,070,080 acres in Skamania County, less than 3% can be developed to grow a tax base 
to create economic sustainability that provides financial resources to support necessary 
services to residents and visitors. Due to excessive federal and other public ownership of its 
land base, Skamania County must take advantage of each ,opportunity it has to grow its tax 
base. 

The Whistling Ridge Energy project is not only a sound economic development opportunity, but 
also a clean, safe, green, renewable energy resource that will provide a better future for 
generations to come. 
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905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS 

Dear Sirs, 

Public Affairs Office -
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 

RECEIVED 
JUl 1 9 2010 

FACI~ITY SITE 
,\F{!,\I.UAllfJ GQUN§lb 

I would like to express concerns about the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project's 
potential impacts on the National Scenic Area and in patticular the Historic Columbia 
River Highway (HCRH), a district listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

I have been working with OPRD and ODOT on the restoration of Mitchell Point for 
several years and in pmticular the design of several overlooks to be located along the 
HCRH State Trail. I am concerned that the existing analysis does not adequately address 
this section of the HCRH Key viewing area. This area is due south of the proposed 
project and within the Special Management Area of the CRGNSA. 

The HCRH is a linear scenic and historic resource in Oregon, extending from Troutdale 
to The Dalles. All of the HCRH is a Key Viewing Area within the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA). POltions of the HCRH that are a trail are 
designated as a National Recreational Trail. Portions of the HCRH are closer to the 
proposed project than the sites chosen for visual resource analysis. 

The Mitchell Point overlook is more visually sensitive than Interstate 84, both because it 
is higher in elevation and because it is a place where people stop and get out of their cars 
to take photos. It is closer to the proposed project than Viento State Park, Koberg Beach 
State Park and the Hood River to Mosier section of the Historic Columbia River Highway 
State Trail that were analyzed. This site should be analyzed for visual impact from the 
proposed project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. 

E. ainnson, ASLA 
nt, Quatrefoil, Inc 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Patricia Meeks [pmeeks@msn.com] 
Friday, July 16, 20102:40 PM 
COM EFSEC 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #320 

Subject: Stop Whistling Ridge Wind Turbines Project -- Columbia Gorge -- We Need More Time 

Stop The Whistling Ridge Wind Turbines Project -- Columbia Gorge 

There has not been enough time for the average citizen to go through the EIS! 

Most people I've spoken with haven't still have not seen the EIS. Residents do not even realize that if this 
project is built, most will never again be able to see anything but a full moon in the sky. 

In the last month there have been a plethora of lawsuits across the county initiated by residents dealing 
with the harmful effects from wind turbines located in their local areas. A recent bird study in Klickitat 
County is not even mentioned in the EIS. 

Please, do not rubber stamp this project! 

Patricia Meeks 
PO Box 1978 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
509-493-8746 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

AI, 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Friday, July 16, 2010 7:27 AM 
Wright, AI (COM) 
Michelle, Kayce (COM); Talburt, Tammy (COM) 
FW: Query on July DEIS deadline 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #321 

Another request to extend the public comment period. Please let me know how you wish to respond. 

Thanks. 

From: COM EFSEC 
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2010 12:10 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: FW: Query on July DEIS deadline 

Stephen, I am forwarding this to you as the project manager. 

From: repar [mailto:repar@saw.net] 
Sent: Saturday, July 10, 2010 9:24 AM 
To: COM EFSEC 
Subject: Query on July DE IS deadline 

Dear EFSEC, 

At the last public hearing on Whistling Ridge, numerous public participants, including the 
Yakama Tribe asking for government to government contact, asked for more time to dissect the 
1500+ DEIS for this proposed wind farm. Have you all made any decision to prolong the 30-day 
comment period? Frankly, 30 days is not enough time to dissect, digest, analyze, and make 
coherent comments upon, such a monster DEIS. I would like to see the public participation 
process extended to a more reasonable comment period. Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
''Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. /1 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: Wright, AI (COM) 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 20102:42 PM 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #322 

To: Wallis, Robert (COM Contractor); Bob Wallis; Talburt, Tammy (COM); 
lucefamily@comcast.net; Luce, Jim (COM) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Posner, Stephen (COM); Michelle, Kayce (COM); Crews, Kyle (ATG) 
FW: comment period for whistling ridge energy project 

FYI-AI 

From: Sally Newell [mailto:scoop@embarqmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 1:42 PM 
To: Wright, AI (COM); ammontano@bpa.gov 
Subject: comment period for whistling ridge energy project 

Gentlemen, 

I am writing to request that you extend the comment period on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I 
recieved my hard copy of this 1500 page document on Monday, July 12, 2010. I requested it at the Underwood hearing 

. on June 16th, after finding that looking at it online was not practical (hard to flip back and forth to cross-reference, etc.) 
and printing it on my printer impractical, too. When I tried to look at it at the library in White Salmon, I was only given the 
DEIS without the appendices. 

To summarize, I have been given less than a week to review a complex, 1500 page document. I am probably not the only 
one. We were assured at the hearings by Jim Luce that hard copies would be available on request. I think he thought we 
would get them in a more timely manner. A week is not enough time to assimilate the information, let alone formulate 
constructive comments. I respectfully request that your agencies extend the comment period at least 60 days. 

A cursory review of the document reveals much happy talk and shallow analysis of major issues associated with this 
project. I would like to provide detailed and meaningful input to this process, but will need more time. As I stated at the 
hearing, my community of Underwood, through which all construction traffic will be routed, feels like it is getting the bum's 
rush by your agencies and the applicant. As the first project of its kind in a forested, mountainous setting, on the doorstep 
of a internationally recognized scenic wonder, we hope that the process will be fair and thorough. 

Sincerely, 

Sally Newell 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Sally Newell [scoop@embarqmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 1:42 PM
To: al.wright@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: comment period for whistling ridge energy project

Page 1 of 1

7/27/2010

Gentlemen, 
  
I am writing to request that you extend the comment period on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.  I 
recieved my hard copy of this 1500 page document on Monday, July 12, 2010.  I requested it at the Underwood 
hearing on June 16th, after finding that looking at it online was not practical (hard to flip back and forth to cross-
reference, etc.) and printing it on my printer impractical, too.  When I tried to look at it at the library in White 
Salmon, I was only given the DEIS without the appendices.   
  
To summarize, I have been given less than a week to review a complex, 1500 page document.  I am probably not 
the only one.  We were assured at the hearings by Jim Luce that hard copies would be available on request.  I 
think he thought we would get them in a more timely manner.  A week is not enough time to assimilate the 
information, let alone formulate constructive comments.  I respectfully request that your agencies extend the 
comment period at least 60 days. 
  
A cursory review of the document reveals much happy talk and shallow analysis of major issues associated with 
this project.  I would like to provide detailed and meaningful input to this process, but will need more time.  As I 
stated at the hearing, my community of Underwood, through which all construction traffic will be routed, feels like 
it is getting the bum's rush by your agencies and the applicant.  As the first project of its kind in a forested, 
mountainous setting, on the doorstep of a internationally recognized scenic wonder, we hope that the process will 
be fair and thorough. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Sally Newell 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: Wright, AI (COM) 
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2010 8:19 AM 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment 1n23 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Wallis, Robert (COM Contractor); Bob Wallis; lucefamily@eomcast.net; Luee, Jim (COM) 
Posner, Stephen (COM); Talburt, Tammy (COM); Michelle, Kayce (COM); Crews, Kyle (ATG) 
FW: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419) 

Correction to FYI - Al 

-----Original Message-----
From: Nathan Baker [mailto:Nathan@gorgefriends.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 4:03 PM 
To: Wright, Al (COM); Andrew M. Montano; Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: RE:Whistling Ridge Energy Project DE IS (DOE/EIS-0419) 

Correction: it was actually June 18, the day after the hearings, when I requested by phone 
and email four paper copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. We received two copies on July 12. 

-----Original Message----
From: Nathan Baker 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 2:50 PM 
To: Al Wright; Andrew M. Montano; Stephen Posner 
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DE IS (DOE/EIS-0419) 

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano, and Posner: 

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the agencies extend 
the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS. We request an 
extension of 45 days in order to have sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages of material 
in the DEIS and appendices and make meaningful, informed comments. 

Until very recently, Friends' staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel have had a total 
of only two paper copies of the DE IS to use in our review. Essentially, nine different people 
in five different offices have had to share two paper copies. One of our consultants is often 
in the field and away from a computer; a paper copy has been essential for his review. 

Friends' staff attended the June 16 and 17 public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson. At 
those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce stated that paper copies would be provided to the public 
upon request. Friends' staff requested three additional copies of the DEIS by checking the 
appropriate box on the sign-in sheets. On June 21, I requested by phone and email four paper 
copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7, not having received the copies, I reiterated the 
request by email. 

On July 12, Friends' staff finally received two additional paper copies. This was only one 
week before the comment deadline of July 19. 

We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed with the regular press 
of business, not to mention furlough days and special projects. We do not fault the agency 
staff for the delays in distributing paper copies'. 

However, we believe it is only fair for the agencies to extend the comment deadline, in order 
to give the public sufficient time to review and comment on the material in the DEIS. 

We are also sympathetic to the impact on the citizens of the Gorge. I have spoken to other 
people who received their first and only paper copy this week, after requesting it almost a 
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month ago. Some citizens in rural areas of the Gorge are still using dial-up Internet access, 
or have no Internet access at all. For these citizens, obtaining electronic copies via the 
Internet was never an option. They are now left witn an insufficient amount of time to digest 
1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments. 

Friends respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the DEIS. Thank you for 
. considering this request. 

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney 
Friends· of the Columbia Gorge 
nathan@gorgefriends.org 
522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720 
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100 
(503) 241-3762 x101 
Fax: (503) 241-3873 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Nathan Baker [Nathan@gorgefriends.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 2:50 PM
To: Al Wright; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Stephen Posner
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419)

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montaño, and Posner:

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the agencies 
extend the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS. We 
request an extension of 45 days in order to have sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages
of material in the DEIS and appendices and make meaningful, informed comments.

Until very recently, Friends' staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel have had a 
total of only two paper copies of the DEIS to use in our review. Essentially, nine 
different people in five different offices have had to share two paper copies. One of our 
consultants is often in the field and away from a computer; a paper copy has been 
essential for his review.

Friends' staff attended the June 16 and 17 public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson. At 
those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce stated that paper copies would be provided to the public 
upon request. Friends' staff requested three additional copies of the DEIS by checking the
appropriate box on the sign-in sheets. On June 21, I requested by phone and email four 
paper copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7, not having received the copies, I 
reiterated the request by email. 

On July 12, Friends' staff finally received two additional paper copies. This was only one
week before the comment deadline of July 19. 

We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed with the regular 
press of business, not to mention furlough days and special projects. We do not fault the 
agency staff for the delays in distributing paper copies. 

However, we believe it is only fair for the agencies to extend the comment deadline, in 
order to give the public sufficient time to review and comment on the material in the 
DEIS. 

We are also sympathetic to the impact on the citizens of the Gorge. I have spoken to other
people who received their first and only paper copy this week, after requesting it almost 
a month ago. Some citizens in rural areas of the Gorge are still using dial-up Internet 
access, or have no Internet access at all. For these citizens, obtaining electronic copies
via the Internet was never an option. They are now left with an insufficient amount of 
time to digest 1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments.

Friends respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the DEIS. Thank you 
for considering this request.

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney
Friends of the Columbia Gorge
nathan@gorgefriends.org
522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100
(503) 241-3762  x101
Fax: (503) 241-3873
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Nathan Baker [Nathan@gorgefriends.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 4:03 PM
To: Al Wright; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Stephen Posner
Subject: RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419)

Correction: it was actually June 18, the day after the hearings, when I requested by phone
and email four paper copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. We received two copies on July 12.

-----Original Message-----
From: Nathan Baker 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 2:50 PM
To: Al Wright; Andrew M. Montaño; Stephen Posner
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419)

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montaño, and Posner:

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the agencies 
extend the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS. We 
request an extension of 45 days in order to have sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages
of material in the DEIS and appendices and make meaningful, informed comments.

Until very recently, Friends' staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel have had a 
total of only two paper copies of the DEIS to use in our review. Essentially, nine 
different people in five different offices have had to share two paper copies. One of our 
consultants is often in the field and away from a computer; a paper copy has been 
essential for his review.

Friends' staff attended the June 16 and 17 public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson. At 
those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce stated that paper copies would be provided to the public 
upon request. Friends' staff requested three additional copies of the DEIS by checking the
appropriate box on the sign-in sheets. On June 21, I requested by phone and email four 
paper copies of the DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7, not having received the copies, I 
reiterated the request by email. 

On July 12, Friends' staff finally received two additional paper copies. This was only one
week before the comment deadline of July 19. 

We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed with the regular 
press of business, not to mention furlough days and special projects. We do not fault the 
agency staff for the delays in distributing paper copies. 

However, we believe it is only fair for the agencies to extend the comment deadline, in 
order to give the public sufficient time to review and comment on the material in the 
DEIS. 

We are also sympathetic to the impact on the citizens of the Gorge. I have spoken to other
people who received their first and only paper copy this week, after requesting it almost 
a month ago. Some citizens in rural areas of the Gorge are still using dial-up Internet 
access, or have no Internet access at all. For these citizens, obtaining electronic copies
via the Internet was never an option. They are now left with an insufficient amount of 
time to digest 1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments.

Friends respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the DEIS. Thank you 
for considering this request.

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney
Friends of the Columbia Gorge
nathan@gorgefriends.org
522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: Wright, AI (COM) 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 3:33 PM 

PUblic ~R - DE/S 
omment 11324 

To: Wallis, Robert (COM Contractor); Bob Wallis; Talburt, Tammy (COM); 
lucefamily@comcast.net; Luce, Jim (COM) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Posner, Stephen (COM); Michelle, Kayce (COM); CreY's, Kyle (ATG) 
FW: Request for Whistling Ridge DEIS comment extension 

Enough FYI Alreadyl - Al 

-----Original Message-----
From: Paul Smith [mailto:ursa@pacifier.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2ele 3:25 PM 
To: Wright, Al (COM); ammontano@bpa.gov; Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Subject: Request for Whistling Ridge DE IS comment extension 

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano, Posner: 

I would like to request an extension of 3e-45 days for the deadline for written comments on 
the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project in order to have sufficient time to review, 
digest and then make meaningful comments on this proposal since this will be the one and only 
opportunity as a concerned Gorge resident to do so. 

This document along with its appendices is an enormous amount of material to try and make 
informed comments on since I only received my hard copy a matter of several weeks ago and I 
have dial-up internet at my home in the West end of Skamania county and simply can't download 
this material in any sort of realistic timeframe. I attended both the June 16th and 17th 
public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson where several other concerned citizens voiced 
their concerns that this is not an adequate amount of time for proper public review. 

As a resident of the Columbia River Gorge living in Skamania county for the past 16 years, I 
respectfully request that you allow for an extension for the public comment period on this 
DE IS of the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Paul Smith 
1482 Mabee Mines Road 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Paul Smith [ursa@pacifier.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 3:25 PM
To: al.wright@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; 

stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov
Subject: Request for Whistling Ridge DEIS comment extension

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano, Posner:

I would like to request an extension of 30-45 days for the deadline  
for written comments on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy  
Project in order to have sufficient time to review, digest and then  
make meaningful comments on this proposal since this will be the one  
and only opportunity as a concerned Gorge resident to do so.

This document along with its appendices is an enormous amount of  
material to try and make informed comments on since I only received my  
hard copy a matter of several weeks ago and I have dial-up internet at  
my home in the West end of Skamania county and simply can't download  
this material in any sort of realistic timeframe. I attended both the  
June 16th and 17th public hearings in Underwood and Stevenson where  
several other concerned citizens voiced their concerns that this is  
not an adequate amount of time for proper public review.

As a resident of the Columbia River Gorge living in Skamania county  
for the past 16 years, I respectfully request that you allow for an  
extension for the public comment period on this DEIS of the Whistling  
Ridge Wind Energy Project.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Paul Smith
1482 Mabee Mines Road
Washougal, WA 98671 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Loreley Drach [loreley@gorge.net]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 5:57 PM
To: al.wright@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; 

stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov
Subject: Comment extension request for Whistling Ridge
Importance: High

Page 1 of 1

7/27/2010

Dear Sirs, 
  
I am writing to request an extension to the comment period for the WRE DEIS.   I was able to obtain a hard copy 
of the DEIS from EFSEC’s kind staff at the Underwood DEIS public meeting in mid‐June.  Since that time, of 
slightly less than 30 days, I have read through and marked up my copy, but still have not finished compiling and 
commenting, due to the complexity and size of the DEIS.  Please provide additional time for the public to offer 
meaningful comments. 
  
Sincerely, 
Loreley Drach 
Underwood, WA 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Friday, July 16, 2010 7:36 AM 
Michelle, Kayce (COM) 
Talburt, Tammy (COM) 
FW: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (OOE/EIS-0419) 

Treat as comment on DEIS. Thanks. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Rick Aramburu [mailto:rick@aramburu-eustis.comJ 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 4:27 PM 
To: Wright, Al (COM); Andrew M. Montano; Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Cc: Nathan Baker; Gary Kahn 
Subject: Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DE IS (DOE/EIS-0419) 

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano and Posner. 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #327 

This office represents Save Our Scenic an interested party to the proposed Whistling Ridge 
Energy project. Given the length of the DE IS and the detailed materials found therein, we 
join in the request of Friends of the Columbia Gorge (Friends) to extend the comment period 
for 45 days to allow full opportunity to comment on this DEIS as well as to provide 
additional notice to interested persons. 

We also note that the recently issued (June 29, 2010) Pre Hearing Conference Order Number 4 
(PHO 4) in the EFSEC proceeding on the Whistling Ridge matter addressed issues regarding the 
DEIS. In that order, it was acknowledge that at the June 16 public hearing public comments 
"identified potentially serious errors in the draft EIS." PHO 4 also indicates the EFSEC 
"expects that the Applicant will incorporate into its direct presentation any information 
needed to address asserted significant flaws in the DEIS." SOSA and Friends have objected 
to this procedure. Equally, PHO 4 indicated that EFSEC was not going to prepare the final 
EIS prior to the adjudicative hearings. SOSA and Friends have also objected to this 
procedure. EFSEC has entered PHO 5 (July 9, 2010) which allowed parties and intervenors to 
the EFSEC proceedings to have until July 19 to respond to the SOSA/Friends obj"ections_(the 
same day comments on the DE IS are due). 

To our knowledge, neither EFSEC or BPA has communicated to any recipients or interested 
commenters on the DEIS, other that the parties to the EFSEC proceedings, that it has made 
the decisions found in PHO 4. This would include federal or state agencies. No general 
notice of these decisions, as far as we know, have been placed in the Federal Register nor 
to persons that spoke at the public hearing or requested copies of the DEIS. The actions 
taken in PHO 4 may well modify comments that might come from 

agencies or members of the public. For example, additional detail may be 
included in DEIS comments from interested agencies or members of the public knowing that such 
matters would be taken up at the adjudicatory hearings. 
Further DE IS commenters may wish to address the validity and appropriateness of_ the 
procedures announced in PHO 4. 

Based on the foregoing, SOSA requests the following. First, that the comment period for the 
DEIS be extended for at least 45 days. Second, and in the alternative, that EFSEC and BPA 
provide notice, consistent with the usual notice for the availability of DEIS, of the 
decisions made regarding the use of the DEIS in PHO 4, i.e. a) that the draft EIS will be 
used in the adjudicative hearings (instead of the final EIS in the hearings and b) that the 
applicant is expected to incorporate in its direct presentation evidence regarding 
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.. significant flaws" in the DEIS. The detail in such notice will be dependent on the 
anticipated rulings by EFSEC on the SOSA and Friends objections. If that ruling is delayed, 
such notice should provide a minimum of 45 days for comments after the issuance of the 
notice. 

Thank you for your attention to these requests.· 

J. RICHARD ARAMBURU 
Aramburu & Eustis 
Attorneys at Law· 
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seattle WA 9B104-1860 
(voice) 206-625-9515 
(Fax) 206-.682-1376 
Rick@Aramburu-Eustis.com 
aramburu@nwlink.com 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
This email message may be protected by the attorney/client privilege, work product doctrine 
or other confidentiality protection. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do 
not read it. Please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error, and then 
delete it. Thank you. 

----- Original Message 
From: "Nathan Baker" <Nathan@gorgefriends.org> 
To: "AI Wright" <al.wright@commerce.wa.gov>; "Andrew M.Montano" 
<ammontano@bpa.gov>; "Stephen Posner" <stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 2:49 PM 
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DE IS (DOE/EIS-0419) 

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano, and Posner: 

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the 
agencies extend the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project DEIS. We request an extension of 45 days in order to have 
sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages of material in the DEIS and 
appendices and make meaningful, informed comments. 

Until very recently, Friends' staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel 
have had a total of only two paper copies of the DEIS to use in our review. 
Essentially, nine different people in five different offices have had to 
share two paper copies. One of our consultants is often in the field and 
away from·a computer; a paper copy has .been essential for his review. 

Friends' staff attended the June 16 and 17 public hearings in Underwood and 
St~venson. At those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce stated that paper copies 
would be provided to the public upon request. Friends' staff requested three 
additional copies of the DEIS by checking the appropriate box on the sign-in 
sheets. On· June 21, I requested by phone and email four paper copies of the 
DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7, not having received the copies, I reiterated the 
request by email. 

On July li, Friends' staff finally received two additional paper copies. 
This was only one week before the comment deadline of July 19. 

We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed with 
the regular press of business, not to mention furlough days and special 
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projects. We do not fault the agency staff for the delays in distributing 
paper copies. 

However, we believe it is only fair for the agencies to extend the comment 
deadline, in order to give the public sufficient time to review and comment 
on the material in the DEIS . 

. We are also sympathetic to the impact on the citizens of the Gorge. I have 
spoken to other people who received their first and only paper copy this 
week, after requesting it almost a month ago. Some citizens in rural areas 
of the Gorge are still using dial-up Internet access, or have no Internet 
access at all. For these citizens, obtaining electronic copies via the 
Internet was never an option. They are now left with an insufficient amount 
of time to digest 1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments. 

Friends respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the 
DEIS. Thank you for considering this request. 

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney 
Friends of the Columbia Gorge 
nathan@gorgefriends.org 
522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720 
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100 
(503) 241-3762 x101 
Fax: (503) 241-3873 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Rick Aramburu [rick@aramburu-eustis.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 4:27 PM
To: Al Wright; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Stephen Posner
Cc: Nathan Baker; Gary Kahn
Subject: Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419)

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montano and Posner.

This office represents Save Our Scenic an interested party to the proposed 
Whistling Ridge Energy project.  Given the length of the DEIS and the 
detailed materials found therein, we join in the request of Friends of the 
Columbia Gorge (Friends) to extend the comment period for 45 days to allow 
full opportunity to comment on this DEIS as well as to provide additional 
notice to interested persons.

We also note that the recently issued (June 29, 2010) Pre Hearing Conference 
Order Number 4 (PHO 4) in the EFSEC proceeding on the Whistling Ridge matter 
addressed issues regarding the DEIS.  In that order, it was acknowledge that 
at the June 16 public hearing public comments "identified potentially 
serious errors in the draft EIS."  PHO 4 also indicates the EFSEC "expects 
that the Applicant will incorporate into its direct presentation any 
information needed to address asserted significant flaws in the DEIS."  SOSA 
and Friends  have objected to this procedure.  Equally, PHO 4 indicated that 
EFSEC was not going to prepare the final EIS prior to the adjudicative 
hearings. SOSA and Friends have also objected to this procedure.  EFSEC has 
entered PHO 5 (July 9, 2010) which allowed parties and intervenors to the 
EFSEC proceedings to have until July 19 to respond to the SOSA/Friends 
objections (the same day comments on the DEIS are due).

To our knowledge, neither EFSEC or BPA has communicated to any recipients or 
interested commenters on  the DEIS, other that the parties to the EFSEC 
proceedings, that it has made the decisions found in PHO 4.  This would 
include federal or state agencies.  No general notice of these decisions, as 
far as we know,  have been placed in the Federal Register nor to persons 
that spoke at the public hearing or requested copies of the DEIS.  The 
actions taken in PHO 4 may well modify comments that might come from 
agencies or members of the public.   For example, additional detail may be 
included in DEIS comments from interested agencies or members of the public 
knowing that such matters would be taken up at the adjudicatory hearings. 
Further DEIS commenters may wish to address the validity and appropriateness 
of the procedures announced in PHO 4.

Based on the foregoing, SOSA requests the following.  First, that the 
comment period for the DEIS be extended for at least 45 days.  Second, and 
in the alternative, that EFSEC and BPA provide notice, consistent with the 
usual notice for the availability of DEIS, of the decisions made regarding 
the use of the DEIS in PHO 4, i.e. a) that  the draft EIS will be used in 
the adjudicative hearings (instead of the final EIS in the hearings and b) 
that the applicant is expected to incorporate in its direct presentation 
evidence regarding "significant flaws" in the DEIS.  The detail in such 
notice will be dependent on the anticipated rulings by EFSEC on the SOSA and 
Friends objections.  If that ruling is delayed, such notice should provide a 
minimum of 45 days for comments after the issuance of the notice.

Thank you for your attention to these requests.

J. RICHARD ARAMBURU
Aramburu & Eustis
Attorneys at Law
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112
Seattle WA 98104-1860
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(voice) 206-625-9515
(Fax) 206-682-1376
Rick@Aramburu-Eustis.com
aramburu@nwlink.com
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This email message may be protected by the attorney/client privilege, work 
product doctrine or other confidentiality protection. If you believe that it 
has been sent to you in error, do not read it. Please reply to the sender 
that you have received the message in error, and then delete it. Thank you.

----- Original Message ----- 
From: "Nathan Baker" <Nathan@gorgefriends.org>
To: "Al Wright" <al.wright@commerce.wa.gov>; "Andrew M. Montaño" 
<ammontano@bpa.gov>; "Stephen Posner" <stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov>
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2010 2:49 PM
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS (DOE/EIS-0419)

Dear Messrs. Wright, Montaño, and Posner:

I am writing on behalf of Friends of the Columbia Gorge to request that the 
agencies extend the deadline for written comments on the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project DEIS. We request an extension of 45 days in order to have 
sufficient time to review the 1,500 pages of material in the DEIS and 
appendices and make meaningful, informed comments.

Until very recently, Friends' staff, consultants, and outside legal counsel 
have had a total of only two paper copies of the DEIS to use in our review. 
Essentially, nine different people in five different offices have had to 
share two paper copies. One of our consultants is often in the field and 
away from a computer; a paper copy has been essential for his review.

Friends' staff attended the June 16 and 17 public hearings in Underwood and 
Stevenson. At those meetings, EFSEC Chair Luce stated that paper copies 
would be provided to the public upon request. Friends' staff requested three 
additional copies of the DEIS by checking the appropriate box on the sign-in 
sheets. On June 21, I requested by phone and email four paper copies of the 
DEIS from EFSEC. On July 7, not having received the copies, I reiterated the 
request by email.

On July 12, Friends' staff finally received two additional paper copies. 
This was only one week before the comment deadline of July 19.

We certainly understand that the EFSEC and BPA staff are overwhelmed with 
the regular press of business, not to mention furlough days and special 
projects. We do not fault the agency staff for the delays in distributing 
paper copies.

However, we believe it is only fair for the agencies to extend the comment 
deadline, in order to give the public sufficient time to review and comment 
on the material in the DEIS.

We are also sympathetic to the impact on the citizens of the Gorge. I have 
spoken to other people who received their first and only paper copy this 
week, after requesting it almost a month ago. Some citizens in rural areas 
of the Gorge are still using dial-up Internet access, or have no Internet 
access at all. For these citizens, obtaining electronic copies via the 
Internet was never an option. They are now left with an insufficient amount 
of time to digest 1,500 pages of material and write meaningful comments.

Friends respectfully requests an extension of the comment period on the 
DEIS. Thank you for considering this request.

Nathan Baker, Staff Attorney
Friends of the Columbia Gorge
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nathan@gorgefriends.org
522 SW 5th Ave., Suite 720
Portland, Oregon 97204-2100
(503) 241-3762  x101
Fax: (503) 241-3873 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

OLDOUG1@GMAIL.COM 
Friday. July 16. 2010 3:56 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #331 

I have lived in the Columbia Gorge (White Salmon, WA.)since 1950 and just recently moved to 
The Dalles, OR. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is idealy located, out of the Gorge Scenic 
area and would disturb very few people---if any. 
I am 100% in favor of this project and hope you can see your way clear to approve this very 
worthy project without any further delay. 
Doug Holliston 

Sincerely, 
DOUG HOl LISTON 
260 lONE PINE lANE # 5 
THE DAllES" OR. 97058 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

nereus1@juno.com 
Friday, July 16, 2010 5:06 PM 
COM EFSEC 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

We live in Underwood, and fully SUppOlt the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. We have heard no reasonable 01' 

convincing reasons why the project should not proceed to completion. 

Richard and Beverly martin 

1142 Orchard Lane 

Underwood, W A 98651 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

sherri irish [larryksherrii@aU.netJ 
Friday, July 16, 2010 8:49 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Threatens Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #334 

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

The Columbia River Gorge is a National Treasure that people travel from around the world to 
see and experience. The draw is it's natural beauty; waterfalls, cliffs, rivers, mountain 
vistas. One can drive or hike countless areas in the gorge and be surrounded by exquisit 
beauty. However, these pristine views are in jeopardy of being lost forever if Wind 
Turbines are not kept from intruding onto these skylines. 

There is plenty of land in this country to support wind turbines. We need to be responsible 
with our placement of these wind farms. Forests should be protected from destruction in 
order to erect turbines. After all, wind energy is supposed to be better fot the 
environment. If we destroy forrests for wind energy then we have defeated the point of 
alternative energy sources. This country has millions of wide open plains and grasslands with 
steady winds that are far more suitable for wind farms. 

Please, protect the views in the Columbia River National Scenic Area. The natural 
landscape is why this Scenic Act was created. There is nothing natural about seeing turbines 
on the skyline. Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to give my opinion. Sherri 
Irish 
Gorge Resident 

sherri irish 
4402 se zitzelberger road 
washougal, WA 98671 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

dpwasgatt@gmail.com 
Saturday. July 17. 2010 6:56 AM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

PUblic ~R - DE:lS 
omment #336 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. SDS is. a very 
reputable company with strong ties to the community. This wind farm will give the Skamania & 
Klickitat County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber harvests and 
federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets while 
unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another natural 
resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county needs. 
It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can that be 
a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and Whistling 
Ridge can make that happen. I hope the ·Council approves the SDS application and that the 
project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
David Wasgatt 
1704 BZ Glewood Hwy 
Glenwood, WA 98619 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Bob Davis [bdavis@ecotope.comJ 
Saturday, July 17,20109:58 AM 
COM EFSEC 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Comments on Whistling Ridge project 
whistleridge.docx 

From: Bob Davis [mailto:bdavis@ecotope.com] 
Sent: 07/17/2010 9:50 AM 
To: 'efsec@commerce.wa.govWashington' 
Subject: Comments on Whistling Ridge project 

Please see attached. Comments also sent today by mail. 

Bob Davis 
Director of M&V 
Ecotope, Inc. 

c. 206.786.4709 
ecotope.com 
bdavis@ecotope.com 
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Should a large-scale wind turbine development be sited in 
Skamania County? 

Bob Davis, Energy Efficiency Engineer, Ecotope, Inc. 
(Hood Rive .. Valley High School Class of1980) 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Whistling Ridge Project. 

Normally I would just say: yes, do it, it's a renewable. But the Columbia Gorge is a one
of-a-kind place. I grew up in the gorge; I spent a lot of my youth exploring it, including 
the forest lands in Skamania County. I observed up close the movement to establish the 
National Scenic Area. A primary reason the NSA was established was the poor 
stewardship of some ofthe Gorge's extraction industries such as SDS Lumber. The 
prevailing approach of SDS and their cohorts was and is to cut/quarry as fast as possible. 
In the past years, SDS cut to within an inch of the NSA and in full view of its core scenic 
assets (clear cuts across from Viento Park and nearby areas) . 

SDS would argue they were/are playing by the lUles. Perhaps they were, but I suspect they 
found some SOli of barely legal ways to bend the lUles. The death of the viewsheds in the 
NSA is death by a thousand cuts. Some would argue there are already an interstate 
freeway and a railroad and a whole dam but that is exactly WHY the preservation of what 
remains of the viewshed is so impOliant to the value of the NSA. 

Much of the Columbia Gorge is now a National SCENIC area. We need to preserve the 
scenic quality whenever possible; the lUles of the NSA are clear on that point. SDS has 
always viewed the NSA and the NPS with disdain and has done their darndest to stick 
their finger in the eye of those who love the Scenic Area. I don't think they should be 
allowed to do it again. They own lots ofland (70,000 acres, according"to Wally 
Stevenson) and can find another way to make money on it. 

There is another reason I question this project. The NOlihwest Power and Conservation 
Council's 6th Plim ranks conservation ahead of wind power in terms of cost-effectiveness. 
I work on verifying conservation technologies and, for the most pmi, they do work. The 
hardest part has been finding someone to do the work (thankfully that is now changing) 
but the results have been proven in a number of regional studies that extending back to the 
early 1980s. There is still a lot of conservation to procure, and the economics are 
considerably more favorable than the economics of wind, especially when real utilization 
factors are employed. (That is, turbines even in very windy places only generate usable 
electricity about 40% of the time; most turbines have much lower utilization rates.) I urge 
EFSEC to consider these issues seriously when ruling on the siting application. 

17 July 2010 
Bob Davis 
3631 NE 70 Ave 
POliland, OR 97213 
503.572.0215 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Harper [mharper@hoodriverelectric.net] 
Sunday, July 18, 2010 11 :48 AM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge project should be denied 

WR·DEIS 
Public Comment #343 

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

I am adamantly opposed to this project as it would violate the spirit of the law of the Columbia Gorge 
Scenic Area Act and destroy the intended viewshed of the area. 

I am a supporter of alternative energy in general. But, I firmly believe that industrial wind turbine 
development should be installed in areas that are very remote from people and vital natural 
resources. 

I also request that EFSEC and BPA extend the comment period in order to allow the public sufficient 
time to review and comment on the 1,578 pages of material contained in the DE IS and appendices. 
Please extend the comment period by 45 days. 

Mary Harper 
PO Box 1155 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Stephen, 

Jon Cole Uonmcole@gmaiLcom] 
Monday, July 19, 2010 12:58 PM 
COMEFSEC 
whistling ridge comments 
Whistling...:Ridge_DEIS_Comments_JON_COLE.pdf 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #348 

Please find my attached cOlnment letter in reference to the Draft EIS for the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project. Also, If you could add me to your email list for this project, I would greatly appreciate it. 

Cordially, 

JON COLE 
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July 19, 2010 

EFSEC 
Comments: Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
eftec@commerce.lVa.gov 

To whom it may concern, 

I would like to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared forthe Whistling Ridge 

Energy Project proposed by Whistling Ridge Energy, LLC. 

In order to complete a successful wind project, there are several hurdles a project must pass in order to 

be considered viable. If you look around locally, regionally, or nationally, there are very few sites that 

meet enough of these criteria to be considered viable. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project easily clears 

these hurdles: 

Wind. The project proponents have studied wind on the project area extensively for several years. 

Along with the data collected, all of the trees in the project vicinity are "flagged" indicating strong 

westerly winds along the entire ridgeline of the project area. 

load. With Seattle and Portland populations nearby, there is plenty of electrical demand close to the 

project. Compared to some of the large scale projects in places like Eastern Wyoming where wind 

resources are superb, the Whistling Ridge Energy Project clearly has a leg up because not only does it 

have viable wind, but also nearby load. 

Transmission. Whistling ridge Energy Project has a major BPA transmission line located right in the 

middle of the project area. The project's ability to efficiently tie into the grid without constructing miles 

of transmission lines greatly reduces the overall impact of the project. Many wind projects need to 

construct or upgrade miles of transmission lines in order to connect the projects to the transmission 

grid. ·Again this is a distinct plus forthe Whistling Ridge Energy Project and greatly reduces the overall 

impact and necessary foot print of the project. 

Ownership. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is located entirely on lands owned by two private 

entities. There are no other private or public parcels intermingled. This may seem like a small detail. 

However, different ownerships have different management philosophies and perhaps different levels of 

commitment to a project and can jeopardize the project as a whole. Having essentially a single 

landowner ensures the commitment to the project and helps guarantee the success. 

Regulatory restrictions: Whistling Ridge Energy Project is located entirely Outside the Columbia River 

Gorge National Scenic Area. While close, the fact that the project is outside the boundary is significant. 

In addition, the draft EIS found no significant impacts to plants and wildlife in the area. The lands in the 

project area are currently managed for intensive silviculture and have been harvested using heavy 
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machinery multiple timeS. This area is neither natural nor a pristine environment. These are "working" 

lands and have been for a very long time. 

Revenue. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is located in Skamania County, which is very significant for 

the local and regional economy. Skamania.County is largely owned by the Federal Government with 

over 80% of available lands managed by the USFS. In the decades where Federal timber harvests were 

high, Skamania County received considerable funding from harvest dollars. Harvest levels and 

associated receipts to the County have disappeared. The County has spent considerable. time and 

energy trying to maintain and replace this vital source of revenue. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

will contribute significant dollars to the County during the construction phase in addition to providing a 

large, stable source of annual tax revenue to the County. For this revenue, the County has to provide 

very little service in return. The project uses existing county roads·and infrastructure. The County will 

have little burden both initially and on and ongoing basis. 

It takes a very unique site and set of circumstances to meet all of these thresholds. I would urge any of 

the council members to try and find a site that "fits" any better than this one. 

Washington voters passed Initiative 937 in 2006 requiring large utilities to obtain 15% of their electricity 
from new renewable resources such as solar and wind by 2020; Whistling Ridge Energy LLC has 
proposed a project to help meet the requirements of this initiative. I strongly urge the Council to see 
the value of this project for the short and long term local, regional, and national benefits to society and 
our goal toward a clean energy future. 

Thank you for taking the time to review my comments. 

Cordially, 

Jon Cole 

White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Michelle. Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ahenry@mind.net 
Monday, July 19, 2010 5:38 PM 
COM EFSEC 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #349 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

It is very unfortunate that environmentalists and others have chosen to oppose this project 
when our global environment is already experiencing the impacts of climate change. What good 
is a scenic area if our global environment is polluted with carbon-emitting energy sources? 
It is indeed sad that wind turbines impact individual birds. As a birder and long time 
volunteer for a raptor rehabilitation center, I\'m the last person who would want to see 
birds die. But they are dieing by the thousands---tens of thousands----across the globe 
because of climate change\'s impact on habitat. We simply cannot afford to pass up 
opportunities to create more renewable energy. 

Washington State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most 
feasible and most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 
2020, which means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber 
has the land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental 
impact of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site 
has been used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads 
built, transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The 
impacts on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental 
benefits are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Ashley Henry 
2321 SE 30th Ave 
Portland, OR 97214 
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Talburt, Tammy (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Laurel Lease [bereverent@live.comj 
Tuesday, July 20, 2010 6:07 PM 
COM EFSEC 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #351 

As a Skamania County resident who would be located near the area where the SOS' 75 megawatt wind 
farm would be sited, I am in full support of this project. It has no negative effects that will harm the 
environment, but will provide much needed energy and revenue for our area. I have lived near forest 
lands owned by SOS since 1983 and know that SOS has always been a responsible and considerate 
neighbor to us at the Northwestern Lake area. I give them my full endorsement without any reservations. 

Laurel Lease 
41 Prvate Lake Rd 
White Salmon, WA 98672 

The New Busy is not the old busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Get started. 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 157

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 158

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 159

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text

lmb9576
Text Box



rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 160

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 161























lmb9576
Text Box



lmb9576
Text Box



rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 162

















From: Chris McCabe [ChrisM@AWB.ORG]
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2010 1:37 PM 
To: stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov; s.posner@utc.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Cc: awright@utc.wa.gov; efsec@commerce.wa.gov; Phillips, Keith (GOV); Don Brunell; Gary 
Chandler 
Subject: AWB Comments to Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Attachments: AWB comments to Whistling Ridge Draft EIS 7-26-10.pdf 
Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montano: 
  
Please find attached an electronic copy of the Association of Washington Business’ comment letter regarding 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (EFSEC Application No. 2009‐01) Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). Originals follow by way of regular mail. 
  
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important application. Please contact me at the 
numbers below with any questions. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Christian McCabe 
________________________________ 

CHR I ST IAN  M.  MCCABE ,   J .D .  
ASSOC IAT ION  OF  WASHINGTON  BUS INESS 
Government Affairs Director 

T 360.943.1600 / T 800.521.9325 
M 360.870.2918/ F 360.943.5811 
PO Box 658, Olympia, WA 98507‐0658 
www.awb.org 
  
** If you are not the intended recipient of this message or have received this communication in error, please notify 
the sender immediately and promptly delete the message. Thank you.** 
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July 26, 2010       
 
 
Stephen Posner     Andrew M. Montaño 
Compliance Manager     Environmental Project Manager 
State of Washington     Bonneville Power Administration 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council  Public Affairs Office – DKE-7 
905 Plum Street SE, 3rd Floor    P.O. Box 14428 
Olympia, WA  98504-3172    Portland, OR  97293-4428 
 
 

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

 
Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montaño: 
 
On behalf of the Association of Washington Business (AWB), thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments on the Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS).    
 
Formed in 1904, AWB is Washington’s oldest and largest statewide business association, 
and includes more than 7,000 members representing over 650,000 employees. AWB 
serves as both the state’s chamber of commerce and manufacturing and technology 
association. 90 percent of AWB members employ fewer than 100 people and more than 
half of AWB’s members employ fewer than 10. 
 
We write today in support of the May, 2010 DEIS and offer the following general and 
specific comments in support thereof. 
 
 
I. GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
Economic development and job creation



 

2 
 

As AWB has noted previously, approval of the DEIS and final approval of the 
application is extremely important for current and future economic development in 
Skamania County, southwestern Washington, and for the state as a whole. This is 
particularly important during this historic economic recession and during the severe 
budget shortfalls for the state and local governments.  
 
Paragraph 3.13 of the DEIS (Socioeconomics)(summarized in Table 1-1 of Paragraph 1.0) 
concludes, generally, that “[s]ocioeconomic impacts are expected to be beneficial in the 
form of additional jobs, increased sales, and increased tax revenues.” 
 
Specifically, during construction of the project, the DEIS concludes that about 330 full 
and part-time jobs would be created. Approximately 25-35 percent of the construction 
workforce would be residents of the area and 65-75 percent of the workforce would be 
hired from outside of the three-county area. Project construction would also result in 71 
indirect and induced jobs.  
 
Moreover, indirect value added from the project is approximately $3.9 million. 
According to Table 1-1, “[f]iscal impacts are expected to be positive, with a total of $150 
million in construction expenditures, of which approximately $13.2 million would be 
spent in the local area.” In addition, the DEIS concludes most sales tax revenue would 
go to Skamania County.  
 
With respect to ongoing operation of the site, the DEIS concludes that “[e]conomic 
impacts would be positive due to increased tax revenues, employment and local 
expenditures. Sales, use and other indirect business taxes to state and local governments 
are estimated at approximately $50,000 per year.” The estimated value of the project is 
$87.5 million, which would represent an increase of 6.5 percent in assessed value to the 
county. The corresponding increase in property tax revenue to the county would be 
$731,500. On an ongoing basis, the project will employ 8-9 employees, likely hired from 
the local area. 
 
Equally important to the positive economic attributes of the project are the negative 
consequences for the economy of southwestern Washington if the DEIS and application 
is ultimately not approved. 
 
Visual resources/site location 
 
The proposed Whistling Ridge project is also important because it would set a precedent 
for siting wind projects on designated forest land in this state. This is important because 
many potential wind generating sites are located on Washington’s forest lands. As the 
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Whistling Ridge DEIS shows, wind energy and forest management are highly 
compatible. Wind energy becomes an additional renewable resource to be managed on 
forest lands. Washington’s ailing forest industry needs to diversify whenever and 
wherever possible. The potential for wind farm siting on forest lands creates additional 
revenue diversification opportunities for large and small forest land owners alike and 
will help keep forest lands from being developed or used in other manners incompatible 
with forest management. With each recession, timber producers are at the mercy of the 
markets. This most recent downturn has been particularly hard on the industry, its 
workers and suppliers, and communities like White Salmon, Bingen, Stevenson and 
Carson. 
 
The proposed forest ridgeline site is low value for timber production. The proposed site 
provides great north/south topography for wind. The proposed site is also surrounded 
by mountains which significantly limits any visual impacts. Furthermore, the nearest 
existing residential structure to the proposed project is approximately 2500 feet, which is 
a greater setback distance than those structures located near the recently-approved 
Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project. 
 
Regional need for new sources of renewable energy 
 
According to Paragraph 1.2.3.1 of the DEIS Summary, based on the findings of the 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council’s (NPCC) Fifth Power Plan (May 2005) and 
draft Sixth Power Plan (September 2009), the regional population in Idaho, Montana, 
Oregon and Washington is expected to grow from 12.7 million in 2007 to 16.3 million by 
2030. This 3.6 million population increase will increase the demand for electricity. The 
draft Six Plan concludes that “[t]he Pacific Northwest consumed 19,000 a/MW or 166 
million MW-hours of electricity in 2007. That demand is expected to grow to 25,000 
a/MW by 2030. Between 2007 and 2030, demand is expected to increase by a total of 
6,500 a/MW, growing on average by 270 a/MW, or 1.2 percent, per year. 
 
In additional to the normal, free-market increase in demand accompanied by such 
population growth, states like Oregon, California and Washington have adopted 
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS), which mandate that qualifying public and private 
utilities obtain a certain percentage of defined “renewable” energy, not including 
hydropower, by a date certain. In Washington, Initiative 937 requires qualifying utilities 
to obtain 15% defined “renewable” energy by 2020. 
 
The Summary concludes that “[t]he RPS, coupled with load growth in Washington’s 
urban areas, has prompted investor-owned and public power utilities to seek new 
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sources, most often developed by independent power producers, to meet their resource 
goals.”  
 
It is for this reason that adoption of the DEIS and, ultimately, approval of the applicant’s 
project is so important. In the coming decades, Washington will need new sources of 
electricity to meet market demand, as well as the artificial demand created by the 
“renewable” standards imposed by I-937. Furthermore, if utilities aren’t able to meet the 
RPS established by I-937, a $50/MW hour shortfall penalty will be imposed on the utility 
and passed on to the ratepayers – Washington’s families and businesses. 
 
II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
Visual resources 
 
AWB strongly supports the Paragraph 4.11 (pg. 4-9) DEIS interpretation of the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area Act (CRGNSA) and the corresponding “savings 
clause” found at 16 USC § 544O(a)(10). This project application is not, and should not be 
subject to the requirements of the CRGNSA. 
 
The DEIS appropriately acknowledges the proposed site is located outside of, but 
immediately adjacent to, the northern boundary of the CRGNSA.  The DEIS continues 
that “although the proposed project thus is in close proximity to the CRGNSA, the 
CRGNSA Act expressly states that: 
 

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

 
The DEIS concludes: “[a]ccordingly, because the proposed project is located outside of 
the CRGNSA, the provisions of the CRGNSA Act do not apply to the proposed project.’’ 
(Emphasis added) 
 
We could not more strongly agree. 
 
This accurate interpretation of the CRGNSA “savings clause” is also found in Paragraph 
3.9.2.1 (Regional Landscape Setting) which concludes “[t]he project area is completely 
outside the Scenic Are, and therefore, is not subject to the Columbia River Gorge Scenic 
Area Management Plan or related regulatory requirements.” (Emphasis added) 
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This reasoning is continued at page 3-194 of the DEIS which concludes “. . . [t]his federal 
policy and Congressional mandate discourage projecting National Scenic Act policies, 
regulations and directives beyond the boundary of the Scenic Area.” 
 
Federal regulation and zoning of development in an area that is largely private land, 
and the economic survival of existing counties and communities, were major concerns 
when the CRGNSA Act was debated in Congress. Several major compromises to the Act 
were adopted by amendment to address these issues before passage in its final form. 
These compromises included the purchase or trade of private lands that were highly 
scenic and would be heavily restricted in the SMA zone; less restriction on private lands 
in the GMA zone; and urban areas that were completely exempt from restriction and a 
boundary that was to be the absolute boundary with no buffer or setback outside of the 
CRGNSA.  
 
This was the reasoning and intent behind the “savings clause” and the proposed project 
is exactly what was contemplated when it was adopted. The “savings clause” 
established a boundary – a boundary in every sense of the word – a place where 
regulation exists, and a line drawn where it ends. Beyond this boundary, it was intended 
that private landowners and counties would be allowed to have economic development 
activity without scenic restriction. Without the “savings clause”, Congress would not 
have enacted the CRGNSA and President Reagan would not have signed the bill in to 
law. 
 
Visual resources methodologies 
 
In drawing the conclusions reached in the DEIS, three federal methodologies were used 
to evaluate visual impact assessment of the proposed project: (1) the Federal Highway 
Administration methodology (FHWA); (2) the U.S. Forest Service methodology (USFS); 
and (3) the Bureau of Land Management methodology (BLM). In addition, a “hybrid” 
methodology (FHWA and USFS), used in the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project 
(KVWPP), was also used, totaling four visual impact assessment methodologies. 
 
Visual impacts are purely subjective in nature and vary greatly from person to person. 
AWB believes the four methodologies used in the DEIS are sound, comprehensive and 
sufficiently objective to measure potential visual impacts in reaching the DEIS 
conclusions – particularly when adding the fourth KVWPP standard, which is the most 
rigorous and comprehensive standard. Opponents of the KVWPP challenged the visual 
assessment before the Washington Supreme Court, with a unanimous court rejecting 
that challenge. 
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For purposes of certainty, predictability and fairness, methodologies among various 
projects should be consistent. Proximity to (not inclusion in) a National Scenic Area 
should not impose a different standard. To do so would not only establish a buffer on 
the Scenic Area, but also would set a dangerous precedent of inconsistent visual 
standards and be very problematic for wind power development throughout the state. 
In addition, this wouldn’t just set a bad precedent for future wind projects – a new, 
higher standard for proximity to a scenic area could exclude other, non-wind, 
development such as electrical transmission, residential, commercial or industrial 
development that is otherwise compliant and consistent with applicable land use laws 
and regulations, and essential to Washington’s economic viability and ongoing 
prosperity.  
 
Notwithstanding this fact, the methodologies used to evaluate this project have been 
even more rigorous than KVWPP, Wildhorse, and other previously-sited wind projects.  
 
Joint EFSEC/BPA preparation 
 
As the DEIS introduction at paragraph 1.1 clearly states, both the Energy Facility Site 
Evaluation Council (EFSEC) and the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) have 
jointly prepared the DEIS to be consistent with the requirements of both the Washington 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Although the document is consistent with SEPA requirements, its form has 
been modified, adjusted and expanded where appropriate to ensure compliance with 
NEPA as well. Accordingly, the DEIS is now a federal NEPA document and not just an 
EIS generated by the project applicant. 
 
Scientific review 
 
With the completion of this DEIS, more biological review has been done than on any 
other previously sited wind project anywhere in the Northwest, let alone Washington 
state. To our knowledge, no other wind energy project has completed the multiple years 
of biological surveys, including three years of bat survey work. 

 
In addition, the DEIS has been prepared in direct collaboration with a sufficiently wide 
range of state and federal wildlife agencies and tribal governments (8), including: the 
Washington Dept. of Archeology and Historic Preservation, Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, Washington State Department of Natural Resources, Washington 
State Department of Transportation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the Yakama Nation.  
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The pre-development biological survey work was done in collaboration with the 
Washington and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Departments. In its “Section 7” consultation 
letter dated July 19, 2010, the USFWS confirmed that the project will no impact Northern 
Spotted Owls – a determination that should be considered conclusive on this issue. 
 
I.V. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR COMMENTS  
 
AWB recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) DEIS 
comment letter dated July 19, 2010. The Department raises concerns about visibility of 
the proposed project from the nationally designated Lewis and Clark National Historic 
Trail (NHT) and suggests elimination of several visible turbines from the site. AWB 
disagrees with this assertion. 
 
AWB is extremely concerned with the Department’s comments on this application. The 
National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241-1251 (NTSA) does not, by mandate or 
implication, authorize the Department to regulate or restrict private lands or to even 
negatively comment on or oppose private projects proposed on private lands. In fact, the 
reference to this Act as authority for the comment letter is an abuse of federal authority 
and exceeds the policy directives of the NTSA. The Department’s comments are 
particularly egregious here, where the comment would necessitate the conclusion that 
any land development or activity visible from any trail designated throughout the 
Western United States under the NTSA should be prohibited. Many thousands of miles 
of trails are designated throughout the Western United States under the NTSA. Here, the 
“trail” at issue is coextensive with U.S. Interstate 84 and Washington State Highway 14. 
These are not pristine “trail” segments – they are major, busy transportation corridors. 
 
It should be abundantly clear to the Department that man-made structures and activities 
are visible and will be seen along these highways where the most visible “impacts” on 
travelers are the many automobiles, semi-trucks, trains, transmission lines, and dams, as 
well as residences, commercial buildings and industrial facilities. 
 
Finally, consistent with the concerns raised above, elimination of visible turbines from 
view/proximity of the NHT would similarly be a direct violation of the CRGNSA 
“savings clause.” The National Trails System does not have regulatory authority to 
affect such an outcome. Again, this would set a bad precedent and have negative 
implications for other non-wind related projects such as electrical transmissions systems, 
dams, and residential, commercial and industrial development.   
 
 



 

8 
 

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

 
 
Christian M. McCabe, Esq. 
Government Affairs Director 
Association of Washington Business 
 
 
 
Cc: The Honorable Christine Gregoire 
 Keith Phillips 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201 

Portland, Oregon 97205-3026 

 

9043.1 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

ER10/492 

 

Electronically Filed 

July 19, 2010   

 

Andrew M. Montaño 

Environmental Project Manager 

Bonneville Power Administration – KEC-4 

P.O. Box 3621 

Portland, Oregon 97208 

 

Dear Mr. Montaño: 

 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bonneville Power Administration’s Whistling Ridge 

Energy Project, Skamania County, Washington.  The Department offers the following 

comments for use in developing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 

project.   

 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 

 

The proposed Whistling Ridge Energy project is located within five miles of the Lewis 

and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT), a congressionally-designated NHT, which 

follows the Columbia River and is within the area analyzed in the DEIS for potential 

visual impacts.  In addition, US Interstate 84 and Washington Route 14 are the state- 

designated Lewis and Clark auto tour routes in the project area.  Many visitors experience 

Lewis and Clark NHT by traveling the auto tour routes and stopping at interpretive and 

recreational sites along the way.  The Department considers the viewshed along the river 

and auto tour routes to be a critical part of the trail visitor experience.   

 

The Lewis and Clark NHT was established by Congress in an amendment to the National 

Trails System Act in 1978. 16 U.S.C. § 1244(a).  As administrator of the trail, the 

National Park Service (NPS) is charged under this Act with the identification and 

protection of the historic route, remnants, and artifacts of the trail for public use and 

enjoyment.   

 

Based on the analysis of visual impacts in the DEIS, it appears that a varying number of 

turbines will be visible from the trail’s historic river and auto tour routes from near 

amm2181
New Stamp



 

Koberg Beach State Park to Lindsey Creek State Park.  This approximately 15-mile 

stretch of the Columbia River Gorge has numerous recreational opportunities and scenic 

views that add significantly to enjoyment of the historic trail.  Of the five viewpoints 

along US Interstate 84 analyzed in the DEIS, Viewpoint 14 at Viento State Park, is rated 

in Table 3.9-2 as having an anticipated moderate to high level of visual impact.  

However, on page 3-193 of the DEIS, the potential visual impact for this viewpoint is 

stated as only moderate.  Furthermore, it appears that the turbines were inadvertently 

omitted in the photomontage in Figure 3.9-11.  While difficult to discern the impact at 

this location without clarification on the accuracy of the visual simulation, we believe 

that the impact should be rated as high given the placement of turbines on the skyline 

within four miles of a park located along the auto tour route.   

 

Turbine string A1-A7 would be highly visible from numerous locations along the trail 

due to its placement on a ridgeline close to the Columbia River Gorge.  The NPS 

recommends removing or relocating these seven turbines, if feasible.  This would 

significantly reduce the impact to visual resources along the historic trail.  The visual 

resources in this region—Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and Lewis and 

Clark NHT—are important resources that should be protected.   

    

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

 

Dan Wiley 

Chief of Resources Stewardship 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 

601 Riverfront Drive 

Omaha, NE 68102 

(402) 661-1830 

Dan_Wiley@nps.gov 
  

Lee Kreutzer 

National Trails System 

National Park Service 

324 S. State, Suite 200 

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 

(801) 741-1012 ext. 118 

Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov 

 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

 

Water Resources Section 3.3 

 

Pg. 3-26: Section 3.3.1.3 lacks sufficient information on the existing groundwater 

environment to support the finding of little or no impact.  Suggest the section more fully 

address the depth to groundwater, flow direction, and transmissivity (permeability) of the 

aquifer as it relates to possible affects on the area domestic and agricultural ground-water 

resources (also see section 3.3.1.5).  Helsel et.al. (2002) is a good reference for this type 

of analysis.  



 

 

Pg. 3-29: Because section 3.3.3 addresses mitigation procedures for the isolation of 

groundwater from chemical spills, we assume that chemicals will be present on site 

during both construction and operation.  Suggest the document include a discussion of 

potential chemical spills, and aquifer transmissivity (permeability), as it relates to the 

potential movement of contaminants toward nearby domestic or agricultural water wells.   

 

Reference 

 

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

Geological Survey—Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations Book 4, Chapter 

A3, 510 p.  Available on the internet at: http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4a3/ 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS.  If you have any 

questions concerning the NPS comments, please contact Dan Wiley at (402) 661-1830 or 

at Dan_Wiley@nps.gov, or Lee Kreutzer at (801) 741-1013 (x118) or at 

Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov.  If you have any questions concerning the USGS comments, 

please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews, 

at (303) 236-5050 (x229) or at gdlecain@usgs.gov.  If you have any other questions, 

please contact me at (503) 326-2489. 

 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

       
      Preston A. Sleeger 

      Regional Environmental Officer 

http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4a3/
mailto:Dan_Wiley@nps.gov
mailto:Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov
mailto:gdlecain@usgs.gov
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Mendoza, Sonia (ECY) [Smen461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 9:58 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov
Cc: Groven, Connie (ECY)
Subject: SEPA No. 10-2884 "DEIS: Whistling Ridge Energy project" Comment Letter 
Importance: High
Attachments: 10-2884.pdf; Enclosure.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/23/2010

Mr. Montaño and Mr. Posner, 
Per your request is our comments for the Whistling Ridge Energy project (Ecology File No. 
10-2884)  Comments are due today 7/19/10. 
  
Please reply to this message for confirmation.  Thank you. 
  
  
Sonia Mendoza  
Department of Ecology-SWRO 
SEPA Coordinator 
360-407-6313 (P)  
360-407-6305(F) 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 
 
 
 
July 19, 2010 
 
 
Andrew M. Montaño 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC‐4 
Portland, OR  92708‐3621 
 
Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street Southeast, Third Floor 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3172 
 
Dear Mr. Montaño and Mr. Posner: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy project located about seven miles north of the City of White Salmon in Skamania 
County.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the information provided and has the following 
comment(s): 

 
TOXICS CLEANUP:  Connie Groven (360) 407‐6254 
 
Toxics Cleanup program comments submitted May 12, 2009, still apply to the project described (see 
enclosure).  There are no new comments submitted at this time. 
 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(SM: 10‐2884) 
Enclosure 
 
cc:  Connie Groven, TCP 



 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 
 
 
 
 
May 12, 2009 
 
 
Mr. Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3172 
 
Dear Mr. Fisksdal: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the determination of significance scoping notice for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy project (Application No. 2009‐01) located in Skamania County as proposed by 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist 
and has the following comment(s): 

 
SEPA REGIONAL PROJECT LEAD:  Sarah Lukas (360) 407‐7459 
 
SHORELANDS: 
The submitted scoping notice identifies the intent of preparing a floodplain and wetland assessment 
as part of the analysis used in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS).  The assessment 
should include: An inventory of all wetlands and areas of floodplain in the project area and within 
the vicinity of the proposal; the environmental values these aquatic features provide to the 
landscape; what and how the floodplain areas and wetlands will be impacted by the proposal; what 
environmental values will be lost from these impacts; and mitigation measures to offset the 
proposed environmental impacts that cannot be avoided.  
 
The DEIS should also include an analysis of all other surface water bodies in, and within the vicinity 
of, the project site.  An equivalent documentation of existing environmental values, proposed 
impacts, and proposed mitigation measures to unavoidable impacts should be outlined in the DEIS 
as requested for the wetlands and floodplain areas above. 
 
TOXICS CLEANUP:  Connie Groven (360) 407‐6254 
 
If contamination is currently known or suspected during construction, testing of the potentially 
contaminated media must be conducted.  If contamination of soil or groundwater is readily visible, 
or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified.  Contact the Environmental Report Tracking 
System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office at (360) 407‐6300.  For assistance and 
information about subsequent cleanup and to identify the type of testing that will be required 
contact Connie Groven with the Toxic Cleanup Program at the Southwest Regional Office at the 
phone number given above. 
 
WATER QUALITY:  Roberta Woods (360) 407‐6269 
 
Any discharge of sediment‐laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in violation of 
Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control, and WAC 173‐201A, Water Quality Standards for 
Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to enforcement action. 
 
Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.  These 
control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil and other 
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pollutants into surface water or storm drains that lead to waters of the state.  Sand, silt, clay 
particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 
 
Proper disposal of construction debris must be on land in such a manner that debris cannot enter 
buffers and waters of the state or cause water quality degradation of state waters. 
 
During construction, all releases of oils, hydraulic fluids, fuels, other petroleum products, paints, 
solvents, and other deleterious materials must be contained and removed in a manner that will 
prevent their discharge to waters and soils of the state.  The cleanup of spills should take 
precedence over other work on the site. 
 
Clearing limits and/or any easements or required buffers should be identified and marked in the 
field, prior to the start of any clearing, grading, or construction.  Some suggested methods are 
staking and flagging or high visibility fencing. 
 
A permanent vegetative cover should be established on denuded areas at final grade if they are not 
otherwise permanently stabilized. 
 
All temporary erosion control systems should be designed to contain the runoff from the developed 
two year, 24‐hour design storm without eroding. 
 
Coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Waste 
Discharge General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities is 
required for construction sites which disturb an area of one acre or more and which have or will 
have a discharge of stormwater to surface water or a storm sewer.  An application can be 
downloaded from Ecology's website at 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/#Application or you can contact 
Josh Klimek at (360) 407‐7451 for an application form.  To avoid project delays, we encourage the 
applicant(s) to submit a completed application form and to publish public notice more than 60 days 
before the planned start of the project. 
 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(SM: 09‐2310) 
 
cc:  Connie Groven, TCP 

Sarah Lukas, SEA 
Brett Raunig, VFO/WQ 
Joyce Smith, HQ/WQ 
Roberta Woods, WQ 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC (Proponent) 



Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Mendoza, Sonia (ECY) [Smen461@ECY.WA.GOV]
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 2:00 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov
Cc: Chen, Qing (ECY); Cline, Vicki (ECY); Drumright, Mike (ECY); Groven, Connie (ECY); Toteff, 

Sally (ECY)
Subject: Ecology SEPA No. 10-2884A "Whistling Ridge project" Comment Letter
Importance: High
Attachments: Enclosure.pdf; 10-2884A.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/25/2010

Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner, 
Attached is our comments for the Whistling Ridge project (Ecology File Nos. 10-2884A).  
Comments are due 8/27/10.   
  
Please reply to this message for confirmation.  Thank you. 
  
  
Sonia Mendoza  
Department of Ecology-SWRO 
SEPA Coordinator 
360-407-6313 (P)  
360-407-6305(F) 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 
 
 
 
 
May 12, 2009 
 
 
Mr. Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3172 
 
Dear Mr. Fisksdal: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the determination of significance scoping notice for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy project (Application No. 2009‐01) located in Skamania County as proposed by 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist 
and has the following comment(s): 

 
SEPA REGIONAL PROJECT LEAD:  Sarah Lukas (360) 407‐7459 
 
SHORELANDS: 
The submitted scoping notice identifies the intent of preparing a floodplain and wetland assessment 
as part of the analysis used in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS).  The assessment 
should include: An inventory of all wetlands and areas of floodplain in the project area and within 
the vicinity of the proposal; the environmental values these aquatic features provide to the 
landscape; what and how the floodplain areas and wetlands will be impacted by the proposal; what 
environmental values will be lost from these impacts; and mitigation measures to offset the 
proposed environmental impacts that cannot be avoided.  
 
The DEIS should also include an analysis of all other surface water bodies in, and within the vicinity 
of, the project site.  An equivalent documentation of existing environmental values, proposed 
impacts, and proposed mitigation measures to unavoidable impacts should be outlined in the DEIS 
as requested for the wetlands and floodplain areas above. 
 
TOXICS CLEANUP:  Connie Groven (360) 407‐6254 
 
If contamination is currently known or suspected during construction, testing of the potentially 
contaminated media must be conducted.  If contamination of soil or groundwater is readily visible, 
or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified.  Contact the Environmental Report Tracking 
System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office at (360) 407‐6300.  For assistance and 
information about subsequent cleanup and to identify the type of testing that will be required 
contact Connie Groven with the Toxic Cleanup Program at the Southwest Regional Office at the 
phone number given above. 
 
WATER QUALITY:  Roberta Woods (360) 407‐6269 
 
Any discharge of sediment‐laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in violation of 
Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control, and WAC 173‐201A, Water Quality Standards for 
Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to enforcement action. 
 
Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction.  These 
control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil and other 
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pollutants into surface water or storm drains that lead to waters of the state.  Sand, silt, clay 
particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 
 
Proper disposal of construction debris must be on land in such a manner that debris cannot enter 
buffers and waters of the state or cause water quality degradation of state waters. 
 
During construction, all releases of oils, hydraulic fluids, fuels, other petroleum products, paints, 
solvents, and other deleterious materials must be contained and removed in a manner that will 
prevent their discharge to waters and soils of the state.  The cleanup of spills should take 
precedence over other work on the site. 
 
Clearing limits and/or any easements or required buffers should be identified and marked in the 
field, prior to the start of any clearing, grading, or construction.  Some suggested methods are 
staking and flagging or high visibility fencing. 
 
A permanent vegetative cover should be established on denuded areas at final grade if they are not 
otherwise permanently stabilized. 
 
All temporary erosion control systems should be designed to contain the runoff from the developed 
two year, 24‐hour design storm without eroding. 
 
Coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Waste 
Discharge General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities is 
required for construction sites which disturb an area of one acre or more and which have or will 
have a discharge of stormwater to surface water or a storm sewer.  An application can be 
downloaded from Ecology's website at 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/#Application or you can contact 
Josh Klimek at (360) 407‐7451 for an application form.  To avoid project delays, we encourage the 
applicant(s) to submit a completed application form and to publish public notice more than 60 days 
before the planned start of the project. 
 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(SM: 09‐2310) 
 
cc:  Connie Groven, TCP 

Sarah Lukas, SEA 
Brett Raunig, VFO/WQ 
Joyce Smith, HQ/WQ 
Roberta Woods, WQ 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC (Proponent) 



 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 
 
 
 
August 25, 2010 
 
 
Andrew M. Montaño 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC‐4 
Portland, OR  92708‐3621 
 
Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street Southeast, Third Floor 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3172 
 
Dear Mr. Montaño and Mr. Posner : 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Whistling Ridge project located in Skamania County.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the 
information provided and has the following comment(s): 

 
AIR QUALITY:  Qing Chen (360) 407‐6809 
 
Best Management Practice for minimization of track out and windblown dust should be required in 
applicable permitting. 
 
TOXICS CLEANUP:  Connie Groven (360) 407‐6254 
 
Toxics Cleanup program comments submitted May 12, 2009, still apply to the project described (see 
enclosure).  There are no new comments submitted at this time. 
 
WASTE 2 RESOURCES:  Mike Drumright (360) 407‐6397 
 
All grading and filling of land must utilize only clean fill, i.e., dirt or gravel.  All other materials, 
including waste concrete and asphalt, are considered to be solid waste and permit approval must be 
obtained through the local jurisdictional health department prior to filling.  Standards apply as 
defined by Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173‐350‐990‐Criteria for Inert Waste. 
 
Property owners, developers, and contractors are encouraged to recycle all possible leftover 
construction, demolition, and land clearing (CDL) materials and reduce waste generated.  Recycling 
construction debris is often less expensive than landfill disposal.  Please visit 
http://1800recycle.wa.gov or call the 1‐800‐RECYCLE hotline to find facilities that that will accept 
your CDL materials for reuse or recycling. 
 
WATER RESOURCES:  Vicki Cline (360) 407‐0278 
 
All water wells shall be constructed in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 173‐160 WAC by a 
driller licensed in the State of Washington.  Well reports must be submitted to Ecology within 30 
days after completion of a well. 

http://1800recycle.wa.gov/
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All water wells that may be drilled must be a minimum of 100 feet from any known, suspected, or 
potential source of contamination.  Wells shall not be located within 1,000 feet of a solid waste 
landfill.  WAC 173‐160‐171(1) The proposed water well shall be located where it is not subject to 
ponding and is not in the floodway, except as provided in Chapter 86.16 RCW.  (2) It shall be 
protected from a one hundred year flood and from any surface or subsurface drainage capable of 
impairing the quality of the ground water supply. 
 
The Growth Management Act (Section 63) requires an applicant to submit evidence of an adequate 
water supply before a building permit can be issued for any building requiring potable water. 
 
Any ground water withdrawals anticipated exceeding 5,000 gallons a day for domestic uses or for 
commercial/industrial uses require a water right permit.  Any modification to existing water rights 
must be approved by Ecology’s Water Resources Program.  
 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(SM: 10‐2884A) 
Enclosure 
 
cc:  Qing Chen, AQP 

Vicki Cline, WR 
Mike Drumright, W2R 
Connie Groven, TCP 



Michelle, Kayce (COM) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kayce, 

Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Monday, July 19, 2010 3:29 PM 
Michelle, Kayce (COM) 
FW: DNR Comments on Whistling Ridge DE IS 

Please log in as a comment on the DE IS for WR. Thanks. 

From: a NEAL, ELIZABETH (DNR) On Behalf Of KIHIA, SIMON (DNR) 
Sent: Monday, July 19, 20103:05 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 

WR-DEIS 
I'>.gency comment #2 

Cc: TURLEY, CHUCK (DNR); SPRAGUE, CLAY (DNR); CRAMER, DARIN (DNR); NORMAN, DAVE (DNR); HERMAN, JED 
(DNR); SHRAMEK, JOSEPH (DNR); YOUNG, LENNY (DNR) 

_ Subject: DNR Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Whistling Ridge 
Comments. pdf 

July 19,2010 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

RE: DNR Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Dear Stephen: 

Thank you for the 0PPOliunity to review and comment on the joint NEPA SEPA Whistling Ridge draft 
environmental impact statement (DEIS). We looked primarily at fire hazard, plant species and communities, 
northern spotted owls and WA Depatiment of Nat mal Resources' Habitat Conservation Plan (DNR HCP), 
forest practice requirements, and surface mines and reclamation. 

Some of our concerns include: the presence or impacts to Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant communities; 
nOlihern spotted owls, their habitat and associated HCPs; forest practice requirements for this proposal, and a 
permitted somce of aggregate for roads alld structures. Our adjacent HCP land to the north is managed to 
provide habitat that makes a significant contribution to demographic support, maintenance of species 
distribution and facilitation of owl dispersal. The DEIS on page 3-56 states there are no HCPs in or near the 
project at·ea. Forest practices owl protection requirements were also not cOlTectly explained. Please also note 
that state agency wildlife species review is typically done by WA Department ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW), 
and DNR biologists did not look at impacts to species not protected under the DNR forest land HCP in eastern 
Washington, other than compliance with Forest Practices Rules. 
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FP A conversion permits and DNR surface mining reclamation permits (SMRP) are required for timber harvest 
and rock or gravel mining associated with conversion of forest land and the associated building or construction 
at the wind tower sites. This was not clear in the DEIS and the SMRP was not listed in Table 4-1. For more 
details as to DNR concerns and specific requests for DEIS corrections or DEIS additions on the topics noted 
above please see the following text. Staff contacts are also included for more information or questions. 

Fire Hazard 

DNR has fire protection responsibility on a significant portion ofthe land within the project area. After review 
of the DEIS, we believe that implementation of the fire related mitigation measures listed in Chapter 3, section 
3.6.3 of the DEIS (5/1/2010) would adequately address fire prevention responsibility and response on those 
lands. Thank you for this consideration. 

Contact: 
Darrel Johnston 
Phone: (360) 902-2112 
da11"el.johnston@dm.wa.gov 

Plant Species and Communities 

ISsues: 
• The EIS appears to adequately address' Special Status Plant Species.' They appear to have queried 

appropriate sources of infOlmation and to have done on-the-ground surveys at the appropriate times. Thank 
you for this consideration. 

• On page 3-43, there is mention of the Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community. However, there is 
no subsequent mention of it. Was it surveyed for and not found? Was it not surveyed for, because there was 
no requirement to do so? 

Request: 
Add a statement(s?) about the Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community on page 3-74 where the 

. impacts to special status plant species are discussed. 

Contact: 
John Gamon 
(360) 902-1661 
john.gamon@dm.wa.gov 

Northern Spotted Owls and Associated DNR HCP 

Note: State agency wildlife species review is typically done by WDFW. DNR.biologists looked at impacts to 
those species protected under our DNR forest land HCP in the range of the northern spotted owl, not other 
eastern Washington wildlife species. See also DNR comments as to Forest Practice Rule requirements related 
to spotted owls in the next DNR comment section. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, Page 3-50 states surveys were conducted for northern spotted 
owl presence in 2008-2009 using the 1992 USFWS survey protocol. No spotted owls were detected during 
these surveys. Page 3-52 states that the longstanding absence of any northern spotted owls at the historic 
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site centers suggest that these ·site centers likely no longer qualify for special protection. Page 3-53 states 
that the Turnstone and DNRlNCASI surveys affirmatively documented the absence of nOlihem spotted owl 
site centers in these historic sites. They also state that surveys conducted in and near the project area 
indicate that spotted owls are not present. Additional surveys were conducted during tluee daytime site 
visits over the seasonal breeding window in 2009 to detelmine if spotted owls may be in the vicinity but 
were not vocalizing due to the presence ofbalTed owls. No spotted owls were detected. 

Comment: It is widely understood that one of the most serious threats facing the northern spotted owl is 
the recent range expansion of another closely related owl species, the batTed owl, Strix varia. Because 
bat1'ed owls may attack and kill spotted owls, spotted owls are known to vocalize less when around batTed 
owls. This poses a serious problem when the primary means of establishing spotted owl presence is spotted 
owl vocal response to simulated calls. Hence, vocalization survey results may be umeliable as spotted owls 
are unlikely to vocalize due to the presence of balTed owls, which was the case during the surveys for this 
project. 

Request: 
Please note that DNR biologists do not believe that tln'ee daytime visits over one season is sufficient 
evidence to detelmine that spotted owls are not in the vicinity and are just not vocalizing. Vocalization 
survey results may be umeliable. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, Page 3-56 "A review of USFWS habitat conservation plans 
issued in the Pacific region indicates there are no spotted owl-related habitat conservation plans applicable 
in or near the project area." (USFWS 2009b) 

Literature citation: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2009b. Conservation Plan and Agreement 
Database. Accessed via the Internet at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/conserv plans/public.jsp 

Comment: DNR accessed this website and found the Washington Dept. of Natural Resources HCP 
identified with 5 listed species covered under this HCP. One of the listed species identified is the nOlihern 
spotted owl. The mea covered under the Washington Dept. of Natural Resources HCP conservation strategy 
for the northern spotted owl covers DNR managed land directly adjacent to the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project to the nOlih. 

Hence, the information provided in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS that" ... there me no 
spotted owl-related habitat conservation plans applicable in or near the project area" .... is incolTect. 

Comment: This project may interfere with a spotted owl's ability to disperse from the DNR HCP 
conservation area to other areas in the vicinity. The state trust lands HCP Amendment #1 Administrative 
Amendment to the Northern Spotted Owl Conservation Strategy for the Klickitat HCP Planning Unit, April 
2004 has designated areas for northern spotted owl Nesting, Roosting, and Foraging (NRF) habitat 
management located directly adjacent to this project's nOlihern boundary. The DNR conservation objective 
for the nOlihern spotted owl is to provide habitat that makes a significant contribution to demographic 
support, maintenance of species distribution and facilitation of dispersal. 

Request: 
Please correct the DEIS text concerning DNR HCP location. You might also reconsider and reword your 
conclusion that no project impacts are expected to spotted owls. 

Contact: 
Tami Miketa (360) 902-1481 
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tamara.miketa@dnr.wa.gov 

Forest Practices 

Resources at risk by section (from DNR Forest Practices Risk Assessment Tracking GIS data): 
• All sections in the proposal are within the Bull Trout overlay delineated in state FP rules (WAC- 222). 
• T3N-RlOE-S5 There is an F type stream with possible Bull Trout required protections. There are 

potential unstable slopes indicated. 
• T3N-RI0E-S6 There is an F type stream with possible Bull Trout required protections. There are 

. potential unstable slopes indicated. There is a Spotted Owl circle. 
• T3N"RlOE-S7 There is an historic site and there are potential unstable slopes indicated. 
• T3N-RI0E-S8 There is an historic site. 
• T3N-R9E-SI2 No issues 
• T3N-R9E-S13 There are potential unstable slopes indicated. 

Applicable FP rules that may be relevant to the project. Most of these would come into play ifthere is 
logging or road building near any waters. 

• 222-16-030 Water typing systems 
• 222-16-050 Classes of Forest Practices 
• 222-20-010 Applications and Notifications 
• 222-24-030 Road construction 
• 222-24-040 Water crossing structures 
• 222-24-052 Road maintenance 
• 222-30-020 Harvest unit planning and designs (wetland management zones) 
• 222-30-022 Eastern Washington RMZs 
• 222-30-050 Felling and Bucking 
• 222-30-070 Ground based logging systems. 

Comments, concerns and potential mitigation that would be required (for specific DEIS page numbers): 
.• 2-9,2-15. Harvesting trees in areas that are not already cleared. This would require an approved Forest 

Practices Application prior to harvest. Need for Forest Practices Application is already listed in required 
permits on page 4-3. 

• 2-11. The map shows a riparian area. The wetland is described in 3-24. County protection measures 
are described on 3-39 for category II wetlands. 

Request: 
If this is on forest land you should verify if it is a Type A or Type B wetland and that the 100 foot buffer 
would also meet or exceed any FP Rule requirements for a Type A or B wetland (WAC 222-30-020) for 
that location. 

• 3-11. The potential for landslides is described with building of the wind towers. On 3-12, it is stated 
that there will be no impact to drainages and on 3-12 and 3-13 are mitigation measures. 

Request: 
Acknowledge that unstable slopes with potential to deliver to public resources would require appropriate 
protection under forest practices rules to minimize impacts to any unstable areas and associated public 
resources and/or public safety. This mitigation requirement is not noted. 

• 3-28. Approximately 22 acres of the site will be converted from timber management to non forestry use 
around the wind turbine sites. All of the Forest Practices Applications that were applied for in the area 
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indicated that the sites would be kept in forestry, not converted to a non-forestry use. This appears to be 
a violation of the Forest Practices Rules. Potential conversion impacts were not considered. Any future 
FPAs to harvest trees near wind tower locations will require a conversion FP A (Class IV -General) and 
any cun'ent timber harvesting under CutTent FP As may be in violation as well. State law (RCW 
76.09.460) allows that Skamania County may deny any conversion permits for up to six years on any 
sites where FPAs were not submitted as conversion FPAs. Under Forest Practices Rules and 
Regulations (WAC 222-34) DNR requires reforestation to occur on all harvested acres that will remain 
in forestry. 

Request: 
All applicable FPAs should be amended or reapplied for to reflect conversion activities (RCW 
76.09.470). Any new Class IV-General FPAs must await completion of the final EIS before they can be 
approved for harvest by DNR. 

• 3-50. The comment is made that the project is not.sited in or near any Spotted Owls or Spotted Owl 
activity site centers. There are two Spotted Owl circles within portions ofthe proposal area. 

Request: 
Please correct the inaccurate statement conceming spotted owls. 

• 3-50 and 3-53. "The two Spotted Owl site centers are no longer considered to be occupied pursuant to 
USF & W protocols and state law." This is an inaccurate statement. The two Spotted Owl circles are still 
in the state data base and have not been decertified as of this date. Forest Practices rules and regulations 
still require appropriate protections (WAC 222-16-080(6». 

Request: 
Please correct the inaccurate statement conceming spotted owls and correctly state the appropriate FP 
Rule mitigation measures that are required. 

• 3-75 and 3-78. "The proposal would not impact the White Salmon SOSEA's 40% suitable Spotted Owl 
habitat level." This is an inaccurate statement. The habitat level is calculated on a circle by circle basis, 
not over the entire SOSEA. There is a small mapped portion of potential habitat in one of the two 
circles in the proposal. 

Request: 
Please document whether this proposal (including all of the associated timber harvests) 
will harvest suitable owl habitat (WAC 222-16-085) and or impact the suitable habitat 
totals for one of the spotted owl circles, if that is the case (WAC 222-10-040) .. 

• 3-209 "The Haran Farrnstead is recommended as ineligible for the NRHP." This statement mayor may 
not be accurate. This site has been listed in DNR's GIS FP Risk Assessment Tool as.a site that may 
require protection if there is any potential for disturbance to the site. Any potential impacts to the 
historic site may require a site protection plan. 

Request: 
Contact the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. Document why 
there will be no adverse impacts or how such impacts can be mitigated with a site protection plan if 
necessary. 

Contact: 
Joseph L. Blazek 
office: 509-925-0913 
cell: 509-856-6465 
joe.blazek@dm.wa.gov 
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Surface Mines and Reclamation , 

Issue: 
DNR pennits and regulates surface mining reclamation on state and private lands. 
The proposal calls for at least 2.5 miles of new road constlUction as well as significant improvements 
and widening of the existing forestry roads to handle the oversized loads not associated with timber 
management. Since this work as proposed is being perfonned primarily to facilitate a wind power 
project, the DNR will not allow the use of aggregate from pits or quarries that do not have an active 
surface mine reclamation pennit. 

Request: 
Please note that aggregate used to improve/construct roads, or for constlUction of Whistling Ridge 
project related foundations and infrastlUcture must come from a permitted surface mine, not from a 
forestry pit or quarry locations (exemptlunpemlitted surface mine sites). 

Contact: 
John Bromley 
Office (360) 902-1452 
Cell (360) 280-7518 
Email john.bromley@dnr.wa.gov 

For any other general questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Simon M. Kihia, 
Manager, Enviromnental Review and Analysis 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF 

Natural Resources 
Peter. G()ldmark - Commissioner ot Publk land~ 

July 19,2010 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

RE: DNR Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Dear Stephen: 

Caring for 
your natural resources 

... now and forever 

Thank you for the 0pPOliunity to review and comment on thejoint NEPA SEPA Whistling Ridge 
draft environmental impact statement (DElS). We looked primarily at fire hazard, plant species 
(Uld communities, northern spotted owls and W A Department of Natural Rcsources' Habitat 
Conservation Plan (DNR HCP), forest practice requirements, and sunace minos and reclamation. 

Some of our concerns include: the presence or impacts to Oregon white oaklIdaho fescue plant 
communities; northern spotted owls, their habitat and associated HCPs; forest practice 
requirements for this proposal, and a permitted source of aggregate for roads and structures. Our 
adjacent HCP land to the north is managed to provide habitat that makes a significant 
conttibution to demographic support, maintenance of species distribution and facilitation of owl 
dispersal. The DBIS on page 3-56 states there are no HCPs in or ncar the project area. Forest 
practices owl protection requirements were also not correctly explained. Please also note that 
state agency wildlife species review is typically done by W A Department ofFish and Wildlife 
(WDFW), and DNR biologists did not look at impacts to species not protected under the DNR 
forestland HCP in eastcrn Washington, other than compliance with Forest Practices Rules. 

FP A conversion pemlits and DNR surface mining reclamation permits (SMRP) are Tequired for 
timber harvest and rock or gravel mining associated with conversion of forest land (lud the 
associated building or cOllstruction at the wind tower sites. TillS was not clear in the DElS and 
the SMRP was not listed in Table 4-1. For more details as to DNR concems and specific requests 
for DEIS corrections or DElS additions on the topics noted above please see the following text. 
Staff contacts are also included for more information or questions. . 

Fire Hazard 

DNR has fire protection responsibility on Ii significant portionofthe land within the project area. 
After review of the DElS, we believe that implementation ofthe fire related mitigation measures 
listed in Chapter 3, section 3.6.3 ofthe DEiS (51112010) would adequately address fire 
prevention responsibility and response on those lands. Thank you for this consideration . 

. --Contact:--___ _ 
1111 WASHINGTON ST SE I MS 47000 • OLYMPIA, WA 98504,7000 

TEL (360) 902·100{) I FAX (360) 902·1775 I TTY (360) 902-1125 I TRS 711 I WWIV.DNR.WA.GOV 
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



Contact: 
Darrel Johnston 
Phone: (360) 902-2i 12 
danel. jolmston@dnr.wa.gov 

Plant Species alld Communities 

Issues: 
• The EIS appears to adequately address 'Special Status Plant Species.' They appear to have 

queried appropriate sources ofinfOlmation and to have done on-the-grotmd surveys at the 
appropriate times. Thank you for this consideration. 

• On page 3-43, there is mention of the Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community. 
However, there is no subsequent mention of it, Was it surveyed [or and nnt found? Was it 
not surveyed for, because there was no reqltirement to do so? 

Request: 
Add a statement(s?) about the Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community on page 3-74 
where the impacts to special status plant species are discussed. 

Contact: 
John Gamon 
(360) 902-1661 
john.gamon@dm.wa.gov 

Northern Spotted Owls and Associated DNR HCP 

Note: State agency wildlife species review is typically done byWDFW. DNR biologists looked 
at impacts to those species protected under our DNR forest land RCP in the range of the nOl1hem 
spotted owl, not other eastern Washington wildlife species. See also DNR comments as to 
Forest Practice Rulc requirements related to spotted owls in the next DNR comment section. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, Page 3-50 states surveys were conducted for 
northern spotted owl Rresence in 2008-2009 using the 1992 USFWS survey protocoL No 
spotted owls were detected during these surveys. Page 3-52 states that the longstanding 
absence of any nOl1hem spotted owls at the historic site centers suggest that these site centers 
likely no longer qualify for special protection. Page 3-53 states that the TUllistone and 
DNRlNCASI surveys affirmatively documented the absence ofn0l1hem spotted owl site 
centers in these historic sites. They also state that surveys conducted in and ncar the project 
area indicate that spotted owls are not present. Additional surveys were conducted during 
three daytime site visits over the seasonal breeding windo\v in 2009 to detcnnine if spotted 
owls may bein the vicinity but were not vocalizing due to the presence of barred owls. No 
spotted owls were detected. 

Comment: It is widely understood that one ofthe most serious threats facing the northern 
spotted owl is the recent rmige expansion of another closely related owl species, the barred 
owl, Strb.: varia. Because barred owls may attack and kill spotted owls, spotted owls arc 
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known to vocalize less when around ban-ed owls. This poses a serious problem when the 
primary means of establishing spotted owl presence is spotted owl vocal response to 
simulated calls. Hence, vocalization survey results may be unreliable as spotted owls are 
unlikely to vocalize due to the presence of barred owls, which was the case during the· 
surveys for this project. . 

. Request: 
Please note that DNR biologists do not believe that three daytime visits over ono soason is 
sufficient evidence to detennine that spoiled owls are not in the vicinity and are just not 
vocalizing. Vocalization survey results may be unreliable. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft ElS, Page 3-56 "A review ofUSFWS habitat 
conselvation plans issued in the Pacific region indicates there are no spotted owl-related 
habitat conservation plans applicable in or near the project area." (USFWS 2009b) 

Literature citation: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2009b. Conselvation Plan and 
Agreemont Database. Accessed via the Internet at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/eonserv plans/public.isp 

Comment: DNR accessed this website and found the Washington Dept. of Natural 
Resources HCl:' identified with 5 listed species covered under this HCP. One of the listed 
species identil1ed is the nOlthel1l spotted owl. The area covered under the Washington Dept. 
ofN,dural Resourccs HCP conservation strategy for the northel1l spotted owl covers DNR 
managed land directly adjacent to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to the nOlth. 

Hence, the information provided in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft ElS that 
" ... there are no spotted owl-related habitat conselvation plans applicable in or ncar the 
project area" .... is incon-ect. 

Comment: This project may interfere with a spotted owl's ability to disperse from the DNR 
HCP conselvation at'ea to other areas in the vicinity. The state trust lands HCP Amendmellf 
#1 Administrative Amelldmellt to tlie Northel'll Spotted Owl Conservatioll Strategy for the 
Klickitat HCP Plallning Unit, April 2004 has designated areas for northel1l spotted owl 
Nesting, Roosting, and Foraging (NRF) habitat management located directly adjacent to this 
project's nOrUlel11 boundary. The DNR conservation objective for the northern sJlotted owl is 
to provide habitat that makes a significant contribution to demographic SUppOlt, maintenance 
of species distribution and facilitation of dispersal. 

Request: 
Please con'ect the DElS text concerning DNR HCP location. You might also reconsider and 
reword your conclusion that no project impacts are expected to spotted owls. 

Contact: 
Tami Mikcta (360) 902-1481 
tamara.miketa@dnr.wa.gov 
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Forest Practices 

Resources at risk by section (from DNR Forest Practices Risk Assessmcnt Tracking GIS data): 
• All sections in the proposal arc within the Bull Trout overlay delineated in state FP ntles 

(WAC-222). 
• T3N-RIOE-S5 There is an F type stream with possible Bull Trout required protections. 

There arc potential unstable slopes indicated. 
• T3N-R 1 OE-S6 There is an F type stream with possible Blill Trout required protections. 

There are potential unstable slopes indicated. There is a Spotted Owl circle. 
• T3N-RIOE-S7 There is an historic site and there are potentialunstableslopes indicated. 
o T3N-RIOE-S8 There is an historic site. 
a T3N-R9E-SI2 No issues 
• T3N-R9E-S13 There are potential unstable slo~ indicated. 

Applicable FP rules that may be relevantto the project. Most of these would come into play 
if there is logging or road building near any waters. 

• 222-16-030 Water typing systems 
• 222-16-050 Classes of Forest Practices 

• 222-20-010 

• 222-24-030 

• 222-24-040 

• 222-24-052 

• 222-30-020 

• 222-30-022 

• 222-30-050 

• 222-30-070 

Applications and Notifications 
Road construction 
Water crossing structures 
Road maintenance 
Harvest unit planning and designs (wetland management zones) 
Eastern Washington RMZs 
Felling and Bucking 
Ground based logging systems. 

Comments, concel'l1s and potential mitigation that would be required (for specific DEIS 
page numbers): 

• 2-9, 2-15. Harvesting trees in areas that arc. not aheady cleared. This would require an 
approved Forest Practices Application prior to harvest. Need for Forest Practices 
Application is already listed in required permits on page 4-3. 

• 2-11. The map shows a riparian area. Thc wetland is described iI13-24. County 
protection measures are described on 3-39 for category n wetlands. 

Request: 
If this is on lorest land you should verify if it is a Type A or Type B wetland and tlmt the 
100 foot buffer would also meet or exceed any FP Rule requirements for a Type A or B 
wetland (WAC 222-30-020) for that location. 

• 3-11. The potential for landslides is described with building of the wind towers. On 3-
12, it is stated that there will be no impact to drainages and on 3-12 and 3-13 are 
mitigation measures. 

Request: 
Acknowledge that unstable slopes with potential to deliver to public resources would 
require appropriate protection under forest practices ntles to minimize impacts to any 
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unstable areas and associated public resources andlor public safety. This mitigation 
requirement is 110t noted. 

• 3-28. Approximately 22 acres ofthe site will be converted from timber management to 
non forestlyuse around the wind turbine sites. All of the Forest Practices Applications 
that were applied for in the area indicated that the sites would be kept in forestry, not 
converted to a non-forestry use. This appears to be a violation of the Forest Practices 
Rules. Potential conversion impacts were not considered. Any future FPAs to harvest 
trees near wind tower locations will require a conversion FPA (Class IV -General) and· 
any c~11Tent timber harvesting under CUlTent FP As may be in violation as well. State law 
(RCW 76.09.460) allows that Skamania County may deny any conversion permits for up 
to six years on any sites where FPAs were not submitted as conversion FPAs. Under 
Forest Practices Rules and Regulations (WAC 222-34) DNR requires reforestation to 
occur on all harvested acres that will remain in forestry. 

Request: 
All applicable FPAs should be amended or reapplied for to reflect conversion activities 
(RCW 76.09.470). Any new Class IV-General FPAs must await completion or the final 
EIS before they can be approved for harvest by DNR. 

• 3-50. The comment is made that the project is not sited in 0)" near any Spotted Owls or 
Spotted Owl activity site centers. There are two Spotted Owl circles within portions of 
the proposal area. . 

Request: 
Please COlTcct the inaccurate statement conceming spotted owls. 

• 3-50 and 3-53. "The two Spotted Owl site· centers are no longer considered to be 
occupied pursuant to USF&W protocols and state law." This is an inaccurate statement. 
The two Spotted Owl circles are still in the state data base and have not been decertified 
as ofthis date. Forest Practices rules and regulations still require appropriate protections 
(WAC 222-16-080(6». 

Request: 
Please conect the inaccurate statement concerning spotted owls and cOITectly state the 
appropriate FP Rule mitigation measures that are required. 

• 3-75 and 3-78. "The proposal would not impact the White Sa1mon SOSEA's 40% 
suitable Spotted Owl habitat level." This is an inaccurate statement. The habitat level is 
calculated on a circle by circle basis, not over the entire SOSEA. There is a small 
mapped portion of potential habitat in one ofthe two circles in the proposal. 

Request: 
Please document whether this proposal (including all of the associated timber harvests) 
will harvest suitable owl habitat (WAC 222-16-085) and or impact the suitable habitat 
totals for one of the spotted owl circles, if that is the case (WAC 222-10-040). 

• 3-209 "The Haran Farmstead is recommended as ineligible for the NRHP." This 
statement mayor may not be accurate. This site has been listed in DNR's GIS FP Risk 
Assessment Tool as a site that may require protection if there is any potential for 
disturbance to the site. Any poteiltial impacts to the historic site may require a site 
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protection plnn. 

Request: 
Contact the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 
Docllment why there will be no adverse impacts or how such impacts can be mitigated 
with a site protection plan if necessary .. 

Contact: 
Joseph L. Blazek 
office: 509'925-0913 
cell: 509-856-6465 
ioe.blazek@dnl'.wa.gov 

Surface Mines and Reclamation , 

Issue: 
DNR permits nnd regulates surface mining reclamation on state and private lands. 
The proposal calls for at least 2.5 miles of new road construction as well as significant 
improvements and widening of the existing forestry roads to handle the ovel'sized loads 
not associated with timber management. Since this work as proposed is being performed 
primarily to facilitate a wind power project, the DNR will not allow the use of aggregate 
from pits or quarries that do not have an active surface mine reclamation pemlit. 

Re~uest: 

Please note that aggregate used to improve/construct roads, or for construction of 
Whistling Ridgc project related foundations and infi'astructure must come from a 
permitted surface mine, not from a forestry Ilit or quarry locations (exemptlunpemlitted 
surface mine sites). 

Contact: 
John Bromley 
Office (360) 902-1452 
Cell (360) 280-7518 
Email iohn.bromley@dnr.wa.gov 

For any other general questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Simon M. Kihia, 
Manager, Environmental Review and Analysis 
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WASHINGTON STATE DEPARTMENT OF 

Natural Resources 
Peter. Goldmark - Commissioner of Public Lands 

July 19, 2010 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

Caring for 
ENERGY FACILITY SI'tEnatural resources 

___ E_VA_l=UA.IION COUNCIL now and forever 

RECEIVED WR - DE/S 
.. Agency Comment #4 
JUL 2 1 2010 

RE: DNR Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Dear Stephen: 

Thank you for the 0ppOliunity to review and comment on the joint NEPA SEP A Whistling Ridge 
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). We looked primarily at fire hazard, plant species 
and communities, northem spotted owls and W A Depat1ment of Natural Resources' Habitat 
Conservation Plan (DNR HCP), forest practice requirements, and surface mines and reclamation. 

Some of our concems include: the presence or impacts to Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant 
communities; northem spotted owls, their habitat and associated HCPs; forest practice 
requirements for this proposal, and a permitted source of aggregate for roads and stmctures. Our 
adjacent HCP latid to the nOl1h is managed to provide habitat that makes a significant 
contribution to demographic support, maintenance of species distribution and facilitation of owl 
dispersal. The DEIS on page 3-56 states there are no HCPs in or near the project area. Forest 
practices owl protection requirements were also not conectly explained. Please also note that 
state agency wildlife species review is typically done by WA Depat1ment ofFish and Wildlife 
(WDFW), and DNR biologists did not look at impacts to species not protected under the DNR 
forest land HCP in eastem Washington, other than compliance with Forest Practices Rules. 

FP A conversion penl1its and DNR surface mining reclamation permits (SMRP) are required for 
timber harvest and rock or gravel mining associated with conversion of forest land aqd the 
associated building or constlUction at the wind tower sites. This was not clear in the DEIS and 
the SMRP was not listed in Table 4-1. For more details as to DNR concems and specific requests 
for DEIS corrections or DEIS additions on the topics noted above please see the following text. 
Staff contacts are also included for more information or questions. 

Fire Hazard 

DNR has fire protection responsibility on a significant portion of the land within the project area. 
After review ofthe DEIS, we believe that implementation ofthe fire related mitigation measures 
listed in Chapter 3, section 3.6.3 of the DEIS (5/112010) would adequately address fire 
prevention responsibility and response on those lands. Thank you for this consideration. 

--------Contact: 
1111 WASHINGTON ST SE • MS 47000 I OLYMPIA, WA 98504-7000 

TEL (360) 902-1000 • FAX (360) 902-1775 I TIY (360) 902-1125 • TRS 711 • WWW.DNR.WA.GOV 
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER R[()'CtEOPAPER e 



Contact: 
Darrel J olmston 
Phone: (360) 902-2112 
dalTel.johnston@dnr.wa.gov 

Plant Species and Communities 

Issues: 
• The EIS appears to adequately address' Special Status Plant Species.' They appear to have 

queried appropriate sources of information and to have done on-the-ground surveys at the 
appropriate times. Thank you for this consideration. 

• On page 3-43, there is mention ofthe Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community. 
However, there is no subsequent mention of it. Was it surveyed for and not found? Was it 
not surveyed for, because there was no requirement to do so? 

Request: 
Add a statement(s?) about the Oregon white oak/Idaho fescue plant community on page 3-74 
where the impacts to special status plant species are discussed. 

Contact: 
John Gamon 
(360) 902-1661 
john.gamon@dnr.wa.gov 

Northern Spotted Owls and Associated DNR RCP 

Note: State agency wildlife species review is typically done by WDFW. DNR biologists looked 
at impacts to those species protected under our DNR forest land HCP in the range ofthe northern 
spotted owl, not other eastern Washington wildlife species. See also DNR comments as to 
Forest Practice Rule requirements related to spotted owls in the next DNR comment section. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, Page 3-50 states surveys were conducted for 
nOlihern spotted owl presence in 2008-2009 using the 1992 USFWS survey protocol. No 
spotted owls were detected during these surveys. Page 3-52 states that the longstanding 
absence of any northern spotted owls at the historic site centers suggest that these site centers 
likely no longer qualify for special protection. Page 3-53 states that the Turnstone and 
DNRlNCASI surveys affilT1latively documented the absence of nOlihern spotted owl site 
centers in these historic sites. They also state that surveys conducted in and near the project 
area indicate that spotted owls are not present. Additional surveys were conducted during 
three daytime site visits over the seasonal breeding window in 2009 to determine if spotted 
owls may be in the vicinity but were not vocalizing due to the presence of barred owls. No 
spotted owls were detected. 

Comment: It is widely understood that one of the most serious tlu'eats facing the northern 
spotted owl is the recent range expansion of another closely related owl species, the baITed 
owl, Strix varia. Because ban'ed owls may attack and kill spotted owls, spotted owls are 

Page 2 of6 



known to vocalize less when around barred owls. This poses a serious problem when the 
primary means of establishing spotted owl presence is spotted owl vocal response to 
simulated calls. Rence, vocalization survey results may be unreliable as spotted owls are 
unlikely to vocalize due to the presence ofbmTed owls, which was the case during the 
surveys for this project. 

Request: 
Please note that DNR biologists do not believe that three daytime visits over one season is 
sufficient evidence to determine that spotted owls are not in the vicinity and are just not 
vocalizing. Vocalization survey results may be unreliable. 

• Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS, Page 3-56 "A review ofUSFWS habitat 
conservation plans issued in the Pacific region indicates there are no spotted owl-related 
habitat conservation plans applicable in or near the project area." (USFWS 2009b) 

Literature citation: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 2009b. Conservation Plan and 
Agreement Database. Accessed via the Internet at: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/conserv plans/public.jsp 

Comment: DNR accessed this website and found the Washington Dept. of Natural 
Resources RCP identified with 5 listed species covered under this RCP. One of the listed 
species identified is the nOlthern spotted owl. The area covered under the Washington Dept. 
of Natural Resources RCP conservation strategy for the northern spotted owl covers DNR 
managed land directly adjacent to the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to the nOlih. 

Rence, the information provided in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS that 
" ... there are no spotted owl-related habitat conservation plans applicable in or near the 
project area" .... is incolTect. 

Comment: This project may interfere with a spotted owl's ability to disperse from the DNR 
RCP conservation area to other areas in the vicinity. The state trust lands HCP Amendment 
#1 Administrative Amendment to the Northern Spotted Owl Conservation Strategy for the 
Klickitat HC? Planning Unit, April 2004 has designated areas for northem spotted owl 
Nesting, Roosting, and Foraging (NRF) habitat management located directly adjacent to this 
project's northern boundary. The DNR conservation objective for the northern spotted owl is 
to provide habitat that makes a significant contribution to demographic support, maintenance 
of species distribution and facilitation of dispersal. 

Request: 
Please correct the DEIS text concerning DNR RCP location. You might also reconsider and 
reword your conclusion that no project impacts are expected to spotted owls. 

Contact: 
Tami Miketa (360) 902-1481 
tamara.miketa@dnr.wa.gov 
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Forest Practices 

Resources at risk by section (from DNR Forest Practices Risk Assessment Tracking GIS data): 
o All sections in the proposal are within the Bull Trout overlay delineated in state FP rules 

(WAC- 222). 
o T3N-RIOE-S5 There is an F type stream with possible Bull Trout required protections. 

There are potential unstable slopes indicated. 
o T3N-RIOE-S6 There is an F type stream with possible Bull Trout required protections. 

There are potential unstable slopes indicated. There is a Spotted Owl circle. 
o T3N-RIOE-S7 There is an historic site and there are potential unstable slopes indicated. 
o T3N-RlOE-S8 There is an historic site. 
o T3N-R9E-SI2 No issues 
o T3N-R9E-S 13 There are potential unstable slopes indicated. 

Applicable FP rules that may be relevant to the project. Most of these would come into play 
ifthere is logging or road building near any waters. 

o 222-16-030 Water typing systems 
o 222-16-050 Classes of Forest Practices 
o 222-20-010 Applications and Notifications 
o 222-24-030 Road construction 
o 222-24-040 Water crossing structures 
o 222-24-052 Road maintenance 
o 222-30-020 Harvest unit planning and designs (wetland management zones) 
o 222-30-022 Eastem Washington RMZs 
o 222-30-050 Felling and Bucking 
o 222-30-070 Ground based logging systems. 

Comments, concel'lls and potential mitigation that would be required (for specific DEIS 
page numbers): 

o 2-9,2-15. Harvesting trees in areas that are not already cleared. This would require an 
approved Forest Practices Application prior to harvest. Need for Forest Practices 
Application is already listed in required pelmits on page 4-3. 

o 2-11. The map shows a riparian area. The wetland is described in 3-24. County 
protection measures are described on 3-39 for category II wetlands. 

Request: 
If this is on forest land you should verify if it is a Type A or Type B wetland and that the 
100 foot buffer would also meet or exceed any FP Rule requirements for a Type A or B 
wetland (WAC 222-30-020) for that location. 

o 3-11. The potential for landslides is described with building of the wind towers. On3-
12, it is stated that there will be no impact to drainages and on 3-12 and 3-13 are 
mitigation measures. 

Request: 
Acknowledge that unstable slopes with potential to deliver to public resources would 
require appropriate protection under forest practices rules to minimize impacts to any 
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unstable areas and associated public resources andlor public safety. This mitigation 
requirement is not noted. 

• 3-28. Approximately 22 acres of the site will be converted from timber management to 
non forestry use around the wind turbine sites. All ofthe Forest Practices Applications 
that were applied for in the area indicated that the sites would be kept in forestry, not 
converted to a non-forestry use. This appears to be a violation ofthe Forest Practices 
Rules. Potential conversion impacts were not considered. Any future FP As to harvest 
trees near wind tower locations will require a conversion FPA (Class N-General) and 
any current timber harvesting under CutTent FP As may be in violation as well. State law 
(RCW 76.09.460) allows that Skamania County may deny any conversion pelmits for up 
to six years on any sites where FP As were not submitted as conversion FP As. Under 
Forest Practices Rules and Regulations (WAC 222-34) DNR requires reforestation to 
occur on all harvested acres that will remain in forestry. 

Request: 
All applicable FPAs should be amended or reapplied for to reflect conversion activities 
(RCW 76.09.470). Any new Class N-General FPAs must await completion of the final 
EIS before they can be approved for harvest by DNR. 

• 3-50. The comment is made that the project is not sited in or near any Spotted Owls or 
Spotted Owl activity site centers. There are two Spotted Owl circles within portions of 
the proposal area. 

Request: 
Please correct the inaccurate statement concerning spotted owls. 

• 3-50 and 3-53. "The two Spotted Owl site centers are no longer considered to be 
occupied pursuant to USF& W protocols and state law." This is an inaccurate statement. 
The two Spotted Owl circles are still in the state data base and have not been decertified 
as of this date. Forest Practices mles and regulations still require appropriate protections 
(WAC 222-16-080(6». 

Request: 
Please correct the inaccurate statement concerning spotted owls and correctly state the 
appropriate FP Rule mitigation measures that are required. 

• 3-75 and 3-78. "The proposal would not impact the White Salmon SOSEA's 40% 
suitable Spotted Owl habitat level." This is an inaccurate statement. The habitat level is 
calculated on a circle by circle basis, not over the entire SOSEA. There is a small 
mapped portion of potential habitat in one of the two circles in the proposal. 

Request: 
Please document whether this proposal (including all of the associated timber harvests) 
will harvest suitable owl habitat (WAC 222-16-085) and or impact the suitable habitat 
totals for one of the spotted owl circles, ifthat is the case (WAC 222-10-040). 

• 3-209 "The Haran Farmstead is recommended as ineligible for the NRHP." This 
statement mayor may not be accurate. This site has been listed in DNR's GIS FP Risk 
Assessment Tool as a site that may require protection if there is any potential for 
disturbance to the site. Any potential impacts to the historic site may require a site 
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protection plan. 

Request: 
Contact the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation. 
Document why there will be no adverse impacts or how such impacts can be mitigated 
with a site protection plan if necessary. 

Contact: 
Joseph L. Blazek 
office: 509-925-0913 
cell: 509-856-6465 
joe.blazek@dnr.wa.gov 

Surface Mines and Reclamation 

Issue: 
DNR penllits and regulates surface mining reclamation on state and private lands. 
The proposal calls for at least 2.5 miles of new road constlUction as well as significant 
improvements and widening ofthe existing forestry roads to handle the oversized loads 
not associated with timber management. Since this work as proposed is being perfonlled 
primarily to facilitate a wind power project, the DNR will not allow the use of aggregate 
from pits or quarries that do not have an active surface mine reclamation pelmit. 

Request: 
Please note that aggregate used to improve/construct roads, or for constlUction of 
Whistling Ridge project related foundations and infrastructure must come from a 
permitted surface mine, not from a forestry pit or quan·y locations (exempt/unpermitted 
surface mine sites). 

Contact: 
John Bromley 
Office (360) 902-1452 
Cell (360) 280-7518 
Email jolm.bromleY@dnr.wa.gov 

For any other general questions regarding these comments please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best Regards, 

Simon M. Kihia, 
Manager, Environmental Review and Analysis 
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United States Department of the Interior 

In Reply Refer To: 
13410·2010-1·0447 

Mr. Andrew Montano 

FI~H AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 
SIQ Desmond Dr. SE, Suite 102 

Lacey, Washington 98503 

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

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project (Your Reference: KEC-4) 

Dear Mr. Montano: 

JUl 1 9 2010 

This letter responds to your request for consultation under section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, (ESA) as ll!m."Ilded (16 U.S.C. 1531 lit seq.) on the proposed Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project LLC (Project). Your biological assessment (BA), dated June 8, 20 I 0, was 
received by the U.S. Fish and WillUife Service's (Service) Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 
on June 9, 2010. You requested concurrence with your detennination that the Project "may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" the threatened northern spotted owl (Strix 
occ:identalis caurina) (spotted owl). No designated spotted owl critical habitat occurs on or near 
the Project; theretbre, no critical habitat will be affected. 

This letter is based on information provided in the BA, the 2009 Final Report "Results of 
Northern Owl, Western Gray Squirrel and Northern Goshawk Surveys Conducted for the 
WhiStling Ridge Wind Energy ProJect", the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, a field trip to 
the Project attended by staff of the: Service and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlit1: 
on May 14, 2009, and a meeting between Se:rvice and Washington Department ofFish and 
Wildlife staff on August 28,2009. 

Project Location 

The propo$ed Project is located on private land, approximately 7 miles northwest of the city of 
White Salmon in Skamania Counly, Washington. The Project encompasses approx.imately 1,1 S2 
acres of land in sections 5, 6, 7, 8, and 18 of Township 3 North, Range 10 East, and in section 13 
of Townshlp 3 North, Range 9 East, Willamette Meridian. 

raJ 001 
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Summary of the Proposed Actio!! 

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) is proposing to interconnect up to 70 megawatts 
(MW) of new wind energy from the proposed Project to the North Bonneville-Midway 230-
kilovolt transmission line. The jnterconn~t would occur at a new sub-station to be built about 5 
nilIes west ofBPA's Underwood Substation in Skamania County. The interconnect was 
requested by the Project proponent, gDS Lumber Company, in Bingen, Washington. The SDS 
Lumber Company has created a new limited liability company called Wbistling Ridge Energy 
LLC (WRE) that would finance. develop, and operate the Project. The Project is expected to 
operate for at least 30 years. The proposed Project would consist of no more than 50, 1.2 MW
to 2.5- MW wind turbines up to 426 feet tall, as well as infrastructure such as newly constructed 
and improved roads, transformers, undcrgroUIld energy-coll~tor lines, a SUbstation, and an 
operations and maintenanee facility. The Project area consists of 1,152 acres of mostly 
commercial forests in various age categories, of which 384 acres would be disturbed by the 
Proj~t, and all but 61 acres would remain in commercial forest. Most of the property where the 
turbine strings are planned has been recently clear-cut harvested and will be further disturbed 
with the development of the turbine pads. 

Status of Spotted Owls in the Ptoject Area 

Two spotted owl territories are located on Washington State Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) and National Forest lands located north of and adjacent to the Project. The site center for 
the Mill Creek owl (MSNO#0991) is located in Township 4 North, Range 10 East, Section 28 
and the site center for the Moss Creek owl (MSNO#l003) is located in Township 4 North, Range 
9 East, Section 35. Both of these owl territories are within Washington State's White Salmon 
Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area, which provides added protection for spotted owls located 
on private lands through the Washington State Forest Practices Rules. Both of the 70 acre core 
areas are located on DNR lands and are provided additional protection from their Habitat 
Conservation Plan for the State Trust Lands. 

The estimated median annual home range size for the spotted owl in this physiographic province 
is approximately 6,657 acres, which for regulatory purposes is assumed to lie within a 1.8-mile 
radius circle. Best available science indicates that when the amount of suitable spotted owl 
habitat within a circle falls below 40 percent, there is a likelihood of "take" under section 9 of 
the ESA. Each of these territories contains more than 40 percent suitable spotted owl habitat (J. 
Spadaro pers. com. 2009). A small portion of the Moss Creek circle overlaps the northern end of 
the Project and contains dispersal habitat and some fora&ing habitat. However. removal of this 
small amount of habitat (2 acres) would not reduce the habitat acreage below 40 percent in either 
territory. 

Protocol spotted owl surveys were conducted within these estimated home ranges during the 
. 2003,2004,2008, and 2009 breeding seasons. Numerous barred owls (Strix WlI'ia) were 

detected, but no spotted owls W<.'re detected; however. because of the presence of barred owls 
with these territories, it is possihle that spotted owls were present but did not vocalize. The 2009 
surveys followed the Service' $ revised 20 I 0 protocol to better elicit sponed owl responses in the 
presence of barred owls (USFWS 2010) (the cons.ultant contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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Service on May 29, 2009, how to call for spotted owls in light of the numero\lS barred owl 
detections north of the Project and was provided the changes to the 1992 surveying protocol 
prior to the release of the 2010 revised protocol on February 18,2010). However, in 2010 
surveys were continued in the Project area. On May 6, 2010, a single male spotted owl was 
detected while conducting a night visit in the far north edge of the Mill Creek ptovincial range 
on DNR ptoperty. On May 7th, the biologist conducted a follow-up visit during the daytime. 
The bird exhibited non-nesting behaviors. On May 29, the biologist conducted a second visit 
and located what appeared to be the same male owl that was detected on May 7th. The bird on 
both survey visits took and consumed mice, indicating that it is a single male not supporting 
young. Spotted owl survey protoe.>l requires 3 sightings of a spotted owl single within the same 
area within the breeding season to be regarded as a territorial single. This does not change the 
analyses of effects of the Project to spotted owls. as addressed below, regardless of whether or 
not a territorial status is established. 

Effects from Construction 

Approximately 2 acres of spotted "wi dispersal habitat (with some patches offoragillg habitat) 
would be removed from the Moss Creek spotted owl site by the construction of the Project from 
the northern end of the turbine string. This habitat is located at the southern extremity of the 
circle and is on the edge of the Project that has already been clear-cut by SDS Lumber Company, 
and would not remove suitable spotted owl habitat below 40 percent in the territory (J. Spadaro 
pers. com. 2009). The discovery of the new owl in 20 JOin the extreme north of the Moss Creek 
owl circle is located more than 2 miles northwest of the northern most turbine. Because of this, 
and since the remainder of the Project does not contain suitable spotted owl habitat, we believe 
that potential effects to spotted owls as a result of habitat loss or degradation is expected to be 
insignificant. 

Effects from Maintenance 

The effects I>fthe operation and maintenance of the Project are anticipated to be minor. 
Maintenance of the Project would occur primarily around the turbine pads, inside the nacelle (the 
nacelle is the part of the turbine that houses the generator, transmission gears, and the shaft that 
turns the generator that, on its opposite end. bolts to the hub that the blades attach to) and the 
blades. In addition. because the l<lXldscape will be maintained as young second-growth forest we 
do not expect disturbance to nesting owls from maintenance because owls are not likely to nest 
in these younger forest stands (non-habitat). 

Risk of Spotted Owl Collision with Wind Turbines 

Bird mortality from collisions with wind turbines is well documented and varies greatly by bird 
species and flight behavior (Smallwood et al. 2009). Spotted owls are forest-dwelling birds that 
are strongly associated with older conifer forests. Spotted owls primarily use closed-canopy 
forested habitats throughout their entire lives for nesting, roosting, foraging, and dispersal 
(Forsman et al. 1984). Because spotted owls are non-migratory, forest-dwelling owls, they are at 
much lower risk of exposure to wind turbines than many other bird species, which typically use 
non-forested upland habitats for foraging and migration. 

~003 



07/19/10 MON 17:09 FAX 360 753 9405 Supervisor. no 

Andrew Montano 4 

Spotted owls less commonly use recent clear -cuts or burned areas for foraging, but spotted owls 
do occasionally cross such areas while dispersing between patches of older forest (Forsman et al. 
1984; 2002). Although spotted owls do occasionally disperse across open areas, they usually 
avoid crossing such areas by travelling through corridors of forested habitat (Forsman et al, 
1984). The typical flight behavior of the spotted owls is descn'bed in the Birds of North 
America: 

"Quick wingbeats interspersed with gliding flight. Not a fast flier. Long flights unusual 
except during dispersal ... Flight labored when attempting to fly to a higher perch or up to 
nest sites. When gaining. altitude in the forest canopy, makes a series of short climbing 
flights rather than continuous flight. Flights above the forest canopy probably rare except 
during dispersal. (Gutierrez et al1995, p. 9)." 

During natal dispersal, spotted owls will occasjonally cross open areas and, as noted above, may 
occasionally fly above the level of the forest canopy, Considering spotted owl flight behavior, 
above-canopy flights are most likely to occur in steep-walled valley settings, where the sponed 
owl may choose to fly across a "alley above·the level of the forest canopy on the valley floor. 
The Whistling Ridge site is located on a forested ridge top that will be maintained as a cleared 
area for the wind turbines. Spotted owls dispersing across the ridge are more likely to disperse 
through forested areas along the perimeter of the site, rather than crossing the open areas near the 
turbines. If a spotted owl were 10 fly through the turbine an-ay, it would most likely cross at an 
altitude that is at or below the level of the adjacent forest canopy, and well below the height of 
the lower of the wind turbine blades (164 - 425 ft. above ground level). 

To assess the risk of owl collision with the turbine blades or towers, we convened a review panel 
of three spotted owl biologists from tlUs office and one spotted owl biologist from the 
Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife. Based on our knowledge of spotted owl flight 
behaviors and habitat preferences, the group concluded that the risk of spotted owl collisions 
with turbines at this site is low. 

Considering the strong association of spotted owls with the forest canopy, and spotted owl flight 
behaviors, we conclude that it is unlikely that spotted owls would cross the Whistling Ridge site 
at an altitude that would put the owls at risk of collision with turbine blades. Therefore, the risk 
of a spotted owl collision at this site is cODsidered to be discountable:. 

Concurrence 

Considering the current status of spotted owls in the Project area, and the anticipated Project 
effects, we concur that the Project is not likely to adversely affect the spotted owl. 

This concludes informal consullation pursuant to the regulations implementing the ESA (50 CFR 
402.13). This action should be re-analyzed if new infonnation reveals effects of the action that 
may affect listed species or designated critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered 
in this consultation; if the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to a 
listed species or designated critical habitat that was not considered in this consultation; and/or, if 
a new species or Critical habitat is desil!Illlted that may be affected by this Project. 
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Other Commcnts 

While reading through the DEIS for this Project, we found some issues that require your 
attention. On Page 4-4, first paragraph, last sentence "As described in Section 3.4 Biological 
Resources, no listed species or critical habitat are anticipated to be affected by the Project. This 
statement equates to a finding ofnu effect. To the contrary, the biological assessment prepared 
by BPA made a finding of "may alfect, not likely to adversely affect"; hence, the need for this 
informal consultation. 

5 

On page 4-5, 4.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act, both the interpretation of this Act and the effects of 
the Project to avian species are in error. Both avian studies and the analyses in Section 3.4 
Biological Resources state that many avian species occur within the Project and that some of 
those individuals will be killed (collisions with blades or tower) and contrary to the statements 
provided in the Biological effects Section. Within this context, how is it concluded at 4.5, that 
impacts to migratory birds could only occur through temporary disturbance during construction? 

On page 4-5, 4.7 Bald Eagle Protection Act, the last statement "Because the Project would not 
involve intentional acts or acts in wanton disregard of bald or golden eagles, this Project is not 
considered to be subject to compliance with the Act. ", is an inaccurate statement. Federal Law 
Enforcement and the U. S Department of Justice decide whether or not an eagle killed by a 
project is subject to compliance under this Act. 

The Service appreciates your efforts to protect listed species and the habitats on which they 
depend while meeting your mission to provide the public with reliable electricity. If you have 
any questions regarding this consultation or your responsibilities under the Act, please contact 
Jim Michaels of this office at (360).153-7767. 

Sincerely, ~ 

I:::.:-.~ 
Washington Fish and Wildlife Office 
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A.gency Comment #5 

Jerry A. Lewis, Superintendent 
District Office 

WHITE SALMON VALLEY SCHOOLS P.O. Box 157 

KEY TO THE FUTURE 

July21,2010 

Jim Luce 
State ofWashiugton 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

RE: Whistling Ridge Wind Project 

Mr. Luce: 

V;'hite Salmon, ,\fA 98672 
(509) ,193-1500 

FiLX No. (509) 493-2275 

JUL 262010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

The White Salmon Valley School District Board of Directors understands that wind energy farms are 
potentially divisive, particularly in the Undcrwood portion of the school district. However, the Whistling 
Ridge Wind Project would have the effect of broadening the tax base when paying for school levies and 
bonds. 

This project would add approximately $100-$150 million of new taxable value to the school district. It 
would lower the levy rate for everyone in the district considerably, thereby reducing everyone's taxes, 
possibly enabling the district to pass future levies more readily. 

Using 2010 levy rates, the amount of reduction per thousand dollars of assessed valuaHon would range 
from 16 cents to 23 cents. A homeowner with a home assessed at $250,000 would save between $38.00 
and $55.00 per year. A homeowner with a home assessed at $500,000 would save between $76.00 and 
$111.00 per year. Due to unique characteristics of our school district, we have recently lost important 
statcwide levy cqualization funds. As a result of this, and the general reductions in statewide education 
funding, the approval of levies might be an increasingly important source of revenues to our district in the 
future. 

Economically this project has the potential to benefit the community and the school district by adding 
revenues, without creating additional demands for services or impacts on the school system. 

Sincerely 

rtamigniaux
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From:   Posner, Stephen (UTC) [Sposner@utc.wa.gov]
Sent:   Monday, August 30, 2010 3:19 PM
To:     Jan Aarts
Subject:        FW: SOSA DEIS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION
Attachments:    DEIS Comments Aug2010 - land use +5-6-09attached.pdf; MAXEY.EFSEC.LU 
Consistency letter-F.pdf

Stephen Posner
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172
(360) 956-2063
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:15 PM
To: Posner, Stephen (UTC)
Subject: FW: SOSA DEIS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION

-------------------------------------------
From: Carol[SMTP:CAROL@ARAMBURU-EUSTIS.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:13:59 PM
To: Posner, Stephen (COM); AMMontano@bpa.gov
Cc: Rick Aramburu
Subject: SOSA DEIS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION Auto forwarded by
a Rule

  Gentlemen,

Attached in pdf:

Comment letter from Mr. Aramburu on behalf of SOSA on the Draft EIS for
the Whistling Ridge Energy proposal, and Copy of previous comments
submitted May 6, 2009.

Carol Cohoe
ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
720 Third Avenue
Pacific Building Suite 2112
Seattle, WA 98104-1860
Telephone (206) 625-9515
Facsimile (206) 682-1376
This message may be protected by the attorney-client and/or work product
privilege. If you received this message in error please notify us and
destroy the message. Thank you.
bccts,f
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

J. Richard Aramburu 
rick@aramburu-eustis.com 
Jeffrey M. Eustis 
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE, 3rd Floor 
PO Box 43712 
Olympia WA 98504-3172 

720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Tel 206.625.9515 
Fax 206.682.1376 
www.aramburu-eustis.com 

August24,2010 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC-4 
905 NE 11th Avenue 
Portland OR 97208-3621 

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Project DOE EIS - 0419: 
Recreation and Land Use Section 

Dear Messrs. Montano and Posner: 

This office represents Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA), a Washington corporation 
representing persons interested in the scenic, recreational and natural values of the 
Columbia Gorge. SOSA's primary mission is to preserve the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area view-shed; to further maintain the existing rural and scenic 
character of Underwood, Washington, and surrounding communities in Washington and 
Oregon; and work to preserve the intent of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area Act. WRE proposes to construct as many as 50 wind turbines on ridge lines on 
their property in Skamania County to produce a minimum of 70 MW. I write today to 
provide comments on the recently issued draft environmental impact statement (DE IS) 
for the WRE proposal. 

In this letter, I provide comments on behalf of SOSA regarding the "Land Use and 
Recreation" chapter of the DEIS found at Section 3.8 at page 3-134 to 3-155. SOSA's 
comments will be divided between the recreation and land use sections. 

1. RECREATION IMPACTS. 

The DE IS provides only a listing of recreational resources in the area with minimal 
discussion of the impacts that the wind turbine facilities will have on such areas. This 
discussion is inadequate. The DEIS should not only disclose the affected areas, but 
also the impacts on such areas. 

lmb9576
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Of particular concern is the impact that the turbine operations will have on these areas, 
particularly visual impacts. This section should be expanded to include impacts on key 
viewing areas within the scenic area and other areas affected by visual and noise 
impacts from wind turbine operations. Discussion of mitigation measures should be 
included which describe alternatives of reduction or relocation of turbines as well as 
alternative site locations. 

2. LAND USE REGULATION. 

This section of the DEis includes discussion of applicable land use regulations. The 
only land use regulations discussed are the Skamania County's comprehensive plan 
and land use regulations. 

EFSEC has previously taken up the issue of land use consistency during proceedings 
held on May 6, 2009. Comments and briefs were filed by various parties during that 
time, including SOSA. Instead of making a decision on land use consistency at the 
time, EFSEC decided that this issue would be passed to the project adjudicative 
hearings. Accordingly, we find it inconsistent with the Council's responsibility to enter 
conclusions regarding land use consistency in the DE IS before it hears evidence in 
adjudicatory hearings. This is plainly prejudgment of a matter before the Council in 
violation of the appearance of fairness doctrine. 

As to the sections of the DEIS dealing with land use regulation, a determination made 
that the proposal is "consistent" with the Skamania County comprehensive plan and 
development regulations is erroneous. SOSA has provided comments on that subject in 
its letter to the Council dated May 6, 2009 which is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference herein. In that letter SOSA provided detailed legal authority and factual 
background that demonstrated that the construction and operation of wind turbines at 
the location proposed by the applicant is clearly contrary to the 2007 Skamania County 
Comprehensive Plan. Since the zoning code of the county preceded the 2007 
comprehensive plan, it cannot be considered to implement any of its terms. 

Fundamentally, Skamania County has never considered whether or not wind turbines 
are appropriate in any part of the County, much less within the conservancy designation 
in the comprehensive plan. As described in SOSA's May 6, 2009 letter, consideration of 
a draft ordinance that might have regulated the wind turbines was abruptly dropped, 
and never taken up again, by the Skamania County Commissioners after they learned 
they had to do an environmental impact statement before considering it. The apparent 
attempt of the DE IS to blame "local interest groups" for keeping the old zoning 
ordinance in effect is accordingly misplaced. The statement in the DE IS at page 3-145 
that the "proposed updates are currently under appeal by local interest groups" is 
wrong. As noted in SOSA's May 6, 2009 letter attached hereto, Skamania County did 
not appeal the ruling against it by the Hearing Examiner and her decision is final. 
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In summary, the proposal is not consistent with local planning and zoning regulations 
and the findings and conclusions regarding this ISSUE should be revised for the final 
EIS. 

3. FOREST LAND UNDER G.M.A. 

In addition, this section of the DEIS fails to discuss or describe the impact of the Growth 
Management Act, RCW ch. 36.70A and its regulations on the subject proposal. Though 
Skamania County is not a county required to plan under GMA, it is required by GMA to 
designate natural resource land, including: 

(b) Forest lands that are not already characterized by urban growth and 
that have long-term significance for the commercial production of timber[.] 

RCW 36.70A.170. The purpose of such designation is to assure that forest lands of 
long term commercial significance will be protected by appropriate land use regulation. 

It is apparent from the discussion in the EIS that the project site meets the definition of 
forest lands of long term commercial significance. As the DEIS indicates: 

This site has been in commercial forestry use for the last century, during 
which the site has been logged over a series of approximately 50 year 
rotations. 

DEIS at page 2-18. See also DEIS at page 1-9, "the site has a long history of 
commercial logging ... " 

The reason that forest lands are required to be identified is that such lands are intended 
to be protected and preserved from nonforestry uses. In the present case, industrial 
wind turbines are intended to cover significant portions of this commercial forest land, 
contrary to GMA's directives. 

Further, this proposal is the first, or one of the first, to be sited in the timbered forest 
lands near the Columbia Gorge. Under these circumstances, the FEIS must consider 
whether this project will serve as a precedent for other or future projects impacting the 
scenic values of the Gorge and forested areas. 

Finally, the DEIS at page 3-151 says that there will be no "changes to existing land 
uses, land use activities or development patterns." This conclusionary statement is 
unsupported by any objective evidence and is incorrect. It is well known that the 
placement of industrial wind turbines has a significant adverse impact on residential 
uses and tourism activities. This is true for most wind turbine locations, but is especially 
true in areas highly valued for scenic resources, including the Columbia Gorge, which 
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are prized for their aesthetic surroundings. Much more detailed analysis is required for 
adequate consideration of these issues. 

4. SOLAR ENERGY FACILITY 

The DEIS discusses only the development of the site for wind energy facilities. The 
consideration of alternatives should be expanded to consider other alternate energy 
sources usch as solar energy. Recently, a proposal for a 75 MW solar reserve has 
been made in Kittitas County (the Teamaway Solar Reserve, or "TSR"). The proposal 
will consist of approximately 145 acres for photovoltaic solar panels spread out over 
900 acres. Such a proposal would reduce visual impacts and eliminate the noise 
impacts associated with wind turbine facilities, as well as eliminating the need for 
transportation of large towers and blades for wind turbines. This alternative should be 
fully considered in the DFEIS or FEIS. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. SOSA trusts that the FEIS will 
provide facts and analysis discussed herein. 

Sincerely yours, 

5u:i7t:L 
J. Richard Aramburu 

JRA:cc 
cc: Client 
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Michelle. Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Posner, Stephen (UTC) 
Monday, August 30,20107:44 AM 
Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

Late 

Cc: Talburt, Tammy (UTC) 
Subject: FW: SOSA DEIS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #542 

Attachments: DEIS Comments Aug2010 - land use +5-6-09attached.pdf; MAXEY.EFSEC.LU Consistency 
letter-F. pdf 

Another one. Please process. Thanks. 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
P.o. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
(360) 956-2063 
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov 

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

-----Original Message----
From: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:15 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (UTC) 
Subject: FW: SOSA DE IS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION 

From: Carol[SMTP:CAROL@ARAMBURU-EUSTIS.COM] 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 20104:13:59 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM); AMMontano@bpa.gov 
Cc: Rick Aramburu 
Subject: SOSA DE IS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Gentlemen, 

Attached in pdf: 

Comment letter from Mr. Aramburu on behalf of SOSA on the Draft EIS for the Whistling Ridge 
Energy proposal, and Copy of previous comments submitted May 6, 2009. 

Carol Cohoe 
ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP 
720 Third Avenue 
Pacific Building Suite 2112 
Seattle, WA 98104-1860 
Telephone (206) 625-9515 
Facsimile (206) 682-1376 
This message may be protected by the attorney-client and/or work product privilege. If you 
received this message in error please notify us and destroy the message. Thank you. 
bccts,f 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

J. Richard Aramburu 
rick@arambutu,eustis,com 
Jeffrey M. Eustis 
eustis@aramburu .. eustis,com 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE, 3rd Floor 
PO Box 43712 
Olympia WA 98504-3172 

720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seatcle, WA 98104 
Tel 206.625.9515 
Fax 206.682.1376 
www.atamburu .. eustis.com 

August 24, 2010 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC-4 
905 NE 11 th Avenue 
Portland OR 97208-3621 

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Project DOE EIS - 0419: 
Recreation and Land Use Section 

Dear Messrs. Montano and Posner: 

This office represents Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA), a Washington corporation 
representing persons interested in the scenic, recreational and natural values of the 
Columbia Gorge. SOSA's primary mission is to preserve the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area view-shed; to further maintain the existing rural and scenic 
character of Underwood, Washington, and surrounding communities In Washington and 
Oregon; and work to preserve the intent of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area Act. WRE proposes to construct as many as 50 wind turbines on ridge lines on 
their property in Skamania County to produce a minimum of 70 MW. I write today to 
provide comments on the recently Issued draft environmental Impact statement (DEIS) 
for the WRE proposal. 

In this letter, I provide comments on behalf of SOSA regarding the "Land Use and 
Recreation" chapter of the DEIS found at Section 3.8 at page 3-134 to 3-155. SOSA's 
comments will be divided between the recreation and land use sections. 

1. RECREATION IMPACTS. 

The DEIS provides only a listing of recreational resources in the area with minimal 
discussion of the impacts that the wind turbine facilities will have on such areas. This 
discussion is inadequate. The DEIS should not only disclose the affected areas, but 
also the impacts on such areas. 

lmb9576
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Of particular concern is the impact that the turbine operations will have on these areas, 
particularly visual impacts. This section should be expanded to include impacts on key 
viewing areas within the scenic area and other areas affected by visual and noise 
impacts from wind turbine operations. Discussion of mitigation measures should be 
Included which describe alternatives of reduction or relocation of turbines as well as 
alternative site locations. 

2. LAND USE REGULATION. 

This section of the DEis includes discussion of applicable land use regulations. The 
only land use regulations discussed are the Skamania County's comprehensive plan 
and land use regulations. 

EFSEC has previously taken up the issue of land use consistency during proceedings· 
held on May 6, 2009. Comments and briefs were filed by various parties during that 
time, including SOSA. Instead of making a decision on land use consistency at the 
time, EFSEC decided that this issue would be passed to the project adjudicative 
hearings. Accordingly, We find it inconsistent with the Council's responsibility to enter 
conclusions regarding land use consistency in the DE IS before it hears evidence in 
adjudicatory hearings. This is plainly prejudgment of a matter before the Council in 
violation of the appearance of fairness doctrine. 

As to the sections of the DEIS dealing with land use regulation, a determination made 
that the proposal is "consistent" with the Skamania County comprehensive plan and 
development regulations Is erroneous. SOSA has provided comments on that subject In 
its letter to the Council dated May 6, 2009 which is attached hereto and incorporated by 
reference herein. In that letler SOSA provided detailed legal authority and factual 
background that demonstrated that the construction and operation of wind turbines at 
the location proposed by the applicant Is clearly contrary to the 2007 Skamania County 
Comprehensive Plan. Since the zoning code of the county preceded the 2007 
comprehensive plan, It cannot be considered to implement any of Its terms. 

Fundamentally, Skamania County has never considered whether or not wind turbines 
are appropriate in any. part of the County, much less within the conservancy designation 
in the comprehensive plan. As described in SOSA's May 6, 2009 letter, consideration of 
a draft ordinance that might have regulated the wind turbines was abruptly dropped, 
and never taken up again, by the Skamania County Commissioners after they learned 
they had to do an environmental impact statement before considering it. The apparent 
attempt of the DE IS to" blame "local Interest groups" for keeping the old zoning 
ordinance in effect is accordingly misplaced. The statement in the DE IS at page 3-145 
that the "proposed updates are currently under appeal by local interest groups" is 
wrong. As noted in SdSA's May 6, 2009 letter attached hereto, Skamania County did 
not appeal the ruling against it by the Hearing Examiner and her decision is final: 
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In summary, the proposal is not consistent with local planning and zoning regulations 
and the findings and conclusions regarding this ISSUE should be revised for the final 
EIS, 

3. FOREST LAND UNDER G.M.A. 

In addition, this section of the DEIS fails to discuss or describe the impact of the Growth 
Management Act, RCW ch. 36.70A and its regulations on the subject proposal. Though 
Skamania County is not a county required to plan under GMA, it is required by GMA to 
designate natural resource land, including: 

(b) Forest lands that are not already characterized by urban growth and 
that have long-term significance for the commercial production of tlmber[.] 

RCW 36.70A.170. The purpose of such designation Is to assure that forest lands of 
long term commercial significance will be protected by appropriate land use regulation. 

It is apparent from the discussion in the EIS that the project site meets the definition of 
forest lands of long term commercial significance. As the DE IS indicates: 

This site has been in commercial forestry use for the last century, during 
which the site has been logged over'a series of approximately 50 year 
rotations. 

DEIS at page 2-18. See also DEIS at page 1-9, "the site has a long history of 
commercial logging ... " 

The reason that forest lands are required to be Identified is that such lands are intended 
to be protected and preserved from nonforestry uses. In the present case, industrial 
wind turbines are intended to cover significant portions of this commercial forest land, 
contrary to GMA's directives. 

Further, this proposal is the first, or one of the first, to be sited in the timbered forest 
lands near the Columbia Gorge. Under these circumstances, the FE IS must consider 
whether this project will serve as a precedent for other or future projects impacting the 
scenic values of the Gorge and forested areas. 

Finally, the DE IS at page 3-151 says that there will be no "changes to existing land 
uses, land use activities or development patterns." This conclusionary statement is 
unsupported by any objective evidence and is incorrect. It is well known that the 
placement of industrial wind turbines has a significant adverse impact on residential 
uses and tourism activities. This is true for most wind turbine locations, but is especially 
true In areas highly valued for scenic resources, including the Columbia Gorge, which 
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. are prized for their aesthetic surroundings. Much more detailed analysis Is require<;l for 
adequate consideration of these Issues. 

4. SOLAR ENERGY FACILITY 

The DE IS discusses only the development of the site for wind energy facilities. The 
consideration of alternatives should be expanded to consider other alternate energy 
sources usch as solar energy. Recently, a proposal for a 75 MW solar reserve has· 
been made in Kittitas County (the Teamaway Solar Reserve, or HT8RH). The proposal 
will consist of approximately 145 acres for photovoltaic solar panels spread out over 
900 acres. Such a proposal would reduce visual impacts and eliminate the noise 
impacts associated with wind turbine facilities, as well as eliminating the need for 
transportation of large towers and blades for wind turbines. This alternative should be 
fully considered in the DFEIS or FEIS. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS. SOSA trusts that the FEIS will 
provide facts and analysis discussed herein. 

Sincerely yours, 

{mu 
J. Richard Aramburu 

JRA:cc 
cc: Client 
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

720 THIRD AVENUE. SUITE 2112 
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104 

(206) 625·9515' FAX (206) 682-1376 

May 6, 2009 . 

Allen Fiksdal, Manager 
.. Energy Site Facility Site Evaluation Council 

905 Plum Street SE, 3'd Floor 
'PO Box 43712 . 
Olympia WA 98504-3172 

Skamania County 
Community Development Department 
Post Office Box 790 
Stevenson WA 98648 

Re: Certificate of Land Use Consistency Review for 
Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project 

Dear EFSEC: 

This office represents the Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA), a Washington 
non-profit corporation concerned with t.he preservation of scenic, 
recreational and residential values and assets in the Columbia Gorge. 

'SOSA has closely followed the proposal of SOS Tirn.ber Company's,·· .. -. - , .... 
, Saddleback wind turbine proposal since its public announcement in late 
2007. SOS changed the name of the proposal to the "Whistling Ridge ., 
Energy Project" (herein "WREP") when it applied to EFSEC. Most 
recently, SOSA was an appellant before the Skamania County Hearing 
Examiner in a succeSSful challenge to the Issuance of a determination· 

,of nonsignlflcance Issued by Skamania County for its zoning code 
revisions. The Hearing Examiner has ruled that an environmental 
impqct statement (ElS) will be'recjuired for the adoption of the new 
zoning code by the' County .. 

SOSA writes today in response to the notice issued by EFSEC of a 
1') hearing on the question of whether the SOS proposal is consistent with 
"-./ local land use plans and zoning codes, the proposal Is for multiple 

i 
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wind tUrbines (50) on property located in eastern Skamania ·County. 
As will be demonstrated herein, the WREP proposal is not consistent 
with local zoning and there Is no basis upon which EFSEC should 
attempt to preempt this local zoning. 

STRUCTURE OF SKAMANIA COUNTY PLANNING AND 
ZONING .. 

Skamania County planning and zoning is governed by RCW . 
36.70, the County Planning Enabling Act. It Is not one of the counties 
governed by the Growth Management Act RCW ch. 36.70A (GMA) and 
has not exercised the option to become a GMA county. 

Skamania County first adopted a comprehensive plan in 1977, 
which was revised in 1991 with the creation ofthe Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area (the "Scenic Area"). The 1977 
Comprehensive Plan ("the 1977 Plan") is attached hereto as 
Attachment A. As will be described below, Skamania County recently 
(June, 2007) adopted a completely revised Comprehensive Plan, . 
referenced herein as the "2007 Plan." 

The County originally adopted a zoning code and map in 1985, 
which has been amended .at va~iou$ times over the years, the most 
recent of which was by Ordinance 2005-02 In 2005. The existing 
zoning code would presumably be consistent with the then adopted 

. , 

~'" .' .... comprehensive'plan from 1977.1 .. "... ............. , ...... , ... ". 

After review by the planning commission, Skamania County 
adopted a new comprehensive plan in June, 2007. In the fall of 2007, 
Skamania County proposed. a new zoning ordinance to implementthe 

. new comprehensive plan, 

The adoptiOn of the new zoning code requires procedural and 
. substantive Compliance with the terms of the State Environmental 
Policy Act, RCW 43.21C (SEPA). Skamania County has also adopted a 
local SEPA ordinance that governs the County's procedures under· 

o 1 The Council is requested to take judicial notice of both the 
2007 Plan and the current Skamania County zoning code. 
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SEPA. Skamania County is required by SEPA and its SEPA ordinance, 
to make a "threshold determination" as to' whether to prepare an EIS 
for its new zoning ordinance. This new,zonlng ordinance, for the first 
time In the history of planning and zoning in Skamania County, had. 
specific provisions for large scale wind turbine facilities. 2 

Skamania County's responsible SEPA official, Planning Director ., 
Karen Witherspoon, issued a "mitigated determination of . 
nonsignlflcance" or MDNSfor the new zoning code proposal, which 

. included large scale wind, turbine regulations. Consistent with the .: . 
terms of the Skamania County SEPA ordinance, the responsible· 
official's MDNS was appealed to the Skamania County Hearing 
Examiner by both SOSA and the Friends of the Gorge. The Hearing. 
Examiner held an open record hearing on January 21 and 22 at which 
the County vigorously defended its MDNS decision. 

According to testimony from county officials at the hearing 
before the County's Hearing Examiner, representative of SDS had met 
several times.with the Skamania County staff to discuss their proposed 
Saddleback project, but never submitted an application. BPAofficials. 
also were in attendance at such meetings according to Ms. . 
Witherspoon's testimony. 

: On February 19,,2009, the Hearing Examiner entered her 
decision reversirlg the, MDNS Issued by the Responsible Official. See 

. Attachment B ·hereto. As may be seen fromthe,Findings and Decision, 
the testimony at the hearing focused on the adverse environmental· 
impacts from wind turbines, centering on SDS's SaddlebackproposaJ. 
That decision was not appealed by the County to Superior Court and ·is 
final. Under this ruling, before any decision is made by Skamania 
County on a zoning code map, an environmental impact statement 

. must be prepared. Because the environmental impact statement must 
"accompany the proposal through the'agency review process" (SEPA), 
the Skamania County Planning Commission must also reconsider any 
decisions it makes on the zoning ordinance based on the upcoming 
EIS. 

2 A copy of this proposed zoning ordinance is attached to the 
WREP application as Appendix F. 

" . 
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As of the date of this submlssion;no steps have been taken, by 
, Skamania County to prepare an environmental impact statementbn Its 

proposed zoning code and map.' 

2. THE WIND TURBINE PROPOSAL IS NOT CONSISTENT 
WITH THE EXISTING COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 

As 'noted above l Skamania County adopted a new 
comprehensive plan for the County in Junel 2007. That ordinance 
replaced a riow 30 year old comprehensive plan. See the 2007 Plan at 
7. 

The 2007 Plan adopted three land use designationsl Rural II 
Rural II and Conservancy. Rural 1 was Intend to "foster the optimum 
utilization of land within growing areas of the county .... U Seepage 
23. Rural I is the only one of the three designations that allows 
commercial activity and light or heavy industry. The Rural II 
designation "is intended to provide for rural living without significant 
encroachment for' land used for agricultural and tlmber.u Page 24. 
The Conservancy deslg'natlon Is "intended to provide for the 
conservation and management of existing natural resourcesU and 
"Iogglng l timber managementl agricultural and mineral extraction are 
the main use activities that take place in this area. 1I 2007 Plan pag~ 
25. ImportantlYI there has been no effort to amend the 

, comprehensive plan since its 'adoption in June 2007 by the applicant 
here oranyother party;' In this regardlit is important to note'that", 
the'state GrbwthManagement Act requires that all counties designate' ." 
"natural resou'rce land'/pursuant to RCW 36. 70A.170 which includes 
forest, agricultural and mineral lands of "long term commercial 
significance. U ,The Cou'nty recognizes Its responsibilities under GMA in 
the comprehensive plan 'at page 9 Qf the 2007 Plan. However, the 
Courity has not made a formal desighation 'of sLlch lands. The 2007 
Plan essentially provides that 'designation in the Conservancy 
designation, which meets the RCW 36.70A.170 criteria: "Conservancy 
areas are Intended to conserve and manage existing natural resources 
In order to maintain a sustained yield and/or utilization,'1 2007 Plan at 
page 25. The WREP is located in the Conservancy and Rural II land 
use designations. 

; . 
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Significantly, there is no mention of allowance for wind turbines' 
or wind energy in the Rural II or 'Conservancy designations. "Industry" , 
is permitted in the Rural I category, but not in the other two ' 
designations. The Conservancy designation Includes only the following 
relating to utilities: ',' 

Public facilities and utilities, such 'as parks, public water 
access, libraries, schools, utility substations and 
telecommunicatlon.facilities. ' 

2007 Plan, p. 25-26. The 2007 comprehensive plan does not allow 
"private" or "semi-public facilities and utilities." Once again, the' 
failure to include these uses as "appropriate uses" within the 2007 Plan 
is significant. These uses were define'd.-in the existing zoning 
ordinance In the "Definition-Interpretation" section at sec 21.08.010: 

"Semi-public facilities" means facilities Intended for public , 
use which may be owned and operated by a private entity. , 

That this definition was not Incorporated into the 2007 p'lan is 
indicative of the intent of the legislative body not to allow such uses 
and that they were not included within the 2007 Plan Indicates a 
deliberate exclusion. Further, note that the 2007 Plan does not 
mention electrical energy facilities at all, indicating such facilities are 
not allowed . 

,,' . '.' ': ..... . ., 
, It cannot be that the failure to mention wind energy facilities or, 

wind turbines Was a matter'of oversight. ' As the Skamania County 
Hearing Examiner found in her MDNS decision, there was interest 
expressed by the applicant 'here.in developing a wind farm well before 
the Comprehensive Plan was adopted: 

However, SDS Lumber has approached Skamania County 
on multiple occasions over the past several years to 
discuss a possible large-scale wind energy project 
(Saddleback Project) on Its property within the County. 
Ms. Witherspoon (the Skamania County Planning Director) 
met with representatives of SDS and entities such as the 
Bonneville Power Administr.ation on two or three occasions 

.... 
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for ~'pre-application meetings" to discuss the permitting 
requirements for, the project. Multiple precappllcation 
meetings have been held because of changes in t!1e 
development team. The project, if developed, would 
consist of at least 40 wind turbines. Although the last 
formal pre-application meeting was approximately two 
years ago, Individuals associated with the project have 
been involved in the County's code update process and the 

, president of SDS was present at the subject appeal 
hearing. 

Findings, Conclusions and Decision of the Hearing Examiner for 
Skamania County ("FCD"), Finding 37 f page 13. In fact, as the 
Hearing Examiner found: 

The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has produced a 
map entitled "Current and Proposed Wind Energy 

, Interconnections to BPA Transmission Facilities" (Exhibit 
D.4). This map depicts the SDS Saddleback project as a 
proposed wind generation facility of 70 megawatts (MW). 

FeD, Finding 38, p. 14. Skamania County and its commission,ers have. 
long been aware of the Energy Overlay Zone adopted by the 
neighboring county to the east (Klickitat); Indeed, testimonY',at the' 

, Hearing Examiner hearing.on the MDNS revealed that $kam,mia 
County was asked ,by Klickitat County to participate in the EIS pr.ocess 
for its, overlay:zone, but Skamania county declined. 

- -", 

, As described herein, the 2007 Comprehensive Plan does not 
authorize or permit electrical energy or wind turbines within the 
County.. , Policy LU6,1 deals with uses authorized unde'r the 
comprehensive plan: , 

Three types of uses should be established for each land 
use designation under this plan and for any zone 
established to implement this plan. If any use Is not listed 
as one of the following types of developments, then the 
use Is prohibited within that land use deSignation. 

. ': ' 
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The Plan goes.on to describe uses that may be listed as allowaple . 
uses, review uses·and conditional uses. Policy LU6.2 specifies that: 

In the development regulations, land uses which are 
neither.allowed without review by the Planning 
Department, permitted subjectto conditions, nor·named as 
a conditional use under a land use designation made in this " 
plan or in an ordinance Implementing this plan should be 
prohibited without proof-of a substantial change in 
circumstances. 

As such, uses not described as appropriate under each land use 
designation are to be prohibited. As applied to the WREP proposal/' 
wind turbines are not mentioned as an allowable, review or conditional 
use in either the Conservancy or Rural II designations and are thus not 
allowed. 

Under the County Planning Enabling Act, RCW ch. 36.70, a 
county is required to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan. RCW 
36.70.320 provides that: . 

Each planning agency shall prepare a comprehensive plan 
for the orderly physical development of the county, or any 
portion thereof, and may include any land outside Its 

'. boundaries which, In the judgment of the planning agency, . ': . 
'. relates·to,planning.for.the county. The.plan shall be '. ' ..... 
. referred to as the comprehensive plan, and, after hearings ," , 

by the commission and approval by motion of the board, 
shall be certified as the comprehensive plan. Amendn:tents 
or additions to the comprehensive plan shall be similarly 
processed and certified. 

The statute goes on to proscribe that the comprehensive plan will be 
the basic sou'rce of reference when the County reviews any proposed 
project under RCW 36.70.450: 

After a board has approved by motion and certified all or 
parts of a comprehensive plan for a county or for any part 
of a county, the planning agency shall use such plan as the 

' .. 

'.' ".', . 
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basiC source of reference and asa guide in reporting upon 
or recommending any proposed project. public or private, 
as to its purpose. location, form. alignment and timing. 
The report of the planning agency on any project shall 
indicate wherein the proposed project does or does not 
conform to the purpose of the comprehensive plan and 

, may include proposals which, if effeCted, would make the 
project conform. If the planning'agency finds that a 

'proposed'project,reveals the justification or necessity for 
amending the comprehensive plan or any part of It, It may, 
Institute proceedings to accomplish such amendment, and 

, in its report to the board on the project shall note that 
appropriate amendments to the comprehensive plan/ or 
part thereof/ are being initiated. 

Unlike the GMA/ zoning codes and maps are not required in counties 
operating under the county enabling act as RCW 36.70.550 provides: 

From time to time/ the planning agency may. or If so 
requested by the boardshali, cause to be prepared official 
controls which/ when adopted by ordinance by the board/ 
will further the objectives and goals of the comprehensive 
plan. The plannlrig agency may also draft such regulations/ ' 
programs and legislation as may/ in its judgment; be 
required to preserve the Integrity of the comprehensive 

, ,plan 'and"assllre ,its -systematic execution/ and ,the planning r,' 

, agency may recommend such plans; regulations/ programs' 
and legislation to the board for adoption. 

As maybe seen above/ the 2007 Plan does not permit or allow wind 
turbine facilities by its terms. The County and this Council must apply, 
the 2007 Plan as the "basic source of reference" in reviewing the SDS 
proposal and conClude that the present proposal is inconsistent with " 
that plan. 

3. PROPOSAL INCONSISTENT WITH SKAMANIA 
COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE. 

As described above, the proposal is inconsistent with the recently 

" 
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adopted (June 2007) Skamania County Comprehensive Plan. 
NotWithstanding this defect, the applicant urges that the proposal Is 
conslste'nt with the existing zoning code. However, the existing 
zoning. ordinance was adopted before the adoption of the 2007 
Comprehensive Plan. Neither the Skamania County Planning 
Commission nor County Commissioners have adopted the existing 
zoning ·codeas consistent with the 2007 Plan. Accordingly, the policies 
of the 2007 Comprehensive Plan cannot be applied to that code. 
Moreover, it is dear that the existing zoning ordinance does ·not p.ermit 
the subject proposal. 

Under Washington state law, development regulations or the . , 
zoning code must be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan: . 

36.70.545. Development regulations--Consistency 
with comprehensive plan. Beginning July 1, 1992, the 
development regulations of each county that does not plan 
Ulider RCW 36. 70A. 040 shall not be inconsistent with the 
county's comprehensive plein. For the purposes of this 
section, "development regulations" has the same- meaning 
as set forth in RCW 36.70A.030. 

Accordingly, if the existing development regulations are not c.onsistent· 
with the adopted 2007 Comprehensive Plan, then the zoning 
regulations are ineffective. 

:. , . , ,... '. , ~,. . .. 
"Theapplicant makes two attempts to demonstrate that its wind '.' !. 

turbine proposal is consistent with the existing code, neither of which' , 
is persuasive . 

. This analysis begins with the important fact that the existing 
zoning code does not make wind turbin.es, wind energy or wind farms 
an allowable, review or conditional use in any zone. Itis significant 
that "geothermal energy facilities" are. listed as a conditional use in the 
FOR/AG10 and 20, Rural Estate zones. See SCC 21.56.030, 
21.44.030. Indeed, "geothermal energy" is a specific type of an 
"Alternative energy resource" under the EFSEC statute at RCW 
80.50.020(18). This indicates that the county was aware of types of 
alternate energy facilities, but only chose to allow only "geothermal 



'. 
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energy" .as a conditional use,.whereas "wind," another specifically' 
listed "alternate energy resource" underRCW 80.50.020(18), Is not 
permitted anywhere. Once again, this is not an oversight as "wind.. , . 
turbines" are specifically mentioned in the current code as exempt .. .; 
from height limltations.ln SCC 21.70.050. However, wind turbines, 
wind farms or a use related thereto is not listed as a permitted review 
use or conditional use in the zoning code.' The only conclusion to be 
reached Is that wind turbines are not authorized or permitted. under 
the eXistlng'code. 

The applicant also argues that Table 2-1 in the 2007 Plan at 
page 23 declares that certain uses are permissible in certain zones. 
The applicant states at page 4.2-6 of its application that: 

There are three land use designations outside of the 
specific subarea plans: Rural I, Rural II, and Conservancy .. 
The project area is designated as "Conservancy." Table 2-1 
of the Comprehensive Plan identifies zones that are 
consistent with the Conservancy designation, Including: . 
Residential 10 (R-10), Rural Estates 20 (RES-20), Forest 
Land 20 (FL 20), Commercial Resource Land 40 (c:RL 40), 
Natural (NAT) and Unmapped (UNM). The project site is 
located In the FL 20, R-10, and UNM zones, all of which are 
consistent with the Conservancy designation. 

However; Table 2-1 refers not to the current code, but to code that·· 
might-be adopted after the 2007 Plan was adopted. This Is clear from 
the explanation of the table at page 22: 

Table 2-1 shows the comprehensive plan deSignations and 
consistency of each potential zoning classification. The Plan· 
Designation to Zoning Classification table is provided to 
identify those zoning districts that are consistent with each 
plan designation. Those districts, which are not consistent 
with the plan deSignation, are not permitted within the 
plan designation. This Information is necessary to 
determine when, where and under what circumstances 
these designations should be applied in the future. 

. : 

, 
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(Emphasis supplied). Thus the table references "potential" and 
"future" ·zonlng c1assificationsr not ones under the existing code. This 
Is further demonstrated by the fact that the zoning classifications In 
Table 2-1 do not refer to the existing code, but to future code 
classifications. Thus, the "Commercial Resource Land 40" zone is a 
potential new zone as referenced in the draft zoning ordinance at 
AppendixF to the application. Under the existing code, the like zone is 
the Resource Production Zone or (FOR/AG20) zone, which is not 
mentioned in Table 2.1. 

Thus Table 2-1 does'not establish conSistency with the existing 
code, but serVes as a guide to a new zoning code, which has not yet 
been adopted and cannot be until an environmental impact statement 
is prepared under the Hearing Examiner's ruling. 

The applicant argues that wind turbines are allowed as a use 
under the terms of the "Unmapped" area of the code. However, the 
terms of the 2007 Comprehensive Plan specifically provide that if a use . 

. Is not listed as a conditional or allowable use within the land use 
designation under the plan then it will be prohibited. See discussion 
above and 2007 Plan at pages 30-31. The 2007 Comprehensive Plan 
also specifir:;ally provides under Policy LU2.6 that: "Building permits, 
septic tank permits, or'other development permits issued by the 
County for any project will be in conformance with this Comprehensive 
Plan." (Emphasis supplied.) Since the "Unmapped" areas do not have ' 
a specific ·zone designation they must·be regulated by the designation· .• ' .... '. ..'" 
given by the 2007 Plan. ' ' 

In addition, to determine the meaning of language within the 
2007 comprehensive plan, it is useful to review the 1977 ' 
comprehensive plan it replaced. A copy of that plan is .i\ttachment A 
hereto.' That plan had IdenticaJ'land use designations, Rural 1, Rural 2 
and Conservancy. See pages 91-92. Importantly, the 1977 
comprehensive plan "Conservancy" designation provided: 

The following inappropriate uses may be allowed on a 
conditional or temporary basis: 

a. Industrial 
b. CommerCial 

. ;,' , . 

" ' : .' 

i 
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See page 92. The "NOTE" at the bottom of page 92 states: 

Land uses which are considered by this plan to be 
. inappropriate, may be established In Rural 2 and· 

. Conservancy land use areas, subject to public review and 
approval by the Board of County Commissioners. Such 

. uses might include light industrial facilities, small 
commercial businesses, airstrips, portable sawmills, and 
other wood processing equipment. 

(Emphasis' in original) •. When the 2007 comprehensive plan was. 
adopted, it retained verbatim the sentence setting the purpose and 
objective: . 

"Conservancy areas are Intended to conserve and manage 
existing natural resources in order to maintain a sustained 

·resource yield and/or utilization." 

Compare page 25 of the 2007 comprehensive plan with page 92 of the· ,. 
1977 comprehensive plan. However, the.2007 comprehensive plan 
removed any allowance for "Industrial" or "Commercial" uses either as 
permitted, review or conditional uses in the Conservancy des·ignation. 

. . . 
The inclusion in the 1977 ,Plan ofthe "inappropriate" industrial 

and commercial uses also explains why the "Unmapped" zone (guided :, 
. 'by the 1977 "Plan) allowed uses which were "not nuisances/'·to ·take, ..... ,;.. ...., ..... ,.' . 

. account of their characterization as "Inappropriate," However,with the 
adoption of the 2007 comprehensive plan, and the elimination of any 
possibility of any" "inappropriate uses," allowance of uses that were not 

. nuisances became Inconsistent with the comprehensive plan and thus 
illegal. . •.. 

. Iri addition, the appllcarit contends that its'private wind turbine 
.proposal should'be considered "semi-public fi3cilities and utilities" and 
thus an allowable conditional use in the existing FOR/AG10and 20 
zones, However, the Comprehensive Plan says that "Public Facilities 
and Utilities" (emphasis supplied) are allowed in the Conservancy and 
Rural II Land Use DeSignations, not ".Semi-public Facilities and 
Utilities,1/ Since both' of these. uses are defined terms in the existing 
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code, It is very clear that when the Commissioners chose to include 
only one in the comprehensive plan, it was a deliberate decision. In 
addition, the 1977 plan made specific provisions in the Rural 2 zone for 
"Semi-public" uses. See page 91. "Semi"public" uses were specifically 
eliminated from the 2007 comprehensive plan in illliand use .. 
designations, including "Conservancy." See 2007 Plan, p. 24-26. 
Further, the· provision in the comprehensive plan gives examples of the ' 
kinds of "public facilities and utilities" which are appropriate in the zone: 
"such as parks/·public water access, libraries, schools, utility 
substations and telecommunication facilities." It cannot be said up to 
50,425 foot tall wind turbines as the WREP would Intend, with an . . " 
extensive road network, can be equated to such modest and common' 
place uses as parks, public accesses and schools. If these were 
intended to include wind turbines, wind farms and other alternative 
energy facilities, the comprehensive plan would have said so by simply 
adding a definition of such .uses.· Of course if there was a proposal to 
include large wind farms within the 2007 Plan, It would have likely 
Ignited significant controversy. 

In essence,inclusion of a large scale wind farm as a "facility and 
utility" permissible in the Conservancy designation is a de facto 
amendment of the comprehensive plan. It does so without adherence 
to the requirement that the planning commission first review the. 
comprehensive plan or any amendments under RCW 36.70;320.and . 
.410, that there be.a public hear-ing and a final decision by the , 
Commissioners. RCW 36.70;380· and .4-20., In addition, the InclClsion,of.· 
wind turbine or other. facilities In the comprehensive plan would have 
requireanew SEPA compliance. Given that the Inclusion in the zoning' 
code of provisions for wind farms has resulted in the requirement for a 
environmental Impact statement, the same would likely be true for. the. 
comprehensive plan adoption. . 

In addition to the foregoing, the issue of consistency between. 
the existing zoning code and the comprehensive plan a,roseln the 
hearing before the Skamania County on the appeal of SOSA and 
Friends challenging the County MDNS for the new zoning code. SOSA 
in particular alleged that the 2007 Comprehensive Plan was 
inconsistent with the proposed zoning ordinance. In response, the 
County argued that the allowance of wind turbines in the proposed 
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zoning ordinance did not have a significant impact because.wind 
turbines were already allowed. This issue .was resolved in favor of 
SOSA when the Hearing Examiner found: 

The 2007 .Comprehensive Plan. does not contemplate the 
type of energy facilities described In the Planning 

. Commission Recommended Draft. 

FCD, Finding 18, page 8. As an Issue regarding the comprehensive .. 
plan, which was actually litigated between the County, SOSA and 
Friends, the County Is now prevented from contesting this conclusion 
under the doctrine of claim preclusion or res judicata. Washington law 
is clear that res judicata applies to adnlinlstrative proceedings: 

Resjudicata, modernly called claim preclusion, P. 
Trautman, Claim and Issue Preclusion in Civil Litigation in 
Washington, 60 Wash.L.Rev. 805 (1985), applies to 
quasi-judicial decisions by administrative tribunals as well 
as to judicial decisions by courts. State v. Dupard, 93 Wn . 

. 2d 268, 274, 609 P.2d 961 (1980); Millerv. St. Regis 
Paper Co., 60 Wn. 2d 484, 485, 374 P.2d 675 (1962); see 
McCarthy v. Department of Social and Health Serifs., 110 
Wn. 2d 812, 823, 759 P.2d 351 (1988) (collateral 
estoppel); Mal/and v. Department of Retirement Sys., 103 
.Wn. 2dA84, 490', 694 P.2d 16.(1985) (same). The Board's' . 

, 
.. .' 

1985·decislQnwas quasi-judicial because it denied a .. ~ ...._"" 
proposed plat, an'd an administrative decision denying a "' . j 

proposed plat Is quasi-judicial. Miller v. Port Angeles, 38 ' . 
Wn. App. 904, 908, 691 P.2d 229 (1984), review.denied, 
.103 Wn. 2d -1024 (1985); Lechelt v. Seattle, 32 Wn. 2d 
831,835,650 P.2d 240 (1982), review denied, 99 Wn. 2d 
1005 (1983); see RCW 58.17.100 (findings of fact 

. required); RCW 58.17.180 (review is by writ of review). 
Therefore, the Board's 1985 decision was subject to res 
judicata at such time as it became final. ColumbIa Rentals, 
Inc. v. State, 89 Wn. 2d 819, 821, 576 P.2d 62 (1978) 
(final judgment Is res judicata); Pinkney v. Ayers; 77 Wn. 
2d 795, 796, 466 P.2d 853 (1970) (Interlocutory order is 
not res judicata). 

I 

! 
I , 
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Lejeune -v •. Clallam County, 64 W.n. App. 257, 264-265/823 P.2d 1144, 
(1992). 

The finding by the Hearing Examiner that the 2007 
. comprehensive plan did not contemplate the wind energy facilities ... ' 
described in the zoning' ordinance is binding on the County. Further, 
the existing zoning code, even if adopted by the County to implement·. 
the 2007 Plan (which it was not), does not permit large. scale wind 
facilities. 

5. THE RECOMMENDED DRAFT OF THE PLANNING. 
DEPARTMENT CANNOT BE CONSIDERED BY EFSEC. 

At Appendix F of its application, SDS argues that the EFSEC 
should consider a draft; unadopted zoning code and map. EFSEC Will 
commit error if it considers th.e proposed code for two reasons. 

First, zoning codes do not become effective until they are 
adopted by the legislative body with jurisdiction. Zoning codes and 
maps are considered "official controls" under 'RCW 36.70.02(11): 

(li) "Official controls" means legislatively defined and 
enacted poliCies, standards, preCise detailed map? and 
other criteria, all of which control the physical development '. 
ofa county or any· part thereof or any detail thereof, and 

,. 

are the means· of.tr~nslating Into regulations and ... , .. ,. . ... ' ...... 
ordinances all or any part of the general objectives of the . ; 

'. comprehensive plan. Such official controls may include, but 
are not limited to, ordinances esti:lblishing zoning, . 
subdivision control, platting, and adoption of detailed 
maps .. 

See aisoRCW 36.70.560. RCW 36.70.570 specifically requires that; 

Official controls shali be adopted by ordinance and shall 
further the purpose and objectives of a comprehensive 
plan and parts th.ereof. 

o (Emphasis supplied). Zoning ordinances and zoning maps may only be 

I 

I 
I 
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adopted after a public hearing and recommendations by the Planning 
Commission under RCW 36.70.320 and ,420. There is no provision in 
EFSEC legislation to consider unadopted codes, or ones' under 
consideration. 

Second, the Skamania County Hearing Examiner has ruled the 
MDNS'issued by the responsible. official in Skamania County was Jssued 
in error. The ruling of the Examiner is as follows: 

The Determination of Nonsignificance is reversed, and 
remanded 'to the County for preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement for the zoning code map 
and text amendments. 

FCD, p. 29. 

Under the terms of SEPAl the EIS when completed "shall 
accompany the proposal through the agency review processes; ... " 
RCW 43.21.030(2)(d). In the present case, the Planning Enabling Act 
requires that before an agency adopts a zoning ordinance or map,S, a 
public hearing must be held by the Planning Commission under RCW 
36.70.580: 

, Before recommending 'an offlcla! control or amendment to 
. the board for adoption, the' commission shall hold at least 
"one public hearing .. 

Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission must make a 
recommendation to the County Commissioners under RCW 36.70.600. 

The recommendation to the board of any official control or 
amendments thereto by the planning agency shall'be by 

. the affirmative vote of not less than a majority of the total 
members of the commission. Such approval shall be by a 
recorded motion which shall Incorporate the findings of fact 
of the commission and the reasons for its action and the 
motion shall refer expressly to the maps, descriptive and 
other matters intended by the commission to constitute 
the plan, or amendment, additiori or extension thereto. 

I 

I 

j 
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The indication of approval by the commission shall be 
recorded on the map and descriptive matter by the 
signatures ofthechairman and the secretary of the' 
commission and of such others .as the commission in its 
rules may designate. 

For SEPA purposes, the "existing agency review process" involves, ata '. 
minimum, public hearings before the Planning Commission, a 
recommendation by the Planning Commission and action by the County. 
Commissioners. Each of these processes will require that a final EIS· . 
be prepared and available for those bodies. Thus any action previously 
taken, or recommendations made, must be reconsidered in light of 
Hearing Examiner's requirement that an EIS be prepared. Since the
County has not yet prepared an EIS on its zoning ordinance, any 
existing drafts of a proposed ordinance may not be considered by 
EFSEC. 

6.. THE ROAD ACCESS TO THE SITE IS NOT PERMITTED 
BY SCENIC AREA RULES. 

The application flied herein describes the Improvement and' 
widening of a road that appears to be the primary access to the site .. 
Approximately 2.1 acres ofthls road are located in the National Scenic 
Area and are controlled by Skamania County Scenic Area regulations. 
The Friends .of the Columbia River Gor.ge has addressed this issue In ' . 
correspondence and SOSAadopts by reference the position stated .by. 
Friends on this issue in their submission. 

7. SKAMANIA COUNTY CERTIFICATE OF LAND USE 
CONSISTENCY. 

SOSA hasjustreceived Skamania County Resolution 2009-22 
which purports to adopt a Certificate of Land. Use Consistency for the 
WREP proposal. This Resolution was adopted on May 5, 2007 by the 
Skamania County Commissioners. Copies of the Resolution and its 
accompanying 28 page staff analysis were not available prior to 
adoption. Because of its late adoption, and lack of notice, SOSA is not 
able to provide a detailed response to the Resolution at this time. 
Neither county staff nor the commissioners provided notice of the 

. '1' 
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content .of what· was intended to be adopted and there were no public 
hearings on the matter. 'The Planning Commission for Skamania:. 
County was neither contacted or consulted regarding this matter . 

. Accordingly, SOSA requests a two week delay in the close of the record 
on the land use consistency hearing to 'provide comments on the 
.county's resolution. 

SOSA does.have one preliminary comment. As noted above, the .. 
County's 2007 comprehensive plan contains no provisions fo( wind 
energy facilities in any land use designation. Notwithstanding this 
obvious deficiency, the County Commissioners proposed a zoning . 
ordinance and map that would allow wind energy facilities In ... ' 
Conservancy designations. The County's decision not to prepare an 
environmental Impact statement on the zoning code and map was 
appealed to Skamania County's own Hearing Examiner: She .not only 
reversed the MDNS issued by the County (see Attachment B), but also 
ruled that the "2007 Comprehensive Plan does not contemplate the 
type of energy facilities [among them large scale wind energy 
facilities] described in the Planning Commission Recommended Draft." 
The County did not appeal the Hearing Examiner decision to the 
Superior Court. . 

NOW, in the letter accompanying the submission of Resolution 
2009c22 to this Council,. everyone is told that: 

. Since this. decision (ofthe Hearing Examiner requiring the 
··environmentaL Impact.statement).the,map and updates for' .. 

the Zoning .Ordlnance project have been p.ermanently 
placed on hold. It has not .been decided wheth.er o~ not 

. the County will continue with this project or start 'from 
scratch when the zoning update process resumes. 

May 4, 2009 letter from Karen Witherspoon to EFSEC, page 2. 

It is clear that the County, having been denied the approval of 
wind turbinEls In legally. appropriate processes, has now decided to go 
through the "back door" to try to legalize large scale wind farms by 
simply deciding that they are consistent with existing codes. However, 

r' as demonstrated above, the adopted comprehensive plan and zoning 
I. J ·ordlnances do not allow such facilities. It is likely that the County's 

I , 

I 

I 
• 

I 

': .' 



C) 

May 6,2009 
Page 19 

actionsi as interpretations of land use codes, will be challenged as 
illegal under the Washington Land Use Petition Act. In the meantime, 
EFSEC should refuse to consider the county's position ali this matter Qr . 
dismiss it and hold that the.proposed project is not consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances. 

Based on the. foregoing, SOSA submits that the WREP is 
Inconsistent with the 2007 Skamania County Comprehensive Plan and 
currentzoning .code and EFSEC should so conclude. 

Thank·you In advance for your consideration of our views. 

JRA/py 
cc: SOSA 

' ... , ..... " . 
.... . •.. ,' .... 

. .... 

Sincerely yours, 

Y.RI"BURU ~ EUS 

·jl/t;U 
J.Richard Aramburu 

I 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Carol [carol@aramburu-eustis.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:14 PM
To: stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Cc: Rick Aramburu
Subject: SOSA DEIS COMMENTS for WRE: LAND USE SECTION

Attachments: DEIS Comments Aug2010 - land use +5-6-09attached.pdf; MAXEY.EFSEC.LU Consistency 
letter-F.pdf

DEIS Comments 
Aug2010 - land u...

MAXEY.EFSEC.LU 
Consistency let...

  Gentlemen,

Attached in pdf:

Comment letter from Mr. Aramburu on behalf of SOSA on the Draft EIS for 
the Whistling Ridge Energy proposal, and
Copy of previous comments submitted May 6, 2009.

Carol Cohoe
ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
720 Third Avenue
Pacific Building Suite 2112
Seattle, WA 98104-1860
Telephone (206) 625-9515
Facsimile (206) 682-1376
This message may be protected by the attorney-client and/or work product 
privilege. If you received this message in error please notify us and 
destroy the message. Thank you.
bccts,f
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file:///C|/...%20proposal%20%20Alternatives/FW%20SOSA%20DEIS%20Comments%20on%20WRE%20proposal%20%20Alternatives.txt[9/15/2010 3:06:42 PM]

From:   Posner, Stephen (UTC) [Sposner@utc.wa.gov]
Sent:   Monday, August 30, 2010 3:20 PM
To:     Jan Aarts
Subject:        FW: SOSA DEIS Comments on WRE proposal:  Alternatives
Attachments:    DEIS Comments Aug2010 - alternatives.pdf

Stephen Posner
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council
P.O. Box 43172
Olympia, WA 98504-3172
(360) 956-2063
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov

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

-----Original Message-----
From: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:57 PM
To: Posner, Stephen (UTC)
Subject: FW: SOSA DEIS Comments on WRE proposal: Alternatives

-------------------------------------------
From: Carol[SMTP:CAROL@ARAMBURU-EUSTIS.COM]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:56:28 PM
To: Posner, Stephen (COM); AMMontano@bpa.gov
Cc: Rick Aramburu
Subject: SOSA DEIS Comments on WRE proposal:  Alternatives Auto
forwarded by a Rule

  Gentlemen,

Attached please find comments on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy
proposal (with Attachment A).

Carol Cohoe
ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
720 Third Avenue
Pacific Building Suite 2112
Seattle, WA 98104-1860
Telephone (206) 625-9515
Facsimile (206) 682-1376
This message may be protected by the attorney-client and/or work product
privilege. If you received this message in error please notify us and
destroy the message. Thank you.
bccts,f

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 176
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ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP 
Attorneys at Law 

J. Richard Aramburu 
rick@aramburu-eustis.com 
Jeffrey M. Eustis 
eustis@aramburu-eustis.com 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE, 3rd Floor 
PO Box 43712 
Olympia WA 98504-3172 

720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seattle, WA 98104 
Tel 206.625.9515 
Fa'{ 206.682.1376 
www.aramburu-eustis.com 

August26,2010 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC-4 
905 NE 11th Avenue 
Portland OR 97208-3621 

Re: Comments on Draft EIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
DOE EIS - 0419: Failure to Consider Alternatives 

Dear Messrs. Posner and Montano: 

This office represents Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA), a Washington corporation 
representing persons interested in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (WRE). SOSA's 
primary mission is to preserve the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
view-shed; to further maintain the existing rural and scenic character of Underwood, 
Washington, and surrounding communities in Washington and Oregon; and work to 
preserve the intent of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. I write today 
to provide comments on the recently issued draft environmental impact statement 
(DE IS) for the WRE proposal. ' 

WRE proposes to construct as many as 50 wind turbines on ridge lines on its property 
in Skamania County to produce a minimum of 70 MW. The project includes the 
construction and operation of a substation to be owned and operated by BPA that will 
connect the project to the Federal Columbia River Transmission System (FCRTS or the 
Grid). As discussed herein the project includes the turbines, the electrical connection 
system, the necessary infrastructure and the BPA substation. Though this project has 
been under development for some time, the applicant has identified only a range of 
wind turbine generators which "would likely range in size from 1.2 to 2.5 MW." DE IS at 
1-9. However, the larger capacity turbines have larger diameter rotors (up to 1 00 
meters), so it is unknown what the size of the machines would actually be. The 
proposal has multiple serious environmental impacts, including severe impacts on the 
visual surroundings o(the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

lmb9576
Text Box
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A severe deficiency in the EIS is the failure to consider any alternative other than the 
applicant's minimum 70 MW proposal on its own property. Page 1-13 of the "Alternate 
Project Locations" includes only sites within the ownership of SDS. On page 1-14, the 
EIS states that the applicant considered a lesser number of turbines, but rejected such 
an alternative because it did not fit within SDS's concept of "economic feasibility." The 
failure to consider either alternate locations or alternate site configurations (with fewer 
wind turbines) is a fundamental and fatal defect in the DEIS, as was previously pointed 
out at the public hearing on the document. The responsible official must prepare a 
supplemental DEIS to address and thoroughly consider reasonable alternatives. This 
supplemental DEIS should be circulated for comment in the same manner as any DEIS 
under NEPA/SEPA rules and regulations. 

After the DE IS was issued, the EFSEC and BPA issued Council Order No. 848 (June 
29, 2010), which acknowledged public comments during the DE IS comment hearing on 
June 16, 2010 that identified "potentially serious errors in, or omissions from, the draft 
EIS." See page 2 of Order 848. That order requested that the applicant "incorporate 
into its direct presentation any information needed to address asserted significant flaws 
in the DEIS." Order 848 also indicated that the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FE IS) would not be issued before the adjudicative hearings began on December 8, 
2010. SOSA and Friends of the Columbia Gorge (Friends) objected to Order 848 on 
July 8, 2010, requesting that the Council's responsible official require that the FE IS be 
issued prior to the commencement of the adjudicative hearings. 

In its Order 850, the Council responded to the objections of Friends and SOSA. In that 
order, the Council indicated that: 

The comments [on the DEIS] are reviewed, responses are prepared and 
then the general agency practice is that the responsible official issues a 
draft final EIS (DFEIS). 

The DFEIS precedes the beginning of the adjudicative hearing. Its 
information is public and available. The environmental record is received 
in evidence; its information is available to the parties and the public during 
the adjudicative hearing. The content of the DFEIS is the equivalent of a 
FEIS. At the conclusion of the hearing process, the responsible official 
issues a FEIS, which may incorporate additional information received in 
the adjudicative hearing. 

Order 850 at pages 3-4. Order 850 raises multiple issues regarding the proper 
procedures under SEPA and NEPA, as well as several unanswered questions, as 
follows: 
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1. There are no procedures under SEPA or NEPA by which an agency 
can issue a "DFEIS." Accordingly, it cannot be considered part of the 
SEPA or NEPA process. 

2. Order 850 does not indicate whether interested parties may comment 
on the "DFEIS." Given that it is a draft document (though not one 
authorized by SEPA or NEPA), the DFEIS, if issued, should be properly 
noticed to agencies and persons who commented on the DEIS. There 
should be a comment period of a minimum of 45 days on the DFEIS. 

3. Order 850 does not explain how the responsible official "may 
incorporate additional information received in the adjudicative hearing." 
Will the responsible official go through the entire administrative record to 
revise the DFEIS? More information is required on how that process will 
be implemented. 

Based on the foregoing, SOSA still believes that the correct procedure to be followed, _ 
and one authorized by the rules under both SEPA and NEPA, is to issue a 
supplemental DE IS (SDEIS) correcting basic errors in the issued DEIS. The SDEIS 
would be subject to comment by interested agencies and members of the public. Our 
legal basis for this request is as follows: 

The starting point for analysis of the alternative requirement is SEPA itself. RCW 
43.21 C.030(1)( c)(iii) makes clear thatthe "detailed statement" (which is now the 
environmental impact statement requirement) must consider "alternatives to the 
proposed action." Alternatives are so important under SEPA that each state agency, 
including EFSEC, has the responsibility to: 

Study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources. 

The details of consideration of alternatives in an EIS is found at WAC 197-11-440(5). 

Under NEPA Rules, the consideration of alternatives is considered the heart of the EIS: 

Sec. 1502.14 Alternatives including the proposed action. 
This section is the heart of the environmental impact statement. Based on 
the information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected 
Environment (Sec. 1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences (Sec. 
1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and 
the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and 
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker 
and the public. In this section agencies shall: 
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(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from 
detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been 
eliminated. 
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in 
detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate 
their comparative merits. 
(c) Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the 
lead agency. 
(d) Include the alternative of no action. 
(e) Identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one 
or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative 
in the final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of 
such a preference. 
(f) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in 
the proposed action or alternatives. 

(Emphasis supplied.) 

As noted above, based on the applicant's own opinion of financial feasibility, the DE IS 
has not considered other alternatives; a position which appears to be unquestioned by 
the drafters of the DEIS. However, the applicant has not provided any information on 
financial feasibility and cannot so stricture and limit its proposal to avoid alternatives. 

It appears that the applicant asserts, and EFSEC and SPA concur, that the proposal is 
for a private project on private property. See 197-11-440(5)(d). This exemption does 
not apply if the projectincludes a rezone or: 

if other locations for the type of proposed use have not been included or 
considered in existing planning or zoning documents. 

The portion of the DEIS addressing land use regulation does not disclose that wind 
turbines were ever included or considered in planning documents adopted in Skamania 
County. See DEIS at pages 3-140 to 3-155. 

The failure of the DEIS to consider alternatives is a fatal flaw for several reasons. 

First, there are serious issues as to whether the proposal is consistent with local zoning. 
While the DE IS seems to claim that the project is consistent with Skamania County's 
comprehensive plan and zoning code, there are many reasons to believe it is not. On 
May 6, 2009 SOSA filed a lengthy letter directed to both Skamania County and EFSEC 
challenging the consistency of the proposal with local zoning. Among other matters, that 
letter pointed out that wind turbines or wind farms are not listed as permitted uses in the 
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Skamania County Zoning Ordinance or in the 2007 Skamania County Comprehensive 
plan. 

The latter conclusion is confirmed by decision of the Skamania County Hearing 
Examiner made in February 2009 in a SEPA challenge to a determination of 
nonsignificance for adoption of a new zoning ordinance for Skamania County, which 
ordinance proposed regulating wind turbine development. Questions arose during the 
course of that hearing regarding whether the 2007 Skamania County Comprehensive 
Plan actually permitted or considered wind energy facilities. In her decision, the 
Hearing Examiner found as follows: 

The 2007 Comprehensive Plan does not contemplate the type of energy 
facilities described in the Planning Commission Recommended Draft. 

See Findings and Decision, Finding 18 at page 8. The Hearing Examiner went on to 
rule that Skamania County was required to prepare an environmental impact statement 
prior to the adoption of its new zoning ordinance. Skamania County has never 
prepared the environmental impact statement ordered by the Examiner and the 
proposed zoning ordinance was not adopted. 

Since Skamania County has adopted a zoning ordinance that does not provide for wind 
energy facilities, and its comprehensive plan does not contemplate such facilities, the 
exception in the SEPA Rules does not apply. Either WRE must apply for a rezone 
(which it has not) or EFSEC must preempt local zoning. The preemption decision by 
EFSEC would be the functional equivalent of a rezone because it provides approval for 
a previously unpermitted use. 

In fact, EFSEC must make a determination of land use consistency and held a hearing 
on that subject on May 6, 2010. However, EFSEC did not make a decision on land use 
consistency at that time and has deferred such decision to be made in the course of 
the adjudicative hearings. 

The consistency of the proposed project with local zoning has yet to be determined. 
The responsible official under SEPA, the EFSEC manager, accordingly cannot 
determine whether the WRE project is consistent with local zoning. If it is not, the 
Council may preempt local zoning, which would be the functional equivalent of a rezone 
for the project. Alternatives must accordingly be fully considered. 

Second, the proposal is not a private project within the meaning of the SEPA Rules. 
This issue was previously considered in a Washington Supreme Court decision: 

Under the present statutes and administrative code, the question now 
before the court as to whether the EIS is adequate turns on whether the 
proposed project is a "public project" or a "private project".FN1 
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FN1. It is unnecessary in this case to determine whether the 
"public"/ "private" distinction drawn in the administrative code 
accords with SEPA policy. We recognize that one commentator 
has suggested that in certain cases, the distinction may be 
unsound. See Richard L. Settle, The Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act: A Legal and Policy Analysis § 14(b )(ii) 
(4th ed. 1993). 

WAC 197-11-440(5)(d) provides in relevant part: 
When a proposal is for a private project on a specific site, the lead 
agency shall be required to evaluate only the no action alternative 
plus other reasonable alternatives for achieving the proposal's 
objective on the same site .... 

(Italics ours.) A "private project" is defined in WAC 197-11-780: "'Private 
project' means any proposal primarily initiated or sponsored by an 
individual or entity other than an agency." 

Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce County, 124 Wn. 2d 26, 38-39, 873 P.2d 498, 505 (1994). 

The project in Weyerhaeuser was a land fill proposed by a private applicant on 
private property. However, the court concluded it was a public project because of the 
close relationship between the county actions and the supposedly private project. The 
court went on to hold: 

We agree with the Weyerhaeusers that, as a matter of law, the proposed 
landfill is a public project, and the EIS must contain a sufficient discussion 
of offsite alternative proposals. Because it does not do so, it is inadequate 
as a matter of law. 

The WRE project is similarly public for several reasons. First, the DEIS contains 
extensive discussion as to need for electric power to meet public needs for the region. 
See DEIS pages 1-4 to 1-7. This is clear in the DEIS at page 1-4: "The Applicant's 
purpose in proposing the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is to help meet the future 
need for energy resources." SDS also seeks to provide an additional renewable 
resource for electric utilities in Washington. Second, this project has been referenced 
by its proponents as a "semi-public" facility under the Skamania County zoning 
ordinance. See DEIS at page 3-147 to 149. 

The WRE proposal is not exempt from alternatives analysis under SEPA or NEPA as it 
must be classified as a public facility. 

Third, the DEIS cites numerous public documents that the project will supposedly 
comply with, including the Fifth Northwest Electric Power and Conservation Plan (DE IS 
at 1-4), the draft Sixth Northwest Electric Power Plan ("NPCC 2009", DEIS at 1-5), the 
"establishment of Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) at the state level" (DEIS at 1-
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5), the requirement for "qualified alternative energy products" pursuant to state law 
(DEIS at 1-5). Each of these regulations and policies is substantially similar to the 
relationship between Pierce County and the developer in the Weyerhaeuser case. The 
DEIS touts the current proposal as meeting public needs and legislative mandates. 
WRE cannot promote the project "public" for one purpose, but claim it is "private" for 
another, especially where careful review of alternatives is required by SEPA and NEPA. 

The result of the Weyerhaeuser case was as follows: 

The hearing examiner's decisions on the conditional use permit and the 
EIS appeal are reversed. The EIS must be revised to adequately address 
alternatives to the proposed project. In any new public hearing on this 
proposed project where county-staff-authored reports and an 
environmental impact statement are involved, the opportunity for oral 
cross examination of the staff members must be accorded. 

124 Wn.2d at 47. The failure of the BPA and EFSEC to consider alternatives, including 
alternate locations and different configurations are fatal flaws in the DEIS. The current 
EIS should be withdrawn and a supplemental EIS complying with NEPA/SEPA rules 
and guidelines must be circulated for comment. 

Fourth, there is considerable discussion of the need for the project's resources on a 
regional basis. See DEIS at 1-4 and 1-5. However, there are real questions as to need 
for this variable energy facility. 

At the outset, it appears that most wind energy is not, as indicated at page 1-4 of the 
DEIS, used or useful in the Northwest. As indicated in the April 12, 2010 submission of 
BPA to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on their docket Docket No. 
RM1 0-11-000 regarding regulation of "variable energy resources" (VER) at page 2: 

The need to clearly define balancing authority roles and responsibilities is 
especially important to BPA, because approximately 80 percent of the 
almost 2,800 MW of wind generation currently on BPA's system is 
exported to other balancing authorities, and BPA's preference customers 
should not bear costs of integrating wind generation that is exported to 
serve load outside of BPA's balancing authority. 

Thus the EIS must consider whether the WR project or other wind projects actually 
meet loads in the Northwest. 

In addition, as the BPA submission to FERC makes clear, it is necessary for balancing 
power to be available to meet loads when the wind does not blow. As noted by BPA in 
their comments on Docket No. RM1 0-11-000, at page 5, there are additional problems 
with balancing loads when wind energy resources are exported to California or to other 
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sink authorities. These facilities might include increased reliance on hydro resources or 
peaking facilities such as gas turbine plants. The EIS should consider whether 
additions of a VER like WR will result in the need for other peaking facilities to balance 
loads and whether the addition of a VER like WR is consistent with meeting demand. 

Fifth, the DEIS repeatedly refers to the "economic feasibility" of the project when 
referring to the minimum output (70 MW) that is acceptable to the applicant. DE IS at 1-
14. There is also reference to what utilities might require for the project at page 2-20 
(project objectives "include providing a minimum level of generation to be attractive to 
utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS requirements, as well as providing a return on 
investment to the applicant."). However, most of this discussion is self-serving 
conclusions with no backup documentation. If the applicant seeks unilaterally to 
foreclose alternatives, then it must provide the economic and financial information to 
support these conclusions. The necessary data consists of costs of each of the various 
project elements, including labor and materials costs, costs for construction of roads, 
transmission lines and the substation, all leading to the overall cost and cost per kW or 
MW. . 

On the other side of the equation, the applicant must produce estimations of sales 
prices for the energy from the project, as well as actual support for the proposition that 
there is a minimum output that utilities would require. Further, actual land costs, by way 
of leases or property purchase, should be compared with other sites. Given the 
representations of the applicant, and the investment to date in the permitting, this "pro 
forma" type financial material should be readily available. 

In addition, the EIS should consider whether placing a VER like WR on line will simply 
require construction of other facilities to balance loads, such as gas turbines or other 
facilities. 

Sixth, the alternatives section of the DEIS must consider the problems of integrating 
wind power into the existing electric grid. These issues are discussed in the May 22, 
2010 edition of the Seattle Times, which is incorporated by reference. 

Because wind turbines only work while wind is blowing, other energy sources must be 
turned on when the wind stops or turned off or ramped down when the wind blows. 
This is illustrated by the recent review of the "BPA Balancing Authority Load and Total 
Wind, Hydro, and Thermal Generation, Near-Real-Time" for the period August 1 0-17, 
2010. See Attachment A hereto. The load balancing data shows that wind generation 
on August 10, 2010 went from 2,202 MW to only 168 MW in just 12 hours. The simple 
meteorological explanation is that wind conditions went from higher speeds to near 
calm over this period. The new supplemental EIS should discuss the issues and 
problems related to integrating the Northwest power grid with wind power from this and 
other wind turbine projects. 
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Of more importance, the period of highest wind production did not correlate with 
increased electric loads for the Northwest. Thus when wind production was essentially 
zero on July 8-9, total loads in the BPA region were over 12,000 MW due to greater 
demand for cooling during this very hot spell. (The Clackamas weather station showed 
a high of 99°F on July 8 and 95°F on July 9.) When wind power generation rose on 
July 12 with increasing winds, loads dropped because of cooler temperatures (a high of 
70°F on July 13.) Thus, if the wind is not blowing, base loads in the BPA region must 
be met by other power sources.1 Accordingly, to meet loads, new wind power projects 
must be accompanied by new, firm, baseload power resources. While the region relies 
extensively on hydro power, in low water years, hydro power can be problematic. 
Indeed, according to the Seattle Times the BPA grid recently has cut back on receipt of 
wind energy because of capacity issues. 

The new supplemental DE IS should discuss the erratic nature of wind energy and 
whether the addition of small quantities of wind energy will actually provide meaningful 
solutions to energy needs. 

Seventh, in examining alternatives, the draft needs to compare the impacts of 
developing the proposed project with other alternate sources of wind energy being 
developed within the jurisdiction of EFSEC. 

There are serious impacts related to the WRE proposal based largely"on its location. 
The Underwood location will have serious visual and aesthetic impacts to extremely 
valuable and unique scenic resources found in the Columbia River Gorge, where 
because of its elevation the project will be seen by many persons over a broad area. 
Further, this forested location increases substantially the risks of bird and bat collisions 
with the turbine blades. Other environmental impacts are of concern because of the 
location of the turbines on steep ridgelines, which may restrict options for micrositing 
and increase impacts due to road building. This location should be compared with 
other possible sites, especially in southeast Washington where wind turbines are 
located away from populated areas and have lesser risk for bird or bat collisions. 

Eighth, the section on alternatives in SEPA explicitly calls for an analysis of the 
alternative of future development of the proposal under WAC 197-11-440(5)(c) where 
the alternatives section of the EIS includes obligation to: 

(vii) Discuss the benefits and disadvantages of reserving for some future 
time the implementation of the proposal, as compared with possible 
approval at this time. The agency perspective should be that each 

1The phenomenon is not limited to summer conditions. During the 10 day cold 
spell in January 2008, BPA records show very high loads, but no contribution from wind 
energy projects for more than 10 days. 
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generation is, in effect, a trustee of the environment for succeeding 
generations. Particular attention should be given to the possibility of 
foreclosing future options by implementing the proposal. 

For the present application, the DE IS must discuss the alternative of delaying the 
implementation of the WR proposal. In light of visual impacts, bird and bat kills and 
other serious impacts of the WR proposal, the DEIS should discuss the option of 
reserving the WRE project until such time as projects with lesser impacts have been 
permitted and constructed. The DE IS should accordingly discuss potential wind turbine 
sites, including those permitted, those under application, and those in areas where new 
applications are likely, for example, where land commitments in the form of leases are 
made by property owners to wind turbine developers. 

Ninth, the proposed project requires an interconnection with the BPA transmission line 
together with the construction of a substation. That is clearly a public project, not a 
private project, and thus alternatives must be fully considered. As related to the 
substation it is understood that the BPA substation must be built with capacity to 
receive additional electric energy for interconnection with the FCRTS. Thus, the EIS 
must consider whether the BPA substation will act as an attraction for other energy 
projects to locate nearby. In this regard, SOSA notes that a natural gas pipeline 
traverses the north portion of the project area. See DEIS, Figure 2-3. In the recent 
past, the land owner SDS has promoted plans for a gas turbine for electrical generation 
in this area. The EIS must consider the possibility of a gas turbine project in the area, 
especially one that may have enhanced financial feasibility because of the proximity to 
both a fuel source (the gas pipeline) and a substation to connect that energy to the 
FCRTS. Given the need for balancing resources for VERs like WR, location of such a 
facility nearby appears more likely. Accordingly, the EIS must consider the impacts of 
such a gas turbine facility, including air emissions, noise, wildlife impacts and other 
impacts common to these facilities. 

In addition, reports indicate that this year 68% of new wind turbine energy will be 
sold to California. The FEIS should identify whether power from the WR project will be 
sold and used in California or at any other location outside the state of Washington. 
Further, analysis should be made as to the capacity of transmission lines to accept the 
power from the WR project. Any contract or informal commitment between this 
applicant and public or private utilities should be identified in the FEIS and whether 
such parties are providing up front costs for this application and construction. If the 
power from this project is to be sold to out of state public or private consumers, then 
alternatives should be considered closer to where the power will be consumed. 

Tenth, while SEPA contains the public v. private distinction, NEPA and the NEPA 
Guidelines contain no such exception. Since this DE IS is to meet NEPA requirements, 
there must be a full exploration of available alternatives under the terms of both NEPA 
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and SEPA rules. As cited above, the NEPA Guidelines require consideration of 
alternatives even though they may not be within the agency's jurisdiction. 

Given the importance of alternatives analysis under both NEPA and SEPA, the failure 
of EFSEC and BPA to do this analysis now may mean that upcoming processes will 
have to be repeated should a court determine that the procedure adopted is illegal, 
resulting in a huge waste of time and resources of all involved. 

In summary, the failure of the DEIS to discuss reasonable alternatives is a fatal flaw in 
that document. EFSEG and BPA should immediately withdraw the noncompliant DEIS 
and prepare a supplemental DEIS that considers all reasonable alternatives, not just 
those identified in this letter. The supplemental DEIS should be circulated -for comment 
as required for any DEIS and no work on the final EIS should begin until all comments 
are in for the supplement. 

Sincerely yours, 

A BURU & EJt:l--
J. Richard Aramburu 

JRA:cc 
cc: SOSA 

Friends 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4

From: Carol [carol@aramburu-eustis.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 4:56 PM
To: stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Cc: Rick Aramburu
Subject: SOSA DEIS Comments on WRE proposal:  Alternatives

Attachments: DEIS Comments Aug2010 - alternatives.pdf

DEIS Comments 
Aug2010 - altern...

  Gentlemen,

Attached please find comments on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy 
proposal (with Attachment A).

Carol Cohoe
ARAMBURU & EUSTIS, LLP
720 Third Avenue
Pacific Building Suite 2112
Seattle, WA 98104-1860
Telephone (206) 625-9515
Facsimile (206) 682-1376
This message may be protected by the attorney-client and/or work product 
privilege. If you received this message in error please notify us and 
destroy the message. Thank you.
bccts,f
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FW: Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Counsel For the Environment DEIS Comment Letter
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From:                              Posner, Stephen (UTC) [Sposner@utc.wa.gov]
Sent:                               Monday, August 30, 2010 3:19 PM
To:                                   Jan Aarts
Subject:                          FW: Whistling Ridge Energy Project - Counsel For the Environment DEIS Comment Letter
Attachments:                 Letter 20100827 Comments on DEIS.pdf
 

Jan,

As we discussed.

 

Stephen Posner

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

P.O. Box 43172

Olympia, WA 98504-3172

(360) 956-2063

stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov

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

_____________________________________________
From: Vervair, Candace (ATG)
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 2:17 PM
To: Wright, Al (UTC); EFSEC (UTC); Wallis, Bob (UTC); 'jasons@sdslumber.com'; 'Don McIvor'; Crews, Kyle (ATG);
'tlmcmahan@stoel.com'; 'dpeeples@ix.netcom.com'; Usibelli, Tony (COM); 'gkahn@rke-law.com'; 'rick@aramburu-eustis.com';
'bwittenberg@skamaniapud.com'; 'pbryan@skamania-edc.org'; 'info@scaassn.org'; 'isa@isaannetaylor.com'; 'chrism@awb.org';
'Shawnc@seattleaudubon.org'; Arens, Jill; 'john@portofskamania.org'; 'mayor@ci.white-salmon.wa.us'; 'mikec@co.klickitat.wa.us';
Jaffe, Dori (ATG); 'nathan@gorgefriends.org'
Cc: Marvin, Bruce (ATG)
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project

Please see attached letter from AAG H. Bruce Marvin, Counsel for Environment:

<<Letter 20100827 Comments on DEIS.pdf>>

 

Candy Vervair, Legal Assistant

Office of the Attorney General

Government Compliance and Enforcement

P.O. Box 40100

Olympia, WA  98504-0100

mailto:stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/
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(360) 664-0237, fax (360) 664-0229

email:  candace.vervair@atg.wa.gov 

mailto:candace.vervair@atg.wa.gov
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Rob McKenna 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 
1125 Washington Street. PO Box 40100. Olympia WA 98504-0100 

Via Email and First Class Mail 

August 27,2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
efsec@commerce. wa.gov 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, Oregon 97293-4428; 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Comments 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Counsel for the Environment (CFE) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project (Whistling Ridge) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The 
following comments seek to ensure that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) fully 
captures and analyzes the proposed project's environmental impacts, potential mitigation 
measures, and reasonable off-site and on-site alternatives so that permitting authorities can make 
a fully informed decision. CFE takes no position regarding the merits of the project at this time. 

1.0 Summary and Purpose of and Need for Action 

1.4 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The Alternatives Analysis is limited to a No Action alternative. While the DEIS states that other 
locations, project sizes and project configurations were considered, it fails to identify these 
alternative locations or configurations, or adequately explain why they were not worthy of 
additional analysis. As described in more detail below, the off-site and on-site alternative 
analyses should be expanded to include in-depth descriptions of the criteria used to select the 
proposed site and the proposed project configuration, as well as a focused discussion about why 
other sites and project configurations were excluded from further review. 
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1.4.1 Proposed Action 

The second bulleted factor in this section indicates that the site must be large enough to 
accommodate enough wind turbines to produce a minimum of70 MW of electricity. Because 
the wind does not blow at a constant rate, wind turbines rarely operate at 100% percent capacity. 
Accordingly, references to wind generating capacity should be expressed in nameplate 
generation capacity_ 

The fourth bulleted factor in this section states: "The site has a long history of commercial 
logging and associated absence of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear 
additional forest land." This and similar statements regarding the "absence of native habitat" are 
made in several places in the document (e.g., 3.4.1.1), and the statement is misleading. With the 
exception of the weeds identified at the site and disclosed elsewhere in the document, grass, forb, 
shrub, and tree species at the site are predominantly native. A more accurate statement would be 
that the site is heavily managed and manipulated and is not in a natural state, being maintained 
in a state of disclimax and with monotypic forest stands. The affected environment description 
provided in Chapter 3 (3.4.1.1 and 3.4.1.2) is far more accurate. 

The final paragraph in this section states that the project would have a total nameplate capacity 
of "up to 75 MW." The second bulleted factor in this section states that project's minimum 
nameplate capacity is 70 MW. It is unclear how these two figures relate to one another. The 
project's maximum and minimum nameplate generating capacity levels should be clearly 
identified and described in a single location. 

1.4.1.1 Wind Turbines 

The generating capacity should be referenced as nameplate capacity. This section should also 
clarify whether the size of the turbines will be consistent throughout the project or whether the 
size will vary from tower to tower. 

1.4.2 No Action Alternative 

This section states that the only circumstance the project will not be built is ifthe responsible 
agencies (BP A or EFSEC) withhold their authorization. There are a multitude of reasons why a 
proposed project may not be built. This statement is not accurate and should be removed from 
the FEIS. 

1.4.3 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study 

This section explains why the no action alternative was the only alternative analyzed. In doing 
so, it references a set of technical and economic requirements that purportedly eliminated all 

. other potential project sites from consideration. None ofthe eliminated off-site locations, 
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however, are identified, and the DEIS does not contain the underlying technical and economic 
data the Applicant used to eliminate the undisclosed sites from further consideration. At a 
minimum, the FEIS should include detailed information regarding the economic and technical 
data underlying the site selection criteria, as well as the locations of all potential alternative sites 
considered so that the decision to limit review to the No Action alternative can be independently 
verified. 

1.4.3.1 Alternative Project Locations 

The DEIS states that the Applicant applied the following criteria to determine whether 
alternative project locations were available for EIS review: adequate wind supply, applicant 
ownership of land, ability to operate wind turbines without impacting commercial timber 
operations, and proximity to high voltage transmission lines. The DEIS analysis and discussion 
of the alternative location selection process is set forth in a single sentence: 

No other sites were identified that are under the ownership of the Applicant or as 
close to transmission infrastructure facilities. 

DEIS at p. 1-14. This summary analysis should be expanded to include a detailed description of 
the criteria used to select the project site, the location of the alternative sites that were 
considered, and discussion regarding why these alternative sites were ultimately eliminated from 
further consideration. 1 The FEIS should also be expanded to consider the Middle Mountain 
Project, which is only 12 miles from the proposed project site, as an alternative wind generation 
site. 

1.4.3.2 Larger or Smaller Generation Facility Size 

The FEIS should be expanded to address on-site alternatives that reduce the number of turbines 
and/or reconfigure the turbine strings. The purpose ofthe alternatives analysis is to explore 
whether the needs of the project can be accomplished through less environmentally impactful 
means. During the scoping hearings, the public and National Parks Service raised concerns 
regarding the project's visual impacts, particularly regarding the location of Turbine String A? 

1 Ideally, this discussion would include information sufficient to independently verifY the decision to 
eliminate these alternative sites from further consideration. This would include the location of SDS holdings in 
Southern Washington and Northern Oregon, wind resources available in those areas, the location of transmission 
lines, economic parameters for the project, as well as economic information regarding the project's interrelationship 
with timber harvesting activities. 

2 Turbine String A is also unique in that it contains the turbines in closest proximity to residential 
dwellings and is located on a parcel of land that is zoned FOR! AG 20, which would require issuance of a conditional 
use permit under Skamania County's land use laws. See DEIS at p. 3-153. 
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This section asserts that the project must be reviewed as an "integrated whole" from which no 
piece may be eliminated and that if turbines are removed from the project design, "other 
locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the minimum necessary capacity." 
These assertions are unsupported by analysis and appear to be inconsistent with the project 
description in both the Site Certification Application (SCA) and the DEIS. Both the SCA and 
the DEIS state that the project will have a total nameplate generating capacity of approximately 
75 MW and will be comprised of up to 50 towers e~uipped with turbines with nameplate 
generating capacities ranging from 1.2 to 2.5 MW. Assuming that a 2 MW turbine is selected, 
the maximum generating capacity of75 MW could be satisfied with the installation of38 
turbines (resulting in a reduction of 12 turbines).4 If a 2.5 MW turbine is selected, the number of 
towers could be reduced to 30. 

Reducing the number of turbines without sacrificing nameplate generating capacity is not merely 
hypothetical. The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project recently reduced its total number of 
turbines from a maximum of 65 to a maximum of 52 turbines without any change in nameplate 
generating capacity. The FEIS should include a discussion regarding how the project may be 
reconfigured through the use of turbines with larger generating capacities. 

The FEIS should include information regarding the strength and viability of wind resources 
found throughout the site. This would include information gathered from the on-site 
meteorological tower regarding the strength, quality, direction and location of on-site wind 
resources. 

1.4.3.4 Alternative Project Configurations 

See comments under § 1.4.3.2, Larger or Smaller Generation Facility Size. 

1.4.3.6 Alternative Access Roads 

Private logging road CG 2930 should be subject to detailed review as an alternative access road. 
The original Site Certification Application proposed accessing the site using this route. On 
October 12, 2009, the Applicant submitted an amended application that abandoned the CG 2930 

3 The SCA at Section 2.3.3.1, for example, states that "[t]he project would consist of up to 50 wind 
turbines" and that each turbine would have a nameplate generating power of somewhere between 1.2- to 2.5 MW. 
(Emphasis added). The DEIS contains an identical description? See DEIS at § 1.4. 1.1. Both the SCA and DEIS 
also state that the project must have a generating capacity of "up to 75 MW." See SCA at §2.3.2 (Project Overview 
- "up to 75 MW"); DEIS at §lA.l ("minimum of70 MW;" "up to 75 MW"). 

4 Recently permitted projects appear to be installing turbines with nameplate generation capacities of2.0 
MW or larger. The Desert Claim Wind Power Project, for example, will be installing 2 MW turbines. See Desert 
Claim Wind Power Project Final Supplemental EIS at 2-13. The recent expansion to the Wild Horse Wind Power 
Project also used 2.0 MW turbines. 
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route in favor ofthe West Pit Road with the stated purpose of removing the entire project outside 
the CRGNSA boundary. See October 12,2009 Letter from Whistling Ridge Energy Project to 
EFSEC re: Submittal of Amended Application 2009-01. Although removing this route from the 
project plan may dispose of certain regulatory hurdles, the West Pit Road is a longer route that 
traverses steeper terrain and will likely have a higher environmental impact than the CG 2930.5 

Accordingly, this CG 2930 should be evaluated as an alternative. 

1.6 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Earth - p. 1-22 -Impact of Proposed Project: Much ofthe West Pit Road is located in a Class 
II Landslide Hazard Area. This section should summarize and address anticipated impacts, if 
any, related to Class II Landslide Hazard Areas. 

Air Quality - p. 1-22 - Impact of No Action Alternative: This section identifies impacts from 
construction of fossil fuel power plants as a potential impact under the no action alternative. 
There is nothing in the record establishing that proposed project is being built in lieu of fossil 
fuel powered plant or that its construction will reduce the number of fossil fuel powered 
generation facilities in the future. Indeed, intermittent nature of wind generated power may 
require the construction of fossil fuel facilities to provide a back up power source. 6 

Biological Resources - p. 1-23 - Impact of No Action Alternative: See comments regarding Air 
Quality - p. 1-22 - Impact of No Action Alternative infra. 

Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Impact of Proposed Project: This section states that there 
"would likely be some mortality to birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement." 
This should be revised to state that operation of project "will result in mortality to some birds 
and bats ... " 

Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Design and Mitigation Measures: Remove qualifier 
"extensive" from pre-project assessment of wildlife habitat conducted under WDFW Wind 
Power Guidelines. 

5 Long sections of West Pit Road crosses land designated as a Class II landslide hazard area. See DEIS ' 
Figures 3.1-1, 3.1-4 and 3.11-2 

6 The No Action Alternative analysis appearing on p. 3-92 and in other section of the DEIS contains a 
more accurate description of the possible impacts if no action is taken: 

It is likely that the region's power needs would be met through energy efficiency and conservation 
measures, existing power generation, or the development of new power generation. Base load 
demands would likely be filled through expansion of existing, or development of new thermal 
generation such as gas-frred combustion turbine technology. The impacts would depend on the 
type, location, and size of the facility proposed. 
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Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Design and Mitigation Measures: A Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) is described, including a description ofthe stakeholders comprising this 
group. Because the overarching concern for biological resources is bird and bat mortality, a 
representative of the Audubon Society should be specified and included in the T AC. 7 

Biological Resources - p. 1-25 - Design and Mitigation Measures: The post construction avian 
mortality monitoring should include bat mortality monitoring as so little is known about bat 
species' composition and mortality risk at the site. The monitoring program should also analyze 
the accuracy of the pre-construction risk and mortality predictions. Because the project is being 
proposed in a new habitat type (forested) for Washington wind energy projects, and because so 
little is known about bat use ofthe site, bird and bat monitoring should be conducted for five (5) 
years, rather than the proposed two (2) years. 

Visual Resources - p. 1-28 - Impact of Proposed Project: This section should clearly state that 
as proposed the project will have low to moderate visual impacts from key viewpoints, including 
key viewpoints within the CRGNSA. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

This section should plainly identify and summarize unavoidable adverse impacts. References to 
beneficial impacts should be removed. The description of unavoidable visual impacts (Table 1-
2, p. 1-35) should be re-drafted to read as follows: 

This project will have unavoidable adverse visual impacts on the surrounding area. 
Visual impact analysis establishes that the project will have low to moderate visual 
impacts from key viewpoints, including viewpoints within the CRGNSA. 

1.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The discussions of existing development in section 1.8.1.1 and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in section 1.8.1.2 appear to be inconsistent. In section 1.8.1.1, the authors 
considered wind projects located 35 to 70 miles from the proposed project in their cumulative 
analysis. In section 1.8.1.2, however, the authors chose to disregard two proposed wind power 
projects (Juniper Canyon and Summit Ridge) because they are "too far away (generally more 
than 20 miles) from the Whistling Ridge Energy Project site to result in cumulative impacts." 
Given that the cumulative analysis of existing impacts considered projects that were located 70 
miles away, the analysis of cumulative impacts relating to reasonably foreseeable future 

7 The TAC should also be expanded to include representatives from local public interest groups, including 
interveners Friends of the Columbia Gorge and Save Our Scenic Area. 
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development should apply similar criteria or include an explanation as to why different criteria 
were applied. 

1.8.1 Projects Considered 

The cumulative impact section should discuss the intermittent nature of wind energy generation 
and the need for easily dispatchable hydro-electric or fossil fuel generating plants to meet 
demand when the wind is not blowing. 

2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1.2 Project Overview 

Table 2-1 - Permanent disturbance areas should include the permanent parking areas adjacent to 
each turbine that will be necessary to conduct turbine repairs and maintenance. Also there 
appears to be some inconsistency in the road width used to determine the impact area outside the 
project. 

2.1.3.7 Access Roads 

Neither the Application nor the DEIS include a description of parking areas that will have to be 
maintained adjacent to each turbine for construction and maintenance purposes. The space 
consumed by these parking areas should also be included in the calculations for permanently 
disturbed environment. 

2.1.4.1 Construction 

The size and location of proposed laydown areas should be disclosed and evaluated in the FEIS. 

The size and location of permanent parking lots next to each turbine should be included and 
evaluated in the FEIS. 

This section should include a discussion regarding how concrete will be transported to the 
construction site. If a concrete batch plant is going to be used, its size and location should be 
disclosed in the FEIS. If concrete is going to be transported to the site, information regarding the 
trucking route and potential environmental impacts (air pollution, traffic, etc.) should be 
disclosed and evaluated in the FEIS. 

2.1.6 Forest Harvest During Project Construction and Operation 
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Mitigation measures for construction ofthe project should include off-site mitigation for 
permanently disturbed or cleared areas that would constitute "forest conversions." This would 
include turbine parking areas and any permanent laydown area at the site. 

2.1. 7 Project Decommissioning 

The Applicant has indicated that the life ofthe project is expected to be 30 years, at which time 
the project will either be upgraded ("re-powered") or decommissioned. lfthe current project 
receives EFSEC approval, any proposal to "re-power" the project or extend operation of the 
project beyond its anticipated life span should be reviewed by EFSEC as an amendment to the 
Site Certification Agreement. Such review should require an updated evaluation and assessment 
of the environmental impacts posed by the upgrade or extended life of the project. 

2.3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

See comments in response to Section 1.4.3 Summary of No Action Alternative. 

2.3.6 Alternative Access Roads 

See comments in response to Section 1.4.3.6 Alternative Access Roads. 

2.4 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES OF DELAYING PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION 

This section summarizes the benefits and disadvantages that will result from delaying the project. 
It is drafted, however, in a way that minimizes the benefits and over-exaggerates the 
disadvantages of delay. For example, statements to the effect that a delay will prevent the 
creation of new construction jobs are simply not accurate. A delay in constructing the project 
will result in a delay in the creation of new construction jobs, just as a delay in constructing the 
project will delay visual impacts from the project. 

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Government action or inaction is not the only possible reason that the project will not be built. 
For the reasons discussed earlier, assertions that the No Action Alternative will only arise if 
EFSEC or BPA deny approval of the project should be redacted. 

As discussed above, the DEIS should be expanded to include off site and on site alternatives. 
Without these additional alternatives, the comparison ofthe limited alternatives set forth in Table 
2-5 is of questionable value for purposes of conducting meaningful environmental impact 
analysis under NEP A and SEP A. 
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3.0 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation 

Generally, discussions in this section should be expanded to include off site and on site 
alternatives. 

3.1 EARTH 

3.1.1.4 Geologic Hazards 

This section should be expanded to address geologic hazard issues related to the proposed access 
road (West Pit Road). That this road traverses lands identified as Class II Landslide Hazards is 
of particular concern. See Table 3.1-4.8 

The DEIS should also be revised to include a discussion regarding the extent to which Skamania 
County has assessed whether the project site or the area traversed by the proposed access road 
contains Class I landslide hazards (Severe).9 If such an assessment has not been done, the 
discussion regarding landslide hazards should be expanded to determine whether there are 
affected areas that would otherwise meet the criteria for a Class I landslide hazards, even though 
they have not been formally designated as such by the County. 

3.1.2.1 Proposed Actions 

Access Road. This section should be expanded to include a discussion of geologic hazards and 
their impact on the access road during both the construction and operation of the proposed 
project, including the environmental impacts that may arise from locating the access road ina 
Class II landslide area. 

Soil Contamination. The discussion regarding soils does not address possible presence of 
contaminants along the access road right of way or at the project site. The FEIS should include 
the results of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment to determine if and where contaminated 
soils may exist. 

Volcanic Activity. This section should discuss how ash from a volcanic eruption may impact 
the operation of wind turbines, transmission lines, and other elements of the project. 

3.1.2.2 Mitigation Measures 

8 Table 3.1-4 should be revised so that the locations of the proposed access road, as well as other access 
road alternatives, are easily discernable. . 

9 To qualify as a Class I landslide hazard, the location must be designated as such by the local legislative 
body, in this case Skamania County. See DEIS at § 3.1.1.4 Landslides. 
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This section should describe containment and remediation measures that will be taken in the 
event contaminated soils are found during construction. 

The scope of the mitigation measures should be expanded to address geologic hazards associated 
with the access road and address how the project will be accessed if the proposed access road is 
damaged or destroyed by a catastrophic geologic event. 

The project is located in the vicinity of several volcanoes and the access road traverses land 
designated as a Class II landslide hazard. This section should describe and discuss mitigation 
measures designed to protect the environment and human health and safety in the event of a 
catastrophic geologic event. 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.4.1.2 Habitats 

Conifer Forests - p.3-37. The second to the last sentence in this section states that "[t]he 
majority of coniferous forests within the project site is managed for commercial timber 
production, and is replanted following harvest." "Majority" could mean anywhere from 51 
percent to 100 percent. A more quantitative disclosure is needed here. 

Conclusion - p. 3-39. The final sentence in this section states that "[t]he project site is not 
located within any known wildlife corridor, flyway, foraging area, or migratory route." This 
statement is problematic as the site lies within the landscape-scale Pacific Flyway, which is 
adjacent to the Columbia River gorge ( which, in tum, is a significant migratory flyway, 
particularly for water birds), and all north-south cordilleras in the state support at least a weak 
raptor migration. Elsewhere in the document (e.g., p. 46), raptor activity at the site is ascribed to 
migratory behavior. Also, some of the bat behavior observed at the site is assumed to be 
foraging behavior, and birds and other wildlife are known to forage in the project area. Use of 
the term "known" is also problematic and suggests the need for additional study. For example, 
no data was collected to assess bird or bat migration activity at the site. 

3.4.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species 
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General Comments, Strike Risk Modeling: The avian surveys for the project use a very crude 
index to rank relative strike risk among the various species of birds recorded at the site. One of 
the three variables in the strike risk model relies on where in the vertical air column (in or out of 
the rotor swept zone) birds were initially detected when they were first seen. IO No observations 
of bird behavior were made over any extended period oftime. The behavior was apparently not 
even recorded for all observations, as in some years the metric is absent. Furthermore, as highly 
mobile species, almost any bird will at some point cross the rotor-swept area. 

Some very sophisticated strike risk models have been developed around wind energy towers. 
The validity of at least some ofthese models is still in question. Nonetheless, they attempt to 
quantify the amount of time a species spends in the rotor strike zone, and assign risk based in 
part on the size, speed, and flight paths of birds crossing the rotor swept area. While 
implementation of such complex models may not be necessary (at this point) for this project, 
reliance on the simplistic model used for this project is misleading and the results should be 
removed from the DEIS, or at the very least the model's limitations (which are discussed in some 
detail in avian survey reports) should be fully disclosed in the body ofthe DEIS to ensure that 
the reader is not misled. 

The avian survey report (Appendix C-4) indicates that the index is formulated to help rank the 
relative risk each species might face in the presence of wind towers. At best, the index may give 
some insight among the species at this site, but comparison to other sites, particularly in different 
habitat types from the proposed project, is highly suspect and appears to be untested. Appendix 
C-4 also states" ... no relationships have been observed between overall use by bird types other 
than raptors, and fatality rates of those bird types at wind-energy facility. Such a lack of 
predictive ability also speaks for a need for long-term follow up monitoring to assess the true 
impacts ofthe project on birds. 

General Comment, Species Abundance: Discussion regarding the abundance of species at the 
site lack context. For example, the DEIS reports that fifteen (15) swifts were seen in fall 2004, 
four (4) in summer 2006, and eleven (11) in summer 2009. The DEIS, however, fails to place 
these types of figures into a context. Do these observations constitute "a lot"? "Very few"? 
Compared to the next watershed west, or the core of the species range? In the case of the swifts, 
and indeed most species recorded in the project area, subjectively it seems that few of any given 
species are represented. However, in the case of migrating birds (such as the 15 swifts observed 
in fall 2004), this could represent a rate. In other words, there could be 15 swifts per day, or per 
hour trying to migrate across the project site. There is simply no contextual information to put 

10 Glancing at a bird and assigning it to "in" or "out" ofthe rotor swept area is an exceptionally poor 
predictor of mortality risk. For example, the avian survey report indicates that Homed Larks are often the most 
commonly found birds killed at wind tower sites. Homed Larks spend a significant amount of time on the ground. 
Accordingly, it is likely that an index of this species' strike risk formulated based on this project's model would 
forecast a low mortality risk and be a very poor predictor. 
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these numbers into a wider perspective. Similar information subject to this same criticism is 
provided for other species of concern. 

Introduction, p. 3-45: The introductory paragraph states that "[t]wo additional special status 
species, Keen's myotis (Myotis keenii) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii), may occur but have not been identified in prior surveys." A more accurate 
statement would be that these two species could occur at the site, but surveys conducted at the 
site were incapable of identifying these or any other bats, except the hoary bat, to the species 
level. 11 

Northern Spotted Owl, Historical Activity Cent~rs, p. 3-52: This section should be revised to 
discuss and analyze a May 2010 record of a Spotted Owl in one of the owl circles north of the 
site. The remaining section addressing Spotted Owl issues should be updated to reflect this 
finding. 

Northern Spotted Owl, Conservation Support Area, p. 3.54: Although managed forest is not 
optimal for spotted owls, it is likely better than wind towers which pose greater mortality risk 
than young even-aged stands of trees. To that end, the project can only be contrary to the 
purpose ofthe CSA. It may be just 0.27% ofthe area, but it is still a loss that should be 
disclosed in the discussion (including cumulative impacts). 

Northern Spotted Owl, Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Centers, p. 3-56: The discussion on this 
point is obtuse and would benefit from illustration on a map. 

The footnote to this discussion indicates that DNR reports that the Mill Creek site has 48 percent 
of the recommended 40 percent minimum suitable habitat for a spotted owl special emphasis 
center. The discussion in this section should be expanded to identify what fraction of that 
suitable habitat occurs where the 1.4 mile circle overlaps with the northwest corner of the project 
site. 

Olive-sided flycatcher, p. 3-56: This section should be expanded to address the following 
issues. According to Breeding Bird Survey data, this species declined at the rate of3.3 percent 
per year between 1966 and 2001. Loss of winter habitat is thought to be one causal mechanism. 
Another is that managed forests, which superficially replicate the fire-altered forests the birds 
depend on, may not offer all that the birds need to meet life history requirements. 

The last sentence in this paragraph states "none were recorded during the fall of 2004 or the 
winter of 2008-2009." The Olive-sided Flycatcher is a late spring arrival and departs in late 

11 On page 3-59 states: "Bat surveys conducted during 2007, 2008, and 2009 (Appendices C-8, C-9, and C-
10) did not have the ability to detect individual species of bats. Instead, bats were grouped into species with either 
"high frequency" calls or "low frequency" calls." 
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summer. Recording the species at the site in fall or winter would be most unusual. 

Vaux's Swift, p. 3-57. See General Comment, Species Abundance above. 

Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big-eared Bat, pp. 59-60: The bat survey, and consequently 
the distilled discussion in the DEIS, are lacking in detail. The Keen's Myotis discussion 
discloses "[b]at surveys conducted during 2007,2008, and 2009 ... did not have the ability to 
detect individual species of bats." That species composition at the site could not be determined 
serves to emphasize that too little is known about the bat fauna. At a minimum, this lack of 
knowledge demands that there be post-construction. studies to evaluate bat mortality and species 
composition of fatalities. Also, as (potentially) the first wind energy site to be built in a forest 
setting in the Pacific Northwest, this project should be used to study the impacts of such 
development on bats and birds. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wind Turbine Guidelines 
Advisory Committee draft report of March, 2010 states, "[o]ur current state of knowledge about 
bat-wind turbine interactions ... does not allow a quantitative link between pre-construction 
acoustic assessments of bat activity and operations fatalities.,,12 The report goes on to say: 

There is growing interest in determining whether "low" position samples (~1.5-2 
meters) can provide equal or greater correlation with bat fatalities than "high" 
position samples because this would substantially lower cost of this work. 
Developers could then install a greater number of detectors at lower cost resulting 
in improved estimates of bat activity and, potentially, improved qualitative 
estimates of risk to bats. 

Because the applicant sampled at a variety of sites and elevations within the project area, follow
up monitoring could contribute to the body of knowledge regarding the ability of various 
approaches to pre-implementation sampling to predict post-project mortality. 

The Townsend's discussion states "[t]here are no known roosting structures or maternity 
colonies occurring iri the vicinity of the project area. Consequently, the likelihood of occurrence 
on the site is considered to be low." The absence of evidence should not be assumed to be 
evidence of absence, especially in light of the caveat disclosed about inability to distinguish 
species during the bat surveys. This species (and many other bats) will roost singly in tree 
cavities or behind loose bark, so it is impossible to completely dismiss their presence at the site. 

3.4.1.6 Other Wildlife Species 

12. . .. . . . ..... .. 
Wmd Turbme GUidelInes AdvIsory Committee. 2010. Wmd Turbme GUidelInes AdvIsory Corrumttee RecommendatIOns. US Fish 

and Wildlife Service Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee. Draft report to the Secretary of the Interior. March 4. 
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Birds, p.3-63: The DEIS states that "[m]ean overall bird use in the study area was low 
compared to these other wind resource areas studied; ranking 19th compared to 24 other wind 
resource areas ... " This section should explain that comparisons to other wind resource areas in 
Washington and Oregon may be of little value as these other areas occupy different habitat 
types-primarily shrub-steppe and agricultural lands. Comparisons to sites located in Eastern 
deciduous forests are also questionable because of the different suite of bird species, different 
structural components to the surrounding forests, and dissimilar migration behavior. 

Fall Migration Surveys (2004), p.3-64: 

Eight species of raptors were observed during the survey. Those with the highest 
use of the site were sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper's hawk, and red-tailed hawk. The 
highest raptor use observed at the site during 2004 surveys occurred between 
September 11 and October 12, 2004. 

This observation is consistent with annual observations made at the Chelan Ridge Raptor 
Observation Project site in northern Washington, also on the east side of the Cascades. Raptors 
throughout the West migrate along ridge lines. Some ranges are located at geographic 
restrictions or at the confluence of ranges that funnel concentrations of raptors. Data do not 
indicate this is such a site, but do support the idea of a weak raptor migration through the area. 
Based on the number of raptors encountered during fall surveys, a rough estimate of the number 
of birds migrating through the site each fall should be made and included as part of the FEIS. 

3.4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Western Gray Squirrel, p. 3-75: This section suggests that the lack of oak trees in the project 
area indicates that the area has poor habitat quality for this species. In the northern part of the 
species' range, however, oaks are completely lacking. Accordingly, the absence of oak trees 
should not be used to conlcude that the squirrels are absent from a site. 

Special Status Wildlife Species, p.3-77: This section introduces the collision risk model (or 
"bird exposure index" as it is called in the avian reports) from the avian survey reports. As 
discussed above, this model is highly suspect. The avian survey reports present numerous 
caveats when using this model or index: "This index is only based on initial flight height 
observations and relative abundance (defined as the use estimate) and does not account for other 
possible collision risk factors such as foraging or courtship behavior." 

Reliance upon the Index is subject to criticism on several grounds. Intuitively, the model makes 
little sense.13 The model also fails to account for the disproportionate impact of mortality on rare 

13 In the model, A = mean use for species is averaged across all surveys. Many species, especially raptors, 
demonstrate distinct seasonal use of the site. For example, a large influx of bald eagles into the Columbia River 
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populations. I4 The model also fails to account for many of the other variables that influence 
strike risk. These include size of the bird, speed of flight, and direction of flight, or weather 
conditions which could obscure blades or towers. 

Ultimately, there is no indication that this model has any predictive value. Neither the DEIS nor 
the avian surveys indicate that this model has ever been tested in the field or been utilized prior 
to the construction of a wind energy facility, followed by post-construction surveys to verify its 
usefulness. 

Given these limitations, any use of numbers from the index should be reported judiciously, 
sparingly, and with all the caveats identified in Appendix C and the DEIS, otherwise unqualified 
validity and strength are implied for these indices. 

Other Wildlife Species, Birds, p. 3-79. The final paragraph in the bird impacts lists a host of 
caveats, which are cause for concern. 15 Although there is no geographic feature suggesting this 

Gorge occurs in the winter, and the DEIS does report that the bald eagle was more likely to occur on the project site 
during winter. However, the species' weight in the model would be greatly reduced by the number of data collection 
efforts made at other times of year. During most times of the year, the risk of collision for a species with strong 
seasonal occurrences would be zero---it just isn't at the site. On the other hand, at the peak of its occurrence at the 
site the risk could be far greater. Distributing the exposure risk across multiple seasons thereby presents a deceptive 
index of exposure risk. 

The model contains two additional parameters: Pf = proportion of all observations of species i where activity was 
recorded as flying (an index to the approximate percentage of time species i spends flying during the daylight 
period), and Pt = proportion of all flight height observations of species i within the rotor-swept height. Both of these 
parameters are based on information captured at the moment of observation during field data collection. Data 
derived from the literature regarding each species' natural history and behavior could provide a more accurate 
picture oflong-term behavior. As discussed earlier, almost all birds fly at some point during the day (one of the 
caveats in the DEIS for the model states "[i]f a species was recorded on the site, but never flying at all, then the 
exposure index would not be applicable") and at some point flight heights are likely to enter elevations swept by 
rotors. Both ofthese parameters likely suffer from small sample sizes ofthe total number of observations, meaning 
that statistically there would be little ability to accurately describe behavior based on the small sample size. 

14 Models such as this suggest that strike risk is reduced specifically because a species is rare at the site. To 
illustrate the point, the loss of one bird from a local population of two hundred (200) has little biological meaning. 
The loss of one bird from a local population of two (2) means 50 percent of the population is gone. Yet in each 
example, only one bird was killed. 

15 These caveats include: 

... the level of night migration for species associated with the project site is also not known . 

. . . risk analyses .. . provide some insight into which species are most vulnerable to turbine 
collision; however, estimates are based on abundance, proportion of daily activity budget spent 
flying, and flight height of each species. Observations were made during daylight hours, and do 
not take into consideration flight behavior or abundance of nocturnal migrants . 

. . . the analysis does not account for varying ability among species to detect and avoid turbines, 
habitat selection, or other factors that may influence exposure to turbine collision. 
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site constitutes a migratory bottleneck or should host a concentration of migrants, no effort was 
made to assess passerine migration, particularly at night (when most of these species migrate). 
In the absence of such an effort and in light of the long list of caveats associated with the 
collision index, post-construction monitoring and appropriate mitigation (should significant 
mortality occur) is warranted. Long term impacts should be assessed over a 5 - 10 year period 
because of our lack of experience with siting wind projects in Western forested ecosystems, and 
because of the inter-annual variability in migrating bird numbers. 

Other Wildlife Species, Bats, p. 3-79: Bats are difficult to study. Nonetheless, the fact that of 
all the bats detected and all the species that could be present at the site, only the hoary bat was 
identified to species, leaves much information for the site lacking. The DEIS concludes (based 
on Appendix C reports) that relatively little bat activity was recorded at elevated heights, and two 
seasons of monitoring did not detect significant migrations. While these are good signs, the 
DEIS concludes "variable levels of recorded use by bats across years, habitats and recording 
height above ground indicate that the extent of impacts is difficult to predict at this time." This 
conclusion demands years of follow-up monitoring to assess actual impacts. As one of the first 
sites placed in a forested setting, such monitoring is particularly critical to understanding the 
environmental impacts of wind energy sites in forests. 

3.4.3 Mitigation Measures 

Post-Construction Avian [and Bat] Mortality Study: Given the large number of unknowns 
discussed above regarding both bats and birds, the avian mortality monitoring mitigation 
measure should be expanded to include bats and its duration should be expanded from 2 years to 
a 5-10 year horizon. 

Research-oriented Studies: As one ofthe first wind power projects proposed for construction 
within a forested habitat in the Pacific Northwest, this project offers a unique opportunity to 
conduct research-oriented studies regarding the wind energy/wildlife interactions like the 
research studies identified in the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines (2009) and the USFWS Wind 
Turbine Guidelines (2010). 

Adoption of USFWS BMPs: The proponent should adopt the Best Management Practices set 
forth by the USFWS Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee. Most of the BMPs 
suggested by the committee are already in the DEIS, but a good faith effort should be made to 
meet all ofthese guidelines to minimize project impacts. One BMP not presented in the DEIS 
includes appropriate lighting of on-site facilities (in addition to the towers themselves) to control 
light pollution and maintain the dark skies needed by bats and migrating birds. 

As a result, actual risk may be lower or higher than indicated by these estimates[.] 
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The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC): As mentioned earlier, membership in the 
Technical Advisory Committee should include representatives from Audubon Washington or one 
of its member chapters, as well as representatives from local, federal and tribal federal and local 
environmental groups. The TAC should be convened for the life of the project, unless EFSEC 
determines otherwise. 

Procedures for Responding to Avian and Bat Mortality Events: The mitigation measures 
should include the adoption of procedures specifying how the project will respond to large scale 
avian or bat mortality events or a take of a Bald Eagle or other species subject to protection 
under Federal or State law. These procedures should include timeframes for notifying relevant 
authorities (EFSEC, the TAC, and appropriate local, state and federal authorities) and measures 
to be taken to ensure no additional environmental harm occurs pending investigation of such an 
event, including curtailment of operations. Consistent with WDFW Wind Power Guidelines, the 
Applicant should contact the USFWS to determine appropriate measures to resolve un
authorized take of Endangered Species Act listed species or other species covered by other 
federal regulations. 

Construction Monitoring: Mitigation measures during construction should include retaining an 
independent environmental monitor to ensure that all Best Management Practices and other 
mitigation measures are fully observed during the course of construction. 

Mitigation for Lost Habitat: Arrangement should be made to mitigate for the permanent and 
temporary habitat losses caused by the project. Mitigation for permanent loss of habitat should 
be made on a one to one basis as provided for under the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines and 
should be developed in conjunction with WDFW and EFSEC. 

3.4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

This section concludes with the statement "[t]he potential for ongoing occurrence of either 
golden or bald eagles is considered extremely rare." This statement is misleading. While both of 
these species appear to be rare at the site, surveys have documented their presence at the site. 
Moreover, both of these species are known to range widely in search of food, and bald eagles 
have been appearing in increasing numbers during the winter in a location that is only two miles 
away. Under these circumstances, the DEIS should state that periodic occurrences (in low 
numbers) of these species at the project site are predictable and are to be expected. 

3.6 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

3.6.2.1 Proposed Action 
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Construction, Fire and Explosion, p. 3-97: The wind turbine nacelles will be at a height of 262 
feet. This section should discuss the technical challenges that are posed by responding to a fire, 
explosion or medical emergency at such a height, the types of emergency equipment necessary to 
respond to emergency events, and who (local fire departments, DNR or the Applicant) will be 
responsible for supplying and operating this equipment. 

Operation, Fire and Explosion, p. 3-99: This section acknowledges that turbine malfunctions 
resulting in fires have been known to occur. Given that the turbines nacelle are located hundreds 
of feet in the air in a windy area surrounded by land being managed for timber production, it 
would appear that a fire could pose a serious threat to the project site and surrounding property. 
This section should be expanded to discuss the potential environmental impacts that may arise 
from a turbine fire and the actions that would be taken to minimize those impacts. This section 
should discuss whether equipping the turbines with fire suppression equipment is advisable. 

3.6.3 Mitigation 

Equipping the turbines with fire suppression equipment should be considered as a possible 
mitigation measure. 

3.7 NOISE 

3.7.1.3 Affected Environment 

The Applicant intends to harvest trees in the vicinity of the project site prior to construction. 
This section should discuss whether the harvest of trees will affect the validity of the pre
construction sound study with a specific focus on the residential sites identified in the first 
paragraph of Section 3.7.1.3. 

3.7.2 Impacts 

This section should discuss on-site alternatives regarding the placement of wind turbine towers 
and potential noise impacts. 

3.7.3 Mitigation 

If warranted, mitigation measures should include removal or reconfiguration of turbines to 
minimize impacts on residential receptors. 

If warranted, mitigation measures should include maintenance of vegetative buffers between the 
project and residential receptors to minimize sound impacts. 

3.8 LAND USE AND RECREATION 
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3.8.1.2 Recreation 

The Mark O. Hatfield Wilderness Area is within a 25 mile radius ofthe proposed project. 
Environmental impacts to this wilderness area should be identified and discussed in this section. 

3.8.3.1 Proposed Action 

Changes to Existing Land Use Patterns and Recreation, Project Operation, p. 3-151: 
In this section, the authors suggest that the project will not impact local agricultural tourism 
because wineries located in southeastern Washington are "thriving" despite the fact that there are 
four wind power facilities located between Walla Walla and Kennewick. This paragraph should 
be redacted. Correlation does not establish causation. Without more detailed analysis, the fact 
that wineries and wind power operations co-exist in Walla Walla County should not be used to 
predict the environmental impact of this project in Skamania County. 

Consistency with Applicable Land Use Regulations, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area Management Plan, p. 3-154: Under the bullet point entitled "Scenic Appreciation and 
Scenic Travel Corridors," strike "only" from the discussion so that the sentence reads: "The 
project would have minor to moderate impacts on visual quality as viewed from travel corridors 
inside the Scenic Area." 

Trails and Pathways. The discussion in this section needs to be clarified. The project will have 
low to moderate visual impacts on viewpoints from some trails and pathways in the CRGNSA. 
The statement that "[t]he project would not affect any trails or pathways in the Scenic Area" is 
incorrect. 

3.8.3.2 No Action Alternative 

If a No Action Alternative is pursued, there will be no impact on visual resources. 

3.8.4 Mitigation Measures 

This section should discuss reconfiguration or removal of turbines to minimize visual impact on 
scenic area as a mitigation measure. 

3.8.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

If the applicant is unwilling or unable to reconfigure turbines to minimize visual impacts, then 
this section should identify minor to moderate impacts on visual resources within the CRGNSA 
as an unavoidable adverse impact. 
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3.9 VISUAL RESOURCES 

3.9.1 Methodology 

The methodology applied should be expanded to include the Visual Resource Management 
system employed by the Bureau of Land Management. The CRGNSA has established visual 
resource objectives for a large and specific area within the Columbia River Gorge. Although the 
project is located just outside the scenic area boundaries, it will be clearly visible from within the 
scenic area and will impact the area's scenic values. That the project is located just outside the 
scenic area boundary should not exclude it from an analysis that fully identifies and discusses the 
project's visual impact on this nationally-recognized, high value regional view shed. 

3.9.1.3 Preparation of Visual Simulations 

The photographs underlying the visual simulations are problematic. Visual simulation 
photographs should be taken with a 50 mm lens, as this focal length most closely captures human 
visual perception. See Environmental Impacts a/Wind-Energy Projects, National Research 
Council (2007) at 247. The use of other focal lengths distorts the image and makes it difficult to 
compare impacts between different photographs. Id If a digital camera is used, it should be set 
at the highest resolution possible. Id. The visual simulations should also be re-sized to a lOx 12 
inch format, at a minimum, for comfortable arm's length viewing. Id. at 250. 

Most of the simulations produced in the DEIS appear to be taken from viewpoints along roads 
and highways. Additional simulation should be provided with views from the Columbia River, 
hiking trails, and wilderness areas. See Id at 251-52. 

The DEIS states that simulations were not prepared for night time conditions. An inventory of 
current night time lighting conditions would be helpful in assessing the extent to which FAA 
mandated turbine lighting will impact the night sky. 

3.9.2.3 Viewpoints 

See comments under sections 3.91 and 3.9.1.3. 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area - p.3-194 

Visual impacts are among the issues to be addressed in NEP A and SEP A analysis. Although 
Congress has expressed reluctance to apply Scenic Area restrictions to lands lying outside the 
scenic area boundary, land uses outside the scenic area will impact the visual quality within the 
scenic area and should be subject to visual analysis consistent with the values encompassed by 
the CRGNSA. 
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3.9.3.2 No Action Alternative 

There is no evidence in the record that construction of project will result in an appreciable 
decrease in this region's development or reliance on fossil fuels or prevent the construction of 
such plants in the future. The assertion that failure to build the project will result in continued 
impairment of air quality and visual resources is not well-founded and should be removed from 
the discussion. 

3.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

In addition to painting the turbines an unobtrusive, non-reflective color and following FAA 
lighting guidelines, the following additional mitigation should be included: 

• Either reducing or reconfiguring the turbine locations to minimize visual impacts. 

• Explore whether vegetative buffers can be grown or maintained to minimize visual 
impacts. 

• To the extent visual impacts are unavoidable, mitigation should include the preservation 
of off-site visual resources. 

3.10 HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.10.2.2 Cultural Resources Overview 

The FEIS should incorporate the results of archaeological field inventory conducted by Yakama 
Nation's Cultural Resources Department. 

3.11 TRANSPORTATION 

3.11.2 Impacts 

This section should identify likely haul routes for concrete that will be used for the wind turbine 
foundations and discuss any associated environmental impacts. 

3.14.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

3.14.3.5 Habitat and Wildlife 

Bird and Bat Species, p. 3-274: This section provides: "Erickson et. al. (2005) concluded that 
these sources of mortality [i.e., other anthropogenic sources] are likely much larger than the 



August 27,2010 
Page 22 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 

potential impacts of wind power development:" This statement of relativism is misleading and is 
not consistent with the intent of a cumulative impacts analysis. While on its face the statement is 
likely true, the question is whether wind energy, by adding incrementally to mortality, would be 
enough to negatively impact bird or bat species. 

Discussion of West Cumulative Impact Study, pp. 3-275-76: The cumulative impact study 
prepared by West, Inc. for the Klickitat County Planning Department has contextual issues that 
need to be addressed. As the DEIS points out, habitat assessed by West for Klickitat County is 
significantly different from that at the project site. The DEIS states that "none of the estimated 
fatalities were anticipated to cause a significant loss in population, and no cumulative impacts 
were anticipated." Since the completion ofthe West report, however, the number of occupied 
Ferruginous Hawk nests in Washington has dropped precipitously. 16 The West report does 
disclose that this species could be at risk from wind energy facilities, and suggests that exclusion 
zones around core habitats might be warranted. In light of the current plight of this species, the 
"no impact" conclusion needs to be re-evaluated. 

Another problem with the West report is that it focuses solely on impacts from the full build out 
of all anticipated wind development projects in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion. While 
informative, this analysis misses the point of a cumulative impacts analysis, which is to evaluate 
the impact of the current project (in the West report, all anticipated wind energy development) in 
conjunction with all other reasonably foreseeable stresses on the resource - the analysis should 
have been wider ranging and not restricted to wind energy development. 

Cumulative effects result from spatial (geographic) and temporal (time) crowding of 
environmental perturbations. The effects of human activities will accumulate when a second 
perturbation occurs at a site before the ecosystem can fully rebound from the effect of the first 
perturbation. 17 Fragmentation and habitat degradation are two ofthe major problems in the 
shrub-steppe. Development, land conversion, fire, incompatible grazing practices, and weed 
invasion are all driving mechanisms. The question of whether wind energy development in the 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion could add synergistically to these sources of stress is not addressed 
in the West report. 

The DEIS mentions that climate change is not evaluated as a source of stress. Climate change 
projections for Washington and the Pacific Northwest suggest dramatic changes in East-slope 
forests (as well as shrub-steppe), and these changes should be discussed in the context of 
cumulative impacts. 

The cumulative impacts discussion in the DEIS concludes with the following sentence: 

16 McCullen, K. 2010. Eastern Washington sees fewer ferruginous hawks. Tri-city Herald. May 9. 

17 Council on Environmental Quality. 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act. Council 
on Environmental Quality. 
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For example, one study from 2009 estimated that, based on performance in the 
United States and Europe, wind farms and nuclear power stations are responsible 
each for between 0.3 and 0.4 bird fatalities per gigawatt-hour (GWh) of electricity 
while fossil-fueled power stations are responsible for about 5.2 fatalities per GWh 
(Sovacool 2009). 

The Sovacool (2009) paper appears to be fundamentally flawed in its assumptions. Willis et al. 
(2010)18 published a rebuttal to this paper that would suggest that its premises are unsound. This 
line of reasoning should either be removed from the FEIS, or better supporting literature 
provided to support the point. 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS. Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions or need clarification regarding my comments. 

Assistant Attorney General 
Counsel for the Environment 

HBM:cv 

cc: By email: 
BPA (and by mail) 
EFSEC (and by mail) 
Al Wright 
C. Robert Wallis 
Jason Spadaro 
Kyle Crews 
Tim McMahan 
Darrel Peeples 
Tony Usibelli 
Gary Kahn 
Dorothy H. Jaffe 
Nathan Baker 
J. Richard Aramburu 

18 Willis, C. R. , R. M. R. Barclay, I. G. Boyles, R. M. Brigham, V. Brack, Ir., D. L. Waldien, and J. Reichard. 2010. Bats are not birds 
and other problems with Sovacool 's (2009) analysis of animal fatal ities due to electricity generation. Energy Policy 38:2067-2069. 
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Robert Wittenberg, Jr. 
Peggy Bryan 
Skamania County Agri-Tourism Assoc. 
Chris McCabe 
Shawn Cantrell 
Isa Anne Taylor 
Jill Arens 
John McSherry 
David Poucher 
Michael Canon 
Don McIvor 
By mail: 
Save our Scenic Area 
Klickitat and Cascades Tribes of the Yakama 
Johnson Meminick 
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Wright, AI (UTC); EFSEC (UTC); Wallis, Bob (UTC); 'jasons@sdslumber.com'; 'Don Mcivor'; 
Crews, Kyle (ATG); 'tlmcmahan@stoel.com'; 'dpeeples@ix.netcom.com'; Usibelli, Tony 
(COM); 'gkahn@rke-Iaw.com'; 'rick@aramburu-eustis.com'; 'bwittenberg@skamaniapud.com'; 
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Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
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Rob McKenna 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 
1125 Washington Street. PO Box 40100. Olympia WA 98504-0100 

Via Email and First Class Mail 

August 27, 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - OKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, Oregon 97293-4428; 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement: Comments 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Counsel for the Environment (CFE) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project (Whistling Ridge) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS). The 
following comments seek to ensure that the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FElS) fully 
captures and analyzes the proposed project's environmental impacts,potential mitigation 
measures, and reasonable off-site and on-site alternatives so that permitting authorities can make 
a fully informed decision. CFE takes no position regarding the merits of the project at this time. 

1.0 Summary and Purpose of and Need for Action 

1.4 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

The Alternatives Analysis is limited to a No Action alternative. While the OEIS states that other 
locations, project sizes and project configurations were considered, it fails to identifY these 
alternative locations or configurations, or adequately explain why they were not worthy of 
additional analysis. As described in more detail below, the off-site and on-site alternative 
analyses should be expanded to include in-depth descriptions of the criteria used to select the 
proposed site and the proposed project configuration, as well as a focused discussion about why 
other sites and project configurations were excluded from further review. 
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1.4.1 Proposed Action 

The second bulleted factor in this section indicates that the site must be large enough to 
accommodate enough wind turbines to produce. a minimum of70 MW of electricity. Because 
the wind does not blow at a constant rate, wind turbines rarely operate at 100% percent capacity. 
Accordingly, references to wind generating capacity should be expressed in nameplate 
generation capacity. 

The fOUl"th bulleted factor in this section states: "The site has a long history of commercial 
logging and associated absence of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear 
additional forest land." This and similar statements regarding the "absence of native habitat" are 
made in several places in the document (e.g., 3.4.1.1), and the statement is misleading. With the 
exception of the weeds identified at the site and disclosed elsewhere in the docnment, grass, forb, 
shmb, and tree species at the site are predominantly native. A more aCCUl"ate statement would be 
that the site is heavily managed and manipulated and is not in a natural state, being maintained 
in a state of disclimax and with monotypic forest stands. The affected environment description 
provided in Chapter 3 (3.4.1.1 and 3.4.1.2) is far more accurate. 

The final paragraph in this section states that the project would have a total nameplate capacity 
of "up to 75 MW." The second bulleted factor in this section states that project's minimum 
nameplate capacity is 70 MW. It is unclear how these two figures relate to one another. The 
project's maximum and minimum nameplate generating capacity levels should be clearly 
identified and described in a single location. 

1.4.1.1 Wind Turbines 

The generating capacity should be referenced as nameplate capacity. This section should also 
clarifY whether the size of the turbines will be consistent throughout the project or whether the 
size will vary from tower to tower. 

1.4.2 No Action Alternative 

This section states that the only circumstance the project will not be built is if the responsible 
agencies (BP A or EFSEC) withhold their authorization. There are a multitude of reasons why a 
proposed project may not be built. This statement is not accurate and should be removed from 
theFEIS. 

1.4.3 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed Study 

This section explains why the no action alternative was the only alternative analyzed. In doing 
so, it references a set of technical and economic requirements that purportedly eliminated all 

. other potential project sites from consideration. None of the eliminated off-site locations, 
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however, are identified, and the DEIS does not contain the underlying technical and economic 
data the Applicant used to eliminate the undisclosed sites from further consideration. At a 
minimum, the FEIS should inclnde detailed information regarding the economic and technical 
data nnderlying the site selection criteria, as well as the locations of all potential alternative sites 
considered so that the decision to limit review to the No Action alternative can be independently 
verified. . 

1.4.3.1 Alternative Project Locations 

The DEIS states that the Applicant applied the following criteria to determine whether 
alternative project locations were available for EIS review: adequate wind supply, applicant 
ownership ofland, ability to operate wind turbines without impacting commercial timber 
operations, and proximity to high voltage transmission lines. The DElS analysis and discussion 
of the alternative location selection process is set forth in a single sentence: 

No other sites were identified that are under the ownership ofthe Applicant or as 
close to transmission infrastructure facilities. 

DEIS at p. 1-14. This sunnnary analysis should be expanded to include a detailed description of 
the criteria used to select the project site, the location of the alternative sites that were 
considered, and discussion regarding why these alternative sites were ultimately eliminated from 
further consideration. l The FElS should also be expanded to consider the Middle Mountain 
Project, which is only 12 miles from the proposed project site, as an alternative wind generation 
site. 

1.4.3.2 Larger or Smaller Generation Facility Size 

The FEIS should be expanded to address on-site alternatives that reduce the number of turbines 
andlor reconfigure the turbine strings. The purpose of the alternatives analysis is to explore 
whether the needs of the project can be accomplished through less environmentally impactful 
means. During the scoping hearings, the public and National Parks Service raised concerns 
regarding the project's visual impacts, particularly regarding the location of Turbine String A.2 

1 Ideally, this discussion would include information sufficient to independently verify the decision to 
eliminate these alternative sites from further consideration. This would include the location of SDS holdings in 
Southern Washington and Northern Oregon, wind resources available in those areas, the location of transmission 
lines, economic parameters for the project, as well as economic information regarding the project's interrelationship 
with timber harvesting activities. 

2 Turbine String A is also unique in that it contains the turbines in closest proximity to residential 
dwellings and is located on a parcel ofland that is zoned FORJAG 20, which. would require issuance of a conditional 
use pennit under Skamania County's land use laws. See DEIS at p. 3-153. 
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This section asserts that the project must be reviewed as an "integrated whole" from which no 
piece may be eliminated and that if turbines are removed from the project design, "other 
locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the minimum necessary capacity." 
These assertions are unsupported ,by analysis and appear'to be inconsistent with the project 
description in both the Site Certification Application (SCA) and the DEIS. Both the SCA and 
the DElS state that the project will have a total nameplate generating capacity of approximately 
75 MW andwill be comprised of up to 50 towers equipped with turbines with nameplate 
generating capacities ranging from 1.2 to 2.5 MW ? Assuming that a 2 MW turbine is selected, 
the maximum generating capacity of75 MW could be satisfied with the installation of 38 
turbines (resulting in a reduction of 12 turbines).4 Ifa 2.5 MW turbine is selected, the number of 
towers could be reduced to 30. 

Reducing the number of turbines without sacrificing nameplate generating capacity is not merely 
hypothetical. The Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project recently reduced its total number of 
turbines from a maximum of 65 to a maximum of 52 turbines without any change in nameplate 
generating capacity. The FEIS should include a discussion regarding how the project may be 
reconfigured through the use of turbines with larger generating capacities. 

The FElS should include information regarding the strength and viability of wind resources 
found throughout the site. This would include information gathered from the on-site 
meteorological tower regarding the strength, quality, direction and location of on-site wind 
resources. 

1.4.3.4 Alternative Project Configurations 

See comments under § 1.4.3.2, Larger or Smaller Generation Facility Size. 

1.4.3.6 Alternative Access Roads 

Private logging road CG 2930 should be subject to detailed review as an alternative access road. 
The original Site Celtification Application proposed accessing the site using this route. On 
October 12,2009, the Applicant submitted an amended application that abandoned the CG 2930 

3 The SCA at Section 2.3.3.1, for example, states that "[tlhe project would consist of up to 50 wind 
turbines" and that each tmbine would have a nameplate generating power of somewhere between 1.2- to 2.5 MW. 
(Emphasis added). The DEIS contains an identical description.' See DEIS at §L4.LL Both the SCA and DEIS 
also state that the project must have a generating capacity of "up to 75 MW." See SCA at §2.3.2 (project Overview 
- "up to 75 MW"); DEIS at § 1.4.l ("minimum of70 MW;" "up to 75 MW"). 

4 Recently pennitted projects appear to be installing turbines with nameplate generation capacities of2.0 
MW or larger, The Desert Claim Wind Power Project, for example, will be installing 2 MW tmbines. See Desert 
Claim Wind Power Project Final Supplemental EIS aI2-13. The recent expansion to the Wild Horse Wind Power 
Project also used 2,0 MW tmbines. 
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route in favor of the West Pit Road with the stated purpose of removing the entire project outside 
the CRGNSA boundary. See October 12, 2009 Letter from Whistling Ridge Energy Project to 
EFSEC re: Submittal of Amended Application 2009-01. Although removing this route from the 
project plan may dispose of certain regulatory hurdles, the West Pit Road is a longer route that 
traverses steeper terrain and will likely have a higher environmental impact than the CG 2930.5 

Accordingly, this CG 2930 should be evaluated as an altemative. 

1.6 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Earth - p. 1-22 -'Impact of Proposed Project: Much of the West Pit Road is located in a Class 
II Landslide Hazard Area. This section should summarize and address anticipated impacts, if 
any, related to Class II Landslide Hazard Areas. 

Air Quality - p. 1-22 - Impact of No Action Alternative: This section identifies impacts from 
construction of fossil fuel power plants as a potential impact under the no action alternative. 
There is nothing in the record establishing that proposed project is being built in lieu of fossil 
fuel powered plant or that its construction will reduce the number of fossil fuel powered 
generation facilities in the future. Indeed, intermittent nature of wind generated power may 
require the construction of fossil fuel facilities to provide a back up power source.6 

Biological Resources - p. 1-23 - Impact of No Action Alternative: See comments regarding Air 
Quality - p. 1-22 - Impact of No Action Alternative infra. 

Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Impact of Proposed Project: This section states that there 
"would likely be some mortality to birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement." 
This should be revised to state that operation of project "will result in mortality to some birds 
and bats ... " 

Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Design and Mitigation Measures: Remove qualifier 
"extensive" from pre-project assessment of wildlife habitat conducted under WDFW Wind 
Power Guidclines. 

, Long sections of West Pit Road crosses land designated as a Class II landslide hazard area. See DElS ' 
Figures 3.1-1, 3.1-4 and 3.11-2 

6 The No Action Alternative analysis appearing on p. 3-92 and in other section of the DElS contains a 
more accurate description ofthe possible hnpacts if no action is taken: 

It is likely that the region's power needs would be met through energy efficiency and conservation 
measures, existing power generation, or the development of new power generation. Base load 
demands would likely be ftIled through expansion of existing, or development of new thermal 
generation such as gas-fired comblliition turbine technology. The hnpacts would depend on the 
type, location, and size of the facility proposed. 
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Biological Resources - p. 1-24 - Desigu and Mitigation Measures: A Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) is described, including a description of the stakeholders comprising this 
group. Because the overarching concern for biological resources is bird and bat mortality, a 
representative of the Audubon Society should be specified and included in the TAC? 

Biological Resources - p. 1-25 - Design and Mitigation Measures: The post construction avian 
mOltality monitoring should include bat mortality monitoring as so little is known about bat 
species' composition and mortality risk at the site. The monitoring program should also analyze 
the accuracy of the pre-construction risk and mortality predictions. Because the project is being 
proposed in a new habitat type (forested) for Washington wind energy projects, and because so 
little is known about bat use ofthe site, bird and bat monitoring should be conducted for five (5) 
years, rather than the proposed two (2) years. 

Visual Resources - p. 1-28 -Impact of Proposed Project: This section should clearly state that 
as proposed the project will have low to moderate visual impacts from key viewpoints, including 
key viewpoints within the CRGNSA. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

This section should plainly identify and summarize unavoidable adverse impacts. References to 
beneficial impacts should be removed. The description of unavoidable visual intpacts (Table 1-
2, p. 1-35) should be re-drafted to read as follows: 

This project will have unavoidable adverse visual impacts on the surrounding area. 
Visual impact analysis establishes that the project will have low (0 moderate visual 
impacts from key viewpoints, including viewpoints within the CRGNSA. 

1.8 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The discussions of existing development in section 1.8.1.1 and reasonably foreseeable future 
development in section \.8.1.2 appear to be inconsistent. ill section 1.8.1.1, the authors 
considered wind projects located 35 to 70 miles from the proposed project in their cumulative 
analysis. ill section 1.8.1.2, however, the authors chose to disregard two proposed wind power 
projects (Juniper Canyon and Summit Ridge) because they are "too far away (generally more 
than 20 miles) from the Whistling Ridge Energy Project site to result in cumulative impacts." 
Given that the cumulative analysis of existingintpacts considered projects that were located 70 
miles away, the analysis of cumulative impacts relating to reasonably foreseeable future 

7 The TAC should also be expanded to include representatives from local public interest groups, including 
interveners Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge and Save Our Scenic Area. 
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development should apply similar criteria or include an explanation as to why different criteria 
were applied. 

1.8.1 Projects Considered 

The cumulative impact section should discuss the iutennittent nature of wind energy generation 
and the need for easily dispatchable hydro-electric or fossil fuel generating plants to meet 
demand when the wind is not blowing. 

2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

2.1.2 Project Overview 

Table 2-1 - Permanent disturbance areas should include the permanent parking areas adjacent to 
each turbine that will be necessary to conduct turbine repairs and maintenance. Also there 
appears to be some inconsistency in the road width used to detennine the impact area outside the 
project. 

2.1.3.7 Access Roads 

Neither the Applicat\on nor the DElS include a description of parking areas that will have to be 
maintained adjacent to each turbine for construction and maintenance purposes. The space 
consumed by these parking areas should also be included in the calculations for petmanently 
disturbed environment. 

2.1.4.1 Construction 

The size and location of proposed laydown areas should be disclosed and evaluated in the FEIS. 

The size and location of pennanent parking lots next to each turbine should be included and 
evaluated in the FEIS. 

This section should include a discussion regarding how concrete will be transpotted to the 
construction site. If a concrete batch plant is going to be used, its size and location should be 
disclosed in the FElS. If concrete is going to be transpotted to the site, information regarding the 
trucking route and potential environmental impacts (air pollution, traffic, etc.) should be 
disclosed and evaluated in the FElS. 

2.1.6 Forest Harvest During Project Construction and Operation 
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Mitigation measures for construction of the project should include off-site mitigation for 
permanently disturbed or cleared areas that would constitute "forest conversions." This would 
include turbine parking areas and any permanent laydown area at the site. 

2.1.7 Project Decommissioning 

The Applicant has indicated that the life of the project is expected to be 30 years, at which time 
the project will either be upgraded ("re-powered") or decommissioned. r{the current project 
receives EFSEC approval, any proposal to "re-power" the project or extend operation of the 
project beyond its anticipated life span should be reviewed by EFSEC as an amendment to the 
Site Certification Agreement. Such review should require an updated evaluation and assessment 
of the environmental impacts posed by the upgrade or extended life of the project. 

2.3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

See conunents in response to Section 1.4.3 Summary of No Action Alternative. 

2.3.6 Alternative Access Roads 

See comments in response to Section 1.4.3.6 Alternative Access Roads. 

2.4 BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES OF DELAYING PROJECT 
IMPLEMENTATION 

This section summarizes the benefits and disadvantages that will result from delaying the project. 
It is drafted, however, in a way that minimizes the benefits and over-exaggerates the 
disadvantages of delay. For example, statements to the effect that a delay will prevent the 
creation of new construction jobs are simply not accurate. A delay in constructing the project 

. will result in a delay in the creation of new CC)llstruction jobs, just as a delay in constructing the 
project will delay visual impacts from the project. 

2.5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

Govermnent action or inaction is not the only possible reason that the project will not be built. 
For the reasons discussed earlier, assertions that the No Action Alternative will only arise if 
EFSEC or BP A deny approval of the project should be redacted. 

As discussed above, the DEIS should be expanded to include off site and on site alternatives. 
Without these additional alternatives, the comparison of the limited alternatives set forth in Table 
2-5 is of questionable value for purPoses of conducting meaningful environmental impact 
analysis under NEP A and SEP A. 
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3.0 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation 

Generally, discussio11B in this section should be expanded to include off site and on site 
alternatives. 

3.1 EARTH 

3.1.1.4 Gcologic Hazards 

This section should be expanded to address geologic hazard issues related to the proposed access 
road (West Pit Road). That this road traverses lands identified as Class II Landslide Hazards is 

. 8 
of particular concern. See Table 3.1-4. . 

The DEI8 should also be revised to include a discussion regarding the extent to which Skamania 
County has assessed whether the project site or the area traversed by the proposed access road 
contains Class I landslide hazards (8evere).9 If such an assessment has not been done, the 
discussion regarding landslide hazards should be expanded to detennine whether there are 
affected areas that would otherwise meet the criteria for a Class I landslide hazards, even though 
they have not been formally designated as such by the County. 

3.1.2.1 Proposed Actions 

Access Road. This section should be expanded to include a discussion of geologic hazards and 
their impact on the access road during both the construCtion and operation of the proposed 
project, including the environmental impacts that may arise from locating the access road ina 
Class II landslide area. 

Soil Contamination. The discussion regarding soils does not address possible presence of 
contaminants along the access road right of way or at the project site. The FEIS should include 
the results of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment to detelmlne if and where contaminated 
soils may exist. 

Volcanic Activity. This section should discuss how ash from a volcanic eruption may impact 
the operation of wind turbines, transmission lines, and other elements of the project. 

3.1.2.2 Mitigation Measures 

, Table 3.1·4 should be revised so that the locations of the proposed access road, as well as other access 
road alternatives, are easily discernable. . 

9 To qualifY as a Class I landslide hazard, the location must be designated as such by the local legislative 
body, in this case Skamania County. See DEIS at § 3.1.1.4 Landslides. 



August 27, 2010 
Page 10 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 

This section should describe containment and remediation measures that will be taken in the 
event contaminated soils are found during construction. 

The scope of the mitigation measures should be expanded to address geologic hazards associated 
with the access road and address how the project will be accessed if the proposed access road is 
damaged or destroyed by a catastrophic geologic event. 

The project is located in the vicinity of several volcanoes and the access road traverses land 
designated as a Class II landslide hazard. This section should describe and discuss mitigation 
measures designed to protect the envirorunent and human health and safety in the event of a 
catastrophic geologic event. 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL-RESOURCES 

3.4.1.2 Habitats 

Conifer Forests -p.3-37. The second to the last sentence in this section states tbat "[t]he 
majority of coniferous forests within the project site is managed for commercial timber 
production, and is.replauted following harvest." "Majority" could mean anywhere from 51 
percent to 100 percent. A more quantitative disclosure is needed here. 

Conclusion - p. 3-39. The final sentence in this section states that "[t]he project site is not 
located within any known wildlife corridor, flyway, foraging area, or migratory route." This 
statement is problematic as the site lies within the landscape-scale Pacific Flyway, which is 
adjacent to the Columbia River gorge (which, in tum, is a significant migratory flyway, 
particularly for water birds), and all north-south cordilleras in the state support at least a weak 
raptor migration. Elsewhere in the document (e.g., p. 46), raptor activity at the site is ascribed to 
migratory behavior. Also, some ofthe bat behavior observed at the site is assumed to be 
foraging behavior, and birds and other wildlife are known to forage in the project area. Use of 
the term "known" is also problematic and suggests the need for additional study. For example, 
no data was collected to assess bird or bat migration activity at the site. 

3.4.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species 
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General Comments, Strike Risk Modeling: The avian surveys for the project use a very crude 
index to rank relative strike risk among the various species of birds recorded at the site. One of 
the three variables in the strike risk model relies on where in the vertical air column (in or out of 
the rotor swept zone) birds were initially detected when they were first seen. IO No observations 
of bird behavior were made over any extended period of time. The behavior was apparently not 
even recorded for all observations, as in some years the metric is absent. Furthermore, as highly 
mobile species, almost any bird will at some point cross the rotor-swept area. 

Some very sophisticated strike risk models have been developed arouud wind energy towers. 
The validity of at least some of these models is still in question. Nonetheless, they attempt to 
quantify the amount of time a species spends in the rotor strike zone, and assign risk based in 
part on the size, speed, and flight paths of birds crossing the rotor swept area. While 
implementation of such complex models may not be necessary (at this point) for this project, 
reliance on the simplistic model used for this project is misleading and the results should be 
removed from the DElS, or at the very least the model's limitations (which are discussed in some 
detail in avian survey reports) should be fully disclosed in the body of the DETS to ensure that 
the reader is not misled. 

The avian survey report (Appendix C-4) indicates that the index is formulated to help rank the 
relative risk each species might face in the presence of wind towers. At best, the index may give 
some insight among the species at this site, but comparison to other sites, particularly in different 
habitat types from the proposed project, is highly suspect and appears to be untested. Appendix 
C-4 also states" ... no relationships have been observed between overall use by bird types other 
tllan raptors, and fatality rates of those bird types at wind-energy facility. Such a lack of 
predictive ability also speaks for a need for long-term follow up monitoring to assess the true 
impacts of the project on birds. 

General Comment, Species Abundance: Discussion regarding the abundance of species at the 
site lack context. For example, the DETS reports that fifteen (15) swifts were seen in fall 2004, 
four (4) in sumn1er 2006, and eleven (11) in surumer 2009. The DETS, however, fails to place 
these types of figures into a context. Do these observations constitute "a lot"? "Very few"? 
Compared to the next watershed west, or the core of the species range? In the case of the swifts, 
and indeed most species recorded in the project area, subjectively it seems that few of any given 
species are represented. However, in the case of migrating birds (such as the 15 swifts observed 
in fall 2004), this could represent a rate. Tn other words, there could be 15 swifts per day, or per 
hour trying to migrate across the project site. There is simply no contextual information to put 

to Glancing at a bird and assigning it to "in" or Uout" ofthe rotor swept area is an exceptionally poor 
predictor of mortality risk. For example, the avian survey report indicates that Horned Larks are often the most 
commonly found birds killed at wind tower sites. Horned Larks spend a significant amount of time on the ground. 
Accordingly, it is likely that an index of this species' strike risk formulated based on this project's model would 
forecast a low mortality risk and be a very poor predictor. 



August 27,2010 
Page 12 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 

these uumbers into a wider perspective. Similar information subject to this same criticism is 
provided for other species of concern. 

Introduction, p. 3-45: The introductory paragraph states that "[t]wo additional special status 
species, Keen's myotis (Myotis keenii) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus 
townsendii), may occur but have not been identified in prior surveys." A more accurate 
statement would be that these two species could occur at the site, but surveys conducted at the 
site were incapable of identifYing these or any other bats, except the hoary bat, to the species 
level. 11 

Northcl'll Spotted Owl, Historical Activity Centers, p. 3-52: This section should be revised to 
discuss and analyze a May 2010 record of a Spotted Owl in one ofthe owl circles north of the 
site. The remaining section addressing Spotted Owl issues should be updated to reflect this 
finding. . 

Northcl'll Spotted Owl, Conservation Support.Area, p. 3.54: Although managed forest is not 
optimal for spotted owls, it is likely better than wind towers which pose greater mOliality risk 
than young even-aged stands oftrees. To that end, the project can only be contrary to the 
purpose of the eSA. It may be just 0.27% of the area, but it is still a loss that should be 
disclosed in the discussion (including cumulative impacts). 

Northcl'll Spotted Owl, Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Centers, p. 3-56: The discussion on this 
point is obtuse and would benefit from illustration on a map. 

The footnote to this discussion indicates that DNR repolis that the Mill Creek site has 48 percent 
of the recommended 40 percent minimum suitable habitat for a spotted owl special emphasis 
center. The discussion in this section should be expanded to identify what fraction of that 
suitable habitat occurs where the 1.4 mile ch'cle overlaps with the northwest corner of the project 
site. 

Olive-sided flycatcher, p. 3-56: This section should be expanded to address the following 
issues. According to Breeding Bird Survey data, this species declined at the rate of3.3 percent 
per year between 1966 and 2001. Loss of winter habitat is thought to be one causal mechanism. 
Another is that managed forests, which superficially replicate the fire-altered forests the birds 
depend on, may not offer all that the birds need to meet life history requh'ements. 

The last sentence in this paragraph states "none were recorded during the fall of2004 or the 
winter of2008-2009." The Olive-sided Flycatcher is a late spring arrival and departs in late 

Il On page 3-59 states: "Bat surveys conducted during 2007, 2008, and 2009 (Appendices C-8, C-9, and C-
10) did not bave the ability to detect individual species of bats. Instead, bats were grouped into species with either 
"high frequency" calls or "low frequency" calls." 
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summer. Recording the species at the site in fall or winter would be most unusual. 

Vaux's Swift, p. 3-57. See General Comment, Species Abundance above. 

Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big-eared Bat, pp. 59-60: The bat survey, and consequently 
the distilled discussion in the DEIS, are lacking in detail. The Keen's Myotis discussion 
discloses "[blat surveys conducted during 2007,2008, and 2009 ... did not have the ability to 
detect individual species of bats." That species composition at the site could not be determined 
serves to emphasize that too little is known about the bat fauna. At a minimum, this lack of 
knowledge demands that there be post_construction. studies to evaluate bat mortality and species 
composition offatalities. Also, as (potentially) the first wind energy site to be built in a forest 
setting in the Pacific NOlihwest, this project should be used to study the impacts of such 
development on bats and birds. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Wind Turbine Guidelines 
Advisory Committee draft report of March, 2010 states, "[0 luI' current state of knowledge about 
bat-wind turbine interactions ... does not allow a quantitative link between pre-construction 
acoustic assessments of bat activity and operations fatalities.,,12 The report goes on to say: 

There is growing interest in determining whether "low" position samples (~1.5-2 
meters) can provide equal or greater correlation with hat fatalities than "high" 
position samples because this would substantially lower cost of this work. 
Developers could then install a greater number of detectors at lower cost resulting 
in improved estimates of bat activity and, potentially, improved qualitative 
estimates of risk to bats. 

Because the applicant sampled at a variety of sites and elevations within the project area, follow
up monitoring could contribute to the body of knowledge regarding the ability of various 
approaches (0 pre-implementation sampling to predict post-project mortality. 

The Townsend's discussion states "[tlhere are no known roo'sting structures or maternity 
colonies occurring in the vicinity ofthe project area. Consequently, the likelihood of occurrence 
on the site is considered to be low." The absence of evidence should not be assumed to be 
evidence of absence, especially in light of the caveat disclosed about inability to distinguish 
species during the bat surveys. This species (and many other bats) will roost singly in tree 
cavities or behind loose bark, so it is impossible to completely dismiss their presence at the site. 

3.4.1.6 Other Wildlife Species 

12 Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee. 2010. Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee Recommendations. US Fish 
and Wildlife Service Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee. Draft report to the Secretary of the Interior. March 4. 
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Birds, p.3-63: The DEIS states that "[m]ean overall bird use in the study area was low 
compared to these other wind resource areas studied; ranking 19th compared to 24 other wind 
resource areas .... " This section should explain that comparisons to other \\~nd resource areas in 
Washington and Oregon may be oflittle value as these other areas occupy different habitat 
types-primarily shrub-steppe and agricultural lands. Comparisons to sites located in Eastern 
deciduous forests are also questionable because ofthe different suite of bird species, different 
. structural components to the sIDTOunding forests, and dissimilar migration behavior. 

Fall Migration Surveys (2004), p.3-64: 

Eight species of rap tors were observed during the survey. Those with the highest 
use ofthe site were sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper's hawk, and red-tailed hawk. The 
highest raptor use observed at the site during 2004 surveys occurred between 
September 11 and October 12, 2004. 

This observation is consistent with annual observations made at the Chelan Ridge Raptor 
Observation Project site in northern Washington, also on the east side of the Cascades. Raptors 
throughout the West migrate along ridge lines. Some ranges are located at geographic 
restrictions or at the confluence of ranges that funnel concentrations of raptors. Data do not 
indicate this is such a site, but do support the idea of a weak raptor migration through the area. 
Based on the number of raptors encountered during fall surveys, a rough estimate of the number 
of birds migrating through the site each fall should be made and included as part of the FEIS. 

3.4.2.1 Proposed Action 

Western Gray Squirrel, p. 3-75: This section suggests that the lack of oak trees in the project 
area indicates that the area has poor habitat quality for this species. In the northern part of the . 
species' range, however, oaks are completely lacking. Accordingly, the absence of oak trees 
should not be used to conlcude that the squirrels are absent frorn a site. 

Special Status Wildlife Species, p.3-77: This section introduces the collision 11sk model (or 
"bird exposure index" as it is called in the avian rep011s) from the avian survey reports. As 
discussed above, this model is highly suspect. The avian survey reports present numerous 
caveats when using this model or index: "This index is only based on initial flight height 
observations and relative abundance (defined as the use estimate) and does not account for other 
possible collision risk factors such as foraging or courtship behavior." 

Reliance upon the Index is subject to criticism on several grounds. Intuitively, the model makes 
little sense.13 The model also fails to account for the disproportionate impact of mortality on rare 

13 In the model, A = mean use for species is averaged across all surveys. Many species, especially raptors, 
demonstrate distinct seasonal use ofthe site. For example, a large influx of bald eagles into the Columbia River 
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populations.14 The model also fails to account for many of the other variables that influence 
strike risk. These include size of the bird, speed of flight, and direction of flight, or weather 
conditions which could obscure blades or towers. 

Ultimately, there is no indication that this model has any predictive value. Neither the DEIS nor 
the avian surveys indicate that this model has ever been tested in the field or been utilized prior 
to the construction of a wind energy facility, followed by post-construction surveys to verify its 
usefulness. 

Given these limitations, any use of numbers from the index should be reported judiciously, 
sparingly, and with all the caveats identified in Appendix C and the DEIS, otherwise unqualified 
validity and strength are implied for these indices. 

Other Wildlife Species, Birds, p. 3-79. The final paragraph in the bird impacts lists a host of 
caveats, which are cause for concem.15 Although there is no geographic feature suggesting this 

Gorge occurs in the winter, and the DEIS does report that the bald eaglc was more likely to OCClli' on the project site 
during winter. However, the species' weight in the model would be greatly reduced by the number of data collection 
efforts made at other times of year. During most times of the year, the risk of collision for a species with strong 
seasonal occurrences would be zero-it just isn't at the site. On the other hand, at the peak of its occmrence at the 
site the risk could be far greater. Distributing the exposure risk across multiple seasons thereby presents a deceptive 
index of exposure risk. 

The model contains two additional parameters: Pf~ proportion of all observations of species i where activity was 
recorded as flying (an index to the approximate percentage oftime species i spends flying during the daylight 
period), and Pl ~ proportion of all flight height observations of species i within the rotor-swept height. Both of these 
parameters are based on information captured at the moment of observation during field data collection. Data 
derived from the literature regarding each species' natural history and behavior could provide a more accurate 
picture oflong-term behavior. As discussed earlier, ahuost all birds fly at some point duriilg the day (one of the 
caveats in the DEIS for the model states "lilf a species was recorded on the site, but never flying at ali, then the 

. exposure index would not be applicable") and at some point flight heights are likely to enter elevations swept by 
rotors. Both of these parameters likely suffer from small sample sizes of the total number of observations, meaning 
that statistically there would be little ability to accurately describe behavior based on the small sample size. 

14 Models such as this suggest that strike risk is reduced ~pecifically because a species is rare at the site. To 
illustrate the point, the loss of one bird from a local population of two hundred (200) has little biological meaning. 
The loss of one bird from a local population oftwo (2) means 50 percent ofthe population is gone. Yet in each 
example, only one bird was killed. 

15 These caveats include: 

... the level of night migration for species associated with the project site is also not kaown . 

. . . risk analyses ... provide some insight into which species are most vulnerable to turbine 
collision; however, estimates are based on abundance, proportion of daily activity budget spent 
flying, and flight height of each species. Observations were made during daylight hours, and do 
not take into consideration flight behavior or abundance of nocturnal migrants . 

. . . the analysis does not account for varying ability among species to detect and avoid turbines, 
habitat selection, or other factors that may influence exposure to turbine collision. 
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site constitutes a migratory bottleneck or should host a concentration of migrants, no effort was 
made to assess passerine migration, particularly at night (when most of these species migrate). 
In the absence of such an effort and in light of the long list of caveats associated with the 
collision index, post-constlUction monitoring and appropriate mitigation (should significant 
mortality occur) is warranted. Long term impacts should be assessed over a 5 -10 year period 
because of our lack of experience with siting wind projects in Western forested ecosystems, and 
because of the inter-annual variability in migrating bird numbers. 

Other Wildlife Species, Bats, p. 3-79: Bats are difficult to study. Nonetheless, the fact that of 
all the bats detected and all the species that could be present at the site, only the hoary bat was 
identified to species, leaves much infonn"ation for the site lacking. The DEIS concludes (based 
on Appendix C reports) that relatively little bat activity was recorded at elevated heights, and two 
seasons of monitoring did not detect significant migrations. While these are good signs, the 
DEIS concludes "variable levels of recorded use by bats across years, habitats and recording 
height above ground indicate that the extent of impacts is difficult to predict at this time." This 
conclusion demands years of follow-up monitoring to assess actual impacts. As one of the first 
sites placed in a forested setting, such monitoring is particularly critical to understanding the 
environmental impacts of wind energy sites in forests. 

3.4.3 Mitigation Measures 

Post-Construction Avian [and Bat] Mortality Study: Given the large number of unknowns 
discussed above regarding both bats and birds, the avian mortality monitoring mitigation 
measure should be expanded to include bats and its duration should be expanded from 2 years to 
a 5-10 year horizon. 

Research-oriented Studies: As one of the first wind power projects proposed for construction 
within a forested habitat in the Pacific Northwest, this project offers a unique opportunity to 
conduct research-oriented studies regarding the wind energy/wildlife interactions like the 
research studies identified in the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines (2009) and the USFWS Wind 
Turbine Guidelines (2010). 

Adoption of USFWS BMPs: The proponent should adopt the Best Management Practices set 
forth by the USFWS Wind Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee. Most of the BMPs 
suggested by the committee are already in the DEIS, but a good faith effort should be made to 
meet all of these guidelines to minimize project impacts. One BMP not presented in the DEIS 
includes appropriate lighting of on-site facilities (in addition to the towers themselves) to control 
light pollution and maintain the dark skies needed by bats and migrating birds. 

As a resul~ actual risk may be lower or higher than indicated by these esthnates[.] 
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The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC): As mentioned earlier, membership in the 
Technical Advisory Committee should include representatives from Audubon Washington or one 
of its member chapters, as well as representatives from local, federal and tribal federal and local 
environmental groups. The TAC should be convened for the life of the project, unless EFSEC 
determines otherwise. 

Procedures for Responding to Avian and Bat Mortality Events: The mitigation measures 
should include the adoption of procedures specifying how the project will respond to large scale 
avian or bat mortality events or a take of a Bald Eagle or other species subject to protection 
under Federal or State law. These procedures should include timeframes for notifying relevant 
authorities (EFSEC, the TAC, and appropriate local, state and federal authorities) and measures 
to be taken to ensure no additional environmental harm occurs pending investigation of such an 
event, including curtailment of operations. Consistent with WDFW Wind Power Guidelines, the 
Applicant should contact the USFWS to determine appropriate measures to resolve un
authorized take of Endangered Species Act listed species 01' other species covered by other 
federal regulations. 

Construction Monitoring: Mitigation measures during constlUction should include retaining an 
independent environmental monitor to ensure that all Best Management Practices and other 
mitigation measures are fully observed during the course of constlUction. 

Mitigation for Lost Habitat: Arrangement should be made to mitigate for the permanent and 
temporary habitat losses caused by the project. Mitigation for permanent loss of habitat should 
be made on a one to one basis as provided for under the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines and 
should be developed in conjunction with WDFW and EFSEC. 

3.4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

This section concludes with the statement "[t]he potential for ongoing occurrence of either 
golden or bald eagles is considered extremely rare." This statement is misleading. While both of 
these species appear to be rare at the site, surveys have documented their presence at the site. 
Moreover, both of these species are known to range widely in search of food, and bald eagles 
have been appearing in increasing numbers during the winter in a location that is only two miles 
away. Under these circumstances, the DEIS should state that periodic occurrences (in low 
numbers) of these species at the project site are predictable and are to be expected. 

3.6 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

3.6.2.1 Proposed Aetion 
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Construction, Fire and Explosion, p. 3-97: The wind turbine nacelles will be at a height of 262 
feet. This section should discuss the technical challenges that m:e posed by responding to a fIre, 
explosion or medical emergency at such a height, the types of emergency equipment necessary to 
respond to emergency events, and who (local fIre departments, DNR or the Applicant) will be 
responsible for supplying and operating this equipment. 

Operation, Fire and Explosion, p. 3-99: This section acknowledges that turbine malfunctions 
resulting in fires have been known to occur. Given that the turbines nacelle are located hundreds 
of feet in the air in a windy area surrounded by land being managed for timber production, it 
would appear that a fire could pose a serious tin'eat to the project site and surrounding property. 
This section should be expanded to discuss the potential environmental impacts that may arise 
from a turbine fire and the actions that would be taken to minimize those impacts. This section 
should discuss whether equipping the turbines with fIre suppression equipment is advisable. 

3.6.3 Mitigation 

Equipping the turbines with fire suppression equipment should be considered as a possible 
mitigation measure. 

3.7 NOISE 

3.7.1.3 Affected Environment 

The Applicant intends to harvest trees in the vicinity of the project site prior to construction. 
This section should discuss whether the harvest of trees will affect the validity of the pre
construction sound study with a specific focus on the residential sites identified in the first 
paragraph of Section 3.7.1.3. 

3.7.2 Impacts 

This section should discuss on-site alternatives regarding the placement of wind turbine towers 
and potential noise impacts. 

3.7.3 Mitigation 

If warranted, mitigation measures should include removal or reconfiguration of turbines to 
minimize impacts on residential receptors. 

If warranted, mitigation measures should include maintenance of vegetative buffers between the 
project and residential receptors to minimize sound impacts. 

3.8 LAND USE AND RECREATION 
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3.8.1.2 Recl'eation 

The Malk O. Hatfield Wilderness Area is within a 25 mile radius of the proposed project. 
Envirorunental impacts to this wilderness area should be identified and discussed in this section. 

3.8.3.1 Proposed Action 

Changes to Existing Land Use Patterns and Recreation, Project Operation, p. 3-151: 
In this section, the authors suggest that the project will not impact local agricultural tourism 
because wineries located in southeastern Washington are "thriving" despite the fact that there are 
four wind power facilities located between Walla Walla and Kennewick. This paragraph should 
be redacted. Correlation does not establish causation. Without more detailed analysis, the fact 
that wineries and wind power operations co-exist in Walla Walla Calmty should not be nsed to 
predict the envirorunental impact of this project in Skamania County. 

Consistency with Applicable Land Use Regulations, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area Management Plan, p. 3-154: Under the bullet point entitled "Scenic Appreciation and 
Scenic Travel Corridors," strike "only" from the discussion so that the sentence reads: "The 
project would have minor to moderate impacts on visual quality as viewed from travel corridors 
inside the Scenic Area." 

Trails and Pathways. The discussion in this section needs to be clarified. The project will have 
low to moderate visual impacts on viewpoints from some trails and pathways in the CRGNSA. 
The statement that "[t]he project would not affect any trails or pathways in the Scenic Area" is 
incorrect. 

3.8.3.2 No Action Alternative 

If a No Action Alternative is pursued, there will be no impact on visual resources. 

3.8.4 Mitigation Measures 

This section should discuss reconfiguration or removal of turbines to minimize visual impact on 
scenic area as a mitigation measure. . 

3.8.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

If the applicant is unwilling or unable to reconfigure turbines to lninimize visual impacts, then 
this section should identify minor to moderate impacts on visual resources within the CRGNSA 
as an tmavoidable adverse impact. 



August 27, 2010 
Page 20 

ATTORNEY GENERAL OF WASHINGTON 

3.9 ,VISUAL RESOURCES, 

3.9.1 Methodology 

The methodology applied should be expanded to include the Visual Resource Management 
system employed by the Bureau of Land Management. The CRGNSA has established visual 
resource objectives for a large and specific area within the ColwnbiaRiver Gorge. Although the 
project is located just outside the scenic area boundaries, it will be clearly visible from within the 
scenic area and will impact the area's scenic values. That the project is located just outside the 
scenic area boundary should not exclude it from an analysis that fully identifies and discusses the 
project's visual impact on tltis nationally-recognized, high value regional view shed. 

3.9.1.3 Preparation of Visual Simulations 

The photographs underlying the visual simulations are problematic. Visual simulation 
photographs should be taken with a 50 mm lens, as this focal length most closely captures human 
visual perception. See Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects, National Research 
Council (2007) at 247. The use of other focal lengths distorts the image and makes it difficult to 
compare impacts between different photographs. Id. If a digital camera is used, it should be set 
at the hlghest resolution possible. Id. The visual simulations should also he re-sized to a lOx 12 
inch format, at a minimum, for comfortable arm's length viewing. Id. at 250. 

Most of the simulations produced in the DEIS appear to be taken from viewpoints along roads 
and highways. Additional simulation should be provided with views from the Columbia River, 
hiking trails, and wildemess areas. See Id. at 251-52. 

The DBIS states that simulations were not prepared for night time conditions. An inventory of ' 
CWTent night time lighting conditions would be helpful in assessing the extent to whlch FAA 
mandated turbine lighting will impact the night sky. 

3.9.2.3 Viewpoints 

See comments under sections 3.91 and 3.9.1.3. 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area - p.3·194 

Visual impacts are among the issues to be addressed in NEP A and SEP A analysis. Although 
Congress has expressed reluctance to apply Scenic Area restrictions to lands lying outside the 
scenic area boundary, land uses outside the scenic area will impact the visual quality within the 
scenic area and should be subject to visual analysis consistent with the values encompassed by 
theCRGNSA. 
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3.9.3.2 No Action Alternative 

There is no evidence in the record that construction of project will result in an appreciable 
decrease in this region's development or reliance on fossil fuels or prevent the construction of 
such plants in the future. The assertion that failure to build the project will result in continued 
impairment of air quality and visual resources is not well-founded and should be removed from 
the discussion. . 

3.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

In addition to painting the turbines an unobtrusive, non-reflective color and following FAA 
lighting guidelines, the following additional mitigation should be included: 

• Either reducing or reconfiguring the turbine locations to minimize visual iropacts. 

• Explore whether vegetative buffers can be grown or maintained to minimize visual 
iropacts. 

• To the extent visual impacts are unavoidable, mitigation should include the preservation 
of off-site visual resources. 

3.10 mSTORICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.10 .2.2 Cultural Resources Overview 

The FEIS should incorporate the results of archaeological field inventory conducted by Yakama 
Nation's Cultural Resources Department. 

3.11 TRANSPORTATION 

3.11.2 Impacts 

This section should identify likely haul routes for concrete that will be used for the wind turbine 
foundations and discuss any associated enviromnental impacts. 

3.14.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

3.14.3.5 Habitat and Wildlife 

Bird and Bat Species, p. 3-274: This section provides: "Erickson et. al. (2005) concluded that. 
these sources of mortality [Le., other anthropogenic sources] are likely much larger than the 
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potential impacts of wind power development:" This statement of relativism is misleading and is 
not consistent with the intent of a cumulative impacts analysis. While on its face the statement is 
likely true, the question is whether wind energy, by adding incrementally to mortality, would be 
enough to negatively impact bird or bat species. 

Discussion of West Cumulative Impact Study, pp. 3-275-76: The cumulative impact study 
prepared by West, Inc. for the Klickitat County Planning Department has contextual issues that 
need to be addressed. As the DEIS points out, habitat assessed by West for Klickitat County is 
significantly different from that at the project site. The DEIS states that "none of the estimated 
fatalities were anticipated to cause a significant loss in population, and no cumulative impacts 
were anticipated." Since the completion of the West report, however, the number of occupied 
Ferruginous Hawk nests in Washington has dropped precipitously. 16 The West report does 
disclose that this species could be at risk from wind energy facilities, and suggests that exclusion 
zones around core habitats might be warranted. In light of the current plight of this species, the 
"no impact" conclusion needs to be re-evaluated. 

Another problem with the West report is that it focuses solely on impacts from the full build out 
of all anticipated wind development projects in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion. While 
infOlmative, this analysis misses the point of a cumulative impacts analysis, which is to evaluate 
the impact of the current project (in the West report, all anticipated wind energy development) in 
conjunction with all other reasonably foreseeable stresses on the resource - the analysis should 
have been wider ranging and not i:estricted to wind energy development. 

Cumulative effects result from spatial (geographic) and temporal (time) crowding of 
environmental perturbations. The effects of human activities will accumulate when a second 
perturbation occurs at a site before the ecosystem can fully rebound from the effect of the first 
perturbation.17 Fragmentation and habitat degradation are two of the major problems in the 
shrub-steppe. Development, land conversion, fire, incompatible grazing practices, and weed 
invasion are all driving mechanisms. The question of whether wind energy development in the 
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion could add synergistically to these sources of stress is not addressed 
in the West report. 

The DEIS mentions that climate change is not evaluated as a source of stress. Climate change 
projections for Washington and the Pacific Northwest suggest dramatic changes in East-slope 
forests (as well as shrub-steppe), and these changes should be discussed in the context of 
cumulative impacts. 

The cumulative impacts discussion in the DEIS concludes with the following s~ntence: 

16 McCullen, K. 2010. Eastern Washington sees fCVr'ef ferruginous hawks. Tri-city Herald. May 9. 

17 Council on Environmental QUality. 1997. Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National Envhonmentai Policy Act. Council 
on Environmental Quality. 
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For example, one study from 2009 estimated that, based on performance in the 
United States and Europe, wind farms and nuclear power stations are responsible 
each for between 0.3 and 0.4 bird fatalities per gigawatt-hour (GWh) of electricity 
while fossil-fueled power stations are responsible for about 5.2 fatalities per GWh 
(Sovacool 2009). 

The Sovacool (2009) paper appears to be ftmdamentally flawed in its assumptions. Willis et al. 
(2010)18 published a rebuttal to this paper that would suggest that its premises are unsound. This 
line of reasoning should either be removed from the FElS, 01' better supporting literature 
provided to support the point. 

Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the Whistling Ridge DElS. Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any questions or need clarification regarding my comments. 

Assistant Attorney General 
Counsel for the Environment 

HBM:cv 

cc: By email: 
BPA (and hymail) 
EFSEC (and by mail) 
A1 Wright 
C. Robert Wallis 
Jason Spadaro 
Kyle Crews 
Tim McMahan 
Darrel Peeples 
Tony Usibelli 
Gary Kahn 
Dorothy H. Jaffe 
Nathan Baker 
J. Richard Arambum 

lS Willis, C. R, R M. R. Barclay, 1. G. Boyles, R. M Brigham. V. Brack. Jr., D. L. Waldien. and J. Reichard. 2010. Bats are not birds 
and other problems with Sovacool's (2009) analysis of animal fatalities due to electricity generation. Energy Policy 38:2067-2069. 
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Robert Wittenberg, Jr. 
Peggy Bryan 
Skamania County Agri-Tourism Assoc. 
Chris McCabe 
Shawn Cantrell 
Isa Anne Taylor· 
Jill Arens 
Jolm McSheny 
David Poucher 
Michael Canon 

. Don McIvor 
By mail: 
Save our Scenic Area 
Klickitat and Cascades Tribes of the Yakama 
Johnson Meminick 
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Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA)
PO Box 41, Underwood WA 98651 

www.saveourscenicarea.org  

 

Comment on Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Comments on Bat Studies  

 

August 27, 2010 

 
Stephen Posner          Andrew M.  Montaño 
Energy Facility Site Manager        Environmental Protection Specialist 
Washington EFSEC          Bonneville Power Administration 
905 Plum Street SE,  3rd Floor      PO Box 3621   KEC‐4 
PO Box 43712            905 NE 11th Avenue 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3712        Portland, OR  97208‐3621 
 
 

Dear Messrs. Posner and Montaño: 
 

Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA) is involved with the Whistling Ridge Energy (WRE) project 

application as an Intervener.  SOSA is a non‐profit corporation formed by concerned local Gorge 

citizens.  Its primary mission is to help preserve the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 

view‐shed; to further maintain the existing rural and scenic character of Underwood, 

Washington, and surrounding communities in Washington and Oregon; and work to preserve 

the intent of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act.  I am writing today to provide 

comments on the recently issued draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the WRE 

proposal. 

SOSA is submitting several different comment letters, covering a variety of subject matter 

within the DEIS.  We have also reviewed the comments submitted by the Friends of Columbia 

Gorge, agree with them and incorporate them by reference.  There are multiple environmental 

issues involved in the consideration of this project and it is important that each be given 

through consideration in the EIS process.  We find that, in many areas, the present DEIS is 

completely insufficient and we urge that the NEPA/SEPA responsible officials prepare a 

supplemental DEIS.   
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The following  pages of written and charted comments, plus Exhibits, are intended to address 
some, but not all, of the deficiencies noted in the particular sections within the WRE DEIS that 
address Bats.  In all cases, the deficiencies are explained.  In most cases, particular remedies are 
suggested.  Because no remedy is proposed by SOSA does not mean there should not be one 
implemented by the NEPA/SEPA responsible officials. 
 
 
Prepared for Save Our Scenic Area 
by Loreley Drach, M.S. 

I am commenting on the methods, results and conclusions resulting within the Acoustic Bat 
Surveys and the text of the Whistling Ridge DEIS.  
 
METHODS 
 
Whistling Ridge Energy (WRE) hired the consultant WEST, Inc to perform bat surveys in 2007, 
2008, and 2009.  The bat survey consisted only of Anabat recordings at selected locations.  This 
method has the ability to detect and record the ultrasonic calls allowing bat species to be 
identified and enumerated within the spatial range of the Anabat equipment.  Use of the Anabat 
recorder however has limitations.  Anabat recorders are used to determine activity.  What 
specific activity is occurring, such as migration or feeding cannot be determined from the calls 
themselves.  The limitations of the survey methods must be addressed and conclusions need to 
remain within the methodology limitations and not go beyond.  WRE makes assertions that do 
not have any empirical basis in an attempt to lead reviewers to believe it has fulfilled the 
requirements of the DEIS.   
 
To begin with, WEST, Inc. did not consistently achieve their own stated goals: “(1) characterize 
the local bat populations in a variety of habitats, (2) identify areas of high usage by bats, and (3) 
characterize the frequency of bat usage areas representative of where turbine strings would be 
located” if they were achieved at all.   
 

(1) Local bat populations were not characterized in a variety of habitats.  Implied in 
characterizing the bat populations is the identification of species and providing their 
composition of the calls in each habitat.  Only one bat, the hoary bat, was identified.  This 
bat in general only made up approximately 5-6% of the calls.  Out of the 15 species of 
bats that may be present in the WRE area, six have status, and two are candidates for 
listing.  Over 90% of the bat calls remains unidentified.  WEST, Inc. states that they did 
not have the ability to detect individual species of bats.  Perhaps WEST, Inc. does not 
have the ability to do so in house, but they could have sent out the recordings for analysis 

amm2181
Text Box



 
 

Page 3 of 6 
 

Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA)
PO Box 41, Underwood WA 98651 

www.saveourscenicarea.org  

by a qualified expert.  WEST, Inc. provided text in a report for another wind development 
company Acciona demonstrating they have sent tapes out for expert analysis (Exhibit 1).   

 
(2) During 2008, four locations closely representing the diversity of habitats and the turbine 

corridors in the WRE project area were monitored with the Anabat II recorders.  These 
general habitat types included a wetland between two strings, a road corridor, and two 
clear cut locations.   
 

(3) The 2007 survey did not state habitat type monitored and 2009 did not monitor a similar 
variety of habitats in the WRE area as in 2008.  In 2009, WEST, Inc. only monitored 
areas similar to the one identified in 2008 as having the lowest activity.   WEST, Inc. did 
not indicate whether they surveyed locations that would represent tree stands of 10, 20, 
and 30 years of growth.  These tree ages would be present as the project area becomes 
reforested.  WEST, Inc. surveyed highly disturbed locations only, worst case scenario 
from a species use standpoint.  The results in 2009 therefore only represents the lowest 
probably use by surveying what appears to be the least desirable bat habitats, and in 
conditions only present for the first few years following completion of construction.  Yet, 
only the 2009 activity data was used as the basis of comparison to other wind facilities 
with bat mortality data.   

 
Bat activity numbers should be normalized by a fixed time period, like day, week, or month. 
In the case of WRE, they normalized by study period, when each year’s study duration was 
different, as well as start and stop dates.  The longer study period, lasting past normal activity 
periods for bats will indicate lower average values for the whole year’s study. 

The bat survey did not cover any of the bat activity during spring. The longest survey period 
covered June thru October.  Bats have been seen adjacent to the WRE area as early as March.   
Wind in the PNW is most frequent during the winter and spring as frontal systems move in from 
the Pacific Ocean.  Bats, with high springtime metabolic requirement would be vulnerable as 
they forage to recover lost fat from hibernation or migrate through the WRE site.   
 
The WRE surveys discarded single calls.  These single calls could belong to species that range 
on the quiet or non vocal side of the bat world.  A table needs to be created showing which NW 
bats vocalize with two or more calls and which ones often use single calls.  
  
Very significantly, the WRE bat survey failed to assess the prevalence of migrating bats through 
the project area.  The DEIS makes statements that appear intended to demonstrate WRE does not 
believe they pose a significant risk to migrating bats, but these statements are not supported by 
any study or facts.  Anabat recordings do not differentiate between bats feeding, migrating, or 
engaged in other activities. Simply noting what time of year activity was higher or lower does 
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not even suggest migration.  Migration can only be elucidated from carefully designed and 
executed surveys.   
 
Kunz et al. (2007) outlines some of the different technology and methods available for assessing 
nocturnal bats.  Equipment such as tracking radar and thermal infrared imaging cameras can be 
used in conjunction with ultrasound microphones for bats and audio microphones for birds to 
obtain a greater picture of bat and bird migration and behavior in and through the WRE area.  
Because, bird migration was also not assessed, a bird and a bat could be hit with the nearly same 
proverbial stone should a migration survey be required.  
 
Bat experts with specialized knowledge were not consulted for information on location of 
hibernacula and maternity colonies, the only person consulted was a generalist WDFW habitat 
biologist, Bill Weiler (pg 3-80).   

These deficiencies in the methods makes it difficult to truly assess what bat species may be at 
greatest risk both from a numbers issue a population perspective. 
 
RESULTS and CONCLUSIONS 
 
The acoustic bat surveys during 2008 better covered the diverse habitats currently available on or 
near the WRE site than either 2007 or 2009.  The WRE project site contains wetlands, streams, 
ridges, low lying areas, clear cuts, varying ages of forest, and forest fringe areas.  Not all these 
areas were monitored, but in 2008 several of them were.  In 2008 three upland sampling 
locations, two clear cuts and a road corridor (July 3 to Oct 7) were monitored over 97 nights 
recording 39,326 bat passes and one additional sampling station next to a wetland (located 
between two rows of turbine strings) was monitored over 97 nights and recorded a whopping 
17,269 bat passes (mean of 178.0 bat passes per detector night).  The three upland locations had 
means of 14.3, 73.8, and 397.3 bat passes per detector night.  These results appear to be some of 
the highest bat pass detections reported (and in three locations, the highest detections) of any 
wind turbine site in the U.S  Compare to the numbers in the Activity column in Table 4 in 
appendix C-10, page 18.  The highest activity on the table is 38.3 bat detections/detector night.   

WRE suggests that bat use of the site is not high and states that the “extent of impacts is difficult 
to predict at this time (pg. 3-81).”  The absolute extent cannot be precisely predicted, but a 
general ballpark statement can be made upon closer examination of the numbers.  WRE agrees:  
“a) bat mortality shows a rough correlation with bat activity as measured by Anabat units (Table 
4.).”  The WRE Anabat monitors more than suggest high bat activity, it has been clearly 
demonstrated.  It is reasonable to expect that bat mortality could be very high at the WRE 
location if turbines are installed.   
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It is common knowledge that bats have been killed in far greater numbers than birds, particularly 
along the mountain ridges of the Eastern US.  No information exists in the Pacific Northwest on 
bat mortality associated on the forested ridges of the Pacific Northwest, simply because no 
industrial wind projects have been built in this location to date.  Whether resident or local 
populations are more at risk is completely unknown.  In absence of information, a conservative 
approach would be best, especially in light of six status species of which two are candidates for 
listing, possibly inhabiting or migrating through the WRE area.  

Bats do not have to be struck by wind turbines, but simply being in the proximity to a rotating 
blade may cause fatalities from barotrama (Baerwald et. al 2008).  Whether bats are killed as a 
result of a random event or by some selective mechanism is not fully known.  However, it 
appears that bats may be attracted to wind turbines (Horn et al. 2008).  

Bats are long‐lived and have low reproductive rates, making populations susceptible to localized 
extinction (Barclay and Harder 2003). Bat populations may not be able to withstand the existing 
rate of wind turbine fatalities (Kunz et al. 2007; Arnett et al. 2008).  As the number of wind 
turbine facilities increase across the continent, even greater numbers of fatalities will occur.  One 
serious bat problem looming on the horizon is the possibility that White Nose Syndrome may 
infect western bats.  The cumulative effect of wind turbines and this devastating infection on bats 
has not been addressed in cumulative impacts.  This information needs to be added, especially in 
light of the high bat activity at the WRE location.    

 
Society needs to take great care protecting these small flying mammals.  Bats are significant 
consumers of human and agricultural pests.  Without them life could be different.   
 

CITATIONS: 

ARNETT, E. B., ET AL. 2008. Patterns of bat fatalities at wind energy facilities in North 
America. Journal of Wildlife Management 71:61–78. 
 
BAERWALD, E. F., G. H. D’AMOURS, B. J. KLUG, AND R. M. R. BARCLAY. 2008. 
Barotrauma is a significant cause of bat fatalities at wind turbines. Current Biology 18:R695–
696. 
 
Barclay, R.M.R., Harder, L.D., 2003. Life histories of bats: life in the slow lane. In: Kunz, T.H., 
Fenton, M.B. (Eds.), Bat Ecology. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, pp. 209–253. 
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 HORN, J. W., E. B. ARNETT, AND T. H. KUNZ. 2008. Behavioral responses of bats to 
working wind turbines. Journal of Wildlife Management 72:123–132 
 
KUNZ, T. H., ET AL. 2007. Assessing impacts of wind-energy development on nocturnally 
active birds and bats: a guidance document. Journal of Wildlife Management 71:2449–2486. 
 
 
Please also reference the charted comments on the pages below. 
 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the DEIS.  SOSA trusts that the DFEIS and FEIS 
will provide facts and analysis on the issues raised herein. 
 
Regards, 

 
 
Thomas Drach, PE 
Board Member 
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108 nonexistent

Science based studies require a statement of all assumptions made to design a study and 

collect, analyze, and interpret data.  This is completely nonexistent in the DEIS and 

Appendices.  

109 3 65 3.4.1.6 4

Bat acoustic studies conducted from 2007 through 2009 were implemented 

at various locations on the project site.  The goal of the studies were to:  (1) 

characterize the local bat populations in a variety of habitats, (2) identify 

areas of high usage by bats, and (3) characterize the frequency of bat usage 

areas representative of where turbine strings would be located.  Studies 

were done across several seasons to estimate annual variation during 

breeding and periods of migration.  

Goal (1) was not met.  One cannot characterize the local bat populations (note plural) if one 

does not know what different populations of bats exist at the site.  The Anabat recordings 

were only used to differentiate between high and low frequency calls, and only the call of the 

hoary bat (approximately 6% of the calls) was identified to species.  Goal (3) only addressed 

one of a number of "representative" habitats, and this one habitat selected had the lowest 

activity of all monitored habitats.  Only goal (2) was accompished.  Periods of migration were 

not identified by the study, only an assumption that migrating bats would migrate during the 

same period as bats on the East Coast of the US.  Because migration by bats from or through 

the area were not studied,  WRE cannot make any conclusions about migration.  Not all bats 

migrate, some are residents, so unless one knows what migratory species are in or moving 

through the area nothing other that counts of presence can be made.    

Identify all common and unique bat calls by 

Genus and Genus species and report along 

with location, date, time, wind speeds, and 

other meterological information.  Provide all 

information in a supplemental DEIS.  

Characterize the local bat populations in a 

variety of habitats.  Design study to 

specifically adress MIGRATION according to 

established best practices.  

110 3 65 3.4.1.6 5

For all studies, passive Anabat II echolocation detectors coupled with Zero 

Crossing Analysis Interface Modules (ZCAIM; Titly Electronics Pty Ltd., NSW, 

Australia) were used in all survey years.  Bat species are generally grouped 

into those that emit low frequency (<35 kHz) or high frequency (≥35 kHz) 

calls.  

Bats need to be identifed to species, particularly in light of a number of species with an 

elevated status.  The Applicant's consultant, WEST INC, has demonstrated capability to 

provide this service and needs to perform this analysis.  Bats should be grouped by Genus, 

and Genus Species in addition to low and high frequency calls.  

Condensed exerpts from WEST, Inc. 

bat study for Acciona:  Analysis of 

bat calls was conducted using 

Analook software (DOS version).  

Species identification was aided by 

the Preliminary Key to the

Qualitative Identification of Calls 

within the AnaBat System (Amelon 

2005, unpublished data)

 All Myotis‐like calls were identified 

to genus only and submitted to 

biologist, Eric Britzke, for 

identification to species.

Identify all common and unique bat calls by 

Genus and Genus species and report along 

with location, date, time, wind speeds, and 

other meterological information.  

comment #'s continued from previous Specific Comments 

submitted earlier
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112 3 67 3.4.1.6
In 2009, the bat survey efforts were further refined to focus specifically on 

the types of locations where turbines would be sited.  

This statement is patently false and misleading.  The study design in 2008 represented the 

tubine locations by including areas near water sources.  There are two water sources bats can 

use.  One is the wetland just outside of 150 feet from some of southern the C string of 

turbines.  The second, although mentioned a number of times during scoping, is from a creek 

below the southern A‐array.  This creek flows into an old reservoir located on the east side 

under the southern A string.  It too provides a water source for bats.  The 2009 survey 

selected locations far from water sources and as far from any size of trees that could be 

attained and is not representative of the diverse environment typical of a mountainous 

coniferous environment.  

113 General
No comparison to environmental conditions during the time Anabat equipment was 

operating,

114 General No mention of how bat use will increase in clearcuts as trees regrow.

116 General

Bats data cannot be compared to other PNW use and mortality surveys.  A those surveys 

occurred in the open, dry, unforested farmlands and grasslands and not in the damp 

coniferous forests and ridgelines of the Cascade Mountians.  Patterns in use and activity are 

highly likely given differences in species and therefore behavior patterns of each individual 

species.  Timing of reproduction and migration or hibernation is very likely to be different in 

the hot and dry environments than than in the forests of the Cascade Mountains for those 

species that inhabit both areas.  

An expanded, in depth independent study 

needs to be performed over multiple years 

prior to any conclusions about seasonal and 

temporal use patterns and predicted 

mortality.  

117 3 66 3.4.1.6 table 3.4‐6 Table

Need to identify also what species are high and low frequency.  A count shows that two high 

frequency and four low frequency bats have status.  Of the low frequency bats one has been 

identifed but only makes up 5.9% of the total calls.  This means that over 94% of the bat calls 

are unidentifed.  Of particular interest, in the low frequency group, one species had been 

identifed as being in the area, leaving six not identified.  Out of those six, four have status.  In 

the high frequency group, two of the 8 have status.  Overall, there is a very good chance that 

a number, if not all of these status species use this area, given the number of unidentifed 

calls.  

Have expert biologists identify calls and 

present results along with detailed life 

history and overall abundance.
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118 3 79 3.4.1.7 6

It is likely that some bat mortality would occur during operation; however, 

mortality estimates are difficult due to our lack of understanding of why 

bats collide with wind turbines….

It is common knowledge that it is not necessary to know why things happen to be able to 

assign an number to how often it may happen.  It may be necessary to know why things 

happen to develop an effective solution.  For example:  Survival studies (mortality) in salmon 

are able to calculate the estimated number in a species population surviving through each 

dam, and the number surviving to the ocean based on the survival passage at each dam.  

Those numbers can be used to develop models of survival based on flow, temperature, size 

of fish, species, and timing of migration.  It is not necessary to determine what exact or 

behavorial factor is involved.  Same with bats.  Scientists may not know what behavior 

exposes bats to be killed by wind turbines, but it IS known that bats are killed based on 

exposure (activity) to turbines.  Significantly more than some are likely to be killed, especially 

if WRE is along a migration pathway.  Population effect could result for a number of the bat 

species and particularly for Townsend's big eared bat.  

119 3 80 3.4.1.7 3

The timing of peak bat activity on the proposed project site (portions of July 

and August) does not coincide with when the highest levels of bat mortality 

have been documented at other wind projects in the US.  Fatality studies 

have shown a peak in mortality in August and September and generally 

lower mortality earlier in the summer (citations)......  Rest of paragraph.  

This section tries to suggest that because more bat calls were recorded in the summer 

months that mortality in migrating bats will be low.  This does not correlate with other 

projects in the PNW.  These other projects are in the eastern part of the state not having all 

the same species, a warmer drier environment with moderate fall weather where bat activity 

will remain higher longer into the fall.  Second, bat mortality IS correlated with bat call 

recordings that indicate activity.  Bat activity occurs until late September and early November 

with a peak in September.   Because bat migration was not studied, no conclusions about bat 

migration can be made.

120 3 80 3.4.1.7 4

After August 31, activity for all bats was very low relative to earlier dates, 

indicating that most bats had left the area for winter hibernacula or warmer 

climates.  

This statement is not supported by an analysis of the numbers.  Because species of bat calls 

are not identified and each species of bat has behavioral/physiological differences with 

response to oncomming winter, it cannot even be suggested that the bats left the area for 

hibernacula or warmer climates.  For example:  The Townsend's big eared bat's annual cycle 

includes an approximate 7 to 8 month period of peak activity in spring and summer when 

insects are most available and reproduction occurs.  The life history and behavior of each bat 

species that may use the area needs to be incorporated into the timing of bat bat survey 

results and discussion.  And the results need to include the identification of bat calls by the 

bat experts that specialize in studying each species of bats, especially the uncommon ones.  

http://www.yoloconservationplan.

org/yolo_pdfs/speciesaccounts/ma

mmals/townsends‐big‐eared‐

bat.pdf

Identify bat call to species.  Conduct a full 

bat migration study.  Use accepted statistical 

analysis to compare bat abundance and 

movement in and through the WRE project 

area.  

121 3 80 3.4.1.7 5

The project site does not contain topographic features, such as canyons, 

that may funnel migrating bats toward corridors where turbines would be 

placed.  

Unfounded statements.  There is no Pacific NW study on topographic effects on migrating 

bats to substantiate this.  If so, cite the supporting document and do so for bat species that 

may migrate from or through the Pacific NW.  
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122 3 80 3.4.1.7 5

No turbines would be constructed near wetlands or ponds, and cleared 

areas surrounding turbine strings would closely mimic clearcuts or young 

reforested areas, where to date, recorded bat activity levels on the project 

site were the lowest.  

Absolutely incorrect assertion.  Cedar swamp, a wetland discussed in the DEIS, is only a little 

over 150 feet from the C string of turbines to the east and a little further to the E string.  The 

SB2 Anabat placed near the wetland recorded 178.0 bat passes per detector‐night.  The A 

string sits above an old reservoir that holds water the entire year.  The Anabat placed in the A‐

string corridor recorded 73.8 bats per detector‐night even though it was sitting out in the 

middle of a clearcut as were the detectors in 2009.  By no stretch of the imagination is this a 

low number, only relatively lower than the extremely high numbers at two other locations in 

2008.  The numbers are so high, the developer did not want to compare them in the Table 4, 

page 18 appendix C‐10.  If 2008 numbers had been placed in the table, it would have reset 

the bar for all time high numbers of bats recorded per detector‐night at wind turbine 

facilities.  

DEIS Text.  

Repair the defeciencies in the map and show 

the OLD RESERVOIR at the base of the 

southern A‐Array.  Provide acutual measures 

in FEET or METERS for each turbine within 

2000 ft of a body of water.  

123 3 59 3.4.1.5

Bat surveys conducted during ......... did not have the ability to detect 

individual species of bats.  Based on the lack of detailed information of this 

species life history and habitat requirements and nature of the bat surveys 

conducted it is difficult to conclude with certainty with the likelihood of 

Keen's bats occurring on the project site.  However, Due to the lack of old 

growth or mature forest types within the project area and the predominant 

commercial forestry use of the property, the likelihood of occurrence on the 

site is considered to be low.  

Anabat II technology exists to identify, by call, individual bat species.  This technology has 

existed for over 10 years.  West has authored a paper where the Anabat technology was used 

to identify to species the majority of calls.  Papers, abstacts, and exerpts are attached.  The 

tapes need to be further analysed by a highly qualifed INDEPENDENT expert to identify bat 

calls with special emphasis to identify rare species.  If WEST failed to set up the Anabat II 

correctly so that calls can be identified, then additional bat data collection needs to occur.      

Additionally, cumulative impacts should assess the possible future infection of bats by white 

nose syndrome.  Increased mortality of ANY type, may directly affect these species future 

viability.  

124 3 75 3.4.2 4
Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big Eared Bat.  Surveys for bats were not 

able to identify all   bats to species level.  

Bats currently identified by the surveys, to Genus and Genus species, must be listed in a table 

form at the minimum.  It is uncontionable to withhold such information, especially in light of 

this statement verifying the existence of bat species data.  

Provide supplemental DEIS identifying how 

many Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big 

Eared bat calls were detected by the Anabat 

II and locations, time of year, wind speeds, 

and other meterological information.  

125 3 66 3.4.1.6 1

Two additional special status species, Keen's bat (Myotis keenii) and 

Townsend's big‐eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), may occur but have 

not been identified in prior  surveys.  

The reason for doing the WRE survey is to perform a survey and determine what species are 

identified to use the area.  

State whether either of these two species 

have been identified in the current DEIS 

study.  This can only be achieved by 

reporting species calls identified on the 

Anabat II recording.  What PRIOR surveys are 

being referred to here?  Explain why it 

matters whether something was identified 

prior? What is the purpose of a current 

survey that can identify species if it only 

matters what is identified PRIOR? 
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126 78 3.4.1.7 3 Special Status Species
Not discused under 'special status species":  Fringed myotis, Long‐legged bat, pallid bat, and 

Western pipistrelle.  These four other bats each have some status as detailed on Table 3.4‐6.  

Discuss undre special status species or state 

why their status on the table not qualify 

them for special status

127 3 80 3.4.1.7 5

The nearest know hibernaculum is located near the town of Trount Lake, 

nearly 20 miles north of the proposed project (B.Wieler, personal 

communication).

Townsend's big eared bat hibernaculum near Trout Lake is known and is one of the largest in 

Washington.  However, other as of yet identifed hibernaculum, may exist nearby.  A vast lava 

flow begin just a few miles west of the project site and it could contain hibernaculum.  The 

project site is an area of old volcanic activity.  Given that the Townsends big eared bat is 

difficult to identify through recordings, it is hard to find maternity colonies, and later in the 

season they may travel as much as 50 km, extra effort needs to be expended to determine if 

this at risk species is near to or using areas of the WRE project.  

128 3 60 3.4.1.5
There are no known roosting structures or maternity colonies occurring in 

the vicinity of the project area.  

See comments on Keen's Myotis.  Townsend's Big Eared Bat, a species of concern and a 

candidate for listing, is present in the region.  One of the largest colonies at is located in lava 

cave nearer to Trout Lake to the north (400 bats?).  Colonies are small compared to many 

other bat species and not many colonies are known to exist.  The southern end of the old lava 

flow (can be seen from Google Earth) that may contain additional colonies is approximately 

three miles from the project .  

129 3 59 3.4.1.5
Bat surveys conducted during 2007, 2008, and 2009 (Appendices C‐8, C‐9, 

and C‐10) did not have the ability to detect individual species of bats.  

Completely inaccurate statement at the best.  Hoary Bats were identified.  It IS ACCEPTED 

THOUGHOUT THE BAT WORLD THAT THE ANABAT IS A PRODUCT TO COLLECT BAT CALLS 

AND TO IDENTIFY BAT CALLS TO SPECIES.  TITLEY INC, AUSTRIALIA (the company that makes 

this product) PROMOTES THE ANABAT AS A GREAT PRODUCT BECAUSE OF THIS CAPABILITY!  

The DEIS text make this assertion a number of times and and is just a false the first time 

stated as every other time statecd in the DEIS!

130 C‐8 3
Hoary bats comprised 5.7% of the total passes detected within the SWRA 

(20 of 348 bat passes: Table 1).

So, it is possible to identify bat species, so why not the remaining 94.3% of the calls?  It is 

clear these tapes need to be reviewed by qualified experts.
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131 C‐9 8
Acoustic bat surveys were unable to determine bat species present in the 

study area (except for hoary bats)…..

So, it is possible to identify bat species, so why not the remaining 94.3% of the calls?  It is 

clear hese tapes need to be reviewed by qualified experts.

132 C‐10 4 5 Hoary bats comprised 5.9% of the total passes detected within the WRWRA. 
So, it is possible to identify bat species, so why not the remaining 94.3% of the calls?  It is 

clear these tapes need to be reviewed by qualified experts.

133 C‐10 18 Table 4 Whistling Ridge, WA     8.09     This study

The number 8.09 (activity/detector night) is a lower number  from a study that appears to 

have been manipulated in 2009 in an attempt to achieve a low number.  The numbers from 

the 2008 study should also be placed on this table.  The numbers from 2008 are 14.3, 73.8, 

178.0, and 397.3 activity/detector night.  An average of the three should be generated and 

put in the table.  That average is likely to be well over 100.0 (bat calls)activity/detector night, 

and will be exceeding high relative to every other number in that column.  Is this why it is left 

off the table?
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3.4 Nocturnal AnaBat Surveys

The objective of the nocturnal AnaBat surveys was to record the relative abundance of echo-
locating bats flying through the sampling area during summer breeding season and the spring and 
fall migration seasons.    

3.4.1 Methods 

Bat activity at the project area was recorded using an AnaBat II ultrasonic bat detector attached 
to a zero-crossing analysis interface module (ZCAIM) which houses a compact flash memory 
card for temporary download of ultrasonic activity files.  To sample continuously on remote 
mode (automatic data collection), the detector and ZCAIM were powered by an external 12V 
battery.  Each AnaBat unit (detector, ZCAIM, and 12V battery) was enclosed inside a plastic box 
or dry bag with the detector microphone positioned against a PVC tube protruding from the 
box/bag.  This design prevented water from damaging the AnaBat units without compromising 
the ability of the unit to detect ultrasonic noise in the environment.  To limit variation among 
AnaBats, sensitivity settings were calibrated for each unit prior to data collection.  Most AnaBat 
units were set at or near setting 7 on the sensitivity dial.  Each passive AnaBat unit was 
positioned so that the microphone faced the same cardinal direction for each sampling period.  
Calls were recorded for passive sampling from approximately sunset to sunrise (1900 – 0700).  
AnaBat units were removed from the field approximately once per week to download files, 
recharge batteries, and troubleshoot technical problems.  Data gathered from the passive AnaBat 
units at the met tower were used to calculate bat activity (designated as number of calls/night) 
present at the site during the sampling periods.  Nights that experienced any number of technical 
difficulties were not included in the final analyses. 

During the spring sampling season (April 13 – May 29), two AnaBat sampling locations were 
established.  One unit was placed at ground level in the open grassy field at the base of the 
project met tower and another unit was deployed near a wooded edge (Non-met 1) to increase 
likelihood of detecting additional species (Figure 15).  Access issues and technical difficulties 
with the AnaBat unit at the Non-met 1 location caused the unit to be relocated to a small farm 
pond near a wooded edge (Non-met 2) within the project boundary after a week of sampling.  
Acoustic sampling at these two locations (Met tower and Non-met 2) continued through spring 
and these locations were maintained through the summer sampling season (June 28 – August 8).  
During the fall season (August 13 – October 9), AnaBat sampling continued at ground level at 
the met tower.  A second AnaBat unit was deployed from August 15 – October 16 in a tree 
approximately 10 m above ground near the radar survey station (Radar; Figure 15). 

In addition to the stationary passive units, a “roaming” or mobile AnaBat unit was deployed 
during the summer to assess resident/breeding bat species present within the project area.  
Roaming sampling was conducted using a handheld AnaBat unit for 9 nights (3 sampling periods 
of 3 consecutive nights each) at habitats likely to have high numbers of resident bats.  To select 
locations for active sampling, reconnaissance visits were made to the project area during the day 
time to select sampling locations based on the presence of travel corridors (trails and roads), 
linear landscape features (forest edges), and access to water; habitat features known to be 
important for bats.  Active sampling was conducted from sunset until approximately 4-5 hours 
after sunset (2100 – 0100). 
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Analysis of bat calls was conducted using Analook software (DOS version).  Analook displays 
ultrasonic activity in a format similar to a sonogram used for analysis of bird vocalizations (e.g., 
frequency versus time).  Species identification was aided by the Preliminary Key to the 
Qualitative Identification of Calls within the AnaBat System (Amelon 2005, unpublished data) 
where characteristics such as slope, frequency, minimum frequency, consistency of minimum 
frequency, and shape of pulse assist in the identification of bat vocalizations.  Due to similarity 
of call characteristics, two species (big brown and silver-haired bat) were lumped into one 
species category.  All Myotis-like calls were identified to genus only and submitted to NYSDEC-
recommended biologist, Eric Britzke, for identification to species.   To obtain species 
identifications, an ID filter (Britzke and Murray 2001) was loaded into Analook to determine 
calls sequences of sufficient quality and length for species identification to be attempted.  Once 
separated, echolocation calls of sufficient quality and length were also identified using 
quantitative techniques (Britzke 2003).  Quantitative analyses are conducted by a cross-validated 
classification model based on 10 extracted call parameters [duration (Dur), maximum frequency 
(Fmax), minimum frequency (Fmin), mean frequency (Fmean), duration to the knee (Tk), 
frequency of the knee (Fk), duration of the body (Tc), frequency of the body (Fc), initial slope 
(S1), and slope of the body (Sc)] collected from 1,846 sequences (35,979 calls) of 12 eastern 
U.S. bat species (Britzke 2003).  Average accuracy rates for species identification using this 
statistical method ranges from 56.9% (L. borealis) to 98.5 % (M. grisescens), with accuracy rates 
for Myotis sodalis ranging from 81.4% to 88.6%.   

3.4.2 Results 

Passage Rates
The total number of calls and number of calls per night, recorded by each AnaBat unit varied by 
location and season (Table 4).  The met tower AnaBat unit detected 769 bat calls total (19.72 
calls/night) during the 39 days of spring sampling.  Sampling at the two non-met locations during 
spring resulted in higher bat activity (29-33 calls/night) than at the met tower, despite changing 
in sampling location for the non-met unit.  Summer sampling occurred at the met tower on 9 
nights and recorded a total of 198 calls (22.0 calls/night).  Approximately 2.5 times as many calls 
(55.56 calls/night) were recorded at the non-met 2 location during summer, likely indicating a 
nearby roosting colony of species and/or better habitat for foraging bats.  During fall, the AnaBat 
unit positioned at ground level at the met tower recorded the lowest number of bat vocalizations 
per night (9.26 calls/night).  Despite a similar number of sampling days, the AnaBat unit located 
at the radar sampling station recorded more bat calls/night (32.58).  Approximately 93% of calls 
(n=1519) at the radar location were recorded between August 15 and August 21.  Only 25% of 
the calls recorded at the met tower (n=117) were recorded during the same sampling period.          
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Table 4. Number of sampling days, total number of calls recorded, and calls/night recorded by 
each AnaBat unit for spring, summer, and fall sampling periods. 

Season Location

# of sampling 
days used in 

analysis
Total # of 

calls # calls/night 
Spring Met tower low

Non-met 1
Non-met 2

39
11
24

769
320
782

19.72
29.09
32.58

Summer Met tower low
Non-met 2

9
9

198
500

22.0
55.56

Fall Met tower low
Radar

50
50

463
1629

9.26
32.58

Species Identification
Using qualitative analysis of search calls, 5 species groups of bats were positively identified at 
the met tower location (Table 5).  As is typical with AnaBat sampling, the majority of 
vocalizations were unable to be identified due to the few number of pulses per call (<5 
pulses/call sequence).  Relative call frequency was calculated by dividing the number of calls 
recorded for each species by the total number of calls recorded at the met tower for each season.  
Of those calls that were able to be identified to species, Lasiurus borealis calls accounted for the 
majority of the vocalizations during all seasons at the met tower.  

Summer sampling with the mobile AnaBat unit occurred on nine nights and recorded 464 bat 
calls (Table 6).  The objective of the mobile sampling was to identify to the extent possible the 
species of bats using the St. Lawrence Windpower project area during the summer breeding 
season.  As with the fixed station sampling, many calls could not be identified to species.  One 
individual of an additional species, eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrellus subflavus), was recorded 
during the roaming surveys and not recorded during sampling at the passive monitoring stations.  
The highest number of recorded calls was of hoary bat (Table 6); however, 95% of those calls 
occurred on one night at one location and may have been from only one or a few individuals 
echolocating repeatedly near the AnaBat microphone.   

Following the qualitative screening, 208 call files with characteristics resembling Myotis species 
were submitted to Eric Britzke for further analysis.  Of those files, 76 calls (36.5%) did not 
contain sufficient enough information to be processed quantitatively.  The remaining calls were 
analyzed quantitatively on a nightly basis by site (Britzke 2003).  Calls meeting the quantitative 
criteria for the following species were identified:  eastern red bat (22 calls), little brown bat (50 
calls), northern myotis (44 calls), and Indiana bat (16 calls).
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ANABAT

Anabat Contents

Overview
Storage ZCAIM
AnaPocket - Anabat on a PDA
AnalookW - Software for Windows
Technical Notes
Notes on bats

Software/Firmware

Latest AnalookW Software
Latest AnaPocket Software
Latest Software for SD1 and Storage ZCAIM
Other Utility Software

Back to: Home

Overview

Anabat is a system designed to help users identify and survey bats by detecting and analysing their echolocation calls.
It carries a strong emphasis on passive detection, in which the detector is used as a logging device to monitor bat
activity in the absence of human intervention. But it is also very well suited to active monitoring, where the user
watches bats in much the same ways as a birder watches birds. In that case, a bat detector is substituted for binoculars
as the main enabling technology.

For passive monitoring, there are three main components to the system, a Bat Detector, a ZCAIM and software. In the
newer SD1 model, the detector and ZCAIM are combined into one housing. The detector and ZCAIM can be placed in
the field and protected from the weather, so they can monitor bats all night long, every night for months or even years
at a time, while saving their data to a Compact Flash memory card (like those used in cameras). The card is typically
swapped out in the field with an empty card, and then downloaded to extract the stored data, which can be viewed and
managed in the AnalookW software.

For active monitoring, the ideal setup is an SD1 with an attached PDA, which allows in-the-hand monitoring of bat
calls in real time. This arrangement gives the user maximum freedom of movement to follow bats on foot. Surveys can
easily be conducted on foot or from a moving vehicle. The ability to see bat calls in real time has many benefits,
making it much easier to associate different bat call types with the bats and their behaviour. See here for more details.

The Bat Detector is used to produce audible output from the ultrasonic (and therefore generally inaudible) sounds
which bats generate in order to echolocate. While there are many types of bat detectors available commercially, those
used in the Anabat system are the ANABAT II and SD1 detectors. The SD1 is a more recent model which combines a
detector and ZCAIM (see below). These are frequency dividing (FD) detectors which provide a broadband frequency
down-conversion, which generates audio signals with frequencies directly related to those the bat is producing. Many
authors have treated Frequency Division detectors as poor cousins of the more complex detector types, because they
provide less complete detail of the recorded bat calls. However, there are many tradeoffs in bat detector design, and the
Anabat detectors provide a number of very important facilities which are not possible with other detectors. Anabat
detectors make it very fast and easy to see the output which is of most value for species identification (the frequency-

http://users.lmi.net/corben/storage_zcaim.htm#Storage_ZCAIM_Contents
http://users.lmi.net/corben/PDA.htm
http://users.lmi.net/corben/WinAnalook.htm#AnaLookW_Contents
http://users.lmi.net/corben/notes_on_bats.htm#BatNotes_Contents
http://users.lmi.net/corben/index.htm#top
http://users.lmi.net/corben/PDA.htm
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time characteristics of bat calls), and they provide this in a manner which is extremely efficient in terms of data
storage requirements and power consumption. Furthermore, the nature of the data generated by Anabat detectors is
ideally suited to analysis using Zero-Crossings Analysis (ZCA), which provides very clear depictions of the important
call details without the blurriness inherent in displays made using FFT (which is necessary for other forms of call
analysis, and is also much slower and requires relatively huge amounts of data). FD and ZCA are used in combination
to allow Anabat detectors to provide realtime displays of bat calls, and to facilitate long term passive monitoring.
Other techniques, such as time-expansion, may give more complete depictions of call detail, but these extra details
have little if any value for species identification and they impose other costs (such as not being able to record all the
time, not being able to provide realtime displays and demanding vastly greater storage space) which limit their use in
other ways. 

The ZCAIM (Zero-Crossings Analysis Interface Module) is a piece of hardware which interfaces the audio-frequency
signal from the Bat Detector to a computer, such as a PC, laptop or PDA. At this stage, only computers running the
Windows operating system are supported. The ZCAIM is necessary to efficiently provide the fine temporal resolution
required for ZCA. It is NOT true that normal computer sound cards can be used effectively for this purpose. The
ZCAIM is included inside the SD1 detector, which provides the functionality of both the detector and ZCAIM in the
one box. The older CF Storage ZCAIM is a separate piece of hardware intended for use with an Anabat II bat detector.

The software consists of two main programs:

CFCread which allows management of the ZCAIM for passive recording and downloading of data from CF cards.
AnalookW which allows viewing and manipulation (such as call parameter extraction) from saved Anabat data and
has many facilities for data management.

two utility programs:

PicLoad which allows upgrading of the firmware in CF Storage ZCAIMs and SD1 detectors
AnaSun which provides computations of sun and moon rises and sets and twilight times.

and PIC firmware for the SD1 and CF Storage ZCAIM.

The Anabat hardware is avaliable from:

Titley Electronics
PO Box 19
Ballina
NSW 2478
Australia

Phone:    +61 (02) 66 811017
Fax:        +61 (02) 66 866617
Email:       info@titley.com.au 

Back to: Anabat Contents,  Home

Latest AnaLookW software

AnaLookW version 3.3q dated 3 Oct 2006

Download ANALOOKW.ZIP (409 KB)

 

mailto:info@titley.com.au
http://users.lmi.net/corben/index.htm#top
http://users.lmi.net/corben/ANALOOKW.ZIP
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Latest AnaPocket software

AnaPocket version 2.5b dated 24 July 2007

Download ANAPOCKET.ZIP (163k)

 

Latest Storage ZCAIM  and SD1 Software / Firmware

CFCread

Software required to read a CF card used in a storage ZCAIM, and also to set the time in the ZCAIM.

The version of CFCread which you use must be appropriate to the version of PIC firmware in use. The current version
is Version 4.2a dated 31 Oct 2006. It should be paired with the latest PIC firmware for all the functionality to operate
correctly. Always update CFCread and the PIC firmware together, if both are new. The most common problem with
using incompatible firmware and software is that a new firmware version might store new codes onto the CF card
which cannot be read by an earlier version of CFCread.

Version 4.2a, dated 31 Oct 2006

(to check version number, click on system menu at left of CFCread dalog title and open the ABOUT box)

Download CFCREAD.ZIP (196k)

PIC Loader

Software required to upload storage ZCAIM internal firmware via serial port.

PICLOAD version 3.7b dated 18 July 2007

(to check version number, click on system menu at left of PICload dialog title and open the ABOUT box)

Download PICLOAD.ZIP (164k)

PIC firmware

Storage ZCAIM and SD1 internal firmware, which can be upgraded via the serial port using PICLOAD. You MUST
use the latest version of PICLOAD when updating the firmware. 

Always make sure you upgrade to the latest CFCread version when you update the PIC firmware.

(to check version loaded into the storage ZCAIM, connect ZCAIM to laptop via serial cable and run CFCread, open
port and read Version.)

Download SZ2.ZIP (13k - version 237g3) for earlier model Storage ZCAIMs using the PIC16F877 chip and with
version numbers V2xxg3

Download SZ3.ZIP (14k - version 3019g) for later model Storage ZCAIMs using the PIC18F452 chip and with version
numbers V3xxxg

Download SD1.ZIP (14k - version 4019g) for SD1 Storage Detectors with version numbers V4xxxg

http://users.lmi.net/corben/ANAPOCKET.ZIP
http://users.lmi.net/corben/cfcread.zip
http://users.lmi.net/corben/picload.zip
http://users.lmi.net/corben/SZ2.ZIP
http://users.lmi.net/corben/SZ3.ZIP
http://users.lmi.net/corben/SD1.ZIP
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Other Utility Software

ANASUN Version 1.0a

A utility which generates tables of Moonrise, Moonset, Sunrise, Sunset and Twilight times for either a whole year or a
single month. Enter your position in degrees and decimals for latitude and longitude, and your time zone in hours
relative to GMT (west of Greenwich is negative). Output is a text file, tab delimited for easy access by spreadsheet
programs. Requires Windows 9x, NT or 2000.

Download ASUN10a.ZIP (114k)

 

Back to: Anabat Contents,  Home

Technical Notes

Anabat File Formats
Harmonics
Glossary
Fpz and the Flatness display
Weather Protection
AnalookW call parameters

Back to: Anabat Contents,  Home

Contact Information

I am always anxious for feedback, and welcome criticism just as much as positive feedback. If you have any
suggestions for improvement, or any corrections to make, please contact me by Email. I am also very interested to hear
from anyone who thinks I have misrepresented anything, as I want this to be a web page which is useful and
informative, and I don't mind including alternative viewpoints.

Email: corben@hoarybat.com

Last revised: September 02, 2007.

http://users.lmi.net/corben/asun10a.zip
http://users.lmi.net/corben/index.htm#top
http://users.lmi.net/corben/fileform.htm#Anabat File Formats
http://users.lmi.net/corben/hrmncs.htm#Harmonics
http://users.lmi.net/corben/glossary.htm#Glossary
http://users.lmi.net/corben/antislope.htm
http://users.lmi.net/corben/Weather%20Protection.htm#Weather Protection
http://users.lmi.net/corben/parameters.htm#AnalookW call parameters
http://users.lmi.net/corben/index.htm#top
mailto:corben@hoarybat.com
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Save�Our�Scenic�Area�(SOSA)
PO�Box�41,�Underwood�WA�98651�
www.saveourscenicarea.org��

�

Comment�on�Whistling�Ridge�Energy�Project�

Draft�Environmental�Impact�Statement�(DEIS)�

Specific�and�General�Comments�of�Sections�1�thru�3�

�

August�27,�2010�

�
Stephen�Posner� � � � � Andrew�M.��Montaño�
Energy�Facility�Site�Manager� � � � Environmental�Protection�Specialist�
Washington�EFSEC� � � � � Bonneville�Power�Administration�
905�Plum�Street�SE,��3rd�Floor� � � PO�Box�3621���KEC�4�
PO�Box�43712� � � � � � 905�NE�11th�Avenue�
Olympia,�WA��98504�3712� � � � Portland,�OR��97208�3621�
�
 
Dear�Messrs.�Posner�and�Montaño:�
�

Save�Our�Scenic�Area�(SOSA)�is�involved�with�the�Whistling�Ridge�Energy�(WRE)�project�
application�as�an�Intervener.��SOSA�is�a�non�profit�corporation�formed�by�concerned�local�Gorge�
citizens.��Its�primary�mission�is�to�help�preserve�the�Columbia�River�Gorge�National�Scenic�Area�
view�shed;�to�further�maintain�the�existing�rural�and�scenic�character�of�Underwood,�
Washington,�and�surrounding�communities�in�Washington�and�Oregon;�and�work�to�preserve�
the�intent�of�the�Columbia�River�Gorge�National�Scenic�Area�Act.��I�am�writing�today�to�provide�
comments�on�the�recently�issued�draft�environmental�impact�statement�(DEIS)�for�the�WRE�
proposal.�

SOSA�is�submitting�several�different�comment�letters,�covering�a�variety�of�subject�matter�
within�the�DEIS.��We�have�also�reviewed�the�comments�submitted�by�the�Friends�of�Columbia�
Gorge,�agree�with�them�and�incorporate�them�by�reference.��There�are�multiple�environmental�
issues�involved�in�the�consideration�of�this�project�and�it�is�important�that�each�be�given�
through�consideration�in�the�EIS�process.��We�find�that,�in�many�areas,�the�present�DEIS�is�
completely�insufficient�and�we�urge�that�the�NEPA/SEPA�responsible�officials�prepare�a�
supplemental�DEIS.���
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�

Save�Our�Scenic�Area�(SOSA)
PO�Box�41,�Underwood�WA�98651�
www.saveourscenicarea.org��

�
The�following��24�pages�of�charted�comments,�plus�Exhibits,�are�intended�to�address�some,�but�
not�all,�of�the�deficiencies�noted�in�the�WRE�DEIS.��In�all�cases,�the�deficiencies�are�explained.��In�
most�cases,�particular�remedies�are�suggested.��Because�no�remedy�is�proposed�by�SOSA�does�
not�mean�there�should�not�be�one�implemented�by�the�NEPA/SEPA�responsible�officials.�
Two�of�the�larger�sized�Exhibits�will�be�included�as�separate�PDF�files:�exhibit�2E�and�exhibit�2F.�
All�other�exhibits�appear�at�the�end�of�this�charted�comment�letter/file.��
�
Thank�you�for�this�opportunity�to�comment�on�the�DEIS.��SOSA�trusts�that�the�DFEIS�and�FEIS�
will�provide�facts�and�analysis�on�the�issues�raised�herein.�
�
Regards,�
�
�
�
�
Thomas�Drach,�PE�
Board�Member�
�

�
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Comment #

Section 

Number

Page 

Number

Heading 

Number

Paragraph 

Number
DEIS Text Declared Deficiency References Remedy

1 1 1 1.1 1 ...and there is a proven wind resource at the site.  

The use of the word "proven" should require substantiation.  A review of government 

websites, like the National Renewable Energy Labs (NREL), found at windpowermaps.org, 

shows a wind rating for the WRE site as Marginal to Fair.  They should provide met tower 

data, and the location of such.  The only currently observed tower, from a public vantage 

point, is located on the highest predicted wind power location within the site, so additional 

met tower data should be provided at the lowest predicted locations as well.  Given the 

Federal Investment Tax Credit, it is imperative that the public grants are used up on the best 

potential wind resources first, which this site is NOT. (according to goverment predicted 

models)  The Applicant should justify with supportably detail data to demonstrate otherwise. 

see also comment at 1‐9 (1.4.1)

Exhibit 2B

Exhibit 2C

Wind Resource must be quantified by met 

tower data in multiple locations, and with 

wind direction in all THREE axes.  Then these 

data must be compared to the alternative of 

wind resources in the Eastern portion of WA 

State.  Wind power versus wind speeds must 

be discussed and compared.

2 1 7 1.3.1 2

BPA must consider the environmental consequences of its proposed 

actions—in this case, the proposed interconnection of the project to the 

FCRTS—under NEPA…

BPA must consider under NEPA, not only the environmental impacts of the substation, but 

also the environment impacts of the WRE project as a whole, when issuing it's Record of 

Decision

BPA must consider under NEPA, not only the 

environmental impacts of the substation, 

but also the environment impacts of the 

WRE project as a whole, when issuing it's 

Record of Decision

3 1 8 1.3.2 4
Those agencies may use this EIS in order to fulfill their NEPA or SEPA 

responsibilities. 
Providing that the final EIS is a fair, accurate, clear, and truthful document of the issues.

Issue a complete and accurate final EIS as 

the document used by Decision‐makers in 

the Adjudicative process.

4 1 9 1.4 1

Two alternatives are evaluated in this EIS:  the Proposed Action (authorizing 

construction and operation of the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

and associated components) and the No Action alternative …

Proposed Action and No Action alone does not satisfy SEPA or NEPA requirements.  The 

extent of available lands in the analysis should be determined by partnerships or contracts 

between Applicant and other parties/investors.

Reference SOSA comment letter addressing 

the topic specifically, in detail

5 1 9 1.4.1 2 •                  The site has a proven, robust wind resource 

‐ No legal data exists for A1‐7, South of South BPA line, due to no conditional use permits 

issued by Skamania County, confirmed by Public Information Request, Drach to Skamania 

County Planning Dept. July 2010

‐  Any Met tower Data in the Appendicies?

‐  NREL wind power maps show the WRE site ranging from Marginal to Fair, as compared to 

typical Eastern WA projects listed as Fair to Good  (www.windpowermaps.org)

see also comment at 1‐7 (1.3.1)

Exhibit 2G

Wind Resource must be quantified by met 

tower data in multiple locations, and with 

wind direction in all THREE axes.  Then these 

data must be compared to the alternative of 

wind resources in the Eastern portion of WA 

State.  Wind power versus wind speeds must 

be discussed and compared.

6 1 11 1.4.1.3 3

.  The Underwood Tap to Bonneville Powerhouse 1‐North Camas 115‐kV line 

adjacent to North Bonneville‐Midway 230‐kV transmission line would 

require a new steel lattice structure to raise the conductors such that the 

230‐kV line can cross underneath for this interconnection.   

The explanation of this requirement is unclear.

Provide a graphic of the substation site and 

locations of extra towers required.  Identify 

if this is related to both potential substation 

locations.

August 27, 2010    PO Box 41, Underwood WA 98651      www.saveourscenicarea.org

Specific DEIS Comments from Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA)

Page 1 of 24
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Specific DEIS Comments from Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA)

7 1 12 1.4.1.5 4 Less than 5,000 gallons per day is anticipated for kitchen and bathroom use.

No mention of quantity of water used to wash/clean Wind Turbine Blades and Towers.  No 

mention of detergents involved in cleaning operation, nor potential release of chemicals into 

ground water from Turbine cleaning operations.

All uses of water at the site must be 

discussed, and the impacts of ALL water 

releases into the environment must be 

identified and addressed.  i.e. washing the 

exterior of the Industrial Equipment.

8 1 12 1.4.2 1
This [No Action]alternative would not help the state of Washington in 

achieving the renewable energy goals mandated by the state’s RPS.  

This is true for the ALL ALternatives, Action or No Action.  There is no control over which state 

gets credit for the Renewable Energy from WRE, the power is sold to the highest bidder.  

EFSEC would need to condition WRE's permit to sell its power only to Washington State 

entities, resulting in possible legal complications. 

The EIS can not claim that WA RPS are 

benefitted as a result of this Project as 

proposed.  This must be removed as a 

discussed Benefit of the Project, unless an 

approved permit conditions the sale of WRE 

power ONLY to Washington State 

CONSUMERS, via utility contracts.

9 1 13 1.4.3.1 2

•                  Applicant‐owned land that contained high ridges on which to place 

wind turbines with little impact to the continued underlying use of the land 

for commercial forestry 

Applicant states in DEIS that commercial forestry would cease for the life of the Project.

Plus, why are high ridges mutually exclusive for wind, this is not true for most all Projects in 

Eastern WA and OR.

Note: this citation is one of 3 KEY criteria for establishing a site.  It is flawed in logic, and will 

bias the conclusion that only the proposed site is feasible.

The Alternatives analysis must be redone 

with the criteria removing the requirement 

of placement on a high ridge, as this 

artificially excludes viable lands.  Remove  

the limitation of placement only in areas 

used for commercial forestry.

10 1 13 1.4.3.1 2 •                  Land in proximity to existing high voltage transmission lines 

Proximity simply translates to a financial impact, which would be covered as a potential 

negative in a proposed alternative.  Simply not including an alternative due to cost is not 

complying  with SEPA and NEPA.  It is up to the decision‐makers to determine if those 

potential extra costs outweigh any potential benefits of the alternate location.

The DEIS should identify viable Alternatives 

by including projects in lower impact areas.  

In the case of a location distant from the 

GRID, presumably a larger MW capacity 

would be contemplated to justify the extra 

cost, and these analyses should be made 

available to all to understand.

11 1 14 1.4.3.2 3
These objectives include providing a minimum level of generation to be 

attractive to utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS requirements, ...

Documentation should support these claims as to the minimum level power genereation, as 

well as the Entities (presumed Buyers) which have conditioned future potential agreements 

upon said minimum level of power generation, and the service area of said Entities. (ie. WA, 

CA, AZ, etc.)

The EIS should include written statements 

from prospective Utilties which might 

purchase power from WRE, stating whatever 

conditions should exist for a Purchase 

Agreement to be negotiated at some future 

date.

12 1 14 1.4.3.2 3
In order to provide this return, the Applicant has determined that the 

project must be capable of producing a minimum of 70 MW.  

Unsubstantiated claim,  this is a private project operated for the public good, therefore 

financial analysis and justification is NOT exempt from review.  (ie for WA RPS mandates)

The EIS should include written statements 

from prospective Utilties which might 

purchase power from WRE, stating whatever 

conditions should exist for a Purchase 

Agreement to be negotiated at some future 

date.
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13 1 15 1.4.3.5 1

Alternative Project Configurations   As discussed above, the proposed 

project site contains a series of ridge lines that are conducive to locating 

wind turbines but at the same time are limiting as to where those turbines 

can be placed. This means that there are limited options for locating wind 

turbines within the site. 

With the restricted area cited in the DEIS for Turbine micro‐siting, the minimum 70MW 

economic viability number, and the marginal wind conditions cited by NREL, any ersatz 

assumptions about Project perfomance could lead to economic failure.  With such a tight 

margin for error, as claimed by the Applicant, the overall Project risks appear to surpass the 

proposed benefits.  This must be considered by the Council in contrast to the same 

circumstances of Kittitas, Big Horse, etc. 

Economic viability, with the Federal PTC, and without the Federal ITC of 30%, should be 

validated by the SEPA Responsible Official.

WRE, touted as a project to help WA society 

to meet its RPS goals, is a project for the 

Public welfare, and must include financial 

viability.  The project's decision‐makers must 

have the financial date, so potential 

Environmental COSTS to the public can be 

weighed relative to potential private 

PROFITS.

14 1 16 1.4.3.6 2

15 2 22 2.3.6 2

16

17 1 16 1.4.3.6 2

18 2 22 2.3.6 2

19

20 1 22 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1 Row 1: Earth ‐ Construction: A detailed geotechnical 

invesetigation would be performed to identify any sub‐surface conditions

This is yet another example of a deficiency in the DEIS ‐ no‐one can assess the environmental 

impact of massive recontouring, excavating and roadbuilding on steep slopes, until the 

geotechnical asssessment is completed and included in the DEIS.  This Study must be done, 

and included in the FEIS.  Moderate to Severe changes to topography are likely, given the 

steep terrain and soil types.  Prevailing winds would place the Turbines on the steepest 

Western slopes of the Ridge, and/or risk loss of critical performance if set too far to the 

leeward side of the Ridge.  Economic viability could be at risk if geotechnical report finds 

problems.  Please note that the economics appear marginal, so the risk level could be high. 

Exhibit 2D

The steep ridges of the proposed WRE 

project present significant geotechnical 

challenges that do not exist for projects 

placed in farming area.  The EIS must include 

real and likely ground‐displacing activities, 

the volumes of material to be moved, the 

locations of displaced material, the depths 

needed to secure foundations, etc. if for no 

other reason than to ensure the Applicant 

that realistic construction costs do not 

render the project economically unviable.  

Kollack‐Knapp Road was officially retracted by the Applicant in its Amended Application 

submitted around October 2009.  By the Applicants own statements, it is NOT a viable 

Alternative, and therefore does not satisfy the SEPA requirments.  Applicant failed to include 

viable alternatives, like Lacock‐Kelchner Road, via Little Buck Creek Road, which publicly 

connects with their land, and would also reduce traffic congestion on Cook‐Underwood 
Road, since it turns off early in the proposed route.

Exhibit 2A

The EIS must remove Kollack‐Knapp Road 

from consideration, and replace it with a 

known viable alternative ‐ namely Lacock‐

Kelchner Road, or other real, existing route.

Alternative Access Roads 
•                  Route 1:  Ausplund Road to a private logging road vacated by 

Skamania County in 1987, which crosses private property (not owned by 
the Applicant) that is currently used for residential, agricultural orchards, 

and commercial timber production and harvest 

There is at least a 500' portion of the old Ausplund Road that does not exist, it is overgrown 

with trees. (Picture attached) The portions of Ausplund Road Private are not available to the 

Applicant.  Road building and improvements within the CRGNSA have been acknowledged by 

the Applicant as not allowed.  This is simply NOT a viable Alternative, and therefore does not 

satisfy the SEPA requirments.  Applicant failed to include viable alternatives, like Little Buck 

Creek Road, which publicly connects with their land, and would reduce traffic congestion 
on Cook‐Underwood Road, since it turns off early in the proposed route.

Exhibit 2A

The EIS must remove Ausplund Road from 

consideration, and replace it with a known 

viable alternative ‐ namely Little Buck Creek 

Road, or other real, existing route.

Alternative Access Roads
•                  Route 2:  Kollock-Knapp Road to Scoggins Road to a private 

logging road called the CG2930 road on County Assessor’s maps, which 
crosses property owned by the Applicant that is currently used for 

commercial timber production and harvest 
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21 1 23 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1 Row 2: Biological Resources, Column 4: Impact of No Action 

Alternative: Potential Impacts from construction of fossil fuel power plants.

Please clarify the language, as SOSA's interpretation is that the Applicant would thus 

potentially pursue a fossil fuel (natural gas) plant at this site, if No Action on the Wind Plant 

was followed.  One may already be being planned even if the Wind plant is permitted.

Clarify the statement by indicating if this is a 

general statement, or specific to the vicinity 

of the proposed WRE project. (i.e. within 10 

mile radius)

22 1 23 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1 Row 2: Construction, Column 5: Micrositing of turbines and 

associated facilities would allow sensitive resources discovered during 

construction to be avoided.

Applicant states in DEIS that the micrositing corridor is very narrow along the ridge line due 

to steep slopes on both sides.  Any discovery of sensitive resources, or even geologic hazards, 

could disrupt or preclude a major portion of the entire Project, thus placing it in financial 

jeopardy.  Compared to Facilities cited in farm lands and grass/shrub/steppe topography, this 

site has almost no flexibility to adjust to problems discovered during construction.

No concrete remedy to suggest, and no pun 

intended.

23 1 24 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1 Row 1: Operation, Column 2: There would likely be some mortality 

to birds and bats….., though not in sufficient quantities to affect population 

viability.

This is a sweeping and dangerous generalization.  PLUS, what constitutes a given species' 

viability has NOT been defined anywhere in this DEIS.  Such a subjective assertion does 

injustice to the scientific principles and integrity required in any EIS.  The data is sufficient to 

clearly show greatly elevated bird and bat numbers compared to recent wind projects in 

Klickitat County, WA.  And the actual mortalities far exceeded predicted mortalities at those 

sites.  One should assume a similar trend for these Projects in close proximity.  It is a great 

leap to go from prediciting mortality to predicting a species viability.  In this Project site, how 

many Goshawks can society loose?  How many Townsend Big Eared Bats can society loose 

before they are non‐viable?  It really depends on who you ask. Rather than forcing the issue, 

society should first choose and deplete the sites for Wind Turbines where man has already 

developed ‐ meaning ‐ use up the nation's farmland for wind energy before clear cutting the 

forest to do so. 

The EIS should remand the Bat studies for 

completion again, using the mature 

technology of the Anabat 2 hardware, and 

Analook software, which is capable of 

identifying species of Bats, not just a 

threshold 35KHz between big and small bats. 

A significant discrepancy between the WEST 

2008 and 2009 studies is  the duplicative 

sensors and the filtered noise percentages, 

confirming the underlying assumptions 

between the two studies changed 

dramatically, but were not discussed.

24 1 24 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1  Column 5:  Convene a Technical Advisory Committee to evaluate 

the mitigation and monitoring program….

If created, this Committee should be much more than just Advisory.  If just advisory, then it 

must answer to some entity other than the Applicant, that can rule and enforce mitigation 

actions.  The composition of such a Committee and Authority should be composed of the 

Applicant, government agencies, and identified stake‐holders in the interest of the 

environment.  As such, organizations like the state and regional Audobon societies, The 

Friends of the Columbia Gorge, and others should be ongoing participants in the review and 

development of appropriate mitigation measures.  Furthermore, a Committee or Authority 

without juristictional authority to limit operating hours is useless, and does not further the 

dynamic balance between human and envirornmental needs which will occur over the life of 

this Project (and beyond..).

The EIS should include fine details, outlining 

the structure and authority of a Committee 

that is not just advisory, but one that could 

implement any level of mitigation and 

operation restrictions if deemed 

appropriate.  EFSEC Decision‐makers should 

have a clear idea of the likely protections 

which could be applied during Project 

Operations, in the event actual impacts and 

deaths exceed estimated impacts and 

deaths.
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25 1 26 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1  Column 2:  Operation:  Turbine fires are possible, however …..are 

extremely rare.

This issue is serious, because even if the potential occurance is low, the risk to ALL residents 

of Underwood's lives and properties is extremely high.  Any standardized risk assessment 

model uses the product of "occurance" and "severity of occurance" to assess risk. (for 

example ‐ FMEA ‐Failure Modes Effects Analysis)  It appears the Applicant wants to 

oversimplify this issue by not considering the issue in a proper manner.  This Project is 

proposed in a Forest environment: an ingniteable fuel source in close proximity to the 

Turbines.  There are areas in the Project site that cannot be clearcut to reduce the fire risk ‐ 

namely the western slopes where identified slide hazards exist, and there are unlogged lands 

on the western slopes owned by Washington state DNR. (between North BPA line and South 

BPA line ~1 mile?)   The statement about being extremely rare is based upon typical wind 

farm topography and elevation.  The steep terrain, and unconfirmed meteorlogical data, 

combined with elevated fuel loads compared to the norm, may likely result in a catastrophic 

wildfire event.  Without comparible scenarios, existing data should not be relied on.   In the 

alternative, the Applicant could continue its current site condition by maintaining the massive 

clearcutting already undertaken thoughout most of the Project area.  This, however, would 

result in the effective "permanent" removal of the "forest" ecosystem, and those 

environmental impacts would then need to be addressed, and presumably mitigated.  Again, 

cost is a major part of the equation, and this Applicant has already said they are on the edge 

of viability.  One can insure property, but not lives. 

The DEIS should consider the Environmental 

Impacts of the project, as if the entire site 

were removed from Forestry alltogether, 

and the ground maintained with minimal 

fuel loads.

26 1 26 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1  Column 2:  Operation:  At a distance beyond 2500 feet, shadow 

flicker is considered……  Even if shadow flicker were a proven impact, none 

of the planned turbines are within 2500 feet of existing residences.

The statement fails to identify a permited residential structure, applied well prior to WRE's 

Application, that is within 2000 feet of the proposed Facility.

Consider adding the following language to 

the end of the existing sentence: " , and the 

permitted residence at 2000 feet could be 

mitigated by appropriate vegetative 

screening placed by the Applicant on its 

land,  adjacent to the affected residence."

  Since this 80 acres of land, in the Project 

Site, was just logged in June/July 2010, new 

vegetation will need to be planted if this 

measure is deemed appropriate.
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27 1 26 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1  Column 2:  Operation:  EMF from the project will be lower than 

those of many common household appliances and would have no health or 

safety impacts.

Please provide/include data to support this assertion.  Not only Electromagnetic Fields (EMF) 

should be included, but also stray electrical voltage produced during normal operations, 

during lightning storms, and especially power must be dumped into the ground during 

temporary grid overload conditions.  One of SOSA's members, Tom Drach, and his family live 

at a residence roughly 2500 feet from proposed Turbines.  There is strong evidence to 

suggest such stray electricity would pose a safety impact, due to potential failure of Electrical 

services and systems dependent upon such. For example, Ground‐Fault Electrical Devices 

required by WA Code.   The geology of this area is known to contain faults and fractures, 

which would tend to carry electrical energy much, much further than in an homogenous 

isotropic type soils, which is likely assumed in the Applicant's analysis.

Any proposed permit should include 

provisions for nearby residents to fully 

remedy issues related to stray voltage and 

stray electro‐magnetic energy, with the 

entire cost burden placed on the Applicant.

28 1 28 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1  Visual Resources, Column 2: Operation: The turbines would be 

visible from some viewpoints, including some within the CRGNSA.  This 

project has the potential to create low to moderate levels of visual impact 

at key viewpoints.

The statements made here should be quantified, or terminology defined more precisely.  The 

wording tends to minimize the issue, and "low to moderate" should have some reference 

scale for decision‐makers to know how to gage severity on a commonly understood basis.  

Such subjectivity, especially in a summary, can lead to erroneous interpretations. (decision‐

makers with limited time to review may rely on the Summary to inform them as to the critical 

issues involved)

Quantify the visual impacts in table format 

for each Key Viewing Area within the 

CRGNSA, as well as other noteworthy points 

in view of the proposed project.  Remove 

subjectivity by implementing an intuitive, 

commonly understood reference scheme.

29 1

31

AND

33

1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1 Public Services and Utilities, Column 2: Operation:  The project's 

assessed value could be as much as $87.5 million, and this would generate 

approximately $800,000 per year in tax distributions…..

AND

Table 1.1 Socioeconomics, Column 2: Operation:  The proposed project 

would have an estimated value of $87.5 million, which would represent an 

increase of 6.5% in assessed value in the County.  At current tax rates, the 

increase in property tax revenue to the County would be $731,500 annually.

The statement in Table 1.1 must accurately reflect the likely financial benefit, rather than the 

theoretical maximum, so the decision makers can weigh the true benefit appropriately.  

WRE's number grossly exaggerates the tax benefit to municipal, County, and local 

juristictions.  The SEPA responsible official should contact Mr. Gabe Spencer, Skamania 

County Assessor, to confirm these numbers are not accurate.  A member of SOSA had a 

conversation with Mr. Spencer on June 24, 2010, and left with the following understanding:   

Scenario 1 ‐ Project remains privately owned during operation ‐ then Assessed Value will be a 

negotiated 10 year average value which will remain constant for the first 10 years ‐ to offer 

more uniform cash flow for the County Budget versus Straight Line or MACRS depreciation 

methods.  (ref Klickitat County model)  Furthermore, by complex Budget laws, residents in 

the Underwood District would otherwise be potentially subject to the shortfall in revenue as 

depreciation mounted from the Project.  (Surely this would be a strong negative for 

Underwood Community)   So‐ under the 10 year average scenario ‐ WRE's tax payments 

would be closer to $350,000 per year, NOT $800,000.

Scenario 2 ‐ The Project is acquired by a WA state recognized public utility, like PSE.  The tax 

for this is not determined by local real tax law, but by a complex formula within the State 

Dept. of Revenue (WDOR).  According to Ms. Chris Miller, Columbia County, WA Assessor, 

their Projects which have fallen under WDOR juristiction have only provided thier County 

with approximately one‐third (33%) of the revenue claimed by the Applicant using the same 

assumptions as WRE has here.  So this value would be ~$266,000, NOT $800,000 per year. 

Mr. Gabe Spencer  

Skamania County, WA Assessor

509‐427‐3720

Ms. Chris Miller

Columbia County, WA Assessor

509‐382‐2131

Mr. Van Vandenberg

Klickitat County, WA  Assessor

509‐773‐3715

The SEPA Responsible Official should consult 

with the Skamania County Assessor to 

determine the potential financial outcomes, 

and report as such in the EIS.  The only data 

provided in the EIS is clearly based on the 

Applicants information to the SEPA 

responsible official, and does not reflect the 

two MOST likely scenarios.  

If the present DEIS scenario is maintained, it 

should reflect a declining tax payment based 

on equipment depreciation, and the real, 

long‐term burden on the Underwood 

residents thru increased levy rates.
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30 1 31 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1 Public Services and Utilities, Column 5: Operation: Fire Protection:  

[list of 9 bulleted items] 

For the Operation phase of the project, nowhere is there listed an intent to construct and 

maintain a water reservoir or storage capacity for on‐site fire suppresion of the Project site if 

a Turbine fire failed to be contained.  Given the fuel loads present, and lack of water, any Fire 

Protection and Prevention Plan should be required to include a storage reservoir suitable for 

use by both land‐based equipment and fire‐suppresion helicopters.  Due to steep terrain,  the 

turbulent updrafts present along the ridgeline would limit the ability of fixed‐wing aircraft to 

assist in fire suppression at key areas of the Project site.  Simply complying with existing DNR 

regulations, as the Applicant suggests, does not suffice, for the DNR statues could not have 

contemplated the operation of Industrial‐grade mechanical and electrical equipment of this 

magnitude operating in a forested environment, and 24 hours a day, a good portion of which 

without human observation.

Include the requirement for, and analyze the 

impacts of, establishing a fire suppression 

reservoir, or holding tanks to combat 

runaway fires.

31 1 33 1.6 Table 1‐1
Table 1.1 Socioeconomics, Column 2: Operation:  The project would employ 

eight to nine employees; most would be hired from the local area.

Please also include the number of Full‐Time Equivalences (FTE's) that these eight to nine 

employees would provide.  This is the best way to clarify for the decision‐makers how much 

benefit is realized thru Project operation. 

Include Full‐Time Equivalents (FTE's) as part 

of the description of Operations Personnel.

32 1 33 1.6 Table 1‐1

Table 1.1 Socioeconomics, Column 2: Operation:  Based on a review of 

available studies, operation of the project is not expected to create adverse 

impact to property values.

Data on this subject is limited for a number of reasons.  Significant differences in underlying 

assumptions hold for the WRE project.  As such,

"... a Property Value Guarantee (PVG) should be required of the developer.  A State‐

controlled fund or developer bond should be required to guarantee no undue delay in PVG 

payment(s) to legitimately affected homeowners, and/or to buy out homeowners located 

within 2‐miles of any turbines if they elect to relocate away from the turbine project(s) and 

cannot sell for the pre‐project market value of their properties. Such a guarantee is nominal 

in cost, relative to total project costs, and are used to condition high impact land use 

approvals such as landfills and even limestone quarries, as well as other wind energy 

developments." * 

Exhibit 2F, attached as separate 

PDF file due to size.

* ‐ Citation from McCann Apprasial 

LLC Property Value Report to 

Adams County Board, IL, June 8, 

2010, copy included in Appedix

This report includes several other 

recommendations, appropriate for 

conditioning the WRE Application, 

to protect residents if Developer 

claims are later determined to be 

incorrect.

The EIS should include, in the Appendix, a 

reference Template on a Property Value 

Guarantee, which generally outlines the 

structure and authority of such a Guaranted 

by the Applicant.  Decision‐makers should 

have a clear idea of the likely protections 

which would be result, in the event they 

choose to implement such, as part of any 

conditioning of a project permit.
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33 1 34 1.7 Table 1‐2
Table 1‐2 Row 4: Biological Resources, Column 2: This level is not expected 

to be high enough to impact species viability.
See our response for text on page 1‐24,  Table 1‐1, Row 1, Column 2

The EIS should remand the Bat studies for 

completion again, using the mature 

technology of the Anabat 2 hardware, and 

Analook software, which is capable of 

identifying species of Bats, not just a 

threshold 35KHz between big and small bats. 

A significant discrepancy between the WEST 

2008 and 2009 studies is  the duplicative 

sensors and the filtered noise percentages, 

confirming the underlying assumptions 

between the two studies changed 

dramatically, but were not disclosed or 

discussed.

34 1 34 1.7 Table 1‐2
Table 1‐2 Row 6: Public Health and Safety, Column 2: Unavoidable adverse 

impacts to environmental health are anticipated to be minimal.

Please amend or clarify this statement, as it OMITS any reference to Public Safety. (The 

Element of the Environment heading is: Public Health and Safety)  Plus, should one assume 

that the word "environmental" used in the DEIS is synonomous with "Public"?

Also, please refer to our comments above about the serious issue of Fire Safety, Public life, 

and public property damage resulting from a failed Fire Management scenario.  (Ref 

comment at Page 1‐26:  Table 1.1  Column 2:  Operation:  Turbine fires are possible, however 

…..are extremely rare.)

Please correct the wording to address Public 

Health and Safety, rather than 

environmental health.

35 1 35 1.7 Table 1‐2

Table 1‐2 Row 1 (on page 1‐35) column 2: Noise:  …and operation noise is 

predicted to be less than the nighttime threshold of 50 dbA Leq, per 

Washington State and Skamania County regulations.

36 3 289 3.18 ‐

•                  Short‐term noise impacts during construction is exempt so long 

as it occurs during daytime hours, and operation noise is predicted to be 

less than the nighttime threshold of 50 dBA Leq per Washington State and 

Skamania County regulations.  

Even though Oregon has much more progressive laws on noise and setbacks, the minimum 

legal standard in WA is the (woefully inadequate) Washington Administrative Code (WAC 173‐

60).WA noise standards.  The public welfare is better served by, and EFSEC is encouraged to 

so condition, the Environmental Protection Agency Guidelines:

In April 1973, the local EPA Region X office published a document titled, “Environmental 

Impact Statement Guidelines.” This document discusses potential impacts from noise 

increases in terms of expected community response to the introduced noise source. This 

regional EPA guideline document suggests the following potential community responses to 

ranges of noise increases:

• Up to 5 dBA increase – few complaints if gradual increase

• 5 to 10 dBA increase – more complaints, especially if conflict with sleeping hours

• Over 10‐dBA increase – substantial number of complaints

According to the EPA Region X document, generally no mitigation is required if the increase is 

less than 5 dBA. Some mitigation should be considered for increases of 5 to 10 dBA. Increases 

greater than 10 dBA would be considered serious and would warrant close attention.

Kittitas Desert Claim 2004 FEIS at 3‐

192 : Environmental Protection 

Agency Guidelines

All Verbal and Written comments 

submitted by Keith Brown and/or 

Teresa Robbins for the WRE DEIS, 

are incorporated by reference here 

by SOSA.

Consider requiring the Applcant to follow 

the document titled, “Environmental Impact 

Statement Guidelines,” which would limit 

noise to 10 dBA over typical background 

levels ( 25 dBA nightime, 35 dBA daytime, 

typ. for rural areas)

Thus making the condition for noise not to 

exceed 35 dBA at night, and 45 dBA during 

the day.

The WAC code did not comtemplate noise 

sources from Wind Turbines, and their 

proximity to residential use.

Furthermore, SOSA incorporates the 

recommendations of Keith Brown and 

Teresa Robbins by reference, regarding all 

the aspects of the noise subject.
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37 2 14 2.1.5 Table 2‐4 Operations and Maintainance Staff:  Table describing number of personnel.

This table should include the number of Full‐Time Equivalences (FTE's) that these eight to 

nine employees would provide.  This is the best way to clarify for the decision‐makers the 

extent of "jobs" created by this Project.  Median salary ranges for each type of position would 

also be informative.

Include Full‐Time Equivalents (FTE's) as part 

of the description of Operations Personnel.

38 2 19 2.3 ‐
•                  The project must be located in an area with a steady supply of 

robust wind power, and on a site on which construction can reasonably occur 
(no significant geotechnical constraints) 

Both terms "steady" and "robust"  have not been substantiated with independent data, or 

data from the Applicant. (i.e. met tower data in velocity, durations, 3‐Dimensional directions)  

The DEIS does not even demonstrate that the "preferred" alternative meets these criteria.

1) Quantify the terms "steady" and "robust."

2) Support the "preferred" alternative with 

data compared to item 1 above.

3) Evaluate other alternatives against the 

standards established in item 1 above.

39 2 19 2.3 ‐

•                  The project must be located in an area with a steady supply of robust 

wind power, and on a site on which construction can reasonably occur (no 

significant geotechnical constraints) 

The "preferred" alternative has not had a final Geotechnical Assessment done. DEIS at 

Appendix B.  This preliminary assessment does not include subsurface core sampling below 

~10 feet.  Foundation concrete depth expected to be 30 feet.  In this report, URS already 

anticipates using rock anchors to resist the overturning moment of the Turbine, since soil 

conditions are not suitable for traditional mat‐slab gravity‐held foundations.  

40 2 19 2.3 ‐

•                  The project must be located in an area with a steady supply of robust 

wind power, and on a site on which construction can reasonably occur (no 

significant geotechnical constraints) 

The micrositing coridor for proposed Turbines A1‐7 averages ONLY 170 feet wide, before 

entering into Landslide Hazard Area (LHA) Class II.  The URS report (DEIS at Appendix B) states 

no Turbines will be sited on LHA Class II (or I, implied) soils.  With a Foundation diameter of 

60 feet (typ.) there is very limited ability to site these machines.  The Applicant's "preferred" 

alternative does not even qualify for consideration, according to their own standards.

Since no other alternatives have been 

offered, other than the No Action 

alternative, one or two other Alternatives 

must be added to compare the 

reasonableness of construction from a 

geotechnical perspective.

41 2 19 2.3 ‐

•                  To reduce startup costs, the project must be located on land the 

Applicant owns and controls, and land that can serve a dual purpose of 

commercial forestry and power production 

Generally speaking, most Land Lease agreements are based more on output, than on fixed 

rates, and they may or may not include up front costs.  These are an insignificantly low 

percentage of the construction costs (read "startup costs") that this argument can only speak 

to the marginal economic viability of this project.

As for land that can serve a dual purpose of revenue generation over the life of the project, 

similar to wheat farming, this has NOTHING to do with STARTUP COSTS.

These are self serving, self‐imposed constraints, designed to artificially restrict consideration 

of any other alternative. 

Disclose financial justification of how these 

particular startup costs materially effects 

project viability, or remove that as a 

"constraint" in evaluating Alternatives.

42 2 19 2.3 ‐

•                 To enable the power to reach urban markets and eliminate the 

cost and time required to construct new transmission lines, the project 

must be located in proximity to existing high‐voltage transmission lines 

Proximity to  existing high‐voltage transmission lines is PURELY a matter of economics, and 

has nothing to do with power reaching urban markets.

Restate the "constraint" to incorporate the 

additional costs, due to this factor, into the 

potential viability of other alternatives.  Such 

that the economic viability of WRE has a 

certain savings over Alternative B, C, and D, 

for example.
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43 3 130 3.7.2.2 2 Low Frequency Sound

This is an phenomenon that is still being studied, and as such needs to be treated with 

caution and concern, relating to the impacts to nearby residents.  There is ample material to 

garner sufficient doubt to the claims made in the DEIS.  Time to comment is not sufficient, so 

SOSA must incorporate by reference the comments by Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins.

Exhibit 2E ‐ Tuning and Sensitivity 

of the human vestibular system to 

low‐frequency vibration,"  Todd, 

Rosengren, Colebatch:  

Nueroscience Letters 444 (2008)  

pgs 36‐41

Impose a C‐Scale (dBC) requirement for 

noise emmissions from EFSEC permitted 

projects, in addition to the proposed 35 max 

total dBA nighttime, and 45 max. total dBA 

daytime levels mentioned above.

44 3 160 3.9.1.3 3

Simulations were prepared assuming a conservative scenario of 50 turbines. 

This approach to creating simulations most likely overstates the visual 

impacts.  This is because the Applicant has applied for EFSEC certification 

for a maximum of 75 MW.  If 2.5 MW turbines were to be used, only 30 

turbines could be built, and overall visual impact would be less.   ...

Because the DEIS contemplates the use of 2.5MW turbines to reduce the visual impact of the 

proposed project, this needs to be one of the Alternatives to consider under Section 1.4 of 

this EIS.

Add to the Alternatives in Section 1.4, a 

proposed project configuration of 30 

Turbines of 2.5MW capacity.

45 3

164 

to

 172

3.9.2.3 All 3.9.2.3  Viewpoints  (entire section)

The assignment of Scenic Quality and Viewer Sensitivity to the Viewpoints are fundamentally 

bias towards the Applicant's interests.  Even if the author wrote this from a desk in the 

middle of Yosemite or any world class visual destination, one would be challenged to rate 

most locations in and around the CRGNSA anything but a 5 or 6, based on Table 3.9‐1  DEIS at 

3‐158.   The assignment of Viewer Sensitivity are based on a focus of facts only to justify the 

lowest ratings.

Exhibit 2H

As opposed to inserting such important 

analyses in the body text of the DEIS, a truly 

quantitative analysis  needs to be performed 

by a qualified independent landscape 

architect.

46 3

164 

to

 172

3.9.1 All 3.9.1 METHODOLOGY (basis for whole section)

The Visual Analysis is NOT complete or meaningful.  As presented with only "Scenic Quality" 

and "Viewer Sensitivity" as separate factors, there has been no coupling of factors in a 

scientific or statistical  basis for decision‐makers to relate the visual impacts to a defined 

standard, or to a relative reference frame.  No accurate conclusions could reasonably be 

made about Visual Impact of the project, given the format existing in this DEIS.

Professionals in this field would be able to 

offer guidance on how to identify and 

quantify the common variables, and to 

combine them in such a way as to 

numerically demonstrate a given 

Viewpoint's potential degradation relative to 

some tangible reference point.  The work 

done on this subject must by a credential 

expert.

 

The Visual resource Management System 

used by the BLM seems more relevant for 

this EFSEC Application, due to its visual 

objectives for lands with multiple 

managment objectives.  

47 3

164 

to

 172

3.9.2.3 All 3.9.2.3  Viewpoints  (entire section)
There are a number of important Viewpoints that were omitted, for example ‐ Panorama 

Point in Hood River County, Oregon.

The majorly significant viewpoint of 

Panorama Point, OR must be included in this 

analysis.  It is a KVA within the CRGNSA, one 

of the most visited.
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48 3 172 3.9.2.3 3

Viewpoint 23:  Ausplund Road End

Scenic Quality.  This viewpoint represents the view from local area 

roadways at specific intersections where local area travelers might 

converge.  These roads are old logging roads that have been upgraded to 

meet the local residential use.  However, they are still used for logging and 

would be used in the construction portion of this project.  This would 

include upgrading and in some instances widening the roads, which can 

affect visual quality.  This view is from the end of the Ausplund Road, which 

would be used to access the area for construction and maintenance.  Very 

few viewers beyond those associated with the project would see this 

viewshed.  Without the vehicles in the foreground, the scenic quality rating 

assigned to this view is moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this 

viewpoint (less then 1 mile), the portion of the project that is visible from 

the viewpoint, the viewer types (local area workers and residence), and the 

scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as low to moderate. 

1) This Viewpoint (23) is near the end of Ausplund Road, looking to the NNW direction.  This 

intersection represents a viewpoint central to 4 separate legal parcels, 3 of which have 

homes on them with active residential use.  This site is roughly 1/2 mile from the proposed 

project.  Each of these agriculturally‐zoned parcels have about one acre each established for 

residential use.  Submitted for your review is a picture taken from the home at the "end" of 

Ausplund Road, which is a typical view from most all the homes on Ausplund Road, and 

many, many homes in Underwood as a whole.  This is not a Scenic Quality of 3, but rather a 

very substantial 6. (ref AusRdEndSouthView.pdf)

SOSA Comment letter of Aug. 27, 

2010 ‐ titled Visual Analysis Section 

3.9

This viewpoint, as with ALL the others in this 

DEIS, cannot be judged for Scenic Quality 

SOLEY on its view of the proposed project.  

The starkly contradictory photo introduced 

here should establish that most of the 

Viewpoint analyses are faulty and bias, and 

must be remanded for reevaluation, or 

utilize a more appropriate Methodology 

(3.9.1)  and objective consultant. 

49 3 10 3.1.2.1

The changes to topography would be minor to moderate depending on 
location

"Changes in topography" denotes significant earth moving.  Need detailed maps and and 

grading/excavating plans to able to assess the extent of the topographical changes.  

The extent of topographical changes should 

be idientified in the DEIS test, as well as the 

photmontages.

50 3 11 3.1.2.1

Landslide evaluation….without danger….to surrounding environment.  
No obvious recent mass wasting features were observed in the arial 
photos or during sight reconnaissance.  Class III LHAs were delinieated 
adjacent to proposed wind turbines along the southern Tower Line A and 
along Tower Line C.  

Fails to show detailed topography, detailed topographical changes, and how it affects 

landslide danger.  Attempts to depict turbines outside of slide area, but common knowledge 

dictates the pad and activities will be in the unstable slopes.  

51 3 17 3.2.1

Like hydropower production of electricity from wind produces no direct 

emissions of greenhouse gases or other pollutants.  The generation of wind 

also displaces generation from individual follil fuel fired power plants or 

units thereby reducing fuel consumption and the resulting air emissions 

that would have otherwise occurred.

Patently false, and rebutt by adding papers that actually state that greenhouse gas 

emmissions will increase that we are displacing clean hydropower because most dams used 

water from run‐of‐the‐river and storage as a result is limited, both in capacity and for fish.  

Include articles that demonstrate as more wind is integrated into the system, the more 

difficult it is for BPA to balance without harming fish.  Include paper that shows tha that BPA 

desire that wind energy operators aquires its own balancing reserves and that means NG 

generation and increasing emissions.

52 3 20 3.2.2 …..there would be no emissions from the operation of the turbines

True, but backup would release emissions therefore the operation of the farm would result  

to increasenet emissions in the region.

Include impacts due to firm power backup, 

and idling gas plants during wind power 

operations.

53 Entire document

This DEIS divides and splits information in a way that makes it difficult for the reviewers to 

assess any aspect of concern without reading the entire document word for word and placing 

wording into a spreadsheet for organization as is done here.  

Too many to put in here and not 

time effective

Redo the entire DEIS and organize into a 

coherent and comprehensible document.  
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54 3 3 3.1.1.2

Above the basalts are a variety of younger volcanic rocks and sedimentary
materials that range from…..

These are materials that contribute to instability on slopes.  Need clear topo maps that show 

where turbines are to be placed so the interaction between loose layers and steep slope can 

be identified.  

55 3 11 3.1.2.1 entire section
No information is given as to how cite decommissioning will occur so impacts cannot be 

assessed.  

56 3 12 3.1.3 entire section no mitigation measures can be identified because of the above deficiecy

57 3 18 3.2.1 The Skamania Fish Hatchery……..

Average temps taken from fish hatchery that cannot be googled for address?  Precipitation is 

higher and snowfall is significantly lower as elevation decreases and one proceeds west.  

Underwood recievess approx 40 inches of rainfall a year and snowfall is measured in feet.  

WRE location can expect 4‐5 feet of snow on the ground during winter and over 10 feet 

annual snowfall. 

58 3 34 3.4.1.1

The project site contains a network of roads ranging in width from 

approximately 8 to 20 feet.  

The 20 ft rd was built specifically for hauling WRE equipment.  Roads to support logging 

activities are 8‐10 ft.

59 3 35 3.4.1.1

As a result, the project area includes no native habitat and is permanently 

committed to use by commercial forestry operations and utility 

infrastructure. 

The area contains "no unaffected habitat" but under a normal logging regime that does not 

include an expedited process for turbines, habitat that can support many of the native 

species would exist.

60 3 35 3.4.1.2 Five vegetation communities………

Two of the first five vegetation communities do not naturally occur in the area and are only 

present following logging and only for a few years.  This is not an accurate representation.  

61 3 45‐46 3.4.1.5

One bald eagle was recorded on the project site in 2009 during surveys for 

northern goshawk.  In addition, three bald eagles were observed during the 

winter of 2008‐2009 during baseline avian surveys.  Two were observed 

flying within the rotor‐swept area, and one below.  

Bald eagles use the Columbia River, Little White Salmon and White Salmon Rivers as 

overwintering and nesting habitat.  As the bald eagle population recovers further, more 

eagles will reside in the area. WRE spans a saddle between Underwood Mtn and Nestor Peak 

between the Little White and the White Salmon River.  It is not unexpected that bald eagles 

would hunt the WRE area and use it as a shortcut betweent the two river basisns.  WRE, if 

permitted, may likely be the first project to kill bald eagles in the Pacific Northwest.  

There must be a discussion of the long‐term 

risks and impacts to Bald Eagles.  Nesting 

and over‐wintering are not addressed.

62 3 46 3.4.1.5

In Washington State, goshawks occur year‐round and in some areas only 

during the non‐breeding seasons.  The project site is located in an area 

where either may occur, and the eastern slope of the Cascades is 

considered the most common place to find this "uncommon" species (Bird 

Web 2009).  

Should state that "The Northern Goshawk occur year round in breeding areas and and in 

some areas only during the non breeding season."  "The project site lies in an area that either 

may occur."

63 3 46 3.4.1.5

Northern goshawks were recorded during avian surveys during the fall of 

2004 and the summer of 2006.  A total of five individuals were sighted; two 

during the fall and three during the summer.  They were observed flying 

both within and above the rotor‐swept height during surveys.  

Demonstrates that breeding populations exist and WRE if permitted may be the first project 

to kill this "uncommon" species and breeding population impacted.
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64 3 47 3.4.1.5 4

Northern goshawk surveys were conducted during the spring and summer 

seasons in 2004, 2008, and 2009…… (No northern goshawk responses were 

recorded in 2004, 2008, 2008.)

No northern goshawk responses were recorded, but yet they were noted during avian 

surveys.  A basic rule of all survey work is that presence affirms presence; absence does not 

affirm the subject not present, just that it was not detected by some established measure.  In 

the case of the northern goshawk survey, none were detected but yet, goshawks were 

affirmed as being present during the avian survey.  The only message to take home is that the 

goshawk survey was not successful at detecing northern goshawks.  The surveyers need to re‐

evaluate survey methods and determine why they were not successful at stimulating 

northern goshawks to respond in a manner that could be recorded.  This is a serious issue 

when one considers that the other other bird‐of‐prey surveys are dependent on a response 

as well.  It throws into doubt all the bird‐of‐prey response‐dependent surveys.  

65 3 46 3.4.1.5

Two golden eagles were recorded during the fall of 2004.  One was 

observed flying at a height within the rotor‐swept area, and one was 

observed flying above the rotor‐swept area.  

Golden eagles are documented to fly through the WRE project area and are, like the other 

raptors, at high risk of being killed.  

66 3 49 3.4.1.5

The Applicant conducted surveys and analysis to confirm the absence of 

northern spotted owls.  

This statement demonstrates a bias by looking for a specific outcome.  It is exremely difficult 

to definatively "confirm" absence, but reasonable to provide some probability of use at any 

given time.  Spotted owls historically have, with high probability, been present in the area of 

the project.  Vast clearcutting has reduced the modern small chance to a very small chance 

that spotted owls would be present in the WRE area at any given point in time for the near 

future.  Surveys were conducted for northern goshawks and none were "detected" in a 

common place to find an uncommon species either.  

67 3 56 3.4.1.5

Forest practices within a SOSEA are therefore allowed to proceed so long as 

they do not affect the 40 percent suitable habitat threshold. 

Forest practices will not continue in the area as outlined in……… because the forest may 

never be allowed to grow trees of a marketable size.  This represents a forest conversion in a 

SOSEA.  This permanently and effectively reduces the SOSEA size and creates more fringe 

area relative to the SOSEA area. 

Don’t allow Turbines anywhere near, 

established SOSEA's, regardless of whether 

recent Spotted Owl activity has not been 

"observed."

68 3 45 3.4.1.5

Fails to state that the Little White Salmon is approximately 1 mile west of the project area.  

Ignores the potential flight corridor between the Little White Salmon River and the White 

Salmon rivers over the saddle formed by Nestor Peak and Underwood Mtn where WRE is 

located.  
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69 3 56 3.4.1.5

There were 21 birds observed during summer 2006 avian surveys, and six 

recorded during the spring of 2009.  All 21 observed in 2006 were within 

the rotor‐swept area; it is not reported in 2009 how many were in the rotor 

swept area.  None were recorded during the fall of 2004 or the winter of 

2008‐2009.  

The WRE area is highly used by this species.  Reporting absence in the fall and winter is 

misleading as this bird leaves begins its migration to S. America in August.  Because 100% of 

the birds recorded in 2006 were in the rotor swept area, it is reasonable to assume that 100% 

of those recorded in spring 2009 would be in the rotor‐swept area.  Even though fewer 

numbers were observed in the spring, this is a particularly bad time to lose any member of 

the species.  For each female lost, future recruitment is reduced.  If three of the six are 

females and each female produces 3‐4 offspring, then a lost of three females could represent 

a recruitment of 9‐12 additional birds.   The bird counts represent a minimum.  There is no 

extrapolation over area.  No method for comparing counts to scientific studies of local 

population levels.  There is no mention of how loss of forest habitat from extensive clearcuts 

affects reproduction.  For a species on the decline, it is important to consider all actions of 

direct and indirect losses to the population.  This has not been done for a migratory species.  

70 3 57 3.4.1.5

In Washington, pileated woodpeckers occur year round but are uncommon 

in the vicinity of the project site. …  During avian surveys in the project area, 

six pileated woodpeckers were recorded in the fall, two during the winter, 

seven during the the spring, and none in the summer. 

Doing the math, six plus two, plus seven equals 15 pileated woodpeckers observered.  

According to the Applicants own study numbers, pileated woodpeckers are anything but 

uncommon in the vicinity of the project site.  Fifteen pileated woodpecker sightings is 

especially significant.  These birds are fiercely territorial and the observation of such high 

numbers in periods seperated by many years in some instances, is telling of the 

perserverance and number of territories in the vicinity of the project.  Lack of sighting in the 

summer months, does not indicate absence, only lack of detection.  The DEIS must be 

changed to reflect the significant use of the project vicinity by pileated woodpeckers.  It is 

important to note here that pileated woodpeckers prefer habitats with large trees.  Contrary 

to the Applicants claim, extensive logging in the area has not completely removed use by 

species that prefer habitats with older tree areas.  Pileated woodpeckers demonstrate the  

resilience of some species to changing habitats.  Therefore it should not be assumed that just 

because extensive logging has occured in the project are that species will leave and therefore 

not be at risk.  Pileated woodpeckers will fly at height that puts them into the rotor swept 

71 3 57 3.4.1.5

During fall  2004 avian surveys, 15 Vaux's swifts were recorded in three 

groups, 87 percnt of which occurred within the rotor‐swept area.  Four 

were recoreded in two groups during the summer of 2006, all of which 

occurered within the rotor‐swept area.  

Doing the math, a total of 17 out of 19 Vaux's swifts were observed in the rotor‐swept area 

for a number of almost 90% in the rotor swept area.  This percentage applied to the 11 birds 

observed in the 2009 period would place a total of 10 swifts in the rotor‐swept area.  In total, 

28  of the 31 of the observed swifts (in that short period alone) were at risk of being killed.  It 

is even more reasonable to assume that all the swifts have the potential to use the rotor‐

swept area and all members of the population are at risk.  Again, this is a conservative 

number due to the very limited nature of the survey.  Because original data was not supplied, 

the temporal seperation in years, and lack of overlap between fixed points it is reasonable to 

assume that most if not all swifts were not counted more than once.  
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72 3 59 3.4.1.5

Bat surveys conducted during ......... did not have the ability to detect 

individual species of bats.  Based on the lack of detailed information of this 

species life history and habitat requirements and nature of the bat surveys 

conducted it is difficult to conclude with certainty with the likelihood of 

Keen's bats occurring on the project site.  However, Due to the lack of old 

growth or mature forest types within the project area and the predominant 

commercial forestry use of the property, the likelihood of occurrence on the 

site is considered to be low.  

Anabat II technology exists to identify, by call, individual bat species.  This technology has 

existed for over 10 years.  West has authored a paper where the Anabat technology was used 

to identify to species the majority of calls.  Papers, abstacts, and exerpts are attached.  The 

tapes need to be further analysed by a highly qualifed INDEPENDENT expert to identify bat 

calls with special emphasis to identify rare species.  If WEST failed to set up the Anabat II 

correctly so that calls can be identified, then additional bat data collection needs to occur.      

Additionally, cumulative impacts should assess the possible future infection of bats by white 

nose syndrome.  Increased mortality of ANY type, may directly affect these species future 

viability.  

73 3 60 3.4.1.5

There are no known roosting structures or maternity colonies occurring in 

the vicinity of the project area.  

See comments on Keen's Myotis.  Townsend's Big Eared Bat, a species of concern and a 

canidate for listing, is present in the region.  One of the largest colonies at 400 bats is located 

in lava cave nearer to Trout Lake to the north.  Colonies are small compared to many other 

bat species and not many colonies are known to exist.  The southern end of the old lava flow 

(can be seen from Google Earth) that may contain additional colonies is approximately three 

miles from the project .  

74 3 62 3.4.1.6 Table 3.4‐5

One year round bird, the northern pygmy owl was not observed during ANY study, yet is 

common in the area.  This speaks again to to the basic rule, absence does not absence does 

not affirm the subject not present.  Northern Pygmy owl and any other species that are likely 

to exist should be added to the list and represented as is the Northern saw‐whet owl.  

75 3 63‐64 3.4.1.6

This annual rate is low relative to raptor use at 36 other wind‐energy 

facilities that implemented similar protocols and had three or four season 

surveys.  

It is very important to note that a number of raptor species use the WRE area and rotor‐

swept area are sensitive, canidates for listing, or formerly listed recovering species.  This 

number needs to be compared relative to other wind energy facilities as well.  Appendix C4 

page 9 states:  American kestrels...,red tailed hawks...., and golden eagles...were killed more 

often than predicted based on abundance.  ...  It is likely that many factors, in addition to 

abundance, are important in predicting raptor mortality.  

76 3 65 3.4.1.6 2

The WDFW Priority Habitats and Species database was searched for known 

occurrences of raptor nests.  The only recorded nest was for an osprey, 

more than one mile east of the project site.  

This database is not complete nor comprehensive and cannot be used as an authority.  Just as 

the goshawk survey was not able to generate a response, any attempts, if one  had been 

attempted, would likely not have found nests.  WDFW is not allowed to enter SDS property 

unless permission is obtained and escorted by an SDS representative.   It is highly unlikely any 

nests would be known.  

77 3 64 3.4.1.6 Fall migration surveys (2004)

The DEIS fails to assess bird migration through the project area.  This DEIS ONLY makes 

daytime observational counts of birds during four seasonal time periods, fall, winter, spring, 

and summer.  Nothing in this section or study assesses fall migration, the regular seasonal 

journey of species from one one location to another.  This is a serious defeciency because 

migrating birds are at significant risk when flying through the rotor‐swept area.  Birds migrate 

at varying heights by species and weather conditions.  Conditions with poor visability such as 

clouds, mist, fog can lower the migration paths of higher flying species so they too are 

exposed to the rotor swept area.  These weather conditions are common in the spring, 

winter, and fall along the ridges of the Cascade Mountians.  Include studies that describe 

methods of detecting bird movement at night for migration studies.  
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78 3 64 3.4.1.6

Three species of reaptors were observed, including red‐tailed hawk, 

northern goshawk, and sharp‐shinned hawk.   Northern Goshawk observed in spite of surveys failing to detect any.  

79 C4 7 1

Ten species were always seen flying withing the ZOR (zone of risk); 

however, these were based on fewer than five observations.  

These species need to be identified clearly in the text and a table.  These species are the ones 

most likely to be wiped out of the sky, and since these species are likely in low numbers, 

population impacts could accrue.  

A table needs to be created in the DEIS, not 

in the appendices only, but in the main text 

under operation impacts to birds, with 

species in one column, percent of time birds 

were seen in the rotor‐swept area (zone of 

risk) the number of birds and the total 

number of 'groups".  Sort by highest percent 

in rotor‐swept area first.  Supplemental DEIS 

(complete redo is better) with this 

information and others should be issued for 

comment and review.

80 All general bird surveys.

Although over 200 data sheets exist, more information should be given about the locations 

these birds were observed.  

81 3 64 3.4.1.6

For all bird species combined, use of the project site by avian species was 

slightly higher during the summer breeding season than during the fall 

migration period.  

There was no fall migration assessment for birds or any other wildlife in this DEIS.  All 

comments to bird migration need to be removed from the document 

82 3 69 3.4.1.6 1 Several large mammals occur within the project site.  

No detailed review or study exists on the potential impact to mammal habitats or movement 

patterns.

Redo and expand this section and provide 

for public review through a completely 

redone DEIS or a supplemental DEIS
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83 3 72 3.4.1.7 1

From 150 feet to 500 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree height 

would be limited to 50 feet above the turbine base within an area formed 

by a 90 degree arc centered on the ordinary downwind direction (figure 2‐4 

in Chapter 2).

DEIS fails to state exactly what locations and affected acres will be within an area formed by a 

90 degree arc…..  DEIS fails to reveal how many turbines are proposed in a topographical area 

that does not meet the 90 degree arc requirement.  The DEIS fails to provide an analysis of 

acres will affected and to what degree in topographical areas that do not meet the area 

formed by a 90 degree arc requirement.  This significant deficiency does not allow agencies 

or the public to assess what the impacts to forestry and forest habitat from siting wind 

turbines in forested areas will be.  During scoping, a comment requesting this information 

was submitted.  

Topographical maps show little, if 

any, areas meet the condition of 

"an area formed by a 90 degree arc 

centered on the ordinary downwind 

direction." 

Rewrite section of DEIS with a complete 

analysis, in light of the expanded 

information.  A map of the project area and 

the all area around it that could be impacted 

to create and maintain airflow needs to be 

included.  Include a table of the affected 

habitat types and display the expected 

length of time for the forest to be fully 

renewed for viable timber harvest.  If 

harvest will not be allowed to renewed to an 

age of 50‐80 years for any reason, then 

show age it will atain.  Any sections on 

forest, animals, and habitats that would be 

affected in light of this information needs to 

be updated and resubmitted for public 

comment through a completely updated 

DEIS or a supplemental DEIS.  

84 3 74 3.4.1.7 1 No wetlands or wetland buffers are located within the project footprint.  

Misleading statement.  A wetland is included in the project footprint, as it is within the 

project area borders.  This wetland has been and will continue to be impacted if the project is 

permitted.  SDS obtained a permit to harvest timber in the WMZ from DNR.  This disturbing 

activity may have, like most logging operations, damaged the WMZ that could remove silt in 

runoff from construction activities.   DNR Maps and FPA's

Update and correct this section with the 

most recent forestry actions that are 

planned or have occurred.  Correct and place 

this information in DEIS and resubmit for 

comments.  

85 3 77 3.4.1.7 1

No wetlands or wetland buffers are located within the project operation 

area.  

Misleading statement.  A wetland is included in the project operation area, as it is within the 

project area borders and a possible wind impediment.  This wetland has been and will 

continue to be impacted if the project is permitted.  SDS obtained a permit to harvest trees in 

the RMZ of the wetland (or is it called a WMZ?) from DNR (FPA #2704045 and #2704443).  

Because this wetland is along a road accessing project area from the east, it raises the 

question of whether the logging occured to improve the road for WRE access or for logging 

operations or in the words of a long time local "to remove an environmental problem" 

(sensitive species).   DNR Maps and FPA's

Update and correct this section with the 

most recent forestry actions that are 

planned or have occurred.  Correct and place 

this information in DEIS and resubmit to 

public for comments.  

86 3 74 3.4.1.7 2

Roadway improvements to the County or private logging roads are not 

expected to affect wetlands.  This information was confirmed through field 

investigations performed in May and July 2009. This Report is not cited as existing in Appendix DEIS

Include this report in DEIS and resubmit to 

public for comments.  
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87 3 74 3.4.1.7 7

Construction of the proposed project would result in the permanent loss of 

21.86 acres of managed coniferous or mixed deciduous‐coniferous forest.  

Here it state that the loss of forest will be permanent, yet prior arguments stated "for the life 

of the project estimated to be 30 years." DEIS

Show actual permanent loss of forest from 

construction and operation of the project.  

Rewrite this section of DEIS with a complete 

analysis, in light of the expanded 

information.  Include a map of the entire 

forest area that could be impacted to 

improve airflow.  Include a table of the 

affected habitat types and display the 

expected length of time for the forest to be 

fully renewed for viable timber harvest.  If 

harvest will not be allowed to renewed to an 

age of 50‐80 years for any reason, then 

show age it will be allowed to atain and the 

differetial in board feet at harvest.  Any 

sections on forest, animals, and habitats that 

would be affected in light of this information 

needs to be updated and resubmitted for 

public comment through a completely 

updated DEIS or a supplemental DEIS.  

88 3 77 3.4.1.7 1

Operation of the project would result in no further impacts to habitats on 

the project site.  

Operation of the project would result in the LONG TERM and perhaps permanent removal of 

functional forest in the airflow area.  Trees in the airflow area may never be allowed to 

regrow to a size that could prove needed habitat.    DEIS Remore this statement and others like it.

89 3 76 3.4.1.7 4

In order to determine which species (including special status species)…..are 

most at risk for turbine fatalities a relative collision risk….

This analysis is not appropriate for determining risk because it is dependent on observational 

counts.  Uncommon species would never have a high risk.   Basic statistical knowledge.  

Use percent of species observed in rotor 

swept area.  Put in suplemental DEIS or 

rewritten DEIS.

90 3 50 3.4.1.5 2 Surveys were conducted in 2003, 2004, 2008, and 2009 ………

NSO surveys were conducted in 2007 as well.  During one of the visits in particular, slash 

burning on Chemawa Hill above this area could have affected obtaining a result.  Survey was 

known to occur in the fall, which according to Bill Weiler, WDFW Biologist, was not the 

correct time of the year to be conducting owl surveys.  Although the design was flawed, 

those data sheets need to be made available to the public for review.  

Make available to public in supplemental 

DEIS or rewritten DEIS.
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91 3 77 3.4.1.7 7

Bald eagles, although fairly common in Washington State, are likely 

uncomon visitors to the project site.  The potential for ongoing occurrence 

of bald eagle on the project site is very low.  The potential for bald eagle 

fatalities as a result of turbine strikke is also considered to be extremely 

low.  

DEIS has failed to analyse increasing Bald Eagle presence in the Columbia River Gorge 

mainstem and tributaries.  The central gorge with an overwintering population from other 

parts of the U.S./Canada and a growing resident nesting population, has become much more 

common in the area and the numbers in the area is expected to increase as the overall 

recovering bald eagle population increases.   DEIS has failed to address the potential use of 

the area by bald eagles to shortcut across the saddlleback through WRE project area between 

the White Salmon River and the Little White Salmon River.  The potential for use of the area 

and a turbine strike is increasing with increasing populations, particularly in light of the use of 

airspace in the rotor‐swept area.  

Include USFWS data on producing and 

overwintering populations.  Include the 

likelihood of a fatality should an eagle pass 

through two strings of turbines as is present 

on the site.  (Survival as calculated in fish, 

only in this case estimated from available 

science)   If not calculated, use the number 

generated from percent of observations in 

rotor swept area relative to the population 

in the White Salmon to Little White Salmon 

Rivers  and Columbia River between those 

two rivers.  Extrapolate for an increasing 

population. 

92 3 77 3.4.1.7 8

Two golden eagles were recorded on the project site …..  ……considered to 

be at a relatively low risk for collision with turbines at this site.  

Every golden eagle that enters the WRE area, like bald eagles, are at risk of being killed by the 

turbine blades.  Golden eagles are quite possibly using the site more than rarely, perhaps a 

better word to use is infrequently.  Because of the timing and nature of this study, little can 

be said about the frequency of visits, other than, golden eagles were observed during the 

limited bird surveys.  

93 3 78 3.4.1.7 3

This includes the occurrence of five individuals, four of which were flying 

within the rotor swept area.  Similar to the golden eagle, this species may 

be at risk of increased foraging activity in open areas around turbines 

because they hunt for prey that occurs on the ground in cleared areas.  

However given their rare occurence on the project site, the potential for 

turbine related fatalities for this species is extremely low.  

First, northern goshawks are not "rare" in the WRE area.  Northern Goshawks have been 

observed flying southeast from the WRE project area into the farmland south of the project 

area, presumably to hunt.  During logging under DNR FPA# 2704293  in June‐July 2010 on a 

unit (named Fern) just below Chemawa Hill (southern A‐array), a northern goshawk was 

observed flying and repeatedly crying rfor two days just south of where the logging activities 

were taking place.  Quite possibly, a nesting tree may have been removed from the riparian 

zone with reportedly 100+ year old trees ( the riparian zone repeatedly not mentioned by the 

Applicant) being logged.   A request was lodged by an adjacent landowner with the Southeast 

Regional Office in Ellensberg to have a DNR employee enter the area and check for eggs or 

chicks that might have survived.  The request was refused by DNR stating that they have no 

rules on the books and are not responsible for regulating any wildlife.  

Change text to acknowlege prevalence of 

this uncommon bird in the WRE area. 

Change text to state that the potential for 

turbine related fatalities is high based on the 

presence of northern goshawk in the area 

AND the high percent of observed northern 

goshawks flying in the rotor swept area.  

Reissue the DEIS with corrections or a 

supplemental DEIS for public comment.  
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94 78 3.4.1.7 3 General Relative index using all bird species is not applicable.  

If a relative index is to be used it should be 

divided into general class of birds, ie: 

raptors.  This will give the public a better 

understanding of which raptor is at greatest 

risk of turbine caused fatality based on total 

number of raptors, number of each species 

observed, and flying in the rotor‐swept area. 

Although a qualifer must be stated that ALL 

raptors are at significant risk for turbine 

caused fatality because of their size and 

hunting behavior.  

95 3 79 3.4.1.7 1

Based on this analysis and surveys on the project site, the estimated 

raptor/vulture fatality rate is zero per MW/year, which is an extremely low 

estimate compared to many wind projects.  

The so called analysis does not in any way reflect the risk of raptors/vultures to turbine 

caused fatality.  This distorts and falsely inplies that a relative index predicts mortality.  The 

relative risk index only provides an indication of how many of a species were in the rotor‐

swept area relative to other species.  In fact, larger birds, because of their larger wing spans 

and body size, are more likely to be struck than a small bird occupying only a small space in 

the rotor swept area.  Birds spending more time in the rotor‐swept area are more likely to be 

killed.  Environmental conditions when birds are in the rotor‐swept area can affect fatality, 

and so forth.  The lack of assumptions to account for shortcomings is a fatal flaw in any 

"study" and certainly is for this one. 

This Study's list of assumptions must be 

reevaluated and independently confirmed.   

Remove this and other incorrect statements 

of non‐fact.  

96 nonexistent

Science based studies require a statement of all assumptions made to design a study and 

collect, analyze, and interpret data.  This is completely nonexistent in the DEIS and 

Appendices.  

97 3 79 3.4.1.7 1

Further, data collected from the project site indicate that the area is not 

within a major migratory pathway, at least during fall migration.  

No migration data on any species was collected, only observational counts of animals on 

differnent days/seasons.  Because migration requires some movement, and movement was 

not demonstrated in any "study" whatsoever, migration conclusions cannot be made.  

Remove references to "migration" from 

existing DEIS language until such time actual 

migration studies are completed and 

documented.  

98 3 79 3.4.1.7 2 Pileated woodpeckers were recorded on the site, but not flying.   Pileated woodpeckers do fly at rotor‐swept height.  They do not take the bus.  

A more accurate conclusion is suggested 

here: "Because pileated woodpeckers were 

not observed flying, the relative index was 

zero.  Pileated woodpeckers may fly at rotor‐

swept height through the WRE project area 

and may be killed as a result."
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99 3 79 3.4.1.7 1 Vaux's swifts……were commonly observed flying at rotor‐swept heights ….

More than SOME deaths should be expected based on the percentages of birds in the rotor 

swept area.  

Change to "Vaux's swifts….were commonly 

observed flying at rotor‐swept heights, and 

SIGNIFICANT turbine related mortality may 

occur. 

100 3 79 3.4.1.7 1

Olive‐sided flycatchers……were commonly observed flying at rotor‐swept 

heights ….

More than SOME deaths should be expected based on the percentages of birds in the rotor 

swept area.  

Change to "Olive‐sided flycatchers….were 

commonly observed flying at rotor‐swept 

heights, and SIGNIFICANT turbine related 

mortality may occur."

101 3 79 3.4.1.7 1

Western bluebird……were commonly observed flying at rotor‐swept heights 

….

More than SOME deaths should be expected based on the percentages of birds in the rotor 

swept area.  

Change wording to "Western 

bluebirds….were commonly observed flying 

at rotor‐swept heights, and SIGNIFICANT 

turbine related mortality may occur."

102

Waterfowl, waterbirds, and shorebirds were not observed using lands 

within the project site diring this study, and mortality involving this group is 

expected to be rare.  

These species area migratory birds and would not be be expected to be seen USING LAND 

within the project site as there is no large body of water, but the AIRSPACE would be used 

during migration.  Migratory birds, including water using species have been killed during 

migration by wind turbines at many different projects throughout the U.S. and world.  

Migratory birds of ALL species are at risk.  Migration has NOT been assessed in any study 

within this DEIS.  

Remove all reference to "migration" from 

any study and DEIS text.  Require a full study 

on spring and fall migration be conducted 

according to best experimental design and 

current research protocols.  Included in any 

assessment of migration by mammal 

(including bats) and avian species, needs to 

cover 24 hour time periods when 

environmental and seasonal conditions are 

favorable for every species (particularly 

status species) and for 3 years to account for 

annual variation.  

103 3 79 3.4.1.7 1

Turkey vultures are known to have very low susceptibiltiy to turbine 

collisions (Orloff and Flannery 1992).  

 Old Citation based on older, smaller turbines.  Provide updated current information to 

support any assertion.  

Base conclusions on more recent 

information to reflect the latest generation 

of industrial wind turbines.  Review 

Canadian and European white and grey 

papers on turkey vulture and cousin 

fatalities at wind turbine facilities.

104 3 79 3.4.1.7 General

The DEIS is deficent because the studies have failed identify the underlying asumptions used 

in design, data collection, and analysis that could affect extent and validity of conclusions.  

The assumptions mush be qualified by the authors as to the appropiatness of the study.  

Because of this lack of assumptions, independent reviewers are unable to confirm the 

intregrity of the methodology and conclusions.  

 The reports and the conclusions must be 

reissued with this information in a SEIS or a 

replacement DEIS.   
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105 3 79 3.4.1.7 3

These collisions would likely be rare and it is unlikely that the Project would 

have any negative impacts on population levels on and near the project site.

Acutally, the opposite is true.  Collisions are very likely to occur.  The shear number of 

turbines and their configuration along a ridge poses a very high risk to special status and 

uncommon species, as well as migrating birds and bats of all kinds.  

Compare to other forested ridgetop wind 

turbine projects in Eastern USA, with the 

statement that because no turbines have 

been place in conifer forests of the NW, it 

cannot accurately reflect numbers only 

provide general basis of comparison.  It 

MUST be stated that placement of wind 

turbines along ridges is likely to rusult in 

extremely high mortality of resident and 

migratory birds and bats as has occured in 

the Eastern US when placed along forested 

ridges.  

106 3 79 3.4.1.7 4

…in Washington and Oregon indicate that less correlation between pre‐

construction surveys and turbine‐related mortality is observed in non‐raptor 

species.  The lack of correlation may be because most fatalities are among 

nocturnal migrants that are not accounted for during surveys.  

This statement admits there is a lack of a migration study.  Most fatalities are among 

nocturnal migrants, and most species migrate at night.  At no point, during day or night, was 

any study of bird or bat migration through the project area.  

Require a three year study on bird and bat 

migration by qualified researchers using 

scientifically accepted methods and design 

protocols.  Provide results for review by 

public and governmental entities.  

107 3 9 3.1.2.1

The primary impacts during construction would be potential for erosion, 

landslides, soil compaction and changes to topography

Where these impacts will occur needs to be disclosed fully, particularly where changes to 

topography will occur.  

Provide a supplemental DEIS that fully 

discloses where the topographical changes 

will occur and provide before and after 

contour maps for all locations.  
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General�Comments�from�Save�Our�Scenic�Area���August�27,�2010

Comment�# General�Comment�from�SOSA�for�the�Whistling�Ridge�Energy�DEIS Remedy

GC�1

Need�Met�Tower�data�at�proposed�location�on�the�Western�(prevailing�windward)�slope.��This�data�must�include�3�dimensional�
wind�direction,�as�well�as�wind�speeds.��At�least�one�should�be�located�South�of�the�South�BPA�line,�along�the�A1�7�string.��This�

area�topographically�should�result�in�the�worst�case�scenario�for�turbulence�and�off�axis�wind�direction.
Turbine�efficiency�is�based�on�laminar�flow�in�the�direction�of�the�Turbine�Axis.��Turbines�placed�on�a�steep�slope�will�suffer�

significantly�reduced�performance,�which�must�be�
quantified�in�the�EIS�to�ensure�economic�viability�for�the�Applicant.��

Applicant�should�demonstrate�to�EFSEC�Council�that�the�
"wind�power"�resources�at�this�proposed�site�meet�or�

exceed�that�of�existing�or�permitted��WA�Wind�Turbine�
Facilities.��"Wind�Power"�is�defined�as�the�agregatized�

product�of�wind�speed�with�time.��The�purpose�would�be�
to�provide�some�basis�to�justify�and�offset�the�increased�
environmental�impacts�of�this�project,�relative�to�those�

existing�WA�Wind�Turbine�Facilities.��

GC�2

BPA�yard�size�of�4+�acres�invites�and�encourages�future�growth,�which�must�be�evaluated�now.

BPA�must,�or�the�DEIS�must,�identify�the�minimum�size�of�
land�needed�to�house�a�75�Megawatt�Substation,�and�

only�permit,�purchase,�and�develop�such�a�BPA�Facility,�if�
the�proposed�WRE�project�is�approved.��Any�larger�size�of�

land�or�power�capacity�would�trigger�additional�review�
requirements�for�WRE�Application�in�the�BPA�NEPA�

process.�

GC�3

It�appears�that�BPA�may�have�initiated�agreements�with�the�landowner�for�specific�parcels�of�land,�which�would�be�premature�
prior�to�the�completion�of�an�FEIS,�perhaps�even�a�ROD.��

BPA�must�not�enter�into�contractural�agreements�or�
commitments�until�the�lawfully�allowable�time.

GC�4

Certain�claims�by�the�Applicant�can�neither�be�substantiated�with�certainty�or�refuted�with�certainty.��In�these�cases,�the�
Council�should�neither�consider�a�claim�to�be�a�benefit�or�a�detriment�to�the�proposed�Project.��For�example,�Global�warming,�
reduction�in�CO2�emmissions,�as�supported�by�several�scientific�papers�concluding�that�the�"jury�is�still�out"�on�some�of�these�

issues.

The�EFSEC�Council�should�consider�these�types�of�claims�
as�neither�a�significant�benefit�or�a�significant�detriment�

to�the�proposed�Project.�

GC�5

The�State�of�Oregon�has�on�their�books�very�good�scenic�protections,�not�only�for�the�National�Scenic�Area,�but�a�huge�number�
of�State�public�lands�which�are�deemed�appropriate�to�save�from�visual�intrusion�of�Wind�Turbines.��Washington�State�should�

prepare�and�release�an�analogous�document.��EFSEC�should�consider�the�spirit�of�Oregon's�protections,�and�apply�similar�
standards�when�considering�the�overall�benefits�to�society�and�the�public�welfare.

EFSEC�should�consider�the�spirit�of�Oregon's�scenic�
protections�relating�to�Energy�Facilty�Siting,�and�apply�

similar�standards�when�considering�the�overall�benefits�to
society�and�the�public�welfare.��Longer�term,�EFSEC�is�
urged�to�pass�some�guidelines�similar�in�spirit�to�the�

Oregon�statues,�either�within�the�Department,�or�at�the�
State�legislative�level.

GC�6 The�layout�of�information�within�the�DEIS�makes�it�difficult�to�understand�and�assess�the�true�nature�of�the�Project. No�obvious�remedy�to�suggest.

GC�7

Incorporate�others'�testimony�by�reference

SOSA�hereby�incorporates�by�reference,�the�comments�
of:

Keith�Brown�and�Teresa�Robbins,�Skamania�County�
Residents�(SCR)

Mike�and�Joyce�Eastwick,�SCR�
Mary�Repar,�SCR

Friends�of�the�Columbia�Gorge
Dawn�Stover,�Klickitat�County�Resident

Sally�Newell,�SCR
Paul�Smith,�SCR
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GC�8

Applicant�must�provide�met�data�and�"wind�power"�analysis�(confidentially�if�needed)�to�EFSEC�Council�to�justify�why�this�site�is
sooooo�much�better�that�others,�that�it�could�justify�or�warrant�consideration�in�light�of�all�the�issues�against.��

Wind�Power�is�defined�as�the�integral�of�wind�"energy"�with�time.��This�is�commonly�approximated�as�a�function�of�average�
wind�speed�spanned�out�over�a�long�time�period.���and�timeOne�must�note�that�the�calculated�wind�speeds(or�power)�just�

north�of�the�north�BPA�line�are�a�maximum�for�the�project�site,�and�the�average�for�the�site,�as�a�whole,�would�be�considerably�
less.�

Financial�justification�for�the�Project�needs�to�be�
disclosed�and�verified.

GC�9

It�appears�that�many�general�and�specific�issues�raised�in�the�Scoping�Report�are�not�addressed,�or�not�adequated�addressed.��
To�ensure�the�integrity�of�the�Scoping�Process,�SOSA�recommends�the�DEIS�or�"FDEIS"�include�a�"Response�Matrix"���which�

would�indicate�the�location(s)�within�the�DEIS�where�the�response,�rebuttal,�or�otherwise�answer�to�EACH�scoping�comment�
can�be�found.��

Close�the�loop�with�the�public�comments�by�indicating�
responses�in�a�"Response�Matrix"�as�described�to�the�left.

GC�10

Issues�raised�in�the�Scoping�Process,�under�the�Category�of�"Documents"�(Issue�Code�"DX"),�are�not�broken�down�in�any�detail.
Lack�of�categorization�of�the�individual�documents,�and�subjects�within,�could�have�led�to�an�important�issue�not�being�

addressed.��As�part�of�the�"Results�Matrix"�comment�above,�any�matter�raised�in�the�"DX"�issue�code�should�be�re�categorized�
separably�into�the�other�Categories,�and�likewise�noted�where�these�issues�are�addressed�in�the�DEIS.��Furthermore,�a�

supplementary�DEIS�or�a�new�DEIS�should�be�issued�and�public�comment�provided.��

see�above�and�left

GC�11

�Speculation�here,�but�such�efforts�could�be�explained�by�the�future�"relative"�ease�of�proposing�a�Natural�Gas�Energy�Plant�on�
ajoining�lands,�given�a�number�of�factors,�the�least�of�which�is�the�NG�pipeline�running�thru�the�currently�proposed�Wind�

project.

If�any�knowledge�of�plans�for�additional�development�at�
or�near�the�proposed�site�of�WRE,�the�impacts�from�such�

must�be�addressed�at�this�time.
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DEIS Comment from SOSA:
Pink Color Routes are the non-viable Alternate Routes identified in the DEIS.(at 1-16)
Ausplund Road is NOT a possible alternative, given new road building within the NSA would be required,
which the Applicant has acknowledged is not allowed for this use within the NSA.  Pictures of the now-
overgrown portion of Ausplund road is shown on following pages.

DEIS states in 1.4.3.6 (at 1-16) that both Alternatives have been eliminated as an alternative due to road
construction requirements within the NSA.

As such, the DEIS is deficient in that no Construction Roadway alternatives are identified or considered.
SOSA has identified two alternatives - namely Schoolhouse to Little Buck Creek Road, and Lalock-
Kelchner Roads, both of which will take traffic out of the NSA and allow the Applicant to build roads on
property which it ALREADY owns, all the way to the proposed Project site.

DEIS Comment from SOSA

DEIS at 3-216

Dashed pink circles 
indicate the first of 
several areas needing 
road construction 
within the NSA 

Orange Route is 
suggested Alternate 
Route 1 
Schoolhouse to Little 
Buck Creek Roads to 
outside the NSA

Purple Route is 
suggested Alternate 
Route 2 
Schoolhouse to Cook-
Underwood to Lacock-
Kelchner Roads to 
outside the NSA

Pink Routes 
eliminated by 
Applicant, but still 
trying to pass as 
satisfying SEPA/
NEPA Alternatives 
requirement in 
1.4.3.6, when two 
other routes exist, 
as shown to Right.

NSA BoundryExhibit 2A, Page 1

DEIS at 3-216



Exhibit 2A, page 2 
  
Ausplund Road End, 
looking North 
  
ref: left hand pink 
circle on page 1

Ausplund Road End, 
looking North 
 

ref: left hand pink 
circle on page 1
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Friends of the Columbia Gorge

Map Date: 24 Aug 10

National Renewable Energy Laboratories 
Wind Speed Data for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project

National Renewable Energy Laboratories 
Wind Speed Data for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project
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North

A1

A7

The forested area inside the "red oval" above was not logged.  Note that both sides have been 
clear cut in 2003-4 on this 70%+ slope.  Ref FPA's  2702754 and 2702799 
  
This location is on the west slope at the south end of the proposed project, in the middle of 
Turbine String A1- A7.   
  
The SEPA responsible official should investigate the nature of this area being restricted from 
logging, and what other information the DNR might have on this issue.  They may contact the FP 
Forester named in the above FPA's, Tony Gilmer, who is still a State employee.  contact 
Department of Natural Resources, Husum Office  509-493-3218 x222 for his contact information

Exhibit 2D,   page 1



A7

A1

Exhibit 2D, page 2 
  
View looking east from Mill B flats on Cook-
Underwood Road 
section with trees remains unlogged 
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OAR 345-022-0040(1)(g) prohibits energy projects that are “likely to result in significant adverse impact” 
to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.

---

http://www.sos.state.or.us/archives/rules/OARs_300/OAR_345/345_022.html 
  

345-022-0040

Protected Areas

(1) Except as provided in sections (2) and (3), the Council shall not issue a site certificate for a 
proposed facility located in the areas listed below. To issue a site certificate for a proposed 
facility located outside the areas listed below, the Council must find that, taking into 
account mitigation, the design, construction and operation of the facility are not likely to 
result in significant adverse impact to the areas listed below. References in this rule to 
protected areas designated under federal or state statutes or regulations are to the designations in 
effect as of May 11, 2007: 

(a) National parks, including but not limited to Crater Lake National Park and Fort Clatsop 
National Memorial; 

(b) National monuments, including but not limited to John Day Fossil Bed National Monument, 
Newberry National Volcanic Monument and Oregon Caves National Monument; 

(c) Wilderness areas established pursuant to The Wilderness Act, 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq. and 
areas recommended for designation as wilderness areas pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1782; 

(d) National and state wildlife refuges, including but not limited to Ankeny, Bandon Marsh, 
Baskett Slough, Bear Valley, Cape Meares, Cold Springs, Deer Flat, Hart Mountain, Julia Butler 
Hansen, Klamath Forest, Lewis and Clark, Lower Klamath, Malheur, McKay Creek, Oregon 
Islands, Sheldon, Three Arch Rocks, Umatilla, Upper Klamath, and William L. Finley; 

(e) National coordination areas, including but not limited to Government Island, Ochoco and 
Summer Lake; 

(f) National and state fish hatcheries, including but not limited to Eagle Creek and Warm 
Springs; 

(g) National recreation and scenic areas, including but not limited to Oregon Dunes National 
Recreation Area, Hell's Canyon National Recreation Area, and the Oregon Cascades Recreation 
Area, and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area;

Exhibit 2H



(h) State parks and waysides as listed by the Oregon Department of Parks and Recreation and the
Willamette River Greenway; 

(i) State natural heritage areas listed in the Oregon Register of Natural Heritage Areas pursuant 
to ORS 273.581; 

(j) State estuarine sanctuaries, including but not limited to South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary, 
OAR chapter 142;

(k) Scenic waterways designated pursuant to ORS 390.826, wild or scenic rivers designated 
pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq., and those waterways and rivers listed as potentials for 
designation; 

(L) Experimental areas established by the Rangeland Resources Program, College of 
Agriculture, Oregon State University: the Prineville site, the Burns (Squaw Butte) site, the 
Starkey site and the Union site; 

(m) Agricultural experimental stations established by the College of Agriculture, Oregon State 
University, including but not limited to: 

Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station, Astoria 

Mid-Columbia Agriculture Research and Extension Center, Hood River 

Agriculture Research and Extension Center, Hermiston 

Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center, Pendleton 

Columbia Basin Agriculture Research Center, Moro 

North Willamette Research and Extension Center, Aurora 

East Oregon Agriculture Research Center, Union 

Malheur Experiment Station, Ontario 

Eastern Oregon Agriculture Research Center, Burns 

Eastern Oregon Agriculture Research Center, Squaw Butte 

Central Oregon Experiment Station, Madras 

Central Oregon Experiment Station, Powell Butte 

Central Oregon Experiment Station, Redmond 



Central Station, Corvallis 

Coastal Oregon Marine Experiment Station, Newport 

Southern Oregon Experiment Station, Medford 

Klamath Experiment Station, Klamath Falls; 

(n) Research forests established by the College of Forestry, Oregon State University, including 
but not limited to McDonald Forest, Paul M. Dunn Forest, the Blodgett Tract in Columbia 
County, the Spaulding Tract in the Mary's Peak area and the Marchel Tract; 

(o) Bureau of Land Management areas of critical environmental concern, outstanding natural 
areas and research natural areas; 

(p) State wildlife areas and management areas identified in OAR chapter 635, division 8. 
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Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA)
PO Box 41, Underwood WA 98651 

www.saveourscenicarea.org  

 

Comment on Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Section 3.9   Visual Resources 

 

August 26, 2010 

 
Stephen Posner          Andrew M.  Montaño 
Energy Facility Site Manager        Environmental Protection Specialist 
Washington EFSEC          Bonneville Power Administration 
905 Plum Street SE,  3rd Floor      PO Box 3621   KEC‐4 
PO Box 43712            905 NE 11th Avenue 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3712        Portland, OR  97208‐3621 
 
 

Dear Messrs. Posner and Montaño: 
 

Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA) is involved with the Whistling Ridge Energy (WRE) project 

application as an Intervener.  SOSA is a non‐profit corporation formed by concerned local Gorge 

citizens.  Its primary mission is to help preserve the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 

view‐shed; to further maintain the existing rural and scenic character of Underwood, 

Washington, and surrounding communities in Washington and Oregon; and work to preserve 

the intent of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act.  I am writing today to provide 

comments on the recently issued draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the WRE 

proposal. 

SOSA is submitting several different comment letters, covering a variety of subject matter 

within the DEIS.  We have also reviewed the comments submitted by the Friends of Columbia 

Gorge, agree with them and incorporate them by reference.  There are multiple environmental 

issues involved in the consideration of this project and it is important that each be given 

through consideration in the EIS process.  We find that, in many areas, the present DEIS is 

completely insufficient and we urge that the NEPA/SEPA responsible officials prepare a 

supplemental DEIS.   
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Topic:��Visual�Resources�Section�3.9��DEIS�at�3�155���3�196�

The�Federal�Highway�Administration�process�(FHWA)�used�by�the�Applicant�should�be�replaced�
with�the�BLM�methods�referred�to�in�the�DEIS.��If�the�FHWA�methods�are�retained,�then�many�
parts�of�this�methodology�must�increase�in�complexity�and�quantitative�analysis,�to�ensure�
useful�information�for�EFSEC�decision�makers.��The�deficiencies�and�proposed�remedies�
outlined�below�serve�only�as�a�partial�list�of�issues�to�address�in�correcting�the�DEIS�Visual�
analysis�to�a�level�suitable�for�use�as�a�unbiased,�objective�decision�making�"Tool."��To�this�end,�
SOSA�furthermore�incorporates�by�reference,�the�Friends�of�the�Gorge�DEIS�comments�by�Dean�
Apostle.��

As�the�phrase�goes���"a�picture�is�worth�a�thousand�words,"�I�am�focusing�my�comments�on�the�
problems�associated�with�the�photomontages.��The�visual�photomontage's�size,�resolution,�
contrast�ratio,�and�background�sky�conditions�all�serve�to�completely�under�represent�the�likely�
visual�impact�created�by�the�proposed�Project.��In�fact�they�fail�to�provide�any�useful�measure�
of�the�degradation�in�scenic�value.�

Deficiencies�with�the�DEIS�Section�3.9:�

1)��There�is�only�one�lighting�scenario�provided�in�the�DEIS.��The�(daytime)�conditions�provided�
in�the�DEIS�do�not�depict�other�illuminated�conditions�which�will�occur���namely,�sunrise,�
sunset,�and�night�time.��(�Reference�Exhibit�B�)�

2)��There�is�only�one�contrast�ratio�provided�in�the�DEIS���hazy.��The�four�that�should�be�used�are�
clear,�hazy,�front�lit�and�back�lit.��A�Cloudy�condition�should�result�in�minimal�degradation,�and�
should�not�need�to�be�formally�analyzed.��(�Reference�Exhibit�A�and�B�)�

3)��The�Landscape�Scenic�Quality�Scale�(Table�3.9�1,�DEIS�at�3�158)�uses�a�numeric�scale,�but�its�
application�to�the�Viewpoints�appear�non�objective�and�bias�towards�minimizing�the�
appearance�of�scenic�degradation.��Imagine�not�even�one�"postcard�view"�rating��from�the�
USA's�only�National�Scenic�Area�(NSA).�

4)��The�three�levels�of�Visual�Sensitivity�(DEIS�at�3�158�and�3�159)�provide�too�coarse�a�
resolution�for�true�numeric�analysis,�especially�given�it's�a�combined�parameter.��As�stated�at�
DEIS�3�158,�Visual�Sensitivity�is�defined�as�a�combined�parameter�of:��number�of�viewers,�type�
of�viewers,�viewing�conditions,�and�quality�of�the�view.��It�would�be�far�more�appropriate�to�
evaluate�each�parameter�separately.��To�each�parameter�apply�a�6�level�scale,�then�multiplying�
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them�by�appropriate�weighting�factors,�then�summing�to�a�final�numeric�output.�(not�"Low,�
Moderate,�High")�
�
5)��The�Summary�Table�(Table�3.9�2,�DEIS�at�3�177)�provides�the�"Level�of�Visual�Impact"�in�
qualitative�terms.��This�is�not�a�useful�output�for�proper�assessment�or�decision�making.��
Classifying�the�final�output�of�this�"qualitative"�process�with�its�3�step�scale�underreports�Scenic�
Degradation.��It's�kind�of�like�asking�a�person�that�needs�corrective�vision�to�take�off�their�
eyeglasses�to�drive�their�car.��The�EFSEC�Council,�at�the�least,�needs�statistical,�refined�numbers�
to�use�in�various�"what�if"�scenarios,�to�probe�the�effects�of�various�mitigation�concepts.��
Evaluating�the�effect�of�removal�of�various�turbines�or�turbine�strings,�as�an�example.��A�finer�
resolution,�numeric�basis�will�provide�a�clearer�consensus�for�decision�makers.���

6)��The�"Scenic�Quality"�value�of�"3"�assigned�to�Viewpoint�23�is�flawed.�(�Reference�Exhibit�C�)��
Further,�other�viewpoint�"scenic�quality"�values�are�likely�under�valued�or�under�scored.�����

7)��This�summer�2010,�SDS�logged�the�80�acres�sloping�south�beneath�the�proposed�A�string�
turbines,�from�the�ridgeline�down.�(Ref.�DNR�FPA#�2704293)�(Reference�Exhibit�E�primary,�and�
A�and�B�secondary�)��There�is�now�a�huge�80�acre�brown�patch�on�the�south�facing�slopes�by�
Chemawa�Hill,�contrasting�with�adjacent�green�forest�for�the�foreseeable�future.�
Furthermore,�and�more�importantly,�it�removes�about�100�feet�of�vertical�distance�between�the�
rotor�swept�area�and�the�now�visible�ridgeline,�thereby�aggravating�the�disparity�between�the�
each�"A"�Turbine�and�the�natural�land�forms�around�them.�
The�DEIS's�existing�visual�photomontage's�do�not�account�for�this�recent�and�dramatic�scenic�
landscape�"modification,"�and�thereby�understate�even�further�the�magnitude�of�visual�impact�
to�viewpoints�to�the�South�and�to�the�East.��Affected�Viewpoints�are:�4,�15,�and�23.��The�FPA�
2704293�was�approved�in�October�2008,�so�the�Applicant�had�ample�time�and�knowledge�to�
advise�their�URS�consultants�as�to�the�visual�site�conditions�which�should�have�applied�to�the�
Photomontages,�to�have�them�prepared�appropriately.�

Discussion�

Even�the�most�accurate�picture�cannot�replicate�the�true�image�in�real�life.��To�this�end,�there�
must�be�a�more�quantitative�approach�to�reaching�an�"accurate�measurable�difference",�as�
proposed�in�paragraph�1�above.���There�are�analogous�quantitative�tools,�which�Engineers�like�
myself,�use�in�their�profession.��For�example���FMEA�(Failure�Modes�Effects�Analysis).��These�
tools�put�tangible�numbers�to�normally�qualitative�phenomena,�allowing�decision�makers�to�
make�accurate�comparative�decisions.��Objectively�applied,�I�would�predict�that�most�all�the�
viewpoints�reported�in�this�DEIS�would�show�significantly�higher�scenic�degradation�than�other�
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Wind�Turbine�Projects�in�Washington�state.��I�propose�that�EFSEC,�as�the�EIS�responsible�official,�
incorporate�a�process�similar�to�the�above�referenced�FMEA�process,�to�the�existing�WRE�
template�and�to�future�EFSEC�Applications,�as�well.�

Further�refinement�of�visual�impact�could�be�achieved�by�classifying��the�percent�of�time�a�
particular�viewer�will�see�the�Turbines�with�a�given�contrast�ratio.��Meaning�from�a�given�
location,�say�35%�of�the�time,�a�viewer�will�see�flashing�red�lights,�16%�of�the�time�they�will�see�
only�cloud�cover,�40%�of�the�time�clear�deep�blue�sky,�5%�sunrise/sunset,�etc.��Then�sensitivity�
and�view�value�for�each�situation�can�be�quantified�for�each�location.���

This�author�lives�adjacent�to�Viewpoint�23�(DEIS�at�3�190),�and�has�produced�scaled�
photomontages�to�illustrate�the�dramatic�visual�difference�that�lighting�direction,�and�clear�blue�
skies�will�affect�the�contrast�ratio,�and�hence�visual�impact.��All�of�the�assumptions�are�clearly�
stated�on�the�photomontages,�and�information�is�on�each�for�independent�confirmation�as�to�
scale.��These�are�intended�to�serve�as�scaled�representations,�not�photo�realistic�images,�and�
not�dissimilar�from�the�URS�supplied�image.�

REMEDIES���proposed�actions�by�DEIS�responsible�official�to�correct�Deficiencies�

1)��All�photomontages�should�accurately�depict�the�four�viewing�conditions�of:��a)�clear,�bright�
blue�sky,�b)�hazy,�c)�back�lit(i.e.�sunset)�and�d)�night�time.���

2)��The�contrast�ratios�should�be�adjusted�higher�to�closely�simulate�how�the�Turbines�would�be�
seen�in�"real�life"�resolution.��("real�life"�resolution�is�clearly�articulated�in�Dean�Apostle�
comments)�

3)��The�"Level�of�Visual�Impact"��in�Table�3.9�2�must�be�a�numeric�product�of�a�multi�variable�
analysis,�each�variable�with�a�numeric�scale�of�at�least�6�levels�of�distinction.��The�variables�
identified�previously,�along�with�the�additional�variable�discussed�above�will�provide�a�
quantifiable�output�with�clear�relative�importance�being�attributed�to�each�viewpoint.�

4)��The�analysis�"output"�for�Table�3.9�2,�"Level�of�Visual�Impact"�needs�to�be�a�finer�resolution,�
numeric�basis�to�provide�a�clear�consensus�for�decision�makers�to�enter�into�"what�if"�scenarios�
when�contemplating�various�mitigation�opportunities.�����

5)��For�current�and�future�EFSEC�Applications,�consider�evaluating�Scenic�Degradation�
compared�to�a�standardized�reference�view�shed���say�an�expansive�desert�shrub�steppe/�
wheat�field�environment�where�most�Turbines�are�effectively�located.���(One�could�also�
consider�this�same�approach�for�wildlife�habitat�and�mortality�impacts...)�
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6)��Due�to�clear�cutting�of�the�A�Turbine�String�Ridgeline�this�summer�2010,�the�visuals�from�
sites�4,�15,�and�23�sorely�under�represent�reality,�and�must�be�re�created�using�new�
photographs�and�properly�scaled�Turbines,�and�on�a�worst�case�contrast�ratio.��"Changes�to�
topography,"�as�(vaguely)�mentioned�in�DEIS�at�3�9,�must�also�be�included.���
�
7)��These�slopes�of�the�proposed��A1�7�string,�if�not�others,�will�have�permanent�land�scarring�
activity.��Depending�on�the�geologically��allowable�locations�of�Turbines,�land�scarring�may�be�in�
full�view�of,�and�facing�the�National�Scenic�Area.��The�visual�impact�of�these�landform�
disturbances�must�be�including�in�the�Visual�analysis.��As�a�reference�to�the�magnitude�and�
scale�of�"changes�to�topography"�(DEIS�at�3�9)�a�photograph�of�construction�activity�on�a�ridge�
top�in�Maine�is�included�as�Exhibit�G.��The�slope�in�Exhibit�G�appears�not�as�steep�as�the�
Northwestern�and�Western�slopes�of�the�proposed�Project,�which�are�the�windward�side�of�the�
prevailing�wind�direction.��In�particular�to�the�A1�A7�proposed�Turbines,�this�is�also�true,�but�
furthermore,�the��opposite�slope�of�the�A1�A7�string�is�similar�in�slope�to�Exhibit�G.��This�
supports�our�claim�that�significant�and�permanent�land�scarring�activity�is�likely,�especially�true�
for�the�A1�A7�proposed�Turbines.������
��
�
Thank�you�for�this�opportunity�to�comment�on�the�DEIS.��SOSA�trusts�that�the�DFEIS�and�FEIS�
will�provide�facts�and�analysis�on�the�issues�raised�herein.�
�
Regards,�
�
�
�
�
Thomas�Drach,�PE�
Board�Member�
�

�
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Photomontage: Source Tom Drach using ProEngineer CADsoftware and CorelDraw software to overlay scale rendering of Vestas V82 (Exhibit H).  
Hub Height - 80m (262 ft) from top of ridgeline, Rotor Diameter - 82m (270 ft)       Bottom of swept diameter from the ground = 262 ft - 135 ft = 127 
ft.  Note: Douglas Fir trees at ridgeline at left are assumed fully mature at 110-120 feet, to be conservative.  If trees are actually shorter, turbines 
would need to be scaled LARGER in relation to the photo.  Dashed circle for rotor diameter on left included for independent confirmation of scale.

Scaled Photomontage 
  
Viewpoint 23 - Ausplund Road End 
compare to Figure 3.9-15 at DEIS  
pg. 3-190   Note this area was  
clear-cut since DEIS release

Exhibit A : Clear Day



Scaled Photomontage 
  
Viewpoint 23 - Ausplund Road End 
compare to Figure 3.9-15 at DEIS  
pg. 3-190   Note this area was  
clear-cut since DEIS release

Photomontage: Source Tom Drach using ProEngineer CADsoftware and CorelDraw software to overlay scale rendering of Vestas V82 (Exhibit H).  
Hub Height - 80m (262 ft) from top of ridgeline, Rotor Diameter - 82m (270 ft)       Bottom of swept diameter from the ground = 262 ft - 135 ft = 127 
ft.  Note: Douglas Fir trees at ridgeline at left are assumed fully mature at 110-120 feet, to be conservative.  If trees are actually shorter, turbines 
would need to be scaled LARGER in relation to the photo.  Dashed circle for rotor diameter on left included for independent confirmation of scale.

Exhibit B : Sunset (back-it condition)



Original Photo - unretouched         location is the end of  Ausplund Road End, looking South, photo by Tom Drach, Nikon 5MP cheapo camera 
Proposed turbines to the North,   reference Viewpoint 23,  Figure 3.9-15 at DEIS  pg. 3-190    
DEIS rates this location as: (Table 3.9-2 at 3-177) 
Scenic Quality = Moderate  (3 on a scale 1 to 6, 6 being postcard quality) ( REALLY ??? should be a 6 ) 
Viewer Sensitivity = Moderate,  hence overall rating of  Visual Impact = Moderate 
Authors Note:  How many other Viewpoints "analyzed" in the DEIS suffer from this same disparity in "Scenic Quality" rating?   

Exhibit C : DEIS Visual Quality Rating of "3" Contended



Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 3.0 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation 

3-158

- Unity is the degree to which the visual resources of the landscape join together to 
form a coherent and harmonious visual pattern 

Each viewpoint was assigned a final rating based on the rating scale shown in Table 3.9-1.  This 
rating scale incorporates the landscape assessment concepts developed in the USFS and FWHA 
methodologies. 

Table 3.9-1 
Landscape Scenic Quality Scale 

Visual Quality Rating Explanation 
Outstanding

6
A rating reserved for landscapes with exceptionally high visual quality.  These landscapes are 
significant nationally or regionally.  They usually contain exceptional natural or cultural features that 
contribute to this rating.  They are what we think of as “picture postcard” landscapes.  People are 
attracted to these landscapes to view them. 

High
5

Landscapes that have high quality scenic value.  This may be due to cultural or natural features 
contained in the landscape or to the arrangement of spaces contained in the landscape that causes 
the landscape to be visually interesting or a particularly comfortable place for people.  These 
landscapes have high levels of vividness, unity, and intactness. 

Moderately High
4

Landscapes that have above average scenic value but are not of high scenic value.  The scenic 
value of these landscapes may be due to human or natural features contained within the landscape, 
to the arrangement of spaces in the landscape, or to the two-dimensional attributes of the landscape.  
Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are moderate to high. 

Moderate
3

Landscapes that are common or typical landscapes with average scenic value.  They usually lack 
significant human or natural features.  Their scenic value primarily results from the arrangement of 
spaces contained in the landscape and the two-dimensional visual attributes of the landscape.  
Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are average. 

Moderately Low
2

Landscapes that have below average scenic value but not low scenic value.  They may contain 
visually discordant human alterations, but these features do not dominate the landscape.  They often 
lack spaces that people perceive as inviting and provide little interest in terms of two-dimensional 
visual attributes of the landscape. 

Low
1

Landscapes that have below average scenic value.  They may contain visually discordant human 
alterations, and often provide little interest in terms of two-dimensional visual attributes of the 
landscape.  Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are below average. 

Source: Buhyoff et al. (1994), FHWA (1988), and USFS (1995) 

3.9.1.2 Visual Sensitivity Assessment 

The analysis also assessed visual sensitivity, which involves predicting the general impact on the 
quality of views from a given viewpoint.  A combination of three factors determines how 
sensitive a landscape scene is: 

� The number and type of viewers 

� The viewing conditions 

� The quality of the view 

Residential areas with unobstructed views of a regionally important and memorable scene would 
be very sensitive to objects or structures that would impede views.  A view from a seldom-

Exhibit D : Table 3.9 - 1  
Presented in original format, ease of reference purpose only
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Table 3.9-2 
Summary of Existing Scenic Quality Assessment and Project Visual Impacts 

Existing Scenic Quality 

Viewpoint

Within or 
Outside 

of Scenic 
Areaa

Distance from 
Nearest
Turbine 
(miles) Visual Quality 

Viewer
Sensitivity

Anticipated 
Level of 

Visual impact 
Viewpoint 1:  State Highway 
141/Pucker Huddle (Figure 3.9-3) SA 3.99 Low Moderate Low to 

Moderate
Viewpoint 3: Husum, Highway 141 
north (Figure 3.9-4) -- 4.76 Moderate to 

Moderately High Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 4: Ausplund Road, Cook-
Underwood Road (Figure 3.9-5) KVA 1.23 Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 5: Willard (Figure 3.9-6)  -- 1.35 Moderately Low 
to Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 7: Mill A (Figure 3.9-7) -- 1.62 Moderately Low Moderate Low to 
Moderate

Viewpoint 11:  I-84 Westbound (Figure 
3.9-8) KVA 8.39 Moderate Moderate Moderate to 

Low
Viewpoint 12: Koberg Park (Figure 3.9-
9) SA 6.60 Moderately High Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 13:  I-84 Eastbound (Figure 
3.9-10) KVA 3.43 Moderately High Moderately

Low
Moderate to 

Low
Viewpoint 14:  Viento State Park 
(Figure 3.9-11) SA 3.99 Moderately High 

to High 
Moderate to 

High
Moderate to 

High
Viewpoint 15: Frankton Road (Figure 
3.9-12) SA 4.51 Moderate Moderate Moderate 

Viewpoint 17: Providence Hospital 
(Figure 3.9-13) SA 5.07 Moderately Low Low Low 

Viewpoint 19: Columbia River Highway 
(Figure 3.9-14) SA 6.46 Moderately High Moderate Low 

Viewpoint 23: Ausplund Road End 
(Figure 3.9-15) SA 0.64 Moderate Moderate Moderate 

a.  -- += not in Scenic Area; SA = within Scenic Area; KVA = Key Viewing Area within Scenic Area 

Comment by SOSA: 
Due to clear-cutting of the A-Turbine String Ridgeline this summer 2010, the visuals boxed in RED 
above, must be re-created using new photographs and properly scaled Turbines on a worst case 
contrast ratio.  Topographic changes must also be included, per  
  
This summer, SDS logged the 80 acres sloping to the south-east of the proposed A-
string turbines, from the ridgeline down. 
This now leaves a dramatic brown patch contrasted with the green forest for at least 5 
years, and land scarring activity of the turbine foundations and roads, all of which 
must be included in the applicable photomontages. 
Furthermore and more importantly,it removes about 100 feet of vertical distance 
between the rotor-swept area and the closest ground features. 
The existing visual photomontage's do not account for this recent and dramatic scenic 
landscape "modification," and thereby understate even further the magnitude of visual 
impact to viewpoints to the South and East. 

Exhibit E: 
Due to recent clear-cuts by SDS Lumber Company during this summer of 2010, reference Comment 
below DEIS table:



Figure 3.9-15

Viewpoint 23 - Ausplund Road End

Whistling Ridge Energy Project
Skamania County, Washington

33758687_138.cdr

Source: GeoDataScape.

Exhibit F:   original photomontage from DEIS at 3-190, with comment in Grey Box below:   

Comment by SOSA:  Either these turbines are not scaled correctly, or turbine bases are 80-100 feet 
down on the North face of Chemawa Hill.  Foundation height not identified, no mass soil displacement 
shown for turbine foundations on steep slopes,  all slopes now clear-cut, and all soil displacement will 
be visible for many miles.  Turbines would likely be sited on Southeastern slope, due to Northwestern 
face is identified as unstable slope by DNR in Forest Practices Application (FPA 2702799)  .



Ridge Carving for Geologic Stability
Mars Hill,  Maine 2006

Similar visual impacts are likely for WRE Project, but no details are given
either visually, geologically, or environmentally.

Exhibit G



Exhibit H: 
  
Included as reference data for scaled 
photomontages
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Cover photo © Chris Carvalho, www.lensjoy.com
Natural scenic views in the Columbia River Gorge, including this view of Mt. Hood from Nestor
Peak, would be permanently damaged by the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.

http://www.lensjoy.com/
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INTRODUCTION

These comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling

Ridge Energy Project are submitted by Friends of the Columbia Gorge.1 Friends is a nonprofit

organization with approximately 4,700 members dedicated to protecting and enhancing the

resources of the Columbia River Gorge.

Of all the wind energy projects that EFSEC and BPA have reviewed to date, the

Whistling Ridge Energy Project is easily the most controversial and problematic, as well as the

project most likely to cause significant environmental impacts. This is the only project proposed

to be located within forested habitat. This is the only project proposed within a designated

Special Emphasis Area for the federally listed Northern Spotted Owl. This is the only project

proposed within three miles of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer

National Historic Trail, the Historic Columbia River Highway (designated as a National Historic

District on the National Register of Historic Places, as well as a National Historic Landmark),

and the Ice Age Floods National Geological Trail. This is the only project for which multiple

other agencies, including the United States Forest Service and the National Park Service, have

recommended substantial modifications to the project. This is the only project proposed adjacent

to a National Forest. This is the only project that would cause significant adverse impacts in two

states (not just Washington). This is the only proposed project surrounded by recreational and

cultural resources. And last but certainly not least, this is the only proposed project that would

cause significant adverse impacts to a National Scenic Area.

1 Friends hereby incorporates by reference all of its previous written and oral comments to the
agencies, as well as its submissions to EFSEC through that agency’s adjudicative proceeding and land use
consistency process. The DEIS does not adequately address many of Friends’ previous comments.
Friends also incorporates all comments of Save Our Scenic Area.
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Because of these unique factors, the agencies must take a special, close look at the

impacts. Unfortunately, this Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to take the hard look

required by NEPA and SEPA. The DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it improperly narrows

the scope of study, ignores and trivializes the impacts of the project, ignores or summarily

dismisses detailed comments from the public and expert agencies, and was largely drafted and/or

influenced by the applicant and the applicant’s consultants behind closed doors and is therefore

extremely biased in favor of the project. The DEIS is so deficient that it cannot be used as the

basis for a decision on the project. The proposed project should be denied outright, but if it is to

be given further consideration, a supplemental or revised DEIS is required.

BACKGROUND

I. The Columbia River Gorge and the Affected Communities

The Whistling Ridge project would be sited in the heart of the Columbia River Gorge.

Many of the proposed turbines would be sited immediately adjacent to and/or highly visible from

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. In addition, portions of the proposed “haul

route,” along which construction materials and turbine components would be transported, are

located within the National Scenic Area.

Established by Congress in 1986, the National Scenic Area is an extraordinary national

treasure, an area protected under federal law for its aesthetic, biological, ecological, historic, and

recreational values. See Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act (“Scenic Area Act”),

16 U.S.C. §§ 544–544p.

The Gorge, under the protection of the Scenic Area Act, offers unfettered scenic and

historic views along the Columbia River, site of the final portion of Lewis and Clark’s journey

across the West. Additionally, the Gorge offers unique recreational opportunities with its many
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side-river canyons, ridgetops, and the Columbia River itself. Hiking, bicycling, river rafting,

kayaking, skiing, boating, fishing, camping, kiteboarding, windsurfing, birdwatching, and

wildflower viewing are all pursued actively by the public throughout the Gorge. The overall

character of the surrounding region highly scenic, ranging from wilderness to rural areas with

quaint towns and spectacular vistas, rather than industrial or commercial.

In its November/December 2009 issue, National Geographic Traveler ranked the

Columbia Gorge region #6 internationally, and second in the nation, among “iconic

destinations.” The Gorge was ranked higher than all of the county’s national parks that were

surveyed, and higher than Tuscany, Italy; the Serengeti Plains; and Mount Kilimanjaro. A

primary reason given by National Geographic for the Gorge’s high ranking was the Gorge’s

international reputation for “an incredible job of protecting the views.” Another stated reason

was the Gorge’s “[g]reat potential for ‘agritourism and geotourism.’”

The Gorge has long been considered a special area. In 1915, the U.S. Forest Service

(“USFS” or “Forest Service”) established Eagle Creek as the first Forest Service Recreation Area

in the nation. The following year, the Gorge was proposed as a National Park. Continuing

development pressures led to the establishment of the National Scenic Area in 1986. Today the

Gorge contains hundreds of miles of hiking and bike trails through locales as diverse as misty

river canyons and arid grassland plateaus. The Gorge also contains dozens of lakes, parks,

campgrounds, and other recreational areas.

The proposed energy project would be highly visible from several urban areas and

unincorporated communities in or near the National Scenic Area. These include Underwood,

Hood River, Mosier, Mill A, Willard, and White Salmon. Hundreds of residents of these and
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other communities are strongly opposed to the project and have expressed their opposition and

concerns in comments to the reviewing agencies and to Skamania County.

II. The National Environmental Policy Act

A major purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) is to ensure that

federal agencies conduct fully informed environmental decision-making. NEPA promotes its

sweeping commitment to “prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere” by

focusing the attention of federal decision makers and the public on the environmental and other

impacts of proposed agency action. 42 U.S.C. § 4321. By focusing agency attention on the

environmental and socioeconomic impacts of a proposed action, NEPA ensures that the agency

will not act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision once finalized. See Robertson

v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989).

To that end, “[t]he sweep of NEPA is extraordinarily broad, compelling consideration of

any and all types of environmental impacts of federal action.” Calvert Cliffs’ Coordinating

Comm. v. U.S. Atomic Energy Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1122 (D.C. Cir. 1971). An agency must

“take the initiative of considering environmental values at every distinctive and comprehensive

stage of the process.” Id. at 1111.

III. The State Environmental Policy Act

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) applies to state and local

governmental  actions  and  decisions.  SEPA’s  general  purpose  is  to  require  consideration  of

environmental factors at the earliest possible stage in order to allow decisions to be based on a

complete disclosure of environmental consequences. See Stempel v. Dept. of Water Resources v.

City of Kirkland, 82 Wn. 2d. 109, 118 (1973). Agencies are required to engage in an open and

public study of environmental impacts at the earliest possible time. RCW § 43.21C.030(b); see
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also WAC § 197-11-300.

Agencies  must  assess  the  likely  cumulative,  direct,  indirect,  short-term,  and  long-term

impacts to the environment. WAC 197-11-030(2)(b), (2)(g); see also State Environmental Policy

Act Handbook (SEPA Handbook) at 2 (2003). Agencies must also evaluate alternatives and

mitigation measures. WAC 197-11-055(2)(c); see also SEPA Handbook at 2. Agencies “shall not

limit” consideration only to impacts within the boundaries of the agencies’ jurisdiction. WAC

197-11-060(4).

For projects with likely significant impacts, environmental impact statements are required

to ensure that government agencies and interested citizens have an opportunity to thoroughly

review environmental impacts of proposed actions at the earliest possible stage; the agency must

use the EIS in planning actions and making decisions. WAC 197-11-400(4). “The primary

purpose of an environmental impact statement is to ensure that SEPA’s policies are an integral

part of the ongoing programs and actions of state and local government.” WAC 197-11-400(1).

The EIS must be impartial and must inform decision makers of alternatives and

mitigation measures that avoid or minimize impacts of a proposed action. WAC 197-11-400(2).

The EIS must not merely rationalize a predetermined outcome. WAC 197-11-402(10). (“EISs

shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency action, rather

than justifying decisions already made.”) Rather, the EIS must include sufficient objective

analysis to actually inform the agency’s decision making process.

The EIS must be completed early enough to serve as a practical contribution to the

decision making process. WAC 197-11-406 (“The statement shall be prepared early enough so it

can serve practically as an important contribution to the decision making process and will not be

used to rationalize or justify decisions already made.”); see also King County v. Boundary
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Review Board, 122 Wn.2d 648, 666, 860 P.2d 1024 (1993); Barrie v. Kitsap County, 93 Wn.2d

843, 854, 613 P.2d 1148 (1980); Mentor v. Kitsap County, 22 Wn.App. 285, 291, 588 P.2d 1226

(1978).

For projects with potentially significant or serious impacts, SEPA requires the same hard

look that NEPA does. “The level of detail shall be commensurate with the importance of the

impact,” and in the face of any scientific uncertainty, the EIS must disclose the uncertainty and

analyze the worst case scenario and the likelihood of its occurrence. WAC 197-11-402(2) and

197-11-080(2), (3).

DISCUSSION

I. The DEIS is Improperly Designed so that the Applicant’s Private Economic
Interests Unlawfully Dictate the Purpose, Need, Alternatives, and Eventual
Outcome for the Proposed Action.

A. The Purpose and Need Statement in the DEIS is Being Improperly Driven by
the Applicant’s Private Economic Interests.

NEPA requires federal agencies to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all

reasonable alternatives” to a proposed action. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). In order to do so, the

agency must first reasonably and objectively define the purpose and need of a proposed action.

See Simmons v. United States Army Corps of Eng’rs, 120 F.3d 664, 666 (7th Cir. 1997) (citing

Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 195–96 (D.C. Cir. 1991)). The chosen

statement of purpose and need effectively dictates the range of alternatives evaluate in an EIS.

Id.

 “[A]n agency cannot define its objectives in unreasonably narrow terms.” City of

Carmel-By-The-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 123 F. 3d 1142, 155 (9th Cir. 1997). “An

agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms so unreasonably narrow that only one

alternative . . . would accomplish the goals of the agency’s action, and the EIS would become a
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foreordained formality. Nat’l Parks & Conservation Ass’n v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 606 F.3d

1058, 1070 (9th Cir. 2010). Moreover, an agency may not allow the economic needs and goals of

a private applicant to define the purpose and need, and hence the inevitable outcome, of an EIS.

Id.

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is happening with this EIS. The DEIS lists the

applicant’s “needs,” including the “business needs of the applicant” (such as “diversifying the

holdings” of the Applicant) as stated needs for the project, and lists no agency-defined objectives

or needs other than complying with applicable laws. The DEIS fails to even acknowledge that

the agencies have no obligation or responsibility whatsoever to meet the applicant’s needs or

desires. As a result, the Applicant-identified needs are defining and driving the characteristics of

this project and the alternatives thereto. This approach is inappropriate and unlawful.

Interestingly, some of the Applicant-identified needs are suspect. For instance, the

Applicant identifies a need for utilities in Washington State to provide more alternative energy to

their customers. DEIS at 1-4–1-6. But nowhere has the Applicant specified or publicly

committed to sell the electricity from this project within Washington State. As it stands, well

over half of all the wind energy produced in Washington and Oregon is currently being sent to

California. If a similar fate occurs with the electricity from the Whistling Ridge project, then the

Washington state requirements for alternative energy are wholly irrelevant to the project. The

applicant cannot have it both ways. It cannot assert that meeting Washington state renewable

portfolio standards is a need for the project, and yet refuse to commit energy from this project to

remain in Washington state.

The DEIS repeatedly states or implies that the project would reliably produce between 70

MW and 75 MW of energy. See, e.g., DEIS at I-9, 3-90, 3-271. The DEIS significantly
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overvalues the generating potential of the project. Wind energy facilities cannot continually

generate energy at their rated capacity. Generally, wind energy facilities generate energy at 30%

of capacity. So for this project, the actual energy output would be only 21 MW. Every assertion

or implication in the DEIS that the Whistling Ridge project would produce 70 or 75 MW of

energy must be corrected to reflect the likely actual production of the facility. This correction

must also be reflected in the purported need to produce at least 70 MW of energy for the project

to be marketable. In any event, the facility would likely deliver 21 MW of energy to the grid.

Further, the Applicant’s purpose and need statement appears to be defined only in terms

of conveying power from a wind energy generation facility. This purpose and need is too

narrowly limited, and avoids the question of whether there truly is a need for a wind energy

project. As a result, the purpose and need statement improperly limits the alternatives considered

by the agencies.

As in the National Parks & Conservation Association case, the private economic interests

of the Applicant are the driving force behind the purpose and need statement, and thus behind the

entire DEIS.  The narrowly drawn statement unreasonably constrains the possible range of

alternatives, because it excludes alternatives that fail to meet the Applicant’s specific private

objectives, which are to build a wind energy project.  The result of such a narrowly driven

statement led to only two alternatives to be considered: the proposed action (authorizing

construction and operation of the proposed Whistling Ridge Entergy Project and associated

components) and the No Action Alternative (not authorizing construction and operation of the

proposed project). This extremely narrow range of alternatives is unreasonable, and thus, violates

NEPA.

/////
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B. The Stated Purposes Fail to Acknowledge EFSEC’s Duty to Protect State or
Local Governmental or Community Interests.

One of EFSEC’s mandates is to “protect state or local governmental or community

interests affected by the construction or operation of the energy facility.” WAC 463-64-020. Any

site certification agreement must contain conditions to meet this mandate. Id.

The DEIS fails to even mention this mandate, let alone apply it. This mandate should be

expressly included in the stated purpose and need for action on page 1-3 of the EIS, and should

be applied and reflected throughout the DEIS.

C. The Range of Alternatives Considered is Inadequate.

The DEIS discusses only the Proposed Action Alternative (the proposed project) and the

No Action Alternative. Such a truncated alternatives analysis violates the agencies’ duties under

NEPA and SEPA to fully review all reasonable alternatives.

“The purpose of NEPA is to require disclosure of relevant environmental considerations

that were given a ‘hard look’ by the agency, and thereby to permit informed public comment on

proposed action and any choices or alternatives that might be pursued with less environmental

harm.” Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nevada v. United States Dep’t of the Interior, ---

F.3d ---, 2010 WL 2431001 (9th Cir. 2010) (quoting Lands Council v. Powell, 395 F.3d 1019,

1027 (9th Cir.2005)); see also 42 U.S.C. § 4332(E) (requiring agencies to “study, develop, and

describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which

involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources”). Agencies are

required to consider alternatives in an EIS and must give full and meaningful consideration to all

reasonable alternatives. Id.; see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). “The existence of a viable but

unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.” Id. (citing

Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1519 (9th Cir.1992) (quoting Citizens for
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a Better Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F.2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir.1985)).

SEPA also requires an EIS to evaluate alternatives. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c)(i).  The

applicable guidelines are found at WAC 197-11-440(5). An alternative considered for purposes

of an EIS need not be certain or uncontested, it must only be reasonable. King County v. Central

Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Bd. 138 Wn.2d 161, 184-85, 979 P.2d 374, 385

(1999). A reasonable alternative is one that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal’s

objectives at a lower cost to the environment. Id.; see also WAC 197-11-440(5)(b).

According to the applicable federal regulations, an EIS “shall inform decision-makers

and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or

enhance the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. CEQ clarified the meaning

of this requirement in its “Forty Most Asked Questions” policy guidance by defining “reasonable

alternatives” as including “those that are practical or feasible from the technical and economic

standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of the

applicant.” Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act

Regulations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23, 1981) (emphasis in original).

When selecting alternatives, an agency may consider an applicant’s desires, but is not by

any means bound or limited by them. It is not appropriate for an agency to rely on the “self-

serving statements of the project applicants.” Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Norton, 237

F. Supp. 2d 48, 53 (D.D.C. 2002). Instead, the action agency must “to the fullest extent possible .

. . study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any

proposal which includes unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources.”

Id. at 54 (citing 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E)). Moreover, “[o]ther factors [other than the applicant’s

desires] to be developed during the scoping process—comments received from the public, other
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government agencies and institutions, and development of the agency’s own environmental

data—should certainly be incorporated into the decision of which alternatives to seriously

evaluate in the EIS.” CEQ, Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations, 48 Fed. Reg. 34,263,

34,267 (July 28, 1983).

Again, the DEIS analyzes the impacts of only two alternatives: 1) the proposed project,

and 2) the no action alternative.  These options advance the Applicant’s goals, rather than the

agencies’ goals, to the exclusion of other reasonable alternatives. The DEIS is fatally flawed in

its failure to consider an adequate range of reasonable alternatives. See Muckleshoot Indian Tribe

v. USFS, 177 F.3d 800, 913 (9th Cir. 1999) (agency failed to consider an adequate range of

alternatives when an EIS considered only a no action alternative along with two “virtually

identical” action alternatives).

Various other alternatives should have been considered.  First, at page 1-13 of the DEIS,

the BPA did not consider any alternate locations for the wind turbine project other than those

owned by the Applicant. Likewise, alternatives for interconnecting the wind project with

transmission lines off of the project site were eliminated.

Indeed, under NEPA, the EIS may even have to look at alternatives over which the

applicant has no control. NRDC v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 835 (D.C. Cir. 1972); NWF v. NMFS,

235 F. Supp.2d 1143 (W.D. Wash. 2002). Further, it is irrelevant whether an applicant already

owns alternative sites for the purposes of NEPA review: “The fact that this applicant does not

now own an alternative site is only marginally relevant (if it is relevant at all) to whether feasible

alternatives exist to the applicant’s proposal.” Van Abbema v. Fornell, 807 F.2d 633, 638 (7th

Cir. 1986).



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 12

As stated in the Van Abbema case, other alternatives for a project cannot be eliminated as

non-feasible simply because the Applicant does not now own the site where an alternative

location may exist. Here, SDS and Broughton Lumber own tens of thousands of acres of land in

Oregon and Washington that could potentially be available for energy production purposes. The

EIS fails to consider those lands, and fails to consider the possibility of applicant purchasing

lands in other locations, such as east of the National Scenic Area, for an energy facility.

Similarly, SEPA also requires a discussion of alternate development sites for a proposed

project in order to have an adequate discussion of reasonable alternatives. See Barrie v. Kitsap

County, 93 Wn.2d 843, 855, 613 P.2d 11481155 (1980) (EIS was inadequate because it looked

only at the use of the applicant’s private property for siting a shopping center, and failed to

discuss alternative development sites).

Here, alternate locations could provide comparable energy output. This approach would

be consistent with the BPA stated goals of acting consistently with its environmental and social

responsibilities and providing for cost and administrative efficiency. Surely other sites with far

less impacts could easily be located. Not far to the east of this project site, thousands of wind

turbines have been constructed recently, the vast majority of which pose far less resource

impacts than the Whistling Ridge site.

Another potential site is immediately north of the proposed project site, on DNR lands. In

fact, this property has been designated by WRE as “Phase 2” of the Whistling Ridge project.

Although DNR has indefinitely placed on hold consideration of WRE’s request for a wind power

lease of this property, that does not mean use of the property is forever out of the question. In

fact, recent emails by WRE representatives, obtained by Skamania County residents Keith

Brown and Teresa Robbins in response to a public records request, indicate that WRE still
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wishes to use the DNR property for wind energy. The DEIS fails to analyze the possibility of

siting wind turbines on this property rather than on the SDS and Broughton Lumber land.

Second, the BPA did not consider alternate configurations (with fewer wind turbines

and/or in different locations) for the project.  On page 1-14, the DEIS states that “the project

must be capable of producing a minimum of 70 MW” and that the project size “was selected to

optimize . . .  economic feasibility” (emphasis added).  There are no financial data or projections

provided to support this claim. Moreover, the agencies eliminated any alternatives that would

have considered a smaller generation facility, for instance in order to address potential

environmental impacts, solely in an effort to “optimize”2 the applicant’s economic wishes. Nor

did the agency consider alternative locations for individual turbines that would reduce their

impacts. This approach is unlawful and violates the agencies’ legal mandates.

Third, the BPA did not consider other potential renewable energy sources in the DEIS.  A

dismissal of renewable energy sources other than wind energy, such as distributed generation,

does not comport with the agencies’ stated goal of acting consistently with their environmental

and social responsibilities.

Fourth, no conservation alternatives were considered to eliminate the stated “need” for

this 70 MW of installed capacity. Conservation alternatives, such as demand response

technologies, also should have been included in order to meet the agencies’ goals of promoting

their environmental and social responsibilities.

Fifth, another reasonable alternative is one that analyzes and considers the future

development of the proposal. WAC 197-11-440(5)(c) states that the EIS shall:

(vii) Discuss the benefits and disadvantages of reserving for some future time the
implementation of the proposal, as compared with possible approval at this time. The

2 The Webster’s Dictionary definition of “optimize” is “to make as effective, perfect, or useful as
possible.”
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agency perspective should be that each generation is, in effect, a trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations. Particular attention should be given to the
possibility of foreclosing future options by implementing the proposal.

The DEIS fails to comply with this requirement, because it fails to consider the possibility of

delaying the development of wind energy until a later date, perhaps at a time when the energy

grid will be more equipped to handle the addition of new wind energy sources.

The above alternatives were either eliminated from the study, or not considered at all,

because the Applicant’s economic needs, rather than the stated goals of the agencies, dictated the

results of this DEIS. In effect, the agencies are violating their duties to consider all reasonable

alternatives.

D. The Applicant and its Consultants Appear to Have Played an Improper Role
in the Drafting of the DEIS, Leading to a Biased and Result-Oriented
Document.

The agencies’ ability to prepare an EIS that would provide a balanced and objective

analysis, leading to a decision that addresses the interests of the general community and not just

the Applicant, have become further compromised by an apparent decision to allow the same

consultants who prepared the application on behalf of the Applicant to also prepare analytical

content in the DEIS.3

Originally, the agencies stated that the Applicant and its consultants would be preparing

the EIS. However, because the public objected to this arrangement and pointed out that it would

violate NEPA, the agencies made the following announcement in the DEIS May 21, 2010 cover

letter:

While EFSEC and BPA are the entities that have prepared the Draft EIS,
these agencies have worked collaboratively with Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to

3 These consultants include employees of URS Corporation, West Inc., and others. Although
several consultants who prepared the application also are listed in section 6 of the DEIS as “preparers” of
the DEIS, none of them noted their role in preparing the application on their disclosure statements in
Appendix F.



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 15

obtain necessary information about the project and its potential impacts for the
EIS. Initially, EFSEC had intended to allow Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to
prepare the EIS, as allowed by SEPA; however, after public concern was raised,
EFSEC and BPA decided that the lead agencies would be directly responsible for
preparing the EIS. Accordingly, we have used environmental information
provided by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC and its consultants in the EIS as
appropriate. All such information has been independently evaluated and reviewed
for accuracy by the lead agencies, as well as by an independent, third party
consultant retained by EFSEC.

This statement invites more questions than it answers. What was the exact nature and

extent of the involvement of WRE and its consultants in the preparation the DEIS? Did they

simply supply environmental “information,” as stated in the cover letter, or did they supply

analysis, findings, and/or conclusions for the DEIS? Why does the DEIS adopt lengthy passages

from the application verbatim or practically verbatim? If WRE and/or its consultants were

allowed to write portions of the DEIS, will the agencies identify which portions? Were the

applicant and/or its consultant allowed to review any portions of the EIS before it was made

final, and if so, did they make any changes to it?

There is a major difference between the applicant’s consultants supplying the agencies

with information and data (such as species survey data, photographs, coordinates for turbine

locations, etc.) and the applicant’s consultants drafting analysis and conclusions to be inserted

into the DEIS document. Unfortunately, the DEIS cover letter does not satisfactorily explain

which scenario occurred, but the extremely biased nature of the DEIS in favor of the project

strongly implies an active role by the Applicant’s consultants in its preparation.

An attached May 28, 2010 email string further calls into question whether EFSEC and

BPA staff actually wrote the content of the EIS, or allowed the applicant’s consultants to write it.

The emails show that a landscape architect with the U.S. Forest Service telephoned the EFSEC

Site Manager “express[ing] concerns about the quality of the [visual resource] analysis.” The
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Forest Service employee asked EFSEC “who did the analysis,” “what their qualifications were,”

and “whether or not a Landscape Architect was consulted during development of this section.”

Apparently not knowing the answer to these questions, the EFSEC Site Manager appears to have

referred the questions to the Project Manager with URS Corporation, the Applicant’s lead

consultants.

As with the agencies’ DEIS cover letter, this email string poses a number of questions. If

EFSEC and BPA prepared the DEIS, why does it appear that EFSEC had to ask the Applicant’s

consultants who wrote it? If the agencies were directly responsible for the content of the EIS,

why did they not know whether a landscape architect participated in its drafting? And as the

Forest Service asked, who in fact “did the analysis,” and what were their qualifications?

On the face of the email and the DEIS itself, it certainly appears as if the same people

who wrote the application (i.e., the Applicant’s consultants) were also allowed to prepare the

analysis reviewing the application. In fact, it appears that the entire scenic resources analysis

section of the application, including all analysis, findings, and conclusions, was simply lifted

from the application and inserted verbatim into the DEIS. Although the agencies claim to have

“prepared” the content of the DEIS and independently reviewed and verified any information

from the applicant, by all outward appearances this did not occur—at least with major sections of

the DEIS. Rather, it appears that the Applicant’s consultants were allowed to write major

portions of the DEIS. If so, then the Applicant has been allowed to exert undue influence over

the content of the DEIS. The predictable outcome is a DEIS that, in effect, serves as an

extremely biased and result-oriented prospectus for the proposed project exactly as proposed by

the Applicant, instead of the searching and balanced decision-making document required by

NEPA and SEPA.
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NEPA case law and guidance are clear that an applicant, such as Whistling Ridge Energy,

should not be allowed to influence the analytical content of an EIS. See, e.g., Sierra Club v.

Sigler, 695 F.2d 957, 962 n.3 (5th Cir. 1983) (expressing serious concern over role of private firm

in preparation of EIS). An EIS must be an entirely objective analysis intended to aid the decision

maker and the public in understanding the consequences of an agency decision. Thus, it is

standard practice for action agencies to ensure that applicants for federal action are insulated

from all aspects of EIS preparation other than providing information.

Any arrangement that allows the very same consultants who drafted the application to

also draft analytical content for the DEIS is improper and cannot be allowed to continue. If in

fact the agencies have been relying on the Applicant’s consultants (rather than agency

employees) to draft analytical content for the DEIS, then the agencies should immediately

withdraw the DEIS, and should either retain new consultants unaffiliated with the applicants to

prepare a revised DEIS or should ensure that a revised DEIS is drafted by disinterested agency

employees. The Applicant and its consultants must not be allowed to continue to play a direct

and significant role in the preparation of factual and legal conclusions in the EIS. Such a role is

improper and invalidates the DEIS as the basis for further decision-making.

The agencies also state that they have hired a third-party consultant who has been

charged with independently verifying the content of the DEIS. However, it is ultimately the

agencies’ responsibility, and not that of any consultants, to independently verify the DEIS’s

content. The agencies are “responsible for the independent verification and use of the data,

evaluation of the environmental issues, and . . . the scope and content of the environmental

assessment.” Save Our Wetlands v. Sands, 711 F.2d 634, 642 (5th Cir. 1983). Given the
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extremely biased nature of this document, Friends questions whether the agencies are meeting

this responsibility.

II. The DEIS Does not Demonstrate that EFSEC and BPA Consulted with Agencies
with Expertise in the Resources that Would be Affected by the Whistling Ridge
Energy Project.

EFSEC must consult with agencies with expertise in the resources that may be impacted

by the proposed development. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(d); WAC 197-11-408(2)(a). SEPA requires

that the agency “utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach” to environmental review. RCW

43.21C030(2)(A). EFSEC’s SEPA regulations also require that EFSEC works with interested

agencies throughout the preparation of the DEIS. WAC 463-47-140(5).

Similarly, NEPA requires that BPA request comments from federal agencies with special

expertise in the resources that would be affected by the proposed development. 40 C.F.R. §

1503.1(a)(1). NEPA requires that the BPA seek comments from state agencies and tribal

governments. 40 C.F.R. §1503.1(a)(2). The NEPA regulations also requires that federal agencies

respond to requests for comments: “Federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise

with respect to any environmental impact involved and agencies which are authorized to develop

and enforce environmental standards shall comment on statements within their jurisdiction,

expertise, or authority.” 40 C.F.R. § 1503.2. NEPA regulations also require that BPA prepare the

DEIS “concurrently with and integrated with” required consultations. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a).

Despite these clear, abundantly sensible requirements, the DEIS fails to show

consultation with agencies that have expertise in the resources that would be impacted by the

proposal. In fact, comments from expert agencies conveying substantial concerns about

significant adverse impacts from the proposal were summarily ignored. These agencies were not
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even listed under the “Environmental Consultation” section of the DEIS, nor in the Distribution

List for receiving copies of the DEIS after they commented. See DEIS at §§ 4.0, 5.0.

EFSEC and BPA are unambiguously required to seek comments from agencies with

expertise in the resources that would be impacted. Federal agencies with special expertise have a

nondiscretionary obligation to respond to those requests with comments. Agencies with expertise

in the resources that would be affected include the USDA Forest Service, which administers

portions of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and the Lower White Salmon Wild

and Scenic River Area, and the National Park Service, which administers the Lewis & Clark

National Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, and the newly designated Ice

Age Floods National Geologic Trail. As administrators of these areas, both agencies have

expertise in evaluating impacts to scenic resources and historically important viewsheds.

Both of these agencies submitted comments during the scoping process. Both comments

pointed out that the project would cause significant adverse impacts to scenic resources and

recommended mitigation measures, including removal of turbines from Scenic Area viewsheds

as seen from designated key viewing areas. These comments have been summarily ignored. The

DEIS demonstrates an utter failure of the agencies to follow through with the requirements of

NEPA and SEPA, as well as the agencies’ duties to protect environmental values and

surrounding communities, by responding to these expert agencies’ comments.

The scenic resources that would be affected by the proposal are of national significance.

This warrants the utmost care in consulting with expert agencies to ensure that the decision-

making agencies have impartial and objective analysis of the likely impacts to the environment.

The Forest Service has inventoried and ranked the viewshed that would be directly

affected by this project, and has the expertise to measure the impacts of the proposal on this
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landscape. Thus, the Forest Service’s inventories and conclusions are directly relevant to the

scenic resource impacts analysis for the project. Portions of the viewsheds that would be affected

have been identified by the Forest Service as having the highest rankings for scenic values. This

includes “outstanding” scenic diversity, “primary” landscape significance, and “critical”

landscape sensitivity. The Forest Service staff has special expertise in evaluating how the

development would impact these landscapes, and must be consulted.

It is of paramount importance that both EFSEC and the BPA address the Forest Service’s

scoping comments and seek further clarification from the Forest Service regarding the likely

project impacts. Given the level of study already performed by the Forest Service with respect to

the affected scenic resources, the DEIS does a disservice by not incorporating that information

into the environmental review.

Swift v. Island County established the importance of taking expert agency comments into

consideration during SEPA review. Swift v. Island County, 87 Wash. 2d 348, 552 P.2d 175

(1976) (en banc). In Swift the court ruled that an Island County determination of non-significance

violated SEPA because the finding conflicted with the comments of other agencies and experts.

The agencies and experts included “the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and

Wildlife Service; State Parks and Recreation Commission; State Department of Game; State

Department of Ecology; the Central Whidbey Island Historic Preservation Advisory Committee”

and an authority on birds. 87 Wn. 2d at 355. Just as Island County ignored expert agency

comments in Swift, EFSEC is completely ignoring expert agency comments in the present

matter.

EFSEC and the BPA should also address whether expert agencies have altered or

withheld comments due to pressure from elected officials. Documents obtained through public
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records requests and submitted by Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins have uncovered e-mail

chains evidencing political interference and muzzling of agency experts at the direct request of

the applicant. This episode underscores EFSEC’s and BPA’s legal and moral obligations to

ensure that thorough and complete expert agency consultation is obtained regardless of the

political connections of the proponent.

The Applicant has asserted that the expert agencies are somehow attempting to

improperly assert control over private land outside their jurisdictions. This is entirely inaccurate.

Simply put, the agencies have expertise in the resources that would be affected by the proposed

development, and therefore must be consulted pursuant to NEPA and SEPA. The consulting

agencies simply help the action agencies understand and evaluate the harm to the environment

that would result from this proposal. The Applicant apparently fundamentally misunderstands the

role of consulting agencies under NEPA and SEPA.

The National Park Service’s interest in the affected resources is evidenced by the

Management Plan for the Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail and recent mission statements

that accompanied notices that the Park Service will be revising the Lewis and Clark Trail

Management Plan: “Certain segments of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail retain

characteristics and a sense of place as seen and experienced by the original expedition and

continue to provide opportunities for similar experiences today.” Lewis and Clark Trail Master

Planning Newsletter (July 27, 2010) (emphasis added). “Today the Missouri, Clearwater, and

Columbia Rivers, their watersheds, and the overland routes across the Rocky Mountains have

changed, however, the natural resources and ecosystems that remain intact are fundamental to

the experience of this Trail. These complex resources are critical to providing the context within

which modern visitors experience the Trail and the story of Lewis and Clark.” Lewis and Clark



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 22

Trail Master Planning Newsletter (July 27, 2010). The Park Service certainly has the mandate

and the expertise to comment on the likely impacts of the project.

EFSEC and BPA should also actively solicit comments from the Oregon Department of

Transportation and the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department. These agencies manage the

Historic Columbia River Highway, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as

a National Historic District. The proposal would adversely affect views from the Historic

Highway, harming the scenic, recreational, and historical values of the resource. These agencies

are also coordinating plans to restore abandoned sections of the Historic Highway as part of the

“Milepost 2016 Reconnection Project,” which furthers the goals of the Historic Columbia River

Highway Master Plan, portions of which are attached hereto. The impacts to these efforts, in

terms of impacts to historical interpretation opportunities and scenic resources, must be

acknowledged and consulted on.

EFSEC and the BPA must also consult with the Columbia River Gorge Commission,

which manages the landscape and regulates land use and development in the immediate vicinity

of the project. The DEIS mentions the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act in the

“Environmental Consultation” section, but does not mention consulting with the Gorge

Commission. DEIS at 4-9, § 4.11. This section should be revised to accurately reflect the

regulatory framework for the National Scenic Area. This section states that the General

Management Area of the Scenic Area includes a mixture of “farming, logging, residential, and

cattle grazing” land uses. DEIS at 4-9. The section should be revised to state that the General

Management Area also includes public recreation and commercial recreation uses along with

some of the most sensitive open space areas. EFSEC and the BPA must also consult with the

Gorge Commission regarding any regulatory review that would be required to ensure compliance
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with Scenic Area Act standards for the portion of the project located within the National Scenic

Area—namely, the proposed haul route.

The DEIS at 3-141 and 3-194 also quotes 16 USC § 544o(a)(10), which states that the

Scenic Area Act does not, “of itself,” authorize the creation of any buffer or protective perimeter.

This provision does not prohibit expert agencies from using the National Scenic Area’s resource

inventories and regulatory standards as tools for measuring impacts to the environment.

Agencies with expertise regarding wildlife, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

and Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, must be consulted. And the Washington

Department of Natural Resources must be consulted regarding compliance with the Washington

Forest Practices Act, which regulates the conversion of forested land to non-forestry uses. The

Washington DNR must also be consulted regarding the feasibility of alternative siting locations

on public land to the north of the current project area.

III. The DEIS Misquotes and Misrepresents the Language and Meaning of the
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act.

The DEIS attempts to rewrite the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act to

effect a dramatically different purpose than intended by Congress. This misrepresentation, if it

goes uncorrected, would dramatically hinder EFSEC’s and the BPA’s ability to protect the public

from adverse impacts to important local, state, and national resources. The DEIS includes the

following passage that purports to quote the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act:

The Act states that “no protective perimeters or buffer zones shall be established
around the scenic area or each special management area. Activities or uses
inconsistent with the management directives for the scenic area or special
management areas can be seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself,
preclude such activities or uses up to the boundaries of the scenic area or special
management areas” (16 U.S.C. § 544O(a)(10)).

DEIS at 3-194 (emphasis in original).
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The above language, reprinted verbatim from the DEIS, seriously misquotes and

misrepresents the Act. The actual language in the Act is as follows:

(a) Nothing in this Act shall . . .

(10) Establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the
scenic area or each special management area. The fact that
activities or uses inconsistent with the management directives for
the scenic area or special management areas can be seen or heard
from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses
up to the boundaries of the scenic area or special management
areas.

16 U.S.C. § 544o(a)(10) (emphasis added).

The first sentence of the misquoted Act in the DEIS completely changes the meaning of

the statute. The intent to misrepresent is clear. The difference in the meaning of the true wording

versus the quoted wording is significant.

The language in 16 U.S.C. § 544o(a)(10) provides that nothing in the Scenic Area Act

shall establish protective perimeters or buffer zones. It does not, as the DEIS language states,

outright prohibit protective buffers, for example under operation of some other local, state, or

federal law. EFSEC and the BPA must apply numerous other laws in their decision-making, and

must protect affected resources and communities. The misquoted language in the DEIS implies

that Congress mandated that some other law or factor, independent of the Scenic Area Act, could

not result in the protection of lands adjacent to the Scenic Area. This is absolutely incorrect.

While the Scenic Area Act does not in and of itself impose buffers, neither does it prevent them

under operation of other laws.

/ / /

/ / /

/ / /
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IV. The DEIS Prematurely and Erroneously Concludes That the Project Would Be
Consistent With the Applicable Land Use Regulations.

A. The Land Use Consistency Determination in the DEIS is Premature.

The DEIS concludes that “the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable

land use regulations.”  DEIS 3-152.  The DEIS further states that “the project would be

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision and the Conservancy designation in that it would

conserve and manage existing natural forest and wind resources to maintain a sustained yield and

utilization of both.” Id.   These and all other statements in the DEIS regarding consistency with

applicable land use regulations are premature, because EFSEC has not yet concluded its land use

consistency process nor issued a determination as to whether the proposed project is consistent

and in conformance with the applicable land use plans and zoning ordinances through the

process required by WAC 463-26-110 and RCW 80.50.090(2). The DEIS erroneously contains

consistency determinations long before the issue of consistency will be adjudicated in the land

use process before EFSEC.  EFSEC has effectively prejudged the consistency results by

including its premature conclusions in the DEIS.

The DEIS should be revised to remove all conclusions as to land use consistency. Instead,

the DEIS should state what the potentially applicable regulations are, and then state that EFSEC

will reach a conclusion on consistency as part of its adjudicative process, and that the BPA will

decide whether it concurs with that determination. At most, the DEIS could summarize the

different arguments that have been made to date regarding the applicable regulations. But

prejudging consistency long before the consistency process is complete is inappropriate and a

violation of Friends’ right to a fair and impartial adjudicative hearing.

Contrary to the conclusions in the DEIS, the project is not consistent with applicable land

use requirements. Friends will continue to address, via EFSEC’s adjudicative process, the many
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reasons why the project is not consistent with the applicable land use requirements. Rather than

restate Friends’ arguments at length in the instant comments, Friends relies on its previous

submissions to EFSEC, as well as its briefing to the Skamania County Hearing Examiner in the

prior administrative appeal involving Skamania County’s proposed (now abandoned) energy

zoning amendments (County File No. SEP-08-35),4 except as modified or supplemented below.

Friends also adopts and reiterates all arguments of Save Our Scenic Area regarding land use

consistency.

B. The Application and DEIS are Inconsistent and Incomplete Regarding the
Proposed Haul Route through the National Scenic Area.

The Application and DEIS are internally inconsistent and incomplete regarding the

proposed haul route through the National Scenic Area. The specialized trucks for hauling wind

energy turbine components for this project are both massive and heavy; these trucks may have

trouble navigating certain intersections and bridges. The application and DEIS do not clearly

establish which route is proposed through the National Scenic Area, and whether that route

would entail any road construction or ground-disturbing activities within the General

Management Area of the National Scenic Area. The information that has been made available

about the haul route is internally inconsistent and does not comply with EFSEC’s rules for a

complete application.

EFSEC rules require, among other items, the application to include information about

traffic and transportation impacts:

(1) Transportation systems.  The application shall identify all permanent
transportation facilities impacted by the construction and operation of the
energy facilities, the nature of the impacts and the methods to mitigate
impacts.  Such impact identification, description, and mitigation shall, at
least, take into account:

4 Copies of all the relevant documents from both proceedings are attached hereto as exhibits.
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* * *

(b)  Access routes for moving heavy loads, construction materials, or
equipment;

* * *

(2)  Vehicular traffic.  The application shall describe existing roads, estimate
volume, types, and routes of vehicular traffic which will arise from
construction and operation of the facility.  The applicant shall indicate the
applicable standards to be utilized in improving existing roads and in
constructing new permanent or temporary roads or access, and shall indicate
the final disposition of new roads or access and identify who will maintain
them.
* * *

WAC 463-60-372.

The original application proposed two alternative haul routes through the National Scenic

Area, Routes 1 and 2. The amended application adds a third alternative haul route, Route 3.

Amended Application at 2.19-3. The DEIS adopts Route 3 as the haul route for the project. DEIS

at 1-12.

At page 1-16, the DEIS states that both Routes 1 and 2 have been “eliminated as . . .

construction roadway access alternative[s].” However, at page 3-172, the DEIS states that Route

1 (the Ausplund Road Route) “would be used to access the [project site] for construction and

maintenance.” The agencies need to address this inconsistency, and clarify the extent to which

Routes 1 or 2 would be used, if at all, for this project.

Moreover, a number of unanswered questions remain regarding Route 3, and specifically

whether this route would involve any road construction or ground-disturbing activities within the

General Management Area of the National Scenic Area. This route includes an aging bridge on

Cook-Underwood Road across the Little White Salmon River and within the GMA. In the

attached November 6, 2009 letter submitted to the Gorge Commission, WRE freely admits that

“[t]he County has not yet determined whether any modifications or repair of [this] bridge would
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be required” to enable the bridge to be used for the haul route. Furthermore, there is no evidence

in the application or in the record, such as engineering schematics or a discussion of the bridge’s

load-bearing capacity, to establish whether construction work on the bridge will be necessary for

this project.

In addition, an intersection of particular concern is the eastern intersection of Cook-

Underwood Road and SR-14. WRE’s initial application states that road construction, including

road widening, “would be required” at this intersection in order to provide a sufficient turning

radius for oversized trucks hauling wind turbine components. Original Application at 4.3-13.

WRE provided specific numbers for the necessary width of the inside turning radius. Id.

According to WRE, “[w]idening would include removal of guardrail and an engineered fill

section on the inside of the turn, and an engineered fill section and a possible embankment cut

section.” Id. In addition, “[t]he engineered fill and embankment cut sections . . . would require an

all-weather driving surface.” Id. Finally, “[r]ight of way ownership and easement determination

would be required.” Id.

Then, after Appellants filed an appeal with the Gorge Commission of the County’s

decision on the initial application, WRE abruptly made a 180-degree reversal on whether road

construction is required at this intersection. Even though WRE still proposes to use this

intersection as part of its preferred haul route, WRE in the amended application has deleted all

language discussing the necessary road work and replaced it with language summarily

concluding that no road construction will be necessary along the haul route. Amended

Application at 4.3-14. When asked to explain the rationale behind these discrepancies, WRE

merely stated in its November 6, 2009 letter that “[n]o roadway improvements have been

identified as being needed at either the west or east intersection of SR-14 and Cook-Underwood
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Road.” (emphasis added). This unhelpful statement completely ignores, and is in fact

contradicted by, WRE’s previous statements that road improvements at the east intersection

“would be required.” Original Application at 4.3-7 (emphasis added).

The western intersection of Cook-Underwood Road and State Route 14 is also important.

The Applicant has proposed to use this intersection as part of the haul route, but has also not

shown that road improvements at this intersection would not be necessary.

These distinctions are important, because if this project does in fact involve road

construction or ground-disturbing activities within the GMA, such activities must be reviewed by

Skamania County under the Scenic Area laws and rules for whether they are allowed and for the

protection of resources. SCC § 22.06.010.

The agencies need to require better information about the proposed haul route, and

resolve whether any road work would in fact be necessary. If so, Scenic Area review and a

decision by Skamania County will be required.

V. The Environmental Impact Analysis in the DEIS is Seriously Deficient.

A. The DEIS Fails to Give Adequate Consideration to Cumulative Effects.

The consideration of cumulative effects in the DEIS is inadequate. A cumulative impact

is the “impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when

added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.

NEPA requires that an EIS assess cumulative impacts in sufficient detail to be “useful to a

decision maker in deciding whether, or how, to alter the program to lessen cumulative impacts.”

City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. U.S. Dep’t. of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cir. 1997). The

cumulative impacts analysis for a proposed project must examine past, present, and

proposed/reasonably foreseeable actions in the same area. 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.25,

1508.27(b)(7); Tomac v. Norton, 433 F.3d 852, 864 (D.C. Cir. 2006).
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Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant

actions taking place over a period of time. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. “To consider cumulative effects,

some quantified or detailed information is required. Without such information, neither the courts

nor the public, in reviewing [an action agency’s] decisions, can be assured that the [agency]

provided the hard look that it is required to provide.” Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S.

Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. 1998). The cumulative effects of the proposed

action, combined with the cumulative effects of other proposed actions, must be described in

detail. Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999).

Broad and general statements “devoid of specific, reasoned conclusions” are not sufficient;

neither are one-sided cumulative impact statements. Id. at 811.

As an initial matter, the geographic scope used in the DEIS to examine cumulative

impacts is internally inconsistent and arbitrary and capricious. On the very same page (1-36), the

DEIS contains two different geographic standards for measuring cumulative impacts. First, under

Existing Development, the DEIS properly sets the geographic scope for wind power

development as extending from Cascade Locks to the intersection of I-84 and I-82. Then, on the

very same page, under Reasonably Foreseeable Future Development, the DEIS arbitrarily limits

itself to projects within 20 miles from the Whistling Ridge project site. This internal

inconsistency is arbitrary. Many of the existing wind projects more than 20 miles away

contribute to adverse cumulative effects in conjunction with the proposed Whistling Ridge

project. For instance, these existing wind projects can be seen in same viewshed as the Whistling

Ridge site, as viewed from locations within the Gifford Pinchot National Forest such as Little

Huckleberry Mountain. The arbitrary limit of 20 miles also means that certain pending projects

such as Windy Flats West, which may have similar impacts on the National Scenic Area to those



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 31

of Whistling Ridge, but which is 26 miles away, are being improperly excluded from the impacts

analysis.

The attempt in the DEIS at identifying and evaluating the cumulative impacts is sorely

lacking.  The DEIS fails to consider adequately the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future impacts of other projects in the area. First, the DEIS does not adequately catalogue or

discuss the impacts of past projects on the area, as it is required to do under NEPA. City of

Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1160. Rather, it arbitrarily limits itself to considering only other wind

projects, and even then relies on a rough and incomplete list of existing wind projects that

discusses generalities, without providing the information necessary to complete the reasoned

analysis that NEPA requires. Second, the DEIS fails to catalogue or analyze the impact of

numerous planned or ongoing development projects, including wind projects and other types of

projects.

For example, the DEIS fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the proposal in relation

to the following planned and ongoing projects:

The DEIS, at pages I-36 and 3-265–266, relies only on a wind power map and list

found at http://www.nwcouncil.org/maps/power/Default.asp. The map relied on

by the DEIS is severely incomplete, missing multiple wind energy projects within

the project study area, including but not limited to Windy Flats West, Windy

Flats, Windy Point II, Miller Ranch, Hoctor Ridge, Imrie, Linden Ranch, Miller

North, Windtricity, Harvest Wind, School Section, Golden Hills, Golden Hills

Addition, Golden Hills 2, Golden Hills 3, Biglow Canyon 2, Biglow Canyon 3,

Nook Wind, Star Point, Shepherds Flat, Shepherds Flats 2, Shepherds Flat 3,

Shepherds Flat 4, Shepherds Flat 5, Pebble Springs, Willow Creek, Montague I,

http://www.nwcouncil.org/maps/power/Default.asp.
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Montague II, Condon Wind, Summit Ridge, Baseline, Saddle Butte, Echo Wind,

and PáTu. The DEIS fails to consult multiple other maps and lists of wind

projects in the region, let alone the documents pertaining to those projects such as

environmental impact statements. As a result, the cumulative impacts of this

project in conjunction with other wind projects in the region is grossly

underestimated. Maps and lists of other wind projects can be found at

http://www.klickitatcounty.org/planning/FilesHtml/windprojects.pdf,

http://www.oregon.gov/ENERGY/SITING/review.shtml, and

http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/documents/BPA_wind_map_20

10.pdf and are being filed as Exhibits herewith.

The applicant here, Whistling Ridge Energy, desires to construct an additional 35

turbines on DNR lands immediately adjacent to the north of this project. This

project, known as “Saddleback” or “Whistling Ridge Phase II,” has been placed

on hold by the DNR, but that hold could be removed at any time. The DEIS states

that “use of these lands for project turbines was rejected from further

consideration.” DEIS at 1-14. However, recent public records requests have

uncovered new evidence that the use of DNR lands is still contemplated by WRE.

Specifically, the attached April 9, 2010 email shows that WRE was evaluating

whether a temporary FAA moratorium on certain wind projects would prohibit

expansion onto the DNR lands. The DEIS fails to sufficiently address the

likelihood of Phase II of this project going forward, and fails to address the

cumulative impacts of expanding the scope of this project onto the adjacent land.

All phases and portions of a project must be evaluated at the outset during

http://www.klickitatcounty.org/planning/FilesHtml/windprojects.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/ENERGY/SITING/review.shtml
http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/documents/BPA_wind_map_20
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environmental review of the first phase. See Merkel v. Port of Brownsville, 8 Wn.

App. 844, 850–51, 509 P. 2d 390, 395 (1973); Indian Trail Property Owner’s

Ass’n v. City of Spokane, 76 Wn. App. 430, 443, 886 P.2d 209 (Wn. App. 1994).

The Broughton Lumber Company has proposed a 250-unit housing development

and recreation resort at the site of its defunct lumber mill in Skamania County,

Washington. The site is in the same viewshed as the proposed Whistling Ridge

Project.

A casino is proposed in Cascade Locks, Oregon. If built, it would induce

unprecedented amounts of traffic through the National Scenic Area. The

cumulative impacts of this project, including the high volumes of casino traffic in

conjunction with the heavy and oversized load truck traffic potentially travelling

along I-84 for the Whistling Ridge project, was not considered.

Every year, multiple residential dwellings are approved in the same viewshed as

the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This cumulative scenic impact is

not even mentioned, let alone estimated, by the DEIS.

The DEIS acknowledges that the footprint of the project is within working timber

lands, but fails to discuss the cumulative impacts of clearcuting forest in

conjunction with permanently converting forest land for industrial use.

Washington DNR Forest Practice applications in the vicinity of the project

include FPA 2702000, FPA 2702622, FPA 2702784, FPA 2702862, FPA

2703252, and FPA 2704427. The DEIS does not address the cumulative impacts

of the massive clearcutting that has occurred or the impacts of those forest

practices in conjunction with converting forest land to non-forest use.
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In addition to the forest practices in the immediate vicinity of the project, the

DEIS must include evaluation of impacts of the project in conjunction with forest

practices in the region. To date the northern spotted owl habitat conservation plan

is not succeeding in recovering northern spotted owl populations. Since this

project would permanently convert forest land within a Spotted Owl Special

Emphasis Area (SOSEA) to non-forestry use, the DEIS must undertake additional

analysis of how the industrialization of portions of the SOSEA will affect spotted

owl populations within the entire SOSEA and the region.

The Blue Bridge Pipeline has been proposed to be constructed in the vicinity of

the project. This proposal is currently under review by the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission under Docket No. PF09-10-000. The project could

involve permanent linear clearcuts in the vicinity of the project.

Three towns in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area have proposed

expansions of their urban area boundaries into Scenic Area lands.  These are

Hood River, The Dalles, and Lyle.  If approved, these urban expansions would

result in population growth, more traffic, loss of farm land, forest land, open

spaces, and likely adverse effects to scenic, natural, cultural and recreation

resources.

These projects and others not analyzed in the DEIS will have cumulative impacts on

environmental and socioeconomic factors. In order to adequately evaluate the impacts of the

proposed project, the DEIS must consider these current projects. Failure to do so means that the

DEIS lacks sufficient detail to allow a decision maker to meaningfully evaluate the full impacts

of the proposed project or to decide how to alter the proposal to lessen cumulative effects.
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Also, as explained in the attached expert analysis by Dr. Shawn Smallwood, the

cumulative impacts analysis in section 3.14.3.5 of the DEIS is methodologically flawed and the

conclusions are misleading. Similarly, the cumulative impacts analysis of visual resources in

section 3.14.3.10 of the DEIS is methodologically flawed and the conclusions are in error.

Landscape architect and expert in visual resource assessment methodologies Dean Apostol has

analyzed the DEIS and found the visual analysis woefully lacking and not up to professional

standards. For example, the scenic resources cumulative impacts analysis evaluates only impacts

to travelers on Interstate 84. While it underestimated the impacts to these views, it completely

ignores the impacts to travelers on the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Columbia River,

and other recreational resources in the vicinity. The cumulative impacts portions of the EIS are

woefully inadequate and do not meet NEPA’s or SEPA’s requirements to conduct a rigorous and

thorough analysis of cumulative impacts.

B. The DEIS fails to consider the direct and cumulative impacts of the proposed
development on the energy grid and its infrastructure, and resulting impacts to
natural resources.

Under SEPA, the elements of the environment include the built environment, which in

turn includes public services and utilities. WAC 197-11-444(2)(d). The energy grid is part of the

built environment and impacts to the grid must be considered during the SEPA process. The

DEIS failed to adequately analyze impacts to the grid.

The DEIS discusses the need for the project to interconnect to the BPA transmission

system, but fails to analyze the indirect and cumulative effects of new wind energy development

on the grid and the need for new transmission facilities. DEIS at 3-87—92, 3-278. The DEIS

states that the “proposed project would not be expected to affect the operation of the BPA’s



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 36

transmission system.” DEIS at 3-92. The cumulative impacts section of the DEIS makes no

mention of the grid or how the project would affect demand for new transmission facilities.

Wind energy production in the region will ultimately be limited by the capacity of the

Bonneville Power Administration to integrate new wind energy resources into the BPA

electricity grid. Recently, BPA expressed concern about how it will reliably integrate over 6,000

MW of wind energy by 2013. Northwest Power and Conservation Council, Sixth Power Plan, at

12-11 (available at http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/powerplan/6/default.htm). By adding more

energy to the grid, the project increases the need for more capacity and more transmission lines

and other infrastructure.

In response to the rapid development of wind energy in the region in recent years the

BPA has proposed several new transmission projects. These projects are necessary to integrate

the intermittent nature of wind energy and to ensure sufficient transmission capacity to transmit

energy to the region and markets in other regions. BPA’s own development plans demonstrate

that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would contribute to demand for transmission facilities

and contribute to significant adverse impacts to the environment.

The BPA’s own documents, some of which are attached hereto as exhibits, explain that

the McNary-John Day transmission project and the Big Eddy-Knight transmission project are

needed to respond to the demands that new wind energy facilities place on the grid.

To respond to the increased demand for interconnections to the grid, the BPA conducts

annual Network Open Seasons where prospective energy producers can submit Transmission

Service Requests (TSRs) to BPA. From these requests the BPA offers eligible producers

Preferred Transmission Service Agreements (PTSAs). Based on these agreements the BPA

calculates the demand for transmission services and the need for any new transmission facilities.

http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/powerplan/6/default.htm).
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As shown in the attached exhibits, in response to the 2008 Network Open Season, the BPA

signed PTSAs securing 6,410 MW of transmission capacity. And in response to the 2009

Network Open Season the BPA signed PTSAs securing 1,553 MW of transmission capacity. In

2010 alone the BPA received TSRs for 4,456 MW of wind energy development that would be

eligible to sign PTSAs. If all eligible PTSA are signed and completed, the total new services

provided by BPA will total over 12,000 MW, generate the need for hundreds of miles of new

transmission lines, and the expenditure of millions of dollars in public funds. The Whistling

Ridge Energy Project Project would directly contribute to these impacts. The DEIS must

acknowledge and evaluate these impacts and the further impacts that flow from them.

The BPA must include actual data on the grid’s capacity to accommodate new sources of

intermittent wind energy. As stated above, the BPA has previously expressed concern about how

it will reliably integrate over 6,000 MW of wind energy by 2013. Northwest Power and

Conservation Council, Sixth Power Plan, at 12-11. The DEIS must include some analysis of how

much wind energy the grid can accommodate over the long-term and whether wind integration

capacity will limit the amount of wind energy development that can occur in the region. If

integration capacity will limit generation potential, then the DEIS must address why the

Whistling Ridge Energy Project should take priority over potential development in other

locations that would have reduced environmental impacts.

Importantly, the BPA has failed to undertake comprehensive review of the impacts of its

transmission system. The BPA’s last comprehensive review of the transmission system was in

1995. BPA Business Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOE/EIS-0183) (hereinafter

“BPA BP EIS”). That review noted that wind energy could cause adverse impacts to wildlife and

scenic resources, but did not undertake any detailed review of how providing access to the
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transmission system would lead to impacts from the explosion of wind energy development

throughout the region. BPA BP EIS at 4-42, Section 4.3.1. The BPA BP EIS also does not

address how much wind energy can be integrated into the grid.

In 2007, the BPA undertook a supplemental analysis of the Business Plan EIS, but

declined to undertake further environmental review. Supplemental Analysis of the Business Plan

EIS (DOE/EIS-0183) (April 6, 2007). The supplement stated that “continued consideration of a

comprehensive policy for BPA’s transmission business is not in the best interests of the agency

at this time.” The supplemental analysis was based on four wind projects totaling 750 MW of

wind energy that had been connected to the BPA grid at that time. Id. at 42. The analysis did not

discuss impacts to wildlife from this development. Id. at 46. The analysis did not include a

section on scenic impacts, much less how wind energy development enabled by the BPA has

transformed scenic landscapes. The supplemental review also failed to acknowledge the ongoing

impacts to cultural resources from the development that has been enabled by BPA transmission

project. Id. at 48—49.

Since the BPA’s last review of the environmental impacts associated with the

transmission system and the energy production that system allows, an unprecedented level of

new wind energy development was occurring throughout the region. Currently over 3,000 MW

of wind energy has been interconnected to the grid. The BPA has signed PTSAs for as much as

12,000 additional MW of new generating capacity.

The impacts of this development have dramatically changed landscapes throughout

thousands of acres of rural Washington and Oregon along with countless scenic vistas. This

development is also killing or displacing an unknown number of birds and ongoing damage to

cultural resources is occurring from the excessive ground disturbance and road building. Another
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type of impact not anticipated or reviewed in the EIS is the potential overloading of the energy

grid as a result of the dramatic increase in wind energy in the region, which can in turn affect fish

populations by requiring an excess spilling of water over the region’s hydroelectric dams in order

to balance out unexpected surges in wind energy production.

This rapid expansion in wind energy has occurred without any programmatic review of

the impacts of the generating sources, the existing transmission system, or the demands for new

transmission lines. This has also occurred without an adequate understanding of how much wind

energy development the grid can accommodate and how projects could be prioritized for grid

access based on environmental impacts. These significant changes warrant preparation of a

comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis. The DEIS must be substantially revised to reflect

the project’s contributions to the regional impacts of wind energy development.

C. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Evaluate and Address the Impacts of the
Proposed Development on Scenic Resources.

SEPA requires that the environmental analysis include discussion of impacts to sensitive

areas. The SEPA official “shall” consider whether a “proposal may to a significant degree . . .

[a]dversely affect environmentally sensitive or special areas, such as loss or destruction of

historic, scientific, and cultural resources, parks, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic

rivers, or wilderness.” WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(I). SEPA also requires analysis of impacts to

scenic resources. WAC 197-11-440(1)(e)(iv).

The current proposal is for a major industrial development towering over ridgelines on

the perimeter of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, overlooking important

segments of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and the Historic Columbia River

Highway, adjacent to the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, and adjacent to recreational trails on

Washington Department of Natural Resources land. The proposed facility would overlook miles
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of National Scenic Area viewsheds that have been inventoried as some of the highest quality

scenic landscapes in the Gorge.

Unfortunately, the DEIS grossly mischaracterizes the likely impacts of the Whistling

Ridge Energy Project on scenic resources. Instead of following SEPA’s mandate to provide an

unbiased and objective assessment of likely impacts, the DEIS blatantly misapplies established

principles of landscape management to conceal the likely impacts of the proposed action. The

analysis also violates NEPA’s requirement that “[a]gencies shall insure the professional integrity,

including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact

statements.” 40 C.F.R. 1502.24. The DEIS does not list a single landscape architect, much less a

landscape architect with training in scenic resource analysis methodologies, in the list of

preparers. DEIS at Section 6.0. The lack of professional and scientific integrity is plainly evident

through the scenic impacts analysis. The analysis is fundamentally flawed and violates both

NEPA and SEPA.

As explained in the attached comments of Dean Apostol, the analysis completely

misinterprets and misapplies the Federal Highway Administration’s visual assessment system

and the Forest Service’s Scenery Management System. In addition, the analysis fails to consider

impacts to several critical viewpoints and view corridors, reaches erroneous conclusions

regarding the potential impacts on scenic resources, and fails to consider viable mitigation

measures. Mr. Apostol concludes that the likely scenic impacts of the project would be

significant because the project would highly contrast with an intact, high quality scenic

landscape that is viewed by substantial number of viewers with high expectations for scenic

quality. The project would break the skyline and/or be highly visible from multiple public

vantage points and it is impossible to “blend in” wind turbines more than 400 feet tall into this
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landscape. The DEIS also erroneously ties scenic sensitivity to distance zones. DEIS at 3-159.

Low, moderate, and high impacts can occur in any distance zone depending on the impacts

analysis.

The environmental review failed to sufficiently analyze the visual impact of the project as

viewed from linear viewing areas such as Interstate 84, the Columbia River, the Historic

Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, and State Route 141. For

some of these scenic corridors basic information such as the distance along linear viewing areas

from which the project would be visible, an estimate of the amount of time the project would be

visible when traveling along these view corridors, and a simulation of the most visible portion of

the project as viewed from these viewing areas is missing from the analysis. Of particular

concern is the complete absence of any analysis of views from the Columbia River and the

Historic Columbia River Highway.

The DEIS also fails to supply sufficient information to understand and review potential

impacts from lights on the proposed wind turbines—particularly nighttime impacts. DEIS at 3-

161, 3-173, & 3-195. While FAA lighting standards may be required, compliance with federal

regulations does not obviate the duty to comply with state law requiring full disclosure of all

environmental impacts. The applicant must document how many lights would be visible from

within the National Scenic Area viewshed. The applicant needs to provide additional information

regarding what type of lighting would be installed, and which turbines would likely contain

lighting. Without this information, it is impossible to accurately evaluate the scenic impacts of

the project.

The DEIS also fails to include a detailed explanation of both the methodology used to

create the visual simulations and the proper technique for viewing the simulations. To begin
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with, all visual simulations should be accompanied by substantial disclaimers regarding their

ability to depict real-world impacts. Two dimensional renderings can never accurately simulate

the experience of real-world views. Nonetheless, visual simulations do have value in evaluating

aesthetic impacts if best practices are used in preparing the simulations and proper qualifications

are noted. Lens size, field of view, the format of the image in the simulations, and the viewer’s

distance from the image all play critical roles in presenting an accurate depiction of aesthetic

impacts. For example, the wider the angle of view of a camera lens, the further away an object

appears, and the narrower the angle of view, the nearer an object appears. If digital cameras were

used, image distortions would need to be factored in when preparing the image. Similarly, the

size of the simulation image and the viewer’s distance from the image can dramatically alter the

perceived impacts of development. EFSEC and the BPA must require clarification on these

points to ensure that the inherent flaws in visual simulations are explained.

EFSEC and the BPA should also consider the National Academy of Sciences’ recent

document entitled, Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects (National Academies Press,

2007), which includes methodology for analyzing possible impacts from wind development on

aesthetic resources. The DEIS should be revised to include discussion of the various standards

described in this resource, which was cited and applied in other sections of the DEIS.

The DEIS argues that the visual impacts from roads and electric lines would be

negligible. DEIS at 3-173–3-174. However, road and power lines have direct visual impacts and

also contribute to the cumulative impacts of a project. As such, they must be included in the

visual simulation and analysis. In particular, road and electric lines would likely be highly visible

when viewed from recreational areas to the north of the project. These include recreational trails

in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest and on land owned by the Washington Department of
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National Resources. Particular recreational areas of concern include the Nestor Peak, Little Buck

Creek Trail, Grassy Knoll, Little Huckleberry Mountain, and Cook Hill.

The conclusions regarding scenic impacts in the application are clearly in error. The

project would have high scenic impacts, given viewer expectations, and the quality of the views

that would be impacted. The proposed development would dominate the middleground and

background views from multiple important viewpoints.

Not only did the DEIS fail to adequately review scenic impacts, it also failed to propose

any mitigation or discuss any unmitigated adverse impacts that would occur. Measures and

conditions that should have been, but were not, evaluated include alternate designs and siting to

reduce visibility.

/////

1. The DEIS Fails to Acknowledge Existing Scenic Resource Inventories
and Visual Quality Objectives for the Affected Landscape.

The DEIS analysis of scenic impacts states that visual quality objectives (VQOs) have

not been established for the landscape that would be affected by the proposed development.

DEIS at 3-156. This assertion is demonstrably false. The Forest Service and Gorge Commission

have established VQOs for the landscapes that would be affected by the proposed development.

These VQOs are based on some of the most extensive and complete scenic resource inventories

in the country.  These VQOs must be used to measure the impact to viewsheds that would be

altered by the proposed development.

In preparing the Management Plan for the National Scenic Area, the Gorge Commission

and the Forest Service were required to inventory scenic resources of the National Scenic Area.

See 16 USC 544d.(a)(1)(A). Pursuant to that mandate the Forest Service and Gorge Commission

completed a scenic resource inventory using the Forest Service’s Visual Management System
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(“VMS”), which is the scenic resource management methodology provided in the Forest

Service’s “National Forests Landscape Management Vol. 2” (Agriculture Handbook 462).5

All viewsheds visible from primary key viewing areas were inventoried. These

inventories served as the basis for all scenic resource management policies and guidelines in the

CRGNSA Management Plan. The original scenic resource inventory includes the following

elements: Visual Attributes, Landscape Diversity, Landscape Significance, Seen Areas from Key

Viewing Areas, Visual Absorption Capability, and Landscape Sensitivity. The 1991 CRGNSA

Management Plan described the inventories:

Six maps were developed in the process of inventorying scenic resources. These
maps are based on the Forest Service Visual Management System. They have
been used to develop policies and guidelines that respond to the various levels of
visual significance and sensitivity within the Gorge, and that highlight protection
of landscapes seen by large numbers of people.

The first inventory map created, “Visual Attributes,” identifies 12 predominant
landscape types found in the Gorge, ranging from rural townscapes to cliffs.

The “Landscape Diversity” map gauges the variety of visual features in the
landscape. A basic premise of the visual management system is that visual
diversity is a key element of those landscapes people find most visually appealing
and interesting. Much of the Gorge, with it steep landforms, forested slopes,
waterfalls, pastoral areas, and rural townscapes, has outstanding visual diversity.

A “Seen Areas” map shows which areas are visible from key viewing areas. The
key viewing areas are important public vantage points from which Gorge
landscapes are viewed. Scenic protection of lands seen from these vantage points
has been emphasized since the inception of the Scenic Area planning process. The
Management Plan continues this direction.

The “Landscape Significance” map combines the “Seen Areas” and “Landscape
Diversity” maps, based on the concept that the most significant landscapes are
those that are both visually diverse and seen from important viewpoints. The
“Visual Absorption Capability” map displays the relative ability of different
Gorge landscapes to absorb change (through new development) without

5 The Visual Management System has since been superseded by a revised methodology,
the Scenery Management System (“SMS”). The methodology for the SMS is described in
“Landscape Aesthetics:  A Handbook for Scenery Management.” (Agriculture Handbook 701).
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diminishing their scenic qualities. It is based primarily on the degree of slope and
amount of vegetative cover.

“Landscape Sensitivity,” the last of the six inventory maps, combines “Landscape
Significance” with “Visual Absorption Capability,” based on the assumption that
the most visually sensitive lands are those that are both highly significant and
most vulnerable to visual impacts from new development.

CRGNSA Management Plan 1991, at I-1—2. Copies of the inventory maps of the affected

landscape are attached to these comments. The CRGNSA Management Plan policies and

guidelines that were based on these inventories include the land use designations and landscape

setting designations that serve as VQOs.

This background is critical to evaluating the impacts of the proposed development on

scenic resources. As seen from the Columbia River, Interstate 84, and the Historic Columbia

River Highway the project would break the skyline within viewsheds composed of both SMA

Open Space and GMA Open Space land use designations that are also assigned the landscape

setting of Gorge Walls, Canyon Lands, and Wildlands. For the SMA viewsheds the applicable

VQO is retention, the highest level of scenic protection afforded any landscape in the Gorge. For

the GMA viewsheds the applicable VQO is partial retention, with the added protection

essentially creating a VQO of retention.

The view from Interstate 84, the Columbia River, and the Historic Columbia River

Highway between Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park looking north and northeast

is dominated by the Dog Mountain SMA and the Underwood Bluff Open Space.6 The proposed

facility would be visible just to the east of the Dog Mountain SMA and north of the Underwood

Bluff Open Space area. The attention of visitors traveling along these three scenic corridors

would be drawn to the spinning blades and/or blinking lights of numerous wind turbines

6 Both Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park are also designated under the Lewis and
Clark National Historic Trail Management Plan.



Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge – Page 46

protruding above the skyline to the northeast. This would obviously detract from the integrity of

the viewshed and completely frustrate the purpose of the extensive inventories and protections

for this viewshed.

Stationary viewers at Mitchell Point would also be confronted with a dramatic change to

the landscape. The view from the Mitchell Point area looks directly north at the Underwood

Bluff Open Space area. The original scenic resource inventories assigned Underwood Bluff as

“outstanding” landscape diversity, “primary” landscape significance, and “critical” landscape

sensitivity. These are some of the highest valued lands inventoried in the Columbia River Gorge

and justified a VQO that is essentially retention, the highest standard for protection. The

ridgeline of Underwood Bluff forms the skyline from this viewpoint. The contours of  Chemawa

Hill undulate immediately behind the skyline and are nearly indistinguishable from the

Underwood Bluff skyline. Underwood Bluff and its highest rated scenic resources, with

Chemawa Hill immediately behind it, dominate the middleground views from this location. The

southernmost turbines of the proposed facility would be sited at the top of Chemewa Hill and

would break the skyline of views from the Columbia River, Interstate 84, and the Historic

Columbia River Highway at this location. Once again, viewers’ attention would be drawn to

giant spinning blades and/or flashing lights in middleground views of some of the most

scenically sensitive views in the Columbia River Gorge.

The DEIS completely failed to acknowledge the robust and complete inventory of the

scenic landscapes that would be affected by the proposed development. The existing resource

inventories and established VQOs must be used to measure the impacts that would be caused by

the proposed development. Based on this information, it is undeniable that the proposed

development would cause significant adverse impacts to critically important scenic landscapes.
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In addition, the DEIS failed to state whether the project would impact views from the

Gifford Pinchot National Forest that have established VQOs.

2. The Scenic Impacts Analysis Deviates from BPA’s Past Practices in
Evaluating Scenic Impacts.

The application and environmental review diverges from the BPA’s analyses of scenic

impact for other energy projects in the region. The BPA’s Draft EIS for the Central Ferry-Lower

Monumental 500-kilovolt Transmission Line Project concluded that construction of a 200-foot-

tall transmission line within viewsheds as viewed from the Lewis and Clark National Scenic

Trail and the Lewis and Clark Scenic Byway would have “high” impacts to scenic resources.

Central Ferry-Lower Monumental 500-kilovolt Transmission Line Project DEIS (July 2010)

Section 3.7, p 3-91 to 3-104 (hereinafter Central Ferry DEIS). The Central Ferry transmission

lines would be 104 to 189 feet tall and would have no moving parts and no lights. Central Ferry

DEIS at 2-5. The BPA acknowledged that the transmission line would be visible from the Lewis

and Clark National Historic Trail and scenic byways.

The Central Ferry DEIS described the affected landscape as “Typical view[s] of rolling

hills and rural landscape adjacent to scenic by way.” Table 3-22. The analysis explained that the

transmission line would be 1.6 miles (middleground view) from the Lewis and Clark National

Historic Trail at its closest point. Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. The analysis also acknowledged

that the transmission lines would create a skyline effect and break up the continuity of the

skyline and open terrain, and that the project would introduce structures into a natural landscape.

Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. “The proposed towers and conductors would be a conspicuous

change to the relatively natural and rural landscape and would disrupt the continuity of visual

resources in the landscape.” Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. The project would be visible from

“popular recreation areas and a frequently traveled roadway.” Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98.
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In comparison to the Central Ferry to Monument Transmission Project, the Whistling

Ridge proposal would be located in a higher quality scenic landscape, with more state and

federal designations for scenic, recreational, and historic importance. The project would be

viewed by vastly more people with higher expectations for scenic quality. Whistling Ridge

would be of comparable distance from important viewpoints, but would be over twice as large

(over 430 feet tall compared to 104 to 198 feet tall), have more visible mass, include giant

moving parts, include flashing lights, and would be painted white. The Whistling Ridge project

would obviously contrast more with the landscape than the Central Ferry project. While the

Central Ferry DEIS concluded that impacts would be high, the Whistling Ridge DEIS concludes

that impacts to scenic resources would be moderate at worst.

It is abundantly clear that this project has not been reviewed under the same standard as

previous projects under BPA review. This evidences an obvious attempt to thwart the purposes

of SEPA and NEPA with environmental review that seeks to conceal impacts rather than

objectively analyze impacts.

The adverse impacts of energy development, transmission lines in particular, were also

acknowledged in the BPA’s Business Plan EIS. BPA Business Plan Final Environmental Impact

Statement (DOE/EIS-0183) (hereinafter BPA BP EIS). The Whistling Ridge would include

transmission lines and analysis of impacts from transmission lines is equally applicable to scenic

impacts analysis for industrial wind energy development. The Business Plan EIS stated:

In areas used for recreation, particularly in undeveloped places, studies show that
many users find transmission lines to be an unwelcome visual intrusion. Also,
many citizens feel strongly that transmission lines near their homes are visually
intrusive, and that some property values may be reduced. Adverse visual effects
may be perceived up to several kilometers from the line. Transmission lines may
be more compatible with industrial areas. The effectiveness of potential
mitigation measures depends on the site, and some measures may substantially
increase the cost of the project. Possible measures include darkened towers in
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forested areas; different tower designs more compatible with a particular
environment; non-specular (nonshiny) conductor; and locations that avoid
visually sensitive areas.

BPA BP EIS at 4-52, Section 4.3.2.6. The Business Plan EIS also explained that one of the main

environmental risks of wind energy development is visual impacts. BPA Business Plan EIS at 4-

42, Section 4.3.1. The BPA has previously relied on this environmental review when approving

interconnections to the grid. How the BPA can acknowledge adverse impacts from transmission

lines, but ignore adverse impacts from wind energy facilities, is inexplicable.

3. Views from the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail would be
adversely affected.

The Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail was created to “stimulate Federal, State, and

local agencies and individuals to identify, mark, and preserve for public inspiration and

enjoyment the routes traveled by the Lewis and Clark Expedition.” Lewis and Clark Trail

Management Plan at 1. The Management Plan for the trail recognizes that many of the historic

and cultural resources have been altered or lost and the Expedition left scant traces of their

passing. However, “In a very real sense, many of the historic resources are the landmarks, vistas,

flora, and fauna that make up the Trail’s natural resources. It is virtually impossible to find either

historic or natural resources along the Expedition route, which have not been altered in some

way by man or nature.” Lewis and Clark Trail Management Plan at 4 & 13. Thus, the scenic

vistas and natural resources of the Expedition route are critical to appreciating the trail.

Locations where those vistas and natural resources are intact are exceedingly rare, and warrant

the greatest attention during SEPA and NEPA review.

The Columbia River segment, which includes the portions of the Trail that would be

affected by the Whistling Ridge project, was designated for three types of trail development: a

water trail, a land trail, and a motor route. The Columbia River, Interstate 84 and Washington
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State Route 14 are designated routes. The Management Plan notes that there was a “nearly

continuous string of recreation sites along this segment.” Lewis and Clark Trail Management

Plan at 70. Individual sites within sight of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project include Viento

State Park, which is directly across the Columbia River from where the Lewis and Clark

Expedition camped on October 29, 1805 and April 13, 1806, and Starvation Creek State Park. L

& C Management Plan at 74.

The DEIS fails to acknowledge adverse scenic impacts to the Lewis and Clark National

Scenic Trail. Locations along the route with intact scenic vistas that retain some of the same

views that the Lewis and Clark Expedition experienced are critical important resources for the

trail system. The views from I-84, the Columbia River, Viento State Park, and Starvation Creek

State Park are largely intact as evidenced by the Forest Service’s resource inventories. The

project would dramatically alter these views causing significant adverse impacts to the trail. This

conclusion was clearly expressed by the National Park Service in at least two separate letters to

the BPA and EFSEC. This conclusion is also supported by the BPA’s previous environmental

analysis of other projects that would have similar, although less severe, impacts on the Lewis and

Clark National Historic Trail. The egregious failure to acknowledge significant adverse impacts

to the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail must be corrected.

D. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed
Development on Natural Resources.

The Whistling Ridge project is likely to cause significant adverse impacts to natural

resources, including the direct impacts of mortality to wildlife, as well as indirect effects from

habitat destruction, displacement, and species avoidance of the project area after construction.

Avian species often collide with wind turbines, and bats often die from internal hemorrhaging

caused by the massive changes in air pressure near the spinning blades of a wind turbine, a
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process known as “barotrauma.” Also, components of the industrial development, including

collector lines, transfer stations, and access roads, can displace wildlife and fragment habitat.

The DEIS failed to adequately analyze the likely impacts to wildlife and other natural resources.

In addition, as demonstrated in the written testimony of Dr. K. Shawn Smallwood

(attached herein), the underlying data and environmental analysis relied upon in the DEIS is

severely flawed. For example, without any scientific support the DEIS states that the clearcut

project area is poor habitat for wildlife. However, Dr. Smallwood points out that “[b]ird species

diversity is much greater at Whistling Ridge than at the Altamont Pass, where bird fatalities

caused by wind turbines are notoriously high.” Whistling Ridge surveys found more than 1

species per hour of searching, whereas surveys at Altamont found 0.036 species per hour. The

proponents’ ploy to clearcut the land and present a devastated ecosystem immediately before

applying for an industrial energy facility is misleading and results in biased conclusions in the

DEIS. As Dr. Smallwood concluded, based on independent analysis of the proponent’s own

surveys, “Whistling Ridge exhibits a very high level of ecological integrity.” This is likely a

result of the projects locattion within a largely intact ecoregion where species diversity remains

high. This is also why the Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone excluded forested areas.

Dr. Smallwood also points out contradictions between foundational statements and the

conclusions in the DEIS. For both Keen’s myotis and Townsend’s big-eared bat, the DEIS states

that the analysts had insufficient knowledge of the species, but nonetheless concluded that it was

unlikely that they would occur at the site. DEIS at 3-59–60. It is plainly inappropriate to base

conclusions on insufficient information. At best, the DEIS should say that impacts to bat species

are unknown and then analyze the worst case scenario given that uncertainty..
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The DEIS seriously underestimates the potential impacts of this project, both on an

individual basis and when considered cumulatively with other wind energy projects. Dr.

Smallwood has determined that the baseline studies to assess impacts were cursory and

inadequate, the likely impacts to raptors are significant, the cumulative impacts analysis was

biased and unrealistic, and the mitigation measures are inadequate.

The DEIS also failed to ensure the protection of wildlife and has failed to adequately

review impacts to natural resources in a number of other ways, as described below.

1. The DEIS Fails to Include Best Available Science in the Analysis.

The avian impacts analysis is inadequate and not based on the Best Available Science.

The baseline surveys were too cursory to support a scientifically credible baseline assessment.

Failings include an inadequate sample and an inadequate amount of time dedicated to surveys.

Avian utilization of a site can vary greatly from year to year, so the limited time span of these

baseline surveys introduces large uncertainty into the resulting utilization rates. The sample sizes

were grossly inadequate for what is needed for comparing bird utilization among project sites or

for guiding wind turbine locations to minimize collision rates. Numerous other methodological

errors in the analysis introduce additional biases that undermine the SEPA and NEPA review.

Wildlife surveys should be conducted using current state-of-the-art field and analysis

protocol. At the least, surveys must take into account survey bias including, but not limited to,

searcher efficiency, carcass “life expectancy” or persistence, and scavenger removal. The entire

site should be surveyed before and after construction. Both pre-development survey and post-

development monitoring should take into account the episodic nature of some bird migrations

and nocturnal bird migrations. For example, long or inappropriately timed intervals between

searches may miss a significant avian presence. The DEIS fails to account for these factors.
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2. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Displacement Effects on
Avian Populations.

The DEIS failed to adequately consider displacement effects on avian populations.

Impacts of wind projects on birds are not limited to collisions. When a landscape is industrialized

by strings of giant machines, birds and other animals may be driven away rather than killed. And

when multiple such strings are concentrated in one area, the impacts on species populations can

be substantial. The environmental analysis is incomplete and must be supplemented with specific

assessments of cumulative displacement impacts.

3. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Federal Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (“ESA”), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531–1544.

Under the ESA, “take” is defined as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,

trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(19).

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits both acts that would “take” a species, as well as acts that would

cause an act that constitutes a “taking.” The Ninth Circuit has held that “a habitat modification

which significantly impairs the breeding and sheltering of a protected species amounts to ‘harm’

under the ESA.” Marbled Murrelet v. Babbit, 83 F.3d 1060, 1067 (9th Cir. 1996). The DEIS

failed to demonstrate that the project will be in compliance with Section 9 of the ESA.

The DEIS does state that there has been ongoing consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service. DEIS at 1-20. Pursuant to NEPA regulations the BPA is supposed to perform this

consultation requirement “concurrently with and integrated with” preparation of the Draft EIS,

not after the Draft EIS is complete. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. The results of this consultation process

should have been included in the DEIS.

In Section 2.20.2.2 of the Amended Application, the Applicant states that a Biological

Assessment will be prepared. The DEIS fails to make good on this promise. BPA and EFSEC
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must ensure that a biological assessment is prepared, to better inform the agencies about

potential adverse impacts to threatened and endangered species.

4. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Bald Eagle Protection
Act, RCW Chapter 77.12, and Regulations Promulgated Pursuant
Thereto, Located at WAC 232-12-292.

The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the state Bald Eagle Protection Act, despite the

presence of bald eagles and their habitat within and near the project site. There is no evidence

that the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has been consulted pursuant to the Bald

Eagle Protection regulations.

5. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Federal Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC § 668–668d.

The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection

Act (“BGEPA”), again despite the presence of bald eagles and their habitat within and near the

project site. The BGEPA prohibits any person, association, partnership or corporation from

taking a bald or golden eagle at any time or by any manner without a permit. 16 USC § 668(a). A

permit may be issued only if the taking would be compatible with the preservation of the species.

Id. § 668a.

6. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 703–712.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”) requires that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWS) enforce the MBTA against “any person, association, partnership, or

corporation” that “by any means or in any manner,” pursues, hunts, takes, captures, kills or

attempts to take, capture or kill a migratory bird or any part, nest or eggs of any migratory bird.

16 U.S.C. §§ 703, 707. Under the MBTA, a person may take or kill migratory birds only as

permitted under USFWS regulations and based on the USFWS’s determination that the take or
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kill is compatible with the migratory bird treaties. Id. §§ 703, 704. The USFWS’s determination

must take into account scientific factors such as species abundance and distribution, migratory

patterns, and breeding habits, as well as the economic value of birds. Id. § 704. The killing of a

single migratory bird is sufficient to create criminal liability. United States v. Corbin Farm

Service, 444 F.Supp. 510 (E.D. Cal), aff'd, 578 F.2d 259 (9th Cir. 1978). The killing of a

migratory bird does not need to be intentional and the killing can occur “by any means or in any

manner.” United States v. Moon Lake Electric Ass’n, Inc., 45 F.Supp. 2d 1070, 1075–79 (D. Col.

1999) (upholding the prosecution of a utility for unintentionally electrocuting and killing

seventeen birds). The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the MBTA.

7. Inadequate review of impacts to northern spotted owl populations.

The DEIS states that construction of the proposed facility will not directly impact spotted

owl habitat. However, the DEIS fails to address whether the project will adversely affect

dispersal habitat and migration corridors that are essential to sustaining genetic diversity of owl

populations. For example, the Columbia River Gorge is a likely crossing location for owls

moving north and south between Oregon and Washington. The project could also affect the east-

west movement of spotted owls between valleys. The DEIS fails to adequately address whether a

major industrial energy facility sited within spotted owl territory will adversely affect the

species.

The DEIS also fails to address the permanent loss of forested lands within the White

Salmon Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area (SOSEA). The DEIS claims that the project would

meet Washington state standards for the retention of sufficient habitat within the SOSEA, but it

does not adequately review the impacts of permanently converting forest land to an industrial
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use, and how that permanent conversion would affect the longterm viability of spotted owl

habitat within the SOSEA.

8. Failure to demonstrate sufficient protections for non-avian wildlife
and insects.

The application and threshold determination fail to demonstrate sufficient protections for

sensitive and rare wildlife species, including a number of sensitive and rare species that the

application notes have been observed within the project site. The DEIS also fails to evaluate

potential impacts on insects such as butterflies. Here, the impacts are typically not from direct

turbine strikes, but rather from habitat disruption or destruction. There are several species of

butterflies of particular concern in this area, particularly the rare Western Oak Dusky Wing

(Propertius duskywing).

9. The DEIS fails to include adequate mitigation measures.

The decisions fail to include adequate mitigation measures to protect wildlife. For

example, the DEIS include discussion relating to future surveying for wildlife impacts, but fail to

include any conditions that would require any concrete actions in response to actual wildlife

impacts.

10. The DEIS misrepesents the climate change and air quality impacts of
the project and of the no-action alternative.

The DEIS repeatedly asserts that if the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is not built, then

adverse impacts to climate change and air quality would necessarily result. For example, the

DEIS states that “[i]f the No Action Alternative is selected, the growing electricity needs of the

region would continue to be met through a combination of other renewable development and a

combination of additional fossil fuels.” DEIS at 3-21–3-22. This completely false dilemma, in

various forms, is repeated throughout the DEIS without any factual support.
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In fact, the regional energy system will reduce greenhouse gas emissions and air

pollutants regardless of whether this individual project is built, and primarily through

conservation measures. The Northwest Power Planning Council’s Sixth Power Plan, which will

dictate the portfolio of energy production sources for the foreseeable future, has planned to meet

85% of new demand with conservation and efficiency measures over the next 20 years. Sixth

Northwest Power Plan Overview at 1. The remaining 15% of new demand would be met with

renewables. Notably, this would be achieved even while the Boardman coal-fired power plant is

taken offline by 2020.

The Bright Future Report also provides some broader context for the supply and demand

aspects of the regional energy grid. Bright Future Report, NW Energy Coalitions, Original

Edition, March 2009 – Update 1, July 2009. The Bright Future Report analyzes how the region

will meet its energy needs through 2050, factoring in the loss of the Boardman coal-fired power

plant, the removal or reduced use of hydropower projects on the lower Snake River, and picking

up that lost energy supply through conservation, efficiency, and clean new sources of energy.

The Report’s bottom line conclusions are that “[t]he region has enough renewable potential to

more than meet all current and future power needs” and that the potential for affordable clean

energy “[d]warfs” the need. Bright Future Update at 14, 15. Thus, foregoing the 21 average MW

of production capacity that would result if the Whistling Ridge project is not constructed would

be essentially irrelevant to the overall supply of alternative energy. Furthermore, there is

absolutely no evidence in the record showing that the alternative to this particular wind project is

continued use of fossil-fuel generation sources or new fossil-fuel generation sources. The real

choice is between this particular wind facility and siting other wind facilities in alternative

locations with fewer environmental impacts.
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Thus, it is inappropriate for the DEIS to compare the likely impacts of a wind energy

development to the impacts of fossil-fuel generation sources. The region’s climate change goals

and air quality goals will be achieved regardless of whether the Whistling Ridge project is

constructed. Every statement asserting the false dichotomy between constructing the project and

a future with higher carbon emissions and air quality problems must be removed from the DEIS.

E. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed
Development on Cultural Resources.

1. The DEIS Fails to Analyze Impacts to Cultural Resources and Fails to
Integrate Adequate Consultation with Tribal governments.

The DEIS acknowledges that the BPA has an obligation under Section 106 of the

National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”), 16 USC 470 et seq., to consult with Tribal

governments about the likely impacts of the proposal. DEIS at 4-6. The BPA also explains that

the “BPA’s 1996 government-to-government agreement with the 13 federally-recognized Native

American Tribes of the Columbia basin provides the guidance for the Section 106 consultation

process with the Tribes.” DEIS at 4-6. The Draft EIS explains that the BPA will conduct formal

government-to-government consultation. DEIS at 3-204. The DEIS fails to acknowledge that

NEPA regulations also require that the BPA must prepare the Draft EIS “concurrently with and

integrated with” the required consultation under the NHPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a).

SEPA requires EFSEC to consult with the Yakama Nation as well. Under SEPA, EFSEC

is required to consider the likely impacts to cultural resources. “Cultural preservation” is an

element of the environment that must be addressed through the SEPA process. WAC 197-11-

444. In addition, the environmental checklist, which must be prepared for proposed actions,

requires consideration of impacts to cultural resources. WAC 197-11-315; WAC 197-11-960.

SEPA also requires that EFSEC consult with agencies with expertise in the impacted
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environment. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(d); WAC 197-11-408(2)(a). EFSEC’s SEPA regulations also

require that EFSEC works with interested agencies throughout the preparation of the DEIS.

WAC 463-47-140(5). The Yakama Nation’s Cultural Resources Program is an agency with

expertise in Yakama Nation cultural resources. Finally, the 1989 Centennial Accord between the

State of Washington and federally recognized tribes mandates that EFSEC undertake

government-to-government consultation with representatives of the Yakama Nation regarding

the measures necessary for adequate environmental review and appropriate mitigation measures.

Based on the above-referenced sources of law, both EFSEC and BPA must engage in

direct government-to-government consultation with the Yakama Nation. The BPA has already

failed to comply with the NEPA requirements to integrate this consultation into preparation of

the DEIS. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a). This consultation should have occurred months ago. Both

EFSEC and the BPA have heard testimony from the Yakama Nation explaining that a cultural

resources report was submitted in December 2009. There is no legitimate explanation for why

this information was not included in the DEIS, which was issued in May 2010, or why

government-to-government consultation was not undertaken concurrently with the environmental

review process.

Industrial wind energy development in Klickitat County that has proceeded without

adequate consultation and review for impacts to cultural resources has led to irreparable harm to

cultural resources. This harm is evidenced by a media report in the Yakima Herald-Republic on

the destruction of cultural resources during the construction of the Windy Point Wind Energy

Facility in neighboring Klickitat County, a copy of which is attached hereto. EFSEC and the

BPA must not allow this type of mistake to repeat itself. The agencies must perform adequate
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consultation, analyze likely impacts, and ensure that Yakama Nation cultural resources would

not be adversely impacted by the proposal.

2. The DEIS Fails to Demonstrate Compliance With the National
Historic Preservation Act.

The project would be highly visible from the Historic Columbia River Highway

(“HCRH” or “Historic Highway”). This invaluable historic treasure, built between 1913 and

1922, was the first road planned as a scenic highway in the United States. Today, the Historic

Highway is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, as a Historic District, as a Scenic

Byway, and as a National Historic Civil Engineering Landmark by the American Society of Civil

Engineers. Even more significantly, the Historic Highway has been designated by the Secretary

of the Interior as a National Historic Landmark for its “exceptional value as commemorating or

illustrating the history of the United States.” More than other historic places on the National

Register, National Historic Landmarks are granted special protection against impacts caused by

federal action. Indeed, section 110(f) of the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”)

requires federal agencies to undertake, “to the maximum extent possible,” such planning and

actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to these properties.

Portions of the Historic Highway are being restored by the Oregon Parks and Recreation

Department (“OPRD”) and the Oregon Department of Transportation (“ODOT”) as part of the

Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail. Acting on a 1987 directive by the Oregon

Legislature to preserve and restore the Historic Highway, ODOT and OPRD are creating a series

of long, narrow parks in the Columbia River Gorge that will be open to pedestrians, bicyclists,

children, and people in wheelchairs, and closed to all motor vehicle traffic. More detailed

information on the HCRH can be found in the “Historic Columbia River Highway Master Plan:

HCRH Segments,” a copy of which is attached to these comments.
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It is important to note that the BPA is under special obligations with regard to protecting

this National Historic Landmark. Section 110(f) of the NHPA provides as follows:

Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and
adversely affect any National Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible
Federal agency shall, to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning
and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to such landmark, and shall
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to
comment on the undertaking.

16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(F).

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations adopted by the Advisory

Council on Historic Preservation entitled “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 C.F.R. Part

800), describe agency responsibilities when an undertaking will affect properties listed in the

National Register of Historic Places, including National

Historic Landmarks.

The Whistling Ridge project would adversely

affect views from the Historic Columbia River

Highway. The HCRH was built as a scenic highway. Its

historic features include design elements that accentuate

views of the remarkable scenic landscapes of the

Columbia River Gorge. Curves and pullouts in the

HCRH were designed to focus the traveling public’s

attention on scenic landscapes. The highway includes

substantial tunneling in numerous places, with tunnels

designed to optimize views. The Mitchell Point Tunnel,

known as the “Tunnel of Many Vistas,” included multiple windows that presented views of the

Columbia River, Underwood Bluff, Dog Mountain, the mouth of the Little White Salmon River,
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and the diverse array of vegetative and geologic textures on these landforms. East of Mitchell

Point, the HCRH traversed parallel to Underwood Bluff and crosses Ruthton Point, where the

curve of the road presents spectacular views of the Columbia River, Underwood Bluff, and Dog

Mountain, along with rural pastoral land above Underwood Bluff.

Other important segments of the HCRH include the segment between Starvation Creek

and Viento State Park, which have the added importance of being part of the Lewis and Clark

National Historic Trail. The HCRH segments from Hood River heading east include the Hood

River Loops and the Mark O. Hatfield West Trailhead. This segment also includes spectacular

views of the Gorge, particularly Underwood Bluff, Chemewa Hill, and Underwood Mountain to

the north and northwest. To the east of the Mark O. Hatfield West Trailhead is the fully restored

Hood River to Mosier segment of the HCRH. Several tunnels along this stretch have been

reopened, fulfilling the plans of the HCRH Master Plan and setting an example for the ultimate
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goal of restoring the entire Highway for recreation and historical interpretation. While the views

from the West Trailhead to Mosier become more distant from the project the views are

nonetheless highly important to the HCRH. Impacts from these locations are also likely to be

high.

While the “Tunnel of Many Vistas” was destroyed during the construction of Interstate

84, segments of the original HCRH are present through this area. The sections that were lost are

currently being restored and recreated through ongoing efforts of ODOT, the Oregon State Parks

and Recreation Department, and Friends of the Historic Columbia River Highway. The “Tunnel

of Many Vistas” will likely be re-created within the next ten years. If the Whistling Ridge

Energy Project is constructed, the view from the “Many Vistas” would not include a historically

intact landscape. Rather, the vistas would be transformed to include an industrialized skyline

with moving parts and flashing lights less than 3 miles away.

The impacts to opportunities for historic interpretation and impacts to this National

Historic Landmark were not analyzed in the DEIS. The proposed development would directly

impact these views and undermine opportunities for historic interpretation. This constitutes a

major adverse impact to the environment that needs to be reviewed and addressed.

/////

F. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed
Development on Recreational Resources.

The DEIS fails to adequately review the likely impacts to recreational resources. The

project site is centered within a wide array of significant recreational resources, ranging from

internationally recognized landmarks to local hikes with epic views. The DEIS fails to inventory

all of the recreation resources in the vicinity and fails to adequately analyze the likely impacts to

those resources.
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The recreation resources in the vicinity include numerous locations to the south including

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail,

the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, the Ice Age Floods National Historic Trail, the

Historic Columbia River Highway Trail, Starvation Creek State Park, Viento State Park, Spring

Creek Hatchery State Park, the Columbia River, the Mitchell Point Trail, Indian Head, and

hiking along the Lower White Salmon River near the confluence with the Columbia. Locations

to the north include the Lower White Salmon Wild and Scenic River, the Little White Salmon

River, Nestor Peak, the Little Buck Creek Trail, the Grassy Knoll Trail, Cook Hill, Little

Huckleberry Mountain, and numerous other hiking trails and drive-up viewpoints in and near the

Gifford Pinchot National Forest. The DEIS fails to adequately inventory these resources.

View from Little Huckleberry Mountain. Whistling Ridge and Chemawa Hill in center of photo.
Photo by Jozsef Urmos.

As explained above, the Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail includes the Columbia

River, State Route 14, Interstate 84, Starvation Creek State Park, and Viento State Park. The

DEIS fails to acknowledge these components of the National Historic Trail. The DEIS fails to

acknowledge that Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park also provide river access for

wind surfing, kite boarding, motor boating, canoeing and other water activities. The DEIS also

fails to acknowledge that the City of Hood River is an international hub for windsurfing and that

the project would be visible from multiple windsurfing locations. The DEIS also fails to
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recognize that the Little White Salmon River and the White Salmon River are internationally

known in whitewater kayaking communities.

The DEIS states that “[o]n the Oregon side of the Columbia River, land use within the

Scenic Area is predominately commercial timber production and residential.” DEIS at 3-265.

This is one of the more absurd errors in the DEIS. The Forest Service owns thousands of acres of

public land within the Scenic Area on the Oregon side of the Columbia that is managed to

protect natural resources and provide recreation opportunities, not for timber production. The

leading land uses on the Oregon side of the Gorge, excluding urban areas, are conservation and

recreation.

The DEIS states that “no parks or recreation facilities are planned within a 5-mile radius

of the site, either as part of the Skamania County Parks and Recreation Master Plan or the

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan.” DEIS at 3-139. This statement

is patently wrong and ignores plans to restore and develop facilities at Mitchell Point as part of

the Historic Columbia River Highway. While Mitchell Point is already owned by Oregon State

Parks, the development proposals are certainly new and warrant acknowledgement.

The DEIS failed to give proper consideration to impacts to recreational resources,

including a failure to analyze whether the project would be consistent with the Management Plan

for the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and the Historic Columbia River Highway

Master Plan, or the recreation resource provisions of the CRGNSA Management Plan. While

these plans do not have direct regulatory authority over the project (assuming no ground

disturbance would occur in the National Scenic Area), the goals and policies could be frustrated

by the project. There needs to be at least a discussion of the potential impacts.
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Project construction activities would generate traffic delays that would adversely affect

recreational users. Countless residents in the gorge hike, windsurf, or kayak every day of the

week and use the roads that would be used as a haul route for this project to access these

recreational spots. Industrial traffic and associated delays would have an adverse impact on these

resources. For example, use of the east access for Cook-Underwood Road for this project would

block access to a recreational trail along the White Salmon River. Similarly, the west access for

Cook-Underwood Road is regularly used by whitewater kayakers to access the lower three miles

of Little White Salmon River, which has achieved legendary status due to the challenging rapids

and consistent water flows. By failing to fully acknowledge such impacts and prepare a traffic

mitigation plan for public review, EFSEC and the BPA have foreclosed the opportunity to

evaluate the project’s true impacts and inform the public of these impacts.

Project operation would also affect recreation. The DEIS section that addresses direct

impacts of project development fails to mention recreation resources. DEIS at 3-153. Similarly,

the cumulative effects section of the DEIS does not identify a single impact to recreational

resources. DEIS at 3-279–3-280. The DEIS does acknowledge low to moderate impacts to views,

but fails to acknowledge that scenery is typically a central part of outdoor recreation. As stated

above, the scenic resource analysis was grossly inadequate.

Recreation resources that were not acknowledged through the scenic resource assessment

include Little Huckleberry Mountain, Nestor Peak, and Cook Hill. These hiking areas provide

dramatic panoramic views of Mount Hood and Washington’s southern Cascades. Impacts to

these resources were completely ignored.

The proposed development would be located in the heart of one of the greatest

recreational destinations in the world. Windsurfers, kiteboarders, kayakers, and hikers come
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from around the world to this area, and the Gorge itself is recognized as a national recreational

treasure. Beyond the international and national fame, the area surrounding the project is home to

people who hike, boat, bird, view wildflowers, and explore mountains and forests as a primary

recreational pursuit. The project would be located in the middle of many of these activities. The

recreational impacts analysis warrants substantial revision to reflect the actual impacts to

recreational resources.

G. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Analyze the Likely Impacts to Agricultural
Tourism.

The DEIS’s analysis of potential impacts to agritourism is limited to a superficial

comparison to wind energy development that has occurred in area between Walla Walla and

Kennewick. DEIS at 3-151. The DEIS merely states that “[w]ind power and winery tourism

already co-exist in the Columbia River Area. For example, four wind power facilities are located

between Walla Walla and Kennewick (Canyon, Stateline, Vansycle, Combine Hills). This area is

home to a thriving wind industry with over 60 wineries.” DEIS at 3-151.

The DEIS provides no analysis of whether industrial wind development has caused any

adverse impacts to wineries in that area, or whether the landscape and proximity of the two uses

is even remotely comparable to the proposed Whistling Ridge project and existing agritourism

activities in the area.

For example, the DEIS does not explain how close any of the wind facilities are to the 60

referenced wineries. For Whistling Ridge, the project would be within a mile of existing

wineries, would dominate views, and may also be heard. Importantly, the DEIS does not even

attempt to quantify the number of agritourism businesses in the Underwood community, nor how

close they might be to the proposed Whistling Ridge project.
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The DEIS fails to explain how many of the 60 wineries are open to the public, and thus

how many support agritourism. Wineries in the Underwood area have tasting rooms and host

commercial events.

The DEIS fails to provide any economic data evidencing business trends and property

values for the 60 wineries before and after wind energy facilities were constructed in that region.

Even if 60 wineries coexist with the wind industry in that region, that does not mean the

agritourism industry in that region has not been affected by the wind industry.

In sum, the analysis of potential impacts to agritourism fails to provide any meaningful

substantive analysis that can inform decision makers on the likely impacts of the proposed

development.

H. The Transportation Impacts Analysis is Inadequate and Must be Revised to
Include Alternatives that Avoid and/or Mitigate Impacts to the Underwood
Community.

The DEIS must adequately review the likely impacts to the local and regional

transportation system. The proposed development would generate thousands of vehicle trips

through areas that are predominately used for recreation, agriculture, rural residential, and forest

uses. Industrial development and land uses are prohibited in the areas that the proposed haul

route would travel through. The transportation impacts would likely be substantial. Impacts

would include significant delays due to increased traffic and the size of vehicles associated with

the use. The vehicles associated with the proposal would also be incompatible with local uses.

Whistling Ridge would make thousands of vehicular trips across the proposed haul route,

including the hauling of heavy construction materials and equipment exceeding the Washington

State Department of Transportation’s legal load limit of 52.75 tons. See RCW 46.44.041. There

would be more than 1,700 trips using specialized over-sized trucks designed specifically for the
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industrial purpose of hauling the enormous turbine components. These specialized trucks are up

to 150 feet long, 17.5 feet high, and 14.5 feet wide. Since October 11, 2007, trucks longer than

125 feet in length have been prohibited on Washington SR-14 along the haul route.

In addition to the specialized trucks, other large and oversized trucks would be needed to

haul construction equipment, plus three pilot vehicles for each truck wider than 10 feet, and

construction worker vehicles. Although WRE has not yet proposed a total number for all

vehicular trips along the haul route, the total number would likely exceed 10,000 trips. The

specialized trucks and their frequent, heavy loads are expected to damage the roads along the

haul route. Thus, WRE proposes to repair road damage resulting from the industrial hauling.

This massive intrusion of industrial construction equipment would run through rural

residential, agricultural, and recreational areas. Given the impact to the community, EFSEC and

the BPA should study alternative routes that would preclude or minimize the use of Cook-

Underwood Road as it runs through the National Scenic Area.

In addition, the DEIS provides internally inconsistent information about the true extent of

the traffic impact. At pages 1-29 and 3-233, the DEIS states that traffic flow could be restricted

for up to 20 minutes during the construction phase. But at page 3-228, the DEIS states that traffic

delays would increase by only six seconds as a result of this project. The agencies should explain

the inconsistency.

I. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Analyze and Address the Potential Health
Impacts from Wind Energy Facility Operation.

The nearest residence would be within one-half mile of the proposed facility. Numerous

other residences would be in similarly close proximity. EFSEC and BPA must ensure that the

DEIS includes adequate review of the likely impacts on neighboring properties.
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Recent studies have shown a potential for wind energy facilities to cause adverse impacts

to human health. Adverse health impacts could occur from low-frequency noise that interferes

with inner ear functions resulting in dizziness, nausea, and loss of sleep. While the research is

not conclusive, the uncertainty regarding health impacts of wind development warrant a

precautionary approach to siting wind facilities near residential structures. The DEIS should

include analysis of a variety of sources on the health impacts of wind energy development.

EFSEC and the BPA should require that the facility be set back at least 1 mile from the nearest

residence.

Friends also incorporates the comments of Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins regarding

the potential noise and human health impacts of the proposed project.

CONCLUSION

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is

grossly inadequate and fails to comply with the requirements of SEPA, NEPA, and other

applicable laws. The DEIS has been heavily influenced by the preferences and biases of the

Applicant to rationalize a predetermined outcome, not to provide an impartial and informed

analysis of environmental impacts. The flawed document cannot be used as a basis for decision

making and must be substantially revised before any conclusions on environmental impacts can

be drawn.

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is easily the most controversial and problematic

wind energy facility proposed to date in Washington State. The project would cause significant

adverse impacts to unique resources in both Washington and Oregon, including scenic, natural,

cultural, and recreational resources. The affected resources include the Columbia River Gorge

National Scenic Area, the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and Clark National
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Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, sensitive wildlife species such as the

federally listed northern spotted owl, sensitive Native American cultural resources, and multiple

hiking trails and other recreational resources.

Because of these unique factors, the environmental review must be of the highest

integrity. Unfortunately, this DEIS fails to take the hard look required by NEPA and SEPA. The

DEIS is improperly designed so that the applicant’s private economic interests unlawfully dictate

the purpose, need, alternatives, and eventual outcome for the proposed action. The DEIS does

not demonstrate that EFSEC and BPA consulted with agencies with expertise in the resources

that would be affected by the project. The DEIS also misquotes and misrepresents the language

and meaning of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act, and prematurely and

erroneously concludes that the project would be consistent with the applicable land use

regulations. Finally, the DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative

impacts of the proposed project.

The DEIS is so deficient that it cannot be used as the basis for a decision on the project.

The proposed project should be denied outright, but if it is to be given further consideration, a

supplemental or revised DEIS is required.
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INTRODUCTION 

These comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling 

Ridge Energy Project are submitted by Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge. l Friends is a nonprofit 

organization with approximately 4,700 members dedicated to protecting and enhancing the 

resources of the Columbia River Gorge. 

Of all the wind energy projects that EFSEC and BPA have reviewed to date, the 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project is easily the most controversial and problematic, as well as the 

project most likely to cause significant environmental impacts. This is the only project proposed 

to be located within forested habitat. This is the only project proposed within a designated 

Special Emphasis Area for the federally listed Northel'll Spotted Owl. This is the only project 

proposed within three miles of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer 

National Historic Trail, the Historic Columbia River Highway (designated as a National Historic 

District on the National Register of Historic Places, as well as a National Historic Landmark), 

and the Ice Age Floods National Geological Trail. This is the only project for which multiple 

other agencies, including the United States Forest Service and the National Park Service, have 

recommended substantial modifications to the project. This is the only project proposed adjacent 

to a National Forest. This is the only project that would cause significant adverse impacts in two 

states (not just Washington). This is the only proposed project surrounded by recreational and 

cultural resources. And last but certainly not least, this is the only proposed project that would 

cause significant adverse impacts to a National Scenic Area. 

1 Friends hereby incorporates by reference all of its previous written and oral commeuts to the 
agencies, as well as its submissions to EFSEC through that agency's adjudicative proceeding and land use 
consistency process. The DEIS does not adequately address many of Friends' previous comments. 
Friends also iucorporates all commeuts of Save Our Scenic Area. 
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Because of these unique factors, the agencies must take a special, close look at the 

impacts. Unfortunately, this Draft Environmental Impact Statement fails to take the hard look 

required by NEPA and SEP A. The DEIS is fimdamentally flawed because it improperly nan'ows 

the scope of study, ignores and trivializes the impacts of the project, ignores 01' summarily 

dismisses detailed comments from the public and expert agencies, and was largely drafted and/or 

influenced by the applicant and the applicant's consultants behind closed doors and is therefore 

extremely biased in favor of the project. The DEIS is so deficient that it cannot be used as the 

basis for a decision on the project. The proposed project sho:uld be denied outright, but if it is to 

be given fill'lher consideration, a supplemental or revised DEIS is required. 

BACKGROUND 

I. The Columbia River Gorge and the Affected Communities 

The Whistling Ridge project would be sited in the heart ofthe Columbia River Gorge. 

Many of the proposed turbines would be sited immediately adjacent to and/or highly visible fi'om 

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. In addition, pOliions of the proposed "haul 

route," along which construction materials and turbine components would be transported, are 

located within the National Scenic Area. 

Established by Congress in 1986, the National Scenic Area is an extraordinary national 

treasure, an area protected under federal law for its aesthetic, biological, ecological, historic, and 

recreational values. See Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act ("Scenic Area Act"), 

16 U.S.C. §§ 544-544p. 

The Gorge, under the protection ofthe Scenic Area Act, offers unfettered scenic and 

historic views along the Columbia River, site ofthe final portion of Lewis and Clark's journey 

across the West. Additionally, the Gorge offers unique recreational oppOliunities with its many 
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side-river canyons, ridgetops, and the Columbia River itself. Hiking, bicycling, river rafting, 

kayaking, skiing, boating, fishing, camping, kiteboarding, windsurfmg, birdwatching, and"" 

wildflower viewing are all pursued actively by the public throughout the Gorge. The overall 

character of the surrounding region highly scenic, ranging fi'om wilderness to rural areas with 

quaint towns and spectacular vistas, rather than industrial or commercial. 

In its NovemberlDecember 2009 issue, National Geographic Traveler ranked the 

Columbia Gorge region #6 internationally, and second in the nation, among "iconic 

destinations." The Gorge was ranked higher than all of the county's national parks that were 

surveyed, and higher than Tuscany, Italy; the Serengeti Plains; and Mount Kilimanjaro. A 

primary reason given by National Geographic for the Gorge's high ranking was the Gorge's 

international reputation for "an incredible job of protecting the views." Another stated reason 

was the Gorge's "[g]reat potential for 'agritourism and geotourism. '" 

The Gorge has long been considered a special area. In 1915, the U.S. Forest Service 

("USFS" or "Forest Service") established Eagle Creek as the first Forest Service Recreation Area 

in the nation. The following year, the Gorge was proposed as a National Park. Continuing 

development pressures led to the establishment of the National Scenic Area in 1986. Today the 

Gorge contains hundreds of miles of hiking and bike trails through locales as diverse as misty 

river canyons and arid grassland plateaus. The Gorge also contains dozens of lakes, parks, 

campgrounds, and other recreational areas. 

The proposed energy project would be highly visible fi'om several urban areas and 

unincorporated communities in or near the National Scenic Area. These include Underwood, 

Hood River, Mosier, Mill A, Willard, and White Sahnon. Hundreds of residents of these and 
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other communities are strongly opposed to the project and have expressed their opposition and 

concerns in comments to the reviewing agencies and to Skamania County. 

II. The National Environmental Policy Act 

A major purpose ofthe National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA") is to ensure that 

federal agencies conduct fhlly informed environmental decision-making. NEP A promotes its 

sweeping commitment to "prevent or eliminate damage to the enviromnent and biosphere" by 

focusing the attention of federal decision makers and the public on the enviromnental and other 

impacts of proposed agency action. 42 U.S.C. § 4321. By focusing agency attention on the 

environmental and socioeconomic impacts of a proposed action, NEP A ensures that the agency 

will not act on incomplete information, only to regret its decision once fmalized. See Robertson 

v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 349 (1989). 

To that end, "[tJhe sweep ofNEPA is extraordinarily broad, compelling consideration of 

any and all types of environmental impacts of federal action." Calvert Cliffi ' Coordinating 

Comm. v. u.s. Atomic Energy Comm'n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1122 (D.C. Cit'. 1971). An agency must 

"take the initiative of considering environmental values at every distinctive and comprehensive 

stage of the process." Id at 1111. 

III. The State Environmental Policy Act 

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act ("SEPA") applies to state and local 

governmental actions and decisions. SEPA's general purpose is to require consideration of 

environmental factors at the earliest possible stage in order to allow decisions to. be based on a 

complete disclosure of environmental consequences. See Stempel v. Dept. of Water Resources v. 

City of Kirkland, 82 Wn. 2d. 109, 118 (1973). Agencies are required to engage in an open and 

public study of environmental impacts at the earliest possible time. RCW § 43.2IC.030(b); see 
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also WAC § 197-11-300. 

Agencies must assess the likely cumulative, direct, indirect, short-term, and long-term 

impacts to the environment. WAC 197-11-030(2)(b), (2)(g); see also State Environmental Policy 

Act Handbook (SEPA Handbook) at 2 (2003). Agencies must also evaluate alternatives and 

mitigation measures. WAC 197-11-055(2)(c); see also SEPA Handbook at 2. Agencies "shall not 

limit" consideration only to impacts within the boundaries of the agencies' jurisdiction. WAC 

197-11-060(4). 

For projects with likely significant impacts, environmental impact statements are required 

to ensure that government agencies and interested citizens have an opportunity to thoroughly 

review environmental impacts of proposed actions at the earliest possible stage; the agency must 

use the EIS in planning actions and making decisions. WAC 197-11-400(4). "The primaJY 

purpose of an environmental impact statement is to ensure that SEPA's policies are an integral 

part of the ongoing programs and actions of state and local government." WAC 197-11-400(1). 

The EIS must be impartial and must inform decision makers of alternatives and 

mitigation measures that avoid or minimize impacts of a proposed action. WAC 197-11-400(2). 

The EIS must not merely rationalize a predetermined outcome. WAC 197-11-402(10). ("EISs 

shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed agency action, rather 

than justifying decisions already made.") Rather, the EIS must include sufficient objective 

analysis to actually inform the agency's decision making process. 

The EIS must be completed early enough to se·rve as a practical contribution to the 

decision making process. WAC 197-11-406 ("The statement shall be prepared early enough so it 

can serve practically as an important contribution to the decision making process and will not be 

used to rationalize or justify decisions already made."); see also King County v. Boundary 
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Review Board, 122 Wn.2d 648,666,860 P.2d 1024 (1993); Barrie v. Kitsap County, 93 Wn.2d 

843, 854,613 P.2d 1148 (1980); Mentor v. Kitsap COllnty, 22 Wn.App. 285, 291, 588 P.2d 1226 

(1978). 

For projects with potentially significant or serious impacts, SEPA requires the same hard 

look that NEP A does. "The level of detail shall be commensurate with the impOltance of the 

impact," and in the face of any scientific uncertainty, the EIS must disclose the uncertainty and 

analyze the worst case scenario and the likelihood of its occurrence. WAC 197-11-402(2) and 

197-11-080(2), (3). 

DISCUSSION 

I. The DEIS is Improperly Designed so that the Applicant's PIivate Economic 
Interests Unlawfully Dictate the Purpose, Need, Alternatives, and Eventual 
Outcome for the Proposed Action. 

A. The Purpose and Need Statement in the DEIS is Being Improperly Driven by 
the Applicant's Private Economic Interests. 

NEPA requires federal agencies to "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 

reasonable alternatives" to a proposed action. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). In order to do so, the 

agency must first reasonably and objectively define the purpose and need of a proposed action. 

See Simmons v. United States Army COIpS ofEng'rs, 120 F.3d 664, 666 (7th Cir. 1997) (citing 

Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 195-96 (D.C. Cir. 1991)). The chosen 

statement of purpose and need effectively dictates the range of alternatives evaluate in an EIS. 

Id. 

"[A]n agency cannot defme its objectives in unreasonably narrow terms." City of 

Carmel-By-The-Sea v. United States Dep't ofTransp., 123 F. 3d 1142, 155 (9th Cir. 1997). "An 

agency may not define the objectives of its action in terms so ull1'easonably narrow that only one 

alternative ... would accomplish the goals of the agency's action, and the EIS would become a 
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foreordained formality. Nat'l Parks & Conservation Ass'n v. Bureau of Land Mgmt., 606 F.3d 

1058,1070 (9th Cir. 2010). Moreover, an agency may not allow the economic needs and goals of 

a private applicant to define the purpose and need, and hence the inevitable outcome, of an EIS. 

Id 

Unfortunately, that is exactly what is happening with this EIS. The DEIS lists the 

applicant's "needs," including the "business needs ofthe applicant" (such as "diversifYing the 

holdings" of the Applicant) as stated needs for the project, and lists no agency-defined objectives 

or needs other than complying with applicable laws. The DElS fails to even acknowledge that 

the agencies have no obligation or responsibility whatsoever to meet the applicant's needs 01' 

desires. As a result, the Applicant-identified needs are defining and driving the characteristics of 

this project and the alternatives thereto. This approach is inappropriate and unlawlhl. 

Interestingly, some ofthe Applicant-identified needs are suspect. For instance, the 

Applicant identifies a need for utilities in Washington State to provide more alternative energy to 

their customers. DEIS at 1-4-1-6. But nowhere has the Applicant specified or publicly 

committed to sell the electricity from this project within Washington State. As it stands, well 

over half of all the wind energy produced in Washington and Oregon is currently being sent to 

California. If a similar fate occurs with the electricity fi'om the Whistling Ridge project, then the 

Washington state requirements for alternative energy are wholly irrelevant to the project. The 

applicant cannot have it both ways. It cannot asselt that meeting Washington state renewable 

portfolio standards is a need for the project, and yet refilse to commit energy fi'om this project to 

remain in Washington state. 

The DEIS repeatedly states or implies that the project would reliably produce between 70 

MWand 75 MW of energy. See, e.g., DEIS at 1-9, 3-90, 3-271. The DElS significantly 
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overvalues the generating potential of the project. Wind energy facilities cannot continually 

generate energy at their rated capacity. Generally, wind energy facilities generate energy at 30% 

of capacity. So for this project, the actual energy output would be only 21 MW. Every assertion 

or implication in the DEIS that the Whistling Ridge project would produce 70 or 75 MWof 

energy must be corrected to reflect the likely actual production of the facility. This correction 

must also be reflected in the purported need to produce at least 70 MW of energy for the project 

to be marketable. In any event, the facility would likely deliver 21 MW of energy to the grid. 

Further, the Applicant's purpose and need statement appears to be defmed only in terms 

of conveying power from a wind energy generation facility. This purpose and need is too 

narrowly limited, and avoids the question of whether there truly is a need for a wind energy 

project. As a result, the purpose and need statement improperly limits the alternatives considered 

by the agencies. 

As in the National Parks & Conservation Association case, the private economic interests 

ofthe Applicant are the driving force behind the purpose and need statement, and thus behind the 

entire DEIS. The narrowly drawn statement unreasonably constrains the possible range of 

alternatives, because it excludes alternatives that fail to meet the Applicant's specific private 

objectives, which are to build a wind energy project. The result of such a narrowly driven 

statement led to only two alternatives to be considered: the proposed action (authorizing 

construction and operation of the proposed Whistling Ridge Entergy Project and associated 

components) and the No Action Alternative (not authorizing construction and operation ofthe 

proposed project). This extremely nan-ow range of alternatives is unreasonable, and thus, violates 

NEPA. 

II/II 
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B. The Stated Purposes Fail to Aclmowledge EFSEC's Duty to Protect State or 
Local Governmeutal 01' Commuuity Interests. 

One ofEFSEC's mandates is to "protect state or local governmental or connnunity 

interests affected by the construction or operation of the energy facili,ty." WAC 463-64-020. Any 

site certification agreement must contain conditions to meet this mandate. Id 

The DEIS fails to even mention this mandate, let alone apply it. This mandate should be 

expressly included in the stated purpose and need for action on page 1-3 ofthe EIS, and should 

be applied and reflected throughout the DEIS. 

C. The Range of Alternatives Considered is Inadequate. 

The DEIS discusses only the Proposed Action Alternative (the proposed project) and the 

No Action Alternative. Such a truncated alternatives analysis violates the agencies' duties under 

NEP A and SEPA to fully review all reasonable alternatives. 

"The purpose of NEPA is to require disclosure of relevant environmental considerations 

that were given a 'hard look' by the agency, and thereby to permit informed public comment on 

proposed action and any choices or alternatives that might be pursued with less environmental 

harm." Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone of Nevada v. United States Dep't of the Interior, ---

F.3d ---,2010 WL 2431001 (9th Cir. 2010) (quoting Lands Couneil v. Powell, 395 F.3d 1019, 

1027 (9th Cir.2005)); see also 42 U.S.C. § 4332(E) (requiring agencies to "study, develop, and 

describe appropriate alternatives to reconnnended courses of action in any proposal which 

involves umesolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources"). Agencies are 

required to consider alternatives in an EIS and must give full ~nd meaningful consideration to all 

reasonable alternatives. Id; see also 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(b). 'The existence of a viable but 

unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate." Id (citing 

Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1519 (9th Cir.l992) (quoting Citizensfor 
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a Beller Henderson v. Hodel, 768 F.2d 1051, 1057 (9th Cir.1985)). 

SEPAalso requires an E1S to evaluate alternatives. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c)(i). The 

applicable guidelines are found at WAC 197-11-440(5). An alternative considered for purposes 

of an EIS need not be certain or uncontested, it must only be reasonable. Klilg County v. Central 

Puget So lind Growth Management Hearings Bd. 138 Wn.2d 161, 184-85,979 P.2d 374, 385 

(1999). A reasonable alternative is one that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's 

objectives at a lower cost to the environment.fd.; see also WAC 197-11-440(5)(b). 

According to the applicable federal regulations, an EIS "shall inform decision-makers 

and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or 

enhance the quality ofthe human environment." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1. CEQ clarified the meaning 

of this requirement in its "Forty Most Asked Questions" policy guidance by defining "reasonable 

alternatives" as including "those that are practical orfeasible fi·om the technical and economic 

standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint ofthe 

applicant." Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's National Environmental Policy Act 

Regulations, 46 Fed. Reg. 18,026 (Mar. 23,1981) (emphasis in original). 

When selecting alternatives, an agency may consider an applicant's desires, but is not by 

any means bound or limited by them. It is not appropriate for an agency to rely on the "self

serving statements ofthe project applicants." Southern Utah Wildemess Alliance v. Norton, 237 

F. Supp. 2d 48,53 (D.D.C. 2002). Instead, the action agency must "to the filllest extent possible . 

. . study, develop and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any 

proposal which includes umesolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources." 

fd. at 54 (citing 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(E)). Moreover, "[o]ther factors [other than the applicant's 

desires] to be developed during the scoping process-comments received fi·om the public, other 
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government agencies and institutions, and development of the agency's own environmental 

data-should certainly be incorporated into the decision of which alternatives to seriously 

evaluate in the ElS." CEQ, Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations, 48 Fed. Reg. 34,263, 

34,267 (July 28, 1983). 

Again, the DEIS analyzes the impacts of only two alternatives: 1) the proposed project, 

and 2) the no action alternative. These options advance the Applicant's goals, rather than the 

agencies' goals, to the exclusion of other reasonable alternatives. The DEIS is fatally flawed in 

its failure to consider an adequate range of reasonable alternatives. See Jyluckleshoot Indian Tribe 

v. USFS, 177 FJd 800, 913 (9 th Cir. 1999) (~gency failed to consider an adequate range of 

alternatives when an EIS considered only a no action alternative along with two "virtually 

identical" action alternatives). 

Various other alternatives should have been considered. First, at page 1-13 of the DElS, 

the BPA did not consider any alternate locations for the wind turbine project other than those 

owned by the Applicant. Likewise, alternatives for interconnecting the wind project with 

transmission lines offofthe project site were eliminated. 

Indeed, under NEP A, the ElS may even have to look at alternatives over which the. 

applicant has no control. NRDC v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 835 (D.C. Cir. 1972); NWF v. NMFS, 

235 F. Supp.2d 1143 (W.D. Wash. 2002). Futther, it is irrelevant whether an applicant ah'eady 

owns alternative sites for the purposes ofNEPA review: "The fact that this applicant does not 

now own an alternative site is only marginally relevant (if it is relevant at all) to whether feasible 

alternatives exist to the applicant's proposal." Van Abbema v. Farnell, 807 F.2d 633, 638 (7th 

Cir. 1986). 
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As stated in the Van Abbema case, other alternatives for a project cannot be eliminated as 

non-feasible simply because the Applicant does not now own the site where an alternative 

location may exist. Here, SDS and Broughton Lumber own tens of thousands of acres of land in 

Oregon and Washington that could potentially be available for energy production purposes. The 

£IS fails to consider those lands, and fails to consider the possibility of applicant purchasing 

lands in other locations, such as east of the National Scenic Area, for an energy facility. 

Similarly, SEPA also requires a discussion of alternate development sites for a proposed 

project in order to have an adequate discussion of reasonable alternatives. See Barrie v. Kitsap 

COllnty, 93 Wn.2d 843,855,613 P.2d 11481155 (1980) eElS was inadequate because it looked 

only at the use of the applicant's private propelty for siting a shopping center, and £'liled to 

discuss alternative development sites). 

Here, alternate locations could provide comparable energy output. This approach would 

be consistent with the BPA stated goals of acting consistently with its environmental and social 

responsibilities and providing for cost and administrative efficiency. Surely other sites with far 

less impacts could easily be located. Not far to the east of this project site, thousands of wind 

turbines have been constructed recently, the vast majority of which pose far less resource 

impacts than the Whistling Ridge site. 

Another potential site is immediately north of the proposed ,project site, on DNR lands. In 

fact, this property has been designated by WRE as "Phase 2" of the Whistling Ridge project. 

Although DNR has indefinitely placed on hold consideration ofWRE's request for a wind power 

lease of this property, that does not mean use of the property is forever out ofthe question. In 

fact, recent emails by WRE representatives, obtained by Skamania County residents Keith 

Brown and Teresa Robbins in response to a public records request, indicate that WRE still 
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wishes to use the DNR propelty for wind energy. The DEIS fails to analyze the possibility of 

siting wind turbines on this propelty rather than on the SDS and Broughton Lumber land. 

Second, the BPA did not consider alternate configurations (with fewer wind turbines 

andlor in different locations) for the project. On page 1-14, the DEIS states that "the project 

must be capable of producing a minimum of70 MW" and that the project size "was selected to 

optimize. .. economic feasibility" (emphasis added). There are no financial data or projections 

provided to SUppOlt this claim. Moreover, the agencies eliminated any alternatives that would 

have considered a smaller generation facility, for instance in order to address potential 

enviromnental impacts, solely in an effort to "optimize"2 the applicant's economic wishes. Nor 

did the agency consider alternative locations for individual turbines that would reduce their 

impacts. This approach is unlawfhl and violates the agencies' legal mandates. 

Third, the BPA did not consider other potential renewable energy sources in the DEIS. A 

dismissal of renewable energy sources other than wind energy, such as distributed generation, 

does not comport with the agencies' stated goal of acting consistently with their environmental 

and social responsibilities. 

Fourth, no conservation alternatives were considered to eliminate the stated "need" for 

this 70 MW of installed capacity. Conservation alternatives, such as demand response 

technologies, also should have been included in order to meet the agencies' goals of promoting 

their environmental and social responsibilities. 

Fifth, another reasonable alternative is one that analyzes and considers the fhture 

development ofthe proposal. WAC 197-11-440(5)( c) states that the EIS shall: 

(vii) Discuss the benefits and disadvantages of reserving for some fhture time the 
implementation of the proposal, as compared with possible approval at this time. The 

2 The Webster's Dictionary definition of "optimize" is "to make as effective, perfect, or usefhl as 
possible." 
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agency perspective should be that each generation is, in effect, a trustee of the 
environment for succeeding generations. Particular attention should be given to the 
possibility offoreclosing fhture options by implementing the proposal. 

The DEIS fails to comply with this requirement, because it fails to consider the possibility of 

delaying the development of wind energy until a later date, perhaps at a time when the energy 

grid will be more equipped to handle the addition of new wind energy sources. 

The above alternatives were either eliminated from the study, or hot considered at all, 

because the Applicant's economic needs, rather than the stated goals of the agencies, dietated the 

results of this DEIS. In effect, the agencies are violating their duties to consider all reasonable 

alternatives. 

D. The Applicant and its Consultants Appear to Have Played an Improper Role 
in the Drafting of the DEIS, Leading to a Biased and Result-Odented 
Document. 

The agencies' ability to prepare an EIS that would provide a balanced and objective 

analysis, leading to a decision that addresses the interests of the general community and not just 

the Applicant, have become further compromised by an apparent decision to allow the same 

consultants who prepared the application on behalf of the Applicant to also prepare analytical 

content in the DEIS.3 

Originally, the agencies stated that the Applicant and its consultants would be preparing 

the EIS. However, because the public objected to this arrangement and pointed out that it would 

violate NEPA, the agencies made the following announcement in the DEIS May 21,2010 cover 

letter: 

While EFSEC and BP A are the entities that have prepared the Draft EIS, 
these agencies have worked collaboratively with Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to 

3 These consultants include employees ofURS Corporation, West Inc., and others. Although 
several consultants who prepared the application also are listed in section 6 of the DEIS as "preparers" of 
the DEIS, none of them noted their role in preparing the application on their disclosure statements in 
AppendixF. 
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obtain necessary information about the project and its potential impacts for the 
EIS. Initially, EFSEC had intended to allow Whistling Ridge Energy LLC to 
prepare the EIS, as allowed by SEP A; however, after public concern was raised, 
EFSEC and BPA decided that the lead agencies would be directly responsible for 
preparing the EIS. Accordingly, we have used environmental information 
provided by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC and its consultants in the EIS as 
appropriate. All such information has been independently evaluated and reviewed 
for accuracy by the lead agencies, as well as by an independent, third party 
consultant retained by EFSEC. 

This' statement invites more questions than it answers. What was the exact nature and 

extent of the involvement ofWRE and its consultants in the preparation the DEIS? Did they 

simply supply environmental "information," as stated in the cover letter, or did they supply 

analysis, findings, and/or conclusions for the DEIS? Why does the DEIS adopt lengthy passages 

from the application verbatim or practically verbatim? IfWRE and/or its consultants were 

allowed to write portions of the DEIS, will the agencies identify which portions? Were the 

applicant and/or its consultant allowed to review any portions ofthe EIS before it was made 

fmal, and if so, did they make any changes to it? 

There is a major difference between the applicant's consultants supplying the agencies 

with information and data (such as species survey data, photographs, coordinates for turbine 

locations, etc.) and the applicant's consultants drafting analysis and conclusions to be inselted 

into the DEIS document. Unfortunately, the DEIS cover letter does not satisfactorily explain 

which scenario occurred, but the extremely biased nature ofthe DEIS in favor ofthe project 

strongly implies an active role by the Applicant's consultants in its preparation. 

An attached May 28,2010 email string filrther calls into question whether EFSEC and 

BPA staff actually wrote the content ofthe EIS, or allowed the applicant's consultants to write it. 

The emails show that a landscape architect with the U.S. Forest Service telephoned the EFSEC 

Site Manager "express[ing] concerns about the quality ofthe [visual resource] analysis." The 
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Forest Service employee asked EFSEC "who did the analysis," "what their qualifications were," 

and "whether or not a Landscape Architect was consulted during development ofthis section." 

Apparently not knowing the answer to these questions, the EFSEC Site Manager appears to have 

referred the questions to the Project Manager with URS Corporation, the Applicant's lead 

consultants. 

As with the agencies' DEIS cover letter, this email string poses a number of questions. If 

EFSEC and BPA prepared the DEIS, why does it appear that EFSEC had to ask the Applicant's 

consultants who wrote it? I fthe agencies were directly responsible for the content ofthe EIS, 

why did they not know whether a landscape architect participated in its drafting? And as the 

Forest Service asked, who in fact "did the analysis," and what were their qualifications? 

On the face of the email and the DEIS itself, it certainly appears as ifthe same people 

who wrote the application (i.e., the Applicant's consultants) were also allowed to prepare the 

analysis reviewing the application. In fact, it appears that the entire scenic resources analysis 

section of the application, including all analysis, findings, and conclusions, was simply lifted 

li"om the application and inserted verbatim into the DEIS. Although the agencies claim to have 

"prepared" the content of the DEIS and independently reviewed and verified any information 

from the applicant, by all outward appearances this did not occur-at least with major sections of 

the DEIS. Rather, it appears that the Applicant's consultants were allowed to write major 

pOitions ofthe DEIS. If so, then the Applicant has been allowed to exert undue influence over 

the content of the DEIS. The predictable outcome is a DEIS that, in effect, serves as an 

extremely biased and result -oriented prospectus for the proposed project exactly as proposed by 

the Applicant, instead of the searching and balanced decision-making document required by 

NEP A and SEP A. 
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NEPA case law and guidance are clear that an applicant, such as Whistling Ridge Energy, 

should not be allowed to influence the analytical content of an EIS. See, e.g., Sierra Club v. 

Sigler, 695 F.2d 957,962 n.3 (5th Cir. 1983) (expressing serious concern over role of private fIrm 

in preparation ofEIS). An EIS must be an entirely objective analysis intended to aid the decision 

maker and the public in understanding the consequences of an agency decision. Thus, it is 

standard practice for action agencies to ensure that applicants for federal action are insulated 

fi'om all aspects ofEIS preparation other than providing information. 

Any arrangement that allows the very same consultants who drafted the application to 

also draft analytical content for the DEIS is improper and cannot be allowed to continue. If in 

fact the agencies have been relying on the Applicant's consultants (rather than agency 

employees) to draft analytical content for the DEIS, then the agencies should immediately 

withdraw the DEIS, and should either retain new consultants unaffIliated with the applicants to 

prepare a revised DEIS or should ensure that a revised DEIS is drafted by disinterested agency 

employees. The Applicant and its consultants must not be allowed to continue to playa direct 

and significant role in the preparation of factual and legal conclusions in the EIS. Such a role is 

improper and invalidates the DEIS as the basis for further decision-making. 

The agencies also state that they have hired a third-pmly consultant who has been 

charged with independently verifying the content of the DEIS. However, it is ultimately the 

agencies' responsibility, and not that of any consultants, to independently verify the DEIS's 

content. The agencies are "responsible for the independent verification and use of the data, 

evaluation ofthe environmental issues, and ... the scope and content of the environmental 

assessment." Save Our Wetlands v. Sands, 711 F.2d 634, 642 (5th Cir. 1983). Given the 
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extremely biased nature ofthis document, Friends questions whether the agencies are meeting 

this responsibility. 

II. The DEIS Does not Demonstrate that EFSEC and BPA Consulted with Agencies 
with Expertise in the Resources that Would be Affected by the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project. 

EFSEC must consult with agencies with expertise in the resources that may be impacted 

by the proposed development. RCW 43.21 C.030(2)(d); WAC 197-11-408(2)(a). SEPA requires 

that the agency "utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach" to environmental review. RCW 

43.21 C030(2)(A). EFSEC's SEPA regulations also require that EFSEC works with interested 

agencies throughout the preparation ofthe DEIS. WAC 463-47-140(5). 

Similarly, NEPA requires that BPA request comments fi·om federal agencies with special 

expertise in the resources that would be affected by the proposed development. 40 C.F .R. § 

1503.1(a)(1). NEPA requires that the BPA seek comments fi·om state agencies and tribal 

governments. 40 C.F.R. §1503.l(a)(2). The NEPA regulations also requires that federal agencies 

respond to requests for comments: "Federal agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expeltise 

with respect to any environmental impact invo Ived and agencies which are authorized to develop 

and enforce environmental standards shall comment on statements within their jurisdiction, 

expertise, or authority." 40 C.F.R. § 1503.2. NEPA regulations also require that BPA prepare the 

DEIS "concurrently with and integrated with" required consultations. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a). 

Despite these clear, abundantly sensible requirements, the DEIS fails to show 

consultation with agencies that have expertise in the resources that would be impacted by the 

proposal. In fact, comments from expert agencies conveying substantial concerns about 

significant adverse impacts fi·om the proposal were summarily ignored. These agencies were not 
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even listed under the "Environmental Consultation" section of the DEIS, nor in the Distribution 

List for receiving copies ofthe DEIS after they commented. See DEIS at §§ 4.0,5.0. 

EFSEC and BPA are unambiguously required to seek comments from agencies with 

expertise in the resources that would be impacted. Federal agencies with special expertise have a 

. nondiscretionary obligation to respond to those requests with comments. Agencies with expertise 

in the resources that would be affected include the USDA Forest Service, which administers 

pOltions of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and the Lower White Salmon Wild 

and SceniC River Area, and the National Park Service, which administers the Lewis & Clark 

National Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, and the newly designated Ice 

Age Floods National Geologic Trail. As administrators of these areas, both agencies have 

expeltise in evaluating impacts to scenic resources and historically important viewsheds. 

Both of these agencies submitted comments during the scoping process. Both comments 

pointed out that the project would cause significant adverse impacts to scenic resources and 

recommended mitigation measures, including removal ofturbines fi·om Scenic Area view sheds 

as seen fi·om designated key viewing areas. These comments have been summarily ignored. The 

DEIS demonstrates an utter failure of the agencies to follow through with the requirements of 

NEPA and SEPA, as well as the agencies' duties to protect environmental values and 

surrounding communities, by responding to these expelt agencies' comments. 

The scenic resources that would be affected by the proposal are of national significance. 

This warrants the utmost care in consulting with expelt agencies to ensure that the decision

making agencies have impartial and objective analysis of the likely impacts to the environment. 

The Forest Service has inventoried and ranked the viewshed that would be directly 

affected by this project, and has the expertise to measure the impacts of the proposal on this 
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landscape. Thus, the Forest Service's inventories and conclusions are directly relevant to the 

scenic resource impacts analysis for the project. Portions ofthe viewsheds that would be affected 

have been identified by the Forest Service as having the highest rankings for scenic values. This 

includes "outstanding" scenic diversity, "primary" landscape significance, and "critical" 

landscape sensitivity. The Forest Service staff has special expertise in evaluating how the 

development would impact these landscapes, and must be consulted. 

It is of paramount importance that both EFSEC and the BPA address the Forest Service's 

scoping comments and seek fillther clarification fi'om the Forest ServiCe regarding the likely 

project impacts. Given the level of study already performed by the Forest Service with respect to 

the affected scenic resources, the DEIS does a disservice by not incorporating that information 

into the environmental review. 

Swift v. Island County established the impoltance oftaking expert agency comments into 

consideration during SEPA review. Swift v.Island County, 87 Wash. 2d 348, 552 P.2d 175 

(\976) (en banc). In Swift the COUlt ruled that an Island County determination of non-significance 

violated SEPA because the rmding conflicted with the comments of other agencies and experts. 

The agencies and experts included "the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and 

Wildlife Service; State Parks and Recreation Commission; State Department of Game; State 

Department of Ecology; the Central Whidbey Island Historic Preservation Advisory Committee" 

and an authority on birds. 87 Wn. 2d at 355. Just as Island County ignored expert agency 

comments in Swift, EFSEC is completely ignoring expelt agency comments in the present 

matter. 

EFSEC and the BPA should also address whether expert agencies have altered or 

withheld comments due to pressure fi'om elected officials. Documents obtained through public 
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records requests and submitted by Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins have uncovered" e-mail 

chains evidencing political interference and muzzling of agency experts at the direct request of 

the applicant. This episode underscores EFSEC's and BPA's legal and moral obligations to 

ensure that thorough and complete expert agency consultation is obtained regardless of the 

political connections of the proponent. 

The Applicant has asserted that the expert agencies are somehow attempting to 

improperly assert control over private land outside their jurisdictions. This is entirely inaccurate. 

Simply put, the agencies have expertise in the resources that would be affected by the proposed 

development, and therefore must be consulted pursuant to NEPA and SEP A. The consulting 

agencies simply help the action agencies understand and evaluate the harm to the environment 

that would result from this proposal. The Applicant apparently fundamentally misunderstands the 

role of consulting agencies under NEP A and SEP A. 

The National Park Service's interest in the affected resources is evidenced by the 

Management Plan for the Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail and recent mission statements 

that accompanied notices that the Park Service will be revising the Lewis and Clark Trail 

Management Plan: "Certain segments of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail retain 

characteristics and a sense of place as seen and experienced by the original expedition and 

continue to provide opportunities/or slinilar experiences today." Lewis and Clark Trail Master 

Planning Newsletter (July 27, 2010) (emphasis added). "Today the Missouri, Clearwater, and 

Columbia Rivers, their watersheds, and the overland routes across the Rocky Mountains have 

changed, however, the natural resources and ecosystems that remain intact are fimdamental to 

the experience 0/ this Trail. These complex resources are critical to providing the context within 

which modern visitors experience the Trail and the story 0/ Lewis and Clark. " Lewis and Clark 
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Trail Master Planning Newsletter (July 27, 20 I 0). The Park Service celtainly has the mandate 

and the expertise to comment on the likely impacts of the project. 

EFSEC and BPA should also actively solicit comments from the Oregon Department of 

TranspOltation and the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department. These agencies manage the 

Historic Columbia River Highway, which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as 

a National Historic District. The proposal would adversely affect views fi'om the Historic 

Highway, hanning the scenic, recreational, and historical values of the resource. These agencies 

are also coordinating plans to restore abandoned sections of the Historic Highway as part of the 

"Milepost 2016 Reconnection Project," which furthers the goals of the Historic Columbia River 

Highway Master Plan, portions of which are attached hereto. The impacts to the.se efforts, in 

terms of impacts to historical interpretation opportunities and scenic resources, must be 

acknowledged and consulted on. 

EFSEC and the BP A must also consult with the Columbia River Gorge Commission, 

which manages the landscape and regulates land use and development in the immediate vicinity 

ofthe project. The DEIS mentions the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act in the 

"Environmental Consultation" section, but does not mention consulting with the Gorge 

Commission. DEIS at 4-9, § 4.11. This section should be revised to accurately reflect the 

regulatory framework for the National Scenic Area. This section states that the General 

Management Area of the Scenic Area includes a mixture of "farming, logging, residential, and 

cattle grazing" land uses. DEIS at 4-9. The section should be revised to state that the General 

Management Area also includes public recreation and commercial recreation uses along with 

some of the most sensitive open space areas. EFSEC and the BPA must also consult with the 

Gorge Commission regarding any regnlatory review that would be required to ensure compliance 
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with Scenic Area Act standards for the portion ofthe project located within the National Scenic 

Area-namely, the proposed haul route. 

The DEIS at 3-141 and 3-194 also quotes 16 USC § 5440(a)(10), which states that the 

Scenic Area Act does not, "of itself," authorize the creation of any buffer or protective perimeter. 

This provision does not prohibit expert agencies fi'om using the National Scenic Area's resource 

inventories and regulatory standards as tools for measuring impacts to the environment. 

Agencies with expertise regarding wildlife, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

and Washington State Department ofFish and Wildlife, must be consulted. And the Washington 

Depmiment of Natural Resources must be consulted regarding compliance with the Washington 

Forest Practices Act, which regulates the conversion of forested land to non-forestry uses. The 

Washington DNR must also be consulted regarding the feasibility of alternative siting locations 

on public land to the north of the current project area. 

III. The DEIS Misquotes and Misrepresents the Language and Meaning of the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act. 

The DEIS attempts to rewrite the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act to 

effect a dramatically different purpose than intended by Congress. This misrepresentation, ifit 

goes uncorrected, would dramatically hinder EFSEC's and the BPA's ability to protect the public 

fi'om adverse impacts to important local, state, and national resources. The DEIS includes the 

following passage that purports to quote the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act: 

The Act states that "no protective perimeters or buffer zones shall be established 
around the scenic area or each special management area. Activities 01' uses 
inconsistent with the management directives for the scenic area 01' special 
management areas can be seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, 
preclude such activities or lIses up to the boundaries of the scenic area or special 
management areas" (16 U.S.c. § 5440(a)(10)). 

DEIS at 3-194 (emphasis in original). 

Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge - Page 23 



The above language, reprinted verbatimfi'om the DEIS, seriously misquotes and 

misrepresents the Act. The actual language in the Act is as follows: 

(a) Nothing in this Act shall . .. 

(10) Establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the 
scenic area or each special management area. The fact that 
activities or uses inconsistent with the management directives for 
the scenic area or special management areas can be seen or heard 
fi'om these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses 
up to the boundaries of the scenic area or special management 
areas. 

16 U.S.C. § 5440(a)(10) (emphasis added). 

The first sentence of the misquoted Act in the DEIS completely changes the meaning of 

the statute. The intent to misrepresent is clear. The difference in the meaning of the true wording 

versus the quoted wording is significant. 

The language in 16 U.S.C. § 5440(a)(10) provides that nothing in the Scenic Area Act 

shall establish protective perimeters or buffer zones. It does not, as the DEIS language states, 

outright prohibit protective buffers, for example under operation of some other local, state, or 

federal law. EFSEC and the BPA must apply numerous other laws in their decision-making, and 

must protect affected resources and communities. The misquoted language in the DEIS implies 

that Congress mandated that some other law or factor, independent of the Scenic Area Act, could 

not result in the protection of lands adjacent to the Scenic Area. This is absolutely incorrect. 

While .the Scenic Area Act does not in and of itself impose buffers, neither does it prevent them 

under operation of other laws. 

III 

III 

III 
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IV. The DEIS Prematurely aud Erroneously Concludes That the Project Would Be 
Consistent With the Applicable Land Use Regulations. 

A. The Land Use Consistency Determination in the DEIS is Premature. 

The DEIS concludes that "the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable 

land use regulations." DEIS 3-\52. The DEIS further states that "the project would be 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision and the Conservancy designation in that it would 

conserve and manage existing natural forest and wind resources to maintain a sustained yield and 

utilization of both." Id. These and all other statements in the DEIS regarding consistency with 

applicable land use regulations are premature, because EFSEC has not yet concluded its land use 

consistency process nor issued a determination as to whether the proposed project is consistent 

and in conformance with the applicable land use plans and zoning ordinances through the 

process required by WAC 463-26-\\0 and RCW 80.50.090(2). The DEIS erroneously contains 

consistency determinations long before the issue of consistency will be adjudicated in the land 

use process before EFSEC. EFSEC has effectively prejudged the consistency results by 

including its premature conclusions in the DEIS. 

The DEIS should be revised to remove all conclusions as to land use consistency. Instead, 

the DEIS should state what the potentially applicable regulations are, and then state that EFSEC 

will reach a conclusion on consistency as part of its adjudicative process, and that the BP A will 

decide whether it concurs with that determination. At most, the DEIS could summarize the 

different arguments that have been made to date regarding the applicable regulations. But 

prejudging consistency long before the consistency process is complete is inappropriate and a 

violation of Friends' right to a fair and impartial adjudicative hearing. 

Contrary to the conclusions in the DEIS, the project is not consistent with applicable land 

use requirements. Friends will continue to address, via EFSEC's adjudicative process, the many 
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reasons why the project is not consistent with the applicable land use requirements. Rather than 

restate Friends' arguments at length in the instant comments, Friends relies on its previous 

submissions to EFSEC, as well as its briefing to the Skamania County Hearing Examiner in the 

prior administrative appeal involving Skamania County's proposed (now abandoned) energy 

zoning amendments (County File No. SEP-08-35),4 except as modified or supplemented below. 

Friends also adopts and reiterates all arguments of Save Our Scenic Area regarding land use 

consistency. 

B. The Application and DEIS are Inconsistent and Incomplete Regarding the 
Proposed Haul Route through the National Scenic Area. 

The Application and DEIS are internally inconsistent and incomplete regarding the 

proposed haul route through the National Scenic Area. The specialized trucks for hauling wind 

energy turbine components for this project are both massive and heavy; these trucks may have 

trouble navigating celtain intersections and bridges. The application and DEIS do not clearly 

establish which route is proposed through the National Scenic Area, and whether that route 

would entail any road construction 01' ground-disturbing activities within the General 

Management Area of the National Scenic Area. The information that has been made available 

about the haul route is internally inconsistent and does not comply with EFSEC's rules for a 

complete application. 

EFSEC rules require, among other items, the application to include information about 

traffic and transportation impacts: 

(l) Transportation systems. The application shall identity all permanent 
transpoltation facilities impacted by the construction and operation ofthe 
energy facilities, the nature ofthe impacts and the methods to mitigate 
impacts. Such impact identification, description, and mitigation shall, at 
least, take into account: 

4 Copies of all the relevant documents from both proceedings are attached hereto as exhibits. 
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* * * 

(b) Access routes for moving heavy loads, construction materials, or 
equipment; 

* * * 

(2) Vehicular traffic. The application shall describe existing roads, estimate 
volume, types, and routes of vehicular traffic which will arise fi'om 
construction and operation ofthe facility. The applicant shall indicate the 
applicable standards to be utilized in improving existing roads and in 
constructing new permanent or temporary roads or access, and shall indicate 
the final disposition of new roads or access and identifY who will maintain 
them. 

* * * 
WAC 463-60-372. 

The original application proposed two alternative haul routes through the National Scenic 

Area, Routes I and 2. The amended application adds a third alternative haul route, Route 3. 

Amended Application at 2.19-3. The DEIS adopts Route 3 as the haul route for the project. DEIS 

at 1-12. 

At page 1- I 6, the DEIS states that both Routes I and 2 have been "eliminated as ... 

construction roadway access alternative[s]." Ho\vever, at page 3- I 72, the DEIS states that Route 

I (the Ausplund Road Route) "would be used to access the [project site] for construction and 

maintenance." The agencies need to address this inconsistency, and clarifY the extent to which 

Routes 1 or 2 would be used, if at all, for this project. 

Moreover, a number of unanswered questions remain regarding Route 3, and specifically 

whether this route would involve any road construction or ground-disturbing activities within the 

General Management Area of the National Scenic Area. This route includes an aging bridge on 

Cook-Underwood Road across the Little White Salmon River and within the GMA. In the 

attached November 6, 2009 letter submitted to the Gorge Commission, WRE fi'eely admits that 

"[t]he County has not yet determined whether any modifications or repair of[this] bridge would 
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be required" to enable the bridge to be used for the haul route. Fmthermore, there is no evidence 

in the application or in the record, such as engineering schematics or a discussion of the bridge's 

load-bearing capacity, to establish whether construction work on the bridge will be necessary for 

this project. 

In addition, an intersection of particular concern is the eastern intersection of Cook

Underwood Road and SR-14. WRE's initial application states that road constl'llction, including 

road widening, "would be required" at this intersection in order to provide a sufficient turning 

radius for oversized trucks hauling wind turbine components. Original Application at 4.3-13. 

WRE provided specific numbers for the necessary width of the inside turning radius. ld. 

According to WRE, "[w]idening would include removal of guardrail and an engineered fill 

section on the inside ofthe turn, and an engineered fill section and a possible embankment cut 

section." ld. In addition, "[t]he engineered fill and embankment cut sections ... would require an 

all-weather driving surface." ld. Finally, "[r]ight of way ownership and easement determination 

would be required." ld. 

Then, after Appellants filed an appeal with the Gorge Commission ofthe County's 

decision on the initial application, WRE abl'llptly made a l80-degree reversal on whether road 

construction is required at this intersection. Even though WRE still proposes to use this 

intersection as part of its prefell'ed haul route, WRE in the amended application has deleted all 

language discussing the necessary road work and replaced it with language summarily 

concluding that no road construction will be necessary along the haul route. Amended 

Application at 4.3-14. When asked to explain the rationale behind these discrepancies, WRE 

merely stated in its November 6, 2009 letter that "[n]o roadway improvements have been 

identified as being needed at either the west or east intersection ofSR-14 and Cook-Underwood 
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Road." (emphasis added). This unhelpful statement completely ignores, and is in fuct 

contradicted by, WRE's previous statements that road improvements anhe east intersection 

"wo,uld be required." Original Application at 4.3-7 (emphasis added). 

The western intersection of Cook-Underwood Road and State Route 14 is also important. 

The Applicant has proposed to use this intersection as patt of the haul route, but has also not 

shown that road improvements at this intersection would not be necessary. 

These distinctions are impOitant, because ifthis project does in fact involve road 

construction 01' ground-disturbing activities within the GMA, such activities must be reviewed by 

Skamania County under the Scenic Area laws and rules for whether they are allowed and for the 

protection of resources. SCC § 22.06.010. 

The agencies need to require better information about the proposed haul route, and 

resolve whether any road work would in fact be necessary. If so, Scenic Area review and a 

decision by Skamania County \vill be required. 

V. The Environmental Impact Analysis in the DEIS is Seriously Deficient. 

A. The DEIS Fails to Give Adequate Consideration to Cumulative Effects. 

The consideration of cumulative effects in the DEIS is inadequate. A cumulative impact 

is the "impact on the environment which results fi'om the incremental impact ofthe action when 

added to other past, present, and reasonably fureseeable future actions." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. 

NEPA requires that an EIS assess cumulative impacts in sufficient detail to be "useful to a 

decision maker in deciding whether, 01' how, to alter the program to lessen cumulative impacts." 

City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. US. Dep't. ofTransp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1160 (9th Cit'. 1997). The 

cumulative impacts analysis for a proposed project must examine past, present, and 

proposed/reasonably foreseeable actions in the same area. 40 C.F.R. §§ 1508.7, 1508.25, 

1508.27(b)(7); Tomac v. Norton, 433 F.3d 852, 864 (D.C. Cit'. 2006). 
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Cumulative impacts can result fi'om individually minor but collectively significant 

actions taking place over a period of time. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. "To consider cumulative effects, 

some quantified or detailed information is required. Without such information, neither the COutts 

nor the public, in reviewing [an action agency's] decisions, can be assured that the [agency] 

provided the hard look that it is required to provide." Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. 

Forest Service, 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. 1998). The cumulative effects ofthe proposed 

action, combined with the cumulative effects of other proposed actions, must be described in 

detail. Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 810 (9th Cir. 1999). 

Broad and general statements "devoid,of specific, reasoned conclusions" are not sufficient; 

neither are one-sided cumulative impact statements. !d. at 811. 

As an initial matter, the geographic scope used in the DEIS to examine cumulative 

impacts is internally inconsistent and arbitrary and capricious. On the very same page (1-36), the 

DEIS contains two different geographic standards for measuring cumulative impacts. First, under 

Existing Development, the DEIS properly sets the geographic scope for wind power 

development as extending from Cascade Locks to the intersection ofI-84 and I-82. Then, on the 

very same page, under Reasonably Foreseeable Future Development, the DEIS arbitrarily limits 

itself to projects within 20 miles from the Whistling Ridge project site. This internal 

inconsistency is arbitrary. Many of the existing wind projects more than 20 miles away 

contribute to adverse cumulative effects in conjunction with the proposed Whistling Ridge 

project. For instance, these existing wind projects can be seen in same viewshed as the Whistling 

Ridge site, as viewed from locations within the Gifford Pinchot National Forest such as Little 

Huckleberry Mountain. The arbitrary limit of20 miles also means that certain pending projects 

such as Windy Flats West, which may have similar impacts on the National Scenic Area to those 
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of Whistling Ridge, but which is 26 miles away, are being improperly excluded from the impacts 

analysis. 

The attempt in the DEIS at identifYing and evaluating the cumulative impacts is sorely 

lacking. The DEIS fails to consider adequately the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future impacts of other projects in the area. First, the DEIS does not adequately catalogue or 

discuss the impacts of past projects on the area, as it is required to do under NEP A. City of 

Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1160. Rather, it arbitrarily limits itselfto considering only other wind 

projects, and even then relies on a rough and incomplete list of existing wind projects that 

discusses generalities: without providing the information necessary to complete the reasoned 

analysis that NEPA requires. Second, the DETS fails to catalogue or analyze the impact of 

numerous planned or ongoing development projects, including wind projects and other types of 

projects. 

For example, the DE1S fails to consider the cumulative impacts of the proposal in relation 

to the following planned at}d ongoing projects: 

• The DEIS, at pages 1-36 and 3-265-266, relies only on a wind power map and list· 

found at http://www.nwcouncil.org/maps/power!Default.asp. The map relied on 

by the DETS is severely incomplete, missing multiple wind energy projects within 

the project study area, including but not limited to Windy Flats West, Windy 

Flats, Windy Point II, Miller Ranch, Hoctor Ridge, 1nn·ie, Linden Ranch, Miller 

NOlth, Windtricity, Harvest Wind, School Section, Golden Hills, Golden Hills 

Addition, Golden Hills 2, Golden Hills 3, Biglow Canyon 2, Biglow Canyon 3, 

Nook Wind, Star Point, Shepherds Flat, Shepherds Flats 2, Shepherds Flat 3, 

Shepherds Flat 4, Shepherds Flat 5, Pebble Springs, Willow Creek, Montague T, 
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Montague II, Condon Wind, Summit Ridge, Baseline, Saddle Butte, Echo Wind, 

and PaTu. The DEIS fails to consult multiple other maps and lists of wind 

projects in the region, let alone the documents pertaining to those projects such as 

environmental impact statements. As a result, the cumulative impacts of this 

project in conjunction with other wind projects in the region is grossly 

underestimated. Maps and lists of other wind projects can be found at 

http://www.klickitatcounty.org/planninglFilesHtllll!windprojects.pdf, 

http://www.oregon.gov/ENERGY/SITING/review.shtm!, and 

http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/PlanProj/Wind/documents/BPA wind map 20 

1 O.pdf and are being filed as Exhibits herewith._ 

• The applicant here, Whistling Ridge Energy, desires to construct an additional 35 

turbines on DNR lands immediately adjacent to the north of this project. This 

project, known as "Saddleback" or "Whistling Ridge Phase II," has been placed 

on hold by the DNR, but that hold could be removed at any time. The DEIS states 

that "use ofthese lands for project turbines was rejected from further 

consideration." DEIS at 1-14. However, recent public records requests have 

uncovered new evidence that the use ofDNR lands is still contemplated by WRE. 

Specifically, the attached April 9, 2010 email shows that WRE was evaluating 

whether a temporary FAA moratorium on celiain wind projects would prohibit 

expansion onto the DNR lands. The DEIS fails to sufficiently address the 

likelihood of Phase II ofthis project going forward, and fails to address the 

cumulative impacts of expanding the scope of this project onto the adjacent land. 

All phases and portions of a project must be evaluated at the outset during 
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environmental review of the first phase. See lvlerkel v. Port a/Brownsville, 8 Wn. 

App. 844, 850-51, 509 P. 2d 390, 395 (1973); Indian Trail Property Owner's 

Ass 'n v. City a/Spokane, 76 Wn. App. 430, 443, 886 P.2d 209 (Wn. App. 1994). 

• The Broughton Lumber Company has proposed a 250-unit housing development 

and recreation resort at the site of its defunct lumber mill in Skamania County, 

Washington. The site is in the same viewshed as the proposed Whistling Ridge 

Project. 

• A casino is proposed in Cascade Locks, Oregon. Ifbuilt, it would induce 

unprecedented amounts of traffic through the National Scenic Area. The 

cumulative impacts ofthis project, including the high volumes of casino traffic in 

conjunction with the heavy and oversized load truck traffic potentially travelling 

along 1-84 for the Whistling Ridge project, was not considered. 

• Every year, multip Ie residential dwellings are approved in the same viewshed as 

the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This cumulative scenic impact is 

not even mentioned, let alone estimated, by the DEIS. 

• The DEIS acknowledges that the footprint of the project is within working timber 

lands, but fails to discuss the cumulative impacts of clearcuting forest in 

conjunction with permanently conve11ing forest land for industrial use. 

Washington DNR Forest Practice applications in the vicinity of the project 

include FPA 2702000, FPA 2702622, FPA 2702784, FPA 2702862, FPA 

2703252, and FPA 2704427. The DEIS does not address the cumulative impacts 

of the massive clearcutting that has occurred or the impacts of those forest 

practices in conjunction with converting forest land to non-forest use. 
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• In addition to the forest practices in the immediate vicinity ofthe project, the 

DEIS must include evaluation of impacts of the project in conjunction with forest 

practices in the region. To date the northern spotted owl habitat conservation plan 

is not succeeding in recovering northern spotted owl populations. Since this 

project would permanently convert forest land within a Spotted Owl Special 

Emphasis Area (SOSEA) to non-forestry use, the DEIS must undertake additional 

analysis of how the industrialization ofpOltions ofthe SOSEA will affect spotted 

owl populations within. the entire SOSEA and the region. 

• The Blue Bridge Pipeline has been proposed to be constructed in the vicinity of 

the project. This proposal is currently under review by the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission under Docket No. PF09-10-000. The project could 

involve permanent linear cleal'cuts in the vicinity of the project. 

• Three towns in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area have proposed 

expansions of their urban area boundaries into Scenic Area lands. These are 

Hood River, The Dalles, and Lyle. If approved, these urban expansions would 

result in popUlation growth, more traffic, loss of farm land, forest land, open 

spaces, and likely adverse effects to scenic, natural, cultural and recreation 

resources. 

These projects and others not analyzed in the DEIS will have cumulative impacts on 

environmental and socioeconomic factors. In order to adequately evaluate the impacts of the 

proposed project, the DEIS must consider these current projects. Failure to do so means that the 

DEIS lacks sufficient detail to allow a decision maker to meaningfully evaluate the filII impacts 

of the proposed project or to decide how to alter the proposal to lessen cumulative effects. 
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Also, as explained in the attached expert analysis by Dr. Shawn Smallwood, the 

cumulative impacts analysis in section 3.14.3.5 of the DEIS is methodologically flawed and the 

conclusions are misleading. Similarly, the cumulative impacts analysis of visual resources in 

section 3.14.3.10 of the DEIS is methodologically flawed and the conclusions are in error. 

Landscape architect and expert in visual resource assessment methodologies Dean Apostol has 

analyzed the DEIS and found the visual analysis woefully lacking and not up to professional 

standards. For example, the scenic resources cumulative impacts analysis evaluates only impacts 

to travelers on Interstate 84. While it underestimated the impacts to these views, it completely 

ignores the impacts to travelers on the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Columbia River, 

and other recreational resources in the vicinity. The cumulative impacts portions of the EIS are 

woefhlly inadequate and do not meet NEPA's or SEPA's requirements to conduct a rigorous and 

thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. 

B. The DEIS fails to consider the direct and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
development on the energy grid and its infrastructure, and resulting impacts to 
natural resources. 

Under SEPA, the elements ofthe environment include the built environment, which in 

turn includes public services and utilities. WAC 197-ll-444(2)(d). The energy grid is part ofthe 

built environment and impacts to the grid must be considered during the SEPA process. The 

DEIS fuiled to adequately analyze impacts to the grid. 

The DEIS discusses the need for the project to intercol1l1ect to the BPA transmission 

system, but fails to analyze the indirect and cumulative effects of new wind energy development 

on the grid and the need for new transmission facilities. DEIS at 3-87-92, 3-278 .. The DEIS 

states that the "proposed project would not be expected to affect the operation of the BPA's 
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transmission system." DEIS at 3-92. The cumulative impacts section ofthe DEIS makes no 

mention ofthe grid or how the project would affect demand for new transmission facilities. 

Wind energy production in the region will ultimately be limited by the capacity of the 

Bonneville Power Administration to integrate new wind energy resources into the BPA 

electricity grid. Recently, BPA expressed concern about how it will reliably integrate over 6,000 

MW of wind energy by 2013. Northwest Power and Conservation Council, Sixth Power Plan, at 

12-11 (available at http://w\vw.nwcouncil.org/energy/powerplan/6/default.htm). By adding more 

energy to the grid, the project increases the need for more capacity and more transmission lines 

and other infi·astructure. 

In response to the rapid development of wind energy in the region in recent years the 

BPA has proposed several new transmission projects. These projects are necessary to integrate 

the intermittent nature of wind energy and to ensure sufficient transmission capacity to transmit 

energy to the region and markets in other regions. BP A's own development plans demonstrate 

that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would contribute to demand for transmission facilities 

and contribute to significant adverse impacts to the enviromnent. 

The BPA's own documents, some of which are attached hereto as exhibits, explain that 

the McNary-John Day transmission project and the Big Eddy-Knight transmission project are 

needed to respond to the demands that new wind energy facilities place on the grid. 

To respond to the increased demand for interconnections to the gdd, the BPA conducts 

annUlil Network Open Seasons where prospective energy producers can submit Transmission 

Service Requests (TSRs) to BP A. From these requests the BP A offers eligible producers 

Preferred Transmission Service Agreements (PTSAs).Based on these agreements the BPA 

calculates the demand for transmission services and the need for any new transmission facilities. 
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As shown in the attached exhibits, in response to the 2008 Network Open Season, the BP A 

signed PTSAs securing 6,410 MW of transmission capacity. And in response to the 2009 

Network Open Season the BPA signed PTSAs securing 1,553 MW of transmission capacity. In 

2010 alone the BPA received TSRs for 4,456 MW of wind energy development that would be 

eligible to sign PTSAs. If all eligible PTSA are signed and completed, the total new services 

provided by BPA will total over 12,000 MW, generate the need for hundreds of miles of new 

transmission lines, and the expenditure of millions of dollars in public funds. The Whistling 

Ridge Energy Project Project would directly contribute to these impacts. The DEIS must 

acknowledge and evaluate these impacts and the fillther impacts that flow fi'om them. 

The BPA must include actual data on the grid's capacity to accommodate new sources of 

intermittent wind energy. As stated above, the BPA has previously expressed concern about how 

it will reliably integrate over 6,000 MW of wind energy by 2013. NOlthwest Power and 

Conservation Council, Sixth Power Plan, at 12-11. The DEIS must include some analysis ofhow 

much wind energy the grid can accommodate over the long-term and whether wind integration 

capacity will limit the amount of wind energy development that can occur in the region. If 

integration capacity will limit generation potential, then the DEIS must address why the 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project should take priority over potential development in other 

locations that would have reduced environmental impacts. 

Importantly, the BP A has failed to undertake comprehensive review of the impacts of its 

transmission system. The BPA's last comprehensive review of the transmission system was in 

1995. BP A Business Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (DOEIEIS-O 183) (hereinafter 

"BPA BP EIS"). That review noted that wind energy could cause adverse impacts to wildlife and 

scenic resources, but did not undertake any detailed review of how providing access to the 
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transmission system would lead to impacts fi'om the explosion of wind energy development 

throughout the region. BPA BP EIS at 4-42, Section 4.3.1. The BPA BP EIS also does not 

address how much wind energy can be integrated into the grid. 

In 2007, the BPA undertook a supplemental analysis of the Business Plan EIS, but 

declined to undertake fillther environmental review. Silpplemental Analysis ofthe Business Plan 

EIS (DOEfEIS-0183) (April 6, 2007). The supplement stated that "continued consideration ofa 

comprehensive policy for BPA's transmission business is not in the best interests ofthe agency 

at this time." The supplemental analysis was based on foul' wind projects totaling 750 MW of 

wind energy that had been connected to the BPA grid at that time.ld. at 42. The analysis did not 

discuss impacts to wildlife from this development.ld. at 46. The analysis did not include a 

section on scenic impacts, much less how wind energy development enabled by the BPA has 

transformed scenic landscapes. The supplemental review also failed to acknowledge the ongoing 

impacts to cultural resources fi'om the development that has been enabled by BPA transmission 

project.ld. at 48-49. 

Since the BPA's last review ofthe environmental impacts associated with the 

transmission system and the energy production that system allows, an unprecedented level of 

new wind energy development was occurring throughout the region. Currently over 3,000 MW 

of wind energy has been interconnected to the grid. The BPA has signed PTSAs for as much as 

12,000 additional MW of new generating capacity. 

The impacts of this development have dramatically changed landscapes throughout 

thousands of acres of rural Washington and Oregon along with countless scenic vistas. This 

development is also killing or displacing an unknown number of birds and ongoing damage to 

cultural resources is occurring fi'om the excessive ground disturbance and road building. Another 
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type of impact not anticipated or reviewed in the EIS is the potential overloading of the energy 

grid as a result ofthe dramatic increase in wind energy in the region, which can in turn affect fish 

populations by requiring an excess spilling of water over the region's hydroelectric dams in order 

to balance out unexpected surges in wind energy production. 

This rapid expansion in wind energy has occurred without any programmatic review of 

the impacts of the generating sources, the existing transmission system, or the demands for new 

transmission lines. This has also occurred without an adequate understanding of how much wind 

energy development the grid can accommodate and how projects could be prioritized for grid 

access based on environmental impacts. These significant changes warrant preparation of a 

comprehensive cumulative impacts analysis. The DElS must be substantially revised to reflect 

the project's contributions to the regional impacts of wind energy development. 

C. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Evaluate and Address the Impacts of the 
Proposed Development on Scenic Resources. 

SEPA requires that the environmental analysis include discussion of impacts to sensitive. 

areas. The SEP A official "shall" consider whether a "proposal may to a significant degree ... 

[a]dversely affect environmentally sensitive or special areas, such as loss or destruction of 

historic, scientific, and cultural resources, parks, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic 

rivers, or wilderness." WAC 197-11-330(3)(e)(I). SEPA also requires analysis of impacts to 

scenic resources. WAC 197-11-440(1)(e)(iv). 

The current proposal is for a major industrial development towering over ridgelines on 

the perimeter of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, overlooking impOllant 

segments ofthe Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and the Historic Columbia River 

Highway, adjacent to the Gifford Pinchot National Forest, and adjacent to recreational trails on 

Washington Department of Natural Resources land. The proposed facility would overlook miles 
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of National Scenic Area viewsheds that have been inventoried as some of the highest quality 

scenic landscapes in the Gorge. 

Unfortunately, the DEIS grossly mischaracterizes the likely impacts of the Whistling 

Ridge Energy Project on scenic resources. Instead offollowing SEPA's mandate to provide an 

nnbiased and objective assessment of likely impacts, the DEIS blatantly misapplies established 

principles of landscape management to conceal the likely impacts of the proposed action. The 

analysis also violates NEPA's requirement that "[a]gencies shall insure the professional integrity, 

including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analyses in environmental impact 

statements." 40 C.F.R. 1502.24. The DEIS does not list a single landscape architect, much less a 

landscape architect with training in scenic resource analysis methodologies, in the list of 

preparers. DEIS at Section 6.0. The lack of professional and scientific integrity is plainly evident 

through the scenic impacts analysis. The analysis is fundamentally flawed and violates both 

NEP A and SEP A. 

As explained in the attached comments of Dean Apostol, the analysis completely 

misinterprets and misapplies the Federal Highway Administration's visual assessment system 

and the Forest Service's Scenery Management System. In addition, the analysis fails to consider 

impacts to several critical viewpoints and view corridors, reaches erroneous conclusions 

regarding the potential impacts on scenic resources, and fails to consider viable mitigation 

measures. MI'. Apostol concludes that the likely scenic impacts ofthe project would be 

significant because the project would highly contrast with an intact, high quality scenic 

landscape that is viewed by substantial number of viewers with high expectations for scenic 

quality. The project would break the skyline and/or be highly visible from multiple public 

vantage points and it is impossible to "blend in" wind turbines more than 400 feet tall into this 
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landscape. The DEIS also erroneously ties scenic sensitivity to distance zones. DEIS at 3-159. 

Low, moderate, and high impacts can occur in any distance zone depending on the impacts 

analysis. 

The environmental review failed to sufficiently analyze the visual impact ofthe project as 

viewed from linear viewing areas such as Interstate 84, the Columbia River, the Historic 

Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, and State Route 141. For 

some ofthese scenic corridors basic information such as the distance along linear viewing areas 

fi'om which the project would be visible, an estimate of the amount oftime the project would be 

visible when traveling along these view corridors, and a simulation of the most visible portion of 

the project as viewed from these viewing areas is missing fi'om the analysis. Of particular 

concem is the complete absence of any analysis of views fi'OlIl the Columbia River and the 

Historic Columbia River Highway. 

The DEIS also fails to supply sufficient information to understand and review potential 

impacts from lights on the proposed wind turbines-particularly nighttime impacts. DElS at 3-

161, 3-173, & 3-195. While FAA lighting standards may be required, compliance with federal 

regulations does not obviate the duty to comply with state law requiring full disclosure of all 

environmental impacts. The applicant must document how many lights would be visible fi'om 

within the National Scenic Area viewshed. The applicant needs to provide additional information 

regarding what type of lighting would be installed, and which turbines would likely contain 

lighting. Without this information, it is impossible to accurately evaluate the scenic impacts of 

the project. 

The DEIS also fails to include a detailed explanation of both the methodology used to 

create the visual simulations and the proper technique for viewing the simulations. To begin 
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with, all visual simulations should be accompanied by substantial disclaimers regarding their 

ability to depict real-world impacts. Two dimensional renderings can never accurately simulate 

the experience of real-world views. Nonetheless, visual simulations do have value in evaluating 

aesthetic impacts if best practices are used in preparing the simulations and proper qualifications 

are noted. Lens size, field of view, the format ofthe image in the simulations, and the viewer's 

distance Jl'om the image all play critical roles in presenting an accurate depiction of aesthetic 

impacts. For example, the wider the angle of view of a camera lens, the further away an object 

appears, and the narrower the angle of view, the nearer an object appears. If digital cameras were 

used, image distortions would need to be factored in when preparing the image. Similarly, the 

size of the simulation image and the viewer's distance from the image can dramatically alter the 

perceived impacts of development. EFSEC and the BPA must require clarification on these 

points to ensure that the inherent flaws in visual simulations are explained. 

EFSEC and the BPA should also consider the National Academy of Sciences' recent 

document entitled, Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects (National Academies Press, 

2007), which includes methodology for analyzing possible impacts ii'om wind development 011 

aesthetic resources. The DEIS should be revised to include discussion of the various standards 

described in this resource, which was cited and applied in other sections of the DEIS. 

The DEIS argues that the visual impacts from roads and electric lines would be 

negligible. DEIS at 3-173-3- I 74. However, road and power lines have direct visual impacts and 

also contribute to the cumulative impacts of a project. As such, they must be included in the 

visual simulation and analysis. In particular, road and electric lines would likely be highly visible 

when viewed from recreational areas to the north ofthe project. These include recreational trails 

in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest and on land owned by the Washington Department of 
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National Resources. Particular recreational areas of concern include the Nestor Peak, Little Buck 

Creek Trail, Grassy Knoll, Little Huckleberry Mountain, and Cook Hill. 

The conclusions regarding scenic impacts in the application are clearly in errol'. The 

project would have high scenic impacts, given viewer expectations, and the quality of the views 

that would be impacted. The proposed development would dominate the middleground and 

background views fi'om multiple important viewpoints. 

Not only did the DEIS fail to adequately review scenic impacts, it also failed to propose 

any mitigation 01' discuss any unmitigated adverse impacts that would occur. Measures and 

conditions that should have been, but were not, evaluated include alternate designs and siting to 

reduce visibility. 

IIIII 

1. The DEIS Fails to Acknowledge Existing Scenic Resource Inventories 
and Visual Quality Objectives for the Affected Landscape. 

The DEIS analysis of scenic impacts states that visual quality objectives (VQOs) have 

not been established for the landscape that would be affected by the proposed development. 

DEIS at 3-156. This assertion is demonstl'ably false. The Forest Service and Gorge Commission 

have established VQOs for the landscapes that would be affected by the proposed development. 

These VQOs are based on some ofthe most extensive and complete scenic resource inventories 

in the country. These VQOs must be used to measure the impact to viewsheds that would be 

altered by the proposed development. 

In preparing the Management Plan for the National Scenic Area, the Gorge Commission 

and the Forest Service were required to inventory scenic resources ofthe National Scenic Area. 

See 16 USC 544d.(a)(I)(A). Pursuant to that mandate the Forest Service and Gorge Commission 

completed a scenic resource inventory using the Forest Service's Visual Management System 

Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge - Page 43 



("VMS"), which is the scenic resource management methodology provided in the Forest 

Service's "National Forests Landscape Management Vol. 2" (Agriculture Handbook 462).5 

All viewsheds visible from primary key viewing areas were inventoried. These 

inventories served as the basis for all scenic resource management policies and guidelines in the 

CRGNSA Management Plan. The original scenic resource inventory includes the following 

elements: Visual Attributes, Landscape Diversity, Landscape Significance, Seen Areas fi'om Key 

Viewing Areas, Visual Absorption Capability, and Landscape Sensitivity. The 1991 CRGNSA 

Management Plan described the inventories: 

Six maps were developed in the process of inventorying scenic resources. These 
maps are based on the Forest Service Visual Management System. They have 
been used to develop policies and guidelines that respond to the various levels of 
visual significance and sensitivity within the Gorge, and that highlight protection 
of landscapes seen by large numbers of people. 

The first inventory map created, "Visual Attributes," identifies 12 predominant 
landscape types found in the Gorge, ranging from rural townscapes to cliffs. 

The "Landscape Diversity" map gauges the variety of visual features in the 
landscape. A basic premise of the visual management system is that visual 
diversity is a k«y element of those landscapes people find most visually appealing 
and interesting. Much of the Gorge, with it steep landforms, forested slopes, 
waterfalls, pastoral areas, and rural townscapes, has outstanding visual diversity. 

A "Seen Areas" map shows which areas are visible fi'om key viewing areas. The 
key viewing areas are important public vantage points from which Gorge 
landscapes are viewed. Scenic protection of lands seen fi'om these vantage points 
has been emphasized since the inception ofthe Scenic Area planning process. The 
Management Plan continues this direction. 

The "Landscape Significance" map combines the "Seen Areas" and "Landscape 
Diversity" maps, based on the concept that the most significant landscapes are 
those that are both visually diverse and seen fi'om important viewpoints. The 
"Visual Absorption Capability" map displays the relative ability of different 
Gorge landscapes to absorb change (through new development) without 

5 The Visual Management System has since been superseded by a revised methodology, 
the Scenery Management System ("SMS"). The methodology for the SMS is described in 
"Landscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management." (Agriculture Handbook 701). 
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diminishing their scenic qualities. It is based primarily on the degree of slope and 
amount of vegetative cover. 

"Landscape Sensitivity," the last ofthe six inventory maps, combines "Landscape 
Significance" with "Visual Absorption Capability," based on the assumption that 
the most visually sensitive lands are those that are both highly significant and 
most vulnerable to visual impacts from new development. 

CRGNSA Management Plan 1991, at 1-1-2. Copies ofthe inventory maps ofthe affected 

landscape are attached to these comments. The CRGNSA Management Plan policies and 

guidelines that were based on these inventories include the land use designations and landscape 

setting designations that serve as VQOs. 

This background is critical to evaluating the impacts of the proposed development on 

scenic resources. As seen fi'om the Columbia River, Interstate 84, and the Historic Columbia 

River Highway the project would break the skyline within viewsheds composed of both SNlA 

Open Space and GMA Open Space land use designations that are also assigned the landscape 

setting of Gorge Walls, CanyonLands, and Wildlands. For the SMA viewsheds the applicable 

VQO is retention, the highest level of scenic protection afforded any landscape in the Gorge. For 

the GMA viewsheds the applicable VQO is patiial retention, with the added protection 

essentially creating a VQO of retention. 

The view fi'om Interstate 84, the Columbia River, and the Historic Columbia River 

Highway between Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park looking north and northeast 

is dominated by the Dog Mountain SMA and the Underwood Bluff Open Space.6 The proposed 

facility would be visible just to the east ofthe Dog Mountain SMA and north ofthe Underwood 

Bluff Open Space area. The attention of visitors traveling along these three scenic corridors 

would be drawn to the spinning blades and/or blinking lights of numerous wind turbines 

6 Both Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park are also designated under the Lewis and 
Clark National Historic Trail Management Plan. 

Comments of Friends of the Columbia Gorge - Page 45 



protruding above the skyline to the northeast. This would obviously detract from the integrity of 

the viewshed and completely fi'ustl'atethe purpose of the extensive inventories and protections 

for this viewshed. 

Stationary viewers at Mitchell Point would also be confi'onted with a dramatic change to 

the landscape. The view fi'om the Mitchell Point area looks directly nOith at the Underwood 

Bluff Open Space area. The original scenic resource inventories assigned Underwood Bluff as 

"outstanding" landscape diversity, "primary" landscape significance, and "critical" landscape 

sensitivity. These are some of the highest valued lands inventoried in the Columbia River Gorge 

and justified a VQO that is essentially retention, the highest standard for protection. The 

ridgeline of Underwood Bluff forms the skyline fi'om this viewpoint. The contours of Chemawa 

Hill undulate immediately behind the skyline and are nearly indistinguishable fi'om the 

Underwood Bluff skyline. Underwood Bluff and its highest rated scenic resources, with 

Chemawa Hill immediately behind it, dominate the middleground views fi'om this location. The 

southernmost turbines of the proposed facility wonld be sited at the top of Chemewa Hill and 

would break the skyline of views from the Columbia River, Interstate 84, and the Historic 

Columbia River Highway at this location. Once again, viewers' attention would be drawn to 

giant spinning blades andlor flashing lights in middleground views of some of the most 

scenically sensitive views in the Columbia River Gorge. 

The DEIS completely failed to acknowledge the robust and complete inventory of the 

scenic landscapes that would be affected by the proposed development. The existing resource 

inventories and established VQOs must be used to measure the impacts that would be caused by 

the proposed development. Based on this information, it is undeniable that the proposed 

development would cause significant adverse impacts to critically important scenic landscapes. 
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In addition, the DEIS failed to state whether the project would impact views fi'om the 

Gifford Pinchot National Forest that have established VQOs. 

2. The Scenic Impacts Analysis Deviates from BPA's Past Practices in 
Evaluating Scenic Impacts. 

The applicatior,t and environmental review diverges from the BP A's analyses of scenic 

impact for other energy projects in the region. The BPA's Draft EIS for the Central Ferry-Lower 

Monumental SOD-kilovolt Transmission Line Project concluded that construction ofa 200-foot-

tall transmission line within viewsheds as viewed fi'om the Lewis and Clark National Scenic 

Trail and the Lewis and Clark Scenic Byway would have "high" impacts to scenic resources. 

Central Ferry-Lower Monumental SOD-kilovolt Transmission Line Project DEIS (July 2010) 

Section 3.7, P 3-91 to 3-104 (hereinafter CentraIFerryDEIS). The Central Ferry transmission 

lines would be 104 to 189 feet tall and would have no moving parts and no lights. Central Ferry 

DEIS at 2-5. The BPA acknowledged that the transmission line would be visible from the Lewis 

and Clark National Historic Trail and scenic byways. 

The Central Ferry DEIS described the affected landscape as "Typical view[s] of roIling 

hills and rural landscape adjacent to scenic by way." Table 3-22. The analysis explained that the 

transmission line would be 1.6 miles (middleground view) fi'om the Lewis and Clark National 

. Historic Trail at its closest point. Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. The analysis also acknowledged 

that the transmission lines would create a skyline effect and break up the continuity ofthe 

skyline and open terrain, and that the project would introduce structures into a natural landscape. 

Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. ''The proposed towers and conductors would be a conspicuous 

change to the relatively natural and rural landscape and would disrupt the continuity of visual 

resources in the landscape." Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. The project would be visible from 

"popular recreation areas and a frequently traveled roadway." Central Ferry DEIS at 3-98. 
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In comparison to the Central Ferry to Monument Transmission Project, the Whistling 

Ridge proposal would be located in a higher quality scenic landscape, with more state and 

federal designations for scenic, recreational, and historic importance. The project would be 

viewed by vastly more people with higher expectations for scenic quality. Whistling Ridge 

would be of comparable distance fi'om important viewpoints, but would be over twice as large 

(over 430 feet tall compared to 104 to 198 feet tall), have more visible mass, include giant 

moving parts, include flashing lights, and would be painted white. The Whistling Ridge project 

would obviously contrast more with the landscape than the Central Ferry project. While the 

Central Ferry DElS concluded that impacts would be high, the Whistling Ridge DEIS concludes 

that impacts to scenic resources would be moderate at worst. 

It is abundantly clear that this project has not been reviewed under the same standard as 

previous projects under BPA review. This evidences an obvious attempt to thwart the purposes 

of SEP A and NEPA with environmental review that seeks to conceal impacts rather than 

objectively analyze impacts. 

The adverse impacts of energy development, transmission lines in particulal', were also 

acknowledged in the BPA's Business Plan EIS. BPA Business Plan Final Environmental Impact 

Statement (DOEIEIS-0183) (hereinafter BPA BP EIS). The Whistling Ridge would include 

transmission lines and analysis of impacts fi'Om transmission lines is equally applicable to scenic 

impacts analysis for industrial wind energy development. The Business Plan EIS stated: 

In areas used for recreation, particularly in undeveloped places, studies show that 
many users find transmission lines to be an unwelcome visual intrusion. Also, 
many citizens feel strongly that transmission lines near their homes are visually 
intrusive, and that some propelty values may be reduced. Adverse visual effects 
may be perceived up to several kilometers fi'om the line. Transmission lines may 
be more compatible with industrial areas. The effectiveness of potential 
mitigation measures depends on the site, and some measures may substantially 
increase the cost of the project. Possible measures inClude darkened towers in 
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forested areas; different tower designs more compatible with a particular 
enviromnent; non-specular (nonshiny) conductor; and locations that avoid 
visually sensitive areas. 

BPA BP EIS at 4-52, Section 4.3.2.6. The Business Plan EIS also explained that one ofthe main 

environmental risks of wind energy development is visual impacts. BPA Business Plan EIS at 4-

42, Section 4.3.1. The BPA has previously relied on this environmental review when approving 

interconnections to the grid. How the BPA can acknowledge adverse impacts fj'mn transmission 

lines, but ignore adverse impacts fi'om wind energy facilities, is inexplicable. 

3. Views from the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail would be 
adversely affected. 

The Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail was created to "stimulate Federal, State, and 

local agencies aud individuals to identify, mark, and preserve for public inspiration and 

enjoyment the routes traveled by the Lewis and Clark Expedition." Lewis and Clark Trail 

Management Plan at I. The Management Plan for the trail recognizes that many of the historic 

and cultural resources have been altered or lost and the Expedition left scant traces of their 

passing. However, "In a velY real sense, many ofthe historic resources are the landmarks, vistas, 

flora, and fauna that make up the Trail's natural resources. It is viJ1ually impossible to fmd either 

historic or natural resources along the Expedition route, which have not been altered in some 

way by man or nature." Lewis and Clark Trail Management Plan at 4 & 13. Thus, the scenic 

vistas and natural resources of the Expedition route are critical to appreciating the trail. 

Locations where those vistas and natural resources are intact are exceedingly rare, and warrant 

the greatest attention during SEPA and NEPA review. 

The Columbia River segment, which includes the p0l1ions of the Trail that would be 

affected by the Whistling Ridge project, was designated for three types of trail development: a 

water trail, a land trail, and a motor route. The Columbia River, Interstate 84 and Washington 
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State Route 14 are designated routes. The Management Plan notes that there was a "nearly 

continuous string of recreation sites along this segment." Lewis and Clark Trail Management 

Plan at 70. Individual sites within sight ofthe Whistling Ridge Energy Project include Viento 

State Park, which is directly across the Columbia River fi'om where the Lewis and Clark 

Expedition camped on October 29, 1805 and April 13, 1806, and Starvation Creek State Park. L 

& C Management Plan at 74. 

The DEIS fails to acknowledge adverse scenic impacts to the Lewis and Clark National 

Scenic Trail. Locations along the route with intact scenic vistas that retain some of the same 

views that the Lewis and Clark Expedition experienced are critical important resources for the 

trail system. The views from 1-84, the Columbia River, Viento State Park, and Starvation Creek 

State Park are largely intact as evidenced by the Forest Service's resource inventories. The 

project would dramatically alter these views causing significant adverse impacts to the trail. This 

conclusion was clearly expressed by the National Park Service in at least two separate letters to 

the BPA and EFSEC. This conclusion is also suppOlted by the BPA's previous environmental 

analysis of other projects that would have similar, although less severe, impacts on the Lewis and 

Clark National Historic Trail. The egregious failure to acknowledge significant adverse impacts 

to the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail must be corrected. 

D. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed 
Development on Natural Resources. 

The Whistling Ridge project is likely to cause significant adverse impacts to natural 

resources, including the direct impacts of mortality to wildlife, as well as indirect effects fi'om 

habitat destruction, displacement, and species avoidance of the project area after construction. 

Avian species often collide with wind turbines, and bats often die fi'om internal hemorrhaging 

caused by the massive changes in ail' pressure neal' the spinning blades of a wind turbine, a 
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process known as "barotrauma." Also, components ofthe industrial development, including 

collector lines, transfer stations, and access roads, can displace wildlife and fragment habitat. 

The DEIS failed to adequately analyze the likely impacts to wildlife and other natural resources. 

In addition, as demonstrated in the written testimony of Dr. K. Shawn Smallwood 

(attached herein), the underlying data and environmental analysis relied upon in the DElS is 

severely flawed. For example, without any scientific support the DEIS states that the clearcut 

project area is poor habitat for wildlife. However, Dr. Smallwood points out that "[b ]ird species 

diversity is much greater at Whistling Ridge than at the Altamont Pass, where bird fatalities 

caused by wind turbines are notoriously high." Whistling Ridge surveys found more than 1 

species per hour of searching, whereas surveys at Altamont found 0.036 species per hour. The 

proponents' ploy to clearcut the land and present a devastated ecosystem immediately before 

applying for an industrial energy facility is misleading and results in biased conclusions in the 

DEIS. As Dr. Smallwood concluded, based on independent analysis of the proponent's own 

surveys, "Whistling Ridge exhibits a very high level of ecological integrity." This is likely a 

result of the projects locattion within a largely intact ecoregion where species diversity remains 

high. This is also why the Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone excluded forested areas. 

Dr. Smallwood also points out contradictions between foundational statements and the 

conclusions in the DEIS. For both Keen's myotis and Townsend's big-eared bat, the DElS states 

that the analysts had insufficient knowledge ofthe species, but nonetheless concluded that it was 

unlikely that they would occur at the site. DEIS at 3-59-60. It is plainly inappropriate to base 

conclusions on insufficient information. At best, the DElS should say that impacts to bat species 

are unknown and then analyze the worst case scenario given that uncertainty .. 
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The DElS seriously underestimates the potential impacts of this project, both on an 

individual basis and when considered cumulatively with other wind energy projects. Dr. 

Smallwood has determined that the baseline studies to assess impacts were cursory and 

inadequate, the likely impacts to raptors are significant, the cumulative impacts analysis was 

biased and unrealistic, and the mitigation measures are inadequate. 

The DElS also failed to ensure the protection of wildlife and has failed to adequately 

review impacts to natural resources in a number of other ways, as described below. 

1. The DElS Fails to Include Best Available Science in the Analysis. 

The avian impacts analysis is inadequate and not based on the Best Available Science. 

The baseline surveys were too cursory to support a scientifically credible baseline assessment. 

Failings include an inadequate sample and an inadequate amount of time dedicated to surveys. 

Avian utilization of a site can vary greatly from year to year, so the limited time span of these 

baseline surveys introduces large uncertainty into the resulting utilization rates. The sample sizes 

were grossly inadequate for what is needed for comparing bird utilization among project sites or 

for guiding wind turbine locations to minimize collision rates. Numerous other methodological 

errors in the analysis introduce additional biases that undermine the SEPA and NEPA ·review. 

Wildlife surveys should be conducted using current state-of-the-art field and analysis 

protocol. At the least, surveys must take into account survey bias including, but not limited to, 

searcher efficiency, carcass "life expectancy" or persistence, and scavenger removal. The entire 

site should be surveyed before and after construction. Both pre-development survey and post-

. development monitoring should take into account the episodic nature of some bird migrations 

and nocturnal bird migrations. For example, long or inappropriately timed intervals between 

searches may miss a significant avian presence. The DElS fails to account for these factors. 
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2. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Displacement Effects on 
Avian Populations. 

The DEIS failed to adequately consider displacement effects on avian populations. 

Impacts of wind projects on birds are not limited to collisions. When a landscape is industrialized 

by strings of giant machines, birds and other animals may be driven away rather than killed. And 

when multiple such strings are concentrated in one area, the impacts on species populations can 

be substantial. The enviromnental analysis is incomplete and must be supplemented with specific 

assessments of cumulative displacement impacts. 

3. The DEIS Fails to Ensl\l'e Compliance with the Federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 ("ESA"), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544. 

Under the ESA, "take" is defined as "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, 

trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct." 16 U.S.C. § 1532(19). 

Section 9 of the ESA prohibits both acts that would "take" a species, as well as acts that would 

cause an act that constitutes a "taking." The Ninth Circuit has held that "a habitat modification 

which significantly impairs the breeding and sheltering of a protected species amounts to 'harm' 

under the ESA." Marbled Murrelet v. Babbit, 83 F.3d 1060, 1067 (9th Cir. 1996). The DEIS 

failed to demonstrate that the project will be in compliance with Section 9 of the ESA. 

The DEIS does state that there has been ongoing consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. DEIS at 1-20. Pursuant to NEPA regulations the BPA is supposed to perform this 

consultation requirement "concurrently with and integrated with" preparation of the Draft EIS, 

not after the Draft EIS is complete. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25. The results of this consultation process 

should have been included in the DEIS. 

In Section 2.20.2.2 of the Amended Application, the Applicant states that a Biological 

Assessment will be prepared. The DElS fails to make good on this promise. BPA and EFSEC 
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must ensure that a biological assessment is prepared, to better inform the agencies about 

potential adverse impacts to threatened and endangered species. 

4. The DEIS Fails to Ensnre Compliance with the Bald Eagle Protection 
Act, RCW Chapter 77.12, and Regulations Promulgated Pursuaut 
Thereto, Located at WAC 232-12-292. 

The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the state Bald Eagle Protection Act, despite the 

presence of bald eagles and their habitat within and near the project site. There is no evidence 

that the Washington Depmtment ofFish and Wildlife has been consulted pursuant to the Bald 

Eagle Protection regulations. 

5. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Federal Bald ami 
Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC § 668-668d. 

The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the federal Bald and Golden Eagle Protection 

Act ("BGEPA"), again despite the presence of bald eagles and their habitat within and near the 

project site. The BGEPA prohibits any person, association, partnership or corporation l1'om 

taking a bald or golden eagle at any time or by any manner without a permit. 16 USC § 668(a). A 

permit may be issued only ifthe taking would be compatible with the preservation ofthe species. 

Id. § 668a. 

6. The DEIS Fails to Ensure Compliance with the Federal Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712. 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act ("MBTA") requires that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife· 

Service (USFWS) enforce the MBTA against "any person, association, partnership, or 

corporation" that "by any means or in any manner," pursues, hunts, takes, captures, kills or 

attempts to take, capture or kill a migratory bird or any part, nest or eggs of any migratory bird. 

16 U.S.C. §§ 703, 707. Under the MBTA, a person may take or kill migratory birds only as 

permitted under USFWS regulations and based on the USFWS's determination that the take 01' 
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kill is compatible with the migratory bird treaties. !d. §§ 703, 704. The USFWS's determination 

must take into account scientific factors such as species abundance and distribution, migratory 

patterns, and breeding habits, as well as the economic value of birds. Id. § 704. The killing ofa 

single migratory bird is sufficient to create criminal liability. United States v. Corbin Fal1n 

Service, 444 F.Supp. 510 (B.D. Cal), affd, 578 F.2d 259 (9th Cir. 1978). The killing of a 

migratOlY bird does not need to be intentional and the killing can occur "by any means or in any 

manner." United States v.lvfoon Lake Electric Ass'n, Inc., 45 F.Supp. 2d 1070, 1075-79 (D. Col. 

1999) (upholding the prosecution of a utility for unintentionally electrocuting and killing 

seventeen birds). The DEIS fails to ensure compliance with the MBTA. 

7. Inadequate review of impacts to northern spotted owl popnlations. 

The DEIS states that construction of the proposed facility will not directly impact spotted 

owl habitat. However, the DEIS fails to address whether the project will adversely affect 

dispersal habitat and migration corridors that are essential to sustaining genetic diversity of owl 

popUlations. For example, the Columbia River Gorge is a likely crossing location for owls 

moving north and south between Oregon and Washington. The project could also affect the east

west movement of spotted owls between valleys. The DEIS fails to adequately address whether a 

major industrial energy facility sited within spotted owl territory will adversely affect the 

species. 

The DEIS also fails to addi'ess the permanent loss offorested lands within the White 

Salmon Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area (SOSEA). The DEIS claims that the project would 

meet Washington state standards for the retention of sufficient habitat within the SOSEA, but it 

does not adequately review the impacts of permanently converting forest land to an industrial 
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use, and how that permanent conversion would affect the longterm viability of spotted owl 

habitat within the SOSEA. 

8. Failure to demonstrate sufficient protections for non-avian wildlife 
and insects. 

The application and threshold determination fail to demonstrate sufficient protections for 

sensitive and rare wildlife species, including a number of sensitive and rare species that the 

application notes have been observed within the project site. The DEIS also fails to evaluate 

potential impacts on insects such as butterflies. Here, the impacts are typically not from direct 

turbine strikes, but rather fi'om habitat disruption 01' destruction. There are several species of 

butterflies of particular concern in this area, particularly the rare Western Oak Dusky Wing 

(Propel'tills duskyll'ing). 

9. The DEIS fails to include adequate mitigation measures, 

The decisions fail to include adequate mitigation measures to protect wildlife. For 

example, the DEIS include discussion relating to future surveying for wildlife impacts, but fail to 

include any conditions that would require any concrete actions in response to actual wildlife 

impacts. 

10. The DEIS misrepesents the climate change and air quality impacts of 
the project and of the no-action alternative. 

The DEIS repeatedly asselis that if the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is not built, then 

adverse impacts to climate change and ail' quality would necessarily result. For example, the 

DEIS states that "[i]fthe No Action Alternative is selected, the growing electricity needs of the 

region would continue to be met through a combination of other renewable development and a 

combination of additional fossil filels." DEIS at 3-21-3-22. This completely false dilemma, in 

various forms, is repeated tlu'oughout the DEIS without any factual support. 
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In fact, the regional energy system will reduce greenhouse gas emissions and air 

pollutants regardless of whether this individual project is built, and primarily through 

conservation measures. The Northwest Power Planning Council's Sixth Power Plan, which will 

dictate the portfolio of energy production sources for the foreseeable future, has planned to meet 

85% of new demand with conservation and efficiency measures over the next 20 years. Sixth 

NOlthwest Power Plan Overview at 1. The remaining 15% of new demand would be met with 

renewables. Notably, this would be achieved even while the Boardman coal-fired power plant is 

taken offline by 2020. 

The Bright Future Report also provides some broader context for the supply and demand 

aspects of the regional energy grid. Bright Future Report, NW Energy Coalitions, Original 

Edition, March 2009 - Update 1, July 2009. The Bright Future Report analyzes how the region 

will meet its energy needs through 2050, factoring in the loss ofthe Boardman coal-fired power 

plant, the removal or reduced use of hydropower projects on the lower Snake River, and picking 

up that lost energy supply through conservation, efficiency, and clean new sources of energy. 

The Report's bottom line conclusions are that "[t]he region has enough renewable potential to 

more than meet all current and future power needs" and that the potential for affordable clean 

energy "[d]warfs" the need. Bright Future Update at 14, 15. Thus, foregoing the 21 average MW 

ofpl'Oduction capacity that would result if the Whistling Ridge project is not constructed would 

be essentially irrelevant to the overall supply of alternative energy. Furthermore, there is 

absolutely no evidence in the record showing that the alternative to this particular wind project is 

continued use of fossil-fuel generation sources or new fossil-fuel generation sources. The real 

choice is between this particular wind facility and siting other wind facilities in alternative 

locations with fewer environmental impacts. 
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Thus, it is iuappropriate for the DEIS to compare the likely impacts of a wind energy 

development to the impacts offossil-lilel generation sources. The region's climate change goals 

and air quality goals will be achieved regardless of whether the Whistling Ridge project is 

constructed. Every statement assel1ing the false dichotomy between constructing the project and 

a lilture with higher carbon emissions and air quality problems must be removed from the DEIS. 

E. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed 
Development on Cultural Resources. 

1. The DEIS Fails to Analyze Impacts to Cultural Resources and Fails to 
Integrate Adequate Consultation with Tribal governments. 

The DEIS acknowledges that the BPA has an obligation under Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act ("NHP A"), 16 USC 470 et seq., to consult with Tribal 

governments about the likely impacts of the proposal. DEIS at 4-6. The BPA also explains that 

the "BPA's 1996 government-to-government agreement with the 13 federally-recognized Native 

American Tribes of the Columbia basin provides the guidance for the Section 106 consultation 

process with the Tribes." DEIS at 4-6. The Draft EIS explains that the BPA will conduct formal 

government-to-government consultation. DEIS at 3-204. The DEIS fails to acknowledge that 

NEP A regulations also require that the BPA must prepare the Draft EIS "concurrently with and 

iutegrated with" the required consultation under the NHPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a). 

SEPA requires EFSEC to consult with the Yakama Nation as well. Under SEPA, EFSEC 

is required to consider the likely impacts to cultural resources. "Cultural preservation" is an 

element of the environment that must be addressed through the SEPA process. WAC 197-11-

444. In addition, the environmental checklist, which must be prepared for proposed actions, 

requir.es consideration of impacts to cultural resources. WAC 197-11-315; WAC 197-11-960. 

SEPA also requires that EFSEC consult with agencies with expel1ise in the impacted 
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environment. RCW 43.21C.030(2)(d); WAC 197-11-408(2)(a). EFSEC's SEPA regulations also 

require that EFSEC works with interested agencies throughout the preparation of the DE1S. 

WAC 463-47-140(5). The Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Program is an agency with 

expeliise in Yakama Nation cultural resources. Finally, the 1989 Centennial Accord between the 

State of Washington and federally recognized tribes mandates that EFSEC undertake 

government-to-government consultation with representatives ofthe Yakama Nation regarding 

the meaSlll'es necessary for adequate environmental review and appropriate mitigation measures. 

Based on the above-referenced sources of law, both EFSEC and BPA must engage in 

direct government-to-government consultation with the Yakama Nation. The BPA has ab'eady 

failed to comply with the NEPA requirements to integrate this consultation into preparation of 

the DElS. See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.25(a). This consultation should have occurred months ago. Both 

EFSEC and the BPA have heard testimony ii'om the Yakama Nation explaining that a cultural 

resources report was submitted in December 2009. There is no legitimate explanation for why 

this information was not included in the DEIS, which was issued in May 2010, or why 

government-to-government consultation was not undertaken concurrently with the environmental 

l'eview process. 

Industrial wind energy development in Klickitat County that has proceeded without 

adequate consultation and review for impacts to cultlll'al resources has led to irreparable harm to 

cultural resources. This harm is evidenced by a media report in the Yakima Herald-Republic on 

the destruction of cultural resources during the construction of the Windy Point Wind Energy 

Facility in neighboring Klickitat County, a copy of which is attached hereto. EFSEC and the 

BPA must not allow this type of mistake to repeat itself. The agencies must perform adequate 
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consultation, analyze likely impacts, and ensure that Yakama Nation cultural resources would 

not be adversely impacted tiy the proposal. 

2. The DEIS Fails to Demonstrate Compliance With the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

The project would be highly visible from the Historic Columbia River Highway 

("HCRH" or "Historic Highway"). This invaluable historic treasure, built between 1913 and 

1922, was the first road planned as a scenic highway in the United States. Today, the Historic 

Highway is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, as a Historic District, as a Scenic 

Byway, and as a National Historic Civil Engineering Landmark by the American Society of Civil 

Engineers. Even more significantly, the Historic Highway has been designated by the Secretary 

of the Interior as a National Historic Landmark for its "exceptional value as commemorating or 

illustrating the history of the United States." More than other historic places on the National 

Register, National Historic Landmarks are granted special protection against impacts caused by 

federal action. Indeed, section II O( f) ofthe National Historic Preservation Act ("NHPA") 

requires federal agencies to undeltake, "to the maximum extent possible," such planning and 

actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to these propelties. 

POItions of the Historic Highway are being restored by the Oregon Parks and Recreation 

Department ("OPRD") and the Oregon Department of Transportation ("ODOT") as part of the 

Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail. Acting on a 1987 directive by the Oregon 

Legislature to preserve and restore the Historic Highway, ODOT and OPRD are creating a series 

of long, narrow parks in the Columbia River Gorge that will be open to pedestrians, bicyclists, 

children, and people in wheelchairs, and closed to all motor vehicle traffic. More detailed 

information on the HCRH can be found in the "Historic Columbia River Highway Master Plan: 

HCRH Segments," a copy of which is attached to these comments. 
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It is important to note that the BPA is under special obligations with regard to protecting 

this National Historic Landmark. Section 110(f) of the NHPA provides as follows: 

Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and 
adversely affect any National Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible 
Federal agency shall, to the maximum extent possible, undertake such planning 
and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to such landmark, and shall 
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the undeltaking. 

16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(F). 

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations adopted by the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation entitled "Protection of Historic Properties" (36 C.F.R. Patt 

800), describe agency responsibilities when an undertaking will affect properties listed in the 

National Register of Historic Places, including National 

Historic Landmarks. 

The Whistling Ridge project would adversely 

affect views fi'om the Historic Columbia River 

Highway. The HCRB was built as a scenic highway. Its 

historic features include design elements that accentuate 

views of the remarkable scenic landscapes of the 

Columbia River Gorge. Curves and pullouts in the 

HCRB were designed to focus the traveling public's 

attention on scenic landscapes. The highway includes 

substantial tunneling in numerous places, with tunnels 

designed to optimize views. The Mitchell Point Tunnel, 

known as the "Tunnel of Many Vistas," included mUltiple windows that presented views of the 

Columbia River, Underwood Bluff, Dog Mountain, the mouth ofthe Little White Salmon River, 
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and the diverse array of vegetative and geologic textures on these landforms. East of Mitchell 

Point, the HCRH traversed parallel to Underwood Bluff and crosses Ruthton Point, where the 

curve of the road presents spectacular views ofthe Columbia River, Underwood Bluff, and Dog 

Mountain, along with rural pastoral land above Underwood Bluff 

Other important segments of the HCRR include the segment between Starvation Creek 

and Viento State Park, which have the added importance of being part ofthe Lewis and Clark 

National Historic Trail. The HCRR segments from Hood River heading east include the Hood 

River Loops and the Mark O. Hatfield West Trailhead. This segment also includes spectacular 

views of the Gorge, pmticularly Underwood Bluff, Chemewa Hill, and Underwood Mountain to 

the north and northwest. To the east ofthe Mark O. Hatfield West Trailhead is the fully restored 

Hood River to Mosier segment of the HCRH. Several tunnels along this stretch have been 

reopened, fulfilling the plans ofthe HCRH Master Plan and setting an example for the ultimate 
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goal of restoring the entire Highway for recreation and historical interpretation. While the views 

fi'om the West Trailhead to Mosier become more distant fi'om the project the views are 

nonetheless highly important to the HCRH. Impacts fi'om these locations are also likely to be 

high. 

While the "Tunnel of Many Vistas" was destroyed during the construction ofInterstate 

84, segments of the original HCRH are present through this area. The sections that were lost are 

currently being restored and recreated through ongoing effOits ofODOT, the Oregon State Parks 

and Recreation Department, and Friends ofthe Historic Columbia River Highway. The "Tunnel 

of Many Vistas" will likely be re-created within the next ten years. If the Whistling Ridge 

Energy Project is constructed, the view fi'om the "Many Vistas" would not include a historically 

intact landscape. Rather, the vistas would be transfol1ned to include an industrialized skyline 

with moving parts and flashing lights less than 3 miles away. 

The impacts to opportunities for historic interpretation and impacts to this National 

Historic Landmark were not analyzed in the DElS. The proposed development would directly 

impact these views and undermine oppOltunities for historic interpretation. This constitutes a 

major adverse impact to the environment that needs to be reviewed and addressed. 

///// 

F. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Review the Likely Impacts of the Proposed 
Development on Recreational Resources. 

The DEIS fails to adequately review the likely impacts to recreational resources. The 

project site is centered within a wide array of significant recreational resources, ranging fi'om 

internationally recognized landmarks to local hikes with epic views. The DEIS fails to inventory 

all ofthe recreation resources in the vicinity and fails to adequately analyze the likely impacts to 

those resources. 
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The recreation resources in the vicinity include numerous locations to the south including 

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, 

the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, the Ice Age Floods National Historic Trail, the 

Historic Columbia River Highway Trail, Starvation Creek State Park, Viento State Park, Spring 

Creek Hatchery State Park, the Columbia River, the Mitchell Point Trail, Indian Head, and 

hiking along the Lower White Salmon River near the confluence with the Columbia. Locations 

to the north include the Lower White Salmon Wild and Scenic River, the Little White Sahnon 

River, Nestor Peak, the Little Buck Creek Trail, the Grassy Knoll Trail, Cook Hill, Little 

Huckleberry Mountain, and numerous other hiking trails and drive-up viewpoints in and near the 

Gifford Pinchot National Forest. The DEIS fails to adequately inventOlY these resources. 

Photo by lazse! Urmas. 

As explained above, the Lewis and Clark National Scenic Trail includes the Columbia 

River, State Route 14, Interstate 84, Starvation Creek State Park, and Viento State Park. The 

DEIS fails to acknowledge these components of the National Historic Trail. The DEIS fails to 

acknowledge that Starvation Creek State Park and Viento State Park also provide river access for 

wind surfmg, kite boarding, motor boating, canoeing and other \vater activities. The DEIS also 

fails to acknowledge that the City of Hood River is an international hub for windsurfing and that 

the project would be visible fi'om multiple windsurfing locations. The DEIS also fails to 
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recognize that the Little White Salmon River and the White Salmon River are internationally 

known in whitewater kayaking communities. 

The DEIS states that "[o]n the Oregon side of the Columbia River, land use within the 

Scel)ic Area is predominately commercial timber production and residential." DEIS at 3-265. 

This is one ofthe more absurd errors in the DEIS. The Forest Service owns thousands of acres of 

public land within the Scenic Area on the Oregon side of the Columbia that is managed to 

protect natural resources and provide recreation opportunities, not for timber production. The 

leading land uses on the Oregon side of the Gorge, excluding urban areas, are conservation and 

recreation. 

The DEIS states that "no parks or recreation facilities are planned within a 5-mile radius 

ofthe site, either as part of the Skamania County Parks and Recreation Master Plan or the 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan." DEIS at 3-139. This statement 

is patently wrong and ignores pla"ns to restore and develop facilities at Mitchell Point as part of 

the Historic Columbia River Highway. While Mitchell Point is ah'eady owned by Oregon State 

Parks, the development proposals are certainly new and warrant acknowledgement. 

The DEIS failed to give proper consideration to impacts to recreational resources, 

including a failure to analyze whether the project would be consistent with the Management Plan 

for the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and the Historic Columbia River Highway 

Master Plan, or the recreation resource provisions of the CRGNSA Management Plan. While 

these plans do not have direct regulatory authority over the project (assuming no ground 

disturbance would occur in the National Scenic Area), the goals and policies could be frustrated 

by the project. There needs to be at least a discussion of the potentialimpacts. 
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Project construction activities would generate traffic delays that would adversely affect 

recreational users. Countless residents in the gorge hike, windsurf, or kayak every day of the 

week and use the roads that would be used as a haul route for this project to access these 

recreational spots. Industrial traffic and associated delays would have an adverse impact on these 

resources. For example, use of the east access for Cook-Underwood Road for this project would 

block access to a recreational trail along the White Salmon River. Similarly, the west access for 

Cook-Underwood Road is regularly used by whitewater kayakers to access the lower three miles 

of Little White Salmon River, which has achieved legendary status due to the challenging rapids 

and consistent water flows. By fiiling to lblly acknowledge such impacts and prepare a traffic 

mitigation p lat~ for public review, EFSEC and the BP A have foreclosed the opportunity to 

evaluate the project's true impacts and inform the public ofthese impacts. 

Project operation would also affect recreation. The DEIS section that addresses direct 

impacts of project development fails to mention recreation resources. DEIS at 3-153. Similarly, 

the cumulative effects section of the DEIS does not identify a single impact to recreational 

resources. DEIS at 3-279-3-280. The DEIS does acknowledge low to moderate impacts to views, 

but fails to acknowledge that scenery is typically a central part of outdoor recreation. As stated 

above, the scenic resource analysis was grossly inadequate. 

Recreation resources that were not acknowledged through the scenic resource assessment 

include Little Huckleberry Mountain, Nestor Peak, and Cook Hill. These hiking areas provide 

dramatic panoramic views ofMOl\11t Hood and Washington's southern Cascades. Impacts to 

these resources were completely ignored. 

The proposed development would be located in the heart of one of the greatest 

recreational destinations in the world. Windsurfers, kiteboarders, kayakers, and hikers come 
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fi'om around the world to this area, and the Gorge itself is recognized as a national recreational 

treasure. Beyond the international and national fame, the area surrounding the project is home to 

people who hike, boat, bird, view wildflowers, and explore mountains and forests as a primary 

recreational pursuit. The project would be located in the middle of many of these activities. The 

recreational impacts analysis warrants substantial revision to reflect the actual impacts to 

recreational resources. 

G. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Analyze the Likely Impacts to Agricultural 
Tourism. 

The DEIS' s analysis of potential impacts to agritourism is limited to a superficial 

comparison to wind energy development that has occurred in area between Walla Walla and 

Kennewick. DEIS at 3-151. The DEIS merely states that "[w]ind power and winery tourism 

already co-exist in the Columbia River Area. For example, four wind power facilities are located 

between Walla Walla and Kennewick (Canyon, Stateline, Vansyc1e, Combine Hills). This area is 

home to a thriving wind industry with over 60 wineries." DEIS at 3-151. 

The DEIS provides no analysis of whether industrial wind development has caused any 

adverse impacts to wineries in that area, or whether the landscape and proximity of the two uses 

is even remotely comparable to the proposed Whistling Ridge project and existing agritourism 

activities in the area. 

For example, the DEIS does not explain how close any ofthe wind facilities are to the 60 

referenced wineries. For Whistling Ridge, the project would be within a mile of existing 

wineries, would dominate views, and may also be heard. Importantly, the DEIS does not even 

attempt to quantifY the number of agritourism businesses in the Underwood community, nor how 

close they might be to the proposed Whistling Ridge project. 
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The DEIS fails to explain how many of the 60 wineries are open to the public, and thus 

how many support agritourism. Wineries in the Underwood area have tasting rooms and host 

commercial events. 

The DEIS fails to provide any economic data evidencing business trends and property 

values for the 60 wineries before imd after wind energy facilities were constructed in that region. 

Even if 60 wineries coexist with the wind industry in that region, that does not mean the 

agritourism industry in that region has not been affected by the wind industry. 

In sum, the analysis of potential impacts to agritourism fails to provide any meaningful 

substantive analysis that can inform decision makers on the likely impacts of the proposed 

development. 

H. The Trauspoliatiou Impacts Analysis is Inadequate aud Must be Revised to 
Iuclude Alternatives that Avoid aud/or Mitigate Impacts to the Uudenvood 
Commuuity. 

The DEIS must adequately review the likely impacts to the local and regional 

transportation system. The proposed developmeut would geuerate thousands of vehicle trips 

through areas that are predominately used for recreation, agriculture, rural residential, and forest 

uses. Industrial development and land uses al'e prohibited in the areas that the proposed haul 

route would travel through. The transportation impacts would likely be substantial. Impacts 

would include significant delays due to increased traffic and the size of vehicles associated with 

the use. The vehicles associated with the proposal would also be incompatible with local uses. 

Whistling Ridge would make thousands of vehicular trips across the proposed haul route, 

including the hauling of heavy construction materials and equipment exceeding the Washington 

State Department of Transportation's legal load limit of 52.75 tons. See RCW 46.44.041. There 

would be more than 1,700 trips using specialized over-sized trucks designed specifically for the 
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industrial purpose of hauling the enormous turbine components. These specialized trucks are up 

to 150 feet long, 17.5 feet high, and 14.5 feet wide. Since October 11, 2007, trucks longer than 

125 feet in length have been prohibited on Washington SR-14 along the haul route. 

In addition to the specialized trucks, other large and oversized trucks would be needed to 

haul construction equipment, plus three pilot vehicles for each truck wider than 10 feet, and 

construction worker vehicles. Although WRE has not yet proposed a total number for all 

vehicular trips along the haul route, the total number would likely exceed 10,000 trips. The 

specialized trucks and their fi'equent, heavy loads are expected to damage the roads along the 

haul route. Thus, WRE proposes to repair road damage resulting from the industrial hauling. 

This massive intrusion of industrial construction equipment would run through rural 

residential, agricultural, and recreational areas. Given the impact to the community, EFSEC and 

the BPA should study alternative routes that would preclude or minimize the use of Cook-

Underwood Road as it runs through the National Scenic Area. 

In addition, the DEIS provides internally inconsistent information about the true extent of 

the traffic impact. At pages 1-29 and 3-233, the DEIS states that traffic flow could be restricted 

for up to 20 minutes during the construction phase. But at page 3-228, the DEIS states that traffic 

delays would increase by only six seconds as a result of this project. The agencies should explain 

the inconsistency. 

I. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Analyze and Address the Potential Health 
Impacts from Wind Energy Facility Operation. 

The nearest residence would be within one-half mile of the proposed facility. Numerous 

other residences would be in similarly close proximity. EFSEC and BP A must ensure that the 

DEIS includes adequate review of the likely impacts on neighboring propelties. 
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Recent studies have shown a potential for wind energy facil ities to cause adverse impacts 

to human health. Adverse health impacts could occur fi'om low-Ji'equency no ise that interferes 

with inner ear functions resulting in dizziness, nausea, and loss.of sleep. While the research is 

not conclusive, the uncertainty regarding health impacts of wind development warrant a 

precautionary approach to siting wind facilities neal' residential structures. The DEIS should 

include analysis of a variety of sources on the health impacts of wind energy development. 

EFSEC and the BP A should require that the facility be set back at least I mile from the nearest 

residence. 

Friends also incorporates the comments of Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins regarding 

the potential noise and human health impacts ofthe proposed project. 

CONCLUSION 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is 

grossly inadequate and fails to comply with the requirements ofSEPA, NEPA, and other 

applicable laws. The DEIS has been heavily influenced by the preferences and biases of the 

Applicant to rationalize a predetermined outcome, not to provide an impartial and informed 

analysis of environmental impacts. The flawed document cannot be used as a basis for decision 

making and must be substantially revised before any conclusions on environmental impacts can 

be drawn . 

. The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is easily the most controversial and problematic 

wind energy facility proposed to date in Washington State. The project would cause significant 

adverse impacts to unique resources in both Washington and Oregon, including scenic, natural, 

cultural, and recreational resources. The affected resources include the Columbia River Gorge 

National Scenic Area, the Historic Columbia River Highway, the Lewis and Clark National 
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Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail, sensitive wildlife species such as the 

federally listed nOlthern spotted owl, sensitive Native American cultural resources, and multiple 

hiking trails and othel' recreational resources. 

Because of these unique factors, the environmental review must be of the highest 

integrity. Unfortunately, this DEIS fails to take the hard look required by NEPA and SEP A. The 

DEIS is improperly designed so that the applicant's private economic interests unlawfully dictate 

the purpose, need, alternatives, and eventual outcome for the proposed action. The DEIS does 

not demonstrate that EFSEC and BPA consulted with agencies with expertise in the resources 

that would be affected by the project. The DEIS also misquotes and misrepresents the language 

and meaning of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Act, and prematurely and 

erroneously concludes that the project would be consistent with the applicable land use 

regulations. Finally, the DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the direct, indirect, and cumulative 

impacts of the proposed project. 

The DEIS is so deficient that it cannot be used as the basis for a decision on the project. 

The proposed project should be denied outright, but if it is to be given jilrther consideration, a 

supplemental or revised DEIS is required. 
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To:  Bonneville Power Administration and Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (DOE/EIS - 0419) 
Date: August 19, 2010 
 
 
This memo is intended to provide an independent professional evaluation of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed to be located in the central part of the 
Columbia River Gorge near White Salmon, Washington. The memo is provided at the request of Friends 
of the Columbia Gorge.  

Background 
I am a professional landscape architect with over 31 years experience. I am currently employed as a 
Senior Landscape Architect by MIG Inc., a multi-disciplinary planning and design firm with over 100 
staff in California and Oregon. My areas of professional emphasis include scenic resource assessment, 
natural resource planning, landscape ecology and ecological restoration. My clients have included the 
Oregon Department of Transportation, the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service, the Washington 
Forest Law Center, the Forest Stewardship Council, Metro, Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Western 
Resource Advocates and several private landowners located within the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area. Prior to entering private practice, I was chief landscape architect at the Mt. Hood National 
Forest. My work included having the lead role for management of scenic resources, and design of several 
projects within the Columbia River Gorge. I have included a more complete resume as an attachment. 
 
I have reviewed the sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that address scenic 
impacts, including maps, drawings, photos and simulations, and will focus my comments on scenic 
impacts. I am familiar with the general area from previous work in the Gorge. 

Project Description  
The proposal is to construct a wind energy project in the southeast portion of Skamania County, 
Washington, north and west of Underwood Mountain. Up to 50 commercial-scale wind turbines are 
proposed on forested land owned by SDS and Broughton Lumber Companies. According to the DEIS, the 
total land area involved is 1,152 acres, of which about 384 acres would be developed with turbines and 
associated facilities and roads. The proposed towers would each be over 400 feet tall, including three 
blades each up to 150 feet long. Analysis by the proponent demonstrates that most of the proposed 
turbines would be visible from multiple key viewing areas (KVAs) within the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area, as well as from other public and private viewpoints.  
 
The project site lies within the Cascade Range, and is at the western edge of the Columbia Plateau. The 
landscape topography includes a series of ridges west of White Salmon that orient generally northwest to 
southeast and overlook the Columbia River and Hood River, Oregon. Current land use is commercial 
timber. The surrounding landscape is a patchwork of forest, brushfields, and meadows in varying stages 
of regeneration from timber harvest, as well as dramatic mountain vistas, steep rocky cliffs, pastoral 
lands, and the Columbia River. Landforms in the vicinity are steep, complex and dissected by deep 
ravines.  
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Wind Facilities and Aesthetic Impacts 
Wind energy is still a relatively new type of land development, both in the Pacific Northwest and 
nationally. The first large-scale commercial wind energy project in the United States appeared at San 
Gorgonio Pass near Palm Springs, California in the early 1980s. This project and others in California 
(Altamont and Tehachapi passes) were and still are controversial, with aesthetic impacts often noted as a 
serious issue. The past few years have seen a significant number of proposals for wind energy 
development. Parts of the region, most notably the Columbia Basin, have already been visually 
transformed by the sheer number of turbines installed. Wind energy projects are land extensive, with 
single turbines needing 50 or more acres of free space around them. If present trends continue, hundreds 
of thousands of acres in Oregon and Washington will be developed with wind turbines within the next 
decade.  
 
The fundamental aesthetic problem of commercial wind energy development is that it introduces very 
large-scale, modern, industrial structures into rural, semi-natural, or even wild landscapes. Due to their 
large scale and unique appearance, modern wind turbines by their very nature result in high visual 
contrast to most landscapes. High contrast normally results in high impacts to scenery. Wind turbines 
challenge conventional approaches to scenic resource conservation, which rely on eliminating or reducing 
the contrast of built facilities or landscape alterations. In most cases modern wind turbines cannot 
reasonably be “visually blended” into natural or cultural landscapes. They are inherently visually 
dominant due to their huge scale, unique appearance, high color contrast, moving parts and the need for 
continuous lighting for air safety.  
 
Key factors in assessing the visual impact of wind turbines include:  

 The number of visible turbines and the extent to which they dominate vertically and horizontally. 
 The visual coherence or sense of order they present. Because they tend to be so prominent, 

turbines have to “make sense” within the view.   
 Wind turbines look best in simple, open, low relief landscapes like farm, prairie or rangeland. 

They fit uncomfortably in highly complex landscapes with lots of vertical relief and diverse 
vegetation patterns, like the Columbia Gorge.   

 Roads and power lines serving turbines can add substantially to visual impacts of wind energy 
developments. 

 Turbine placement may include other landscape disruptions, particularly land clearing and ground 
disturbance.  

 
There is little question that the vertical and horizontal scale of modern wind turbines has the power to 
transform entire landscapes. The huge size of individual towers and the horizontal scale of large projects 
can create substantial impacts even when viewed from distances of 10 miles or more.  
 
Page 3-172 of the DEIS states: “wind turbines are relatively large.” Commercial wind turbines are very 
large, out of scale with anything in the landscape around Underwood. They are nearly as tall as the tallest 
buildings in downtown Portland, and they do not look like any rural building or structure in existence. 
Modern wind towers and blades are nothing like the historic, small-scale, vernacular windmills of the 
Netherlands, Crete and Portugal. They feature sleek, industrial designs. They are large enough, different 
enough, and high contrast enough, to transform the surrounding landscape from predominantly natural or 
rural into an industrial scene.  
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Wind turbines are not designed to be place-sensitive. Energy companies are focused on maximizing 
productivity and minimizing costs. Thus, a one size fits all approach is used, and custom design is almost 
never considered. Wind facilities are context-free, meaning they look the same anywhere. And while they 
may be perfectly appropriate as an expression of their own function, they do not aesthetically fit in many 
landscapes.   
 
Every landscape includes the basic elements of form, line, color and texture that provide visual identity. 
Forms result from large and small scale elements interacting to create spaces. They can be regular or 
irregular, curvilinear or geometric. Lines are linear features, like roads or the edge of a clearing. Natural 
colors tend to include greens, browns, tans and blues. Textures can be rough, smooth, fine or coarse 
grained. To the extent that landscape changes or new objects repeat these elements, contrast is reduced 
between the proposed development and natural landscape character. This in turn results in less of a visual 
impact. Large arrays of modern wind turbines easily dominate over the form, line, color and texture of 
scenic natural and cultural landscapes. It is extremely difficult to relate them to existing landforms, 
vegetation patterns, and natural lines in ways that reinforce or harmonize. They introduce strong vertical 
lines and have a color and texture unlike anything that is found in most natural landscapes.  
 
Ridgelines are places where the land meets the sky, and where the viewer’s eye is easily drawn. Wind 
turbines, including those proposed for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, are often located on high, 
visually prominent topographic points, causing them to extend far above the horizon and create “skyline” 
impacts that accentuate their visibility. This detracts from surrounding landforms. One reason wind 
turbines look more at home on flat or gently rolling topography is the absence of conflict with prominent 
land forms, such as those found around the project area. The rotating blades of wind turbines are another 
unique feature that attracts additional attention. Lighting (including both nighttime and daytime lighting) 
accentuates visual impacts and extends them to all hours.  
 
Flawed Methodologies 
On 3-155 of the DEIS: “It assesses the potential for visual impacts using accepted methods of evaluating 
landscape quality and predicts the type and degree of effects the project likely would have on those 
attributes.” Two methods were used: The U.S. Forest Service Landscape Aesthetics Handbook and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) process for visual impact assessment.  
 
In my opinion, the FHWA method is not a suitable method for evaluating the visual impacts of wind 
energy projects in general, and this project in particular. This system was designed to be used only for 
assessing impacts from highway related development. It contains no process or method for assessing the 
visual contrast presented by wind turbines or related energy facilities (such as power lines). This is stated 
in the very title of the FHWA manual: Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects, and is explicitly 
noted in the opening sentence on page one: “This field guide is intended to help those who prepare or 
review the coverage of visual impacts in environmental assessments for highway projects”  (emphasis 
added). Unlike the Forest Service and BLM methods, the FHWA process is not a flexible method that can 
easily be adapted to different project types. The mere fact that other wind projects have used it in the past 
does not justify its continued misuse.  
 
Like all visual impact assessment methods, the FHWA contains terminology, approaches and ideas that 
can be borrowed or used elsewhere, but the proponent seems to have gone beyond mere borrowing and 
has assumed this method is more adaptable than it is. The decision to use this method seems based on a 
single factor, that it is used in lands that do not have assigned visual quality objectives. The flaws and 
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limitations of the FHWA method have been overlooked.  Moreover, visual quality objectives for 
viewpoints within the Scenic Area exist. Although the Scenic Area Act does not apply these VQOs 
outside the Scenic Area, they are a useful way of measuring the scenic impacts of the project on the 
affected landscape pursuant to NEPA and SEPA.  
 
Both the Forest Service and BLM visual assessment methods were designed and have been gradually 
adapted and refined to address numerous impact types. Though neither method anticipated giant 
commercial wind turbines, both have been used to review utilities, dams, mining and other energy related 
infrastructure. The BLM visual contrast method in particular has proven to be very useful and adaptable 
to assessing wind turbine development. 
 
Yet on page 3-156 of the DEIS the project proponents dismiss the BLM visual contrast method due to the 
absence of pre-existing “visual resource objectives” (even though as stated earlier, these exist for the 
affected key viewing areas). The assumption appears to be that visual contrast cannot be determined 
unless one first establishes resource objectives. But visual contrast is a useful way of measuring impacts 
regardless of whether a resource management objective has been established, because it relies on simple 
and time tested analytical standards, summarized below from BLM Manual 8431, Visual Contrast Rating: 
 
Degree of Contrast Criteria 
None   The element (wind turbines) contrast is not visible or perceived  
Weak   The element contrast can be seen but does not attract attention 
Moderate  The element contrast begins to attract attention and begins to dominate 
Strong   The element contrast demands attention, will not be overlooked, and is dominant 
 
In the BLM method, an objective measurement of contrast is combined with viewer sensitivity to 
determine the level of impact. A number of factors are considered, including distance, view angle, view 
duration, project size, atmospheric conditions and motion (i.e. spinning blades).The Forest Service 
method (Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management) has similar applicability, but 
substitutes the terms Retention (no contrast), Partial Retention (weak contrast), Modification (moderate 
contrast) and Unacceptable modification (strong contrast). Either of these methods would be appropriate 
for use on the Whistling Ridge project.  
 
A second flaw in methodology is the failure of the DEIS to analyze the landscape character of the project 
site and its vicinity. Only a general description of the regional landscape and local surroundings is 
presented on pages 3-161 to 3-163. The DEIS fails to recognize the visual prominence of the series of 
landforms and water bodies that comprise the surrounding landscape, including Whistling Ridge, 
Saddleback Mountain, Underwood Mountain, Underwood Bluff, Chemawa Hill, Dog Mountain, and the 
mouth of the Little White Salmon River. These are prominent and important focal features. The visual 
integrity of some of these landforms has already been somewhat compromised due to timber harvest and 
utility line construction, but that does not make these visually complex landforms any less important or 
less visible. On the contrary, it argues for being careful to not introduce additional impacts that increase 
cumulative effects. 
 
The DEIS’s failure to analyze the impacted area’s landscape character is an important omission, because 
landscape character is the baseline from which changes or contrasts are determined. Natural and cultural 
landscapes have identifiable form, line, color and texture characteristics that can be documented and 
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described. The extent to which a development either blends or contrasts with these characteristics is a key 
basis for understanding impacts. 
 
Scenic Quality Ratings and Viewer Sensitivity 
Page 3-157 of the DEIS states that “Scenic quality ratings were based on observations in the field, 
photographs of the affected area, methods for assessing visual quality, and research on public perceptions 
of the environment…” (emphasis added). It needs to be noted that wind project proposals in scenic 
landscapes tend to generate a lot of public concern and opposition, while proposals in less scenic areas 
(i.e. the prairie and plains states) generate very little opposition. For example, Cape Wind (off Cape Cod) 
several wind projects in New England and upstate New York, previous projects along the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area, including the abandoned Cascade Wind proposal not far from this site in 
Wasco County, projects proposed near the Wallowa and Steens Mountains in Oregon, and those in coastal 
areas have raised significant public opposition.  
 
In contrast, multiple projects proposed and built in the open range and farm land of the Columbia Basin 
have generated very little opposition based on aesthetic impact. This experience suggests that much if not 
most of the public is uncomfortable with the scenic impacts of commercial-scale wind energy projects in 
landscapes valued for their scenic qualities.   
 
The Columbia River Gorge is clearly valued for its scenic qualities, both natural and cultural. It is a 
federally protected national scenic area. It has a unique bi-state commission that plans, regulates, and 
monitors to protect scenic quality. The American Society of Landscape Architects included the Columbia 
River Gorge as one of the 100 most outstanding landscapes in the United States, ranking it along with 
Yosemite, Yellowstone and other national icons. Clearly, the public has already weighed in on the issue 
of whether the Gorge is scenic and merits conservation, and the answer is “yes.”  
 
Another flaw in the DEIS is the way the scenic quality ratings were created. Page 3-158 includes a table 
(3.9-1) that describes scenic quality ratings 1 (low) through 6 (outstanding). It states that “each viewpoint 
is assigned a final rating based on this scale.”  A landscape is either scenic or it isn’t based on its intrinsic 
qualities. Every landscape region has places that are more inherently scenic than other places. In the 
Washington Cascade Mountains, steep, rugged, complex and diverse landscapes, especially those with 
water features rank higher on scenic quality scales than do areas with gentle terrain, bland vegetation 
cover and no visible water. This is true regardless of where the observer happens to be standing. Both the 
BLM and Forest Service methods are useful in assessing the intrinsic scenic quality of landscapes. These 
sources and materials should be used, so that scenic impacts can be properly evaluated.  
 
Pages 3-159 contains questionable statements and assumptions on viewer sensitivity. Given that the 
project borders on a federally protected national scenic area and that key viewing areas and visual quality 
objectives have already been established for this landscape, there seems little need to create new 
assumptions about sensitivity from these viewpoints. All KVAs are by definition high sensitivity. Viewer 
sensitivity from KVAs is high based on the very definition the proponent uses on page 3-159:  
 

“High. Residential, recreational and viewers congregating in public viewing areas 
(churches, schools, designated scenic viewpoints, etc) are considered to have 
comparatively high visual sensitivity.” (emphasis added). 
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Additionally, contrary to the statements on page 3-159, sensitivity is not related to distance. A KVA. by 
definition, is a high sensitivity viewpoint, regardless of the distance to the object viewed. What changes is 
the degree of contrast experienced. At greater distances contrast is reduced and thus visual impacts 
normally decrease. Sensitivity, which is related to the observer, does not diminish with distance.  
 
On page 3-163, the DEIS states: “The local landscape visual appearance is of moderate visual quality with 
a moderate level of sensitivity.” (emphasis added). For reasons stated above, there is no analytical basis 
for making this determination. The landscape surrounding the proposed turbines may be of low, moderate 
or high quality scenically. But viewer sensitivity is inherently high from designated scenic viewpoints 
such as key viewing areas. 
 
For viewpoints outside of the Scenic Area (i.e. Husum) some analysis on sensitivity may be useful. 
 
The selection and analysis of viewpoints in the DEIS is flawed. On page 3-164, the DEIS states: “Each 
viewpoint was assessed for its scenic quality and viewer sensitivity, and a rating was applied to provide 
an overall average for the area.” This sentence makes no sense. The scenic quality of the viewpoints is not 
an issue. The scenic quality of the project site and how this would change under the proposal is the issue. 
Viewer sensitivity, as previously stated, should be presumed to be high from any KVA. That is exactly 
why they were designated KVAs in the first place. There is no such thing as an “overall average” with 
respect to scenic quality. One cannot average the scenic quality or impacts among differing viewpoints. 
Each must be assessed on its own merits. 
 
Viewshed and Viewpoint Analysis 
Figures 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 are useful in assessing the potential visibility of proposed turbines from within the 
National Scenic area and elsewhere. But they fail to note the full extent to which the turbines would be 
exposed to key viewing areas. The analysis treats the scenic impact problem as a viewpoint impact as 
opposed to a view corridor impact, but several of the affected KVAs are corridors, not points. These 
corridors include designated scenic roads and the Columbia River. The DEIS should be revised to analyze 
the distance along the entire length of these KVAs from which the project would be visible and to 
simulate views from multiple points along these KVAs in order to identify where the greatest impacts are 
likely to occur.  
 
As it stands, the viewpoints chosen for analysis may not be truly representative: I-84, the Columbia River 
and the Historic Columbia River Highway all have multiple possible view locations that may experience 
greater impacts than the single locations chosen by the applicant. Each of these view corridors come 
within 3 miles of the project, yet all sample viewpoints are more than 4 miles from the project. Additional 
views along these three KVAs should be analyzed. For example, a simulation from the Historic Columbia 
River Highway at Mitchell Point, directly across the Columbia River from the project, is critical. 
 
The visibility maps (Figures 3.91 and 3.92) illustrate that a huge area covering thousands of acres is 
potentially within line of site of one or more turbines. Given the high visibility of the project, additional 
viewpoints need to be selected to help analyze visual impacts. For example, the analysis failed to consider 
the impact from certain KVAs, including Tom McCall Point  
 
Finally, there is a need to identify which turbines are visible from which viewpoints. This will aid the 
applicant, reviewing agencies, and the public in understanding both the extent of impact and in 
identifying potential mitigation measures. 
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Photomontages 
The applicant is relying heavily on the small number of selected viewpoints and photomontages to 
determine the level of impact. Regulatory reviewers of this proposal, as well as concerned members of the 
public, need to understand the inherent limits of what these photomontages can represent.  
 
First, the choice of viewpoints is critical. Are the viewpoints chosen truly representative of the views 
available in the area? For reasons mentioned, I do not believe this has been shown to be the case. Given 
the scale of this project and the number of viewpoints potentially affected, additional viewpoints should 
be analyzed.  
 
Second, photomontages are not, and cannot, be true to life representations and should not be viewed as 
such. The inherent limitations of photomontages should be discussed in the DEIS. Two-dimensional 
photo images can never replicate a three-dimensional world because people see stereoscopically, and will 
view real life turbines from within three-dimensional space, not as if they were painted upon a flat plane. 
Real world resolution is also much greater than what can be portrayed on a photo. Brightness ratio is a 
measure of contrast between the lightest and darkest elements in any given view. On a clear day, a viewer 
might experience a 1,000 to 1 brightness ratio.  The same image on a computer monitor provides a 100 to 
1, or at best 400 to 1 brightness ratio. If this image is printed, the brightness ratio is cut in half or less. 
What this means is that a photographic image is inherently much lower contrast than what one would see 
in the real light of day.  
 
Additionally, the size of the image one looks at and the distance from which one views that image are 
crucial. Page 3-160 of the DEIS states that “Visual simulations were developed using photographs taken 
with a 35 mm digital SLR camera. Various focal lengths from 40-70mm were used with the intent to 
capture the maximum pixels and resolution for the simulation.” A 50mm focal length approximates what 
the human eye sees. A 40mm length shows a wider angle, and pushes an image farther away, while a 
70mm length brings it closer to the viewer. Most people will view the photomontages either on a 
computer monitor or on a printed page. Research indicates that to get a realistic sense of scale and 
distance, the original photo should be taken with a 70mm focal length and the image should be printed or 
viewed at a full page size, either 8 x 11 or 11 x 17 depending on the extent of the area being shown. This 
is because most people need to hold an image 15-20 inches away from their eyes in order to be focused. 
Viewing a photo of an object several miles distant, and moving that photo a few inches away adds miles 
to the effective visual distance. Also, by clipping images together to create panoramas, the photomontages 
effectively make the turbines recede farther into the background than they would appear in reality. 
 
It is nearly impossible for people to judge the true scale of wind turbines when looking at photos of them 
taken from a distance of several miles. The problem is there is usually no clear frame of reference within 
the photo to measure the size of a turbine against. Unless there is something of known size near the 
turbines, a house or barn for example, one cannot tell if the turbines are 100 or several hundred feet tall.  
 
In short, the images provided are too few and otherwise limited to be able to accurately assess the 
potential visual impacts of the proposal. 
 
The images included in the DEIS vary greatly in scale. For example, the turbines appear much larger in 
the simulation for viewpoint 3, a distance of 7.6 kilometers, than they do for viewpoint 1, a distance of 
6.4 kilometers. How can this be? The turbines should appear larger in the closer view. The answer must 
be that the reproduced image provided, no matter what focal length was used, does not reflect the 
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distance. This is also evident in comparing viewpoints 11 and 12, which are similar view angles. The 
turbines in the simulation for viewpoint 12 appear smaller and farther away than those for viewpoint 11, 
even though the former is 3 kilometers nearer according to the data provided on the image. 
 
Lastly, even if the photo images were perfect representations of the wind turbines, they would fail to 
capture the added impacts due to the motion of spinning blades. Blade motion would attract the eye and 
add to visibility. Simulations that include motion (animations) should be provided by the applicant to 
properly assess impacts. 
 
Specific viewpoints 
I have selected a few viewpoints to illustrate the magnitude of impacts that may result from this project as 
designed. 
 
Viewpoint 11: I-84 Westbound  
As viewed from this viewpoint, the 25 turbines with visible hubs clearly are visually dominant over the 
natural form, line, color, and texture of the existing landscape. They are high contrast, even with the 
inherent brightness ratio limitations of the photomontages. They have a strong skyline presence that 
draws attention to them. Spinning blades would only increase their obvious visual dominance. A key 
problem from this viewpoint is the chaotic, jumbled appearance of the turbines. They are bunched up and 
overlap each other, creating too much visual density, with too little space between individual turbines and 
clusters. The turbines viewed from this vantage point present a very high contrast. Given the huge number 
of viewers, long view duration, and high sensitivity, the visual impact from the I-84 KVA and the 
adjacent Columbia River KVA in this area is very high. 
 
Viewpoint 12: Koberg Beach State Park 
Impacts from viewpoint 12 are high, but not as high as from viewpoint 11. The angle of view is similar to 
the previous one, but because the distance is shorter, some of the turbines have ducked behind the 
horizon. The result is a bit better visual composition and thus somewhat less impact. The turbines are still 
visually dominant, but their horizontal scale is less, and the array is more coherent. Taking these two 
images together, one can conclude that the impacts might be even greater when viewed from further east. 
This is supported by the viewpoint map, which indicates that more turbines are visible from further east.  
 
Viewpoint 13: I-84 Eastbound 
The photomontage included in the DEIS is suspiciously low contrast. Given the much shorter view 
distance as compared with the previous two viewpoints, and taking the wireframe into account, the 12 
turbines seen from here would be visually dominant. The skyline effect is strong, but the horizontal scale 
is modest. The biggest impact is from the dense cluster of turbines at the high point in the center of the 
image, best viewed on the wireline (Figure 3.9-10). Again, in looking at the viewpoint map, it appears 
that the turbines would be visible from along I-84 stretching 2 miles to the west and several miles to the 
east. This means a long duration view, and possibly more visible turbines. The composition of the 
turbines from this viewpoint is problematic. There are two areas of overlapping rotors, which create some 
visual incoherence. Impacts from this viewpoint are high.  
 
Viewpoint 14: Viento State Park 
This is a very misleading photomontage. The image is very faint, and the size does not correspond to the 
relatively short view distance of 6.4 kilometers (4 miles). The wireframe view indicates that the 18 
turbines seen from this viewpoint would be very high contrast and would have high impacts, similar to 
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those discussed under Viewpoint 11. All 18 turbines break the skyline, there are overlapping rotors and a 
jumbled, chaotic composition. The turbines located at the high point in the center of the image are 
particularly strong impact. The turbines would be framed by Dog Mountain, seen on the left side of the 
photo, and a portion of Underwood Bluff, seen on the right side of the photo (Figure 3.9-11). These are 
very natural, highly intact landforms, exacerbating the contrast that the turbines would introduce. Existing 
development prohibitions on these landforms, which lie within the National Scenic Area, are at the 
highest protection level, allowing no visual contrast. This illustrates the high sensitivity of the viewshed.  
 
Viewpoint 19: Historic Columbia River Highway 
This is also a visually misleading photomontage that most likely vastly understates the visibility and 
contrast of the 11 turbines in view. The image is much too hazy, and the white clouds behind the turbines 
provide a convenient low contrast backdrop for white turbines. By viewing the wireframe, I conclude that 
the turbines would be moderate to high contrast, and would be co-dominant to dominant. Impacts would 
be at least moderate, and possibly high. One visual advantage is that from this angle the turbine 
composition is reasonably coherent and the horizontal scale (along the horizon) is not great. The location 
of the turbines at a low point along the ridge presents lower impacts than noted in the previous photos. 
My concern is that the Historic Columbia River Highway runs within 3 miles of the project boundary 
west of this site. Selecting a single viewpoint over 7 miles from the project probably does not fully reflect 
the actual impacts to this Key Viewing Area. 
 
Unknowns 
The analysis in the DEIS leaves some unanswered questions in addition to the ones already raised. First, 
what will be the extent of short-term and permanent forest clearings around the turbines? Typically wind 
turbines need a lot of free space around them to reduce turbulence and blade interference.  How far will 
this clearing extend from each turbine? Has this forest clearing been incorporated into the 
photomontages? It does not appear to have been..  
 
Second, the DEIS mentions new and improved roads, but no roads are shown in the photomontages. Has 
the proponent determined that these roads will not be visible, or have they simply been left out of the 
picture? Since the turbines are along prominent, narrow ridges, it is possible that roads will have to be cut 
into the sideslopes in order to be at an appropriate grade. If this is the case, the road cuts could be visible 
from some viewpoints.   
 
Third, what turbines will be used and how large will they be? The scale of commercial turbines continues 
to increase year by year. Taller turbines than the ones depicted would be even more visible and higher 
contrast. 
 
Fourth, the analysis does not include an evaluation of impacts from lighting (both daytime and nighttime). 
Lighting can cause a high contrast with surrounding landforms, dramatically increasing the impacts of 
development, both during the day and at night. The DEIS does not even attempt to estimate the extent of 
lighting, instead merely providing general guidance regarding the placement of lights and stating that the 
FAA will require lighting later. The DEIS needs to be revised to estimate the extent of lighting for this 
project and its impacts within the affected landscapes. 
 
Findings  
The visual impact analysis provided in the DEIS is faulty and incomplete. In addition, the DEIS’s 
conclusions that visual sensitivity is only low to moderate and that impacts would be low to moderate 
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from most viewpoints (Table 3.9-2) are not supported by the facts. The project as presented would have 
substantial adverse impacts to scenic resources. 

 Given the project location adjacent to the National Scenic Area, and its high visibility, the 
potential scenic impacts of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project are clearly high. 

 The proposed project is located on visually prominent, complex topographic features. Research 
and experience shows that it is difficult to successfully “blend” large-scale industrial commercial 
wind turbines with complex, forested landforms like those that make up the proposed site.  

 It may be technically difficult or impractical to rearrange the turbines in arrays that appear orderly 
and coherent. The proponent has made no attempt to do so in any event. 

 Visual impacts from key viewing areas within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
are moderate to very high from several of the viewpoints selected by the proponent for analysis. 

 Additional affected viewpoints and key viewing areas have not been, but need to be, analyzed to 
get a better sense of the extent of impacts.  

 Duration of view, particularly along KVA corridors, needs to be fully analyzed. Indications are 
that the view duration will be long from I-84, the Columbia River, and the Historic Columbia 
River Highway, further exacerbating impacts. 

 The proposed turbines contribute to adverse cumulative impacts when added to existing clearcuts 
and transmission line corridors on the project site. 

 Given that there are additional wind energy facilities currently proposed along the National 
Scenic Area boundary east of this project, there is a real potential for increased cumulative 
impacts from multiple key viewing areas. By approving projects one at a time, we could someday 
in the not-distant-future reach a point where wind turbines are in view from Hood River all the 
way to the eastern boundary of the National Scenic Area. 

 The photomontage images in the DEIS are flawed. The scale and distance appear to be 
inconsistent. Atmospheric conditions on some photos are hazy. Use of a white cloud background 
reduces apparent color contrast of turbines skylined on visually prominent ridges.  

 From several viewpoints, the array of turbines in view is chaotic and incoherent. Rotors 
frequently overlap. Research is clear that, because modern commercial turbines are so large and 
inherently contrasting, good design that is visually coherent is crucial to mitigating visual 
impacts.  

 The photomontages provided do not appear to take account of additional visual impacts from tree 
removal and roads associated with the turbines.  

 The analysis fails to account for nighttime lighting visual impacts. Turbine lighting will be 
required by the FAA. 

 The analysis fails to account for the additional visual impacts due to blade motion. 
 The proponent has not offered any meaningful mitigation for visual impacts that will result from 

this project. The visual impacts are treated as “unavoidable,” even though no effort has been 
made to avoid them.  

 
Recommendations  
Provision of renewable energy is an important goal, but that does not mean areas immediately adjacent to 
and highly visible from the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area are suitable locations for 
commercial-scale wind energy. If this project moves forward, the following steps should be required: 
 

 The proponent should go back to the drawing board and test different turbine locations and sizes 
to reduce visual impacts. Turbines that are visible from key viewing areas within the national 
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scenic area should be moved or removed. It may be possible to build a smaller number of 
turbines, carefully located, in such a way as to avoid adverse impacts.  

 The analysis should expand the number of viewpoints and should include view duration. Specific 
turbines that are most visible from the most viewpoints should be identified.  

 Photomontages should be re-done to include likely impacts from permanent forest clearing and 
road construction. 

 Photomontages should be redone to reflect the clear sky atmospheric conditions under which the 
turbines would be most visible.  

 Photomontages should be created from initial images shot with a 70mm focal length and 
reproduced at a full single sheet size that correctly depicts the scale as one would see it in reality. 

 Photomontages should include a note describing the ideal distance the viewer should be from the 
image to best approximate the actual scale. 

 Reviewers should note that the images provided, no matter how good, are not reality. The real-
world experience of viewing large turbines in three dimensions and much higher brightness will 
be different, and likely stronger, than can be depicted.   

 The proposed development should be required to use newly available radar-activated lights to 
reduce the scenic impacts of the turbines at night.     

 Alternative turbine colors should be considered that may reduce visual contrast. For example, in 
Scotland light gray turbines have less visual contrast than white ones seen against the sky. 

 

 
Dean Apostol 
Landscape Architect 
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Comments on the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Power Project DEIS
Skamania County, Washington

K. Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D.

27 August 2010

Friends of the Columbia Gorge asked me to prepare an expert comment letter on the Whistling
Ridge Wind Energy Project DEIS.1  I reviewed this document and its appendices.  My comments
will mostly address the baseline data used to assess impacts and proposed mitigation measures.
A summary of my comments appears on page 24.

I am an ecologist with 25 years of research and consulting experience on issues related to
wildlife management and conservation problems.  My qualifications for preparing this
declaration are summarized in my curriculum vitae, which is attached.  I received a Ph.D. degree
in ecology from the University of California at Davis in 1990.  Following four years of post-
graduate research in the Agronomy and Range Science Department at UCD, I have worked for
citizen groups, businesses, attorneys, and government agencies, largely on solving problems
affecting wildlife, especially on special-status species.

I have eleven years of experience with the biological impacts caused by wind turbines.  I
performed multiple monitoring and research programs in the Altamont Pass Wind Resources
Area (APWRA), and I senior authored many reports that followed, most of which were peer-
reviewed.   I consulted for the California Energy Commission on matters related to wind farm
development.  I also consulted to wind power companies, and helped project applicants obtain
permits to repower a portion of the APWRA.  My contribution to wind energy development has
been to produce research-based solutions to avoiding, minimizing, and reducing bird collisions
with wind turbines.2

ESTIMATES OF PROJECT IMPACTS – WIND TURBINE COLLISIONS

WEST, Inc. appeared to have relied on several types of empirical evidence to predict wind
turbine-caused impacts at the proposed 75 MW Whistling Ridge wind energy project.  These
lines of evidence included a model based on fatality rates regressed on utilization rates,
comparisons of exposure index values among species seen at the site, and a comparison of raptor
nest density to nesting densities at other wind project sites.  However, these approaches have
consistently led to inaccurate predictions of project impacts at other locations (see below), and
therefore should be examined carefully before relying on them yet again.

Predicted Collision Rates

Not only have most predictions of raptor fatality rates at wind projects been proven wrong after
the project was developed and monitored for fatalities, but some of the wrong predictions have
been very wrong (Table 1).  Following construction and monitoring, raptor fatalities were
estimated to be twice as high as predicted at Stateline, nearly 5 times higher than predicted at
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Hopkins Ridge, 3 times higher than predicted at Wild Horse, 6.9 times higher than predicted at
Shiloh I, at least 11 times higher than predicted at Klondike II, and about 14 times higher than
predicted at Big Horn.  Even in the scientific field of wildlife biology, prediction errors of these
magnitudes would be considered gross failures.  Prediction failures are caused by fundamental
shortfalls in the assumptions and methodology used to make the predictions.3  The repeat failures
to predict wind project impacts should prompt the States of Washington and Oregon to demand a
review of the methods used, and to require new standards, including consequences for wind
projects exceeding predicted fatality levels by more than 50%.

Table 1.  Predictions of raptor fatality rates at proposed wind projects, and compared to
estimated fatality rates following project development.  Reported estimates were those appearing
in fatality monitoring reports provided by consultants, and the Smallwood estimates were those
made by me, using a common set of methods and assumptions, including search detection and
scavenger removal rates reported in Smallwood (2007).

Raptor fatalities / MW / Year

Project Predicted
Reported
estimate

Smallwood
estimate

How fatality rates
compared to predicted
rates

Klondike I 0.029 - 0.044 0.000 0.000 Lower
Combine Hills 0.00-0.02 0.000 0.000 Accurate
Buena Vistaa 0.331-0.581 0.605 0.544 Accurate
Klondike II ~0 0.11 0.062 11 times higher
Stateline 0.061 0.091 0.130 1.5 to 2.1 × higher
Big Horn 0.015 – 0.020 0.150 0.243 8.6 to 13.9 × higher
Shiloh I 0.109 0.820 0.756 6.9 to 7.5 × higher
Wild Horse 0.007-0.074 0.090 0.251 2.2 to 3.1 × higher
Hopkins Ridge 0.020-0.040 0.139 0.172 4.6 to 5.7 × higher
a I co-authored the report that presented the predicted fatality rates for Buena Vista.

Fatality rates regressed on utilization rates

WEST, Inc. relied on a regression relationship (Figure 8 in App. C-4) that regularly appears in
their environmental documentation in support of wind energy projects, and which I have
commented on before (see Figure 1, below).  Affirming its reliance on the WEST, Inc. approach
to assessing potential project impacts, the DEIS (page 3-63) stated, “Mean overall bird use in the
study area was low compared to these other wind resource areas studied: ranking 19th compared
to 24 other wind resource areas…” and, “Mean annual raptor use was 0.28 raptors per plot per
20-minute survey, which is a standardized way to measure use in order to compare results to
avian use at other sites.”  However, this approach was inappropriate for use as a predictive tool
due to multiple fundamental flaws, which are addressed in the following paragraphs.
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Figure 1.  Fatality rate as a function of utilization rate, according to WEST, Inc., Figure 8 in
Appendix C-4.  The dotted line fitting the clump of data points at the lower left represents an
alternative regression relationship if data from the two California WRAs in the upper right
aspect of the graph were omitted. The regression relationship was pseudoreplicated.

Sufficiency of survey effort.—The vertical dashed arrow in Figure 1 represents the utilization
rate that WEST, Inc. estimated for raptors at the Whistling Ridge project site.  Although a non-
biologist might be impressed with the number of bird surveys performed at the Whistling Ridge
project site, totaling 261 surveys, biologists familiar with utilization surveys at wind project sites
have cause for concern regarding conclusions drawn from the level of effort devoted to
Whistling Ridge.  The 261 surveys lasted 20 minutes each, so totaled 87 hours.  Eighty-seven
hours was insufficient time to detect multiple raptor species and many other bird species,
especially considering the high levels of visual occlusion due to forest cover surrounding
observation stations at Whistling Ridge, along with the large volumes of airspace that would
have been occluded due to mountainous terrain and cloudiness.

Even the large amount of survey time invested in the Altamont Pass WRA -- where no forest
occluded views -- failed to detect multiple species that are killed by APWRA wind turbines,
including threatened and endangered species such as brown pelican and peregrine falcon, and
many hours were needed to detect only one individual of many species.  For example, 774 hours
of survey at Vasco Caves Regional Preserve in the Altamont Pass WRA4 failed to detect
peregrine falcon even though this species was twice documented as killed by Altamont Pass
wind turbines.  At Vasco Caves, it took 387 hours per merlin observation, even though this
species is killed by Altamont Pass wind turbines.  It took all 774 hours to detect one red-
shouldered hawk, and it took 70 hours per Cooper’s hawk observation and 55 hours per
Swainson’s hawk observation, even though members of these species have been killed in the
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Altamont Pass.  Just because a species goes undetected in the minimal survey efforts that have
been directed to birds at wind project sites does not mean that that species will avoid collisions
with wind turbines.

An earlier study in a different part of the Altamont Pass WRA involved 980 hours of bird
surveys.5  In that study the number of hours required per observation was 490 for Cooper’s
hawk, 980 for white-tailed kite, 163 for rough-legged hawk, 7 for loggerhead shrike (a
commonly killed species), 43 for cliff swallow (another commonly killed species), and 2 for
golden eagle.  Even though in the Altamont Pass we invested more than 11 times the hours
committed to Whistling Ridge, we were unable to detect any significant relationships between
fatality rates and utilization rates among rows or larger plots of wind turbines.6  My colleagues
and I concluded that not only were relatively small sample sizes an impediment to detecting a
relationship between fatality rates and utilization rates, but there was the interference of a
substantial bias caused by declining survey detection rates with increasing distance from the
observer, especially for smaller-bodied bird species.  The survey effort at Whistling Ridge was
grossly insufficient for informing decision-makers about the impacts of the project that will be
caused by wind turbine collisions with birds.

The surveys were diurnal.—The utilization surveys at Whistling Ridge did not record any birds
flying at dawn, dusk, or at night, so they inadequately characterized the suite of bird species that
uses the project area.  (Utilization surveys are different from protocol-level call-back surveys
used to detect northern spotted owls, and the data are recorded differently and used differently,
including for wind turbine siting.)  No nocturnal owl species would have been detected unless an
owl flushed in daylight hours for some reason, and multiple other species would have been
missed if they flew at night.  This shortfall can be applied to most survey efforts that have been
performed at wind project sites throughout the USA, so it was not unique to Whistling Ridge.
This shortfall should be acknowledged and the level of uncertainty attributed to conclusions of
impacts should be increased.

Variation in visibility of surveyed airspace.—Survey observation stations are typically located
on prominent aspects of the study area so that the observers can scan for birds in as much of the
airspace as possible.  The surveyed airspace is that airspace between the observer and the
maximum survey radius (a maximum distance from the observer), and between the ground and
to whatever elevation above the ground (ceiling) the surveyor is scanning for birds.  WEST, Inc.
routinely uses an 800-m maximum survey radius.  However, at least some of the airspace
between the observer and the maximum survey radius is usually hidden from the observer, due to
hills, the slope of the hill upon which the observer stands, trees, and the prevalence of fog or
clouds.  In hilly or mountainous terrain, observers stationed on prominent locations might be able
to see a smaller proportion of the available airspace between 40 and 100 m away due to the slope
dropping away from the observer.  These observers might be able to survey a larger volume of
airspace between 100 and 250 m away because those distances overlap canyon bottoms into
which the observer might be able to see and over which there is more airspace due to a larger
elevation range extending from below the observer (canyon bottom) to whatever elevation
ceiling the observations might extend (assuming there is a ceiling).  In other words, prominent
locations tend to provide surveyors with variable volumes and proportions of volumes of
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airspace as functions of distance from the observer, due to the manner in which the ground
surface slopes away from the observation station.

The ground surface area of a flat circle within 800 m of the observer at a single station equals
2.01 km2.  Assuming the WEST, Inc. survey team can see birds as high as they seem to think
they can see them in distance, the volume of airspace surveyed on perfectly flat and unobstructed
landscapes would be 1.61 km3, which in my opinion is a huge volume of airspace in which to
expect to see more than a small fraction of the available birds  In the Altamont Pass my
colleagues and I did not believe we could reliably detect most birds flying as high as 800 m, so
we selected a ceiling of 140 m above the elevation of the observer, excluding birds above that
ceiling from utilization rate estimates.  This 140-m ceiling above flat terrain would have the
surveyors searching 0.28 km3, which is still a volume I consider unmanageable, but which is
much smaller than within an 800-m ceiling.

However, flat ground is rarely where bird surveys are performed in WRAs, especially in the
Pacific Northwest.  From station to station, and from project site to project site across the US, the
visible volume of airspace surveyed will vary greatly due to variability in topography and forest
cover surrounding each station.  To illustrate the influence of this variability, Lee Neher and I
constructed a digital elevation model (DEM) of the Vasco Caves Regional Preserve in the
Altamont Pass and we calculated the volume of airspace visible from each of 15 observation
stations (Figure 2).  Our results demonstrated that bird observations need to be related to visible
volumes of airspace to avoid confounding any comparison that would be made of utilization
rates among observation stations or wind project sites.

Figure 2.  Change in mean (left graph) and station-specific (right graph) percentage of visible
volume of airspace within 140-m ceiling and within specific radial bands from the observer (x-
axis) among 15 observation stations at Vasco Caves Regional Preserve in the Altamont Pass.
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Note that our maximum survey radius was 2009 feet, or 600 m, whereas WEST, Inc. uses a
maximum survey radius of 800 m, including at Whistling Ridge.  Projecting the trends in this
Figure to 800 m, we might expect a mean of 60% of the airspace to be visible, ranging about
20% to 94% among the stations, and this variation did not include airspace hidden by forest
surrounding observation stations at Whistling Ridge.  Without accounting for this source of
variation in utilization rates, comparing utilization among sites within a project area could be
misleading, and comparing utilization rates among wind project sites across the US might
qualify as very misleading.

800 m maximum survey radius was too far.--Lee Neher and I quantified the effect of variable
distances of birds from the observer, using our DEM of a project area in the Altamont Pass
(Figures 3 and 4).  We calculated detection functions from the patterns depicted in Figures 3 and
4 (see Table 2), enabling me to project our detection rates to visible volumes of airspace within
the maximum survey radii used by other investigators.  Raptor utilization rates within an 800 m
maximum survey radius would be reported at about 81% of the rate within a 600 m maximum
survey radius, at 60% of the rate within a 400 m survey radius, and 22% of the rate within a 100
m survey radius.  Without accounting for the effect of distance from the observer, utilization
rates cannot be compared among wind projects, nor can utilization rates be compared
appropriately among species.

Table 2.  First detections/hr/km3 of visible airspace regressed on distance from observer within
radial boundary increased from 30 m to 600 m at Vasco Caves Regional Preserve, California.

Model parameters
Species/Group Model a b r2 SE P
Golden eagle Power 12.6915 -0.7430 0.97 0.10 0.001
Red-tailed hawk Power 90.0736 -0.6041 0.96 0.10 0.001
Turkey vulture Power 66.4367 -0.7159 0.97 0.11 0.001
Northern harrier Logarithmic 11.0526 -3.2695 0.95 0.63 0.001
Prairie falcon Power 21.8581 -1.1817 0.98 0.14 0.001
American kestrel Power 75.5038 -1.0143 0.94 0.21 0.001
Raptors Power 281.1493 -0.7349 0.97 0.10 0.001
Common raven Power 306.0222 -0.7777 0.97 0.12 0.001

Pseudoreplication.--The regression relationship in Figure 8 of App. C-4 likely exemplifies
psuedoreplication in correlation analysis, which is a fundamental experimental design flaw that
is routinely warned against in statistics textbooks.7  The regression is based on two clusters of
data, one from wind projects located mostly in the Pacific Northwest and the other from two
projects located nearby each other in California.  If the variation in the graph was more
representative of the two regions -- Washington/Oregon versus Central California – than of the
individual project sites, then the sampling units were really the regions and not the project sites.
In presenting their graph, Johnson and Erickson (2008, 2010) presented a value for the
coefficient of determination, r2, but they neglected to present an error term.  Furthermore, they
presented the relationship as significant, and the DEIS repeated that conclusion along with the
prediction, based on the regression, that 0 raptors would be killed by Whistling Ridge wind
turbines (page 3-79).
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Figure 3.  Within specific 100-foot radial bands, mean first detections/hour/km3 of visible
airspace decreased with increasing distance from the observer for golden eagle, red-tailed hawk,
turkey vulture, northern harrier, prairie falcon, common raven, American kestrel, burrowing
owl, and all raptors as a group in Vasco Caves Regional Preserve, 2006-2007.  Horizontal
dashed lines represented detection rates expected of each species assuming spatial distributions
were most accurate within the closest 100 or 200 feet to the observer.
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Figure 4.  Cumulative mean first detections/hour increased with increasing distance from the
observer for golden eagle, red-tailed hawk, turkey vulture, northern harrier, prairie falcon,
common raven, American kestrel, burrowing owl, and all raptors as a group in Vasco Caves
Regional Preserve, 2006-2007.  The solid line in the lower right graph depicts the exponential
increase in cumulative detections of raptors, assuming the spatial distribution of raptors was
unaffected by the locations of observation stations and detection rate was most accurate within
the closest 100 feet.
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The coefficient of determination is an index of both response and precision, but the reader must
be familiar with regression analysis to visually assess the degrees to which variability or
precision contributed to r2.   A more direct measure of precision is the root mean square error
(RMSE) of the regression, otherwise known as standard error.  In my experience, RMSE can
serve as a diagnostic tool for deciding whether r2 was influenced more by leveraging from
outliers or from psuedoreplication.  Another diagnostic test is to omit data from one of the
clusters to learn whether the regression slope would change significantly.  In fact, omitting the
two data points from Central California project sites converted a strongly positive slope to a
negative slope (see dotted line in Figure 1), and the revised regression line was a better fit to the
data, based on RMSE (RMSE = 0.0567, which was a third of the value for the pseudoreplicated
regression slope).  In cases like this, when two data points determine whether an estimated
regression slope is strongly positive or negative, the analyst should not use the regression
equation to make predictions.  It was inappropriate for the DEIS to predict that 0 raptors would
be killed by Whistling Ridge.

Accuracy of fatality rates.—Where able, and in the time I had before preparing this comment
letter, I used data available in reports to independently estimate fatality rates at project sites
across the western USA. My estimates averaged 2.44 times higher than reported for all birds as a
group (N = 23 reports), 1.34 times higher for all raptors as a group (N = 23), and 2 times higher
for all bats (N = 20).  Probably the principal reason for my higher estimates was the difference in
fatality estimator.  Most of the monitoring reports I reviewed had utilized the following estimator
of fatalities per MW per year, FA:

eqn. 1

where FU is unadjusted average number of carcasses observed per MW per year, t  is mean
number of days until carcass removal, and is estimated by scavenger removal trials, p is
proportion of carcasses found by fatality searchers during searcher detection trials, and I is
average search interval in days.  The other estimator in use, and the one I use, is derived from the
Horvitz and Thompson (1952)8 estimator:

,
pR

F
F

C

U
A eqn. 2

where RC is the average proportion of carcasses remaining since the last fatality search and is
estimated by scavenger removal trials.  I assume carcasses are deposited at a steady rate from
wind turbines, so I take the average proportion of carcasses remaining each sequential day
between searches:

,
I

R
R

I

1i
i

C eqn. 3
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where Ri is proportion of carcasses remaining by the ith day following the initiation of a
scavenger removal trial.  Thus, the expected proportion of carcasses remaining by the next
fatality search should be RC corresponding with the fatality search interval, I.

A key difference between the two estimators is the use of t in eqn. 1 and the use of RC in eqn. 2.
The sample size of placed carcasses contributing to RC never changes from start to finish of a
removal trial, as none of the carcasses need to be censored.  On the other hand, the sample size
contributing to t  starts small and increases quickly as the trial grows longer (Figure 5, left
graph).  If 10 carcasses were placed to obtain RC, then 10 carcasses will contribute to RC after 1
day, 10 days, or 30 days.  If 10 carcasses are placed to obtain t , then it may be that none of them
will contribute to t after a day because none had been removed by then, and so all had to be
censored from the calculation.  If 4 carcasses were removed after 10 days, then only these 4
would contribute to the calculation of t .  If 7 carcasses were removed after 30 days, then only
these 7 would contribute to the calculation of t .  Thus, t increases exponentially with the
sample size used to calculate t because the increasingly large sample is also composed of
carcasses that have persisted longer into the trial (Figure 5, right graph).  Furthermore, t
increases nonlinearly with number of days into a trial (Figure 6), indicating a bias.  Perhaps the
main bias, however, is the use of t , which is derived from a time period that is necessarily much
longer than the average search interval of the fatality monitoring (see text that follows).

Figure 5. Sample sizes used to calculate mean days to carcass removal decline with shorter trial
duration (left graph), and mean days to removal increases exponentially with sample size (right
graph) at Vasco Caves Regional Preserve, Altamont Pass, California.
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Figure 6.  Mean days to carcass removal increases with longer duration of the carcass removal
trial at Vasco Caves Regional Preserve, Altamont Pass, California.

When censoring remaining carcasses, t cannot be calculated unless at least one carcass has been
removed.  If no carcasses are removed during a trial, then t will be undefined, whereas RC would
equal 1 and the fatality rate could still be estimated.  To prevent a trial result in which no
carcasses are removed, and hence t cannot be calculated, investigators can place larger numbers
of carcasses or they can perform longer trials.  Placing larger numbers of carcasses can
potentially swamp the vertebrate scavengers, thereby increasing mean days to removal.  The
option to perform longer trials might help explain why many of the trials intended to obtain t
have been conducted for 40 to 64 days, or from nearly twice as long to more than four times
longer than the average search interval used in the corresponding fatality monitoring.  Values of
t  derived from such long trials will be larger than those derived from trials lasting no longer
than the fatality search interval (Figure 5), and the fatality rates will be underestimated.

I must also point out that my estimates, relying on eqn. 1, remain conservative because I have yet
to account for declining searcher detection rates as the search interval increases (searcher
detection trials are based on a search interval of less or equal to one day).  I also have not
accounted for crippling bias – the non-detection of mortally wounded birds that leave the search
area on their own volition before perishing – because there is no means to account for this bias.
Underestimates of fatality rates in the Pacific Northwest might be partly caused by reliance on
mean days to carcass removal as an adjustment for scavenger removal rates (Smallwood 2007),
but some of the scavenger removal trials were sufficiently flawed that I had to replace their
results with national averages in Smallwood (2007).  Under-estimated fatality rates have been
used to predict fatality rates of planned projects, which may be one reason why predicted fatality
rates have so often been wrong (Table 1).  The regression analysis appearing in Figure 8 of App.
C-4 was based on inaccurate fatality rate estimates.
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Accounting for inter-annual variation.—The data presented in Figure 8 of App. C-4 were
derived mostly from one-year monitoring programs.  However, inter-annual variation in fatality
rates and utilization rates can be very high at a given project site.  For example, fatality rates
varied 5.7-fold from low to high over 8 years within a 10-year period in the Altamont Pass WRA
(Figure 7). They varied nearly 2-fold over a 3-year period at Foote Creek Rim9 and nearly 3-fold
over a 4-year period at Buffalo Ridge.10  Given this range of variation, single-year estimates are
mere snapshots of fatality rates and unlikely to reveal meaningful relationships between fatality
rates and utilization rates among wind projects.

Figure 7.  Inter-annual estimates of raptor fatality rates in the Altamont Pass WRA.

Regression relationship based on selective inclusion of data.—Figure 8 of App. C-4 was based
on only some of the wind projects for which there exists fatality rate and utilization rate
estimates.  Including more of the estimates available, the regression slope reported by Johnson et
al. in the Whistling Ridge DEIS no longer applies (Figure 8).
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Figure 8.  Fatality rate estimates regressed on utilization rate estimates after including data
from additional WRAs to those used by WEST, Inc.

Consistency of regression relationship.—WEST, Inc. has been inconsistent in its utilization
rates and fatality rates used to construct the regression model in Figure 8 of App. C-4.  For
example, in the environmental review documents prepared for Windy Point, Windy Flats, and
Hatchet Ridge, data representing the two extreme California wind projects (Diablo Winds and
High Winds) indicated 30% higher utilization rates than depicted in the Whistling Ridge DEIS.
Also, the fatality rate representing Diablo Winds was half as great in the Windy point, Windy
Flats, and Hatchet Ridge documents compared to the Whistling Ridge DEIS.  Compared to the
regression model presented in the environmental review documents for Windy Point, Windy
Flats, and Hatchet Ridge, the regression slope was more than twice as steep in the model
presented for Whistling Ridge.  These inconsistencies should be explained.

Fitted regression line intercepts 0 fatalities before it intercepts Y-axis.—The DEIS (page 3-79)
predicted that Whistling Ridge will cause 0 raptor fatalities because its estimated utilization rate
appeared to the left of the Y-axis 0-intercept in Figure 8 of App. C-4.  This prediction was
unrealistic and inconsistent with the very data that contributed to the estimated regression line.
In fact, one of the wind projects that contributed to Johnson et al.’s regression model also
appeared to the left of the Y-axis 0-intercept, but it was represented as having killed 0.09
raptors/MW/year (my estimate of the fatality rate of this project was twice as high, however).  In
addition to this inconsistency in the use of the regression, omitting the two Central California
wind projects from the analysis flips the regression slope from positive to negative, potentially
leading to an opposite conclusion – that Whistling Ridge will kill more raptors than any other
wind project in Washington or Oregon.  However, for multiple reasons discussed below, I advise
against using my revised regression line or the Johnson et al.’s regression line for predicting
fatality rates.
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Calculation of utilization rates.—Utilization rates contributing to the regression model were
often calculated as means among seasonal totals, rather than annual total observations per year or
weighted averages.  Weighted averages should be used if surveys were performed regularly
across all seasons, where the weightings are based on duration of each season.  Without
weighting, simple averaging among seasonal total utilization rates likely under-represents the
contributions of longer seasons with higher bird use.

Summary of fatality rates regressed on utilization rates

The consultants who prepared the supporting documents for the DEIS have been unable to
accurately predict raptor fatality rates, as demonstrated above.  In fact, their predictions have
been much too low, and the same problem can be demonstrated for bats and other bird species.
Upon examination, the methods used to predict fatality rates appear to be ineffective, as raptor
fatality rates failed to correlate with nesting densities, utilization rates, and exposure index
values.  The methods used by the consultants simply do not work. The predictions of fatality
rates in the Whistling Ridge DEIS cannot be relied upon.

Exposure index values

On page 3-77, the DEIS summarizes the calculation of the exposure index (also see App. C-4),
which it said was used to assess the risk of collision of each bird species.  In fact, on the same
page and on subsequent pages the DEIS did just that – it offered conclusions about the
likelihoods of collision-caused fatalities based on values of the exposure index.  However, I have
never seen a test of the relationship between fatality rates and exposure index.  Based on my own
experience attempting to relate fatality rates to variables similar to the exposure index, I am
skeptical that WEST, Inc. has actually generated a hypothesis test result that would support the
use of the exposure index as a predictive tool.  Therefore, I tested for a relationship using data
from the Big Horn and Wild Horse Wind Projects (Figure 7).

I found no hint that fatality rates could be predicted by the exposure index.  Furthermore,
between the two projects 27 species (23%) were not detected during utilization surveys at one or
both project sites but were killed by wind turbines at the same project site.  Of the 22 species that
were detected during utilization surveys at one or both project sites and that were also killed by
wind turbines, only 4 of them (18%) were given exposure index values >0.  In other words, there
was no correspondence between the exposure index and fatality rates.  The exposure index
appears to be completely ineffective as a predictor of fatality rates caused by wind projects.

Nesting densities

I collected reports of raptor nesting densities and raptor fatality rates from wind projects
throughout the western states.  I found no trend in the relationship between fatality rates and
nesting density that would suggest that nesting density explains some of the variation in raptor
fatality rates (Figure 8).
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Figure 7.  Relationship between fatality rates and exposure index values for each bird species
documented in utilization surveys and fatality searches at the Big Horn and Wild Horse Wind
Energy projects.  I omitted bats and unidentified birds such as sparrow, falcon, or passerine.  I
included only estimates for individual, named species, totaling 115 estimates between the project
sites (some species appear twice, once for each project site).

Figure 8.  Raptor fatality rates did not correlate significantly with raptor nest densities recorded
on project sites and usually within a 2 mile buffer of the project boundaries.  Raptor nesting
density did not appear to predict raptor fatality rates at wind projects.
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ESTIMATES OF PROJECT IMPACTS – COLLISIONS

The DEIS predicted 0 raptors would be killed by the Whistling Ridge wind turbines, but this
conclusion did not comport with the record of fatalities documented at existing wind energy
projects (Table 3).  There have been only two wind projects that documented 0 raptor fatalities,
but those estimates were based on one year of monitoring, which was insufficient.  Based on
reports of fatality monitoring at 23 wind projects in Washington, Oregon and California, the
average fatality rates projected to 75 MW of rated capacity would predict 33 raptor fatalities per
year, 422 bird (including raptor) fatalities per year, and 86 bat fatalities per year (Table 3).
However, the Whistling Ridge project site differs from all the others because it would be in a
mountainous and forested environment that is also often enveloped by clouds.  Given the
absence of existing wind farms in these conditions in the Pacific Northwest, I cannot provide
reliable estimates of collision rates at Whistling Ridge, but I caution that fatality rates could be
much higher than listed in Table 3.

Furthermore, the fatality rate projections in Table 3 are interim rates before I update Smallwood
(2007) to improve the adjustment factors for searcher detection error and scavenger removal rate.
My 2007 paper was based on available searcher detection and scavenger removal trials available
at the time, but hundreds of trials have been performed since then.  I have integrated the data
from these hundreds of trials, and I have observed much faster removal rates for most taxonomic
groups, especially for bats, as well as lower searcher detection rates.  I have not had time yet to
finalize my analysis of these data from newer trials.  I anticipate that my fatality rate estimates
will be higher once I have updated Smallwood (2007).

Table 3.  Predicted wind turbine-caused annual fatalities based on projections of my
independent estimates of collision deaths/MW/year among 23 modern wind farms in Washington,
Oregon, and California.  Note that these projections did not account for the unique
environmental setting of Whistling Ridge, as none of the available fatality rate data were from
forested landscapes.  Fatality rates could be considerably higher at Whistling Ridge due to forest
cover and due to occlusion of turbines caused by the area being frequently enveloped by clouds.

Collision deaths/MW/yr Annual deaths

Group
Predicted in Whistling

Ridge DEIS
Mean among 23 modern

wind projects in western US
Projected to Whistling

Ridge
All raptors 0 0.438 33
All birds No prediction 5.623 422
All bats “Some” 1.143 86

ESTIMATES OF PROJECT IMPACTS -- HABITAT

According to the DEIS (page 3-35), “the project area includes no native habitat and is
permanently committed to use by commercial forestry operations…” and, due to frequent and
repeated disturbances, “the quality and value of the forest is generally considered low.” These
statements reveal a lack of understanding in the habitat concept, and are therefore inappropriate
in a document intended to inform the public and decision-makers.  Habitat is defined by the
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species’ use of the environment,11 so there is no such thing as “native habitat.”  The fact that
many terrestrial vertebrate species continue to reside and use the project area, as documented by
the utilization surveys,12 is proof that the project site continues to serve as habitat for many
species. Over 87 hours of surveys from fixed observation stations, WEST, Inc. detected 90
species of bird, which equals >1 species per hour detected.  For comparison, 979 hours of survey
at Altamont Pass detected 35 bird species, or 0.036 species per hour.13  Bird species diversity is
much greater at Whistling Ridge than at the Altamont Pass, where bird fatalities caused by wind
turbines are notoriously high.

Ecological integrity is the degree to which the species assemblage is composed of native species
that are supposed to occur in a particular environment.  The degree to which a species list is
composed of exotic species is a measure of site invisibility, which tends to increase with reduced
ecological integrity.14  Of the 90 bird species detected at Whistling Ridge, only wild turkey was
exotic, and this species is quasi-exotic as it only spread its range from east of the Mississippi
River.  In my experience, Whistling Ridge exhibits a very high level of ecological integrity and a
very low level of site invisibility for terrestrial vertebrates.  The characterization of poor habitat
and low value on Page 3-35 was misleading.

According to the DEIS (page 3-50), “northern spotted owls will not be “taken” by the proposed
project.”  I disagree with the foundation for this conclusion.  The argument was made that a US
Fish and Wildlife Service protocol can be interpreted to conclude that northern spotted owls no
longer occupy historical nest sites because owls were not detected at the sites in 6 to 8 years.
Government protocols do not dictate biological reality.  It has been well established that animal
populations tend to be spatially dynamic, meaning that centers of activity shift periodically.15  In
most cases, the shifting of activity centers tend to shift locations every generation or so, and I
would consider 6 to 8 years to be short of a northern spotted owl generation.  Hypotheses for the
spatial shifts have included:  (1) escaping parasite or predator loads; (2) exhaustion of resources;
(3) dispersal of progeny as the natal population senesces; and, (4) some combination of these
hypothesized factors.  Just because a species has not been detected for a while does not mean the
species will never return, and I state this without implying that I believe northern spotted owls no
longer occur at the site.

Some conclusions in the DEIS were inconsistent with earlier foundation statements. For
example, on page 3-59, the DEIS stated, “little is known about this species [Keen’s myotis],” and
then a few sentences later it stated, “the likelihood of occurrence on the site is considered low.”
Similarly, on page 3-60, the DEIS stated, “Based on lack of detailed information on this species
(Townsend’s big-eared bat] distribution and nature of the bat surveys conducted on the site, it is
difficult to conclude with certainty the likelihood of Townsend’s big-eared bats occurring on the
project site.  … the likelihood of occurrence on the site is considered to be low.”  In both these
cases, the conclusions of low likelihood of occurrence came immediately following admissions
that the analysts knew very little about these species.  These types of conclusions are inconsistent
with the precautionary principle in risk assessment, which should be a principle applied to any
DEIS.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS

On page 3-83, the DEIS stated, “The proposed project would cause mortality to birds and bats
through turbine collisions.  However, the level of mortality is not anticipated to be sufficient to
negatively affect the population viability of any single species.” This conclusion was offered in
the absence of any population viability analyses (PVAs) or any other defensible risk assessments.
There is no scientific basis for this conclusion. In the discussion that follows, I address the
cumulative impacts analyses performed by WEST, Inc. and included in the DEIS as Appendices
C-11 and C-12.

In Apps. C-11 and C-12, Johnson and Erickson (2008)16 and Young and Poulton (2007)17

performed what they termed cumulative effects analysis.  In the case of Johnson and Erickson
(2008), the cumulative effects analysis was of the wind industry’s desired build-out of about
6,700 MW of wind energy capacity on the Columbia Plateau spanning eastern Washington and
eastern Oregon.  They averaged fatality rates from existing wind farms in the region and
multiplied the average rate against the desired build-out capacity of 6,700 MW.  They then
compared their predicted annual fatalities to their estimates of regional population size, relying
on a population estimator based on breeding bird survey (BBS) results from the 1990s and
provided by the Partners in Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan.  However, these
estimates were unsuitable for the use that Johnson and Erickson (2010) and Young and Poulton
(2007) made of them, and I found several other problems with the analysis, discussed below.

Regional Population Estimates.--Johnson and Erickson (2010) neglected to mention that there
exist relatively large standard errors associated with the mean detections per BBS route.  I used
the standard errors to calculate 95% confidence intervals, which yielded very large ranges of
population size for each species addressed in Johnson and Erickson (2008).  For example, the
lower bound estimate for ferruginous hawk was less than 0, and the differences between one side
of the confidence interval and the mean population estimate ranged 29% (American kestrel) to
65% (ferruginous hawk) of the magnitude of the mean.  Without addressing the large error terms
in the data, Johnson and Erickson (2008) inadequately informed the reader about the suitability
of their population estimates for assessing biological significance of “cumulative impacts.”

More importantly, Johnson and Erickson (2008) dismissed strong criticism of a review of the
Partners in Flight approach.  Thogmartin et al. (2006)18 reviewed the population estimation
approach of Partners in Flight, and found the approach to be an inappropriate use of BBS data.
The BBS was designed for detecting long-term population trends, but not for estimating
population size.  Thogmartin et al. (2006) also pointed out several potential biases in the Partners
in Flight use of BBS data.  The most likely and most substantial bias is the extrapolation of
detection rates from roadways across large expanses of potential habitat lacking roads.  Having
performed many years of bird surveys both along roadways and far from roads, I cannot agree
more with Thogmartin et al.’s conclusion that this was a serious bias, and one that likely inflated
population estimates of the species addressed in Johnson and Erickson (2008).  American
kestrels, red-tailed hawks, and ferruginous hawks congregate along roadways because utility
poles occur along roadways and are used for perching, especially on agricultural and shrub-
steppe landscapes lacking natural tall perch structures.  Furthermore, on agricultural landscapes,
foraging habitat often occurs as strips between roads and disked fields.  Extrapolating densities
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from roadways will produce absurdly inflated numerical estimates of numerous bird species,
especially for American kestrels because their densities were estimates only within 200 m of
BBS routes (the usual radius used by Partners in Flight was 400 m).  A later version of Johnson
and Erickson’s cumulative impacts analysis (Johnson and Erickson 2010), which was
mysteriously not the analysis used in App. C11, dismissed Thogmartin et al.’s review because no
other regional population estimates exist for the Columbia Plateau.  This rationale was
unscientific.19

Johnson and Erickson (2008) did not provide a Partners in Flight estimate of the population size
for golden eagles on the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion within Washington and Oregon because
golden eagle fatalities had yet to be documented among wind turbines on the Columbia Plateau.
However, golden eagle fatalities were subsequently documented, so the 2010 version of Johnson
and Erickson’s cumulative impacts analysis included a golden eagle population estimate, which
was 1,700.  For this number of golden eagles to occur on the Columbia Plateau within
Washington and Oregon, the population density would have to be nearly as high as recorded in
the Altamont Pass, or nearly one nesting pair per 19 km2.20  The Altamont Pass golden eagle
density was characterized by Hunt et al. as one of the highest ever recorded.  Therefore, for the
Johnson and Erickson estimate to be true, the Columbia Basin would require an Altamont-level
density to extend across the entirety of the Plateau, which is highly unlikely based on my
understanding of animal density and distribution.  Furthermore, the baseline studies performed
by Johnson and Erickson and their WEST, Inc. colleagues have universally reported much lower
golden eagle observations per hour among project sites in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion as
compared to the utilization rates documented in the Altamont Pass.  As examples, WEST, Inc.
reported 0 golden eagle observations during baseline surveys at Big Horn, 0.07/hour after 90
hours at Wild Horse, 0.033/hour after 270 hours at Golden Hills, 0.024/hour after 126 hours at
Hopkins Ridge.  For comparison, representative observation rates from the Altamont Pass have
been 0.278/hour and 0.314/hour.  The golden eagle population on the Columbia Plateau cannot
be just as dense as in the Altamont Pass while at the same time trained observers count them at
rates that are 0%, 8%, and 24% of the rates observed in the Altamont Pass.

As for Swainson’s hawk, Johnson and Erickson (2008) estimated 10,000 breeding Swainson’s
hawks reside on the Columbia Plateau within Washington and Oregon.  My model of nesting
density projected only 579 pairs, or 1,158 adults.21  My projection was extended beyond all the
population density estimates that were available to contribute to the model, so to be conservative
I can rationalize doubling my estimate to 2,315, which is still a much smaller population size
than estimated by Johnson and Erickson.

Johnson and Erickson estimated the breeding American kestrel population to be 170,000 on the
Columbia Plateau within Washington and Oregon.  This number would amount to 7% of the
entire North American breeding population that was estimated 28 years ago, and it would be a
much larger percentage of today’s North American breeding population.22  It would have me
believe that at least 7% of North America’s American kestrel population resides on 0.55% of
North America’s land mass, or nearly 13 times more densely other than expected in the
Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  This regional population estimate also would have me believe
there resides 1 breeding American kestrel for every 0.79 km2, or one pair per 1.58 km2.  This
density across such a large area would be highly unlikely.  Furthermore, Johnson and Erickson
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(2008) claimed that the level of mortality likely to be caused by wind turbines following desired
build-out in the Columbia Plateau would be sustainable and therefore of no significant
population impact.  This conclusion was not supported by a scientifically acceptable analysis,
and it was inconsistent with the overall declining trend of American kestrels across North
American and within Washington, specifically.23

Fatality Rates.--Johnson and Erickson (2008, 2010) compared fatality rates among Oregon and
Washington wind farms, and then extrapolated the mean fatality rates to the projected build-out
of 6,700 MW of wind power capacity in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion.  The fatality rates in
their Table 2 (Table 1 in the 2010 analysis) were too low (Table 4).  For example, using the same
data, I found their estimates to be low for Big Horn, Wild Horse, and Stateline.  The raptor
fatality rate reported for Big Horn was 0.15 deaths/MW/year, whereas I estimated the rate to be
60% higher.24  The raptor fatality rate at Wild Horse was reported to be 0.09 deaths/MW/year,
but I estimate the rate to be 178% higher.  The raptor fatality rate at Stateline was reported to be
0.091 deaths/MW/year, but I estimated the rate to be 43% higher.  Extrapolating my Wild Horse
fatality rate estimates to 6,700 MW of cumulative capacity yielded 1,688 raptors per year and
27,230 total birds per year.  Extrapolating my Big Horn fatality rate estimates to 6,700 MW of
cumulative capacity yielded 1,625 raptors per year and 23,568 total birds per year.  The average
of the extrapolations from these two projects yielded 1,656 raptors per year and 25,399 total
birds per year.  These extrapolations are 3.2 times greater for all raptors and 1.4 times greater for
all birds than forecast by Johnson and Erickson (2008, 2010), and I have yet to consider the
confidence intervals around the fatality rate estimates, which are very large.  As for American
kestrel, Johnson and Erickson (2008, 2010) forecast 162 deaths/MW/year, but my average
estimates between Wild Horse and Big Horn, extrapolated to 6,700 MW, indicates the
cumulative toll will be 1,381 deaths/MW/year, or 8.5 times greater than forecast by Johnson and
Erickson (2008, 2010).

I also compared cumulative annual fatalities predicted by WEST, Inc. (and included in the DEIS)
to my predictions based on my independent estimates of fatality rates using data in the same
reports (Table 4).  Compared to the predictions made by WEST, Inc., my predicted cumulative
annual fatalities caused by the projected build-out of wind energy facilities in the Columbia
Basin Ecoregion were 6.3 times greater for raptors, 2.6 times greater for all birds as a group, and
about the same for bats (Table 4).  Most of the difference in predictions between those made by
me and WEST, Inc. can be explained by the estimators used, and specifically whether scavenger
removal rates of carcasses were characterized by mean days to removal or by proportion of
carcasses remaining at the ith day into a removal trial (see earlier discussion).
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Table 4.  Differences in predicted fatality rates across neighboring Klickitat County and across
the Columbia Basin Ecoregion, where the predictions were made by WEST, Inc. and by my use
of the same data in available reports.  Note that Whistling Ridge is not part of the Columbia
Basin Ecoregion, but the DEIS nevertheless relied on a cumulative impacts analysis directed
toward wind projects in the Columbia Basin Ecoregion.  In either case, the WEST, Inc. estimates
of fatality rates were much lower than my estimates, based on the same data.

Annual deaths in 1,000 MW
Klickitat County

Annual deaths in 6,700 MW
Columbia Basin Ecoregion

My estimate as multiple of
WEST, Inc. estimates

Group

Predicted by
WEST

(2004)25

Projected by
my mean
estimate
(N = 23)

Predicted by
Johnson and

Erickson
(2008)

Projected by
my mean
estimate
(N = 23)

Klickitat
County

Columbia
Basin

Ecoregion
All raptors 33 438 469 2,935 13.3 6.3
All birds 1461 5,623 14,539 37,674 3.8 2.6
All bats 467-600 1,143 7,906 7,658 1.9-2.4 1.0

Avian Use Rates.--It was inappropriate to compare avian use rates among wind farms without
accounting for differences in maximum survey distances from the observer and in volumes of
visible airspace from observation stations.  Topography varies from place to place, and so does
the proportion of the survey area that is visible from the observation stations.  Also, detection
rates of birds decline rapidly with distance from the observer, more so for smaller-bodied birds,
so comparing use rates between wind farms will be substantially biased when the maximum
survey distance was 800 meters in one wind farm and only 400 meters in another, or when few
birds of one species will be detected beyond 300 m whereas most birds of another species will be
detectable to 800 m.  Without accounting for species-specific detection functions and variation in
visible airspace due to topographic occlusion, comparisons of use rates cannot be reliable.26

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON THE DEIS

Cumulative impacts analysis in App. C-12 (page 1) identified dryland agriculture, CRP, and
rangeland to be more suitable for wind power development on the Columbia Plateau than the
surrounding mountainous areas that are more forested.  I agree with this assessment.  While
developing a screening tool for siting wind energy facilities in California, I discovered that
forested sites pose greater hazards to more bird species, including special-status species.27  It
appeared that overall impacts of wind power projects on wildlife would likely be greater in
forested environments.

According to the DEIS (page 3-46), “Although [golden eagles] soar at high altitudes, they drop
down to the ground to capture prey.”  This characterization can be misleading.  Golden eagles
typically hunt while flying low to the ground, using a flight behavior termed ‘contour flying.’  In
fact, the summary of the two golden eagles seen flying on the project site (same page, 3-46)
indicated the eagles were at heights above ground typical of the heights used during contour
flights.  This contour flying appears to be a behavior that predisposes golden eagles to wind
turbine collisions, and it is not a behavior that this species will change.



22

Table 2 in Young and Poulton (2007) summarized “Mean annual mortality” estimates from
various wind power projects in the region.  However, most of the cited estimates were for one
year only and not multiple years as the heading, “Mean annual mortality,” would lead readers to
believe.

Making the argument that background mortality causes fatality rates to be over-estimated at wind
project sites, Young and Poulton (2007: page 14) claimed they found 0.33 bird carcasses per
turbine plot equivalent per year in background fatality monitoring at two wind project sites, one
in Montana and one at Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota.  However, Young and Poulton (2007)
neglected to mention that background mortality searches have been performed at multiple wind
project sites by multiple investigators over the past decade, and those searches turned up very
few or zero naturally occurring bird carcasses (Table 5).  The average among reported
background mortality surveys (0.0108 dead birds per turbine plot-equivalent) was 32 times lower
than claimed by Young and Poulton (2007).  In the case of Buffalo Ridge, which was one of the
two project sites cited by Young and Poulton (2007), another WEST, Inc. team (Johnson et al
2000)28 conducted 2,482 searches in reference plots and found one naturally occurring fatality
for every 78 person-hours spent searching.  They concluded, “The amount of natural mortality
occurring in the study area is so small that attempting to correct fatality estimates for natural
mortality is not warranted.”

Table 5.  Results of background mortality surveys in which fatality searches were performed in
similar environments as occurred amongst the project’s wind turbines, but where there were no
wind turbines.  The turbine plot equivalent was 0.5625 ha, or the area within a typical square
search plot used at modern wind turbines of 75 m per side. Anderson et al. (2005)29 also
performed background mortality searches, but their searches were nearby the wind turbines of
the Tehachapi Pass, and appeared to have likely included birds killed by the wind turbines.

Source30 Study site
No.
sites

Ha
per
site

Searches
per site

Ha
search
effort

Dead
birds
found

Deaths /
turbine

plot
equivalent

Nicholson 2003 Buffalo Mountain, TN 3 0.785 150 353.40 2 0.0101
Harmata et al. 1998 596.00 4 0.0119
Kerlinger et al. 2000 Ponnequin, CO  24.000 5 120.00 2 0.0296

Schmidt et al. 2003
National Wind
Technology Center, CO 10 0.790 24 189.60 0 0.0000

Kerlinger et al. 2005 High Winds, CA 90 1.767 1 159.04 0 0.0000
Average 0.0103
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The DEIS listed several wind turbine design features as mitigation measures, including:

Use of tubular tower to minimize perching;

Minimize use of turbines lighting to minimize the chance of disorienting birds and
bats; and,

Install newer generation up-wind turbines.

However, all three of these design features are pursued for economic reasons having nothing to
do with mitigating wildlife impacts, and there is no empirical evidence that any of these features
have anything to do with bird and bat fatalities. These design features do not in any way mitigate
for the impacts of bird and bat collisions.

Conducting a raptor nest survey prior to construction would unlikely mitigate project impacts.
How could it, other than influencing the timing of installation to minimize disturbance caused by
construction activities?  There is no established relationship between raptor nest density and
wind turbine collision rates.

I concur with the need for post-construction fatality monitoring, but I would set the minimum to
three years instead of two years, and I would require that all the turbines are searched for
fatalities over the first three years and that a subset of the turbines be searched through the life of
the project.

I agree that a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) should be established, but EFSEC and BPA
should impose minimum standards for TAC membership, including scientific credentials and
experience with issues relevant to avian and bat impacts caused by wind projects.  The TAC
should be clearly authorized to select the fatality monitor, to require additional mitigation, and to
change the monitoring.  However, this measure should refrain from giving the impression that
additional mitigation measures are readily available.  In truth, there is little if anything that can
be done to reduce bird and bat fatalities once the wind turbines are installed.  There is no
evidence that any measures have been implemented to reduce bird fatalities at modern wind
energy projects, and so no evidence that any measures were effective.31

Unless the TAC is formed long before project construction, I do not believe mention should be
made of adaptive management.  To be true adaptive management, the measures would need to be
formulated ahead of time, along with thresholds of success and alternative prescriptions.  The
TAC should work together with stakeholder groups to formulate an adaptive management plan,
and the plan should be informed by adequate, directed pre-construction surveys.  The currently
available surveys are not adequate for informing adaptive management.
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Recommended Mitigation Measures

Once the wind turbines are installed, there is little, if anything, that can be done to reduce fatality
rates.  Therefore, it is very important to carefully plan the installation of wind turbines, including
tower height and wind turbine siting.  Lee Neher and I have developed spatial models to predict
hazard zones for specific species of raptor in the Altamont Pass, relying heavily on behavior and
utilization surveys.  Sufficient sample sizes of birds displaying specific flight behaviors, e.g.,
hovering, contouring, fly-catching, are needed to inform the models, which also rely on a
resolute digital elevation model of the project area so that slope and wind conditions can be
measured and related to bird flight patterns.  Our models are being implemented in two
repowering projects.  Our approach or a similar approach should be utilized at Whistling Ridge,
if the project is developed.

Once wind turbines are carefully sited, tower heights are decided upon to minimize encounters
with birds, and the electrical distribution system is designed to minimize impacts, the wind
turbine-caused fatalities should be low enough to establish a reasonable nexus between the
project’s impacts and the benefits gained through compensatory, offset mitigation.

Fatality monitoring and post-construction utilization monitoring should be performed for at least
three years following project installation.  The monitoring is needed to learn of successes and
failures of the project planning so that the lessons can be applied to future wind energy projects.
It is also needed to inform compensatory mitigation.  All wind turbines should be included in the
fatality monitoring to ensure adequate sample sizes are obtained.  Fatality searches should be
performed no less frequently than every two weeks, and two teams should perform searches
independently of each other so that detection rates can be estimated without performing
independent searcher detection and scavenger removal trials, which are fraught with biases and
sources of uncertainty.32

SUMMARY

Collision Impacts

The analysis of direct impacts caused by bird and bat collisions with wind turbines was
incorrect and misleading.  It relied on the same methodology that has most often resulted in
predicted fatality rates being proven by post-construction monitoring to have been much
too low.  Measured raptor fatality rates have been up to 14 times higher than predicted
fatalities.

The impacts assessment relied on raptor fatality rates regressed on utilization rates, but this
regression was fundamentally flawed in multiple ways.

The regression between fatality rates and utilization rates was pseudoreplicated,
meaning the effective study units were not the study units implied in the graph –
they were regions instead of wind projects.  The positive regression slope was
strongly leveraged by two California wind projects, the omission of which
reverses the direction of the regression slope.
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The effort directed toward avian utilization surveys totaled 87 hours, which was
grossly insufficient for characterizing utilization rates of many species, especially
golden eagle and other raptors.

The utilization surveys were diurnal, so were not designed to detect species
active in the early morning, evening, or at night.

The utilization surveys were extended to 800 m from the observer, which ensured
that most flying birds would be undetected during each survey session, and no
attempt was made to account for the proportion of the sky over the survey area
that was occluded by terrain and forest.  For these reasons, the utilization survey
results were not comparable to other wind farms or among plots within the
Whistling Ridge project site.

The regression slope between fatality rates and utilization rates relied on fatality
rates that were biased low in most of the available monitoring reports.  Most of
the fatality rates in the Pacific Northwest were derived from an estimator that
relies on mean days to removal of placed carcasses in carcass removal trials, but
carcasses in these trials must be censored from the calculation of the mean if the
carcasses have not been removed by the end of the trial.  This means the trials
must extend for much longer periods than the average search interval of the
fatality monitoring, and that mean days to removal is biased high and the
resulting fatality estimates biased low.

The regression between fatality rates and utilization rates was based mostly on
monitoring that lasted only one year, but the inter-annual variation measured at
other wind projects revealed up to nearly 6-fold differences in low to high fatality
rates between years.  This high inter-annual variation warrants a much larger
sample size before any validity can be given to the regression used in this DEIS.

The prediction of zero raptor fatalities at Whistling Ridge was fallacious because
the prediction was based on the regression slope intercept being to the right of
Whistling Ridge on the continuum of utilization rates among wind farms.  In the
very same graph, the slope intercept was also to the right of other wind farms
where fatality rates were greater than zero.

The DEIS also appeared to rely on an exposure index value to assess collision impacts of
individual species.  However, I tested the relationship between fatality rates and this
exposure index at other wind farms, and found no relationship whatsoever.

The DEIS appeared to rely on a comparison of raptor nesting densities among wind project
sites, but I was unable to find a significant relationship between  fatality rates and raptor
nesting densities.
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Based on mean fatality rates estimated at other wind projects throughout Washington,
Oregon and California, the minimum numbers of annual fatalities at Whistling Ridge
would likely be 33 raptors, 422 birds (including raptors), and 86 bats, but actual rates
would likely be much higher because unlike the other wind projects used to calculate the
means, Whistling Ridge is located in a forested environment that is also frequently
enveloped by clouds.

Other Impacts

The impacts assessment directed to habitat fragmentation was also fallacious because the
DEIS characterized the site as biologically impoverished, whereas the mere 87 hours of
avian surveys there revealed a much higher avian species diversity than occurs in the
Altamont Pass – the site of the  most notoriously dangerous wind energy project on Earth
to birds.  Furthermore, all but one of 90 bird species were endemics, indicating a high level
of ecological integrity at the site.

Impacts to northern spotted owl were inappropriately dismissed, because this conclusion
relied too much on interpreting US Fish and Wildlife Service protocols and not enough on
wildlife biology and common sense.

Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impacts analysis in the DEIS was fundamentally flawed in several ways.
First, the DEIS relied on a cumulative impacts analysis of the Columbia Basin Ecoregion,
but Whistling Ridge occurs in a forested environment outside this Ecoregion.  Second, the
analysis relied on a Partners in Flight web site to estimate regional population sizes of bird
species, but the Partners in Flight estimator did not pass scientific scrutiny in the scientific
literature and the population estimates used in the DEIS were absurdly large.  Third,
reported avian fatality rates have been underestimated, so low fatality rates were compared
to absurdly large population sizes to arrive at erroneous conclusions of no significant
cumulative impacts.  The cumulative impacts analysis cannot be taken seriously.

Based on means from available reports of fatality monitoring at wind projects in the
western US, build-out of 6,700 MW in the neighboring Columbia Basin Ecoregion could
be expected to annually kill at least 2,935 raptors, 37,674 birds, and 7,658 bats, far
exceeding the annual death toll at the notorious Altamont Pass.

A new cumulative impacts analysis is needed for this project, and it needs to include the
potentially unique impacts of siting wind turbines in the forested environment of Skamania
County.

Mitigation Measures

The DEIS listed several design features of the proposed wind turbines as preventive
mitigation measures, but these features have not affected fatality rates and so are
misleading.
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Post-construction monitoring should last at least 3 years for all turbines, and throughout the
life of the project for a subset of turbines.  Fatality searches should be no less frequent than
twice per month.

Minimum standards are needed for Technical Advisory Committee membership, and the
TAC should be given authority to select the monitor, make changes to the monitoring
program, and to require additional mitigation measures.

Wind turbines should be carefully sited, and the siting should be based on adequate bird
surveys, the results of which are related quantitatively to a resolute digital elevation model
of the project site.

Tower heights and the low and high reaches of the rotor plane should be based on an
analysis of adequate avian survey data.

I recommend that the DEIS for Whistling Ridge be withdrawn, and that a new one be prepared.
Much more effort should be directed toward pre-construction bird and bat surveys, and adequate
analysis of the data should be performed.  The methods used to predict impacts need to be
replaced by scientifically defensible methods.  The cumulative impacts analysis needs to be
replaced, and the new one should include the impacts of siting wind turbines in the forested
environments of Skamania County.  The section on mitigation needs to be revised to avoid
misleading readers about the effectives of turbine design features and adaptive management.
The TAC needs to consist of qualified scientists, and the post-construction monitoring needs to
be strengthened.
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REEVES, KAHN & HENNESSY 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

4700 S.w. MACADAM AVENUE, SUITE 201 
P.O. BOX 86100 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97286 

Please Reply To P. O. Box 

TESTIMONY OF GARY K. KAHN 
FRlENDS OF THE COLUMBIA GORGE 

MAY?,2009 

TELEPHONE (503) 777-5473 
FAX (503) 777-8566 

of Counsel: 
PAULNORR 

My name is Gary Kahn and I am an attorney representing Friends of the Columbia Gorge. 

Friends is a non-profit organization with approximately 5,000 members dedicated to protecting and 

enhancing the resources of the Columbia River Gorge. Friends' membership includes hundreds of 

citizens who reside within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. Friends supports 

renewable energy development, so long as projects are responsibly sited and comply with all 

applicable laws. 

Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge opposes the Whistling Ridge Energy project as it is currently 

proposed. S.D.S. Co., LLC must modify its application to better address the applicable review 

criteria, to -remove all portions of the project from the National Scenic Area, and to substantially 

reduce the impacts of the project on scenic, natural, and recreational resources. 

As for consistency with land use laws, the application contains a fatal flaw: part of the project 

would be located within the National Scenic Area. The entire project is classified as an industrial use 

under the Scenic Area rules because it would be primarily involved in the production of electric 

power for commercial purposes. 1 Industrial uses are prohibited within the General Management Area 

of the Scenic Area.2 Despite this prohibition, SDS proposes to construct and use more than two miles 

of roads within the General Management Area for industrial purposes.3 

1 sec § 22.04.01O(88)(d) (definition of "industrial use.") 

2 sec § 22.1O.020(A); 16 u.s.e. § 544d(d)(6). 

3 Application at Fig. 2.3-1. 
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In both the National Scenic Area and in Skamania County generally, both the construction and 

uses of roads must be reviewed. Attached as Exhibit A is a 2002 letter from the Columbia River 

Gorge Commission discussing the requirement to review roads in the National Scenic Area for their . 

intended uses. A recent federal court decision, Friends of the Columbia Gorge v. United States 

Forest Service,4 discusses the same requirement.s A copy of that decision is attached as Exhibit B. 

Similar to the Scenic Area requirement, Skamania County requires its private roads to be 

classified "based on their primary functions.,,6 The County road system has several different 

classification categories, ranging from private driveways to commercial development to recreational 

use. 7 Proposals to change roads from one category to another, such as residential to commercial use, 

trigger review.8 

In the instant matter, the roads proposed within the Scenic Area are proposed specifically for 

industrial purposes. The applicant proposes to construct new roads and to widen and improve existing 

public and private roads, converting them to new uses.9 These roads would be used to haul wind 

energy turbine components and construction materials-industrial loads that would exceed the 

WSDOT legal load limit of 52.75 tons. lO This is an industrial activity. 

In summary, the proposed road construction and use within the General Management Area are 

part of the proposed industrial project and are prohibited. SDS must modify the proposal to remove 

all project components from the GMA. 

4546 F. Supp. 2d 1088 (2008). 

5 Id: at 1113 ("Because the road had not been used in at least one year for log hauling, the use of the 
roadfor logging purposes is a 'discontinued use. "') (emphasis added). 

6 see § 12.03.030 

8 see § 12.03.070. 

9 Application at §§ 2.20.4.8, 2.20.4.9. 

10 Application at 4.3-37. 
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State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Habitat Program - Major Projects Division - Wind and Water Energy Section 

 
Mailing Address: 2620 North Commercial Avenue (509) 543- 3319 

Main Office Location: 2620 North Commercial Avenue – Pasco, WA 99301 
 
 
 

MWR-11-10 
 
August 27th, 2010 
 
Stephan Posner 
EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
efsec@commerce.wa.gov 
 
 
SUBJECT: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement: EFSEC Application 2009-01 
 
 
Dear Mr. Posner, 
 
The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above-
referenced documents and offers the following comments at this time.  Other comments 
may be offered as the project progresses. 
 
WDFW is continuing to carefully considered the potential impacts to natural resources on 
the site.  A statement from the Bat Acoustic Studies for the Whistling Ridge Wind 
Resource Area Skamania County, Washington June 4th – October 25th, 2009 (WEST, 
Inc., 2009) captures our approach to evaluating the entire project: 
 

“However, no data on bat mortality levels associated with wind energy 
developments in western coniferous forests are available to help predict risk to 
bats at the WRWRA. Bat fatality patterns may differ from those in open habitats 
as well as in eastern deciduous forests…”  
 

We feel that this statement can be extended to address the potential impacts to avian 
species as well, since, and reiterating from our May 14, 2009 response to the project, … 
 

“…other new wind projects in the Pacific Northwest are in shrub-steppe and 
agricultural habitats; not coniferous forest…”  
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Additionally, the data illustrated in figures 7 and 8 on pages 57 and 58 in Appendix C, 
Final Wildlife Report are confusing in that the coniferous-forested Whistling Ridge site is 
compared to other U.S. wind energy facilities regardless of habitat types.  This same type 
of comparison is also shown for All Birds in figure 9 on page 59.  Again, regardless of 
habitat type.   
 
Raptor migration routes along the east Cascades are documented at the Bonney Butte, 
Oregon, Hawk Watch raptor banding and counting stations.  The Final Report compared 
the Whistling Ridge project to other wind energy project through such statements as:  
 

“The annual rate was low relative to raptor use at 36 other wind-energy facilities 
that implemented similar protocols to the present study and had data for three or 
four different seasons.” 
 
“A 90% prediction interval around this estimate is zero to 0.25 fatalities per 
megawatt per year.” 

 
WDFW would like to emphasize that fluctuations in raptor populations, as well as other 
avian species, may result in greater mortality than what is predicted in the Final Report.  
As a result, operational controls may be necessary to address avian mortality that exceeds 
predicted mortality. 
 
Specifically, WDFW recommends that operational controls be a condition of the site 
certification, if issued, so that individual turbines or strings of turbines can be shutdown 
as a result of individual species and cumulative avian and bat fatalities in excess of the 
predicted mortality. 
 
In closing, WDFW would like to acknowledge that the applicant has submitted a 
preliminary mitigation plan that we are currently reviewing. The preliminary mitigation 
plan encompasses approximately 100 acres in Klickitat County 12 miles due east of the 
project site.  The mitigation site is forested with Oregon White Oak with some Douglas 
fir and Ponderosa pine and shares a portion of its northern boundary with 40 acres of 
WDNR land and.  This mitigation site provides habitat for several PHS entries including 
Western gray squirrels.  Additionally, the site includes the fish-bearing Silva Creek, a 
tributary to the Klickitat River. 
 
 
We look forward to working with all interested parties as this project moves forward.  
 
  
Sincerely, 

 
 
Michael Ritter 



 
 

 
 
Wind Mitigation Biologist 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Michelle. Kayce (UTe) 

From: Posner, Stephen (UTC) . 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 30, 2010 7:32 AM 
Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

Cc: Talburt, Tammy (UTC) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: WR DEIS Public Comment Extenstion 
MWR"11-10.doc 

Please process as appropriate. Thanks. 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
P.O. Box 43112 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
(360) 956-2063 
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov 

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

From: Nelson, Travis W (DFW) 
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 5:07 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (UTC) 
Subject: FW: WR DEIS Public Comment Extenstion 

From: Nelson, Travis W (DFW) 
Sent: Fri 8/27/2010 5:03 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Cc: Ritter, Michael W (DFW) 
Subject: RE: WR DEIS Public Comment Extenstion 

Stephan, 

Please see attached comments for the Whistling Ridge Wind Proposal. 

Travis Nelson 
WDFW - Renewable EnE!rgy Policy 
360.902.2390 
Travis.Nelson@dfw.wa.gov 
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State of Washington 
Department ofFish and Wildlife 

Habitat Program - Major Projects Division - Wind and Water Energy Section 

Mailing Address: 2620 North Commercial Avenue (509) 543- 3319 
Main Office Location: 2620 North Commercial Avenue - Pasco, W A 99301 

August 27th, 2010 

Stephan Posner 
EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
et~·ec@commerce.lI'a. gOl' 

MWR-ll-I0 

SUBJECT: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement: EFSEC Application 2009-01 

Dear Mr. Posner, 

The Washington Depa11ment of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above
referenced documents and offers the following comments at this time. Other comments 
may be offered as the project progresses. 

WDFW is continuing to carefully considered the potential impacts to natural resources on 
the site. A statement from the Bat Acollstic Studies for the Whistling Ridge Wind 
Resollrce Area Skamania County, Washington June 4th - October 25th, 2009 (WEST, 
Inc., 2009) captures our approach to evaluating the entire project: . 

"However, no data on bat m0l1ality levels associated with wind energy 
developments in western coniferous forests are available to help predict risk to 
bats at the WRWRA. Bat fatality patterns may differ from those in open habitats 
as well as in eastern deciduous forests ... " 

We feel that this statement can be extended to address the potential impacts to avian 
species as well, since, andreiterating from our May 14,2009 response to the project, ... 

" ... other new wind projects in the Pacific Northwest are in shrub-steppe and 
agricultural habitats; not coniferous forest ... " 



Additionally, the data illustrated in figures 7 and 8 on pages 57 and 58 in Appendix C, 
Final Wildlife Report are confusing in that the coniferous-forested Whistling Ridge site is 
compared to other U.S. wind energy facilities regardless of habitat types. This same type 
of comparison is also shown for All Birds in figure 9 on page 59. Again, regardless of 
habitat type. 

Raptor migration routes along the east Cascades are documented at the Bonney Butty, . 
Oregon, Hawk Watch raptor banding and counting stations. The Final Report compared 
the Whistling Ridge project to other wind energy project through such statements as: 

"The annual rate was low relative to raptor use at 36 other ·wind-energy facilities 
that implemented similar protocols to the present study and had datafor three or 
fOllr different seasons. " 

"A 90% prediction interval around this estimate is zero to 0.25 ftltdlities per 
megawatt per year. " 

WDFW would like to emphasize that fluctuations in raptor populations, as well as other 
avian species, may result in greater mortality than what is predicted in the Final Report. 
As a result, operational controls may be necessary to address avian mortality that exceeds 
predicted mortality. 

Specifically, WDFW recommends that operational controls be a condition of the site 
certification, if issued, so that individual turbines or strings ofturbines can be shutdown 
as a result of individual species and cumulative avian and bat fatalities in excess of the 
predicted mortality. 

In closing, WDFW would like to acknowledge that the applicant has submitted a 
preliminary mitigation plan that we are currently reviewing. The preliminary mitigation 
plan encompasses approximately 100 acres in Klickitat County 12 miles due east of the 
project site. The mitigation site is forested with Oregon White Oak with some Douglas 
fir and Ponderosa pine and shares a portion of its nOlihem boundary with 40 acres of 
WDNR land and. This mitigation site provides habitat for several PHS entries including 
Westem gray squirrels. Additionally, the site includes the fish-bearing Silva Creek, a 
tributary to the Klickitat River. 

We look forward to working with all interested parties as this project moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Ritter 



Wind Mitigation Biologist 



Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Rick Aramburu [rick@aramburu-eustis.com]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 5:33 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Stephen Posner
Subject: Whistling Ridge: Communications concerning DEIS

Page 1 of 1

7/27/2010

Dear Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner: 

As you know, this office represents Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA) with regard to the 
application of Whistling Ridge Energy to construction several wind turbines near Underwood 
Mountain in Skamania County. As part of the environmental review for this project, a DEIS has 
been prepared with comments due on August 27, 2010. SOSA intends to comment on the 
DEIS. 

While we understand that the DEIS is being prepared by EFSEC and BPA, we have concerns 
as to the degree of input into the document that has been received from the applicant WRE. In 
the recent submission from WRE they indicate that they have participated in meetings with 
staff and Council consultants regarding the DEIS. Accordingly, we request that you provide us 
with any and all correspondence, emails, notes, memoranda or other communications 
concerning the DEIS between EFSEC, BPA or their DEIS consultants and any persons 
affiliated with the applicant WRE or WRE’s attorneys.  

We will be happy to review these documents at Council offices in Olympia. We would like to 
conduct this review as soon as possible to be able to use the information gathered in making 
SOSA’s comment on the DEIS.  

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

J. RICHARD ARAMBURU 
Aramburu & Eustis 
Attorneys at Law 
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seattle WA 98104-1860 
(voice) 206-625-9515 
(Fax) 206-682-1376 
Rick@Aramburu-Eustis.com 
aramburu@nwlink.com  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
This email message may be protected by the attorney/client privilege, work product doctrine or 
other confidentiality protection. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do not read 
it. Please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error, and then delete it. 
Thank you.  
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Rick Aramburu [rick@aramburu-eustis.com]
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2010 5:33 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Stephen Posner
Subject: Whistling Ridge: Communications concerning DEIS

Page 1 of 1

7/27/2010

Dear Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner: 

As you know, this office represents Save Our Scenic Area (SOSA) with regard to the 
application of Whistling Ridge Energy to construction several wind turbines near Underwood 
Mountain in Skamania County. As part of the environmental review for this project, a DEIS has 
been prepared with comments due on August 27, 2010. SOSA intends to comment on the 
DEIS. 

While we understand that the DEIS is being prepared by EFSEC and BPA, we have concerns 
as to the degree of input into the document that has been received from the applicant WRE. In 
the recent submission from WRE they indicate that they have participated in meetings with 
staff and Council consultants regarding the DEIS. Accordingly, we request that you provide us 
with any and all correspondence, emails, notes, memoranda or other communications 
concerning the DEIS between EFSEC, BPA or their DEIS consultants and any persons 
affiliated with the applicant WRE or WRE’s attorneys.  

We will be happy to review these documents at Council offices in Olympia. We would like to 
conduct this review as soon as possible to be able to use the information gathered in making 
SOSA’s comment on the DEIS.  

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

J. RICHARD ARAMBURU 
Aramburu & Eustis 
Attorneys at Law 
720 Third Avenue, Suite 2112 
Seattle WA 98104-1860 
(voice) 206-625-9515 
(Fax) 206-682-1376 
Rick@Aramburu-Eustis.com 
aramburu@nwlink.com  
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
This email message may be protected by the attorney/client privilege, work product doctrine or 
other confidentiality protection. If you believe that it has been sent to you in error, do not read 
it. Please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error, and then delete it. 
Thank you.  
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August 17, 2010 

Stephen Posner 
Compliance Manager 
State of Washington 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE, 3'd Floor 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Don C. Brunell 
918 NW 51st Street 

Vancouver, WA 98663 
RECE1VED 

AUG 27 2010 
ENVlRONMl:IIT 

FISI-I & WIlDliFE 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Public Affairs Office - DKE-7 
PO Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 

SUBJECT: Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montano: 

As a resident of Clark County and as one who has been involved in the decisions regarding the Columbia 
River Gorge since before and after the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Areas was established, I 
have a deep appreciation for the Gorge and a deep awareness of what it takes to operate a successful 
business in the Scenic Area and in the Pacific Northwest. My family and I enjoy visiting the Gorge 
frequently from our Vancouver home, and we are not interested in seeing the character of the Gorge 
destroyed or significantly altered. 

Currently, I am president of the Association of Washington Business (AWB), but I am commenting on 
behalf of myself. AWB is Washington's state chamber of commerce and manufacturing and technology 
association. Our 7,000 members employ more than 650,000 workers in our state's private sector. 

Prior to joining AWB in 1986, I was Washington public affairs manager for Crown Zellerbach Corp. (CZ). 
At the time, CZ owned and operated the Camas pulp and paper operation just to the west of the Scenic 
Area boundary and owned thousands of acres of commercial timberlands inside and adjacent to the 
Scenic Area on both sides of the Columbia River. 

I was involved in the negotiations with the state of Washington to exchange our Gorge lands with the 
state of Washington for state timber sale contract relief in 1982, 1983 and 1984. In that process, I 
learned a great deal about the forest land potential, the forest practices and view corridor 
considerations and alterations, the productivity of the timberlands, and the people and companies 
inside and adjacent to the Scenic area who are dependent upon the industry and businesses. I also 
came to learn that some of our forested sites along the ridge lines had higher potential for other uses 
such as a wind farm, although generating electricity from the wind was in its development stages. 

While CZ believed that we could manage those lands and our Camas operations so as to protect the 
unique features of the Gorge inside and around the Scenic Area, we also worked with those who wrote 
the legislation establishing the Scenic Area to protect the commercial activities within and around the 
Gorge. We recognized this would be an ongoing challenge, but we also realized that many of our 
employees and their families lived in and around the Scenic Area, had jobs and livelihood which '!"""'l 
depended upon commercial activity. Therefore, it was important to maintain and preserve the ~ 

~ 
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Don Brunell Comments 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

commercial viability of private and public lands and the industries and businesses within and adjacent to 
the Scenic Area. 

I sincerely hope that the Council appreciates the unique challenges that the private sector confronts in 
operating within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. We fully understand the concerns of 
those who provide private sector jobs and generate the tax revenues for local governments and schools 
with and around the Scenic Area should be paramount. So, that is why I agree that SDS lumber, a long
held family-owned business, should be allowed to move forward with its Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 
Further, it seems to me that it makes sense for the State of Washington to lease the adjacent ridge line 
so as to extent the wind farm and allow our state, which is severely financially strapped, to earn income 
from the public lands for schools, colleges and universities and rural counties such as Skamania. 

Those of us in Clark County are aware ofthe onerous requirements imposed by the Act. While much of 
Clark and Multnomah counties only have a peripheral stake in the Gorge, 6% of Skamania's land mass is 
privately held, and much of that falls within the Scenic Area. The point is when opportunities arise to 
enhance the economy in Skamania County, add much needed renewable electricity to the grid, and 
provide new family-wage jobs; we should not pass that opportunity up. 

We are also keenly aware that the last monthly adjusted unemployment figure released for the 
Portland-Vancouver metro area was 13.3%. Rural counties are also feeling the bite of high 
unemployment and the Whistling Ridge Energy Project not only brings construction jobs in these 
recessionary times but ongoing employment maintaining the turbines and transmission system. 

Council members should, if they are not already, be aware of the history behind the Act and what is 
becoming a remarkable and implicit disregard for the takings of property rights that the Act seems to 
have spawned. The bitterness which has developed since passage of the Act is troubling especially for 
the communities in the Scenic Area. That bitterness is regrettable and is growing. It remains because 
advocacy groups campaign constantly for expansion of restrictions within and extensions beyond the 
defined CRGNSA boundary. 

The Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council has already heard considerable testimony along these lines; 
testimony that bears no repeating here. My point is simply that none of what has been entered into the 
record is supported by the legislative intent of the Act's authors, or in the language of the Act as written. 
The proposition that whatever can be seen from within the Scenic Area should be treated as if it were 
within its boundary is ludicrous. It is also outrageous. I can tell you personally that when the law was 
written that was never the intent. 

This is outrageous because a reduction in the capacity of SDS' wind farm will render the entire project 
untenable. Outrageous because prohibiting SDS from pursuing the highest and best use of its lands in 
ways fully compatible with timber production, is a blatant property rights taking. Outrageous because 
Whistling Ridge, with the jobs and tax revenue and local purchases it will engender, is a private 
economic stimulus for a community that urgently needs one. And finally, asserting a de facto expansion 
of the Scenic Area boundary is outrageous because it pours salt on the wound of decades of local 
residents' bitterness toward the original Act despite its clearly limited mandate; there never was, nor 
should be, a buffer around or extension of the CRGNSA boundary. 

Finally, reflecting as I do as a citizen of Washington State, I'm hopeful that the Council will, in its 
deliberations, take cognizance of existing state policies which promote renewable energy development. 

8.14.2010 



Don Brunell Comments 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

In other words, I trust that you will reflect in your decision, the policy priorities that the Governor and 
Legislature not to mention the electorate through 1-937 have made law. 

The Stevenson family and SDS as a company are good people who work hard and provide jobs and tax 
revenues. They are the kind of citizens and employers that our state and region needs. They are doing 
the right thing with Whistling Ridge project putting the land to its highest and best use while provided 
needed power to our business, hospitals, schools, factories and families. 

It is inconceivable to me that a few people, with their own interests in mind, will succeed in stopping a 
well-designed wind farm project from being built on private land that is located outside the CRGNSA on 
the grounds that the project defiles the Gorge. Give me a break! It most surely does not, and their 
claims fail to approach any standard of common sense. 

I strongly urge the Council to separate what is true from what is not, from what is self-service from what 
is in the best interests ofthe working families in south central Washington and north central Oregon, 
and that you recommend approval for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to the governor. We also add 
that we hope that approval can be expedited. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

ur:il 
Don C. Brunell 
918 NW 51st Street 
Vancouve~WA 98663 

8.14.2010 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: John Crumpacker [jcrumpacker@gorge.net]
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 4:43 PM
To: efsec@utc.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Cc: 'Mike and Joyce Eastwick'; 'charlie guthrie'
Subject: Scamania County Agri-Tourism Assn. - Written Comments on DEIS
Attachments: Crumpacker Whistling Ridge DEIS Comments-Skamania County Agri-Tourism Assn.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/30/2010

Dear EFSEC and BPA, 
  
Please accept our written comments on the DEIS and make them part of the record in this matter. 
  
Regards, 
John Crumpacker 
Board of Directors 
Skamania County Agri‐Toursim Assn. 
  
Tel: 509.493.2024 
Fax: 509.493.2027 
E‐Mail: jcrumpacker@gorge.net  
  

amm2181
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WHISTLING RIDGE WIND TURBINE DEVELOPMENT 
WRITTEN DEIS COMMENTS 

AUGUST 26, 2010 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Written Comments of the Board of Directors 
Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association, 

a Washington Non‐Profit Corporation 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association is a Washington non‐profit corporation 

dedicated to the promotion and improvement of sustainable agri‐tourism in Skamania County.  

Our mission is to create and maintain favorable business conditions for association members.  

All members own and operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is 

located in eastern Skamania County.  Our unincorporated community sits directly across the 

Columbia from Hood River, Oregon.  Members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association include: 

 

Member 

Acadia Vineyards 

Crooked Acres Vineyard  

The Davis Family Farm 

Energeia Vineyards 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 

Lamonti Vineyards 

Pearblossom Vineyards 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 

Soluna Vineyards 

Underwood Gardens 

Wine Spring 

Business 

75 acre vineyard & orchard 

20 acre vineyard 

50 acre farm & orchard 

64 acre vineyard 

41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site 

95 acre vineyard & winery 

32 acre vineyard 

18 acre vineyard & orchard 

18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

34 acre vineyard 

6 acre lavender farm 

40 acre vineyard 

 

As a group, these farms, vineyards and wineries currently give thousands of people each year a 

reason to visit our community and share in the awe inspiring beauty and bucolic charm.  Some 

bring the entire family and 50 of their closest friends to say “I do”; some come to taste wine 

and touch grapes on the vine; some come to buy an organic free‐range pig for a celebration; 

and others simply come because the views of the river, the Gorge, and the Hood River Valley 
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are unsurpassed.  But more importantly for the purposes of this hearing, each of these people 

brings with them a domino effect of economic activity that benefits our entire region. 

 

The Agri‐Tourism Association hereby provides the Council and BPA (collectively referred to as 

"Council" herein) with our comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and the potential impact on 

our members and on agri‐tourism in Underwood as a whole if the deficiencies in the DEIS are 

not corrected.  We respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include consideration of 

the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (A1‐A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project with greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination of Towers A1‐A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations A1‐7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 through micro‐siting  across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

 

Such alternatives should be considered in the DEIS and the Final EIS to mitigate negative 

impacts based on the following five facts: 

1. That tourism is the life blood of Skamania County and all communities throughout the 

Columbia River Gorge; 

2. That Agri‐Tourism is the present day driver of tourism in the famous Hood River Valley 

and that Underwood is well on its way to duplicating that economic success in Eastern 

Skamania County; 

3. That Underwood’s historic transformation from pear orchards to Agri‐Tourism and to 

one of the premier wine producing regions in the world has enormous present‐day 

socio‐economic value; 
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4. That the very real present‐day economic value of Underwood Agri‐Tourism, as well as its 

future potential, would be severely impacted by the seven “A Towers” as currently 

sited; and finally 

5. That this Council has the authority and responsibility to put the reins on this project by 

requiring the responsible re‐siting or elimination of the seven “A Towers”; towers that 

will otherwise dominate the skyline and become Underwood’s new “calling card.” 

 

As we detail in our written comments, failure to re‐site the seven “A Towers” would improperly 

force the blossoming Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry to bear a disproportionate share of the 

negative environmental and socioeconomic impacts of this project in violation of WAC 463‐60‐

085.  Such a result is prohibited by WAC 463‐47‐110 which states that “[t]he overriding policy of 

the council is to avoid or mitigate adverse environmental impacts which may result from the 

council's decisions.”  

 

 

TOURISM IS THE LIFE BLOOD OF THE GORGE 
 

Facts 

Skamania County is more dependent on tourism than any county in the State of Washington.  

(See Appendix 1).  In 2007: 

 

 47% of all retail and lodging tax collections in the county came from visitors. 

o The highest percentage in the state. 

 Almost 11% of all spending in Skamania County was travel related. Over 58 million 

dollars. 

o The highest percentage in the state. 

 

Where do these figures come from?  In December of 2008, the State of Washington, through 

the Department of Community Trade and Economic Development, which also employs the staff 

of this Council, released these findings in a report on the importance of Travel Impacts to the 

economy of this state. 
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The state concluded that the travel industry: 

 

 Generates tax benefits for Washington residents. 

 Generates job opportunities for Washington residents. 

 And benefits all regions of the state. 

 

This study found in particular that rural counties, including Skamania County, have a greater 

number of travel‐generated jobs in relation to total employment.  And that we are more 

dependent on the travel industry.  They determined that over 10% of Skamania County’s jobs 

are generated by tourism.  Maybe this is no great surprise since we live in one of the most 

beautiful places on earth. 

 

The State of Washington also released a report in 2002 titled “Travel Industry Employment.”  

(See Appendix 1 to our DEIS Scoping Comments.  All other references to appendices in these 

comments refer to the appendices attached to our Scoping Comments.).  It was released by the 

Washington Department of Business & Tourism Development.  They reached the same 

conclusions and found specifically that “[t]his is because some rural areas are recreation 

destinations and/or have little employment in manufacturing or other industries….”  Once again 

topping the list are counties in the Columbia River Gorge. 

 

Two key conclusions of this study: 

 

 The travel industry develops and thrives “to the extent [it] has comparative advantages 

in the Northwest relative to other locations in the U.S. 

 “[H]igh‐quality, natural, and outdoor recreation resources” are an example of such an 

advantage. 

 

Why does this all matter in the DEIS?  Because any development proposal that has the potential 

to cut off the life blood of our economy needs to be closely monitored, carefully studied, and 

mitigated in a manner that eliminates damaging impacts. 
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AGRI‐TOURISM DRIVES HOOD RIVER  

AND EASTERN SKAMANIA COUNTY 
 

Facts 

Hood River is a tourist mecca just like Skamania County.  The Hood River Valley is famous 

worldwide for the breathtaking beauty of its farms, orchards and vineyards.  In fact, Hood River 

is a case study in the economic power and sustainability of agri‐tourism.  You need look no 

further that the front page of the Hood River County Chamber of Commerce website.  (See 

Appendix 2).  The image of Hood River IS agri‐tourism.  It is plastered everywhere:  pictures, 

events, festivals and links to other sites dedicated to agri‐tourism in its many forms. 

 

The other marketing push in Hood River?  Recreation and scenery, of course.  Just as the State 

of Washington has concluded in its studies, “high‐quality, natural, and outdoor recreation 

resources” are our primary asset and must be leveraged.  They must also be carefully guarded 

to assure our economic health and well being. 

 

Why is Hood River important  to consider?  Because Underwood, which is in Eastern Skamania 

County, and which is the site of this proposal, sits directly across the Columbia from Hood River 

and is inextricably tied to Hood River:  topographically, economically, and evolutionarily.  

Although our county seat is 30 miles away in Stevenson, we have a uniquely different set of 

issues and opportunities.  Issues and opportunities that county government has failed to 

understand.  This is evident in light of the county’s decision to publically endorse this project 

without consideration of the impacts to Underwood agri‐tourism.  Agri‐tourism that holds the 

key to Underwood’s economic future… if it is responsibly cared for.   

 

 

UNDERWOOD AGRI‐TOURISM IS GROWING QUICKLY 
 

Facts 

The primary driver of agri‐tourism in Underwood is its far reaching reputation as one of the 

premier wine producing regions in the world.  (See Appendix 3).  Amazing as it may sound, the 

new Columbia Gorge Wine Appellation was recently recognized as one the best emerging 

regions in the world along with Paso Robles, California and the Maule Valley in Chile.  The same 

accolades were earned in Seattle Magazine. 

 

In fact the Washington wine industry is now ranked as the second largest premium wine 

producer in the U.S.  Washington Winery of the Year in 2009 was Maryhill Winery, located here 
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in the Gorge.  Winery of the Year in 2007 was Cathedral Ridge Winery in Hood River, also 

located directly across the river from Underwood, and often touting Underwood wines.  (See 

Appendix 3). 

 

Even more to the point, Celilo Vineyards in Underwood, is consistently ranked as one of the Top 

10 vineyards in Washington, which as mentioned, is ranked second nationally in the production 

of premium wines.  The entire south slope of Underwood Mountain is considered the cream of 

the crop.  If any question remains regarding the value of the wine industry in Underwood, we 

need look no further than the seal of approval of SDS Lumber who recently informed the 

community that it has purchased potential vineyard land in Underwood. 

 

The DEIS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" projects are de facto 

compatible because the uses co‐exist in Walla Walla.  The problem with this claim is that it 

ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State‐Line) are many miles from the 

vineyard and winery sites.  The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, directly border the 

heart of Skamania County agri‐tourism.  No one argues that they will not dominate the 

landscape from upper Underwood.  Resiting or elimination of Towers A1‐7 eliminates all such 

impacts. 

 

 

SOCIO‐ECOMNOMIC VALUE OF UNDERWOOD AGRI‐TOURISM 
 

Facts 

Agri‐Tourism is a reality in Underwood as we sit here today.  There are over 30 large scale 

agricultural operations within the community.  Some of these enterprises were started 

generations ago, and others have broken ground within the last year.  In many ways, the 

Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association owes its new found status to the proposal before 

you.  We have formally come together for the first time out of necessity.  A necessity borne 

from the threat that this project poses to our very existence. 

 

Although our members have each made extraordinary commitments of time and capital to the 

common vision of making Underwood the premier agri‐tourism destination in the Gorge, until 

recently, we were working in parallel, rather than in concert.  The threat that this project poses 

to that vision, however, immediately galvanized farm, winery, and vineyard owners across the 

community.  We now stand here with a consensus of opinion, not just on this project, but on 

future lobbying goals, marketing strategies, and product offerings. 
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The Association has two primary marketing strategies: 

 

 Promote the “Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop” in a manner similar to the Hood River 

Fruit Loop. 

o The Hood River Fruit Loop is considered a national model for successful agri‐

tourism 

o See Appendix 2 (Fruit Loop) and Appendix 4 (Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop) 

 

 Establish the Underwood Vineyard Trek as a “can’t be missed” one‐of‐a‐kind 

opportunity to hike through 12 of the country’s premier vineyards while sampling world 

class wines and views. 

o Nowhere else in the U.S. have 12 contiguous vineyards collectively developed a 

private trek situated in the heart of a National Scenic Area. 

o See Appendix 4 (Underwood Vineyard Trek) 

 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism is not just about wine.  Other members offer produce, free‐range 

organic livestock, lavender viewing, and organic herbs.  One of the original visionaries in 

Underwood is Hank Patton, who founded World Steward which is located in the Upper 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop, and is committed to environmental stewardship, sustainable 

farming, research and education.  (See Appendix 4). 

 

In addition, three wineries are already in operation in Underwood.  One of those wineries is 

now considered by many to be the premier commercial events site in the Columbia Gorge.  A 

number of other vineyards located in the Upper Loop have future winery plans which have 

been put on hold as a result of the potential negative impacts of this proposal. 

 

As set forth in Appendix 4 to our comments, the economic and socioeconomic value of the 

existing Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry is significant and quantifiable.  It is diverse and 

sustainable and benefits citizens and governments throughout the region.   The tremendous 

future potential is also quantifiable and dwarfs the tax benefits of the seven A Towers as 

projected by SDS Lumber.  (See Appendix 1, 2, 3 & 4‐Economics of Wine in Underwood). 

 

 

AGRI‐TOURISM & 40 STORY TURBINES DON’T MIX 
 

Facts 

SDS once told the Underwood community that wind turbines are “beautiful.”  We are all 

welcome to our personal opinions, but in these proceedings facts should rule.  And the fact is 



9 
 

that tourists, and especially tourists in the Gorge, don’t want to see industrial development.  

This fact is set forth clearly in studies conducted by the U.S. Government, and the State of 

Oregon which are attached to our comments as Appendix 5 and Appendix 6.  These facts are 

undisputed and need no further discussion. 

 

As set forth above, the DEIS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" 

projects are de facto compatible because the uses co‐exist in Walla Walla.  The problem with 

this claim is that it ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State‐Line) are 

many miles from the vineyard and winery sites.  The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, 

directly border the heart of Skamania County agri‐tourism.  No one argues that they will not 

dominate the landscape from upper Underwood.  Resiting or elimination of Towers A1‐7 

eliminates all such impacts. 

 

 

 

 MOVING THE “A TOWERS” MITIGATES TOURISM IMPACTS 
 

Facts 

The seven “A Towers” sit alone on a clear‐cut ridge at the very most southern portion of the 

proposed project.  If installed they would dominate views, day and night, from far more 

locations than are depicted in the application submitted to Council.  To remove any uncertainty 

about the visual impacts of the seven A Towers, the Agri‐Tourism Association hired a pilot to fly 

a photographer along the ridge where these towers are proposed.  In Appendix 7 to our 

comments, you will find the results.  Take note of the photograph that was taken directly over 

the ridge at an elevation of 300 feet above the ridge.  This photograph tells the story of who will 

see the seven A Towers.  Also note that the photograph was taken 120 feet below the top of 

the proposed towers. 

 

Then take note of the next photograph that shows the locations of existing businesses along the 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop.  The impacts are clear.  The solution is also clear.  The re‐siting 

of the seven A Towers eliminates all visual impacts to the Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry, as 

well as the visual impacts to a vast area throughout the Gorge. 
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CONCLUSION 

We are very thankful that the Council brings to this process a broad perspective of the benefits 

and impacts of wind development.  A perspective that is understandably missing from a county 

government in financial crisis.   

We are also confident that this council will use its broad mitigation powers, its depth of 

experience and basic common sense to draw a line in the sand.  A line that will make it clear to 

people throughout the country that in the Northwest, turbines don’t have a right to dominate 

every ridgeline just because the wind blows. 

We feel fortunate.  Fortunate that each of you has visited the Gorge, and fortunate that during 

your site visit, you were able to experience the extraordinary beauty of our agricultural 

community and understand why it is a priceless resource in and of itself…not just to those of us 

who live Underwood, but to people throughout the Gorge who benefit economically from its 

snowballing reputation as one of the premier wine producing destinations in the United States. 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include 

consideration of the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (A1‐A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project with greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination of Towers A1‐A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations A1‐7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 through micro‐siting  across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

 

*** 

We also direct Council to our comments on the land use consistency issues which are attached 

hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 
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INTRODUCTION 

My name is John Crumpacker; I live in Underwood, Washington.  I am a member of the Board of 

Directors of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association.  The Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association is a Washington non‐profit corporation dedicated to the promotion and 

improvement of sustainable agri‐tourism in Skamania County.  Our mission is to create and 

maintain favorable business conditions for association members.  All members own and 

operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is located in eastern 

Skamania County.  Members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association include: 

 

Member 

Acadia Vineyards 

Crooked Acres Vineyard  

The Davis Family Farm 

Energeia Vineyards 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 

Lamonti Vineyards 

Pearblossom Vineyards 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 

Soluna Vineyards 

Underwood Gardens 

Wine Spring 

Business 

75 acre vineyard & orchard 

20 acre vineyard 

50 acre farm & orchard 

64 acre vineyard 

41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site 

95 acre vineyard & winery 

32 acre vineyard 

18 acre vineyard & orchard 

18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

34 acre vineyard 

6 acre lavender farm 

40 acre vineyard 

 

 

The Agri‐Tourism Association is here today to provide the Council with our comments on the 

Land Use Consistency issues posed by the proposed Whistling Ridge project and the potential 

impact on our members.  Today we will again confine our comments to the seven “A Towers.” 

We will address two issues:  (1) Why the proposed “A Towers” are inconsistent with the county 

land use policy; and (2) Why simply moving them prevents these violations. 
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THE SEVEN “A TOWERS” ARE INCONSISTENT WITH 

CURRENT ZONING AND EXISTING USES 
 

In the land use portion of its application, SDS suggests that this project will diversify the use of 

its land and, in turn, the county’s economy.  Next they state that this “natural resource‐based 

land use would better insulate the Applicant from economic cycles that have undermined 

similar timber operations….”  What they don’t mention is that the “A Towers” would sit on land 

that is specifically set aside for just the opposite purpose:  to protect and insulate existing uses 

such as the agricultural operations of the members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association.  Operations which continue to diversify the county’s tourism based economy, and 

barring the “A Towers,” are not at risk of economic failure. 

 

We will discuss applicant’s claims in the order they are presented in Part 4.2 of the application 

which addresses weather the “A Towers” would comply with the controlling conditional use 

requirements.  

 

The first requirement is that the seven “A Towers” 

 

Be either compatible with other uses in the surrounding area or is no more incompatible 
than are other outright permitted uses in the applicable zoning district. 

 

The applicant, and for that matter, the county, never took the time to study the socio‐economic 

value of agri‐tourism and why the A Towers are incompatible with such outright permitted 

uses.  Our appendix of data establishes complete incompatibility and is based on research 

conducted by the U.S. government, the State of Washington, and the State of Oregon.  This is 

not a wheat field surrounded by nothing.  The A Towers would loom over one of the country’s 

premier winemaking regions and the most valuable agri‐tourism land in Skamania County. 

 

To claim that these towers are “no more incompatible with the surrounding area than other 

uses permitted in the County’s zoning code,” is uninformed.  To say that this “project would in 

no way impair the use of any of the surrounding lands” conveniently ignores the years of work 

and the capital invested by members of the Agri‐Tourism Association, not to mention the high 

regulatory hurdles we have so painstakingly cleared.  The fact is that nowhere in this state have 

420 foot turbines been approved as permanent fixtures on a ridge with such profound 

compatibility concerns. 
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The next requirement is that the project 

 

Not materially endanger the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community 
to an extent greater than that associated with other permitted uses in the applicable 
zoning district. 

 

The seven “A Towers” are the single greatest threat to the economic welfare of the Agri‐

Tourism community in Underwood.  Our comments yesterday address this issue and no more 

needs to be said today. 

 

Next, the project may 

 

Not hinder or discourage the development of permitted uses on neighboring properties 
in the applicable zoning district as a result of the location, size or height of the buildings, 
structures, walls, or required fences or screening vegetation to a greater extent than 
other permitted uses in the applicable zoning district; 
 

The application states that the “turbines in the corridor proposed in the For/Ag‐20 zones would 

be approximately 426 feet tall” and that “the proposed turbines would be taller than other 

structures permitted outright in the For/Ag‐20 zone.”  The application claims that their height 

and visibility would not hinder or discourage the development of any of the uses identified in 

Table 4.2‐2.  Just the opposite is true.  Commercial agriculture, a permitted use in Table 4.2‐2 is 

the very basis of agri‐tourism, which as proven in Hood River, can drive the economy of an 

entire county.  And as established in the data we submitted yesterday, the seven “A Towers” 

are incompatible with agri‐tourism and have therefore caused a number of wineries to table 

development plans. 

 

This council deserves better than applicant’s bare claim that “the project would in no way 

hinder the use or development of surrounding properties.” 

 

 

MOVING THE “A TOWERS” ELIMINATES THE VIOLATION 

OF THE COUNTY’S ZONING POLICY 
 

The last of the conditional use requirements for the “A Towers” leads us to the policies behind 

our county’s land use law.  It requires that this project: 
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Not be in conflict with the goals and policies expressed in the current version of the 
County’s comprehensive plan. 

 

The policies behind the For/Ag‐20 zone more clearly explains why the “A Towers” don’t belong.  

The county policy for the Resource Production Zone is: 

 

To provide land for present and future commercial farm and forest operations in areas 
that have been and are currently suitable for such operations, and to prevent conflicts 
between forestry and farm practices and nonresource production uses by not allowing 
inappropriate development of land within this zone classification” (SCC 21.56.010[A]). 

 
(Emphasis added.)  This is a clear statement that the conflict the “A Towers” create should not 

be allowed. 

This same conclusion must be reached by applying the County’s own vision statement for our 

community which states that: 

Skamania County is strongly committed to protecting our rural character and natural 
resource based industries while allowing for planned future development that is 
balanced with the protection of critical resources and ecologically sensitive areas, while 
preserving the community’s high quality of life. 
 

(Emphasis added.)   

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

As the Council may have gathered, the “A Towers” are very different than the rest of this 

project.  And they deserve to be treated differently. 

 

 These comments, and the supporting data, will be submitted to Council and posted on the 

“News” page of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association web site which is located at 

www.scaassn.org      Thank you. 
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Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association, 

a Washington Non-Profit Corporation 

1 



INTRODUCTION 

The Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association is a Washington non-profit corporation 

dedicated to the promotion and improvement of sustainable agri-tourism in Skamania County. 

Our mission is to create and maintain favorable business conditions for association members. 

All members own and operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is 

located in eastern Skamania County. Our unincorporated community sits directly across the 

Columbia from Hood River, Oregon. Members of the Skamania County Agri-Tourism 

Association include: 

Member 

Acadia Vineyards 

Crooked Acres Vineyard 

The Davis Family Farm 

Energeia Vineyards 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 

Lamonti Vineyards 

Pearblossom Vineyards 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 

Sol una Vineyards 

Underwood Gardens 

Wine Spring 

Business 

75 acre vineyard & orchard 

20 acre vineyard 

50 acre farm & orchard 

64 acre vineyard 

41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site. 

95 acre vineyard & winery 

32 acre vineyard 

18 acre vineyard & orchard 

18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

34 acre vineyard 

6 acre lavender farm 

40 acre vineyard 

As a group, these farms, vineyards and wineries currently give thousands of people each year a 

reason to visit our community and share in the awe inspiring beauty and bucolic charm. Some 

bring the entire family and 50 of their closest friends to say "I do"; some come to taste wine 

and touch grapes on the vine; some come to buy an organic free-range pig for a celebration; 

and others simply come because the views of the river, the Gorge, and the Hood River Valley 
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are unsurpassed. But more importantly for the purposes of this hearing, each of these people 

brings with them a domino effect of economic activity that benefits our entire region. 

The Agri-Tourism Association hereby provides the Council and BPA (collectively referred to as 

"Council" herein) with our comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and the potential impact on 

our members and on agri-tourism in Underwood as a whole if the deficiencies in the DEIS are 

not corrected. We respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include consideration of 

the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (Al-A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project with greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination of Towers Al-A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations Al-7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers Al-A7 through micro-siting across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers Al-A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

Such alternatives should be considered in the DEIS and the Final EIS to mitigate negative 

impacts based on the following five facts: 

1. That tourism is the life blood of Skamania County and all communities throughout the 

Columbia River Gorge; 

2. That Agri-Tourism is the present day driver of tourism in the famous Hood River Valley 

and that Underwood is well on its way to duplicating that economic success in Eastern 

Skamania County; 

3. That Underwood's historic transformation from pear orchards to Agri-Tourism and to 

one of the premier wine producing regions in the world has enormous present-day 

socio-economic value; 
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4. That the very real present-day economic value of Underwood Agri-Tourism, as well as its 

future potential, would be severely impacted by the seven "A Towers" as currently 

sited; and finally 

5. That this Council has the authority and responsibility to put the reins on this project by 

requiring the responsible re-siting or elimination of the seven "A Towers"; towers that 

will otherwise dominate the skyline and become Underwood's new "calling card." 

As we detail in our written comments, failure to re-site the seven "A Towers" would improperly 

force the blossoming Underwood Agri-Tourism industry to bear a disproportionate share of the 

negative environmental and socioeconomic impacts of this project in violation of WAC 463-60-

085. Such a result is prohibited by WAC 463-47-110 which states that "[tlhe overriding policy of 

the council is to avoid or mitigate adverse environmental impacts which may result from the 

council's decisions." 

TOURISM IS THE LIFE BLOOD OF THE GORGE 

Facts 
Skamania County is more dependent on tourism than any county in the State of Washington. 

(See Appendix 1). In 2007: 

• 47%of all retail and lodging tax collections in the county came from visitors. 

o The highest percentage in the state. 

• Almost 11% of all spending in Skamania County was travel related. Over 58 million 

dollars. 

o The highest percentage in the state . 

. Where do these figures come from? In December of 2008, the State of Washington, through 

the Department of Community Trade and Economic Development, which also employs the staff 

of this Council, released these findings in a report on the importance of Travel Impacts to the 

economy of this state. 
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The state concluded that the travel industry: 

• Generates tax benefits for Washington residents. 

• Generates job opportunities for Washington residents. 

• And benefits all regions of the state. 

This study found in particular that rural counties, including Skamania County, have a greater 

number of travel-generated jobs in relation to total employment. And that we are more 

dependent on the travel industry. They determined that over 10% of Skamania County's jobs 

are generated by tourism. Maybe this is no great surprise since we live in one of the most 

beautiful places on earth. 

The State of Washington also released a report in 2002 titled "Travel Industry Employment." 

(See Appendix 1 to our DEIS Scoping Comments. All other references to appendices in these 

comments refer to the appendices attached to our Scoping Comments.). It was released by the 

Washington Department of Business & Tourism Development. They reached the same 

conclusions and found specifically that "[t]his is because some rural areas are recreation 

destinations and/or have little employment in manufacturing or other industries",," Once again 

topping the list are counties in the Columbia River Gorge. 

Two key conclusions of this study: 

• The travel industry develops and thrives "to the extent [it] has comparative advantages 

in the Northwest relative to other locations in the u.s. 
• "[H]igh-quality, natural, and outdoor recreation resources" are an example of such an 

advantage. 

Why does this all matter in the DEIS? Because any development proposal that has the .pote~tial 
to cut off the life blood of our economy needs to be closely monitored, carefully studied, and 

mitigated in a manner that eliminates damaging impacts. 
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Facts 

AGRI-TOURISM DRIVES HOOD RIVER 

AND EASTERN SKAMANIA COUNTY 

Hood River is a tourist mecca just like Skamania County. The Hood River Valley is famous 

worldwide for the breathtaking beauty of its farms, orchards and vineyards. In fact, Hood River 

is a case study in the economic power and sustainability of agri-tourism. You need look no 

further that the front page of the Hood River County Chamber of Commerce website. (See 

Appendix 2). The image of Hood River IS agri-tourism. It is plastered everywhere: pictures, 

events, festivals and links to other sites dedicated to agri-tourism in its many forms. 

The other marketing push in Hood River? Recreation and scenery, of course. Just as the State 

of Washington has concluded in its studies, "high-quality, natural, and outdoor recreation 

resources" are our primary asset and must be leveraged. They must also be carefully guarded 

to assure our economic health and well being. 

Why is Hood River important to consider? Because Underwood, which is in Eastern Skamania 

County, and which is the site of this proposal, sits directly across the Columbia from Hood River 

and is inextricably tied to Hood River: topographically, economically, and evolutionarily. 

Although our county seat is 30 miles away in Stevenson, we have a uniquely different set of 

. issues and opportunities. Issues and opportunities that county government has failed to 

understand. This is evident in light of the county's decision to publically endorse this project 

without consideration of the impacts to Underwood agri-tourism. Agri-tourism that holds the 

key to Underwood's economic future ... if it is responsibly cared for. 

UNDERWOOD AGRI-TOURISM IS GROWING QUICKLY 

Facts 

The primary driver of agri-tourism in Underwood is its far reaching reputation as one of the 

premier wine producing regions in the world. (See Appendix 3). Amazing as it may sound, the 

new Columbia Gorge Wine Appellation was recently recognized as one the best emerging 

regions in the world along with Paso Robles, California and the Maule Valley in Chile. The same 

accolades were earned in Seattle Magazine. 

In fact the Washington wine industry is now ranked as the second largest premium wine 

producer in the U.S. Washington Winery of the Year in 2009 was Maryhill Winery, located here 
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in the Gorge. Winery of the Year in 2007 was Cathedral Ridge Winery in Hood River, also 

located directly across the river from Underwood, and often touting Underwood wines. (See 

Appendix 3). 

Even more to the point, Celilo Vineyards in Underwood, is consistently ranked as one of the Top 

10 vineyards in Washington, which as mentioned, is ranked second nationally in the production 

of premium wines. The entire south slope of Underwood Mountain is considered the cream of 

the crop. If any question remains regarding the value of the wine industry in Underwood, we 

need look no further than the seal of approval of SDS Lumber who recently informed the 

community that it has purchased potential vineyard land in Underwood. 

The DE IS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" projects are de facto 

compatible because the uses co-exist in Walla Walla. The problem with this claim is that it 

ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State-Line) are many miles from the 

vineyard and winery sites. The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, directly border the 

heart of Skamania County agri-tourism. No one argues that they will not dominate the 

landscape from upper Underwood. Resiting or elimination ofTowers Al-7 eliminates all such 

impacts. 

SOCIO-ECOMNOMIC VALUE OF UNDERWOOD AGRI-TOURISM 

Facts 

Agri-Tourism is a reality in Underwood as we sit here today. There are over 30' large scale 

agricultural operations within the community. Some of these enterprises were started 

generations ago, and others have broken ground within the last year. In many ways, the 

Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association owes its new found status to the proposal before 

you. We have formally come together for the first time- out of necessity. A necessity borne 

from the threat that this project poses to our very existence. 

Although our members have each made extraordinary commitments of time and capital to the 

common vision of making Underwood the premier agri-tourism destination in the Gorge, until 

recently, we were working in parallel, rather than in concert. The threat that this project poses 

to that vision, however, immediately galvanized farm, winery, and vineyard owners across the 

community. We now stand here with a consensus of opinion, not just on this project, but on 

future lobbying goals, marketing strategies, and product offerings. 
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The Association has two primary marketing strategies: 

• Promote the "Underwood Agri-Tourism loop" in a manner similar to the Hood River 

Fruit loop. 

o The Hood River Fruit loop is considered a national model for successful agri

tourism 

o. See Appendix 2 (Fruit loop) and Appendix 4 (Underwood Agri-Tourism loop) 

• Establish the Underwood Vineyard Trek as a "can't be missed" one-of-a-kind 

opportunity to hike through 12 of the country's premier vineyards while sampling world 

class wines and views. 

o Nowhere else in the U.S. have 12 contiguous vineyards collectively developed a 

private 'trek situated in the heart of a National Scenic Area. 

o See Appendix 4 (Underwood Vineyard Trek) 

Underwood Agri-Tourism is not just about wine. Other members offer produce, free-range 

organic livestock, lavender viewing, and organic herbs. One of the original visionaries in 

Underwood is Hank Patton, who founded World Steward which is located in the Upper 

Underwood Agri-Tourism loop, and is committed to environmental stewardship, sustainable 

farming, research and education. (See Appendix 4). 

In addition, three wineries are already in operation in Underwood. One of those wineries is 

now considered by many to be the premier commercial events site in the Columbia Gorge. A 

number of other vineyards located in the Upper loop have future winery plans which have 

been put on hold as a result of the potential negative impacts of this proposal. 

As set forth in Appendix 4 to our comments, the economic and socioeconomic value of the 

existing Underwood Agri-Tourism industry is significant and quantifiable. It is diverse and 

sustainable and benefits citizens and governments throughout the region. The tremendous 

future potential is also quantifiable and dwarfs the tax benefits of the seven A Towers as 

projected by SDS lumber. (See Appendix 1, 2, 3 & 4-Economics of Wine in Underwood). 

AGRI-TOURISM & 40 STORY TURBINES DON'T MIX 

Facts 

SDS once told the Underwood community that wind turbines are "beautiful." We are all 

welcome to our personal opinions, but in these proceedings facts should rule. And the fact is 
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that tourists, and especially tourists in the Gorge, don't want to see industrial development. 

This fact is set forth clearly in studies conducted by the u.s. Government, and the State of 

Oregon which are attached toour comments as Appendix 5 and Appendix 6. These facts are 

undisputed and need no further discussion. 

As set forth above, the DE IS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" 

projects are de facto compatible because the uses co-exist in Walla Walla. The problem with 

this claim is that it ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State-Line) are 

many miles from the vineyard and winery sites. The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, 

directly border the heart of Skamania County agri-tourism. No one argues that they will not 

dominate the landscape from upper Underwood. Resiting or elimination ofTowersAl-7 

eliminates all such impacts. 

MOVING THE itA TOWERS" MITIGATES TOURISM IMPACTS 

Facts 

The seven "A Towers" sit alone on a clear-cut ridge at the very most southern portion of the 

proposed project. If installed they would dominate views, day and night, from far more 

locations than are depicted in the application submitted to Council. To remove any uncertainty 

about the visual impacts of the seven A Towers, the Agri-Tourism Association hired a pilot to fly 

a photographer along the ridge where these towers are proposed. In Appendix 7 to our 

comments, you will find the results. Take note of the photograph that was taken directly over 

the ridge at an elevation of 300 feet above the ridge. This photograph tells the story of who will 

see the seven A Towers. Arso note that the photograph was taken 120 feet below the top of 

the proposed towers. 

Then take note of the next photograph that shows the locations of existing businesses along the 

Underwood Agri-Tourism Loop. The impacts are clear. The solution is also clear. The re-siting 

of the seven A Towers eliminates all visual impacts to the Underwood Agri-Tourism industry, as 

well as the visual impacts to a vast area throughout the Gorge. 
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CONCLUSION 

We are very thankful that the Council brings to this process a broad perspective of the benefits 

and impacts of wind development. A perspective that is understandably missing from a county 

government in financial crisis. 

We are also confident that this council will use its broad mitigation powers, its depth of 

experience and basic common sense to draw a line in the sand. A line that will make it clear to 

people throughout the country that in the Northwest, turbines don't have a right to dominate 

every ridge line just because the wind blows. 

We feel fortunate. Fortu"nate that each of you has visited the Gorge, and fortunate that during 

your site visit, you were able to experience the extraordinary beauty of our agricultural 

community and understand why it is a priceless resource in and of itselLnot just to those of us 

who live Underwood, but to people throughout the Gorge who benefit economically from its 

" snowballing reputation as one of the premier wine producing destinations in the United States. 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include 

consideration of the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (Al-A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project witli greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination ofTowers Ai-A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations Al-7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers Ai-A7 through micro-siting across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers Ai-A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

*** 

We also direct Council toourcomments on the land use consistency"issues which are attached 

hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 
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WHISTLING RIDGE WIND TURBINE DEVELOPMENT 
LAND USE CONSISTENCY HEARING 

May 7, 2009 

Written Comments of the Board of Directors 
Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association, 

a Washington Non-Profit Corporation 
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INTRODUCTION 

My name is John Crumpacker; I live in Underwood, Washington. I am a member of the Board of 

Directors of the Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association. The Skamania County Agri-Tourism 

Association is a Washington non-profit corporation dedicated to the promotion and 

improvement of sustainable agri-tourism in Skamania County. Our mission is to create and 

maintain favorable business conditions for association members. All members own and 

operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is located in eastern 

Skamania County. Members of the Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association include: 

Member Business 

Acadia Vineyards 75 acre vineyard & orchard 

Crooked Acres Vineyard 20 acre vineyard 

The Davis Family Farm 50 acre farm & orchard 

Energeia Vineyards 64 acre vineyard 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 95 acre vineyard & winery 

lamonti Vineyards 32 acre vineyard 

Pearblossom Vineyards 18 acre vineyard & orchard 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

Soluna Vineyards 34 acre vineyard 

Underwood Gardens 6 acre lavender farm 

Wine Spring 40 acre vineyard 

The Agri-Tourism Association is here today to provide the Council with our comments on the 

land Use Consistency issues posed by the proposed Whistling Ridge project and the potential 

impact on our members. Today we will again confine our comments to the seven "A Towers." 

We will address two issues: (1) Why the proposed "A Towers" are inconsistent with the county 

land use policy; and (2) Why simply moving them prevents these violations. 

12 



THE SEVEN tlA TOWERS" ARE INCONSISTENT WITH 

CURRENT ZONING AND EXISTING USES 

In the land use portion of its application, SDS suggests that this project will diversify the use of 

its land and, in turn, the county's economy. Next they state that this "natural resource-based 

land use would better insulate the Applicant from economic cycles that have undermined 

similar timber operations .... " What they don't mention is that the "A Towers" would sit on land 

that is specifically set aside for just the opposite purpose: to protect and insulate existing uses 

such as the agricultural operations of the members of the Skamania County Agri-Tourism 

Association. Operations which continue to diversify the county's tourism based economy, and 

barring the "A Towers," are not at risk of economic failure. 

We will discuss applicant's claims in the order they are presented in Part 4.2 of the application 

which addresses weather the "A Towers" would comply with the controlling conditional use 

requirements. 

The first requirement is that the seven "A Towers" 

Be either compatible with other uses in the surrounding area or is no more incompatible 
than are other outright permitted uses in'the applicable zoning district. 

The applicant, and for that matter, the county, never took the time to study the socio-economic 

value of agri-tourism and why the A Towers are incompatible with such outright permitted 

uses. Our appendix of data establishes complete incompatibility and is based on research 

conducted by the U.S. government, the State of Washington, and the State of Oregon. This is 

not a wheat field surrounded by nothing. The A Towers would loom over one of the country's 

premier winema king regions and the most valuable agri-tourism land in Skamania County. 

To claim that these towers are "no more incompatible with the surrounding area than other 

uses permitted in the County's zoning code," is uninformed. To say that this "project would in 

no way impair the use of any of the surrounding lands" conveniently ignores the years of work 

and the capital invested by members of the Agri-Tourism Association, not to mention the high 

regulatory hurdles we have so painstakingly cleared. The fact is that nowhere in this state have 

420 foot turbines been approved as permanent fixtures on a ridge with such profound 

compatibility concerns. 
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The next requirement is that the project 

Not materially endanger the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community 
to an extent greater than that associated with other permitted uses in the applicable 
zoning district. 

The seven "A Towers" are the single greatest threat to the economic welfare of the Agri

Tourism community in Underwood. Our comments yesterday address this issue and no more 

needs to be said today. 

Next, the project may 

Not hinder or discourage the development of permitted uses on neighboring properties 
in the applicable zoning district as a result of the location, size or height of the buildings, 
structures, walls, or required fences or screening vegetation to a greater extent than 
other permitted uses in the applicable zoning district; 

i 
The application states that the "turbines in the corridor proposed in the Fori Ag-20 zones would 

be approximately 426 feet tall" and that "the proposed turbines would be taller than other 

structures permitted outright in the For/Ag-20 zone." The application claims that their height 

and visibility would not hinder or discourage the development of any of the uses identified in 

Table 4.2-2. Just the opposite is true. Commercial agriculture, a permitted use in Table 4.2-2 is 

the very basis of agri-tourism, which as proven in Hood River, can drive the economy of an 

entire county. And as established in the data we submitted yesterday, the seven "A Towers" 

are incompatible with agri-tourism and have therefore caused a number of wineries to table 

development plans. 

This council deserves better than applicant's bare claim that "the project would in no way 

hinder the use or development of surrounding properties." 

MOVING THE itA TOWERS" ELIMINATES THE VIOLATiON 

OF THE COUNTY'S ZONING POLICY 

The last of the conditional use requirements for the "A Towers': leads us to the policies behind 

our county's land use law. It requires that this project: 
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Not be in conflict with the goals and policies expressed in the current version of the 
County's comprehensive plan. 

The policies behind the ForjAg-20 zone more clearly explains why the "A Towers" don't belong. 

The county policy for the Resource Production Zone is: 

To provide lond for present and future commercial farm and forest operations in areas 
that have been and are currently suitable for such operations, and to prevent conflicts 
between forestry and farm practices and nonresource production uses by not allowing 
inappropriate development of land within this zone classification" (SeC 21.56.010[A}). 

(Emphasis added.) This is a clear statement that the conflict the "A Towers" create should not 

be allowed. 

This same conclusion must be reached by applying the County's own vision statement for our 

community which states that: 

Skamania County is strongly committed to protecting our rural character and natural 
resource based industries while allowing for planned future development that is 
balanced with the protection of critical resources and ecologically sensitive areas, while 
preserving the community's high quality of life. 

(Emphasis added.) 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

As the Council may have gathered, the "A Towers" are very different than the rest of this 

project. And they deserve to be treated differently. 

These comments, and the supporting data, will be submitted to Council and posted on the 

"News" page of the Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association web site which is located at 

www.scaassn.org Thank you. 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: John Crumpacker [jcrumpacker@gorge.net]
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 4:43 PM
To: efsec@utc.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Cc: 'Mike and Joyce Eastwick'; 'charlie guthrie'
Subject: Scamania County Agri-Tourism Assn. - Written Comments on DEIS
Attachments: Crumpacker Whistling Ridge DEIS Comments-Skamania County Agri-Tourism Assn.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/30/2010

Dear EFSEC and BPA, 
  
Please accept our written comments on the DEIS and make them part of the record in this matter. 
  
Regards, 
John Crumpacker 
Board of Directors 
Skamania County Agri‐Toursim Assn. 
  
Tel: 509.493.2024 
Fax: 509.493.2027 
E‐Mail: jcrumpacker@gorge.net  
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Written Comments of the Board of Directors 
Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association, 

a Washington Non‐Profit Corporation 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association is a Washington non‐profit corporation 

dedicated to the promotion and improvement of sustainable agri‐tourism in Skamania County.  

Our mission is to create and maintain favorable business conditions for association members.  

All members own and operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is 

located in eastern Skamania County.  Our unincorporated community sits directly across the 

Columbia from Hood River, Oregon.  Members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association include: 

 

Member 

Acadia Vineyards 

Crooked Acres Vineyard  

The Davis Family Farm 

Energeia Vineyards 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 

Lamonti Vineyards 

Pearblossom Vineyards 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 

Soluna Vineyards 

Underwood Gardens 

Wine Spring 

Business 

75 acre vineyard & orchard 

20 acre vineyard 

50 acre farm & orchard 

64 acre vineyard 

41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site 

95 acre vineyard & winery 

32 acre vineyard 

18 acre vineyard & orchard 

18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

34 acre vineyard 

6 acre lavender farm 

40 acre vineyard 

 

As a group, these farms, vineyards and wineries currently give thousands of people each year a 

reason to visit our community and share in the awe inspiring beauty and bucolic charm.  Some 

bring the entire family and 50 of their closest friends to say “I do”; some come to taste wine 

and touch grapes on the vine; some come to buy an organic free‐range pig for a celebration; 

and others simply come because the views of the river, the Gorge, and the Hood River Valley 
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are unsurpassed.  But more importantly for the purposes of this hearing, each of these people 

brings with them a domino effect of economic activity that benefits our entire region. 

 

The Agri‐Tourism Association hereby provides the Council and BPA (collectively referred to as 

"Council" herein) with our comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and the potential impact on 

our members and on agri‐tourism in Underwood as a whole if the deficiencies in the DEIS are 

not corrected.  We respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include consideration of 

the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (A1‐A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project with greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination of Towers A1‐A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations A1‐7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 through micro‐siting  across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

 

Such alternatives should be considered in the DEIS and the Final EIS to mitigate negative 

impacts based on the following five facts: 

1. That tourism is the life blood of Skamania County and all communities throughout the 

Columbia River Gorge; 

2. That Agri‐Tourism is the present day driver of tourism in the famous Hood River Valley 

and that Underwood is well on its way to duplicating that economic success in Eastern 

Skamania County; 

3. That Underwood’s historic transformation from pear orchards to Agri‐Tourism and to 

one of the premier wine producing regions in the world has enormous present‐day 

socio‐economic value; 
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4. That the very real present‐day economic value of Underwood Agri‐Tourism, as well as its 

future potential, would be severely impacted by the seven “A Towers” as currently 

sited; and finally 

5. That this Council has the authority and responsibility to put the reins on this project by 

requiring the responsible re‐siting or elimination of the seven “A Towers”; towers that 

will otherwise dominate the skyline and become Underwood’s new “calling card.” 

 

As we detail in our written comments, failure to re‐site the seven “A Towers” would improperly 

force the blossoming Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry to bear a disproportionate share of the 

negative environmental and socioeconomic impacts of this project in violation of WAC 463‐60‐

085.  Such a result is prohibited by WAC 463‐47‐110 which states that “[t]he overriding policy of 

the council is to avoid or mitigate adverse environmental impacts which may result from the 

council's decisions.”  

 

 

TOURISM IS THE LIFE BLOOD OF THE GORGE 
 

Facts 

Skamania County is more dependent on tourism than any county in the State of Washington.  

(See Appendix 1).  In 2007: 

 

 47% of all retail and lodging tax collections in the county came from visitors. 

o The highest percentage in the state. 

 Almost 11% of all spending in Skamania County was travel related. Over 58 million 

dollars. 

o The highest percentage in the state. 

 

Where do these figures come from?  In December of 2008, the State of Washington, through 

the Department of Community Trade and Economic Development, which also employs the staff 

of this Council, released these findings in a report on the importance of Travel Impacts to the 

economy of this state. 
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The state concluded that the travel industry: 

 

 Generates tax benefits for Washington residents. 

 Generates job opportunities for Washington residents. 

 And benefits all regions of the state. 

 

This study found in particular that rural counties, including Skamania County, have a greater 

number of travel‐generated jobs in relation to total employment.  And that we are more 

dependent on the travel industry.  They determined that over 10% of Skamania County’s jobs 

are generated by tourism.  Maybe this is no great surprise since we live in one of the most 

beautiful places on earth. 

 

The State of Washington also released a report in 2002 titled “Travel Industry Employment.”  

(See Appendix 1 to our DEIS Scoping Comments.  All other references to appendices in these 

comments refer to the appendices attached to our Scoping Comments.).  It was released by the 

Washington Department of Business & Tourism Development.  They reached the same 

conclusions and found specifically that “[t]his is because some rural areas are recreation 

destinations and/or have little employment in manufacturing or other industries….”  Once again 

topping the list are counties in the Columbia River Gorge. 

 

Two key conclusions of this study: 

 

 The travel industry develops and thrives “to the extent [it] has comparative advantages 

in the Northwest relative to other locations in the U.S. 

 “[H]igh‐quality, natural, and outdoor recreation resources” are an example of such an 

advantage. 

 

Why does this all matter in the DEIS?  Because any development proposal that has the potential 

to cut off the life blood of our economy needs to be closely monitored, carefully studied, and 

mitigated in a manner that eliminates damaging impacts. 
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AGRI‐TOURISM DRIVES HOOD RIVER  

AND EASTERN SKAMANIA COUNTY 
 

Facts 

Hood River is a tourist mecca just like Skamania County.  The Hood River Valley is famous 

worldwide for the breathtaking beauty of its farms, orchards and vineyards.  In fact, Hood River 

is a case study in the economic power and sustainability of agri‐tourism.  You need look no 

further that the front page of the Hood River County Chamber of Commerce website.  (See 

Appendix 2).  The image of Hood River IS agri‐tourism.  It is plastered everywhere:  pictures, 

events, festivals and links to other sites dedicated to agri‐tourism in its many forms. 

 

The other marketing push in Hood River?  Recreation and scenery, of course.  Just as the State 

of Washington has concluded in its studies, “high‐quality, natural, and outdoor recreation 

resources” are our primary asset and must be leveraged.  They must also be carefully guarded 

to assure our economic health and well being. 

 

Why is Hood River important  to consider?  Because Underwood, which is in Eastern Skamania 

County, and which is the site of this proposal, sits directly across the Columbia from Hood River 

and is inextricably tied to Hood River:  topographically, economically, and evolutionarily.  

Although our county seat is 30 miles away in Stevenson, we have a uniquely different set of 

issues and opportunities.  Issues and opportunities that county government has failed to 

understand.  This is evident in light of the county’s decision to publically endorse this project 

without consideration of the impacts to Underwood agri‐tourism.  Agri‐tourism that holds the 

key to Underwood’s economic future… if it is responsibly cared for.   

 

 

UNDERWOOD AGRI‐TOURISM IS GROWING QUICKLY 
 

Facts 

The primary driver of agri‐tourism in Underwood is its far reaching reputation as one of the 

premier wine producing regions in the world.  (See Appendix 3).  Amazing as it may sound, the 

new Columbia Gorge Wine Appellation was recently recognized as one the best emerging 

regions in the world along with Paso Robles, California and the Maule Valley in Chile.  The same 

accolades were earned in Seattle Magazine. 

 

In fact the Washington wine industry is now ranked as the second largest premium wine 

producer in the U.S.  Washington Winery of the Year in 2009 was Maryhill Winery, located here 
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in the Gorge.  Winery of the Year in 2007 was Cathedral Ridge Winery in Hood River, also 

located directly across the river from Underwood, and often touting Underwood wines.  (See 

Appendix 3). 

 

Even more to the point, Celilo Vineyards in Underwood, is consistently ranked as one of the Top 

10 vineyards in Washington, which as mentioned, is ranked second nationally in the production 

of premium wines.  The entire south slope of Underwood Mountain is considered the cream of 

the crop.  If any question remains regarding the value of the wine industry in Underwood, we 

need look no further than the seal of approval of SDS Lumber who recently informed the 

community that it has purchased potential vineyard land in Underwood. 

 

The DEIS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" projects are de facto 

compatible because the uses co‐exist in Walla Walla.  The problem with this claim is that it 

ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State‐Line) are many miles from the 

vineyard and winery sites.  The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, directly border the 

heart of Skamania County agri‐tourism.  No one argues that they will not dominate the 

landscape from upper Underwood.  Resiting or elimination of Towers A1‐7 eliminates all such 

impacts. 

 

 

SOCIO‐ECOMNOMIC VALUE OF UNDERWOOD AGRI‐TOURISM 
 

Facts 

Agri‐Tourism is a reality in Underwood as we sit here today.  There are over 30 large scale 

agricultural operations within the community.  Some of these enterprises were started 

generations ago, and others have broken ground within the last year.  In many ways, the 

Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association owes its new found status to the proposal before 

you.  We have formally come together for the first time out of necessity.  A necessity borne 

from the threat that this project poses to our very existence. 

 

Although our members have each made extraordinary commitments of time and capital to the 

common vision of making Underwood the premier agri‐tourism destination in the Gorge, until 

recently, we were working in parallel, rather than in concert.  The threat that this project poses 

to that vision, however, immediately galvanized farm, winery, and vineyard owners across the 

community.  We now stand here with a consensus of opinion, not just on this project, but on 

future lobbying goals, marketing strategies, and product offerings. 
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The Association has two primary marketing strategies: 

 

 Promote the “Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop” in a manner similar to the Hood River 

Fruit Loop. 

o The Hood River Fruit Loop is considered a national model for successful agri‐

tourism 

o See Appendix 2 (Fruit Loop) and Appendix 4 (Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop) 

 

 Establish the Underwood Vineyard Trek as a “can’t be missed” one‐of‐a‐kind 

opportunity to hike through 12 of the country’s premier vineyards while sampling world 

class wines and views. 

o Nowhere else in the U.S. have 12 contiguous vineyards collectively developed a 

private trek situated in the heart of a National Scenic Area. 

o See Appendix 4 (Underwood Vineyard Trek) 

 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism is not just about wine.  Other members offer produce, free‐range 

organic livestock, lavender viewing, and organic herbs.  One of the original visionaries in 

Underwood is Hank Patton, who founded World Steward which is located in the Upper 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop, and is committed to environmental stewardship, sustainable 

farming, research and education.  (See Appendix 4). 

 

In addition, three wineries are already in operation in Underwood.  One of those wineries is 

now considered by many to be the premier commercial events site in the Columbia Gorge.  A 

number of other vineyards located in the Upper Loop have future winery plans which have 

been put on hold as a result of the potential negative impacts of this proposal. 

 

As set forth in Appendix 4 to our comments, the economic and socioeconomic value of the 

existing Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry is significant and quantifiable.  It is diverse and 

sustainable and benefits citizens and governments throughout the region.   The tremendous 

future potential is also quantifiable and dwarfs the tax benefits of the seven A Towers as 

projected by SDS Lumber.  (See Appendix 1, 2, 3 & 4‐Economics of Wine in Underwood). 

 

 

AGRI‐TOURISM & 40 STORY TURBINES DON’T MIX 
 

Facts 

SDS once told the Underwood community that wind turbines are “beautiful.”  We are all 

welcome to our personal opinions, but in these proceedings facts should rule.  And the fact is 
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that tourists, and especially tourists in the Gorge, don’t want to see industrial development.  

This fact is set forth clearly in studies conducted by the U.S. Government, and the State of 

Oregon which are attached to our comments as Appendix 5 and Appendix 6.  These facts are 

undisputed and need no further discussion. 

 

As set forth above, the DEIS naively accepts the proponents claim that "Wine and Wind" 

projects are de facto compatible because the uses co‐exist in Walla Walla.  The problem with 

this claim is that it ignores the fact that the wind projects in Walla Walla (like State‐Line) are 

many miles from the vineyard and winery sites.  The proposed A Towers, on the other hand, 

directly border the heart of Skamania County agri‐tourism.  No one argues that they will not 

dominate the landscape from upper Underwood.  Resiting or elimination of Towers A1‐7 

eliminates all such impacts. 

 

 

 

 MOVING THE “A TOWERS” MITIGATES TOURISM IMPACTS 
 

Facts 

The seven “A Towers” sit alone on a clear‐cut ridge at the very most southern portion of the 

proposed project.  If installed they would dominate views, day and night, from far more 

locations than are depicted in the application submitted to Council.  To remove any uncertainty 

about the visual impacts of the seven A Towers, the Agri‐Tourism Association hired a pilot to fly 

a photographer along the ridge where these towers are proposed.  In Appendix 7 to our 

comments, you will find the results.  Take note of the photograph that was taken directly over 

the ridge at an elevation of 300 feet above the ridge.  This photograph tells the story of who will 

see the seven A Towers.  Also note that the photograph was taken 120 feet below the top of 

the proposed towers. 

 

Then take note of the next photograph that shows the locations of existing businesses along the 

Underwood Agri‐Tourism Loop.  The impacts are clear.  The solution is also clear.  The re‐siting 

of the seven A Towers eliminates all visual impacts to the Underwood Agri‐Tourism industry, as 

well as the visual impacts to a vast area throughout the Gorge. 
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CONCLUSION 

We are very thankful that the Council brings to this process a broad perspective of the benefits 

and impacts of wind development.  A perspective that is understandably missing from a county 

government in financial crisis.   

We are also confident that this council will use its broad mitigation powers, its depth of 

experience and basic common sense to draw a line in the sand.  A line that will make it clear to 

people throughout the country that in the Northwest, turbines don’t have a right to dominate 

every ridgeline just because the wind blows. 

We feel fortunate.  Fortunate that each of you has visited the Gorge, and fortunate that during 

your site visit, you were able to experience the extraordinary beauty of our agricultural 

community and understand why it is a priceless resource in and of itself…not just to those of us 

who live Underwood, but to people throughout the Gorge who benefit economically from its 

snowballing reputation as one of the premier wine producing destinations in the United States. 

For the reasons set forth above, we respectfully request that the DEIS and the Final EIS include 

consideration of the following alternatives which are absent or rejected in the DEIS: 

1. Resiting of the seven most southerly "A Towers" (A1‐A7) to a location within the 

proposed site that mitigates negative impacts; 

2. Use of towers across the project with greater megawatt per tower ratings that will allow 

for the elimination of Towers A1‐A7 with minimal impact on the proponents total 

megawatt output target of 75 MW; 

3. Use of low profile towers across the project, and in particular at tower locations A1‐7 to 

minimize negative impacts; 

4. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 through micro‐siting  across the project as a whole; and 

5. Elimination of towers A1‐A7 to mitigate negative impacts. 

 

*** 

We also direct Council to our comments on the land use consistency issues which are attached 

hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. 
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INTRODUCTION 

My name is John Crumpacker; I live in Underwood, Washington.  I am a member of the Board of 

Directors of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association.  The Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association is a Washington non‐profit corporation dedicated to the promotion and 

improvement of sustainable agri‐tourism in Skamania County.  Our mission is to create and 

maintain favorable business conditions for association members.  All members own and 

operate agricultural businesses in Underwood, Washington which is located in eastern 

Skamania County.  Members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association include: 

 

Member 

Acadia Vineyards 

Crooked Acres Vineyard  

The Davis Family Farm 

Energeia Vineyards 

Gorge Crest Vineyards & Winery 

Gorge Estate Vineyards 

Lamonti Vineyards 

Pearblossom Vineyards 

Sanctuary Herb Farm 

Soluna Vineyards 

Underwood Gardens 

Wine Spring 

Business 

75 acre vineyard & orchard 

20 acre vineyard 

50 acre farm & orchard 

64 acre vineyard 

41 acre vineyard, winery & commercial event site 

95 acre vineyard & winery 

32 acre vineyard 

18 acre vineyard & orchard 

18 acre herb farm and vineyard 

34 acre vineyard 

6 acre lavender farm 

40 acre vineyard 

 

 

The Agri‐Tourism Association is here today to provide the Council with our comments on the 

Land Use Consistency issues posed by the proposed Whistling Ridge project and the potential 

impact on our members.  Today we will again confine our comments to the seven “A Towers.” 

We will address two issues:  (1) Why the proposed “A Towers” are inconsistent with the county 

land use policy; and (2) Why simply moving them prevents these violations. 
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THE SEVEN “A TOWERS” ARE INCONSISTENT WITH 

CURRENT ZONING AND EXISTING USES 
 

In the land use portion of its application, SDS suggests that this project will diversify the use of 

its land and, in turn, the county’s economy.  Next they state that this “natural resource‐based 

land use would better insulate the Applicant from economic cycles that have undermined 

similar timber operations….”  What they don’t mention is that the “A Towers” would sit on land 

that is specifically set aside for just the opposite purpose:  to protect and insulate existing uses 

such as the agricultural operations of the members of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism 

Association.  Operations which continue to diversify the county’s tourism based economy, and 

barring the “A Towers,” are not at risk of economic failure. 

 

We will discuss applicant’s claims in the order they are presented in Part 4.2 of the application 

which addresses weather the “A Towers” would comply with the controlling conditional use 

requirements.  

 

The first requirement is that the seven “A Towers” 

 

Be either compatible with other uses in the surrounding area or is no more incompatible 
than are other outright permitted uses in the applicable zoning district. 

 

The applicant, and for that matter, the county, never took the time to study the socio‐economic 

value of agri‐tourism and why the A Towers are incompatible with such outright permitted 

uses.  Our appendix of data establishes complete incompatibility and is based on research 

conducted by the U.S. government, the State of Washington, and the State of Oregon.  This is 

not a wheat field surrounded by nothing.  The A Towers would loom over one of the country’s 

premier winemaking regions and the most valuable agri‐tourism land in Skamania County. 

 

To claim that these towers are “no more incompatible with the surrounding area than other 

uses permitted in the County’s zoning code,” is uninformed.  To say that this “project would in 

no way impair the use of any of the surrounding lands” conveniently ignores the years of work 

and the capital invested by members of the Agri‐Tourism Association, not to mention the high 

regulatory hurdles we have so painstakingly cleared.  The fact is that nowhere in this state have 

420 foot turbines been approved as permanent fixtures on a ridge with such profound 

compatibility concerns. 
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The next requirement is that the project 

 

Not materially endanger the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community 
to an extent greater than that associated with other permitted uses in the applicable 
zoning district. 

 

The seven “A Towers” are the single greatest threat to the economic welfare of the Agri‐

Tourism community in Underwood.  Our comments yesterday address this issue and no more 

needs to be said today. 

 

Next, the project may 

 

Not hinder or discourage the development of permitted uses on neighboring properties 
in the applicable zoning district as a result of the location, size or height of the buildings, 
structures, walls, or required fences or screening vegetation to a greater extent than 
other permitted uses in the applicable zoning district; 
 

The application states that the “turbines in the corridor proposed in the For/Ag‐20 zones would 

be approximately 426 feet tall” and that “the proposed turbines would be taller than other 

structures permitted outright in the For/Ag‐20 zone.”  The application claims that their height 

and visibility would not hinder or discourage the development of any of the uses identified in 

Table 4.2‐2.  Just the opposite is true.  Commercial agriculture, a permitted use in Table 4.2‐2 is 

the very basis of agri‐tourism, which as proven in Hood River, can drive the economy of an 

entire county.  And as established in the data we submitted yesterday, the seven “A Towers” 

are incompatible with agri‐tourism and have therefore caused a number of wineries to table 

development plans. 

 

This council deserves better than applicant’s bare claim that “the project would in no way 

hinder the use or development of surrounding properties.” 

 

 

MOVING THE “A TOWERS” ELIMINATES THE VIOLATION 

OF THE COUNTY’S ZONING POLICY 
 

The last of the conditional use requirements for the “A Towers” leads us to the policies behind 

our county’s land use law.  It requires that this project: 

 



15 
 

Not be in conflict with the goals and policies expressed in the current version of the 
County’s comprehensive plan. 

 

The policies behind the For/Ag‐20 zone more clearly explains why the “A Towers” don’t belong.  

The county policy for the Resource Production Zone is: 

 

To provide land for present and future commercial farm and forest operations in areas 
that have been and are currently suitable for such operations, and to prevent conflicts 
between forestry and farm practices and nonresource production uses by not allowing 
inappropriate development of land within this zone classification” (SCC 21.56.010[A]). 

 
(Emphasis added.)  This is a clear statement that the conflict the “A Towers” create should not 

be allowed. 

This same conclusion must be reached by applying the County’s own vision statement for our 

community which states that: 

Skamania County is strongly committed to protecting our rural character and natural 
resource based industries while allowing for planned future development that is 
balanced with the protection of critical resources and ecologically sensitive areas, while 
preserving the community’s high quality of life. 
 

(Emphasis added.)   

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

As the Council may have gathered, the “A Towers” are very different than the rest of this 

project.  And they deserve to be treated differently. 

 

 These comments, and the supporting data, will be submitted to Council and posted on the 

“News” page of the Skamania County Agri‐Tourism Association web site which is located at 

www.scaassn.org      Thank you. 
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Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner, 
Attached is our comments for the Whistling Ridge project (Ecology File Nos. 10-2884A).  
Comments are due 8/27/10.   
  
Please reply to this message for confirmation.  Thank you. 
  
  
Sonia Mendoza  
Department of Ecology-SWRO 
SEPA Coordinator 
360-407-6313 (P)  
360-407-6305(F) 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775  Olympia, Washington 98504-7775  (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay Service  Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

 
 
 
 
August 25, 2010 
 
 
Andrew M. Montaño 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC‐4 
Portland, OR  92708‐3621 
 
Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street Southeast, Third Floor 
Olympia, WA  98504‐3172 
 
Dear Mr. Montaño and Mr. Posner : 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Whistling Ridge project located in Skamania County.  The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the 
information provided and has the following comment(s): 

 
AIR QUALITY:  Qing Chen (360) 407‐6809 
 
Best Management Practice for minimization of track out and windblown dust should be required in 
applicable permitting. 
 
TOXICS CLEANUP:  Connie Groven (360) 407‐6254 
 
Toxics Cleanup program comments submitted May 12, 2009, still apply to the project described (see 
enclosure).  There are no new comments submitted at this time. 
 
WASTE 2 RESOURCES:  Mike Drumright (360) 407‐6397 
 
All grading and filling of land must utilize only clean fill, i.e., dirt or gravel.  All other materials, 
including waste concrete and asphalt, are considered to be solid waste and permit approval must be 
obtained through the local jurisdictional health department prior to filling.  Standards apply as 
defined by Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173‐350‐990‐Criteria for Inert Waste. 
 
Property owners, developers, and contractors are encouraged to recycle all possible leftover 
construction, demolition, and land clearing (CDL) materials and reduce waste generated.  Recycling 
construction debris is often less expensive than landfill disposal.  Please visit 
http://1800recycle.wa.gov or call the 1‐800‐RECYCLE hotline to find facilities that that will accept 
your CDL materials for reuse or recycling. 
 
WATER RESOURCES:  Vicki Cline (360) 407‐0278 
 
All water wells shall be constructed in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 173‐160 WAC by a 
driller licensed in the State of Washington.  Well reports must be submitted to Ecology within 30 
days after completion of a well. 

http://1800recycle.wa.gov/
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All water wells that may be drilled must be a minimum of 100 feet from any known, suspected, or 
potential source of contamination.  Wells shall not be located within 1,000 feet of a solid waste 
landfill.  WAC 173‐160‐171(1) The proposed water well shall be located where it is not subject to 
ponding and is not in the floodway, except as provided in Chapter 86.16 RCW.  (2) It shall be 
protected from a one hundred year flood and from any surface or subsurface drainage capable of 
impairing the quality of the ground water supply. 
 
The Growth Management Act (Section 63) requires an applicant to submit evidence of an adequate 
water supply before a building permit can be issued for any building requiring potable water. 
 
Any ground water withdrawals anticipated exceeding 5,000 gallons a day for domestic uses or for 
commercial/industrial uses require a water right permit.  Any modification to existing water rights 
must be approved by Ecology’s Water Resources Program.  
 

Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(SM: 10‐2884A) 
Enclosure 
 
cc:  Qing Chen, AQP 

Vicki Cline, WR 
Mike Drumright, W2R 
Connie Groven, TCP 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 
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)ublic Comment #386 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: Ecology SEPA No. 10-2884A "Whistling Ridge project" Comment Letter 
Enclosure.pdf; 10-2884A.pdf 

Importance: High 

Kayce, 

Please process. Thanks .. 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
P.O. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
(360) 956-2063 
stephen.posner@utc.wa.gov 

visit the EFSEC website at: www.efsec.w 

From: Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 2:00 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (UTC) 
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Subject: FW: Ecology SEPA No. 10-2884A "Whistling Ridge project" Comment Letter 
Importance: High 

From: Mendoza, Sonia (ECY) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 2:00:19 PM 
To: ammontano@bpa.gov; Posner, Stephen (COM) 
Cc: Chen, Qing (ECY); Cline, Vicki (ECY); Drumright, Mike (ECY); 
Groven, Connie (ECY); Toteff, Sally (ECY) 
Subject: Ecology SEPA No. 10-2884A 'Whistling Ridge project" Comment Letter 
Importance: High 
Auto forwarded by a Rule 

Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner, 
Attached is OUI' comments for the Whistling Ridge project (Ecology File Nos. 1O-2884A). 
Comments are due 8/27/10. 

OfJonkr cJ..((Jf/doZ{l'fi': 
Department of Ecology-SWRO 
SEPA Coordinator 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 

PO Box 47775 'Olympia, Washington 98504-7775 '(360) 407-6300 
711 for Washington Relay Service' Persons will, a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

May 12, 2009 

Mr. Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
PO Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Dear Mr. Fisksdal: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on' the determination of significance scoping notice for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy project (Application No. 2009-01) located in Skamania County as proposed by 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC. The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist 
and has the following comment{s): 

SEPA REGIONAL PROJECT LEAD: Sarah Lukas (360) 407-7459 

SHORELANDS: 
The submitted scoping notice identifies the intent of preparing a floodplain and wetland assessment 
as part of the analysis used in the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS). The assessment 
should include: An inventory of all wetlands and areas of floodplain in the project area and within 
the vicinity of the proposal; the environmental values these aquatic features provide to the 
landscape; what and how the floodplain areas and wetlands will be impacted by the proposal; what 
environmental values will be lost from these impacts; arid mitigation measures to offset the 
proposed environmental impacts that cannot be avoided. 

The DEIS should also include an analysis of all other surface water bodies in, and within the vicinity 
of, the project site. An equivalent documentation of existing environmental values, proposed 
impacts, and proposed mitigation measures to unavoidable impacts should be outlined in the DEIS 
as requested for the wetlands and floodplain areas above. 

TOXICS CLEANUP: Connie Groven (360) 407-6254 

If contamination is currently known or suspected during construction, testing of the potentially 
contaminated media must be conducted. If contamination of soil or groundwater is readily visible, 
or is revealed by testing, Ecology must be notified. Contact the Environmental Report Tracking 
System Coordinator at the Southwest Regional Office at (360) 407-6300. For assistance and 
information about subsequent cleanup and to identify the type of testing that will be required 
contact Connie Groven with the Toxic Cleanup Program at the Southwest Regional Office at the 
phone number given above. 

WATER QUALITY: Roberta Woods (360) 407-6269 

Any discharge of sediment-laden runoff or other pollutants to waters of the state is in violation of 
Chapter 90.48 RCW, Water Pollution Control, and WAC 173-201A, Water Quality Standards for 
Surface Waters of the State of Washington, and is subject to enforcement action. 

Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction. These 
control measures must be effective to prevent storm water runoff from carrying soil and other 
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pollutants into surface water or storm drains that lead to waters of the state. Sand, silt, clay 
particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to be pollutants. 

Proper disposal of construction debris must be on land in such a manner that debris cannot enter 
buffers and waters of the state or cause water quality degradation of state waters. 

During construction, all releases of oils, hydraulic fluids, fuels, other petroleum products, paints, 
solvents, and other deleterious materials must be contained and removed in a manner that will 
prevent their discharge to waters and soils of the state. The cleanup of spills should take 
precedence over other work on the site. 

Clearing limits and/or any easements or required buffers should be identified and marked in the 
field, prior to the start of any clearing, grading, or construction. Some suggested methods are 
staking and flagging or high visibility fencing. 

A permanent vegetative cover should be established on denuded areas at final grade if they are not 
otherwise permanently stabilized. 

All temporary erosion control systems should be designed to contain the runoff from the developed 
two year, 24-hour design storm without eroding. 

Coverage under the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and State Waste 
Discharge General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction Activities is 
required for construction sites which disturb an area of one acre or more and which have or will 
have a discharge of stormwater to surface water or a storm sewer. An application can be 
downloaded from Ecology's website at 
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/construction/#Application or you can contact 
Josh Klimek at (360) 407-7451 for an application form. To avoid project delays, we encourage the 
applicant(s) to submit a completed application form and to publish public notice more than 60 days 
before the planned start of the project. 

Ecology's comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency. As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate' 
reviewing staff listed above. 

Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 

(SM: 09-2310) 

cc: Connie Groven, TCP 
Sarah Lukas, SEA 
Brett Raunig, VFO/WQ 
Joyce Smith, HO/WQ 
Roberta Woods, WQ 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC (Proponent) 



STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
PO Box 47775 • Olympia, Washington 98504-7775 • (360) 407-6300 

711 for Washington Relay SelVice • Persons with a speech disability can call 877-833-6341 

August 25, 2010 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
PO Box 3621 KEC-4 
Portland, OR 92708-3621 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street Southeast, Third Floor 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Dear Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Whistling Ridge project located in Skamania County. The Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the 
information provided and has the following comment(s): 

AIR QUALITY: Qlng Chen (360) 407-6809 

Best Management Practice for minimization of track out and windblown dust should be required in 
applicable permitting. 

TOXICS CLEANUP: Connie Groven (360) 407-6254 

Toxics Cleanup program comments submitted May 12, 2009, still apply to the project described (see 
enclosure). There are no new comments submitted at this time. 

WASTE 2 RESOURCES: Mike Drumright (360) 407-6397 

All grading and filling of land must utilize only clean fill, i.e., dirt or gravel. All other materials, 
including waste concrete and asphalt, are considered to be solid waste and permit approval must be 
obtained through the local jurisdictional health department prior to filling. Standards apply as 
defined by Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-350-990-Criteria for Inert Waste. 

Property owners, developers, and contractors are encouraged to recycle all possible leftover 
construction, demolition, and land clearing (COL) materials and reduce waste generated. Recycling 
construction debris is often less expensive than landfill disposal. Please visit 
http://1800recycle.wa.govorcalithe 1-800-RECYCLE hotline to find facilities that that will accept 
your COL materials for reuse or recycling. 

WATER RESOURCES: Vicki Cline (360) 407-0278 

All water wells shall be constructed in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 173-160 WAC by a 
driller licensed in the State of Washington. Well reports must be submitted to Ecology within 30 
days after completion of a well. 
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All water wells that may be drilled must be a minimum of 100 feetfrom any known, suspected, or 
potential source of contamination. Wells shall not be located within 1,000 feet of a solid waste 
landfill. WAC 17~-160-171(1} The proposed water well shall be located where it is not subject to 
ponding and is not in the floodway, except as provided in Chapter 86.16 RCW. (2) It shall be 
protected from a one hundred year flood and from any surface or subsurface drainage capable of 
impairing the quality of the ground water supply. 

The Growth Management Act (Section 63) requires an applicant to submit evidence of an adequate 
water supply before a building permit can be issued for any building requiring potable water. 

Any ground water withdrawals anticipated exceeding 5,000 gallons a day for domestic uses or for 
commercial/industrial uses require a water right permit. Any modification to existing water rights 
must be approved by Ecology's Water Resources Program. 

Ecology's comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency. As such, they may not 
constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or legal requirements 
that must be fulfilled in orderto carry out the proposed action. 

If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the appropriate 
reviewing staff listed above. 

Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 

(SM: 1O-2884A) 
Enclosure 

cc: Qing Chen, AQP 
Vicki Cline, WR 
Mike Drumright, W2R 
Connie Groven; TCP 



Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Allan Dushan [aldushan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 11:54 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS - Comment on Wind Turbine lighting

Page 1 of 2

8/27/2010

SDS Lumber suggested I forward my comment/suggestion about the FAA lighting requirements for the 
wind turbines to your office.   
 
Thanks for taking my comments below, 
 
Allan Dushan 
 
   

Comment on: 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 
 
Concerning: 
FAA aircraft safety lighting requirements 
 
Viewpoint associated with my full-time year round residents: 
Viewpoint 1: Pucker Huddle (Within Scenic Area), 16-25 Turbines visible. 
 
Lighting Suggestion Based On Reference: 
The U.S. Department of Transportation FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K) 
"Obstruction Marking and Lighting" 
 
Web Link to FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K): 
http://www.airweb.faa.gov/Regulatory_and_Guidance_Library/rgAdvisoryCircular.nsf/0/B993DCDFC37FCD
OpenDocument 
 
My Lighting Suggestion: 
First, I am in favor of the wind turbines. 
 
My suggestions here are to help minimize the visual impact while still adhering to the FAA aircraft 
safety lighting requirements.  
 
My house was built to take advantage of the view I have of Underwood Mountain, and because of 
this my Master Bedroom, Living Room, Dining Room and Kitchen windows all face Underwood 
Mountain. 
 
During the day, the wind turbines for me add to the scenic view, but at night the flashing lights can 
be extremely distracting, if not configured properly. My reference for the lighting being distracting are 
the wind turbines outside of Goldendale. When you are driving south on hwy 97 from Goldendale, 
the flashing lights are surprisingly distracting due to the fact that every wind turbine in the row had a 
light on it and possibly the speed at which the lights were flashing. This drive south on hwy 97 
seemed representable of what the view from my house would be. 
 
My suggestions are based off of what I experienced driving south on hwy 97, and what I believe 
could reduce the distraction. 
 
The greatest issues were: 
1. The number of lights, since every wind turbine appeared to have one. 
2. The rate at which they flashed. 
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3. How they flashed, which was either off or on. 
 
My suggestion would be to: 
1. Put lights on the minimum number of towers based on the FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-
1K). For linear turbine configurations, this would be one at each end of the line with no more than 
1/2 mile between lights in the line. 
Based on this requirement, a possible lighting configuration for Whistling Ridge could be placing 
lights on: A1,A4,A7,A8,A13,F1,F3,B1,B7,B13,B18,B21,D1,D3,E1,E2,C1,C4,C5,C8. 
2. Set the flash Per Minute of the lights to 20 FPM (Flashes Per Minute). This suggestion is based 
on if the L-864 light is used, which is allowed to flash between 20 and 40 FPM. 
3. Have the lights fade off and then fade on, as opposed to being either completely on or completely 
off. There was nothing in the FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K) that indicated the lights could 
not fade off then on, as opposed to being on or off when flashing. 
 
That is the extent of my suggestion. 
 
Thanks for extending the comment period. 
 
Allan Dushan 
PO BOX 607 
1130 Rodeo Dr 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
541.490.8231 Cell Phone 

Page 2 of 2
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Allan Dushan [aldushan@yahoo.comJ 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 8:41 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #443 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS - Comment on Wind Turbine lighting 

Comment on: 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

Concerning: 
FAA aircraft safety lighting requirements 

Viewpoint associated with my full-time year round residents: 
Viewpoint 1: Pucker Huddle (Within Scenic Area), 16-25 Turbines visible. 

Lighting Suggestion Based On Reference: 
The U.S. Department of Transportation FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1 K) 
"Obstruction Marking and Lighting" 

Web Link to FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1 K): 
http://www.airweb.faa.gov/Regulatorv and Guidance LibrarylrgAdvisoryCircular.nsf/0/B993DCDFC37FCDC486257251 0 
05C4E21 ?OpenDocument 

My Lighting Suggestion: 
First, I am in favor of the wind turbines. 

My suggestions here are to help minimize the visual impact while still adhering to the FAA aircraft safety lighting 
requirements. 

My house was built to take advantage of the view I have of Underwood Mountain, and because of this my Master 
Bedroom, Living Room, Dining Room and Kitchen windows all face Underwood Mountain. 

During the day, the wind turbines for me add to the scenic view, but at night the flashing lights can be extremely 
distracting, if not configured properly. My reference for the lighting being distracting are the wind turbines outside of 
Goldendale. When you are driving south on hwy 97 from Goldendale, the flashing lights are surprisingly distracting due to 
the fact that every wind turbine in the row had a light on it and possibly the speed at which the lights were flashing. This 
drive south on hwy 97 seemed representable of what the view from my house would be. 

My suggestions are based off of what I experienced driving south on hwy 97, and what I believe could reduce the 
distraction. 

The greatest issues were: 
1. The number of lights, since every wind turbine appeared to have one. 
2. The rate at which they flashed. 
3. How they flashed, which was either off or on. 

My suggestion would be to: 
1. Put lights on the minimum number of towers based on the FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1 K). For linear turbine 
configurations, this would be one at each end of the line with no more than 1/2 mile between lights in the line. 
Based on this requirement, a possible lighting configuration for Whistling Ridge could be placing lights on: 
A 1 ,A4,A7,A8,A13,F1 ,F3,B1 ,B7,B13,B18,B21 ,01 ,D3,E1 ,E2,C1 ,C4,C5,C8. 
2. Set the flash Per Minute of the lights to 20 FPM (Flashes Per Minute). This suggestion is based on if the L-864 light is 
uS€id, which is allowed to flash between 20 and 40 FPM. 
3. Have the lights fade off and then fade on, as opposed to being either completely on or completely off. There was 
nothing in the FAA Advisory Circular (AC70/7460-1 K) that indicated the lights could not fade off then on, as opposed to 
being on or off when flashing. 

That is the extent of my suggestion. 
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Thanks for extending the comment period. 

Allan Dushan 
PO BOX 607 
1130 Rodeo Dr 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
541.490.8231 Cell Phone 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Allan Dushan [aldushan@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 11:54 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS - Comment on Wind Turbine lighting

Page 1 of 2

8/27/2010

SDS Lumber suggested I forward my comment/suggestion about the FAA lighting requirements for the 
wind turbines to your office.   
 
Thanks for taking my comments below, 
 
Allan Dushan 
 
   

Comment on: 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 
 
Concerning: 
FAA aircraft safety lighting requirements 
 
Viewpoint associated with my full-time year round residents: 
Viewpoint 1: Pucker Huddle (Within Scenic Area), 16-25 Turbines visible. 
 
Lighting Suggestion Based On Reference: 
The U.S. Department of Transportation FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K) 
"Obstruction Marking and Lighting" 
 
Web Link to FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K): 
http://www.airweb.faa.gov/Regulatory_and_Guidance_Library/rgAdvisoryCircular.nsf/0/B993DCDFC37FCD
OpenDocument 
 
My Lighting Suggestion: 
First, I am in favor of the wind turbines. 
 
My suggestions here are to help minimize the visual impact while still adhering to the FAA aircraft 
safety lighting requirements.  
 
My house was built to take advantage of the view I have of Underwood Mountain, and because of 
this my Master Bedroom, Living Room, Dining Room and Kitchen windows all face Underwood 
Mountain. 
 
During the day, the wind turbines for me add to the scenic view, but at night the flashing lights can 
be extremely distracting, if not configured properly. My reference for the lighting being distracting are 
the wind turbines outside of Goldendale. When you are driving south on hwy 97 from Goldendale, 
the flashing lights are surprisingly distracting due to the fact that every wind turbine in the row had a 
light on it and possibly the speed at which the lights were flashing. This drive south on hwy 97 
seemed representable of what the view from my house would be. 
 
My suggestions are based off of what I experienced driving south on hwy 97, and what I believe 
could reduce the distraction. 
 
The greatest issues were: 
1. The number of lights, since every wind turbine appeared to have one. 
2. The rate at which they flashed. 
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3. How they flashed, which was either off or on. 
 
My suggestion would be to: 
1. Put lights on the minimum number of towers based on the FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-
1K). For linear turbine configurations, this would be one at each end of the line with no more than 
1/2 mile between lights in the line. 
Based on this requirement, a possible lighting configuration for Whistling Ridge could be placing 
lights on: A1,A4,A7,A8,A13,F1,F3,B1,B7,B13,B18,B21,D1,D3,E1,E2,C1,C4,C5,C8. 
2. Set the flash Per Minute of the lights to 20 FPM (Flashes Per Minute). This suggestion is based 
on if the L-864 light is used, which is allowed to flash between 20 and 40 FPM. 
3. Have the lights fade off and then fade on, as opposed to being either completely on or completely 
off. There was nothing in the FAA Advisory Circular (AC 70/7460-1K) that indicated the lights could 
not fade off then on, as opposed to being on or off when flashing. 
 
That is the extent of my suggestion. 
 
Thanks for extending the comment period. 
 
Allan Dushan 
PO BOX 607 
1130 Rodeo Dr 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
541.490.8231 Cell Phone 

Page 2 of 2

8/27/2010
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

Andrew M. Montano 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900 
Seattle, WA 98101-3140 

July 16, 2010 

Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4 
905 NE 11 th A venue 
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621 

OFFICE OF 
ECOSYSTEMS. TRIBAL AND 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

RECeV!D 
J LL I 9 2010 
e~ 

FISI-i & WIlDLIFE 

Re: Comments on the draft EIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
EPA Project number 09-018-BPA 

Dear Mr. Montano: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Bonneville Power 
Administration (BPA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project (CEQ# 20100187) in Skamania County, Washington in accordance with 
our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Clean Air Act 
(CAA) §309. Section 309 of the CAA directs EPA to review and comment in writing on the 
environmental impacts associated with all major federal actions. 

The DEIS analyzes potential environmental impacts of a proposal to interconnect a 75-
megawatt (MW) Whistling Ridge Wind Energy project to the Federal Columbia River 
Transmission System (FCRTS). Because the project would be sited on private land, BPA will 
decide whether to grant the interconnection request for the project or not. For this decision to be 
made and the public to understand its implications, BPA developed and analyzed the Proposed 
and No Action alternatives to evaluate what environmental impacts, if any, would be associated 
with the proposed action. An authorization to interconnect the project to the FCRTS at a point 
along BPA's existing North Bonneville-Midway transmission line would require about 4 acres 
for construction of a substation and up to 1,000 feet long corridor where poles would be placed 
to support aboveground power lines. 

EPA supports development of alternative and environmentally sustainable sources of 
energy such as wind power. The DEIS for this project includes a good analysis of anticipated 
environmental impacts from the project and identifies mitigation measures to offset the impacts 
and monitor effectiveness. Also, the DEIS states that Best Management Practices (BMPs) would 
be used to minimize any potential impacts. Because wind power technology and configuration 
of wind turbines in the project area are still relatively new, and their impacts on birds and bats 
within forested sites remain unclear; effective adaptive management will be important to reduce 
and mitigate the project impacts. 
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The DEIS indicates that water quality may be adversely affected if construction alters the 
hydrology of springs and surface runoff such that erosion carries sediment to nearby 
waterbodies. We recommend that this aspect of the project be monitored to assure that water 
quality is protected. Please also note that anti degradation provisions ofthe Clean Water Act 
apply to those waterbodies where water quality standards are currently being met, and prohibit 
degradation of their water quality. Thus, BPA should coordinate with Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) and Tribes affected by the project to assure that the state and 
tribal water quality standards would be met during implementation of the proposed action. Since 
the project anticipates obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit for planned construction activities likely to disturb 1 or more acres, the final EIS should 
include updated information on such permit application process and conditions to protect water 
quality. 

Based on our review, we have assigned a rating of La (Lack of Objections) to the DEIS. 
This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register. A copy of 
the rating system used in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. If you have questions or comments 
concerning this review, please contact Theo Mbabaliye of my staff at (206) 553-6322 or me at 
(206) 553-1601. 

Sincerely, 

{~ 6, cJ:?~Lfo1 
J 

Christine B. Reichgott, Manager 
Environmental Review and Sediment Management Unit 

Enclosure 

G Pt1"ted on Recycled PapiN' 
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u.s. Environmental Protection Agency Rating System for 
Draft Environmental Impact Statements 

Definitions and Follow-Up Action' 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) review has not identified any potential environmental 
impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application 
of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC - Environmental Concerns 
EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 

environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce these impacts. 

EO - Environmental Objections 
EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide 

adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no-action alternative or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 

unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with 
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS 
stage. this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Adequacy of the Impact Statement 

Category 1 - Adequate 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and 

those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis of data collection is 
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Category 2 - Insufficient Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should 

be avoided in order to fJllly protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

Category 3 - Inadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 

action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of 
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS. which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is 
adequate for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act and or Section 309 review, and thus should be 
formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the 
potential significant impacts involved. this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

* From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. 
February. 1987. 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: Talburt, Tammy (UTC) 
Sent: 
To: 

Friday, August 27,20103:47 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
FW: Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS Subject: 

Kayce here is another comment. 

Tammy 

From: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 [mailto:ammontano@bpa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 3:41 PM 
To: 'Glen Holmberg' 
Cc: Posner, Stephen (COM)i Talburt, Tammy (UTC) 
Subject: RE: Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Your comment has been received. Thank you for your interest in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

Updates can be found at www.bpa.gov/go/whistling. I'm CCing the Washington Energy Facility Siting and 
Evaluation Council as well. 

Bonneville Power Administration I Environmental Protection Specialist 
annnontano@bpa.g·ov I P: 50S. 2S0. 4145 I F: 50S. 2S0. 5699 
Pleasure in the job puts perfection in the work. -Aristotle 

From: Glen Holmberg [mailto:glenholmy@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 27,20103:36 PM 
To: Montano,Andrew M : KEC-4 
Subject: Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS 

To: The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and the State of Washington Energy 
Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
Re: The Whistling Ridge Energy Project's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

I am writing to say the conclusions reached by the authors of the DEIS are wrong. It needs to be 
redone to reflect reality. I oppose the location ofthis project and think it's a bad idea for the 
vast majority of people who live in the area. 
The DEIS wrongly concludes that visual impacts will be low to moderate. Page 3-171 describes 
the north facing view fi'om Hood River Hospital, an urban setting in the middle oftown, but 
fails to describe the impact to any of the viewpoints along the waterfront, residences in town 
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and recreation areas scattered throughout Hood River and The Gorge. These viewpoints are 
cherished and attract tourists and residents alike to the area. Industrial wind turbines 400' high 
will have a high impact on the scenic quality of these view sites, not a low impact. 

The DEIS also fails to mention the impact on property values in the area. I own a home in 
Underwood. I would not consider buying there again if large wind turbines are near by. To 
conclude that wind turbines will promote eco-tourism is wishful thinking at best. 
I request that you reject this DEIS and not allow the project to continue in its current form. The 
impact it will have on tourism and residents will far outweigh any benefits. A handful of jobs 
created in Skamania County will not offset the long-term losses to economic growth in The 
Gorge. We already get 49% of our power from renewable energy. There are much better places 
to put wind turbines than the edge of a national scenic area. 
Glen Holmberg 
Underwood WA 98651 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Glen Holmberg [glenholmy@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 3:36 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS

Page 1 of 1

8/27/2010

To: The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and the State of Washington 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
Re: The Whistling Ridge Energy Project's Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS)  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
I am writing to say the conclusions reached by the authors of the DEIS are wrong. It 
needs to be redone to reflect reality. I oppose the location of this project and think it’s a 
bad idea for the vast majority of people who live in the area.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
The DEIS wrongly concludes that visual impacts will be low to moderate. Page 3-171 
describes the north facing view from Hood River Hospital, an urban setting in the middle 
of town, but fails to describe the impact to any of the viewpoints along the waterfront, 
residences in town and recreation areas scattered throughout Hood River and The Gorge. 
These viewpoints are cherished and attract tourists and residents alike to the area. 
Industrial wind turbines 400’ high will have a high impact on the scenic quality of these 
view sites, not a low impact.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
The DEIS also fails to mention the impact on property values in the area. I own a home in 
Underwood. I would not consider buying there again if large wind turbines are near by. 
To conclude that wind turbines will promote eco-tourism is wishful thinking at best.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
I request that you reject this DEIS and not allow the project to continue in its current 
form. The impact it will have on tourism and residents will far outweigh any benefits. A 
handful of jobs created in Skamania County will not offset the long-term losses to 
economic growth in The Gorge. We already get 49% of our power from renewable 
energy. There are much better places to put wind turbines than the edge of a national 
scenic area.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
Glen Holmberg 
Underwood WA 98651 
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Glen Holmberg [glenholmy@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 3:36 PM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Comments on Whistling Ridge DEIS

Page 1 of 1

8/27/2010

To: The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and the State of Washington 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC) 
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
Re: The Whistling Ridge Energy Project's Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS)  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
I am writing to say the conclusions reached by the authors of the DEIS are wrong. It 
needs to be redone to reflect reality. I oppose the location of this project and think it’s a 
bad idea for the vast majority of people who live in the area.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
The DEIS wrongly concludes that visual impacts will be low to moderate. Page 3-171 
describes the north facing view from Hood River Hospital, an urban setting in the middle 
of town, but fails to describe the impact to any of the viewpoints along the waterfront, 
residences in town and recreation areas scattered throughout Hood River and The Gorge. 
These viewpoints are cherished and attract tourists and residents alike to the area. 
Industrial wind turbines 400’ high will have a high impact on the scenic quality of these 
view sites, not a low impact.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
The DEIS also fails to mention the impact on property values in the area. I own a home in 
Underwood. I would not consider buying there again if large wind turbines are near by. 
To conclude that wind turbines will promote eco-tourism is wishful thinking at best.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
I request that you reject this DEIS and not allow the project to continue in its current 
form. The impact it will have on tourism and residents will far outweigh any benefits. A 
handful of jobs created in Skamania County will not offset the long-term losses to 
economic growth in The Gorge. We already get 49% of our power from renewable 
energy. There are much better places to put wind turbines than the edge of a national 
scenic area.  
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
Glen Holmberg 
Underwood WA 98651 
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--> 
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From: David McClain [dmcclain@everpower.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 9:33 AM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Subject: Whistling Ridge EIS 
I am writing to comment on the DEIS  and EFSC application for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in 
the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. I have sent under separate cover my 
comments to EFSC.    
I have extensive background in ecological management and forest ecosystem In the Cascades.  I am a member of 
a US Forest Service advisory committee for ecological restoration of east side ecosystem for the Northern 
Spotted Owl in Oregon.  I was appointed to this Resource Advisory Committee by the Sec. of Agriculture.  As 
such I have been involved in a number of ecosystem reviews and management  plans involving areas of similar 
characteristics as the Whistling Ridge Project.   
 The proposed project would not have  negative impacts to the environment.  The project is located on 
commercial timberland that have been subject to decades of intensive harvesting operations under a sustain 
yield forestry program regulated by the Washington Department of Natural Resources.   I have reviewed the 
wildlife baseline studies and I have visited the site.  There are no significant  sensitive wildlife and plant habitat 
areas associated with this project area.  The ecology of this area is typical of a highly altered timber 
management property.  Timber management operations will continue in this area for decades to come which is 
also evidence that the area is not currently or will it every evolve to a significant ecological resource area.  It is a 
timber management area for industrial forest practices.   Siting a wind farm in this area is an intelligent and 
appropriate compatible land use which will diversity the economic value of these timber lands and help to 
preserve these lands for timber production for decades to come.  There is no evidence that the installation and 
operations of the proposed facility will have any significant impacts on sensitive or special status animal or plant 
species.   The data and analysis by qualified third parties indicates that no significant impact will occur.   
The Whistling Ridge Wind Farm is also outside of the Columbia River Gorge Natural Scenic Area.   The 
Congressional intent of the Gorge Scenic Act was to allow for ongoing economic activity in areas adjacent to the 
Scenic Area regardless of the affect that these adjacent areas may have on the view from the scenic area.   In 
other words, there was to be no buffer zones to the buffer zone already established by the Gorge Scenic Area 
boundary.   Also I believe that the construction of the Whistling Ridge Wind Farm would not degrade the scenic 
beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.  As a point of law, EFSEC does not have the 
authorization to establish new exclusion zones such as buffers to the Gorge Scenic Area without additional 
authorization from either the legislature or the US Congress.   Visual Impact on the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area should be an issue of consideration in any Environmental Impact Statement review, but the 
determination of significance of any impact is not capricious or arbitrary, it must be based on the rules that are 
in place today.   Development outside of and adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is 
allowed under the law and as such visual impacts to the National Scenic Area are allowed because the proposed 
facility is not located within the Scenic Area.    
 I support renewable energy.  I am the Vice Chairman of the Renewable Northwest Project and support BPA’s 
involvement in developing wind resources.   The Whistling Ridge resource will further diversify the BPA portfolio 
by including wind resources west of the transmission constraint areas.      This site has significant positive 
impacts on the BPA system with regard to availability close to large load centers. 
  I also supported and participated in the creation of Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area which is national 
scenic treasure.  The creation of the Scenic Area involved a significant public involvement process that carefully 
consider the location of the boundary of the Scenic Area.  The potential for wind energy development in the 
Columbia River Gorge area was a consideration when those of us who put pen to paper and drew the boundary 
participated in the creation of the Scenic Area.    This boundary was established to buffer the significant 
resources of the Scenic Area and the legislation that created the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
clearly consider potential affects from development outside of the boundary and determined that such 
development would not be subject to the Scenic Act.  It is not EFSEC's role to substitute its judgment for that of 
the US Congress on this issue.   
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BPA and EFSC should  approve this project. 
 Sincerely, 
 David W. McClain 
9023 SW I76th Ave 
Beaverton OR 97007 
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From: David McClain [dmcclain@everpower.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 9:33 AM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Subject: Whistling Ridge EIS 
I am writing to comment on the DEIS  and EFSC application for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in 
the Underwood area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county line. I have sent under separate cover my 
comments to EFSC.    
I have extensive background in ecological management and forest ecosystem In the Cascades.  I am a member of 
a US Forest Service advisory committee for ecological restoration of east side ecosystem for the Northern 
Spotted Owl in Oregon.  I was appointed to this Resource Advisory Committee by the Sec. of Agriculture.  As 
such I have been involved in a number of ecosystem reviews and management  plans involving areas of similar 
characteristics as the Whistling Ridge Project.   
 The proposed project would not have  negative impacts to the environment.  The project is located on 
commercial timberland that have been subject to decades of intensive harvesting operations under a sustain 
yield forestry program regulated by the Washington Department of Natural Resources.   I have reviewed the 
wildlife baseline studies and I have visited the site.  There are no significant  sensitive wildlife and plant habitat 
areas associated with this project area.  The ecology of this area is typical of a highly altered timber 
management property.  Timber management operations will continue in this area for decades to come which is 
also evidence that the area is not currently or will it every evolve to a significant ecological resource area.  It is a 
timber management area for industrial forest practices.   Siting a wind farm in this area is an intelligent and 
appropriate compatible land use which will diversity the economic value of these timber lands and help to 
preserve these lands for timber production for decades to come.  There is no evidence that the installation and 
operations of the proposed facility will have any significant impacts on sensitive or special status animal or plant 
species.   The data and analysis by qualified third parties indicates that no significant impact will occur.   
The Whistling Ridge Wind Farm is also outside of the Columbia River Gorge Natural Scenic Area.   The 
Congressional intent of the Gorge Scenic Act was to allow for ongoing economic activity in areas adjacent to the 
Scenic Area regardless of the affect that these adjacent areas may have on the view from the scenic area.   In 
other words, there was to be no buffer zones to the buffer zone already established by the Gorge Scenic Area 
boundary.   Also I believe that the construction of the Whistling Ridge Wind Farm would not degrade the scenic 
beauty of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area.  As a point of law, EFSEC does not have the 
authorization to establish new exclusion zones such as buffers to the Gorge Scenic Area without additional 
authorization from either the legislature or the US Congress.   Visual Impact on the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area should be an issue of consideration in any Environmental Impact Statement review, but the 
determination of significance of any impact is not capricious or arbitrary, it must be based on the rules that are 
in place today.   Development outside of and adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is 
allowed under the law and as such visual impacts to the National Scenic Area are allowed because the proposed 
facility is not located within the Scenic Area.    
 I support renewable energy.  I am the Vice Chairman of the Renewable Northwest Project and support BPA’s 
involvement in developing wind resources.   The Whistling Ridge resource will further diversify the BPA portfolio 
by including wind resources west of the transmission constraint areas.      This site has significant positive 
impacts on the BPA system with regard to availability close to large load centers. 
  I also supported and participated in the creation of Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area which is national 
scenic treasure.  The creation of the Scenic Area involved a significant public involvement process that carefully 
consider the location of the boundary of the Scenic Area.  The potential for wind energy development in the 
Columbia River Gorge area was a consideration when those of us who put pen to paper and drew the boundary 
participated in the creation of the Scenic Area.    This boundary was established to buffer the significant 
resources of the Scenic Area and the legislation that created the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
clearly consider potential affects from development outside of the boundary and determined that such 
development would not be subject to the Scenic Act.  It is not EFSEC's role to substitute its judgment for that of 
the US Congress on this issue.   
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BPA and EFSC should  approve this project. 
 Sincerely, 
 David W. McClain 
9023 SW I76th Ave 
Beaverton OR 97007 
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CoverLetter_to_MCEDD_Comments.txt
From: Amanda Hoey [amanda@mcedd.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 10:33 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Fwd: Whistling Ridge

Attachments: jason spadaro RE letter 0610.pdf

Attached is Mid-Columbia Economic Development District's letter
regarding renewable energy projects. As requested, we are sending this
along.

"Mid-Columbia Economic Development (MCEDD) supports the utilization of
our renewable energy assets to diversify our economy and stabilize our
economic base. We support development of wind, solar, biomass,
geothermal, and other renewable energy projects in our region which
are designed in a manner consistent with local regulations.

MCEDD has supported the creation of the Columbia Gorge Bi-State
Renewable Energy Zone as a means to engage in a cross-jurisdiction,
inter-agency, bi-state collaborative approach to renewable energy
development. In establishing the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable
Energy Zone, we took into consideration a variety of factors, all
linked by the regional economy. These include the renewable energy
resource itself (wind, solar, hydro, geothermal, biofuels, and
biomass), financial investment in those resources by renewable energy
industry, existing transportation networks {roads, rail, river and
air), high-speed telecommunications networks, education and workforce
training capacity, public utilities, resident workforce, transmission
capacity, industrial lands base, and quality of life. The economic
benefits of renewable energy projects can provide a base for
connecting all these components into a networked system that would
generate familywage employment in a rural, traditionally depressed
economy"

Amanda

-- 
Amanda Hoey
Executive Director
Mid-Columbia Economic Development District
515 East 2nd Street
The Dalles, OR 97058
541-296-2266
www.mcedd.org
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 


June 14,2010 

Jason Spadaro 

SDS Lumber Company 

P.O. Box 266 

Bingen, W A 98605 


Dear Jason, 

Mid-Columbia Economic Development (MCEDD) supports the utilization of our 
renewable energy assets to diversify our economy and stabilize our economic base. We 
support development of wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and other renewable energy 
projects in our region which are designed in a manner consistent with local regulations. 

MCEDD has supported the creation of the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy 
Zone as a means to engage in a cross-jurisdiction, inter-agency, bi-state collaborative 
approach to renewable energy development. In establishing the Columbia Gorge Bi-State 
Renewable Energy Zone, we took into consideration a variety of factors, all linked by the 
regional economy. These include the renewable energy resource itself (wind, solar, 
hydro, geothermal, biofuels, and biomass), financial investment in those resources by 
renewable energy industry, existing transportation networks {roads, rail, river and air), 
high-speed telecommunications networks, education and workforce training capacity, 
public utilities, resident workforce, transmission capacity, industrial lands base, and 
quality of life. The economic benefits of renewable energy projects can provide a base for 
connecting all these components into a networked system that would generate family
wage employment in a rural, traditionally depressed economy. 

Sincerely, 

L;:hl{;;f 
Executive Director 

515 East Second Street· The Dalles, OR 97058· (541) 296-2266 Phone· (541) 296-3283 Fax· www.mcedd.org 

http:www.mcedd.org
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From: Greg Neely [gneely@gorge.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 2:52 PM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Cc: Greg & Patty Neely 
Subject: Whistling Ridge Comment - Meteorological Tower Design 
Dear Mr. Andrew M. Montaño - Environmental Project Manager,  

Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4,  
P.O. Box 3621, Portland, Oregon, 97208-3621;  
direct telephone number 503-230-4145;  
toll-free telephone number 1-800-282-3713;  
fax number 503-230-5699;  
e-mail address: ammontano@bpa.gov. 

  
I have reviewed the following draft EIS and offer the following comment and recommendations.  My 
comments are in blue/red, italic font. 
  
  

Whistling Ridge Energy Facility Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

  
  
The DRAFT states on page 1.24 – Mitigation Measures – Biological Resources; “Use of tubular turbine towers, 
avoiding the lattice type towers which creates areas where birds may congregate and perch thus decreasing the 
potential for turbine collisions.  
• Use of un‐guyed meteorological towers, reducing the potential for bird collision with wires”. 
  
  
The DRAFT states on page 2‐7 – Proposed Alternatives and Actions; “The basic design for the tower would 
depend on the style selected.  Most towers are un‐guyed lattice towers at heights equal to the hub heights of 
the proposed wind turbines.   
  
The location for the permanent meteorological tower would be determined during the micrositing process. The 
selected site would be based on a meteorologist’s recommendations for an on‐site location that best represents 
the site’s meteorological conditions. 
  
2.1.3.5 Meteorological Tower 
  
Greg Neely Comment – Jun 16, 10:   

As the Meteorological Towers will be micro-sited amongst the wind turbines, 
where bird perching and collisions issues are paramount.    
  
The Meteorological Towers should neither be a basic design nor a lattice design.  
  
The Meteorological Towers should utitilize a Tubular towers; pursuant to the 
same justification for turbine towers .   
  
Construction of a Tubular Meteorological Tower  may require a Custom 
design, in that the top of the tower would have to be adapted to support the 
equipment it supports. 
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Greg Neely 
PO Box 302 
Carson, WA 98610 
Email:  gneely@gorge.net 
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From: Greg Neely [gneely@gorge.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 3:01 PM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Cc: Greg & Patty Neely 
Subject: Whistling Ridge Comment - Visual Resources 
Dear Mr. Andrew M. Montaño - Environmental Project Manager,  

Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4,  
P.O. Box 3621, Portland, Oregon, 97208-3621;  
direct telephone number 503-230-4145;  
toll-free telephone number 1-800-282-3713;  
fax number 503-230-5699;  
e-mail address: ammontano@bpa.gov 
  

  
I have reviewed the following draft EIS and offer the following comment and recommendations.  My 
comments are in blue/red, italic font. 
  
  

Whistling Ridge Energy Facility Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement 

  
The DRAFT states on page 1-35  – Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts – 
Table 1-1 – Visual Resources;  
“The project would cause some visual impact to surrounding areas where turbines were visible, including 
some areas inside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The visual impact analysis showed 
that the anticipated level of visual impact would not be higher than low to moderate at any of the 
viewpoints examined.” 
  
  
Greg Neely Comment 6-16-10:   
To state,  “the visual impact would not be higher than low to moderate” is extremely 
subjective, given the proximity to the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. 
  
It’s my opinion that the most crucial viewpoints are: 

•         Hood River 
•         Columbia River Waterway (adjacent to Hood River) 
•         Columbia River Shoreline Recreation Sites (Adjacent to Hood River and Mosier) 
•         I-84 Freeway (From Hood River to Mosier in both directions) 

  
The DRAFT refers to “micrositing” of towers, however I do not see anywhere in the draft 
that a site-by-site, micrositing analysis was done for each specific turbine or 
meteorological tower. 
  
Certainly the turbine & meteorological towers sited in the project area foreground as 
viewed the crucial viewpoints I identified above will have high visual impact. 
  
I recommend site-by-site, micrositing analysis be done for each specific turbine or 
meteorological tower within view from: 

•         Hood River 
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•         Columbia River Waterway (adjacent to Hood River) 
•         Columbia River Shoreline Recreation Sites (Adjacent to Hood River and Mosier) 
•         I-84 Freeway (From Hood River to Mosier in both directions) 

  
  
  
Greg Neely 
PO Box 302 
Carson, WA 98610 
Email:  gneely@gorge.net 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Addison Jacobs [AJacobs@Portvanusa.com]
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 8:11 AM
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Port of Vancouver Wind Energy Letter
Attachments: Wind Energy Letter.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/23/2010

To Whom It May Concern: 
  
Please see attached letter in support of wind energy business. This is forwarded at the request 
of Jason Spadaro of the SDS Lumber Company. 
  
Addison Jacobs     
Director of Public Affairs 
3103 NW Lower River Road, Vancouver, WA 98660 
Direct: 360.992.1116  |  Cell: 360.518.2017 
ajacobs@portvanusa.com  |  www.portvanusa.com 
  

 
Welcome to the Port of Possibility 
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3103 NW Lower River Road, Vancouver, WA 98660 ♦ (360) 693-3611 ♦ Fax (360) 735-1565 ♦ www.PortVanUSA.com 

 

 
 
 
August 18, 2010 
 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The Port of Vancouver is an active participant in regional and national associations 
promoting alternative energy, particularly wind energy. We support alternative energy 
credit programs and state and national alternative energy standards. In addition, the 
port advocates for the expansion of the wind energy grid in the Pacific Northwest and 
nationwide. 
 
Over the last five years wind energy cargoes have contributed to the diversification of 
cargoes at the Port of Vancouver, expanding overall revenues and stabilizing income 
through the tough economic times. Two large mobile harbor cranes acquired during 
this time have greatly enhanced the port’s ability to attract and support the growth of 
the wind energy logistics trade. In 2009 alone the port handled 2,700 pieces of wind 
energy business, generating 55,897 labor hours.  
 
Wind energy business means jobs and economic return for our community in southwest 
Washington. For this reason, the Port of Vancouver intends to continue its active role in 
the receipt and delivery of component parts for the wind energy business well into the 
future. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Larry Paulson 
Executive Director 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Shawn Cantrell [ShawnC@seattleaudubon.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 26, 2010 12:07 AM
To: sposner@utc.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: Seattle Audubon comment letter on the Whistling Ridge DEIS
Attachments: SAS DEIS comments 082610.pdf

Page 1 of 1

8/27/2010

The attached comment letter was submitted electronically to both EFSEC and BPA.  Please let me know if there 
is any problems opening the attachment or in having our comments officially considered in the review process. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
Seattle Audubon Society 
206-523-8243 ext 15 
shawnc@seattleaudubon.org
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August 26, 2010 
 
Andrew M. Montano    Stephen Posner 
Environmental Protection Specialist  Energy Facility Site Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration  Washington EFSEC 
P.O. Box 3621 KEC-4   905 Plum Street SE 
905 NE 11th Avenue    Third Floor 
Portland, OR 92708-3621   Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
 
 
RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project, DOE/EIS - 0419 
 
 
Dear Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner: 
 
On behalf of the members of Seattle Audubon, I am submitting these comments in response to 
the May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project.  We are a formal intervenor in the EFSEC Site Certification proceeding for this 
project and we submitted scoping comments regarding the environmental evaluation of the 
project on May 18, 2009.  Seattle Audubon was also an active participant in the development of 
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s April 2009 Wind Power Guidelines.
 
The mission of Seattle Audubon is to cultivate and lead a community that values and protects 
birds and the natural environment.  Since 1916, Seattle Audubon has worked to protect birds of 
our region whose habitats are at risk.  Our members have a long history of engagement on forest-
related issues in Washington state and an on-going interest in the inter-relationship between bird 
habitat and human development activities in the forested landscape.  
 
Specific Comments 
 
1. Independent Evaluation 
In our scoping comments for this project, Seattle Audubon identified multiple issues in the 
application that needed thorough review to adequately evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of this project.  Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to address many of the issues we 
previously identified.  In many instances, the DEIS simply repeats the information presented in 
the application with no new analysis or documentation. We urge your agencies to ensure that the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) fully addresses these inadequacies. 
 
As one of the first wind power projects to be considered for a forested landscape in Washington 
state, this environmental review needs to include a more detailed analysis of several issues that 
make this proposal different from other wind power projects located on agricultural and/or shrub 
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steppe habitat; experience and knowledge gained from existing projects in the state may not be 
“transferable” to a project such as this being proposed for a very different environment. 
 
2. Climate Change 
We recognize the significant threat climate change poses to birds and bird habitat, including 
threatened and endangered bird species.  That is why we support well-designed, appropriately-
sited renewable energy projects as a critical step in reducing carbon emissions. 
 
Seattle Audubon is greatly encouraged by the potential for this project to avoid the emissions 
from combustion of an estimated 114,000 barrels of crude oil or 654 million cubic feet of natural 
gas, leading to the displacement of over 131,000 tons of carbon dioxide annually. (DEIS at 3-20)  
The beneficial biological impact of such a displacement to birds and other wildlife in the region 
appears significant.    
 
It is also important to evaluate how the project’s contribution to reducing carbon emissions 
would in turn impact at-risk species in the region such as the northern spotted owl.  For example, 
climate change models predict that as a result of global warming, the Pacific Northwest will 
experience warmer and drier summers, thereby reducing the food supply for owls, as well as 
colder and wetter springs, resulting in a reduction in the survival chances of owl fledglings 
during nesting season. (for more details, see 
http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/jspui/bitstream/1957/11326/1/EGlennDisseration2009.pdf )  
 
While hard to quantify precisely, the FEIS should better evaluate the trade-off between potential 
benefits from the project to birds from avoided emissions (through reduced carbon output and 
the resulting effects on forest habitat and food supply) and the potential harm from the project to 
birds (through loss of existing habitat, habitat fragmentation and potential collision mortality).  
Your two agencies, together with the project proponent, are well positioned to facilitate a 
Northwest-specific study comparing the annual bird fatalities caused by wind farms versus those 
caused by fossil-fueled power stations, similar to the Sovacool study. (DEIS p. 3-276)  
 
3. Northern Spotted Owls 
The DEIS contains important information regarding northern spotted owls (NSO), including a 
description of survey history in the project vicinity.  Subsequent to the completion of the DEIS, 
however, an NSO survey on state Department of Natural Resources (DNR) land adjacent to the 
proposed project site detected an NSO in May 2010.  The presence of an NSO calls into 
questions many of the conclusions in the DEIS regarding NSO, including the statement that 
“Given the extensive survey record confirming the absence of northern spotted owls, the 
proposed the Project [sic] will not pose a risk of taking northern spotted owls under the 
Endangered Species Act Section 9 and its regulations.” (DEIS at 3-49) 
 
The FEIS should add a fresh analysis of the potential impacts on NSO, including:  

a) An evaluation of the potential for NSO to fly through the project’s turbine string 
corridor.  While the potential for an NSO to collide with a wind turbine (blade or 
tower) is likely low, the FEIS should include life history information on NSO 
behavior in comparable landscapes, including flight patterns in cleared areas and 
maximum height of flying (i.e. within the rotor-swept area). Telemetry data should 
be available from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding radio tags studies on 

http://ir.library.oregonstate.edu/jspui/bitstream/1957/11326/1/EGlennDisseration2009.pdf


 3

NSO that can provide information on NSO flight patterns in matrix lands with a 
combination of forested and commercially harvested lands. 

b) An evaluation of the specific amount and location of potentially suitable NSO habitat 
in the proposed project site.  While the DEIS states that no forests with suitable 
structure for NSO nesting or roosting are present within the project site (DEIS p. 3-
49), the map of Harvesting Schedule (DEIS Figure 2-3) indicates forest parcels over 
70 years old inside the Mill Creek Core Area.  In addition, there are multiple 
reference made to “suitable habitat” and “northern spotted owl habitat” located in the 
proposed project site (DEIS p. 3-50, 3-52).  The FEIS should provide a much clearer 
and more detailed inventory of the existing NSO habitat conditions on both the 
project site and within the historic NSO activity centers (including information on 
stand age, tree species diversity, snags per acre, etc.).  In addition, while the DEIS 
notes that the Mill Creek site center contains 48 percent suitable habitat (DEIS p. 3-
56), Seattle Audubon is concerned that this calculation by DNR is based on outdated 
data.  The FEIS should detail the specific process used for that calculation and ensure 
that it is based on up-to-date habitat mapping of the site center. 

c) An evaluation of the potential for existing “degraded” habitat in the proposed project 
site to develop into suitable NSO habitat during the projected 30 year life span of the 
project.  Although NSO may currently be absent from the project lands, the FEIS 
should evaluate the potential for NSO to utilize those lands in the future.  One of the 
guiding principles in the 2009 Wind Power Guidelines states “From a wildlife 
conservation perspective, a species in decline may be absent from an area … yet the 
habitat remains important for the conservation or recovery of that species.” (WDFW, 
p 2) 

d) An evaluation of the likely NSO utilization of existing habitat in the project vicinity 
with the presence of project facilities (turbines, roads, etc.).  The DNR land where the 
NSO was detected is covered by the state’s Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and is 
intended to serve as habitat for NSO.  If the project is built, would it displace NSO 
from this habitat on DNR land as they sought to avoid the project facilities?  The 
FEIS should evaluate the potential for project operations to interfere with NSO 
nesting, roosting, foraging or dispersal on the adjacent DNR lands.  Would the human 
activity associated with project maintenance disrupt NSO activities during breeding 
season? Would the sound and/or vibrations from the spinning turbines affect the 
ability of NSO (which hunt largely by sound) to locate prey?  For example, an NSO 
study looked at effects of road noise on NSO hormone levels and reproductive 
success.  It measured sound level, annual reproductive success and fecal hormones 
including stress steroids and metabolic hormones. The study results suggest noise 
exposure has negative effects on NSO, increasing stress levels and decreasing 
reproductive success. (http://conservationbiology.net/research-programs/northern-
spotted-owl-research/)   

The FEIS should address all of these potential project impacts to NSO, including identification 
of additional monitoring and mitigation measures. (DEIS p. 3-82) 
 
In addition, the DEIS notes that the project proponent considered locating turbines on the DNR 
lands directly north of the site. (DEIS p. 1-14) We appreciate that this option was rejected from 
further consideration due to comments from the public and DNR’s reluctance to consider leasing 

http://conservationbiology.net/research-programs/northern-spotted-owl-research/
http://conservationbiology.net/research-programs/northern-spotted-owl-research/
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the site.  This decision gained significantly increased importance with the May 2010 detection of 
an NSO on this DNR land. 
 
4. Baseline Avian Use  
The DEIS does not adequately address the issue of comparable avian use data.  It is vital that the 
FEIS include an evaluation of the species variety and abundance in the project vicinity in relation 
to baseline avian use data from other locations with similar landscape and climate features – 
mountainous conifer forests with cool, wet conditions.  The DEIS makes comparisons of bird 
survey results from Whistling Ridge to data from other wind projects, either in eastern U.S. 
deciduous forests or shrub-steppe habitat in the Pacific Northwest (DEIS p 3-63, 3-64); such 
comparisons provide limited benefit for evaluating the potential impacts of this project.  Seattle 
Audubon noted this problem in our scoping comments and we continue to be concerned that the 
environmental review for this project needs a more appropriate avian use comparison.   
 
DNR and the Forest Service each are land managers with significant amounts of forest habitat 
comparable to the project site; either or both agencies may have / know of avian use survey data 
that could be used, as could other resource agencies or academic institutions. In order for the 
public (and the decision-makers regarding permits for Whistling Ridge) to have an accurate 
understanding of the potential impacts of this project on birds, the FEIS should include a 
meaningful “apples-to-apples” comparison of avian species. Without such an evaluation, any 
conclusions regarding the variety and concentration of bird species at the project site are likely to 
be misleading. 
 
In addition, the FEIS should more clearly and specifically describe the results of the avian 
surveys conducted.  While calculations such as the “mean annual bird use” and a “relative index 
to collision risk” do provide some useful information, the DEIS fails to identify the actual total 
number of birds detected during the study, nor does it reveal the number of birds and bats that 
were detected passing within the proposed rotor swept area, instead couching the data in terms of 
percentages. (DEIS p. 3-64)  For instance, Table 3.4-5 should be modified to indicate the specific 
number of each species observed by season rather than burying that data solely in the Appendix. 
(DEIS p. 3-62, 3-63) 
 
5. Olive-sided Flycatcher and Vaux’s Swift 
The olive-sided flycatcher is a federal species of concern and the Vaux’s swift is a state 
candidate species for listing.  Both species were detected at the project site during multiple avian 
surveys with the majority of detections within the rotor swept area. (DEIS p. 3-56, 3-57)  Both 
forage for insect prey on the wing and would likely utilize the cleared areas associated with the 
project turbines.  The DEIS does not adequately address the potential turbine-related mortality of 
these sensitive species, simply asserting that collisions would likely be rare and that it is unlikely 
that the project would have any negative impacts on population levels. (DEIS p. 3-79)  The FEIS 
should more fully evaluate this issue and document the facts underlying these type of statements.  
In addition, the FEIS should specifically identify the “appropriate mitigating measures” BPA 
will ensure are employed to minimize and avoid the anticipated project-related impacts on these 
sensitive species under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. (DEIS p. 4-5) 
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6. Size, Number and Type of Turbines 
The DEIS states that the number of wind turbines at the project site already has been minimized 
to the extent practicable and that if any turbines are removed from the project design, other 
locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the viability of the project. (DEIS 
p. 1-14)  It also states that the project would consist of up to 50 wind turbine generators that 
would range in size from 1.2 to 2.5 MW and have a total nameplate capacity of up to 75 MW.  
(DEIS p. 1-9)  Yet if the project proponent were to select the 2.5 MW turbines, the number 
needed could be reduced by 40% without reducing the project capacity. 
 
Reducing the number of turbines offers the potential to significantly reduce some of the adverse 
environmental impacts of the project.  The amount of habitat permanently impacted could be 
reduced, including avoiding the loss of any suitable or potential NSO habitat.  Turbine locations 
in close proximity to the DNR HCP lands could be removed from the project, lessening the 
potential to disturb NSO in the area.  The FEIS should include at least one additional alternative 
that provides a detailed analysis of how different combinations of turbine sizes and numbers can 
best meet the identified minimum necessary project capacity while minimizing the habitat 
disruptions.  
 
In addition, the FEIS should identify the specific turbine type that would be used at Whistling 
Ridge.  Different turbine types can have different blade tip speeds as well as utilize either an 
upwind or downwind style.  Research at other wind power projects indicates that these 
differences can have a direct correlation to avian mortalities (DEIS Appendix B, Wildlife 
Reports).  An evaluation of the specific turbines to be used at the project is essential to the 
environmental review each of your agencies are responsible for completing.  
 
7. Cumulative Impacts 
The DEIS’ evaluation of cumulative impacts makes only passing reference of the most 
significant incremental impacts this project would likely contribute to – wind power 
development in a forested landscape.  There is no mention of either the proposed Radar Ridge or 
Coyote Crest wind projects, both in forested landscapes within the range of NSO.  The DEIS 
lacks any analysis of either the impacts to bird habitat or avian collision mortalities that could 
reasonably be expected from significant “build out” of wind power on Northwest forested lands.  
There is no discussion of how additional wind projects within the range of NSO could impact 
that ESA-listed species, nor any analysis of how multiple wind power projects could impact the 
regional electrical transmission system. 
 
The FEIS should include a much more robust evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts 
from the growing wave of wind power projects on forested lands.  It should analyze the potential 
cumulative impacts of a “full build-out” of wind power in the region on avian species, similar to 
the 2007 National Research Council assessment done for the Mid-Atlantic Highlands or the 2008 
West Inc. study done for the Columbia Plateau Eco-region. (DEIS p. 3-274, 3-275)  Such an 
analysis should include an up-to-date projection for potential wind power development in the 
region as well as incorporate accurate monitoring data on avian mortality and displacement. 
 
8. Mitigation 
The project would entail approximately 384 acres of forest land being developed for wind 
turbine foundations, connecting roadways, overhead and underground transmission lines, 
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operation and maintenance yard, and substation. (DEIS p. 1-9, 2-4)  This includes the permanent 
loss of 60.7 acres of habitat, as well as the temporary loss of another 53.6 acres of habitat. (DEIS 
p. 3-73)  In addition, there would be significant additional acres impacted by a corridor of up to 
500 feet from the base of the turbines that would have a height restriction on trees. (DEIS p. 2-4, 
2-15)  Despite this noted loss or degradation of habitat, the DEIS does not include any mitigation 
measures related to these habitat impacts. (DEIS p. 3-82)  
 
The Wind Power Guidelines recommend mitigation for permanent habitat impacts by either 
acquisition of replacement habitat or “By Fee” option, or a combination of both. (WDFW, p. 9, 
12)  The Guidelines also recommend mitigation for temporary impacts to habitat, including a 
WDFW approved restoration plan and some acquisition of suitable replacement habitat. 
(WDFW, p.11-12) 
 
The FEIS should include an explicit evaluation of the impacted habitat (both temporary and 
permanent) and identify the specific level of mitigation that will be required of the applicant.  
SEPA provides the authority to impose reasonable conditions to mitigate impacts from a 
proposed action.  While the project lands are not pristine wildlife habitat, they do provide 
valuable habitat for numerous bird and other species as well as ecosystem services that would be 
adversely impacted by the project.   This habitat provides foraging and breeding opportunities for 
different species as well as vegetative cover for wildlife.   The project proponent, SDS Company, 
LLC, touts the importance of its forest lands for wildlife and biodiversity, stating that its 
timberlands “provide habitat for various species of plants and wildlife, they protect watersheds, 
they emit oxygen into the atmosphere and consume carbon dioxide, and they provide beautiful 
spaces for recreation.” (see http://www.stevensonlandcompany.com/)  Permanently 
converting 60.7 acres of this habitat, as well as temporarily impacting an additional 53.6 acres of 
habitat, requires acquisition of replacement habitat. 
 
Seattle Audubon recommends a ratio of at least 1:1 for replacing permanently impacted habitat 
and of 0.1:1 for temporarily impacted habitat, as the project lands appear to fit the Wind Power 
Guidelines’ description of Class III habitat – lands with lesser numbers of associated Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need but that are not currently cultivated, developed or disturbed by an 
active road or other corridor that eliminates natural habitat. (WDFW p. 9) 
 
SDS manages numerous land parcels in the general vicinity of the projects that are like-kind 
and/or of equal or higher habitat value than the areas which would be impacted by the project.  
There are numerous SDS-owned sites in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and the 
White Salmon River Wild and Scenic River corridor that meet the criteria identified in the Wind 
Power Guidelines as being at risk of development or habitat degradation; these or other lands in 
the areas could serve as appropriate replacement habitat by donation to a land trust or given 
permanent legal protection through a conservation easement or other enforceable means. 
(WDFW, p. 9-10)  A detailed mitigation package should be developed prior to project approval, 
not left to be determined after the fact. 
 
In addition to inclusion of mitigation for impacts to habitat, the FEIS should also explicitly 
include mitigation for any direct impacts to at-risk species.  As noted above in our comments 
above regarding NSO, olive-sided flycatcher and Vaux’s swift, the FEIS should include details 

http://www.stevensonlandcompany.com/
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of the specific actions that will be required of the applicant to avoid, minimize and mitigate for 
any mortality of ESA-listed and other sensitive species. 
 
9. Monitoring  
Seattle Audubon appreciates the inclusion of a post-construction avian mortality study.  (DEIS p. 
3-82)  More details on the protocol to be used for this study needs to be included in the FEIS in 
order to understand whether the proposed “two year minimum” is adequate to evaluate the 
ongoing impact of project operations on avian species.  As the Wind Power Guidelines point out, 
the duration and scope of the monitoring depends in part on the availability of existing 
monitoring data at projects in similar habitat types. (WDFW p. 6)  In accordance with RCW 
80.50.040, EFSEC must prescribe the means for monitoring the effects of project operation in 
order to assure compliance with the certification. (DEIS p. 1-3)  The FEIS should include greater 
detail on how EFSEC will meet this requirement. 
 
In addition, the FEIS should evaluate the potential for use of canine detection for carcass 
surveys.  The Center for Conservation Biology at the University of Washington has 
demonstrated the precision and efficiency of dogs in locating wildlife in forested settings (for 
more details, see  http://conservationbiology.net/conservation-canines); as one of Washington’s 
first wind power projects in a forested landscape the Whistling Ridge project is an excellent 
candidate for looking at applying this methodology to post-construction mortality studies. 
 
Beyond monitoring the direct avian mortalities caused by the project, it is important to also study 
the indirect project impacts such as species displacement from territory and cumulative impacts. 
(WDFW p. 6)  The FEIS should require specific project monitoring strategies that include post-
construction avian use surveys of live birds in the project area.  It is not enough to just monitor 
the number of birds directly killed by project operations; post-construction monitoring should 
also look at how project operation impacts ongoing avian use of the site and adjacent areas.  As 
with our comments regarding mitigation above, a detailed monitoring program should be 
developed prior to project approval, not left to be determined after the fact.   
 
10. Adaptive Management 
We appreciate the requirement for a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to evaluate and 
coordinate the mitigation and monitoring program, including potential adaptive management 
activities. (DEIS p. 3-82)  Unfortunately the DEIS contains no information detailing the 
authority of and resources available to the TAC to carry out those responsibilities. As the Wind 
Power Guidelines point out, the range of potential adjustments the TAC could make to potential 
mitigation and monitoring requirements should be clearly stated in the project permit. (WDFW 
p. 6)  In addition, the proposed composition of the TAC does not include any stakeholders from 
environmental groups, landowners or Native American tribes.  (WDFW p. 6)  The FEIS should 
identify an expanded TAC that includes representatives from these other stakeholder groups, as 
well as clearly identify TAC funding and authority. 
 
As noted multiple times above, Whistling Ridge would be one of the first wind power projects to 
be considered for a forested landscape in Washington state.  In light of this, there are several 
important environmental issues for which there is limited or no applicable comparative data for 
use in evaluating wind power projects in forested landscapes.  In recognition of this type of 
challenge, the Wind Power Guidelines specifically call for research oriented studies that look at 

http://conservationbiology.net/conservation-canines


issues such as species displacement or cumulative impacts that could provide important 
information for understanding wind energy / wildlife interactions. (WDFW p. 7)     
 
The FEIS should identify specific research oriented studies that would directly relate to the 
proposed Whistling Ridge project, as well as the role of the TAC in determining the need for 
further studies.  Potential studies include: 

a) A robust analysis of pre- and post-construction avian use study data at the project to 
better understand direct and indirect impacts to specific avian species, including changes 
to density and nesting success of targeted species. 

b) As noted in our cumulative impact comments above, an analysis focused on the Pacific 
Northwest region, including forested landscapes, of the potential cumulative impacts of a 
“full build-out” of wind power on avian species. 

c) As noted in our climate change comments above, a Pacific Northwest-specific study 
comparing the annual bird fatalities caused by wind farms versus those caused by fossil-
fueled power stations, similar to the 2009 Sovacool study. (DEIS p. 3-276)  

d) As noted in our monitoring comments above, the use of canine detection of carcasses in 
the post-construction avian mortality study.  

While funding for these and/or other research oriented studies should be solicited from multiple 
sources (WDFW p. 7), the FEIS should explicitly identify the level of funding to be provided by 
the project proponent. 
 
11. Distribution of Project Power 
One of the applicant’s stated objectives for this project is “ to provide an additional renewable 
resource for electrical utilities in Washington.” (DEIS p. 1-7)  We welcome that intent and 
request that any certification for this project include a provision that the power from project be 
sold to Washington utility(s) as opposed to being sold into the California market.  Because the 
potential adverse impacts of this project would be experienced locally, it makes sense to keep the 
project benefits local as well.  In addition, such a provision would also help relieve some of the 
current pressure on the California intertie that is causing challenges for BPA in integrating wind 
resources into its transmission system. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for this proposed project and look 
forward providing additional comment as the environmental review process and site certification 
proceeding move forward.   If you have any questions regarding Seattle Audubon’s comments or 
would like additional information, feel free to contact me by telephone at 206/523-8243 ext. 15 
or by email at shawnc@seattleaudubon.org. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
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Attached is Seattle Audubon's comment letter on the Whistling Ridge Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 
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The exact same comment letter was also submitted via the BPA website. 

Please confirm receipt of this mesage. 

Thank you. 

Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
Seattle Audubon Society 
206-523-8243 ext 15 
shawnc@seattleaudubon.org 
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August 26, 20 I 0 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 KEC-4 
905 NE II th Avenue 
Portland, OR 92708-3621 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Third Floor 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project, DOEfEIS - 0419 

Dear Mr. Montano and Mr. Posner: 

On behalf of the members of Seattle Audubon, I am submitting these comments, in response to 
the May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project. We are a formal intervenor in the EFSEC Site Cellification proceeding for this 
project and we submitted scoping comments regarding the environmental evaluation of the 
project on May 18, 2009. Seattle Audubon was also an active participant in the development of 
the Washington Depmlment ofFish and Wildlife's April 2009 Wind Power Guidelines. 

The mission of Seattle Audubon is to cultivate and lead a community that values and protects 
birds and the natural environment. Since 1916, Seattle Audubon has worked to protect birds of 
our region whose habitats are at risk. Our members have a long history of engagement on forest
related issues in Washington state and an on-going interest in the inter-relationship between bird 
habitat and human development activities in the forested landscape. 

Specific Comments 

1. Independent Evaluation 
In our scoping comments for this project, Seattle Audubon identified multiple issues in the 
application that needed thorough review to adequately evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts ofthis project. Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to address many of the issues we 
previously identified. In many instances, the DEIS simply repeats the information presented in 
the application with no new analysis or documentation. We urge your agencies to ensure that the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) fully addresses these inadequacies. 

As one ofthe first wind power projects to be considered for a forested landscape in Washington 
state, this environmental review needs to include a more detailed analysis of several issues that 
make this proposal different from other wind power projects located on agricultural andlor shrub 



steppe habitat; experience and knowledge gained from existing projects in the state may not be 
"transferable" to a project such as this being proposed for a very different environment. 

2. Climate Change 
We recognize the significant threat climate change poses to birds and Hrd habitat, including 
threatened and endangered bird species. That is why we support well-designed, appropriately
sited renewable energy projects as a critical step in reducing carbon emissions. 

Seattle Audubon is greatly encouraged by the potential for this project to avoid the emissions 
ji'om combustion of an estimated 114,000 barrels of crude oil or 654 million cubic feet of natural 
gas, leading to the displacement of over 131,000 tons of carbon dioxide annually. (DElS at 3-20) 
The beneficial biological impact of such a displacement to birds and other wildlife in the region 
appears significant. . 

It is also important to evaluate how the project's contribution to reducing carbon emissions 
would in turn impact at-risk species in the region such as the n0l1hern spotted owl. For example, 
climate change models predict that as a result of global warming, the Pacific Northwest will 
experience warmer and drier summers, thereby reducing the food supply for owls, as well as 
colder and wetter springs, resulting in a reduction in the survival chances of owl fledglings 
during nesting season. (for more details, see 
http://ir .1 ibrary .oregonstatc.cdu/jspui/bitstream/19 5 71113 26/1IEG lennDisseration2009 .pdf) 

While hard to quantify precisely, the FElS should better evaluate the trade-off between potential 
benefits from the project to birds from avoided emissions (through reduced carbon output and 
the resulting effocts onforest habitat andfood supply) and the potential harm from the project to 
birds (through loss of existing habitat, habitat fragmentation and potential collision mortality). 
Your two agencies, together with the project proponent, are well positioned to facilitate a 
Northwest-specific study comparing the annual bird fatalities caused by wind farms versus those 
caused by fossil-fueled power stations, similar to the Sovacool study. (DElS p. 3-276) 

3. Northern Spotted Owls 
The DElS contains important information regarding northern spotted owls (NSO), including a 
description of survey history in the project vicinity. Subsequent to the completion of the DElS, 
however, an NSO survey on state Department of Natural Resources (DNR) land adjacent to the 
proposed project site detected an NSO in May 2010. The presence of an NSO calls into 
questions many of the conclusions in the PElS regarding NSO, including the statement that 
"Given the extensive survey record cOlifirming the absence of northern spoiled owls, the 
proposed the Project [sic J will not pose a risk of taking northern spotted owls under the 
Endangered Species Act Section 9 and its regulations. " (DElS at 3-49) 

The FElS should add a fresh analysis ofthe potential impacts on NSO, including: 
a) An evaluation of the potential for NSO to fly through the project's turbine string 

corridor. While the potential for an NSO to collide with a wind turbine (blade or 
tower) is likely low, the FElS should include life history information on NSO 
behavior in comparable landscapes, including flight patterns in cleared areas and 
maximum height of flying (i.e. within the rotor-swept area). Telemetry data should 
be available from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding radio tags studies on 
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NSO that can provide information on NSO flight patterns in matrix lands with a 
combination of forested and commercially harvested lands. 

b) An evaluation ofthe specific amount and location of potentially suitable NSO habitat 
in the proposed project site. While the DEIS states that no forests with suitable 
structure for NSO nesting or roosting are present within the project site (DEIS p. 3-
49), the map of Harvesting Schedule (DEIS Figure 2-3) indicates forest parcels over 
70 years old inside the Mill Creek Core Area. In addition, there are ml)ltiple 
reference made to "suitable habitat" and "northern spotted owl habitat" located in the 
proposed project site (DEIS p. 3-50, 3-52). The FEIS should provide a much clearer 
and more detailed inventory of the existing NSO habitat conditions on both the 
project site and within the historic NSO activity centers (including information on 
stand age, tree species diversity, snags per acre, etc.). In addition, while the DEIS 
notes that the Mill Creek site center contains 48 percent suitable habitat (DEIS p. 3-
56), Seattle Audubon is concerned that this calculation by DNR is based on outdated 
data. The FEIS should detail the specific process used for that calculation and ensure 
that it is based on up-to-date habitat mapping of the site center. 

c) An evaluation of the potential for existing "degraded" habitat in the proposed project 
site to develop into suitable NSO habitat during the projected 30 year life span ofthe 
project. Although NSO may currently be absent from the project lands, the FEIS 
should evaluate the potential for NSO to utilize those lands in the future. One of the 
guiding principles in the 2009 Wind Power Guidelines states "From a wildlife 
consen'ation perspective, a species in decline may be absent from an area ... yet the 
habitat remains importantfor the conservation or recovelY of that species." (WDFW, 
p 2) 

d) An evaluation of the likely NSO utilization of existing habitat in the project vicinity 
with the presence of project facilities (turbines, roads, etc.). The DNR land where the 
NSO was detected is covered by the state's Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and is 
intended to serve as habitat for NSO. If the project is built, would it displace NSO 
from this habitat on DNR land as they sought to avoid the project facilities? The 
FEIS should evaluate the potential for project operations to interfere with NSO 
nesting, roosting, foraging or dispersal on the adjacent DNR lands. Would the human 
activity associated with project maintenance disrupt NSO activities during breeding 
season? Would the sound and/or vibrations from the spinning turbines affect the 
ability ofNSO (which hunt largely by sound) to locate prey? For example, an NSO 
study looked at effects of road noise on NSO hormone levels and reproductive 
success. It measured sound level, annual reproductive success and fecal hormones 
including stress steroids and metabolic hormones. The study results suggest noise 
exposure has negative effects on NSO, increasing stress levels and decreasing 
reproductive success. (http://conservationbiology.netlresearch-programs/northern
spotted-owl-researchD 

The FEIS should address all of these potential project impacts to NSO, including identification 
of additional monitoring and mitigation measures. (DEIS p. 3-82) 

In addition, the DEIS notes that the project proponent considered locating turbines on the DNR 
lands directly north of the site. (DEIS p. 1-14) We appreciate that this option was rejected from 
further consideration due to comments fi'om the public and DNR's reluctance to consider leasing 
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the site. This decision gained significantly increased impOltance with the May 2010 detection of 
an NSO on this DNR land. 

4. Baseline Avian Use 
The DEIS does not adequately address the issue of comparable avian use data. It is vital that. the 
FEIS include an evaluation of the species variety and abundance in the project vicinity in relation 
to baseline avian use data from other locations with similar landscape and climate features -
mountainous conifer forests with cool, wet conditions. The DEIS makes comparisons of bird 
survey results from Whistling Ridge to data from other wind projects, either in eastel:n U.S. 
deciduous forests or slU'ub-steppe habitat in the Pacific Northwest (DEIS p 3-63, 3-64); such 
comparisons provide limited benefit for evaluating the potential impacts ofthis project. Seattle 
Audubon noted this problem in our scoping comments and we continue to be concenied that the 
environmental review for this project needs a more appropriate avian use comparison. 

DNR and the Forest Service each are land managers with significant amounts offorest habitat 
ccimparable to the project site; either or both agencies may have / know of avian use survey data 
that could be used, as could other resourc~ agencies or academic institutions. In order for the 
public (and the decision-makers regarding permits for Whistling Ridge) to have an accurate 
understanding of the potential impacts ofthis project on birds, the FEIS should include a 
meaningful "apples-to-apples" comparison of avian species. Without such an evaluation, any 
conclusions regarding the variety and concentration of bird species at the project site are likely to 
be misleading. 

In addition, the FEIS should more clearly and specifically describe the results of the avian 
surveys conducted. While calculations such as the "mean annual bird use" and a "relative index 
to collision risk" do provide some useful information, the DEIS fails to identify the actual total 
number of birds detected during the study, nor does it reveal the number of birds and bats that 
were detected passing within the proposed rotor swept area, instead couching the data in terms of 
percentages. (DEIS p. 3-64) For instance, Table 3.4-5 should be modified to indicate the specific 
number of each species observed by season rather than burying that data solely in the Appendix. 
(DEIS p. 3-62, 3-63) 

5. Olive-sided Flycatcher a/Ul VIlIIX'S Swift 
The olive-sided flycatcher is a federal species of concem and the Vaux's swift is a state 
candidate species for listing. Both species were detected at the project site during multiple avian 
surveys with the majority of detections within the rotor swept area. (DEIS p. 3-56, 3-57) Both 
forage for ipsect prey on the wing and would likely utilize the cleared areas associated with the 
project turbines. The DEIS does not adequately address the potential turbine-related mOltality of 
these sensitive species, simply asselting that collisions would likely be rare and that it is unlikely 
that the project would have any negative impacts on population levels. (DEIS p. 3-79) The FEIS 
should more fully evaluate this issue and document the facts underlying these type of statements. 
In addition, the FEIS should specifically identify the "appropriate mitigating measures" BPA 
will ensure are employed to minimize and avoid the anticipated project-related impacts on these 
sensitive species under the MigratOly Bird Treaty Act. (DEIS p. 4-5) 
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6. Size, Number am/ Type of Turbines 
The DEIS states that the number of wind turbines at the project site already has been minimized 
to the extent practicable and that if any turbines are removed from the project design, other 
locations must be found to replace those turbines to maintain the viability of the project. (DEIS 
p. 1-14) It also states that the project would consist of up to 50 wind turbine generators that 
would range in size from 1.2 to 2.5 MW and have a total nameplate capacity of up to 75 MW. 
(DEIS p. 1-9) Yet if the project proponent were to select the 2.5 MW turbines, the number 
needed could be reduced by 40% without reducing the project capacity. 

Reducing the number ofturbines offers the potential to significantly reduce some of the adverse 
environmental impacts of the project. The amount of habitat permanently impacted could be 
reduced, including avoiding the loss of any suitable or potential NSO habitat. Turbine locations 
in close proximity to the DNR HCP lands could be removed from the project, lessening the 
potential to disturb NSO in the area. The FEli) should include at least one additional alternative 
that provides a detailed analysis of how different combinations of turbine sizes and numbers can 
best meet the identified minimum necessary project capacity while minimizing the habitat 
disruptions. 

In addition, the FEIS should identifY the specific turbine type that would be used at Whistling 
Ridge. Different turbine types can have different blade tip speeds as well as utilize either an 
upwind or downwind style. Research at other wind power projects indicates that these 
differences can have a direct correlation to avian m0l1alities (DEIS Appendix B, Wildlife 
Rep0l1s). An evaluation of the specific turbines to be used at the project is essential to the 
environmental review each of your agencies are responsible for completing. 

7. Cumulative Impacts 
The DEIS' evaluation of cumulative impacts makes only passing reference of the most 
significant incremental impacts this project would likely contribute to - wind power 
development in a forested landscape. There is no mention of either the proposed Radar Ridge or 
Coyote Crest wind projects, both in forested landscapes within the range ofNSO. The DEIS 
lacks any analysis of either the impacts to bird habitat or avian collision mortalities that could 
reasonably be expected from significant "build out'"' of wind power on Northwest forested lands. 
There is no discussion of how additional wind projects within the range ofNSO could impact 
that ESA-listed species, nor any analysis Of how multiple wind power projects could impact the 
regional electrical transmission system. 

The FEIS should include a much more robust evaluation of the potential cumulative impacts 
from the growing wave of wind power projects on forested lands. It should analyze the potential 
cumulative impacts of a "full build-out" of wind power in the region on avian species, similar to 
the 2007 National Research Council assessment done for the Mid-Atlantic Highlands or the 2008 
West Inc. study done for the Columbia Plateau Eco-region. (DEIS p. 3-274, 3-275) Such an 
analysis should include an up-to-date projection for potential wind power development in the 
region as well as incorporate accurate monitoring data on avian mortality and displacement. 

8. Mitigation 
The project would entail approximately 384 acres offorest land being developed for wind 
turbine foundations, connecting roadways, overhead and underground transmission lines, 

5 



operation and maintenance yard, and substation. (DEIS p. 1-9,2-4) This includes the permanent 
loss of60.7 acres of habitat, as well as the temporary loss of another 53.6 acres of habitat. (DEIS 
p.3-73) In addition, there would be significant additional acres impacted by a corridor of up to 
500 feet from the base ofthe turbines that would have a height restriction on trees. (DEIS p. 2-4, 
2-15) Despite this noted loss or degradation of habitat, the DElS does not include any mitigation 
measures related to these habitat impacts. (DEIS p. 3-82) 

The Wind Power Guidelines recommend mitigation for permanent habitat impacts by either 
acquisition of replacement habitat or "By Fee" option, or a combination of both. (WDFW, p. 9, 
12) The Guidelines also recommend mitigation for temporary impacts to habitat, including a 
WDFW approved restoration plan and some acquisition of suitable replacement habitat.. 
(WDFW, p.l [-12) 

The FEIS should include an explicit evaluation ofthe impacted habitat (both temporwy and 
permanent) and identifY the specific level of mitigation that will be required of the applicant. 
SEPA provides the authority to impose reasonable conditions to mitigate impacts from a 
proposed action. While the project lands are not pristine wildlife habitat, they do provide 
valuable habitat for numerous bird and other species as well as ecosystem services that would be 
adversely impacted by the project. This habitat provides foraging and breeding opportunities for 
different species as well as vegetative covel' for wildlife. The project proponent, SDS Company, 
LLC, touts the importance of its forest lands for wildlife and biodiversity, stating that its 
timberlands ''provide habitat for various species of plants and wildlife, they protect watersheds, 
they emit oxygen into the atmosphere and consume carbon dioxide, and they provide beautifili 
spaces for recreation. "(see hltp:llwww.stevensonlandcompany.com/) Permanently 
converting 60.7 acres of this habitat, as well as temporarily impacting an additional 53.6 acres of 
habitat, requires acquisition of replacement habitat. 

Seattle Audubon recommends a ratio of at least I: I for replacing permanently impacted habitat 
and of 0.1: I for temporarily impacted habitat, as the project lands appeal' to fit the Wind Power 
Guidelines' description of Class III habitat - lands with lesser numbers of associated Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need but that are not currently cultivated, developed or disturbed by an 
active road or other corridor that eliminates natural habitat. (WDFW p. 9) 

SDS manages numerous land parcels in the general vicinity of the projects that are like-kind 
and/or of equal or higher habitat value than the areas which would be impacted by the project. 
There are numerous SDS-owned sites in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and the 
White Salmon River Wild and Scenic River corridor that meet the criteria identified in the Wind 
Power Guidelines as being at risk of development or habitat degradation; these or other lands in 
the areas could serve as appropriate replacement habitat by donation to a land trust or given 
permanent legal protection through a conservation easement or other enforceable means. 
(WDFW, p. 9- I 0) A detailed mitigation package should be developed prior to project approval, 
not left to be determined after the fact. . 

In addition to inclusion of mitigation for impacts to habitat, the FEIS should also explicitly 
include mitigation for any direct impacts to at-risk species. As noted above in our comments 
above regarding NSO, olive-sided flycatcher and Vaux's swift, the FElS should include details 
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of the specific actions that will be required of the applicant to avoid, minimize and mitigate for 
any mortality ofESA-listed and other sensitive species. 

9. Monitoring 
Seattle Audubon appreciates the inclusion ofa post-construction avian mOllality study. (DEIS p. 
3-82) More details on the protocol to be used for this study needs to be included in the FEIS in 
order to understand whether the proposed "two year minimum" is adequate to evaluate the 
ongoing impact of project operations on avian species. As the Wind Power Guidelines point out, 
the duration and scope of the monitoring depends in part on the availability of existing 
monitoring data at projects in similar habitat types. (WDFW p. 6) In accordance with RCW 
80.50.040, EFSEC must prescribe the means for monitoring the effects of project operation in 
order to assure compliance with the cellification. (DEIS p. 1-3) The FEIS should include greater 
detail on how EFSEC will meet this requirement. 

In addition, the FEIS should evaluate the potential for use of canine detection for carcass 
surveys. The Center for Conservation Biology at the University of Washington has 
demonstrated the precision and efficiency of dogs in locating wildlife in forested settings (for 
more details, see http://conservationbiology.netlconservation-canines); as one of Washington's 
first wind power projects in a forested landscape the Whistling Ridge project is an excellent 
candidate for looking at applying this methodology to post-construction mortality studies. 

Beyond monitoring the direct avian mortalities caused by the project, it is important to also study 
the indirect project impacts such as species displacement fi'om territory and cumidative impacts. 
(WDFW p. 6) The FEIS should require specific project monitoring strategies that include post
construction avian use surveys of live birds in the project area. It is not enough to just monitor 
the number of birds directly killed by project operations; post-construction monitoring should 
also look at how project operation impacts ongoing avian use of the site and adjacent areas. As 
with our comments regarding mitigation above, a detailed monitoring program should be 
developed prior to project approval, not left to be determined after the fact. 

10. Adaptive Management 
We appreciate the requirement for a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to evaluate and 
coordinate the mitigation and monitoring program, including potential adaptive management 
activities. (DEIS p. 3-82) Unfortunately the DEIS contains no information detailing the 
authority of and resources available to the TAC to carry out those responsibilities. As the Wind 
Power Guidelines point out, the range of potential adjustments the TAC could make to potential 
mitigation and monitoring requirements should be clearly stated in the project permit. (WDFW 
p.6) In addition, the proposed composition of the TAC does not include any stakeholders from 
environmental groups, landowners or Native American tribes. (WDFW p. 6) The FEIS should 
identify an expanded TAC that includes representatives fi'om these other stakeholder groups, as 
well as clearly identity TAC funding and authority. 

As noted multiple times above, Whistling Ridge would be one of the first wind power projects to 
be considered for a forested landscape in Washington state. In light of this, there are several 
important environmental issues for which there is limited or no applicable comparative data for 
use in evaluating wind power projects in forested landscapes. In recognition of this type of 
challenge,the Wind Power Guidelines specifically call for research oriented studies that look at 
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issues such as species displacement or cumulative impacts that could provide important 
information for understanding wind energy 1 wildlife interactions. (WDFW p. 7) 

The FEIS should identify specific research oriented studies that would directly relate to the 
proposed Whistling Ridge project, as well as the role of the TAC in determining the need for 
further studies. Potential studies include: 

a) A robust analysis of pre- and post-construction avian use study data at the project to 
better understand direct and indirect impacts to specific avian species, including changes 
to density and nesting success of targeted species. 

b) As noted in our cumnlative impact comments above, an analysis focused on the Pacific 
NOllhwest region, including forested landscapes, ofthe potential cumulative hnpacts of a 
"full build-out" of wind power on avian species. 

c) As noted in our climate change comments above, a Pacific Northwest-specific study 
comparing the annual bird fatalities caused by wind farms versus those caused by fossil
fueled power stations, similar to the 2009 Sovacool study. (DEIS p. 3-276) 

d) . As noted in our monitoring comments above, the use of canine detection of carcasses in 
the post-construction avian mortality study. 

While funding for these andlor other research oriented studies should be solicited fi'om multiple 
sources (WDFW p. 7), the FEIS should explicitly identify the level of funding to be provided by 
the project proponent. 

11. Distribution of Project Power 
One ofthe applicant's stated objectives for this project is " to provide an additional renewable 
resource for electrical utilities in Washingto1/." (DEIS p. 1-7) We welcome that intent and 
request that any cellification for this project include a provision that the power from project be 
sold to Washington utility(s) as opposed to being sold into the California market. Because the 
potential adverse impacts of this project would be experienced locally, it makes sense to keep the 
project benefits local as well. In addition, such a provision would also help relieve some ofthe 
current pressure on the California intertie that is causing challenges for BP A in integrating wind 
resources into its transmission system. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for this proposed project and look 
. forward providing additional comment as the environmental review process and site certification 

proceeding move forward. If you have any questions regarding Seattle Audubon's comments or 
would like additional information, feel fi'ee to contact me by telephone at 206/523-8243 ext. 15 
or by email at shawnc@seattleaudubon.org. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Et'.-C .. ~ 
Shawn Cantrell 
Executive Director 
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Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 

From: Debbie Slack [slack@co.skamania.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 17, 2010 12:02 PM
To: efsec@utc.wa.gov; stephen.posner@commerce.wa.gov; Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4
Subject: FW: Resolution Demanding Retraction of Dept of Interior Comments on Whistling Ridge Wind 

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

Page 1 of 1

8/23/2010

Resolution from Skamania County Commissioners,.  Please include in public comment on EIS for Whistling Ridge. 
 Please call Commissioner Paul Pearce if you have any questions.   
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RESOLUTION 2010-51 

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

Secretary's and Administration Policy) 

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

WHEREAS, EFSEC is lead agency pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, and 
Bonneville Power Administration ("BP A") is federal lead agency pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act; and 

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

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

WHEREAS, Federal Government regulation of private lands as well as the economic survival of 
Skamania, other local counties and communities were major concerns when the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area ("Scenic Area Act") was debated in Congress; which resulted in 
several major compromises to address these concerns before passage of the Scenic Area Act in 
its final form, without which, Congress would not have enacted the Scenic Area Act and 
President Reagan would not have signed it into law. These compromises included the purchase 
or trade of private lands that were regulated for the protection of scenery in the Special 
Management Areas, the designation of Urban Areas that are completely exempt from restrictions 
and the designation of an external boundary that by Congressional direction is the absolute 
boundary with no buffers or setbacks outside of the Scenic Area. Congressional intent is found 
in the "Savings Provision" at 16 USC § 544o(a)(10) which states: 

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

WHEREAS, The National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241-1251 authorizes Congress to 
designate National Scenic and Historic Trails but does not, by mandate or implication, authorize 
Interior to regulate or restrict private lands or to even negatively comment on or oppose private 
projects proposed on private lands nearby, or visible from, designated trail sections; and 
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WHEREAS, Skamania County recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior 
("Interior") DEIS comment letter dated July 19, 2010, wherein Interior raises concerns about 
visibility of the proposed project from the Scenic Area and the nationally designated Lewis and 
Clark National Historic Trail and suggests elimination of Whistling Ridge wind turbines that are 
visible from both the Scenic Area and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail; and 

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

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

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

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

The Board fmds: Consistent with our concerns raised above regarding National Trail Systems 
Act authority, that Interior's recommendation of restricting private land development in view of 
the Scenic Area is in direct violation of the critically important Scenic Area Act compromises 
and Savings Provisions the intent of which was to allow local counties economic development 
opportunity for their continued survival. 
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The Board imds: Interior's comments and recommendations have serious policy implications 
not only for renewable energy development but also for other non-wind energy related projects 
that are visible from the Scenic Area and National Historic Trails, such as electrical 
transmissions systems, dams, rail transportation, interstate commerce and traffic, as well as 
residential, commercial and industrial development in Skamania and other Counties near the 
Scenic Area and/or Counties located near similarly designated trails under the National Trails 
System Act. 

The Board imds: Interiors comments contradict both the Secretary's publicly stated policy as it 
pertains to renewable energy as well as contradicting the clear energy policy direction of the 
current Administration. 

The Board imds: Finally, in addition to the comment concerning the Scenic Area and the 
Interstate Highway corridor, Interior provided specific comments related to purported 
groundwater issues-issues raised by local citizen neighbor opponents at the NEP AlSEP A 
comment hearing. Skamania County has regulatory responsibility for groundwater issues, and 
will work with EFSEC to address the citizen comment. This is not a federal issue. Interior has 
no authority to insert itself into this uniquely local issue, and its decision to do so demonstrates 
its lack of regard for Skamania County's authority: strongly suggesting inappropriate 
collaboration with Whistling Ridge project opponents. 

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

DATED this 3rd day of August 2010. 

ATTEST: 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

620 SW Main Street, Suite 201 

Portland, Oregon 97205-3026 

 

9043.1 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

ER10/492 

 

Electronically Filed 

July 19, 2010   

 

Andrew M. Montaño 

Environmental Project Manager 

Bonneville Power Administration – KEC-4 

P.O. Box 3621 

Portland, Oregon 97208 

 

Dear Mr. Montaño: 

 

The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bonneville Power Administration’s Whistling Ridge 

Energy Project, Skamania County, Washington.  The Department offers the following 

comments for use in developing the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the 

project.   

 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 

 

The proposed Whistling Ridge Energy project is located within five miles of the Lewis 

and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT), a congressionally-designated NHT, which 

follows the Columbia River and is within the area analyzed in the DEIS for potential 

visual impacts.  In addition, US Interstate 84 and Washington Route 14 are the state- 

designated Lewis and Clark auto tour routes in the project area.  Many visitors experience 

Lewis and Clark NHT by traveling the auto tour routes and stopping at interpretive and 

recreational sites along the way.  The Department considers the viewshed along the river 

and auto tour routes to be a critical part of the trail visitor experience.   

 

The Lewis and Clark NHT was established by Congress in an amendment to the National 

Trails System Act in 1978. 16 U.S.C. § 1244(a).  As administrator of the trail, the 

National Park Service (NPS) is charged under this Act with the identification and 

protection of the historic route, remnants, and artifacts of the trail for public use and 

enjoyment.   

 

Based on the analysis of visual impacts in the DEIS, it appears that a varying number of 

turbines will be visible from the trail’s historic river and auto tour routes from near 



 

Koberg Beach State Park to Lindsey Creek State Park.  This approximately 15-mile 

stretch of the Columbia River Gorge has numerous recreational opportunities and scenic 

views that add significantly to enjoyment of the historic trail.  Of the five viewpoints 

along US Interstate 84 analyzed in the DEIS, Viewpoint 14 at Viento State Park, is rated 

in Table 3.9-2 as having an anticipated moderate to high level of visual impact.  

However, on page 3-193 of the DEIS, the potential visual impact for this viewpoint is 

stated as only moderate.  Furthermore, it appears that the turbines were inadvertently 

omitted in the photomontage in Figure 3.9-11.  While difficult to discern the impact at 

this location without clarification on the accuracy of the visual simulation, we believe 

that the impact should be rated as high given the placement of turbines on the skyline 

within four miles of a park located along the auto tour route.   

 

Turbine string A1-A7 would be highly visible from numerous locations along the trail 

due to its placement on a ridgeline close to the Columbia River Gorge.  The NPS 

recommends removing or relocating these seven turbines, if feasible.  This would 

significantly reduce the impact to visual resources along the historic trail.  The visual 

resources in this region—Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and Lewis and 

Clark NHT—are important resources that should be protected.   

    

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

 

Dan Wiley 

Chief of Resources Stewardship 

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 

601 Riverfront Drive 

Omaha, NE 68102 

(402) 661-1830 

Dan_Wiley@nps.gov 
  

Lee Kreutzer 

National Trails System 

National Park Service 

324 S. State, Suite 200 

Salt Lake City, UT 84111 

(801) 741-1012 ext. 118 

Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov 

 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

 

Water Resources Section 3.3 

 

Pg. 3-26: Section 3.3.1.3 lacks sufficient information on the existing groundwater 

environment to support the finding of little or no impact.  Suggest the section more fully 

address the depth to groundwater, flow direction, and transmissivity (permeability) of the 

aquifer as it relates to possible affects on the area domestic and agricultural ground-water 

resources (also see section 3.3.1.5).  Helsel et.al. (2002) is a good reference for this type 

of analysis.  



 

 

Pg. 3-29: Because section 3.3.3 addresses mitigation procedures for the isolation of 

groundwater from chemical spills, we assume that chemicals will be present on site 

during both construction and operation.  Suggest the document include a discussion of 

potential chemical spills, and aquifer transmissivity (permeability), as it relates to the 

potential movement of contaminants toward nearby domestic or agricultural water wells.   

 

Reference 

 

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

Geological Survey—Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations Book 4, Chapter 

A3, 510 p.  Available on the internet at: http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4a3/ 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS.  If you have any 

questions concerning the NPS comments, please contact Dan Wiley at (402) 661-1830 or 

at Dan_Wiley@nps.gov, or Lee Kreutzer at (801) 741-1013 (x118) or at 

Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov.  If you have any questions concerning the USGS comments, 

please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews, 

at (303) 236-5050 (x229) or at gdlecain@usgs.gov.  If you have any other questions, 

please contact me at (503) 326-2489. 

 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

       
      Preston A. Sleeger 

      Regional Environmental Officer 

http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4a3/
mailto:Dan_Wiley@nps.gov
mailto:Lee_Kreutzer@nps.gov
mailto:gdlecain@usgs.gov
















From: Helwig,Heidi Y - DKE-7 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2010 9:57 AM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4; Offerdal,Susan F - KEC-4 
Subject: public comment via 1-800 line 
I spoke with this man this morning and will enter his comments: 
  
John Stege, Port Orchard 
  
“I drive through the gorge quite often.  I think wind power is a good thing, but not in the gorge because of the 
scenic area and could have impacts on wildlife and plants.  That would degrade the scenic area.  For this reason 
this project should be denied.” 
  
  
Heidi Helwig  
BPA Public Affairs Office 
DKE-7  
503-230-3458  
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From: Henderson, Mary [Mary.Henderson@Williams.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 22, 2010 9:33 AM 
To: Montano,Andrew M - KEC-4 
Subject: Whistling Ridge 
In looking at the map on the website for the EIS, it appears the interconnect won’t affect us, but SDS’s project 
appears to be in the area of our pipeline that runs east/west up the gorge through Skamania County.   
I need to be in contact with SDS or its developer, but want to be sure I get our information out there to all 
players and wasn’t sure of BPA’s involvement initially.  Thank you for passing the information on and including 
us with notifications. 
  
Mary Henderson 
Land Representative 
NW Pipeline GP 
Phone:  360-666-2106 
Fax:  360-666-2117 
Cell:  503-807-8884 
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II 

Confederated Tribes and Bands 
of the Yakarna Nation 

Memorandum 

To: Andrew Montano, Mager 
Environ en I P ect 

From: Harry S on, Chairman 
Yaka Nation Tribal Council 

Date: June 15, 2010 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Established by the 
Treaty of June 9, 1855 

RECEIVED 

JUN 1 7 2010 
ENVIRONMENT 

ASH & WIlDLIFE 

I, the Chairman ofYakama Nation Tribal Council, am requesting a continuance 
of thirty (30) days to review and comment on the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project. My staff and I have not had the chance to meet on this important 
matter, and we would like to provide you with our input. 

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 865-5121 

* m 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100003 -  Carvalho 
 
(This comment corrects an error in the text of the prior one submitted in my name.) I 
have a comment on the impact of the Whistling Ridge wind project; it includes a 
photograph too large to submit here and is online at 
http://www.lensjoy.com/Blog/windmills_are_coming.htm. I am the author of the online 
article. Nestor Peak and Mitchell Point are key viewing areas used by hikers, mountain 
bikers, ATV enthusiasts, and horseback riders. If this project is built, the view of Mt. 
Hood from Nestor Peak and the view of Mt. Adams from points along the Oregon side of 
the Columbia Gorge will be permanently spoiled. In addition, the onslaught of wind 
turbines will continue to encircle the Columbia Gorge and destroy once-pristine views of 
the ridges and horizon that were one of the primary reasons the National Scenic Area was 
created. It is not suited for the proposed location. The Whistling Ridge site is in a forest, 
and is in owl habitat. It is a very different location compared to agricultural fields where 
prior developments have been sited. Forest sites have an order of magnitude greater 
wildlife population density, and wind farms are incompatible with them. Please deny the 
project application and institute a moratorium on further wind development within 20 
miles of the Gorge Scenic Area boundary until we can understand the long-term impacts 
of wind development on animals and develop a meaningful plan that mitigates the visual 
impact of these projects. BPA and the Army Corps of Engineers took Celilo Falls away 
from us in 1957. Now it is 2010, and BPA plans to take away the horizon as well. The 
ongoing rape of natural beauty to fuel mankind's greed for energy and dollars must stop, 
here and now. Sincerely, Chris Carvalho 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100002 -  Carvalho 
 
I have a comment on the impact of the Whistling Ridge wind project; it includes a 
photograph too large to submit here and is online at 
http://www.lensjoy.com/Blog/windmills_are_coming.htm. I am the author of the online 
article. Nestor Peak and Mitchell Point are key viewing areas used by hikers, mountain 
bikers, ATV enthusiasts, and horseback riders. If this project is built, the view of Mt. 
Hood from these locations will be permanently spoiled. In addition, the onslaught of 
wind turbines will continue to encircle the Columbia Gorge and destroy once-pristine 
views of the ridges and horizon that were one of the primary reasons the National Scenic 
Area was created. It is not suited for the proposed location. The Whistling Ridge site is in 
a forest, and is in owl habitat. It is a very different location compared to agricultural 
fields where prior developments have been sited. Forest sites have an order of magnitude 
greater wildlife population density, and wind farms are incompatible with them. Please 
deny the project application and institute a moratorium on further wind development 
within 20 miles of the Gorge Scenic Area boundary until we can understand the long-
term impacts of wind development on animals and develop a meaningful plan that 
mitigates the visual impact of these projects. BPA and the Army Corps of Engineers took 
Celilo Falls away from us in 1957. Now it is 2010, and BPA plans to take away the 
horizon as well. The ongoing rape of natural beauty to fuel mankind's greed for energy 
and dollars must stop, here and now. Sincerely, Chris Carvalho 



Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100005 -  Larkman/Retired 
 
I am all for Alternative Energy Projects, but, not at the expense of despoiling one of our 
National Treasures. We live in the area and have many visitors, all those visitors 
comment on the pristine beauty of the area. We need to retain the vista, not only of the 
area covered by the Scenic act, but also of the area bordering this stunning scenery for 
future generations. These vistas would be adversely impacted by the proposed project and 
directly effect the enjoyment of visitors and locals alike. Please don't allow the project to 
go ahead. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100006 -  dewey 
 
As residents of the area that will ba able to see some of the turbines of this proposed 
project, my wife and I are in favor of it. We can't continue the practice of saying "Yes, we 
need these projects but not in my area". This will not get us where we need to be down 
the road. SDS is a good and responsible company that cares. It is their land, and they 
have the right to do this, and they will do it in a responsible manner. ps-it is sad that some 
of the people speaking out against this project were the same ones that were cutting 
hiking/biking trails on SDS property in this same general area. They want to tell SDS 
what they can't do but at the same time, don't respect the private property of others. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100007 -  Peyrollaz/County resident 
 
I am part of that silent majority who does not like to attend meetings where people argue 
and intimidate me but I feel my voice does need to be heard. I support the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project. Not only does it give an alternative source of clean energy, but it 
also will provide new jobs and tax revenues to our county which has been devistated with 
so many land set asides and regulations that our children have to leave the area in order to 
find jobs. Wind energy is a clean, quiet source which uses the natural winds of The 
Gorge. In my opinion, the people who are causing the obsticles in implementing this 
natural resource are the same people who have opposed most everything else that is 
proposed in The Gorge. They have personal agendas which are not for the good of the 
community but for their selfish interests. Wind Energy is a Good thing for The Gorge, a 
Good thing for the economy of The Gorge and a good, clean alternative that all the 
environmentalists have been insisting on. Let's move forward and let a Good thing 
happen. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100009 -  McKenna 
 
I’m opposed to the project because this contradicts the spirit of the Columbia Gorge 
Scenic Area. Even though the project is outside the area, it was never envisioned that 
there would be this type of project that could be seen from within the scenic area. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100010 -  McKenna 
 
While not technically within the boundaries of the Columbia Gorge Scenic Area, the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project contradicts the spirit of the Scenic Area. Had anyone 
imagined the building of skyscraper-height structures just outside the scenic area, I'm 
confident that they would have designated a bigger area. We live in Hood River, Oregon, 
and the ridges upon which they are proposing the turbines are visible from all over the 
beautiful Hood River valley. Our economy on both sides of the Gorge is largely 
dependent on tourism due to the scenic beauty of the area. These turbines would 
negatively affect this industry in both Oregon and Washington. Everyone I know in Hood 
River is strongly opposed to the construction of these giant turbines looming over our 
natural and beautiful slice of the world. Please don't approve this project! 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100011 -  Gross 
 
I am opposed to wind turbines going up on the scenic ridgeway near White Salmon. To 
take away from the beauty of the Columbia Gorge would be an outrage; and also all the 
wildlife disturbance. So I am definitely opposed to any wind turbines going up in that 
area. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100014 -  Saufley 
 
To Whom It May Concern: I support the decision to proceed with the Whistling Ridge 
Energy Project; however, a couple of things should be addressed: 1) The location of the 
project should not be too close to scenic wilderness areas. Primarily, areas which would 
affect the spotted owl and others species in wildlife. We should take pains not to disrupt 
their livelihood and habitat. 2) Frankly, I am also concerned of the increase in traffic, 
where congestion and the building of roads disrupt wildlife habitat. This includes not 
only land animals, but aquatic ones too. It would affect the vegetation in the area and 
reduce the food supply in the long term. Thank you. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100015 -  Zimbelman 
 
I support the wind project at Whistling Ridge. Wind energy should be one of our 
priorities when considering new and green energy sources for our future. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100017 -  Kingsford-Smith & Family/Local Family 
 
While supportive of clean energy, we are certainly concerned with the visual impact in 
the HEART of the scenic area. We are pleased with the development of the wind power 
further east in the Gorge and throughout various areas in the northwest. However, this 
development strikes at the core of the Scenic Act and would negatively impact the key 
tourist and scenic value of several communities within the heart of the gorge. Please 
reconsider other SDS properties to post wind towers. The ridges east of White Salmon 
are preferable, but frankly, all towers should be east of Lyle. Thank you for your time and 
consideration... -sks & co. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100018 -  VanderKloot 
 
I oppose the whistling ridge project. We need to reduce consumption of power. No more 
power production should be initiated in the Columbia River Gorge. Power quotas should 
be enacted to reduce consumption of electricity. The environmental consequences are too 
great. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100019 -  Sliwa 
 
I am in support of the Whistling Ridge project. I feel wind energy is one of the cleanest 
forms of energy generation possible, and those who live in areas amenable to wind 
generation need to make a few sacrifices to enable it. I personally think the generators are 
beautiful and do not detract from the Gorge view. However, I do feel that if the project 
managers can make some minor modifications to number or exact location of the towers 
to accommodate specific complaints of the local residents, they should do their best. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100020 -  mooney 
 
The mailing that SDS sent out was very troubling. Our neighborhood is comprised of 
$500,000 and up homes that moved here for the view. Our view will now be looking at 
windmills all day and blinking lights all night. We will receive no benefit from these 
windmills and we are in a different county. SDS gains the money, we gain nothing except 
a destroyed skyline. My only compromise would be to lower the windmills below the 
ridgeline so we don't have to look at these unsightly beasts. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100022 -  Fischer 
 
Love the idea of a cleaner power source than coal. Not sure that it is fair for us to push 
the unsightly and dirty job of generating power with coal onto other communities when 
we have a chance to contribute our share locally. I think the turbines look graceful and I 
do not mind them during the day. At night the red hazard lights are an eyesore. I would 
vote no just to avoid seeing the lights at night. Probably not possible to get rid of the 
lights.... but it sure would be nice. My biggest concern is that there be a guaranteed set-
aside fund to remove the turbines once they have reached the end of their useful life and 
stopped generating power. There should absolutely be a provision to restore the area once 
they stop generating power. It is inevitable that at some point a newer technology will 
replace wind and when it does please make sure that we don't have to look at something 
that we are not deriving benefit from. Thank you, HF 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100025 -  Ensminger/retired 
 
I live on Underwood Mountain, WA. where the Whistling Ridge Wind Turbines are to be 
built. I have lived here 40 years, we are orchardist and grape growers. My house will be 
approximately 9000' from some of the turbines. I support the turbines. We need this type 
of energy. Alot of people say to move it east to the wheat fields, we have the wind here, 
and it should be utilized. But I do not want more then the 50 being planned. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100026 -  VanderKloot, Comment made by telephone. 
 

Calling in opposition of the Whistling Ridge power project.  He believes it will degrade 
the values of the property and the ecology of the gorge. He feels that we should reduce 
power usage instead of creating more power sources. We should have a quota as to how 
much power people use -- use the amounts people use now, and decrease it. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100027 -  Sherwood 
 
Received email from ColumbiaGorgeForum.org regarding a wind project in the gorge 
sponsored by SDS Lumber Company to construct wind turbines in the gorge.  Opposed to 
this project due to the abuse of tax dollars.  Don't ruin the beauty of the gorge! 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100028 -  Peterson/Vineyard View Bed and Breakfast, comment made by 
telephone. 
 
Called to comment because he's too busy to attend the meetings for Whistling Ridge 
because he's hosting a beautiful event, a 15th birthday party, at the bed and breakfast.  He 
loves to see the view of the gorge the way it's always been, and he believes it's 
inappropriate to place 50 decibel, 500 foot tall towers there.  It's just not a good trade off 
for the small amount of power.  When he got permits to build his B&B he had to plant 
lots of trees as to not upset his neighbors. There are appropriate places for wind turbines, 
but not in the scenic Columbia River gorge. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100031 -  Saulie-Rohman/Renewable Energy Student 
 
My name is John Saulie-Rohman and I am writing in support of the Whistling Ridge 
Wind Project. I am a first year student at Columbia Gorge CC and my family is from this 
area (White Salmon) Because the timber industry is on the downward spiral and so much 
of the local economy depends on its funds I believe wind power is a viable option. There 
are negative qualities to every solution and there will always be somebody against 
everything. I have watched Underwood Mountain be clear cut for years now and public 
outcry was minimal. My main concern is that the power and the revenue generated by the 
wind farm stay local. I support turbines manufactured in the United States and I support 
local economies benefiting from the farm. It is very frustrating when the local people 
push green, green, green, but when it comes to their neighborhood they want it in their 
neighbor's backyard. I say stay local and keep up with the times because they are a 
changin'. Thank You. John Saulie-Rohman P.S. I would have showed up at the public 
hearings but I did not receive any literature and was not at all aware of the hearing until 
my classmate received the pamphlet after the hearings. 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 219



Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100034 -  Griswold 
 

I am against siting any wind turbines in any key viewing area of the Columbia River 
Gorge NSA. 

This wind farm will be visable from many points in the CRG NSA. More tourist dollars 
and real estate/property tax dollars will come to the area over the years than will be 
produced as income from this wind farm.  Please do not approve Whistling Ridge in any 
form. 

Please be part of maintaining the intent of the CRG NSA. Do not sell out this area for 
respite from the metropolis to the money-making interests of those wishing to benefit 
from wind-generated electricity, This, and any wind farm in view spaces of the CRG 
NSA should not be approved. I would be looking right at Whistling Ridge turbines every 
time I left my house to drive down the hill into Mosier. 

Thank you for taking my comment. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100035 -  Snyder 

My wife and I are strongly in favor of alternate energy sources, including wind power. 
The issue is as in real estate, location, location, location. There are many places in our 
state not as beautiful as forest lands, no matter who owns them. We then oppose projects 
that will destroy the natural beauty of the forests. Do a land trade for some desert 
property. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100039 -  Kapp 

After reviewing the draft EIS on the Whistling Ridge project I see no good reason for this 
project not to go forward.  I live less than 2 miles from the proposed project and see no 
difficulty living near this project. This project will provide much needed jobs for the area 
and help to increase the tax base for the county. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100040 -  unknown commenter 

After reviewing the EID I find it exceeding the requirements for this project. I support 
this project and see no environmental impacts that should delay it from advancing. I have 
used this area for recreation and while loosing this opportunity because of this project I 
still support the project. I do think this project is on the conservative side and should have 
been expanded. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100046 -  Andruss 
 
Please do not put the wind turbines on Whistling Ridge. White Salmon and Hood River 
are known for the famed double mt. views. All of our property values will drop when the 
area becomes known for its multi-turbine views. We need wind power but not in such a 
beautiful place. The turbine mess out east is bad enough. I am always thankful when I get 
west of all those blinking lights. It is enough to ruin the eastern gorge with these 
industrial giants. I don't know how many turbines are out there but adding another 50 
turbines to that mess won't make much difference now. To put up 50 turbines on 
Whistling ridge would blight the whole area. This is a world class scenic area and should 
be preserved as that. The project west of the Dalles has been canceled and the middle mt. 
project south of Hood River has been stopped. If we would have known that Whistling 
Ridge was to become an industrial wind factory we never would have bought property in 
Mill A. Common sense tells us this is a bad idea and should never be put in. I have been 
to meetings and listened to the talk about how safe for birds these mills are. The native 
americans told us that they could not imagine how a bird could fly into these blades. 
About 2 weeks later, front page of the Oregonian, Golden eagle killed by wind turbines at 
Goodnoe Hills. How many Golden Eagles are there in the gorge ? At least one is dead. 
We were told that up to 7000 bats would be killed if the Whistling Ridge project goes in. 
How many hawks and eagles will die because of this? What are the long term health 
effects? I have been told that 750 gallons of oil a year will be atomized in each of the 
turbines. That does not sound like clean energy. Putting these turbines on mountain tops 
has not been studied thoroughly so we really don't know what the impact will be. Many 
peaple are affected by the vibration and sound of the turbines. Again to put them so close 
to peaple and towns seems short sighted at best. To conclude I would say don't put the 
proposed Whistling Ridge tubines in as it is the wrong place to put them. Install them out 
east where there is less scenic beauty and already lots of turbines and more wind to turn 
them. Sincerely, Steve Andruss Mill A, WA 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100050 -  Carroll 
 
In regards to the whistling ridge wind farm proposal. I have to say that it is a poor 
location choice for a turbine farm for these reasons. 1. With-in the view corridor of a 
sensitive NATIONAL SCENIC AREA!!! ...Bad choice for people, national pride and the 
wind turbine industry. 2. WIND TURBULENCE, the whistling ridge is right in the wind 
venturie of the crest of the Cascade Mountains and the Columbia River gorge. Making 
one of the windiest spots in North America with very gusty turbulent conditions. ...Bad 
for big turbine efficiency and longevity, 3. WIND SHEAR, the Steep complex varied 
terrain (especially to the west) from the whistling ridge site accompanied by the Gusty 
Nature of the westerly Gorge winds will impair the turbine balance. ...Bad for turbine 
safety 4. This site is driven by Greed and not quality of location for wind turbines. ...Bad 
for the future of wind farming and turbine acceptance Please don’t get me wrong, as I 
support wind farms and their development and was involved with a small wind turbine 
company in the late 70's and have witnessed the struggles that wind turbine development 
has faced. When I moved to the Gorge in 1984 there was a large Boeing proto type 
turbine in the Columbia hills, I visited often and spoke with the engineers. They were 
hopeful for this 120' span turbine but pointed out that the wind shear and turbulence was 
a huge factor in the placement of the turbine and it had to be taken down. This turbine 
was the prototype for all the turbines that are now being installed in the appropriate 
locations of the gently sweeping eastern basin of the Columbia River. Where topography 
and wind quality have created a rush of wind farms that are successful. A very positive 
point for the industry, Please do not make the a mistake of placing turbines in 
inappropriate locations as it will hurt the wind industry as well as disfigure a National 
treasure the Columbia River Gorge. Thank You for the opportunity to comment Jay 
Carroll 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100051 -  Thurneyssen 
 
I am a student in the Columbia Gorge Community College - Renewable Energy 
Technology program, and I support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. We do not have 
time to waste in repairing our environment after abusing it for so long. This is a big 
picture issue that extends beyond the view from the backyard, but still creates local jobs. 
Let the wind turbines be a sign of progress in our area. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100052 -  Wageman 
 
I do not support or agree with this energy project. I want no new wind generators to be 
placed in Washington State. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100056 -  Henley 
 
I wanted to take the time to comment about this project. I think that the people objecting 
to this project must be the few people that have steady, good paying, dependable jobs--or 
are retired and don't care whether anyone else is able to feed their family or not. This 
county has more than their share of poverty level or lower incomes. What this county 
needs is more decent jobs, the wind energy industry is the only industry I see wanting to 
build here. By building here they are providing much needed jobs for this depressed 
community. We as a community should be rolling out the red carpet to them! I would like 
to stay in this community, but unless more jobs become available, because I am not 
independently wealthy, will have to look elsewhere to live. The people opposing this 
industry, only have their own interest in mind, and as long as they have jobs, wealth or a 
rich Daddy, don't care that a large portion of their neighbors are going hungry. I am 
looking at early retirement because of these factors. I want my children and grandchildren 
to be able to stay living in their homes, if they want. If they do move away, let it be 
because of other factors, not because there is no way to make a living here. Besides, these 
ignorant people are completely overlooking the fact that in forty years, we are going to be 
out of fossil fuel and are running out of time to generate alternative energy. Do they think 
this is going to happen without impacting anyone? They are all for cleaner, alternative 
energy--as long as it doesn't disturb the status quo, or cost them any money, but change 
for the better is always an adjustment, and we simply don't like to be disturbed. 
Alternative energy is here to stay, because we have no choice, we are running out of 
resources, so they might as well embrace these changes, they are here to stay! 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 229



Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100057 -  Tyler 
 
While the Whistling Ridge Wind Project proponents deserve credit for responding 
thoughtfully to some of the previous objections to their earlier proposals, the revised 
proposal remains of great concern. If allowed the proposed wind mills will still seriously 
impact the beauty of the Gorge Scenic Area. As presently proposed viewers from 
numerous locations including parts of the cities of of White Salmon, Underwood, and 
Hood River, as well as the Columbia River itself will have their views of the Gorge 
defaced by 425 foot towers of steel, rotating blades and flashing strobe lights. There are 
few areas in the world with as much natural beauty as we now have in this part of the 
Gorge. We sould not sell it away. Granted our Nation needs alternative souces of energy 
and Skamania County needs new sources of revenue. But there are many less scenic areas 
of Washington, Oregon and the entire country which could also contain our windmills. 
Some things should not be traded for money. Related Concerns: 1. A first Gorge 
Windmill project will set a precedent. Other proposals and very likely other windmill 
farms will follow. New companies (for example a conglormerate such as General 
Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this area than our neighbors at 
SDS. 2. Wind farm derived tax revenues will not be the only economic consequence of a 
local wind farm. Probable negative consequencies include decreased property values, 
reduced appeal to future tourists and prospective new residents because of diminished 
attractiveness of the area and likely increased infrastructure costs associated with 
building and maintaining a windfarm (including road maintainance and additional fire 
protection). 3. Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very 
long time. The costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how 
long would a wind tower be useful? When I consider the dramatic and initially 
unforseeable changes in energy demand and modes of production over the past 150 yeara 
(Particularly the last last 50 or so) I am astounded. Who can predict whether 30, 50 or 
even 100 years from now massive 450 ft steel windmills will make any contribution to 
our energy needs? But if we allow them here we will be stuck with them and their various 
consequencies. Please put windmill farms in a more suitable location. John Tyler 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100060 -  Usen 
 
I am an environmental planner by training and profession with over twenty years of 
experience writing, managing and reviewing environmental impact statements prepared 
in compliance with the State and National Environmental Policy Act. For nearly as long, 
I have worked and played in an around the Columbia River Gorge and am protective of 
its unique and spectacular scenic, natural, cultural and recreational resources. The 
Columbia River Gorge is a unique and irreplaceable treasure that includes federal and 
privately owned land and provides important regional economic development 
opportunities. The National Scenic Area designation was a compromise that offers a high 
level of protection against the threats posed by incompatible development in Special 
Management Areas, less protection and greater recognition of economic needs in General 
Management Areas and no regulation of activities in Urban Exempt Areas or lands 
outside of the Scenic Area boundaries. Interestingly, the Act provides these restrictions 
on land use but not against air pollution generated upwind that dims the Gorge’s 
spectacular views on smoggy and hazy days. Our planet Earth is likewise a unique and 
irreplaceable treasure, just on a larger scale. It goes without saying that the scale of the 
numerous threats to our global environment is proportionately larger and more significant 
than those facing the Gorge. Of the many threats facing our planet, none are as grave or 
as irreversible as climate change. The only way to reduce the impacts of this global 
catastrophe is to drastically reduce our emissions of CO2 and other Greenhouse Gasses 
(GHGs). Realistically, this means optimizing every feasible opportunity to generate 
energy from non-polluting renewable sources, and there is no source less polluting or 
more renewable than the wind. Unfortunately, commercially viable wind farm locations 
like Whistling Ridge are extremely rare. For these reasons, I have reviewed the Whistling 
Ridge DEIS hoping to evaluate for myself how a special place I cherish would be 
impacted by the demands of power production for our future, estimated by the Northwest 
Power and Conservation Council to grow 1.2% annually for the next 20 years. Nearly all 
the impacts addressed by most EISs that I’ve worked on or reviewed are adverse to the 
environment. What makes this DEIS notable is the section on Avoided Emissions on 
page 3-20. According to this section: “Project operation would avoid the use of fossil fuel 
to meet the energy needs of the region. The project’s annual electricity production is 
estimated at 197,000-megawatt hours (MWh). This energy is equivalent to 114,000 
barrels of crude oil or 654 million cubic feet of natural gas.” According to the U.S. 
Energy Information Administration, 197,000 MWh is roughly equivalent to the annual 
energy consumption of close to 18,000 homes. That’s a huge amount of energy to be 
generated entirely by renewable, non-polluting sources. Perhaps even more significant is 
the annual displacement of 131,466 tons of the GHG Carbon Dioxide and 155 tons of the 
pollutant Sulfur Dioxide (Table 3.2-1) that would typically result from generating this 
quantity of electricity, benefitting both the smog-threatened Scenic Area and the GHG-
threatened global climate. Whistling Ridge is outside the delineated boundary of the 
National Scenic Area and totally exempt from its restrictions but due to the scale and 
proximity of the proposed turbines to the boundary, the project applicant has not ignored 
evaluation of aesthetic and other impacts from within the National Scenic Area. The 
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Visual Resources section (3.9) consists of what appears to be a thorough and objective 
analysis of relevant impacts. I found no reason to doubt the completeness of the data or 
the validity of the methodology or findings. It is worth noting that the analysis rated no 
visual impacts as “High”. Rather, most were rated moderate or low and only one, Viento 
State Park rated up to “Moderate to High”. The DEIS’s evaluation of viewer sensitivity 
states on Page 3-171: “When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint 
(greater than 5 miles), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the 
viewer types (recreational), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated 
as moderate to high.” This is the worst visual impact of this project documented by the 
DEIS thus it is reasonable to conclude that scenic resources of the National Scenic Area 
would not be compromised by the proposed action. Hidden behind Underwood Mountain 
from both the vast majority of the Scenic Area and view from local residents, yet 
accessible to wind and existing transmission lines, Whistling Ridge appears to be an ideal 
site for wind turbines. It is the Lead Agency’s responsibility under the State 
Environmental Policy Act to fully consider the environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action. As Lead Agencies, EFSEC and BPA need to weigh the proposal’s limited 
environmental impacts against its relevant and consequential environmental benefits. Of 
the many EISs I’ve reviewed, I cannot think of a clearer example of where the significant 
positive regional and global environmental consequences outweigh the negligible, local 
adverse impacts. 



Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100061 -  Ward 
 
I support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I think people will get used to seeing the 
wind turbines. We need all forms of energy generation and this project is just one piece 
of that energy needs. Norman Ward Carson, Washington 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100062 -  Freidman 
 
Hello. This is Paula Freidman.  I'm calling to comment on the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project along the Skamania and Klickitat county line.  I am VERY opposed to putting a 
wind turbine project there.  The wildlife effects would be disastrous. The effects on 
human habitation, which is fairly close, would be for the persons living nearby, very, 
very bad and of course this is right in line of sight ot the Columbia Gorge Highway, the 
national scenic area. So this is not a satisfactory project.   I'm obviously not in the state of 
Washington, but in the area that would be impacted across the river more or less. We’ve 
had to fight this kind of project.  This is the Cascades, you know. This is not some kind of 
away from people and away from lots of wildlife kind of area.  And, of course, there's the 
little matter of the snowy owls.  So this is not a good area for this project. Thank you. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100063 -  Ward 
 
I support the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This project contributes to our country’s 
energy independence and county’s economy. I appreciate the fact that SDS Lumber is a 
local sponsor rather than an outfit that does not live or work in the Columbia River 
Gorge. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100065 -  pace 
 
The analysis of economic impacts of the project is very weak and uninformative. The 
project will have substantial benefits. These are susceptible to quantification. The 
analysis does not do the project justice in this respect. The interconnection of this project 
(and other wind resources) is problematic. Bonneville has not analyzed the environmental 
and social impacts of integrating wind. It also has not considered the impacts of BPA 
operations on designated critical habitat for ESA. For this reason, the interconnection 
aspects of the project should be deferred until Bonneville complies with law. The facility 
siting aspects, however, should proceed. As a general comment, Bonneville is not above 
the law. It cannot continue to pretend that the Administrator has discretion to violate the 
law. The law requires that you assess the environmental and socio-economic impacts of 
Bonneville's activities. The Endangered Species Act and Magnuson-Stephens Act require 
such consultation. It is irresponsible for Bonneville to continue to develop resources and 
plan transmission upgrades without considering these factors. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100069 -  Prothero 
 
Re:Whistling Ridge Energy Project I am a summer resident of White Salmon, near 
Northwestern Lake. I have visited wind farm sites to the East, in the Gorge, and have 
listened to the sound levels at various distances. I have also visited the farms at night and 
noted the impact of the flashing red lights on top of the windmills. I am in favor of wind 
power and applaud its development in relatively sparsely populated areas to the East. My 
observations lead me to believe that noise levels at distances of a mile or more will most 
likely not be noticeable. However, the visual impact of the large array of flashing red 
lights will create a disturbing visual impact when directly viewed at night, and may 
reflect off low clouds, when present, and seriously affect the darkness of the night sky. 
Direct observations of the red lights on wind farms in Washington, from the Oregon side, 
creates a very distracting and potentially disturbing effect on the darkness of the 
environment. After a good deal of thought about trade-offs between impact to local 
residents, the need for renewable energy, and the availability of sites in relatively 
unpopulated areas, I have concluded that the project is incompatible with the proposed 
site. It will affect many residents in the Gorge, which is a national scenic area. Other sites 
to the east exist. I do not believe the that the local tourism and local residents deserve this 
impact. Another impact may be on property values, which would result in a decrease of 
income from this source, to the county. Thanks for accepting my comments. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100071 -  Canada/BestVibes 
 
I just wanted to say that it sounds great and I am glad to see that there are companies 
looking to the future for renewable energy sources! 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100072 -  Penswick 
 
I am interested in seeing this Whistling Ridge Energy Project go forward. Protecting the 
Columbia Gorge Scenic act is also very important, but we need to promote renewable 
energy sources when the opportunity presents itself. I feel this proposed site will project a 
low impact on our Gorge image. It's important to look at the wider scope of this project 
and the potential benefits it can bring to this area. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100073 -  Jackson 

I support developing alternative energy sources, including in some cases, wind, but I 
oppose this project. 

It would destroy important wildlife habitat, including for the northern spotted owl. It 
would cover more than 1,000 acres of land in an area that is prized as beautiful, wild 
recreation land, where people in Oregon and Washington go to get away from 
"civilization" and the city. This project would ruin the beautiful view in the area. I 
support alternative energy projects that are developed in areas with zero or very minimal 
impact on the native wildlife and forest; that do not decrease the liveability of the area; 
and that are in the best interests of all citizens, not a company that is trying to profit. Such 
projects should be"owned" and overseen by regional and/or federal government bodies 
and fully reviewed for environmental soundness before they are implemented. Thank 
you. 
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-BONNEVILLE POWER ADM I N 1ST F WRE100074 

Proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

1. I have the following comments about the Draft EIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project: 

Please put me on your project mailing list. (Note: You are already on the mailing li st if you have received mailed notices .) 

Name: ___________________________ _ 

Address: __________________________ _ 

City: _______ _ State: _________ _ Zip: ____ _ 

Please mail your comments by July 19, 2010, to: 
BPA Public Relations, DKC-7, 

P.O. Box 14428 Portland, OR 97293-4428 
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COMMENT 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft EIS 

While the Whistling Ridge Wind Project proponents deserve credit for responding 

thoughtfully to some of the previous objections to their earlier proposals, the revised 

proposal remains of great concern. If allowed the proposed wind mills will still 

seriously impact the beauty of the Gorge Scenic Area. As presently proposed viewers from 

numerous locations including parts of the cities of White Salmon, Underwood, and Hood 

River, as well as the Columbia River itself will have their views of the Gorge defaced 

by 425 foot towers of steel, rotating blades and flashing strobe lights. 

There are few areas in the world with as much natural beauty as we now have in this part 

of the Gorge. We should not sell it away. Granted our Nation needs alternative sources 

of energy and Skamania County needs new sources of revenue. But there are many less 

scenic areas of Washington, Oregon and the entire country which could also contain our 

windmills. Some things should not be traded for money. 

Related Concerns: 

1. A first Gorge Windmill project will set a precedent. Other proposals and very likely 

other windmill farms will follow. New companies (for example a conglomerate such as 

General Electric) will be much less concerned about the welfare of this area than our 

neighbors at 50S. 



2. Wind farm derived tax revenues will not be the only economic consequence of a local 

wind farm. Probable negative consequences include decreased property values, reduced 

appeal to future tourists and prospective new residents because of diminished 

attractiveness of the area and likely increased infrastructure costs associated with 

building and maintaining a wind farm (including road maintenance and additional fire 

protection) . 

3. Huge steel towers with massive concrete bases would be with us a very long 

time. The costs of removing an obsolete windmill would be substantial. But how long 

would a wind tower be useful? 

When I consider the dramatic and initially unforeseeable changes in 

energy demand and modes of production over the past 150 years (Particularly the last 

50 or so) I am astounded. Who can predict whether 100, 50 or even 30 years from now 

massive 425 ft steel windmills will make any contribution to our energy needs? 

But if we allow them here we will be stuck with them and their various consequences. 

Please do not introduce wind farms into the Gorge Scenic Area. Encourage the Whistling Ridge 

proponents to relocate their project to a suitable site. 

John Tyler 



• 
WRE100075 

Friends of the Historic Columbia 

Washington Energy Facility 
Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, W A 98504-3172 

River Highway 
PO Box 50, Brida l Vei l, Oregon fjj~!» 

http://www.hcrh.org lI\.~~a'n 

AUG 3 ao,;;1!!J 
BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE-7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 

, 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen, 

The Friends of the Historic Columbia River Highway has sincere and strong concerns about the 
proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project's potential impacts on the Historic Columbia River 
Highway, a district listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 

The Historic Columbia River Highway (HCRH) is a linear scenic and historic resource in 
Oregon. extending from TroutdaJe to The Dalles. All of the HCRH is a Key Viewing Area 
within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA). Portions of the HCRH that 
are a trail are designated as a National Recreational Trail. Portions of the HCRH are closer to 
the proposed project than the sites chosen for visual resource analysis. In particular, Mitchell 
Point is due south of the proposed project and within the Special Management Area of the 
CRGNSA. There is an existing viewpoint/overlook within the Oregon Parks and Recreation 
Department (OPRD) property at Mitchell Point, including an interpretive sign at the edge of the 
cliff overlooking the Colwnbia River. See photo. 

Mitchell Point was the site of the famous Mitchell Point Tunnel (also know as the Tunnel of 
Many Vistas because of its five "windows" overlooking the Columbia River) on the Colwnbia 
River Highway (see photos). While the original tunnel is gone, planning efforts since 1987 have 
looked at ways to reconnect the HCRH in this area. In 2008 the Friends of the Historic 
Columbia River Highway financed an engineering feasibility study that concluded that it is 
feasible to construct a new tunnel at this site, which could have "windows" at the former location 
of the viaduct. This proposal is included in the Mi le Post 2016 Reconnection Projects, the most 
recent planning docwnent published (see attachments). Ln addition, OPRD is currently 
developing a project to enhance the existing viewpoint. 

The Mitchell Point overlook is even more visually sensitive than Interstate 84, both because it is 
higher in elevation and because it is a place where people stop and get out of their cars to take 
photos. It is closer to the proposed project than Viento State Park, Koberg Beach State Park and 
the single location on the Hood River to Mosier section of the Historic Columbia River Highway 
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State Trail that were analyzed. This site must be analyzed for visual impact from the proposed 

project. 

When the highway was constructed in 1913-1922 Samuel C. Lancaster wrote: "our first business 
was to find the beauty spots, or those points where the most beautiful things along the line might 
be seen in the best advantage, and if possible to locate the road in such a way as to reach them." 
This was accomplished by directing curves to draw attention to dramatic viewsheds and design 
features that enhance the appreciation of dramatic scenic landscapes. These design techniques 
are a critical component of the historic value of the Historic Highway. the first scenic highway in 
the country. Harming the views from these viewing locations directly undermines the historic 
integrity of this nationally important historic resource. The view from Mitchell Point in 
particular highlights the important relationship between highway design and maximizing 
appreciation of scenic landscapes. The original Tunnel of Many Vistas provided enhanced views 
of the Columbia River and the geologic features across the river on Underwood BlufT. The 
recreated tunnel will also highlight simi lar views. The proposed development would directly 
harm these views. 

As evidenced by the attached photos and the design features that highlight views from the 
«Tunnel of Many Vistas" underscore the views' significance to the highway designers. The 
significance of this view was further confirmed when the Management Plan for the CRGNSA 
was adopted in 1991. The Underwood BlutTwas given an Open Space zoning designation and a 
Gorge Walls, Canyonlands, and Wildlands landscape sening designation. Both designations were 
adopted in part in response to scenic resource inventories that established visuaJly quality 
objectives. The DEIS fails to acknowledge the scenic resource inventory or how the proposed 
development would impact this view. The development would include enormous industrial 
structures with moving parts and flashing lights that would break the sky-line of this view. 
Attention would be drawn away from the historic view and be focused on modem industrial 
development. This would cause significant adverse effects to the views. 

While the most severe impacts would occur to views from the HCRH at Mitchell Point, 
significant adverse impacts to views from miles of the HCRH would occur. The DEIS must be 
revised to accurately reflect the impacts to the length of the HCRH. The single simulation of a 
view from the Mosier to Hood River section of the HCRJ-I State Trail (Viewpoint 19) is both 
misleading in its presentation and incomplete. There is no analysis of impacts to the view 
corridor. Notably. this section of the HCRH are part ofa separate multi-agency restoration 
project that reconnected and restored the HCRH for public enjoyment. Millions of dollars were 
spent to restore this resource so the public could enjoy pristine and historic views. The DEIS 
fails to take this context into account. 

In sum the DEIS fails to adequately analyze the likely impacts to views from the Historic 
Columbia River Highway. Because the impacts were not adequately addressed, appropriate 
alternatives were not analyzed and appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures were not 
considered. 

Friends of the Historic Columbia River Highway encourage EFSEC and the BPA to revise the 
DEIS to actually reflect the likely impacts of the proposed development on the Historic 



Columbia River Highway. The revised OEIS must include alternatives that would not include 
any turbines within viewsheds from the HCRH. At the least, the agencies must consider an 
alternative that would avoid impacts viewsheds from important viewpoints such as Mitchell 
Point. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. 

Sincerely. 

~~~.ff~ 
{ 

eanelle B. Kloos 
President 



1 

View from Mitchell 



Historic Views of Mitchell Point 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100078 -  Smith 

I am in opposition of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I vote the proposed project is 
denied. I will be contacting the Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation 
Council. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100079 -  Dye 
 
I would like express my disapproval of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. The project 
is inappropriate in that it addresses only the fiduciary interests of a local company and not 
overall needs of the County, it's residents or the Nation. In a time of rapidly decreasing 
forested areas in the world and climate change removing forest forever, i.e., 9 feet of 
concrete to support windmills, destroying watershed, creating lanes to move power with 
towers, destroying wildlife habitat, makes little sense. From an energy standpoint Eastern 
Oregon has thousands of square miles of useful high desert county that would be more 
useful. It appears that there is a stall on the April 2009 Wind Power Guidelines so that 
federal subsidies may be taken advantage of by proprietary interests. This also appears to 
be stalled so that there would be fewer costs for mitigation. Where is the oversight? The 
Gorge Commission appears to have been influenced by special interests. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100081 -  Bushman, comment made by telephone. 
 
Mr. Bushman phoned on 8/25 to register his opposition to the Whistling Ridge wind farm 
that is being proposed.  He is not opposed to alternate means of energy such as wind, but 
he does not want it in the scenic area of the gorge. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100082 -  Bushman, comment made by telephone. 
 
Laura Bushman phoned the comment line on 8/25 to register her oppostion of the wind 
farms that is being proposed in the gorge (Whistling Ridge).  Our area has this beautiful 
scenic area and she doesn't understand why people want to ruin it by adding windmills. 
Her and her husband were over at friends the other evening, and they had the perfect 
view of the river and the gorge. It was absolutely beautiful! If this wind farm has to be 
built (which she is opposed to), it should be built on the other side of the ridge so that it 
can't be seen. She knows this wind farm proposed is actually outside of the scenic 
corridor, but it still ruins the views of the gorge. 
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Vicki Pryse 
Skamania County Resident 
Underwood, WA 
2 miles from Proposed WRE Project 
 
Re: Comment regarding WRE DEIS 
 
Bald Eagles are observed flying overhead in our area, including the proposed Whistling Ridge project site.  The 
central Columbia River Gorge and its tributaries are becoming havens for the recently delisted Bald Eagle.  This 
area in the central gorge is increasingly utilized by overwintering eagles from northern regions.  Some eagles 
have found the area to be suitable for nesting and rearing young.  The extent of use of the area, and the long 
term potential impacts of this project to those individuals and to the breeding and overwintering eagle 

population as a whole is not 
enumerated or discussed in the DEIS.   
 
Before the full impacts of the WRE 
project can be assessed by the decision 
makers, it is imperative that the a 
careful and honest analysis is 
performed.  Obviously, the Applicant 
was not able to perform this task, so 
please see that qualified experts are 
involved in this issue.  The future of the 
Bald Eagle, once on the brink of 
extinction is dependent on this.   
 
The Bald Eagle is our nations symbol.  
Are we going to put at risk our nations 
symbol and replace it with a symbol of 
how the public was duped to pay for a 
sprawling, inefficient, unreliable and 
environmentally damaging power 
plant? 
 
I have included the attached cartoon 
for emphasis, which is freely 
distributable from 
www.windtoons.com.  
 
Thank you for your diligent review of 
this poorly placed renewable energy 
project.  
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100086 -  Gresh 
 
I am a resident of Oregon and live in Portland but my wife and I own a secon home in 
Mill A, Washington. It is my feeling that the assessment of directm indirect, and 
cumulative visual impacts caused by the project are inadequate. The methodology used 
was to evaluate the potential visual impacts from specific view points and that method 
does not account for the potential to the most common viewer of the Columbia River 
Gorge Natialal Scenic Area, thos that pass through and view the area as a whole, not the 
sum of its parts. I feel that this cumulative imapcts analysis should include the following 
future projects: Cascade Locks Tribal Casino Broughton Mill Redevelopment Both of 
these projects have been evaluated and have had more than enough analysis to include in 
the cumulative analysis. I feel this is particularly important because SDA Lumber is 
responsible for both the Broughton Mill development and the Whistling Ridge Energy 
project. While the CGNSA plan includes the allowances for economic development in 
addition to the preservation of the uniques scenic beauty of the Gorge, it is crucial that 
such projects as whistling Ridge include a thorough analysis of cumulaitve affects when 
such significant development projects threaten the scenic elements of the Gorge that 
warranted the creation of the NSA. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100087 -  Douglass 
 
I am dead against the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I can support wind energy projects 
but not with a location on the border of the National Scenic Area. The views from this 
protected region need to be protected also -- 400+ foot high turbines destroy part of what 
the Scenic Act stands to protect. These are not the views from a few local homes or a 
couple of small towns - these are the views of an entire region -- a protected region. 
Please do not degrade the Columbia River Gorge. I am also concerned about the 
environmental impacts on the area and wildlife. 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

tood douglass [tood@gorge.netJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 9:42 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
NO to Whistling Ridge Project 

WR-OEIS 
=>ublic Comment #425 

Please accept my comments below regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, also submitted to BP A. 
Thank you, 
Caro I Douglass 

I am dead against the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I can support wind energy projects but not with a location on the border of the 
National Scenic Area. 

The views from this protected region need to be protected also -- 400+ foot high turbines destroy part of what the Scenic Act stands to 
protect. These are not the views from a few local homes or a couple of small towns - these are the views of an entire region -- a 
protected region. Please do not degrade the Columbia River Gorge. 

I am also concerned about the environmental impacts on the area and wildlife. 

1 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100089 -  London, comment made by telephone. 

Ms. London phoned the Public Involvement extention on 8/26/10 at 7:05 am to voice her 
displeasure about the Whistling Ridge project. She said they should focus on another 
project. This would ruin the gorge -- and the view. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100108 -  Ransmeier, comment made by telephone. 
 
Ms. Ransmeier called at 1:30 pm on 8/26/10. She said she agrees with the Friends of the 
Gorge that it is not a good idea to build the windfarm where proposed.  She would like it 
denied as it will ruin the beauty of the gorge. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100110 -  Stege, comment made by telephone. 

Mr. Stege called on the Public Involvement line on June 17.  "I drive through the gorge 
quite often. I think wind power is a good thing, but not in the gorge because of the scenic 
area and could have impacts on wildlife and plants. That would degrade the scenic area. 
For this reqson this project should be denied." 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100111 -  Roberge 

I am totally opposed to it. 
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Comments posted to BPA’s Comment Website, www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
WRE100129 -  Bryan 
 
To those charged with making a decision on the proposed Wind turbine project on 
Whistling Ridge: We support wind energy projects, however: Not near houses Not where 
they are visible to the National Scenic area. Not in the middle of a forest where animals 
become endangered. Perhaps the Broughton Lumber Company would be able to trade the 
proposed site for one further removed from houses and the Gorge. Alison and John Bryan 
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jJjR£/ DD/31 

BPA 

August 26, 2010 

Re: Public comment on the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy prOject. 

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society opposes this project. 

The history of NW wind power offers very little to be proud of. The first question regulators 

should be asking is why wind power is being developed in the NW when most or all of the 

power is being sold in the SW? The history of SW wind power would raise a lot of red flags for 

NW wind power development. issues that are being ignored here. It seems we are doomed to 

repeat all of the mistakes that are now fairly well understood in the sw. 

When wind power burned too many bridges in the SW and they decided to move into our 

region, and the Federal government warned them that they would be facing arrest and jail if 

they killed federally protected birds, and that they had to solve the bird problem before they 

would be allowed to develop In the NW. They did solve it, but not In a way that would save 

even one bird, Instead they did an end run and solved the problem politk:ally. Ever since then 

the regulatory agencies have been playing the "Go alon& to get along" song to protect their 

budgets from cuts from above. As a result, wind power has been allowed to develop projects 

Just about anywhere they want, no matter the consequences . 

If things are so bad. where are: the environmentargroups? Why aren' t they out protesting? 

Early on the wind power industry effectively dealt with the environmental groups. They 

rounded them up in a BPA round table discussion to generate mutually agreeable siting 

standards for wind power. This kept the environmental groups busy and made them feel like 

they were involved in the process while wind power developers where out securing sites for 

their prolects. The round table talks ended with agreement on five voluntary siting criteria, aU 

fjve of which were violated in the first proposed projects. 
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Another aspect of the wind industries plan was to bring in wind power promotional groups. 

These "environmental" groups gave the appearance of a divided environmental community on 

the issues of wind power. 

2 

The third method that the wind power industry used to control environmental groups has been 

to give (or deny) them money. The Bullitt Foundation has been the major source of grant 

money used to control groups in the NW. The Bullltt Foundation promotes wind power. When 

wind power was planning on moving into the Hood River Valley it was not coincidence that the 

Hood River Valley Residence Committee had just received a Bullitt grant for $17,000. That 

proved an effective grant. When The Friends of the Gorge protested wind pow~r development 

overlooking the Columbia River Gorge they had their 8ultitt grant pulled for the first time in 

years . National Audubon Society and Audubon Washington are major receivers of Bullltt 

grants, and we believe this has kept them from doing the one and only thing that Audubon 

could do that would effectively check wind power abuses, and that Is to expose them In the 

media. We have pleaded with Audubon Washington to launch a media attack on wind power 

abuses. but they have ignored us. They know what would happen to their Bullttt grants If they 

were to take effective action against even the most abusive projects. 00 not think that all is 

well, just because dozens of groups are not protesting Gorge wind power development. Most 

groups have been targeted and effectively muzzled. 

last year I attended an Underwood Community Council meeting because I read in the local 

news paper that the 50S wind power project proposed for the Underwood Mountain area was 

going to be discussed. A representative from SOS was there and there was an 5DS wind power 

booster in the audience. The council was upset because they had not received proper public 

notice and the public hearing was to be held in Stevenson. 20 miles from the site, when the 

Underwood Hail was available and located in the community that would be impacted the most. 

The SDS representative and the booster in the audience did all they could to block effective 

council representation, including trying to block a letter in protest regarding the basic Issues of 

public notifKation and moving the meeting to Underwood so locals couid more easily 

participate. They also insisted that the council could not act until they contacted every 

community member and secured their approval of the protest letter or any other action. 

Interesting, they wanted every community member's approval on it motion, but they opposed 

holding the hearing in Underwood. Needless to say, requiring the approval of every citizen 

would bring any federal, state or county government to gridlock, but SDS tried to hold a local 

elected council to this ridiculous standard. This further lUustrates how SOS seeks to control and 

manipulate all of the active parties, from the top to the bottom, that are consk1ering the 50S 
proposal. 
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It was not that long ago when 50S proposed (II major co-gen development for their mill. When 

they reached the public comment period for the proposal a member of the public discovered 

that the permit that they applied for was for a small mobile unit. The small mobile unit permit 

would have avoided major regulatory requirements. 50S immediately dropped their proposal. 

We seriously doubt that SOS or DOE could have gotten that far in the process without realizing 
that the wrong weaker permit was being applied for. 

3 

All of this provides context for this proposal. The context you are getting here is more relevant 

than the false conteKt that tells you that NW wind power makes sense, that proper siting is 

being applied, that the regulatory agencies are on the ball, and that the groups that you would 

e)(pect to be in opposition are holding back because they really believe that wind power is not a 

problem. 

When new energy production is promoted you can take it as standard operating procedure that 

the need for energy will be over inflated. Studies are conducted to "prove" the inflated energy 

numbers. The nuclear industry did it when they promoted the infamous -WHOOPS!" nudear 

development, and we believe that the wind industry and their boosters are doing the same 

thing. Over the last few years the Columbia River aluminum industry has closed its doors and 

around one third of Oregon and Washington's electrical energy has become available for other 

uses. The recent recession only gets deeper and deeper and this is bound to cause a reduction 

in energy use, These major Impacts on NW energy use are virtually ignored. But they are real, 

and to a large extent this is why our transmission lines are flooded to capacity and most of the 

energy is going to the SW. This is why about a third of the wind machines are tumed off at any 

one time, This is why many of them that are spinninG are not even hooked up to transmission 

lines. All of this is ignored while you focus of hocus-pocus studies that inflate-create a huge 

imaginary need for power. VOI.I cannot serve the real interest of the people if you cannot keep 

your feet grounded in reality, 

About this time these objections are usually dismissed with the argument that we must save 

the world from green house gasses. The problem is that wind power will not accomplish that. 

Because wind power only produces energy when the wind Is blowing - and even then it 

produces variable energy - it must have 100% back-up by conventional or nuclear energy 

sources. In this way. wind power is in fact driving the need for gas (preferred source) electrical 

plants that produce a lot of green house gasses. 

Wind energy is expensive. It costs about four times the cost of hydropower. The 10096 back up 

will add to the costs. The new transmission lines necessary for transmittln8 wind power and 

the conversion to "smart'" lines will add to the costs. Using wind power to pump water up 

behind huge earthen dams - as are planned on the Columbia Hills - so that it can be released 

and run through generators when transmission lines are open will add to the e)(penses of wind 
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power. In the end, wind power will be so expensive that rate payers will not be able to afford 

it. The excessive expenses associated with wind power, combined with recent revelations of 
Wind power corruption, are opening the eyes of people all over the NW. What will happen to 
wind power, and the extensive infrastructure that is being built to support it, if the citizens of 

Oregon and Washington deCide to vote out the requirement that energy providers must 

incorporate wind energy in their portfolio? VOl' had better give II lot of thought to that 

question, because in all likelihood that is where we are headed. 

How can wind power continue on as such a powerhouse if it is economically infeasible? The 
answer is that the suppliers and builders are taking their profits off of the front end. That is the 
only place in the process of wind power development that is economically viable. They receive 

the tax credits, they are protected bV the warranties and they get paid while the projects are 

relatively new and In good shape. The builders realize that the front end is the only place to be 

on these projects. That is why they usually sell the project even as It is being built. They realize 

the dangers of long term commitment. This Is why we doubt 50S's claim that they want to 

diversify their holdings. If SOS is as smart as we believe them to be, they will sell and collect a 

handy monthly payment until the buyer pays off the 10anl and then SOS will continue receiving 

monthly payments for each machine on their property. 

Wind power promoters like to denigrate the sites of their proposed projects, and the Whistling 

Ridge proposal is no different. The DEIS states the site is commercial forest lacking native 
plants. (1.9) Perhaps 50S shipped those trees in from some other bio-region, but we doubt it. 

In fact, it is likely that just about all the plants on the site are native, and that they serve as 

habitat for animals and birds. 

The location of the site is significant. The site Is on a ridgeJine bordered to the east by the 

White Salmon Wild and Scenic River and to the south by the Columbia River Gorge National 

Scenic Area. These rivers and the ridgeline the project would be on are known areas 

frequented by raptors, including bald and golden eagles. Raptors are known to be susceptible 

to wind power blade strike because they are looking down for prey. Just up the ridge and to 

the north Is DNR land that has been identified by the ONR as significant habitat for spotted 

owls. ONR recently "forgot" that fact and were forging an agreement with SDS that was to 

allow them to extend their wind power project onto those public lands. It seems the 

development on public lands was necessary to make the proposal on the SOS land economically 

viable. Then members of the public, including CGAS, reminded DNR of their commitment to the 

spotted owl, and the SOS project on DNR lands was dropped. We believe this to be yet another 
example of how this powerful corporation seeks to manipulate agendes. 

Would the proposed Whistling ridge wind power project negativelv impact the nearby spotted 

owl habitat on DNR lands? We believe it would. If the project was built of 50S lands
l 

would 
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the fact that a project is up and running 50 close to the DNR spotted owl protection zone make 

that zone less desirable as critical habitat( We believe that argument could be made. Would 

the fact that SDS has already dalmed an economic need for the ONR site, and the fact that 
infrastructure like transmission lines and roads would be close by encourage 50S to bid once 

more for the public lands site? We believe they would . Is this how important bird habitat is 

encroached upon or lost? Yes, this is exactly how it happens. 

5 

The bird studies we have reviewed over the years are typically fautty or the conclusIons are the 

opposite of what the information actually suggests. This Is not just our opinion, it is the opinion 

af Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Fish and Wildlife Service, both of whom 

have repeatedly been extremely critical of the bird "studies" for wind power proposals. Some 

of those studies have recently come home to roost in Klickitat County immediately to the east 

of the proposed project site. WDFW recently placed the first monitor on an eagle and it was 

immediately lOlled by a wind machine to become the first (known) eagle to be killed by a wind 

machine in the NW. Quite a coincidencel Then an Independent study was done to determine 

bird kills on a Klickitat County wind power project, and the result was that eight to sixteen times 

more birds were killed than predicted. Since bird kill projections are Important to securing 

permits for projects, we believe this to the tip of the ice berg on deflated bird kill projections. 

We suggest that you increase the projected kills by eight to sixteen times. This means that 

most projects would not be allowed. 

The DEIS summary emphasizes that no hazardous waste would be produced by the project. 

Actually there is a significant release of hazardous wastes my each machine. lUbricants run 

down the blades and are flung for quite a distance. Solvents and other cleaning materials are 

used to de-grease the tower and blades, and these hazardous wastes go right Into the ground. 

When the first wind machines (the MOD-II's) were built on the Goodnoe Hills section of the 

Columbia Hilts (and later removed due to engineering failure) Natives reported that they could 

no longer gather traditional herbs and roots on the site due to pollution by lubricants and 

solvents. While we have no authority to speak for Natives (nor would we attempt to do so), we 

do believe that we can report on what is public knowledge. 

Proponents dismiss wind power noise, but we know that people do not like the noise. They 

may seem quiet to a casual listener passing by, but it is different if you live within the sound of 

the machines and must listen to them every day and every night. Sometimes they are noisier 

than other times, sometimes they can be very noisy, and as they age they can become 

extremely noisy. industrial noise is significant in rural areas because people are used to hearing 

natural noises. When Industrial noise is introduced the human ear goes right to it and 

exper iences it as an annoyance. When industrial noise is heard in the country, where it is 

mostly unexpected, it is experienced as a 100% Increase in noise. This fact is not reflected in 
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noise studies that tend to dismiss wind power noise as insignificant, and also to dismiss the 

Impacts. It may be of interest to you that nearby Klickitat County had to raise the noise level 

allowed in rural areas twice before wind power was determined to be within allowed limits. To 
us, this suggests that noise is a genuine issue. 

Washed out photographs and simulations of wind towers may lead you to conclude that the 

vlsuill impact of wind power is insignificant. Once again, the studies do not reflect how the 

human mind actually works. First of ali, the human eye is drawn to movement, and the wind 

tower blades are huge and moving. At night the blinking lights attract your attention. Then 

there is the problem of size. The human eye is attracted to size, especially on rldgellnes. The 

photographs and simulations simply do not capture the actual human experience when these 

wind machines come into view. The studies diminish the impact where the actual experience is 

that the machines command your attention, even when you try to ignore them. It becomes 

difficult to see the natural environment when those big towers move and blink at you, and the 

natural environment is what most people living in the county are there to enjoy. It should be 

no surprise that rural people do not appreciate their county views turned into industrial zones, 

neither should it surprise us that proponent studies will seek to diminish the sl8nlflcance of this 

fact . 

Wind power proponents dismiss the notion that wind power projects might decrease the value 

of people's properties. In fact, they claim that studies show that the value of your land does 

not decrease when wind power moves Into your neighborhood . Perhaps If you are a large land 

owner and it is likely that you will be approached about having a wind farm on your property, 

the value of your land might not decrease. But If you own a smaller property that is or could 

become residential property, the value of your property is likely to diminish, especially If your 

property Is view property, as most of the residential property within sight of this proposal Is. In 

a discussion with a Klickitat County assessor we learned that they are having a difficult time 
estimating land values in areaS where new wind power development has occurred because 

there have been no new sales in those areas. We have been told that at least one man let the 

county take his land - not because he could not pay the taxes - but because he could not sell 

his land and was tired of paying taxes on land that he could not sell. If you cannot sell your 

property (or any price, how much is it worth? Can you really believe the notion that wind 

towers would not negatively Impact residential properties within sight of wind power towers? 

We just do not believe that a reasonable person could come to that conclusion, unless you 

were paid to do so. 

Proponents like to tout the long list of mitigation measures that they must comply with. After 

reviewins many such lists we have been hard pressed to discover how any of the mitigation 

measures will save even one bird. The hard fact is that mitigation is a fraud. There Is no 
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mitigation for improperly sited wtnd power projects, and any project sited in or near the Gorge 

is an improperly sited project. The Gorge and the cascades ore major bird flyways, and projects 

here are bound to have major impacts, espedaUv as cumulattve affects set In, as we belil!Yl! 
they already ar~. Also, we have noticed that mitleation measures are often worded in a 

manner that .lIows the proponent the choice of whether or not the mitilatlon measure will 

actually be imp#enlented. And, we have noticed th.t proponents often ask th.t mttlgCltion 

measures be quletty withdrawn once the permit ts In hand, and very often that ;s exactfy what 

happens. 

Decommissioning of this project is a huge environmental issue and will invotve a huge expense, 

and yet the DE IS contains no meaningful discussion about how this wi" actuaUy occur. No plan 

is offered for project decomml$$tonins, no commitments are made, let ak>ne secured. How can 
the envlronmentil' impacts of "bad: end'" project decommissioning be considered without a 

meaningful discussion about who will do what, and when? In fact, no environmentat Impacts of 
decommissioning can be considered without this information. We be1ieve decommls.skming is 

isnored because the proponent does not want to pay their fair share of decommissioning fees. 

Typicalty proponents -flip" (sell) their projects as soon as they C41n, but they retain legal rtaht to 

the project unt" the buyers make their last payment. The proponents like to put off 

consideration of decommissioning plans until the buYff becomes the responsible party. This 

may be good for the proponent, but It is poor planning because it shifts drcommtssionina 

responsibilities to the botck end of the project, where the profit marcin is decreasing and the 

expenses are risinC. If this Is .. Uowed to continue, it il very likely that the public will get stuck 

with the decommlsskH'l expenses of thousands of NW wind power machlnM. This 5houkJ not 

be allowed to occur. Bonding should be secured that wUl bt suffkient to cover aU of the 

decommisstoning expenses and the bulk of the payments shoukJ be paid in the first half of the 

machines life, when the profrts are the highest, and the expenses are the lowest. 

If you still believe t~t the wildlife agencies will step In to prohibit sicnificant and unnecessary 

loss of birds to NW ~nd power, then considers the followlnl true attoUnt that demonstrates 

what fs actually occumng. National Audubon Society has designated the Columbia Hills in 

Klickitat County an Important Bird Area. The Important Bird Area proeram Is Niltional 

Audubon' s plan for savll\I critkal bird habitat areas with proven slaniftCant bird populations. It 

ts not easy to secure the IBA desisnaUon, the review process ts strfctty run by NAS bird 
scientists. Federal and State wildHfe agencies have repeatedly warned the wind power mdustry 

~w.y from deYtllopJng on the Columbia Hills, but even thou&h they know the sJanifkance of the 
area for birds these a,endes are allowing border to border wind power development of the 

Columbia Hil15lmportant Bird Area. The next project for the Columbia Hills would involve the 

creation of huge hoktlng dams that would alJow wind power to store energy durin. periods that 

t ra nsmission lines are fun. We thought things (ouJd not get worse on the Hills, but these man-
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made lakes would prove us wrong when they attract even more birds to their doom. The 

agencies are failing In their duties to protect huge areas of very signifICant habitat, and they 
know It. And the wind power industry knows that if they can develop in this IBA, they can 

develop just about anywhere. The much touted claim that proper siting is the key to green 

wind power Is Just another fraud. 
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BPA shares in the responsibility for the wind power fiasco we are creating. Early on Columbia 

Gorge Audubon Society, a representative from Audubon Washington and Native spokesmen 

met With BPA representatives, and we pleaded with them to plan for wind power development 

and to determine which areas would be suitable and which would not be suitable, But we were 

snubbed and It became clear that wind power development would be allowed to proceed 

without any environmental planning by SPA, Now we are reaping the whirlwind of that 

deCiSion, and SPA just continues to allow the situation to Ret worse. SPA has responsibilities to 

assure that the power they transmit is coming from responsibly sited projects that are not 

unnecessarily killing Significant numbers of birds. How can BPA claim that power from the 

Columbia Hills ISA is environmentally responsible power? They cannot. Federally protected 

birds are being killed, and SPA looks the other way. 

We beR you to not add yet another bird killing wind energy "farm" to the thousands of 

machines already up. The only good that would come out of this Is more money for iii few 

people who have more money than they know what to do with; the damages and the cosu 
would be equally distributed among the rest of us. it is time - past time really - to say no to yet 

another wind power project, and to place iii moratorium on further wind power development 

until the environmental impacts of so many projects and machines can be properly considered. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Thies, President 

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society 

P.O. Box 64 

White Salmon, WA 98672 
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WR-OEIS 
Agency Comment #6 

902 Wasco Ave., Suite 200 United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area Hood River, OR Af:CEIVED 

541-308-1700 
FAX 541-386-1916 

AUG? 5 r01l) 
File Code: 2380 ENERGY F-' . 

Date: Augustt!ttAelJl ACIL/l Y SITE 
-, ATION COUNCIL. 

Stephen Posner 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE - Third Floor 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Dear Mr. Posner: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

The project has many positive features and will make a positive contribution to the region, The 
National Scenic Area supports renewable energy development and believes that the Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project will be enhanced with consideration given to the scenic values associated 
with the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA). 

As described in your analysis on Table 3.9.2 (Viewpoints 13 and 14) the Columbia River gorge 
has moderately high to high levels of visual quality, Visitors and residents within the gorge 
place a high value on scenic quality and viewer sensitivity is substantially higher than described 
in the DEIS. As such, I would ask that you consider potential scenic effects throughout project 
design and implementation. Considerations such as turbine placement, color and size through 
project design and implementation will help to ensure scenic quality, as viewed from within the 
CRGNSA, will be maintained and/or scenic modifications minimized, 

Sincerely, 

DANIEL T, HARKENRIDER 
Area Manager 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
""-

Printed on Recyded Paper .. , 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Addison Jacobs [AJacobs@Portvanusa.com] 
Friday, August 20, 2010 8:11 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Wind Energy Letter from the Port of Vancouver 
Wind Energy Letter. pdf 

To Whom It May Concern: 

WR-OEIS 
I\gency Comment #7 

Please see attached letter in support of wind energy business. This is forwarded at the request of 
Jason Spadaro of the SDS Lumber Company. 

Addison Jacobs 
Director of Public Affairs 
3103 NW Lower River Road, Vancouver, WA 98660 
Direct: 360.992.1116 I Cell: 360.518.2017 
ajacobs@portvanusa.com I www.portvanusa.com 

.e Port of Vancouver, USA 

Welcome to the Port of Possibility 

1 
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~ Port of Vancouver USA 

August 18,2010 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Port of Vancouver is an active participant in regional and national associations 
promoting alternative energy, particularly wind energy. We support alternative energy 
credit programs and state and national alternative energy standards. In addition, the 
port advocates for the expansion of the wind energy grid in the Pacific Northwest and 
nationwide. 

Over the last five years wind energy cargoes have conh·ibuted to the diversification of 
cargoes at the Port of Vancouver, expanding overalll·evenues and stabilizing income 
through the tough economic times. Two large mobile harbor cranes acquired during 
this time have greatly enhanced the port's ability to attract and support the growth of 
the wind energy logistics h·ade. In 2009 alone the port handled 2,700 pieces of wind 
energy business, generating 55,897 labor hours. 

Wind energy business means jobs and economic return for our community in southwest 
Washington. For this reason, the Port of Vancouver intends to continue its active role in 
the receipt and delivery of component pmts for the wind energy business well into the 
future. 

Sincerely, 

oh~ 
LaITY Paulson 
Executive Director 

3103 NW Lower River Road, Vancouver, WA 98660 • (360) 693-3611 • Fax (360) 735-1565 • www.PortVanUSA.com 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Amanda Hoey [amanda@mcedd.org] 
Thursday, August 19, 2010 10:32 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Fwd: Whistling Ridge 
jason spadaro RE letter 0610.pdf 

WR- DE/S 
i\g~ncy Comment #8 

Attached is Mid-Columbia Economic Development District's letter regarding renewable energy 
projects. As requested, we are seT)ding this along. 

"Mid-Columbia Economic Development (MCEDD) supports the utilization of our renewable energy 
assets to diversify our economy and stabilize our economic base. We support development of 
wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and other renewable energy projects in our region which are 
designed in a manner consistent with local regulations. 

MCEDD has supported the creation of the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy Zone as a 
means to engage in a cross-jurisdiction, inter-agency, bi-state collaborative approach to 
renewable energy development. In establishing the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy 
Zone, we took into consideration a variety of factors, all linked by the regional economy. 
These include the renewable energy resource itself (wind, solar, hydro, geothermal, biofuels, 
and biomass), financial investment in those resources by renewable energy industry, existing 
transportation networks {roads, rail, river and air), high-speed telecommunications networks, 
education and workforce training capacity, public utilities, resident workforce, transmission 
capacity, industrial lands base, and quality of life. The economic benefits of renewable 
energy projects can provide a base for connecting all these components into a networked 
system that would generate familywage employment in a rural, traditionally depressed economy" 

Amanda 

Amanda Hoey 
Executive Director 
Mid-Columbia Economic Development District 
515 East 2nd Street 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
541-296-2266 
www.mcedd.org 
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June 14,2010 

Jason Spadaro 
SDS Lumber Company 
P.O. Box 266 
Bingen, W A 98605 

Dear Jason, 

Mid-Columbia 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 

Mid-Columbia Economic Development (MCEDD) supports the utilization of our 
renewable energy assets to diversify our economy and stabilize our economic base. We 
support development of wind, solar, biomass, geothermal, and other renewable energy 
projects in our region which are designed in a manner consistent with local regulations. 

MCEDD has supported the creation of the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy 
Zone as a means to engage in a cross-jurisdiction, inter-agency, bi-state collaborative 
approach to renewable energy development. In establishing the Columbia Gorge Bi-State 
Renewable Energy Zone, we took into consideration a variety of factors, all linked by the 
regional economy. These include the renewable energy resource itself (wind, solar, 
hydro, geothermal, biofuels, and biomass), financial investment in those reSOlU'ces by 
renewable energy industry, existing transportation networks (roads, rail, river and air), 
high-speed telecommunications networks, education and workforce training capacity, 
public utilities, resident workforce, transmission capacity, industrial lands base, and 
quality of life. The economic benefits of renewable energy projects can provide a base for 
connecting all these components into a networked system that would generate family
wage employment in a mral, traditionally depressed economy. 

Sincerely, 

c:i:flf;l 
Executive Director 

515 East Second Street· The Dalles, OR 97058' (541) 296-2266 Phone· (541) 296-3283 Fax' www.mcedd.org 
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LATE Agency Comment #10 
Replaces Public Comment #541 
At Submitters Request 

State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Mailing Address: 600 Capitol Way N, Olympia WA 98501-1091, (360) 902-2200, TDD (360) 902-2207 

Main Office Location: Natural Resources Building, 1111 Washington Street SE, Olympia WA 

September 17th
, 2010 

Stephan Posner 
EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 
eiSec@commerce.wa.gov 

SUBJECT: Whistling Ridge Energy Project Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement: EFSEC Application 2009-01 

Dem' Mr, Posner, 

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above
referenced documents and offer the following amended comments at this time. This 
letter replaces the previously submitted August 27th, letter from WDFW, Other comments 
may be offered as the project progresses, 

WDFW has carefully reviewed the habitat evaluation prepared by the applicant. The 
Whistling Ridge Wind Resource Area (WR WRA) is a forested site managed for over 100 
years, It is not in a natural or native coniferous forest condition, The pre-project 
assessment and avian/bat use surveys are consistent with standard protocols utilized 
throughout the U.S. and are consistent with the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines (WDFW 
2009). Because the relationship between avian use and mortality has been reasonably 
consistent across other habitat types and locations, it is likely that the relationship 
between avian use and mortality would be similar to that evaluated in other projects, 
While no similar data exist for constructed wind energy projects in managed coniferous 
forest habitats that might help inform impact predictions for Whistling Ridge, as we 
previously confirmed in the attached letters, WDFW confirms that these data represent 
the best available science for predicting avian impacts at Whistling Ridge, Therefore, if 
the WRWRA·is constructed, WDFW anticipates the opportunity to better understand the 
relationship between wind energy development in western coniferous forests and wildlife 
response. 
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WDFW would like to emphasize that fluctuations in raptor populations, as well as other 
avian species, may result in greater mOltality than what is predicted in the Final Report. 
As a result, operational controls may be necessary to address avian mortality that exceeds 
predicted mortality. 

In closing, WDFW would like to acknowledge that the applicant has submitted a 
preliminary mitigation plan that we are currently reviewing. This mitigation proposal was 
developed consistent with the WDFW Wind Power Guidelines at a 2: 1 replacement ratio. 
The preliminary mitigation plan encompasses approximately 100 acres in Klickitat 
County 12 miles due east of the project site. The mitigation site is forested with Oregon 
White Oak with some Douglas fir and Ponderosa pine and shares a portion of its northern 
boundary with 40 acres of WDNR land and. This mitigation site provides habitat for 
several PHS entries including Western gray squirrels. Additionally, the site includes the 
fish-bearing Silva Creek, a tributary to the Klickitat River. 

We look forward to working with the applicant as this project moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Travis Nelson 
Renewable Energy Section Manager 



Ialburt. Tammy (UTe) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: Whistling Ridge Amended Comments WDFW 
WR.SDS.DFW.9.17.10.pdf; DFW.DEIS.wR.COMMENT.1.19.1 O.pdf; 
DFW.CLARIFICATION.9.22.09.pdf 

From: Nelson, Travis W (DFW) 
Sent: Friday, September 17, 20104:10 PM 
To: Posner, Stephen (UTe) 
Subject: RE: Whistling Ridge Amended Comments WDFW 

Stephen, 

Please see attached amended letter and previously submitted letters. 

Travis Nelson 
WDFW - Renewable Energy Policy 
360.902.2390 
Travis.Nelson@dfw.wa.gov 
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State of Washington 

Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Mail.ing Address: 2620 North Commercial Avenue (509) 543- 3319 
Main Office Location: 2620 North Commercial Avenue - Pasco, WA 99301 

January 19,2010 

Katy Chaney 
DRS Corporation 
Century Square 
15014'h Avenue, Suite 1400 
Seattle, WA 98101-1616 

MWR-OI-IO 

SUBJECT: Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project . 

Dear Ms. Chaney: 

The Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW) has reviewed the above 
reference document and offers the following comments at this time. Other comments 
may be offered as the project progresses. 

Overall, the Preliminary DEIS is consistent with the 2009 WDFW Wind Power 
Guidelines, including early and regular consultation, as well as avian and bat studies, 
habitat characterization, and impact analysis. . 

WDFW is in agreement with the following excerpt fi'om Section 3.0 Affected 
Environment: 

"For permanent impacts to vegetation and habitat, the Section 8.2 of the Wind 
Power Guidelines (WDFW 2009) recommend mitigation be tailored to specific 
classifications. The project is located within the classification for "Forestry," 
which are those commercial forested areas defined and regulated under the Forest 
Practices Act. Minimization of conversion of forested areas is suggested, and 
consultation with WDFW is the only recommended mitigation. No form of 
acquisition, restoration or conservation of lands is suggested by the guidelines." 

However, we would like to further discuss the proposal as it relates to the table in Section 
8.2 of the 2009 WDFW Wind Power Guidelines mitigation for both temporary and 
permanent impacts. 



We support the two-year minimum post-construction avian mortality study, as well as the 
development ofa Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) 

WDFW is in general agreement with the proposed commercial forestry operations within 
the vicinity of each turbine as described in Section 3.0 ("turbine timber buffer") and 
would like to offer the following interpretation. 

According to Section 3.0, "Vegetation surrounding each turbine would be managed 
according to the following specifications: 

• A circular area extending 50 feet from each turbine tower base would be 
harvested and graveled 

• From 50 feet to 150 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree heights would 
be limited to 15 feet above the elevation ofthe base of the turbine 

• From ISO feet to 500 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree height would 
be limited to 50 feet above the turbine base within an area formed by a 90 degree 
arc centered on the ordinary downwind direction." 

From this, we conclude that within a diameter of 100 to 300 feet surrounding each 
turbine, tree heights would be limited to IS feet, and from a diameter of 300 to 500 feet, 
tree heights would be limited to 50 feet, but only within a 90-degree arc on either side of 
the turbine aligned with the direction of the prevailing wind. The other 90-degree arc on 
either side of the turbine perpendicular with the direction of the prevailing wind will 
essentially be unchanged habitat (i.e. existing commercial forest). We are interested in 
how this type of habitat and commercial forest management in the immediate vicinity of 
operating wind hlrbines will or will not affect the avian and bat mOitality. We look 
forward to working with Whistling Ridge through the TAC to address this issue and 
cooperatively develop management strategies, if needed, to reduce avian and bat 
mortality. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Preliminary DEIS and offer these commenfs. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Ritter 
Wind Mitigation Biologist 



State of Washington 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

Mailing Address: 600 Capitol Way N • Olympia, WA 98501·1091 • (360) 902·2200, TOD (360) 902·2207 
MaIn Office Location: Natural Resources Building· 1111 Washfllgton Street SE • Olympia. WA 

September 22, 2009 

Mr. Jason Spadaro 
SDS Lumber Company 
Post Office Box 266 
Bingen, Washington 98605 

Dear Mr. Spadaro: 

Thank you for your letter dated Augnst 21, 2009, concerning the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project. You req~ed clarification on several specific issues raised in correspondence from 
the Washington Depattment ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW) on May 14,2009, and June 11, 
2009. 

You are concerned that the letters from WDFW provided an incomplete and inaccurate 
analysis of wildlife data that has been collected for the proposed project since 2003, and that 
our conclusions regarding potential project impacts to birds and bats are unwarranted and 
unsubstantiated. It is my goal to provide clarification to our previous letters that will allow 
you to continue to develop your proposal for this wind power project, at Whistling Ridge, 
using our Wind Power Guidelines. 

You raised concern of how receptive WDFW is to Best Available Science (BAS) and its 
application to the project. WDFW views BAS as an integral component of your project 
assessment, therefore, we will consider all current and future BAS related to your existing and 
future proposals and review the findings objectively. Your supplemental information 
concerning goshawks, spotted owls and other avian species and Western grey squirrel use of 
the project site that you included in your August 21 letter, fits this definition of BAS. We will 
use this infolmation to refine our analysis ofthe impacts ofthis project. Out' analysis will 
foctls on current habitat conditions and species presence. We will also treat any additional 
information you may submit in the future as BAS. 

I acknowledge projections of post-construction bat llOlialities that we made, that were based 
on pre-construction activity levels, are not necessarily a good predicator of numbers of post
construction mOltalities; they only provide an indicator of relative risk, as documented at 
other wind farms.around the country. Pre-construction activity levels are also important as a 
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Jason Spadaro 
September 22, 2009 
Page 2 

guide to avoid and minimize collisions (post-construction) through the placement of the wind 
turbines, and to assess the potential length of post-construction fatality studies. 

I am encouraged by your commitments to adaptive management for this project and am 
certain we wiII agree on a plan that wiII ensure that avoidance, minimization, andlor 
mitigation goals are met once the project is completed. 

I look forward in working with you to get on track and to continue towards building a 
collaborative working relationship and to assist you in developing a proposal for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project that wiII be protective of wildlife. 

'J1i~d£J( 
'Greg HlIe~ Assistant Director 
Habitat Program 

cc: Govemor Clu'istine Gregoire 
Phil Anderson, WDFW Director 
Allen Fiksdal, EFSEC Siting Manager 
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WR-DEIS 

REC 1~~Bomment #370 
Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DEIS . E 

Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins AUG 24 20m 

ENERGY F-'ACILITY SITE 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council EVALUATION COUNCIL 
905 Plum Street SE 
P.O. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504·3172 

August 20,2010 

Dear Council Members/BPA Representatives: 

We appreciate that EFSEC and BPA recognized that more time was 
warranted in relation to public comment on the Whistling Ridge DEIS. We 
purposely limited our attention to the noise element portion of the DEIS 
and have continued to thoroughly review and research available 
information. Extensive and thorough perusal has deepened our concern 
and substantially confirmed the original deficiencies and suggestions we 
identified in our written and verbal testimonies dated June 16th and July 
15th of 2010. We stand strongly by our original analysis. 

The DEIS is a poorly constructed house of smoke and mirrors ... 'don't look 
there, just over here', thus sadly misleading the public. It appears that 
rather than 'sleight of hand' it's 'sleight of facts'. 

We offer the following DEIS statements as some specific examples of 
additional deficiencies which are amply contradicted by current research. 

"Low frequency sound typically ranges from 100 Hz to 20 Hz ... " (DEIS p. 3-119) 
Multiple sources indicate the upper range of low frequency noise is 200 Hz: 

Leventhall (2004) 
Waye (2004) 
Kamperman and James (2008) 
Jung et al (2008) 
Thorne (2009) 
And even the DEIS cited British Wind Energy Association (2006) 

"These wind turbines are not a source of substantial low frequency noise." (DEIS 
p.3-115) 
" ... low frequency noise is not anticipated to be an issue for this project." (DEIS 
p. 3-130) 
" . .. modern turbine designs have been modified to reduce or eliminate low 
frequency sound." (DEIS p. 3-131) 

These statements are thoroughly contradicted by the following current 
research, journal articles and expert opinion, demonstrating that there is 

1 
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Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DEIS 
Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 

significant low frequency noise emission by the upwind turbines slated for 
this project: 

Jung et al (2008) 
Thorne (2009 & 2010) 
Punch et al (2010) 
Kamperman and James (2008) 
James (2010) 
And even the DEIS cited van de berg (2006) 

"Research studies of low-frequency noise emissions from wind turbines have 
determined that low frequency noise is a function of the wind itself... low 
frequency modulation of audible sound does not imply the presence of actual low 
frequency sound or infrasound ... " (DEIS p. 3-130) 

The interaction of the blade with the wind creates low frequency noise. 

"... the BPF (blade passing frequency) noise of modern large wind turbines 
belongs to infrasound and low-frequency noise. " 
" ... the low-frequency noise of ... wind turbines in the frequency range over 
30 Hz is found to be audible (or capable of being felt) by the average 
person and would probably lead to psychological complaints from ordinary 
adults." -Jung et al (2008) 

"The extremely low-frequency nature of wind-turbine noise, in combination 
with the fluctuating blade sounds, also means that the noise is not easily 
masked by other environmental sounds." -Punch et al (2010) 

"The blade passage frequency of this "swoosh" is only a temporal modulation of 
sound and should not be confused with low frequency sounds." (DEIS p. 3-130) 

"Sound generated by wind turbines has particular characteristics and it 
creates a different type of nuisance compared to usual urban, industrial, or 
commercial noise. The interaction of the blades with air turbulences 
around the towers creates low frequency and infrasound components, 
which modulate the broadband noise and create fluctuations of sound 
level." -Soysai and Soysai (2007) 

This "only temporal modulation of sound" (infra-sound, low-frequency, and 
higher frequencies) is the factor that makes wind turbine noise far more 
disruptive and intrusive than smooth noise. -Thorne (2009) 

Leventhall (2006) (your cited expert) states "A time varying sound is more 
annoying than a steady sound of the same average level" and should be 
"accounted for by reducing the permitted level of wind turbine noise." 
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Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DE/S 
Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 

"". environmental noise effects are typically limited to subjective impacts (e.g., 
ruilloyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction) and activity interference (i.e., impacts to 
sleep, speech, and learning.). Despite attempts by prominent acousticians to 
quantifY the association between measurable sounds levels and corresponding 
reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction, there is no way to measure the 
subjective impacts of noise. Further, the aforementioned variability of individual 
human sensitivity and/or tolerance to noise defies creation of a common 
standard." (DEIS p. 3-115) 
"Scientific articles suggest that low frequency noise does not pose a health risk 
(Leventhall 2006). There may, however, be some correlation between an 
individual receptor's psychological sensitivity to the noise source (like or dislike 
for the noise source) and complaints regarding discomfort from that noise source. 
These are sometimes associated with complaints regarding sleep disturbance. 
Because sensitivity to noise can be influenced by such psychological factors and 
can subjectively be deemed significant by an affected individual, regardless of 
measurable frequency or amplitude level, it is difficult to quantifY these impacts 
or to impose mitigation." (DElS p. 3-130) 

The cited article by Leventhall addresses primarily infrasound, noting the 
difference between infrasound and low frequency. It presents, however, 
no scientific evidence to prove that wind turbine low-frequency noise 
poses no health risk. Conversely ... 

" There is no medical doubt that audible noise such as emitted by modern 
upwind industrial wind turbines sited close to human residences causes 
significant adverse health effects ... This is settled medical science." 
"There are many peer-reviewed studies showing that infra and low 
frequency sound can cause adverse health effects, especially when 
dynamically modulated. Modern upwind industrial scale turbines of the 
types now being located in rural areas of North America require study. The 
extent to which infra and low frequency noise from wind turbines inside or 
outside homes causes direct adverse effects upon the human body 
remains an open question." -The Society for Wind Vigilance (2010) 

"There is ample scientific evidence to conclude that wind turbines cause 
serious health problems for some people living nearby. " 
"The reported health effects, including insomnia, loss of concentration, 
anxiety, and general psychological distress are as real as physical 
ailments, and are part of accepted modern definitions of individual and 
public health." 
"The reports that claim that there is no evidence of health effects are based 
on a very simplistic understanding of epidemiology and self-serving 
definitions of what does not count as evidence. Though those reports 
probably seem convincing prima facie, they do not represent proper 
scientific reasoning and in some cases the conclusions of those reports do 
not even match their own analysis." -Phillips (2010) 
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Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DEIS 
Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 

"In weighing the evidence, I find that, on the one hand there is a large 
number of reported cases of sleep disturbance and, in some cases, ill 
health, as a result of exposure to noise from wind turbines supported by a 
number of research reports that tend to confirm the validity of the 
anecdotal reports and provide a reasonable basis for the complaints. On 
the other, we have badly designed industrv and government reports which 
seek to show that there is no problem. I find the latter unconvincing. " 
(emhasis added) - Hanning (2009) 

Years of experience and the current research of Dr. Thorne (2010) compels 
his opinion that noise from wind turbine farms, if placed too close to a 
residence (within 2000 meters), does pose quantifiable risks for potential 
adverse health effects. 

"There is increasingly clear evidence that audible and low-frequency 
acoustic energy from these turbines is sufficiently intense to cause 
extreme annoyance and inability to sleep or disturbed sleep in individuals 
living near them." -Punch et al (2010) 

The DEIS statements that "there is no way to measure the subjective impacts of 
noise", and "it is difficult to quantifY these impacts or to impose mitigation" lack 
credibility. The EPA standards were based upon measurements of the 
subjective impacts of noise. The European Union has invested 
considerable resources in investigating the impact of wind turbine noise. 
Current research by Pederson (2007) is devoted to determining subjective 
impact from various levels of wind turbine noise. The Thorne Ph.D. thesis 
2009, Assessing Intrusive Noise and Low Amplitude Sound, specifically 
addresses this topic. 

While it may require effort to determine subjective impact and annoyance, 
to suggest that it is impossible to mitigate for this flies in the face of all the 
scientific work that has been and is currently being done to mitigate the 
impact of highway, rail, airline and now wind turbine noise. Need we state 
the obvious? To mitigate, increase the setback distances so that the most 
sensitive individuals (typically young children and aging adults) are likely 
to be unaffected. 

To provide for the welfare, health and an adequate margin of safety for 
people, Horonjeff (2010) forwards a well-researched argument based upon 
current evidence of adverse impact in rural areas. Reduce allowable 
decibel levels in a rural environment by 15 dB from that allowed in urban 
and/or suburban areas. This would be considered as recommended 
practice in the current American National Standard (ANSI S12.0-2005/Part 
4). Another approach he recommends to achieve an adequate margin of 
safety would be to establish set back distances of 1.5 to 2 miles. 
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Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DE/S 
Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 

To determine necessary setbacks, the prediction models need to be based 
upon best available science and technology. The inadequacies of the 
prediction model used for the DE/S we identified in our earlier testimony 
are validated in Chapter 6 of Thorne's 2009 dissertation. It indicates that 
wind turbines need to be considered as a complex line source and further, 
that using the hub height in the prediction models (as done in the DE/S) 
can under predict by 7 decibels. He demonstrates that using broad lines 
for contours (rather than the fine line contours which are presented in the 
DE/S) presents a more complete picture of the probable impact. He also 
quantifies adjustments that must be made to account for other factors, 
such as 'in-phase beats', and fluctuations from two or more turbines 
(factors that significantlv increase decibel levels experienced over and 
above the predicted levels). Such factors need to be built into the 
predictive calculations. These issues are also articulated in his Noise 
Impact Assessment Report Waubra Wind Farm. -Thorne 2010 

A revised DE/S needs to be based on best available science ... not the same 
old template that obscures reality and significantly underestimates the 
adverse impact. Continuing to turn a blind eye to the growing and ample 
body of scientific and medical evidence would simply be unacceptable and 
potentially tragic. 

, 
Teresa Robbins 

.2// Il1tll!:/t --;;'t'<cis f'c( 
jt/<ls}'OtJg-" I, Nil '1'8 C~I' I 
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Additional Comments, Whistling Ridge DEIS 
Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 
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Energy Fac ility S ite  Eva lua tion  Counc il 
905 P lum Stree t SE 
P .O. Box 43172 
Olympia , WA   98504-3172 
 
Augus t 20, 2010 
 
Dear Counc il Members /BPA Repres enta tives : 
 
We apprec ia te  tha t EFSEC and BPA recognized  tha t more  time  was  
warran ted  in  re la tion to  public  comment on  the  Whis tling  Ridge  DEIS .  We 
purpos e ly limited  our a tten tion  to  the  no is e  e lement portion  of the  DEIS 
and  have  continued  to  thoroughly review and  res ea rch  ava ilable  
information .  Extens ive  and  thorough pe rus a l has  deepened  our concern 
and  s ubs tan tia lly confirmed the  orig ina l de fic iencies  and  s ugges tions  we 
identified  in  our written  and  ve rba l te s timonies  da ted  J une  16th and  J u ly 
15th o f 2010.  We s tand  s trongly by our orig ina l analys is . 
 
The  DEIS  is  a  poorly cons truc ted  hous e  of s moke  and  mirrors …’don’t look 
the re , jus t over he re ’, thus  s ad ly mis leading  the  public . It appears  tha t 
ra the r than  ‘s le ight of hand’ it’s  ‘s le ight of fac ts ’. 
 
We offe r the  fo llowing  DEIS  s ta tements  a s  s ome  s pec ific  examples  of 
additiona l de fic iencies  which  a re  amply contrad ic ted  by curren t re s ea rch .  
  
 
 “Low frequency sound typically ranges from 100 Hz to 20 Hz…” (DEIS p. 3-119) 
Multip le  s ources  ind ica te  the  upper range  of low frequency nois e  is  200 Hz: 
 Leventha ll (2004) 
 Waye  (2004) 
 Kamperman and  J ames  (2008) 
 J ung  e t a l (2008) 
 Thorne  (2009) 
 And even  the  DEIS  c ited  Britis h  Wind Energy As s ocia tion  (2006)  
 
 
 “These wind turbines are not a source of substantial low frequency noise.”  (DEIS 
 p. 3-115) 
 “… low frequency noise is not anticipated to be an issue for this project.”  (DEIS 
 p. 3-130) 
  “… modern turbine designs have been modified to reduce or eliminate low 
 frequency sound.”  (DEIS p. 3-131) 
Thes e  s ta tements  are  thoroughly contrad ic ted  by the  fo llowing  curren t 
re s ea rch , journa l a rtic le s  and  expert op in ion , demons tra ting  tha t the re  is  
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s ign ificant low frequency nois e  emis s ion  by the  upwind turb ines  s la ted  for 
th is  pro jec t: 
 J ung  e t a l (2008) 
 Thorne  (2009 & 2010) 
 Punch  e t a l (2010) 
 Kamperman and  J ames  (2008) 
 J ames  (2010) 
 And even  the  DEIS  c ited  van  de  be rg  (2006) 
 
 
 “Research studies of low-frequency noise emissions from wind turbines have 
 determined that low frequency noise is a function of the wind itself… low 
 frequency modulation of audible sound does not imply the presence of actual low 
 frequency sound or infrasound… “ (DEIS p. 3-130) 
The  in te rac tion  of the  b lade  with  the  wind  c rea tes  low frequency nois e .   
 
“… the  BPF (blade passing frequency) nois e  of modern  la rge  wind  turb ines  
be longs  to  infras ound and  low-frequency nois e .”   
“… the  low-frequency nois e  of … wind turb ines  in  the  frequency range over 
30 Hz is  found to  be  audib le  (or capable  of be ing fe lt) by the  average  
pe rs on  and would  probably lead  to  ps ychologica l complain ts  from ord ina ry 
adults .”  –J ung e t a l (2008)  
 
“The  extremely low-frequency na ture  of wind-turb ine  nois e , in  combina tion 
with  the  fluc tua ting  b lade  s ounds , a ls o  means  tha t the  nois e  is  no t eas ily 
mas ked  by o the r environmenta l s ounds .” –Punch e t a l (2010) 
 
 
 
 “The blade passage frequency of this “swoosh” is only a temporal modulation of 
 sound and should not be confused with low frequency sounds.” (DEIS p. 3-130) 
“Sound genera ted  by wind  turb ines  has  pa rticu la r charac te ris tic s  and  it 
c rea tes  a  d iffe ren t type  of nu is ance  compared  to  us ua l urban , indus tria l, o r 
commercia l no is e .  The  in te rac tion  of the  b lades  with  a ir tu rbulences  
a round the  towers  c rea tes  low frequency and  infras ound components , 
which  modula te  the  broadband nois e  and  c rea te  fluc tua tions  of s ound 
level.” –Soys a i and  Soys a i (2007) 
 
This  “only temporal modulation of sound” (infra -s ound, low-frequency, and  
h igher frequenc ies ) is  the  fac tor tha t makes  wind  turb ine  nois e  fa r more  
d is ruptive  and  in trus ive  than  s mooth  nois e .  –Thorne  (2009) 
  
Leventha ll (2006) (your cited expert) s ta tes  “A time  va rying  s ound is  more  
annoying  than  a  s teady s ound of the  s ame  average  leve l” and  s hould  be  
“accounted  for by reduc ing  the  pe rmitted  level of wind  turb ine  nois e .”   
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 “… environmental noise effects are typically limited to subjective impacts (e.g., 
 annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction) and activity interference (i.e., impacts to 
 sleep, speech, and learning.).  Despite attempts by prominent acousticians to 
 quantify the association between measurable sounds levels and corresponding 
 reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction, there is no way to measure the 
 subjective impacts of noise.  Further, the aforementioned variability of individual 
 human sensitivity and/or tolerance to noise defies creation of a common 
 standard.”  (DEIS p. 3-115) 
 “Scientific articles suggest that low frequency noise does not pose a health risk 
 (Leventhall 2006).  There may, however, be some correlation between an 
 individual receptor’s psychological sensitivity to the noise source (like or dislike 
 for the noise source) and complaints regarding discomfort from that noise source.  
 These are sometimes associated with complaints regarding sleep disturbance.  
 Because sensitivity to noise can be influenced by such psychological factors and 
 can subjectively be deemed significant by an affected individual, regardless of 
 measurable frequency or amplitude level, it is difficult to quantify these impacts 
 or to impose mitigation.”  (DEIS p. 3-130) 
The  c ited  a rtic le  by Leventha ll addres s es  primarily infras ound, no ting  the  
d iffe rence  be tween infras ound and  low frequency.  It p res ents , however, no 
s c ien tific  evidence  to  prove

 

 tha t wind  turb ine  low-frequency nois e  pos es  
no  hea lth  ris k.  Convers e ly…  

“ There  is  no  medical doubt tha t audib le  nois e  s uch  as  emitted  by modern 
upwind indus tria l wind  turb ines  s ited  c los e  to  human res idences  caus es  
s ign ificant advers e  hea lth  e ffec ts … This  is  s e ttled  medica l s c ience .”   
“There  a re  many peer-reviewed s tudies  s howing tha t infra  and  low 
frequency s ound can  caus e  advers e  hea lth  e ffec ts , es pec ia lly when 
dynamica lly modula ted .  Modern  upwind  indus tria l s ca le  tu rb ines  of the  
types  now be ing  located  in  rura l a reas  of North  America  require  s tudy.  The  
exten t to  which  infra  and  low frequency nois e  from wind  turb ines  ins ide  or 
ou ts ide  homes  caus es  d irec t advers e  e ffec ts  upon the  human body 
remains  an  open  ques tion .”   –The  Soc ie ty for Wind Vigilance  (2010) 
 
“There  is  ample  s c ien tific  evidence  to  conc lude  tha t wind  turb ines  caus e  
s e rious  hea lth  problems  for s ome people  living  nearby.”   
“The  reported  hea lth  e ffec ts , inc luding  ins omnia , los s  of concentra tion , 
anxie ty, and  genera l ps ychologica l d is tres s  a re  as  rea l a s  phys ica l 
a ilments , and  a re  pa rt o f accepted  modern  de fin itions  of ind ividua l and 
public  health .” 
“The  reports  tha t c la im tha t the re  is  no  evidence  of hea lth  e ffec ts  a re  bas ed  
on  a  ve ry s implis tic  unders tanding  of ep idemiology and s e lf-s e rving 
de fin itions  of wha t does  not count a s  evidence .  Though thos e  reports  
probably s eem convinc ing  prima  fac ie , they do  not repres ent proper 
s c ien tific  reas oning  and  in  s ome cas es  the  conc lus ions  of thos e  reports  do 
not even  match  the ir own ana lys is .”  –Phillips  (2010) 
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“In  we ighing  the  evidence , I find  tha t, on  the  one  hand the re  is  a  la rge  
number of reported  cas es  of s leep  d is turbance  and , in  s ome cas es , ill 
hea lth , as  a  res u lt o f expos ure  to  nois e  from wind  turb ines  s upported  by a  
number of re s ea rch reports  tha t tend  to  confirm the  va lid ity of the  
anecdota l reports  and  provide  a  reas onable  bas is  for the  compla in ts .  On 
the  o the r, we  have  badly des igned  indus try and  government reports  which 
s eek to  s how tha t the re  is  no  problem.  I find  the  la tte r unconvinc ing .

 

 “ 
(emhas is  added)   – Hanning   (2009) 

Years  of experience  and  the  curren t re s ea rch  of Dr. Thorne  (2010) compels  
h is  op in ion  tha t no is e  from wind  turb ine  fa rms , if p laced  too  c los e  to  a  
res idence  (with in  2000 mete rs ), does  pos e  quantifiab le  ris ks  for po ten tia l 
advers e  hea lth  e ffec ts . 
 
“There  is  inc reas ingly c lea r evidence  tha t audib le  and  low-frequency 
acous tic  energy from thes e  turb ines  is  s uffic ien tly in tens e  to  caus e  
extreme annoyance  and  inability to  s leep  or d is turbed s leep  in  ind ividua ls  
living  nea r them.”  –Punch e t a l (2010) 
 
The  DEIS s ta tements  tha t “there is no way to measure the subjective impacts of 
noise”, and  “it is difficult to quantify these impacts or to impose mitigation” lack 
c red ib ility.  The  EPA s tandards  were  bas ed  upon meas urements  of the  
s ubjec tive  impac ts  of no is e .  The  European  Union  has  inves ted 
cons ide rable  res ources  in  inves tiga ting  the  impac t of wind  turb ine  nois e .  
Curren t re s ea rch by Peders on (2007) is  devoted  to  de te rmining  s ubjec tive  
impac t from various  levels  of wind  turb ine  nois e . The  Thorne  Ph .D. thes is  
2009, As s es s ing  In trus ive  Nois e  and  Low Amplitude  Sound

 

, s pec ifica lly 
addres s es  th is  top ic .   

While  it may require  e ffort to  de te rmine  s ubjec tive  impac t and annoyance , 
to  s ugges t tha t it is  impos s ib le  to  mitiga te  for th is  flies  in  the  face  of a ll the  
s c ien tific  work tha t has  been  and  is  curren tly be ing  done  to  mitiga te  the  
impac t of h ighway, ra il, a irline  and  now wind  turb ine  nois e .  Need  we s ta te  
the  obvious ?   To  mitiga te , increas e  the  s e tback d is tances  s o  tha t the  mos t 
s ens itive  ind ividua ls  (typ ica lly young ch ildren  and  ag ing  adults ) a re  like ly 
to  be  unaffec ted . 
 
To  provide  for the  we lfa re , hea lth  and an  adequa te  margin of s a fe ty for 
people , Horonje ff (2010) forwards  a  we ll-res ea rched a rgument bas ed upon 
curren t evidence  of advers e  impac t in  rura l a reas .  Reduce  a llowable  
dec ibe l leve ls  in  a  rura l environment by 15 dB from tha t a llowed in  urban  
and/or s uburban  a reas . This  would  be  cons ide red  as  recommended 
prac tice  in  the  curren t American  Na tional S tandard  (ANSI S12.0-2005/Part 
4).  Another approach  he  recommends  to  achieve  an  adequa te  margin  of 
s a fe ty would  be  to  es tab lis h  s e t back d is tances  of 1.5 to  2 miles .  
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To  de te rmine  neces s a ry s e tbacks , the  pred ic tion  mode ls  need  to  be  bas ed 
upon bes t ava ilab le  s c ience  and  technology.  The inadequac ies  of the  
pred ic tion  mode l us ed  for the  DEIS  we  identified  in  our earlie r te s timony 
a re  valida ted  in  Chapte r 6 of Thorne’s  2009 d is s e rta tion .  It ind ica tes  tha t 
wind  turb ines  need  to  be  cons ide red  as  a  complex line  s ource  and  furthe r, 
tha t us ing  the  hub  he ight in  the  pred ic tion  mode ls  (as  done in  the  DEIS) 
can  under pred ic t by 7 dec ibe ls .   He  demons tra tes  tha t us ing  broad  lines  
for contours  (ra the r than  the  fine  line  contours  which  a re  pres ented  in  the  
DEIS) pres ents  a  more  comple te  p ic ture  of the  probable  impac t.  He  a ls o 
quantifie s  adjus tments  tha t mus t be  made  to  account for o the r fac tors , 
s uch  as  ‘in-phas e  bea ts ’, and  fluc tua tions  from two or more  turb ines  
(fac tors  tha t s ign ificantly inc reas e  dec ibe l leve ls  experienced  over and 
above  the  pred ic ted  leve ls )

 

. Such  fac tors  need  to  be  built in to  the  
pred ic tive  ca lcu la tions . Thes e  is s ues  are  a ls o  a rticu la ted  in  h is  Nois e  
Impac t As s es s ment Report Waubra  Wind Farm.  –Thorne  2010 

 
A revis ed  DEIS  needs  to  be  bas ed  on  bes t ava ilab le  s c ience… not the  s ame 
o ld  templa te  tha t obs cures  rea lity and s ignificantly underes tima tes  the  
advers e  impac t.  Continuing  to  turn  a  b lind  eye  to  the  growing  and  ample  
body of s c ien tific  and  medica l evidence  would  s imply be  unacceptab le  and 
poten tia lly trag ic .  
 
Res pec tfu lly Submitted ,  
 
 
Ke ith  Brown, Ph .D. and  
Teres a  Robbins  
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RE: Application No. 2009-1 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC 

Dear EFSEC, 

Aug. 22, 2010 

WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #371 

RECEIVED 
AUG 252010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITe 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

My name is Barbara Robinson. I live in the Columbia Gorge in Rowena, about 7 miles 
west of The Dalles, in OR. I will not see the proposed wind towers from my house. I 
strongly favor wind fal'l1ls in eastern OR and WA, where the population density is low 
and the ranchers who live near the towers benefit financially. I frequently drive Wasco to 
Condon and enjoy seeing the towers. But I strongly oppose towers that are highly visible 
tl'om National Parks and Scenic Areas, and other places valucd and visited by many for 
their natural beauty, because wind towers are visually dominant and change the 
landscape. The specific thing that stimulated this letter was seeing a photo simulation of 
what the wind towers would look like from 1-84 in a mailing sent to Gorge residents by 
wind farm advocates. I was quite shocked at how big and conspicuous they were, even in 
the advocate's literature. I am writing to oppose the Whistling Ridge wind fann, for the 
following reasons: 
1. There are many appropriate places for Wind Fal'l1ls in eastern W A where wind towers 
are currently going in, and many can be added. The big pieture is that there is no pressing 
energy reason to put Wind Towers at the edge of the Columbia Gorge National Scenic 
Area where they are clearly visable in the Scenic Area and have a clear adverse affect on 
it. WA is not in short supply of good places for wind farms. In fact, the NW is getting 
close to capacity on how many wind farms the grid can handle. The only reason for 
putting wind towers in this pmiicular place is to financially benefit a particular company -
SDS Lumber owns the location and can make money this way. 
2. The Wind Towers will have a clearly definable adverse impact on the CGNSA. In the 
Management Plan for the Gorge are a list of "Key Viewing Areas" and guidelines for 
color, height, etc. for anything built that can be seen from a key viewing area. (See 
below.) The guidelines m'e there to prevent new structures from having an adverse 
impact on key viewing areas. The wind towers proposed would be visible from several 
key viewing areas in the Gorge.and do not meet the quidelincs in the management plan, 
so they will have a clearly defined adverse impact. 
3. Approving this siting will set a precedent for decisions in the rest of W A when a wind 
fal'l1l is neal' a National Park 01' other scenically beloved area. The towers are not in the 
CGNSA, but are set vety close (I have heard 20 feet from the boundary, but in any case a 
look at the enclosed map shows that they are vety close) to the boundmy. Because they 
are not in the boundaty, the CGNSA has no legal authority over the wind farm placement. 
In OR, however, the Dcpt. of Encrgy Facilities Siting Council has written standards 
(encloscd) for siting. Two of them are that new energy facilitics shall not have adverse 
effects on certain places, the Columbia Gorge being one, and second that new facilities 
shall not adversely affect sccnic values recognized in fedcral 01' local land use plans, and 
the CGNSA Key Viewing Areas would be a perfect examplc. If the WA EFSEC fails in 
this case to considcr well defined adversc impacts on a federal National Sccnic Area, you 
are sctting a precedent. I realize it is easy for WA government to sacrifice the Columbia 
Gorge because it is not ncar Seattle, but if you site towers here, what grounds will you use 
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to deny siting near scenic areas like NIt Rainier, Puget Sound, and the Olympics? 
4. The Management plan set the afore-mentioned standards to protect the natural beauty 
of the Gorge from being overwhelmed by human construction. If you allow wind towers 
on the rim of the Gorge where they will be very visible, that makes a mockery of all these 
standards that private landowners have to abide by in building their houses in the 
CGNSA. Why should someone have to paint their house an inconspicuous dark brown if 
above him can be seen white spinning towers with red lights at night? 
5. If you allow these towers on the rim of the Gorge, you are setting a precedent in the 
Gorge. On what grounds could you deny any others near the Gorge? This will lead to all 
the rims of the Gorge, at least on the WA side, being lines with towers, since the wind is 
good everywhere. In turn, that may break down the objections to towers on the OR side. 

I would now like to go into more detail on especially point 2 - Clearly defined adverse 
scenic impacts: 

The Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area was created 25 years ago to protect the 
beauty of the Gorge. No buffer zone was created for its boundaries, but at the time no 
one envisioned the possibility of huge (greater than 400 ft. tall) wind towers on the tops 
of all its ridges. Recently wind towers went injust east of the Gorge Scenic Area 
boundaty along Hwy. 97 as it winds up ont of the Gorge going to Goldendale. If you 
doubt that wind towers impact the landscape, drive that road. You may like them or not, 
but they are now the first thing you notice, not the land. In fact, their movement is so 
hypnotic that I have trouble watching the road. 

The Gorge Management Plan that was created to cany out the National Scenic Area Act 
lists "key viewing areas" in the Gorge that deserve special protection, and the 
Management Plan gives clear standards for anything built that can be seen from the key 
viewing at·eas. The proposed wind towers will be just outside the bonndary of "General 
Management Area (GMA)" coniferous forest land. I enclose the relevant Management 
Plan pages (2007 revision) that govern building on that categOlY ofland if it is visible 
from a "key viewing area.". Some of these are: 
"Each development shall be visually subordinate to its setting as seen from key viewing 
areas." (p.I-I-7) 
"The silhouette of new buildings shall remain below the skyline of a bluff, cliff, or ridge 
as seen from dey viewing areas." (p.I-I-S) 
" .. Colors of structures on sites visible from key viewing at·eas shall be dark earth-tones 
found at the specific site or in the sUlTounding landscape." (1-1-9) 
"The exterior of buildings on lands seen from key viewing at·eas shall be composed of 
non-reflective materials or materials with low reflectivity .. " (1-1-9) 
*Extcrior lighting shall be directed downward and sited, hooded, and shielded such that it 
is not highly visible from key viewing areas." (1-1-10) 
"Structure height small remain below the forest canopy level. (1-1-17) 

These towers will be visible from several "key viewing areas" Two of these key viewing 
areas are I-S4, the freeway on the OR side, and the Cook-Underwood Rd.in W A. I have 
put those on the enclosed map as dots. Again, the towers will not be within the Scenic 
Area boundary, so the Scenic Area rules do not apply directly. On the other hand, the 



Scenic Area guidelines for building (see above) give clear standards for what "adversely 
affects" the Columbia Gorge. I have heard that the towers closest to the Scenic Area 
boundary will be only 20 ft. away t!'om it, but let us say it is 200 ft. I have also heard that 
the towers area taller than 400 ft, but let us say they are 400 ft, including the blade. By 
the map enclosed, I find that the Cook-Underwood Rd. simulation viewpoint in the URS 
is about I 3/8 miles from the closest tower. Let us say that tower is 200 ft out ot the 
Scenic Area, and 400 ft. tall. A little math (enclosed) shows that this tower is the visual 
equivalcnt of a 389 foot tower built just on the boundmy, as seen from the Cook 
Underwood Rd. Looking at the standards for building within the Scenic Area, it is clear 
that a 389 ft tower built just inside the boundary would violate every building guideline 
listed - it would be on the ridge against the sky, far above the trees, shiny white, with a 
red flashing light at night. In addition, it would be moving, and the human eye and brain 
instinctively focus on movement. (I taught perception in college, and that was one of the 
principles.) This tower would be about the furthest thing t!'om "visually subordinate" that 
could be imagined. It would dominate the landscape. These building guidelines are in 
the Management Plan to prevent structures t!'om having an adverse impact on the Gorge, 
and can therefore be taken as criterion for when something would have an adverse 
impact. In Oregon the Facilities Siting Council has written guidelines for siting energy 
facilities.(Division 22: General Standards for siting Non-Nuclem' Energy Facilities) Two 
of these are: 
(345-022-0040) Protected Areas 
I) .. the Council shall not issue a site certificate for a proposed facility located in the areas 
listed below. To issne a site celiificate for a proposed facility located outside the areas 
listed below, the Council must find that, taking into account mitigation, the design, 
construction and operation of the facility are not likely to result in significmIt adverse 
impact to the areas listed below. (The Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area is a listed 
area.) 
(345-022-0080) Scenic and Aesthetic Values 
1) .. the Council must find that the design, construction, operation and retirement of the 
facility, taking into account mitigation, are not likely to result in significant adverse 
impact to scenic and aesthetic values identified as significant or important in applicable 
federal land management plans or in local land use plans in the analysis area described in 
the project order. 

A proposed wind faml on the OR side of the Gorge on Sevenmile Hill also would have 
had towers next to the Scenic Area boundmy and visible from many key viewing areas. 
The question was, is seeing wind towers an "adverse impact?" Given the standards for 
building structures visible from key viewing areas within the Scenic Area, and the fact 
that wind towers violate all those standards, there is an objective way of saying that 
seeing towers would be an adverse impact. 

I do not know if the W A facilities siting authority has standards, but it should. 
Personally, I think that in certain cases it might be OK to see wind towers, and the 
standard could be quantified. I remember that in a previous version of the managemnet 
plan, or in Wasco County's ordinances, no house visible tl'om Key Viewing Areas could 
be built more than 35 ft. high. On my calculations sheet I have tigured how far a 400 ft 



tower would have to be from the Cook-Underwood Rd. to be the visual equivalent of a 
structure 35 ft. tall at the Scenic Area boundmy, I 3/8 miles from Cook-Underwood. It 
would have to be 15.7 miles from the Cook-Underwood Rd. Maybe a standard could be 
make whereby any wind towers, rather than being totally invisible, would have to be 
equivalent to allowable heights of structures within the Scenic Area. This would mean 
nothing could be built really close to the boundary. 

I hope that the WA council, like OR, will take into account large scenic values, especially 
when siting facilities near federally or state recognized preserved areas. I hope also that 
siting facilities of huge towers right on the boundary and very visible from a National 
Scenic Area will be rejected. I am for wind power, and tind most of the wheat field siting 
satisfactOlY. But we do not need to put wind towers everywhere, just as we did not need 
to dam every river. Let us not make the same mistake again. 

VelY Sincerely, 
Bm'bara Robinson 
P.O. Box 682, Mosier, OR 97040 (mailing address) 
5905 Hwy. 30 W., The Dalles, Or 97058 (street address) 
541-296-5334 
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GENERAL STANDARDS FOR SITING NO::-N::-:-N~U~C::::L:-:E::;-A-:-R~E:-::N::E::R::-:G~Y~----
FACILITIES 

345-022-0000 
General Standard of Review 

(I) To issue a site certificate for a proposed facility or to amend a site 
certificate, the Council shall determine that the preponderance of evidence on 
the record SUppOlts the following conclusions: 

(a) The facility complies with the requirements of the Oregon bnergy 
Facility Siting statutes, ORS 469.300 to ORS 469.570 and 469.590 to 469.619, 

!
imd the standards adopted by the Council pursuant to ORS 469.501 or the 
overall public benefits of the facility outweigh the damage to the resources 
protected by the standards the facility does not meet as described in section (2); 

- (b) Except as provided in OAR 345-022-0030 for land use compliance 
and except for those statutes and rules for which the decision on compliance has 
been delegated by the federal government to a state agency other than the 
Council, the facility complies with all other Oregon statutes and administrative 
rules identified in the project order, as amended, as applicable to the issuance of 
a site certificate for the proposed facility. lfthe Council finds that applicable 
Oregon statutes and rules, other than those involving federally delegated 
programs, would impose conflicting requirements, the Council shall resolve the 
conflict consistent with the public interest. In resolving the conflict, the council 
cannot waive any applicable state statute. 

(2) The Council may issue or amend a site certificate for a facility that does 
not meet one or more of the standards adopted under ORS 469.501 ifthe 
Council determines that the overall public benefits of the facility outweigh the 
damage to the resources protected by the standards the facility does not meet. 
The Council shall make this balancing determination only when the applicant 
has shown that the proposed facility cannot meet Council standards or has 
shown, to the satisfaction of the Council, that there is no reasonable way to meet 
the Council standards through mitigation or avoidance of the damage to the' 
protected resources. The applicant has the burden to show that the overall public 
benefits outweigh the damage to the resources, and the burden increases . 
proportionately with the degree of damage to the resources. The Council shall 
weigh overall public benefits and damage to the resources as follows: 

(a) The Council shall evaluate the damage to the resources by 
considering factors including, but not limited to, the following: 

(A) The uniqueness and significance of the resource that would be 
affected; 

(B) The degree to which current or future development may 
damage the resource, if the proposed facility is not built; 

(C) Proposed measures to reduce the damage by avoidance of 
impacts; 
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and adverse impacts will be mitigated in accordance with rules of the Council 
applicable to the siting of the proposed facility; and 

(C) The proposed facility is compatible with other adjacent uses or will 
be made compatible through measures designed to reduce adverse impacts. 

(5) If the Council finds that applicable substantive local criteria and 
applicable statutes and state administrative rules would impose conflicting 
requirements, the Council shall resolve the conflict consistent with the public 
interest. In resolving the conflict, the Council cannot waive any applicable state 
statute. 

(6) If the special advisory group recommends applicable substantive criteria 
for an energy facility described in ORS 469.300(10)(a)(C) to (E) or for a related 
or supporting facility that does not pass through more than one local government 
jurisdiction or more than three zones in anyone jurisdiction, the Council shall 
apply the criteria recommended by the special advisory group. If the special 
advisory group recommends applicable substantive criteria for an energy facility 
described in ORS 469.300(1O)(a)(C) to (E) or a related or supporting facility 
that passes through more than one jurisdiction or more than three zones in any 
one jurisdiction, the Council shall review the recommended criteria and decide 
whether to evaluate the proposed facility against the applicable substantive 
criteria recommended by the special advisory group, against the statewide 
planning goals or against a combination of the applicable substantive criteria 
and statewide planning goals. In making the decision, the Council shall consult 
with the special advisory group, and shall consider: 

(a) The number of jurisdictions and zones in question; 
(b) The degree to which the applicable substantive criteria reflect local 

government consideration of energy facilities in the planning process; and 
( c) The level of consistence of the applicable substantive criteria fi'om the 

various zones and jurisdictions. 
Stat. Authority: ORS 469.470 
Stat. Implemented: ORS 469.504 

345-022-0040 
-7> Protected Areas 

(1) Except as provided in sections (2) and (3), the Council shall not issue a 
site certificate for a proposed facility located in the areas listed below. To issue a 
site celiificate for a proposed facility located outside the areas listed below, the 
Council must find that, taking into account mitigation, the design, construction 
and operation of the facility are not likely to result in significant adverse impact 
to the areas listed below. Cross-references in this rule to federal or state statutes 
or regulations are to the version of the statutes or regulations in effect as of 
August 28, 2003: 

(a) National parks, including but not limited to Crater Lake National Park 
and Fort Clatsop National Memorial; 
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345-022-0060 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
To issue a site certificate, the Council must find that the design, construction, 
operation and retirement of the facility, taking into account mitigation, are 
consistent with the fish and wildlife habitat mitigation goals and standards of 
OAR 635-415-0025 in effect as of September 1, 2000. 
Stat. Authority: ORS 469.470, ORS 469.501 
Stat. Implemented: ORS 469.501 

345-022-0070 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
To issue a site certificate, the Council, after consultation with appropriate state 
agencies, must find that: 

(I) For plant species that the Oregon Department of Agriculture has listed as 
threatened or endangered under ORS 564.105(2), the design, construction, 
operation and retirement of the proposed facility, taking into account mitigation: 

(a) Are consistent with the protection and conservation program, if any, 
that the Oregon Department of Agriculture has adopted under ORS 564.105(3); 
or 

(b) If the Oregon Depm1ment of Agriculture has not adopted a protection 
and conservation program, are not likely to cause a significant reduction in the 
likelihood of survival or recovery of the species; and 

(2) For wildlife species that the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission has 
listed as threatened or endangered under ORS 496.172(2), the design, 
construction, operation and retirement of the proposed facility, taking into 
account mitigation, are not likely to cause a significant reduction in the 
likelihood of survival or recovery of the species. 
Stat. Authority: ORS 469.470, ORS 469.501 
Stat. Implemented: ORS 469.50 I 

345-022-0080 
Scenic and Aesthetic Values 

(1) Except for facilities described in section (2), to issue a site certificate,rthe. 
Council must find that the design, construction, operation and retirement oftbe 
facility, taking into account mmgation, are nOt likely to result in signific;nt 

.adverse iityJi£Uoscenic!m(raesthet.Lc_~~lues.ide_~ti~ as significant or 
• important in applicableTecler.ll:Uan.~~IllJl!lagement plans or in local land use plans 

in the analysis area described in the project order. _ 
~) The Council may issue a site celtificate for a special ctiteria facility under 
OAR 345-015-0310 without making the findings described in section (1). 
However, the Council may apply the requirements of section (I) to impose 
conditions on a site certificate issued for such a facility. 
Stat. Authority: ORS 469.470, ORS 469.50 I 
Stat. Implemented: ORS '169.50 I 
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B. If subject to state jurisdiction, whether an application has been received for a 
state reclamation permit and, if so, the current status of the application; and 

C. For uses subject to state jurisdiction, any issues or concerns regarding 
consistency with state reclamation requirements, or any suggested 
modifications to comply with state reclamation requirements. 

Scenic Area implementing agencies may request technical assistance from state 
agencies on reclamation plans for proposed mining not within the state agency's 
jurisdiction. 

KEY VIEWING AREAS 

GMA Goal 

---7 Emphasize protection and enhancement of Gorge landscapes seen from key viewing 
areas. 

GMA Objectives 

1. Establish scenic enhancement programs prioritizing enhancement of lands seen 
from key viewing areas. 

2. Establish a program to phase-out existing quarries and associated activities and 
develop reclamation plans for such quarries at sites where the Gorge Commission 
determines that such uses adversely affect scenic resources on land visible from 
key viewing areas. The Gorge Commission shall initiate this objective by 
inventorying existing quarries visible from key viewing areas. Phase-out plans may 
require some additional quarrying for a limited time to best achieve contours that 
blend with surrounding landforms. Phase-out and reclamation plans for particular 
quarries shall include a specified time period for completion, not to exceed 5 years 
from the commencement of such plans. 

3. Encourage mining reclamation methods and features that enhance wildlife habitat 
and wetlands, ameliorate visual impacts of existing quarries, and accelerate 
achievement of desired visual quality objectives. 

4. Encourage use of planned unit developments, clustering, lot reconfiguration and 
consolidation, and other techniques to reduce visual impacts of new development 
on lands that are visible from key viewing areas and that possess high or critical 
visual sensitivity. 

5. Encourage plantings of native species or species characteristic of the landscape 
setting to screen existing development that is not visually subordinate on lands that 
are visible from key viewing areas and that possess high or critical visual 
sensitivity. 
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PART I-Resource Protection & Enhancement 

GMA Policies 

-9 1. Important public roads, parks, and other vantage points providing public scenic 
viewing opportunities shall be designated as key viewing areas, as identified in the 
glossary of the Management Plan . 

. -;> 2. Except for new production and/or development of mineral resources, new 
development on lands seen from key viewing areas shall be visually subordinate to 
its landscape setting. This policy shall not apply to specified developed settings 
that are not visually sensitive (as identified in the "Landscape Settings" section), 
rehabilitation or modifications to significant historic structures, shorelines on the 
main stem of the Columbia River that adjoin Urban Areas, or other developments 
expressly exempted from this requirement in this chapter. 

3. In developing conditions of approval, agencies shall emphasize those elements 
that, in combination, provide effective, long-term scenic resource protection. 

4. New utility transmission lines, transportation and communication facilities, docks 
and piers, and repairs and maintenance of existing lines, roads and facilities shall 
be visually subordinate as seen from key viewing areas to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

5. New buildings shall be prohibited on steeply sloping lands visible from key viewing 
areas. 

6. Proposed projects involving substantial grading on lands visible from key viewing 
areas shall include a grading plan addressing visual impacts of grading activities. 
All graded areas shall be revegetated to the maximum extent practicable. 

7. Development along the shoreline of the Columbia River and on immediately 
adjacent lands shall be limited to water-dependent development and water-related 
recreation development. 

8. New production and/or development of mineral resources on sites visible in the 
foreground or middle ground from key viewing areas shall be permitted if fully 
screened from view from those key viewing areas. New production and/or 
development of mineral resources on sites visible in the background from key 
viewing areas shall be permitted if visually subordinate to its setting as seen from 
those key viewing areas. 

9. Expansion of existing quarries on sites visible from key viewing areas shall be 
permitted if visually subordinate to its setting as seen from key viewing areas. 
Existing quarries are those determined not to be discontinued, pursuant to 
Guideline 4.0 in "Existing Uses and Discontinued Uses" (Part II, Chapter 7: 
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General Policies and Guidelines). Expansion refers to lateral expansion 
(expansion of mining activities into land surfaces previously unaffected by mining). 
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10. In addition to the guidelines contained in this section, applicable design guidelines 
specified for a particular landscape setting shall be used to ensure that new 
development on lands seen from key viewing areas is visually subordinate to its 
setting in a manner responsive to the unique character of that setting. 

-7 11 . The Commission and Forest Service shall maintain a Scenic Resources 
Implementation Handbook. The Handbook shall provide specific guidance for 
applicants and planners in implementing color, reflectivity, landscaping and other 
guidelines for development on sites visible from key viewing. areas. It may be 
updated as needed, as determined by the Executive Director and Scenic Area 
Manager. In updating the Handbook, the Commission and Forest Service will 
collaborate with the implementing counties, and solicit other agency and public 
input. 

The Handbook is intended to provide non-exclusive, recommended lists of exterior 
building materials (for reflectivity) and vegetation species. 

GMA Guidelines 

-7 1. The guidelines in this section shall apply to proposed developments on sites 
topographically visible from key viewing areas. 

-7 2. Each development shall be visually subordinate to its setting as seen from key 
viewing areas. 

3. Determination of potential visual effects and compliance with visual subordinance 
policies shall include consideration of the cumulative effects of proposed 
developments. 

4. The extent and type of conditions applied to a proposed development to achieve 
visual subordinance shall be proportionate to its potential visual impacts as seen 
from key viewing areas. 

A. Decisions shall include written findings addressing the factors influencing 
potential visual impact, including but not limited to: 

(1) The amount of area of the building site exposed to key viewing areas. 

(2) The degree of existing vegetation providing screening. 

(3) The distance from the building site to the key viewing areas from which it 
is visible. 

(4) The number of key viewing areas from which it is visible. 
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(5) The linear distance along the key viewing areas from which the building 
site is visible (for linear key viewing areas, such as roads). 

B. Conditions may be applied to various elements of proposed developments to 
ensure they are visually subordinate to their setting as seen from key viewing 
areas, including but not limited to: 

(1) Siting (location of development on the subject property, building 
orientation, and other elements). 

(2) Retention of existing vegetation. 

(3) Design (color, reflectivity, size, shape, height, architectural and design 
details and other elements). 

(4) New landscaping. 

5. New development shall be sited to achieve visual subordinance from key viewing 
areas, unless the siting would place such development in a buffer specified for 
protection of wetlands, riparian corridors, sensitive plants, or sensitive wildlife sites 
or would conflict with guidelines to protect cultural resources. In such situations, 
development shall comply with this guideline to the maximum extent practicable. 

6. New development shall be sited using existing topography and/or existing 
vegetation as needed to achieve visual subordinance from key viewing areas. 

7. Existing tree cover screening proposed development from key viewing areas shall 
be retained as specified in the Landscape Settings Design Guidelines section of 
this chapter. 

-) 8. The silhouette of new buildings shall remain below the skyline of a bluff, cliff, or 
ridge as seen from key viewing areas. Variances to this guideline may be granted 
if application of the guideline would leave the owner without a reasonable 
economic use. The variance shall be the minimum necessary to allow the use and 
may be applied only after all reasonable efforts to modify the design, building 
height, and site to comply with the guideline have been made. 

9. An alteration to a building built before November 17, 1986, that already protrudes 
above the skyline of a bluff, cliff, or ridge as seen from a key viewing area, may 
itself protrude above the skyline if: 

1-1-8 

A. The altered building, through use of color, landscaping and/or other mitigation 
measures, contrasts less with its setting than before the alteration, and 

B. There is no practicable alternative means of altering the building without 
increasing the protrusion. 
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10. The following guidelines shall apply to new landscaping used to screen 
development from key viewing areas: 

A. New landscaping (including new earth berms) shall be required only when 
application of all other available guidelines in this chapter is not sufficient to 
make the development visually subordinate from key viewing areas. 
Alternate sites shall be considered prior to using new landscaping to achieve 
visual subordinance. Development shall be sited to avoid the need for new 
landscaping wherever possible. 

B. If new landscaping is required to make a proposed development visually 
subordinate from key viewing areas, existing on-site vegetative scre'ening and 
other visibility factors shall be analyzed to determine the extent of new 
landscaping, and the size of new trees needed to achieve the standard. Any 
vegetation planted pursuant to this guideline shall be sized to provide 
sufficient screening to make the development visually subordinate within five 
years or less from the commencement of construction. 

C. Unless as specified otherwise by provisions in this chapter, landscaping shall 
be installed as soon as practicable, and prior to project completion. 
Applicants and successors in interest for the subject parcel are responsible 
for the proper maintenance and survival of planted vegetation, and 
replacement of such vegetation that does not survive. 

D. The Scenic Resources Implementation Handbook shall include recommended 
species for each landscape setting consistent with the Landscape Settings 
Design Guidelines in this chapter, and minimum recommended sizes of new 
trees planted (based on average growth rates expected for recommended 
species). 

11. Conditions regarding new landscaping or retention of existing vegetation for new 
developments on lands designated GMA Forest shall meet both scenic guidelines 
and fuel break requirements in Criterion 1.A of "Approval Criteria for Fire 
Protection". 

-7 12. Unless expressly exempted by other provisions in this chapter, colors of structures 
on sites visible from key viewing areas shall be dark earth-tones found at the 
specific site or in the surrounding landscape. The specific colors or list of 
acceptable colors shall be included as a condition of approval. The Scenic 
Resources Implementation Handbook will include a recommended palette of 
colors. 

-:;> 13. The exterior of buildings on lands seen from key viewing areas shall be composed 
of non-reflective materials or materials with low reflectivity, unless the structure 
would be fully screened from alll<ey viewing areas by existing topographic 
features. The Scenic Resources Implementation Handbook will include a list of 
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recommended exterior materials. These recommended materials and other 
materials may be deemed consistent with this guideline, including those where the 
specific application meets recommended thresholds in the "Visibility and 
Reflectivity Matrices" in the Implementation Handbook (once they are created). 
Continuous surfaces of glass unscreened from key viewing areas shall be limited 
to ensure visual subordinance. Recommended square footage limitations for such 
surfaces will be provided for guidance in the Implementation Handbook. 

14. In addition to the site plan requirements in "Review Uses" (Part II, Chapter 7: 
General Policies and Guidelines), applications for all buildings visible from key 
viewing areas shall include a description of the proposed building(s)' height, shape, 
color, exterior building materials, exterior lighting, and landscaping details (type of 
plants used; number, size, locations of plantings; and any irrigation provisions or 
other measures to ensure the survival of landscaping planted for screening 
purposes). 

15. For proposed mining and associated activities on lands visible from key viewing 
areas, in addition to submittal of plans and information pursuant to Guideline 6 in 
the "Overall Scenic Provisions" section of this chapter, project applicants shall 
submit perspective drawings of the proposed mining areas as seen from applicable 
key viewing areas. 

---:7 16. Exterior lighting shall be directed downward and sited, hooded, and shielded such 
that it is not highly visible from key viewing areas. Shielding and hooding materials 
shall be composed of non-reflective, opaque materials. 

17. Additions to existing buildings smaller in total square area than the existing building 
may be the same color as the existing building. Additions larger than the existing 
building shall be of dark earth-tone colors found at the specific site or in the 
surrounding landscape. The specific colors or list of acceptable colors shall be 
included as a condition of approval. The Scenic Resources Implementation 
Handbook will include a recommended palette of colors. 

18. Rehabilitation of or modifications to existing significant historic structures shall be 
exempted from visual subordinance requirements for lands seen from key viewing 
areas. To be eligible for such exemption, the structure must be included in, or 
eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic Places or be in the process 
of applying for a determination of significance pursuant to such regulations. 
Rehabilitation of or modifications to structures meeting this guideline shall be 
consistent with National Park Service regulations for such structures. 

19. New mainlines on lands visible from key viewing areas for the transmission of 
electricity, gas, oil, other fuels; or communications, except for connections to 
individual users or small clusters of individual users, shall be built in existing 
transmission corridors unless it can be demonstrated that use of existing corridors 
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is not practicable. Such new lines shall be underground as a first preference 
unless it can be demonstrated to be impracticable. 

20. New communication facilities (antennae, dishes, etc.) on lands visible from key 
viewing areas that require an open and unobstructed site shall be built upon 
existing facilities unless it can be demonstrated that use of existing facilities is not 
practicable. 

21. New communications facilities may protrude above a skyline visible from a key 
viewing area only upon demonstration that: 

A. The facility is necessary for public service, 

B. The break in the skyline is seen only in the background, and 

C. The break in the skyline is the minimum necessary to provide the service. 

22. Overpasses, safety and directional signs, and other road and highway facilities 
may protrude above a skyline visible from a key viewing area only upon a 
demonstration that: 

A. The facility is necessary for public service, and 

B. The break in the skyline is the minimum necessary to provide the service. 

23. Except for water-dependent development and for water-related recreation 
development, development shall be set back 100 feet from the ordinary high water 
mark of the Columbia River below Bonneville Dam, and 100 feet from the normal 
pool elevation of the Columbia River above Bonneville Dam, unless the setback 
would render a property un buildable. In such cases, variances to this guideline 
may be authorized. 

24. New buildings shall not be permitted on lands visible from key viewing areas with 
slopes in excess of 30 percent. Variances to this guideline may be authorized if 
the guideline's application would render a property unbuildable. In determining the 
slope, the average percent slope of the proposed building site shall be used. 

25. Driveways and buildings shall be designed and sited to minimize visibility of cut 
banks and fill slopes from key viewing areas. 

26. All proposed structural development involving more than 200 cubic yards of 
grading on sites visible from key viewing areas shall include submittal of a grading 
plan. This plan shall be reviewed by the local government for compliance with key 
viewing area policies. The grading plan shall include the following: 
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established before approval. The interim time period shall be based on 
site-specific topographic and visual conditions, but shall not exceed 3 years 
beyond the date of approval. 

30. An interim time period to achieve compliance with full screening requirements for 
new quarries located less than 3 miles from the nearest visible key viewing area 
shall be established before approval. The interim time period shall be based on 
site-specific topographic and visual conditions, but shall not exceed 1 year beyond 
the date of approval. Quarrying activity occurring before achieving compliance 
with full screening requirements shall be limited to activities necessary to provide 
such screening (creation of berms, etc.). 

LANDSCAPE SETTINGS 

GMA Goals 

1. Maintain the diversity of Gorge landscapes to protect and enhance the Gorge's 
scenic beauty. 

2. Retain the existing character of the Gorge's rural landscapes and two Rural 
Centers (Corbett and Skamania). 

3. Protect existing riverfront landscape settings when providing additional recreational 
river access and ensure that riverfront recreation is provided in a manner 
compatible with those settings. 

GMA Policies 

1. New developments shall be compatible with their landscape setting and maintain 
the integrity of that setting. Expansion of existing developments shall be 
compatible with their landscape setting and maintain the integrity of that setting to 
the maximum extent practicable. 

2. These goals, policies, and guidelines apply only to developments and uses subject 
to review, pursuant to the Management Plan. While agricultural and forest 
practices influence landscape settings, they are not subject to the goals, policies, 
and guidelines for landscape settings. 

3. Because of the dynamic nature of landscape settings, these settings shall be 
reevaluated in the periodic plan review process. Substantial changes, particularly 
with respect to changes of large areas between wooded and agricultural settings, 
shall be reflected in periodic revisions to the Management Plan. 

4. Maintenance of landscape settings shall be a key consideration in determining 
minimum parcel sizes for GMA land use deSignations. Recommended minimum 
parcel sizes for new land divisions to maintain landscape setting character are 
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included where applicable in the landscape settings descriptions. The Gorge 
Commission shall use these recommendations when considering minimum parcel 
sizes for either plan amendments or plan updates. 

5. The "Compatible Recreation Use Guidelines" for each landscape setting shall 
provide the basis for evaluating cumulative effects of recreation proposals on 
landscape settings, including types and intensities of recreation uses. 

GMA Descriptions and Guidelines 

Pastoral 

Overview and Land Use 

Pastoral settings are essentially agrarian in character, typified by areas of pastures and 
intensive agriculture. This setting includes areas where orchards, vineyards, row crops, 
and irrigated pasture predominate the landscape. This setting often includes woodlots 
and scattered rural residential developmen!. Visual features distinguishing this setting 
include large expanses of cultivated fields and pastures, punctuated by clusters of farm 
accessory buildings and hedgerows or poplar rows defining distinct fields. Some small 
parcels with residences occur, but many parcels range between forty and several 
hundred acres in size. 

Landforms 

These settings usually occur on level ground or gently rolling terrain. Some of these 
landscapes are found on relatively flat terraces and benches at the top of steep slopes 
that form the walls of the Gorge. Other pastoral areas occur in the fertile valleys of the 
major tributaries flowing into the Columbia River. 

Vegetation 

Non-native vegetation patterns are predominant. They include alfalfa fields and 
irrigated pasture, vineyards and fruit orchards, row crops, hedgerows, and poplar rows. 
Scattered woodlots interspersed throughout this setting reflect the natural vegetation of 
the portion of the Gorge in which they are located (e.g. Oregon oak and ponderosa pine 
in the eastern Gorge; Douglas-fir, big leaf maple, and western red cedar in the west). 

Compatible Recreation Use Guideline 

Resource-based recreation uses of a very low-intensity or low-intensity nature (as 
defined in the "Recreation Intensity Classes" section of Part I, Chapter 4: Recreation 
Resources), occurring infrequently in the landscape, are compatible with this setting. 
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Recommended Parcel Size for New Land Divisions 

40 acres. 

Design Guidelines 

1. Accessory structures, outbuildings, and access ways shall be clustered together as 
much as possible, particularly towards the edges of existing meadows, pastures, 
and farm fields. 

2. In portions of this setting visible from key viewing areas, the following guidelines 
shall be employed to achieve visual subordinance for new development and 
expansion of existing development: 

A. Except as is necessary for site development or safety purposes, the existing 
tree cover screening the development from key viewing areas shall be 
retained. 

B. Vegetative landscaping shall, where feasible, retain the open character of 
existing pastures and fields. 

C. At least half of any trees planted for screening purposes shall be species 
native to the setting or commonly found in the area. Such species include 
fruit trees, Douglas-fir, Lombardy poplar (usually in rows), Oregon white oak, 
big leaf maple, and black locust (primarily in the eastern Gorge). 

D. At least one-quarter of any trees planted for screening shall be coniferous for 
winter screening. 

Coniferous Woodland 

Overview and Land Use 

These are primarily thickly forested areas characterized by forest uses and scattered 
residential development. Forest uses are often small to moderate in scale, particularly 
in the more settled portions of this setting. Parcels typically range between 20 and 160 
acres in size. Large-scale silvicultural operations also occur in the less developed 
portions of this setting where land holdings tend to be relatively large (several hundred 
acres and larger) and residences fairly uncommon. 

Landforms 

These settings are found in hilly and mountainous portions of the Gorge, particularly on 
the Washington side of the western Gorge (in the GMA). The more gently rolling and 
accessible portions of this setting contain small-scale agricultural use and relatively 
more residences. 
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Vegetation 

This setting is generally dominated by large conifer tree species associated with the 
ecosystems of the wet western slopes of the Cascades. Such species include Douglas
fir, western hemlock, western red cedar, and grand fir. Deciduous trees frequent the 
riparian corridors and also cover many slopes in the westernmost portions of the Gorge. 
Common deciduous species include big leaf maple, red alder, black cottonwood, and 
various species of willow trees. In the eastern portions of this setting and on dry, 
south-facing slopes, ponderosa pine and Oregon white oak are also common. 

Compatible Recreation Use Guideline 

Resource-based recreation uses of varying intensities may be compatible with this 
setting. Typically, outdoor recreation uses in Coniferous Woodlands are low intensity, 
and include trails, small picnic areas, and scenic viewpoints. Although infrequent, some 
more intensive recreation uses, such as campgrounds, occur. They tend to be 
scattered rather than concentrated, interspersed with large areas of undeveloped land 
and low-intensity uses. 

Recommended Parcel Size for New Land Divisions 

20 acres. 

Design Guidelines 

.~ 1. Structure height shall remain below the forest canopy level. 

2. In portions of this setting visible from key viewing areas, the following guidelines 
shall be employed to achieve visual subordinance for new development and 
expansion of existing development: 

A. Except as is necessary for construction of access roads, building pads, leach 
fields, etc., the existing tree cover screening the development from key 
viewing areas shall be retained. 

B. At least half of any trees planted for screening purposes shall be species 
native to the setting. Such species include: Douglas-fir, grand fir, western 
red cedar, western hemlock, big leaf maple, red alder, ponderosa pine and 
Oregon white oak, and various native willows (for riparian areas). 

C. At least half of any trees planted for screening purposes shall be coniferous to 
provide winter screening. 

1-1-17 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Dear EFSEC, 

Loreley Drach [loreley@gorge.netJ 
Friday, August 20,201012:54 PM. 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge DEIS comment LD#1 
Jobs Watch_ Fresh breezes in the Gorge - Oregon Business.pdf 

WR-DEIS 
=>ublic Comment #372 

I wanted to submit the attached article and my comments, below, tothe public comments for WRE DE IS. 

Not identified or discussed in the DEIS is the fact that the Columbia River Gorge, and by overflow, Skamania County, are 
hotbeds of entrepreneurs. Insitu, one of the largest employers in the central gorge was founded by three people who 
moved here for the quality of life, the natural beauty of the Gorge. Still, to this day, this spirit lives. This area attracts 
and retains those educated innovative people who, partly out of necessity, create a living for themselves and as a result 
for others to continue living in this fabulous area. 

Destroying the natural beauty which attracts well educated entrepreneurs is not going to help the Gorge or Skamania 
Eounty in the long run. 

Not stated is that MOST of the construction workers, if not nearly all, will be by people from out of the area. Just travel 
through the trailer parks in eastern Washington and Oregon where the turbines are becoming more common than cows, 
and take a gander at the license plates. This project will not solve the chronic unemployment problem that Skamania 
County has. 

The DE IS FAILS to address EXACTLY what jobs are to be filled and how many FTE's will be performed for each job. 
Educational or skill status is not given, nor the pay scale they will be hired into. The 8-9 or so called longer term jobs are 
likely technical. The uneducated unemployed are NOT going to qualify for those jobs. Given the choice, I think the jobs 
produced by Insitu and other entrepreneurs are what the Gorge needs for its long term economic health, not jobs based 

. on deforestation of our timber producing areas and scenic degredation of the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. 

Additionally, this project is being subsidized by a Sales Tax exemption to the tune of approximately 7%. This amounts to 
roughly 7-10 million dollars. Eight OJ nine longer term jobs for the State of Washington at a cost of 7-10 million dollars 
does not sound like a good deal for Washington or the public. A lot of economic development agencies consider a public 
investment cost of $5,000 dollars per full time employee a good deal. WRE would cost $lM dollars per long term 
employee. This is approximately 200 times more expensive than traditional goals of economic development. 

Perhaps instead we should be putting those dollars toward a state in need rather than a corporation in want. 

Loreley Drach 
Underwood, WA 
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Jobs Watch: Fresh breezes in the Gorge 
Ben Jacklet 
Thursday, 19 August 2010 

There aren't a lot of counties In Oregon wIth unemployment rates lower than the natIonal average, 
but there are three of them In the Columbia River Gorge. Even as the state's economy has 
stagnated, the awesome rise of the robot plane pioneer Insltu as an aerospace powerhouse and 
other positive developments have done wonders for communities on both sides of the river, 
especially In the vIcinity of Hood River. 

I took a drive out to tiny Bingen, Washington just across the bridge from Hood River the other day, 
and it was nothIng like It was In the not-so-distant past. No more cheap fried chicken at the 
convenience store as you pass through; we're talking gluten free crust on the pizza, locally brewed 
beers for four and a half bucks apiece, and specialty products like goat's milk hand lotIon and local 
honey for sale by the regIster. 

The venue was the Solstice Wood Fire Cafe, just next door to Insltu, and the event was a Pub 
Talk sponsored by the Oregon Entrepreneurs Network's Gorge chapter. Simply hostl.ng such an 
event was a breakthrough for BIngen. KlickItat County economIc development director MIke Canon 
had thIs to say: "If you'd mentioned that we'd get a pub talk on thIs sIde of the river a year ago, 
you'd have been hanging out In too many pubs yourself." 

But there they were, Investors and entrepreneurs and economic development evangelists, crammed 
into a small room to listen. 

Three Gorge-based entrepreneurs spoke: Ken Levy of 4-Tell, Richard Halpern of EcoApprentlce 
and James Martin of Copa Oi Vino. 

Former Olglmarc employee Levy launched 4-Tell, hIs fourth startup, 16 months ago with the goal of 
helpIng companIes that sell products online Increase sales through recommendations. He and his 
team have closed $250,000 In seed capital, but It hasn't been easy. By his count he's had 68 
meetings wIth 51 private Investors, In addItion to high-pressure public pItch contests before 
Investment groups. 

But he's made progress in a tough economy, and he credits his success to speed, determination 
and practicality. He went from concept to business' plan In six weeks and began generating revenue 
shortly thereafter. In thIs economy, he says, "It's almost impossible to get money until you have a 
product and sales." 

He's also had the wisdom to stick with professIonal investors who understand rIsk rather than 
friends and family who expect quick and easy returns. In addition, he received a nice "soft circle" 
boost from a local Investor well known In the community. That Investor, Vesta CEO Doug 
Fieldhouse, allowed Levy to use hIs name to raIse money and committed to Investing so long as 
levy met requIrements. The'soft support paId off, but the road ahead remaIns hard. 

Halpern, whose busIness plan Involves crowd-sourcing among college students to help businesses 
turn environmental challenges Into opportunities, Is much earlier along In the game. In fact, he 

http://W'ovw.oregonbuslness.comjbenj3983-jobs-hold-steady-hood-river[8j20j2010 11:13:59 AM] 
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made the unusual choice of telling attendees that he was not ready for their money, (\-lostly he I L 

wanted advice, .-----------------, 

Stili, his Idea could have serious potentral with some refinement, Asked how he planned to make 
money, Halpern explaIned, "It's a freebie until it becomes a product worth paying for, and when It 
becomes a product worth paying for it will be worth a lot," 

Martin, the founder and CEO of Copa dl Vlno, comes from from a seven-generation The Dalles 
family, and he weighed In on the other end of the confidence spectrum, He has launched hIs wlne
by-the-gJass product In 20 states, and the. 21st, California, could be huge. He believes he has 
solved a long-standing problem for the wIne Industry wIth a patented packaging technology that 
bottles wine In glasses Instead of bottles. As the first company to move Into the "ready to drink" 
IndIvidual servings market for good Wine, fllartln hopes to disrupt the market until the big wine 
producers cannot Ignore his product, then convince the big boys to partner with him, 

"We want to bottle for the Industry," MartIn told the crowd, noting that he already has established a 
partnership with Kendall-Jackson. "We're trying to raise a million and a half dollars over the next 
six months," 

He didn't get a m!l!lon and a half that night in Bingen, but he did receive a lot of encouragement for 
his enterprIse, which could bring many jobs to The Dalles If things go as planned. 

After the event, Martin told me that raising money In this economy has been a frustrating 
endeavor, But he's confident he11 succeed over time, 

If he does, there will be one more reason to bet on the long-term economIc future of the Gorge, 

Ben Jacklet is managing editor for Oregon Business .. 
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read more 

New Gerontology Program 

Graduate Certificate Program In Gerontology begins 
this fall, Designed for working health care 
professionals who serve older adults. Click for more 
information. 

Oregon Business debuts real-time news 

Oregon Business has launched the first online real
time stream dedicated to business news on its 
website, OregonBuslness.com. The service will 
deliver unprecedented statewide business and 
economic information In real time. Read more. 

Jordan Schrader Ramis PC w Off the Record, 
June 2010 

The current newsletter Is avalJable from Jordan 
Schrader Ramls PC, featuring ·Succession Planning: 
Now Is the Time for Gifts - Done Right" 

'read more 
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team will be hosting a free website clinic on Sept. 8 
to provide insight into questions about ranklngs, sIte 
performance and driving sales. Read more. 
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Please join Oregon Business magazine In honoring 
the second annual 100 Best Nonprofits to Work For 
in Oregon Sept: 29 at Portland's Downtown Hilton. 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

pgspencer@embarqmail.com 
Monday, August 23,20102:12 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #373 

As I wrote during the public comment period in 2009, I support the Whistling Ridge project. 
(I live in Stevenson, WA, and I would not object to installations in my \'back yard\' either, 
if it were possible.) 

The EIS seems to me to be thorough and comprehensive. 
problems/losses associated with wind turbines; but the 
seem positive to me, overall. 

Obviously, there are potential 
outcomes, as described in the EIS, 

I would like for EFSEC and the BPA to consider one aspect that is implied by some of the 
findings, but not stated (as far as I could find): a \'lookback\' study by relevant staff 
from one or more of our state\'s universities. Such dedicated research seems to me to be a 
missing ingredient in many of our more far-reaching and controversial developments. I think 
that the scope of such a study could easily be designed by both opponents and the appropriate 
EIS conSUltants, after cost negotiations with the facility operator and the pertinent 
agencies. 

Sincerely, 
Paul Spencer 
PO Box 173 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lily Burton [Lgburton@comcast.net] 
Monday, August 23, 2010 5:13 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negitively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #374 

I am writing about the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in Washington 
state, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

Please help us protect the Gorge for future generations. It is a national treasure. The 
proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant 
habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the Lewis and'Clark National 
Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

The photo simulations in the DEIS are inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy 
backgrounds, thus not adequately representing the full extent of the impacts, and other 
simulations are out scale. Additional viewpoints need to be considered, including views from 
the Historic Columbia River Highway. The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts 
would not be significant, even though most of the turbines would be visible from designated 
key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not 
adequately consulted with the Yakama Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural 
resources. 

The Gorge is priceless. Please help protect it. Thank you very much. 

Lily Burton 
4450 NW Seneca Court 
Camas, WA 98607 

1 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 265

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cliff Snell [cpsnell@comcast.netJ 
Monday, August 23, 2010 6:17 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negitively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #375 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Cliff Snell 
17203 SE 31st Street 
Vancouver, WA 98683 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paula Kuttner [pdkuttner@hotmail.comj 
Monday, August 23,20106:37 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negitively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #376 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPAand EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or.supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rej ected . 

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

Paula Kuttner 
313 E. 13th St. 
The Dalles, OR 97058 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John and Polly Wood [machjuan@yahoo.comJ 
Monday, August 23, 2010 11:20 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #378 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or'supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John and Polly Wood 
POB 1662 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Anne Simmons [ann'epattison@gmail.comJ 
Tuesday, August 24, 2010 7:06 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #379 

I am commenting on the DE IS for.the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or supplemental' 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Anne Simmons 

Anne Simmons 
4837 SW Dosch Park Ln 
Portland ,. OR 97239 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marv Binegar [mbinegar@aol,comJ 
Tuesday, August 24,20108:36 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #380 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Marv Binegar 
12347 Boynton Street 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dave Miller [davem98607@yahoo.com] 
Tuesday, August 24,20101:05 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Ne~atively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Dublie Comment #381 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale~. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Dave Miller 
3509 NW 3rd Ave 
Camas, WA 98607 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jeff Roads [gelfreak91@lycos.com] 
Tuesday, August 24,20101:46 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) , 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
'ublic Comment #382 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the fu1l extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Jeff Roads 
452 Kanaka Creek Rd 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Gallo Oohntgallo@optimum.netJ 
Tuesday, August 24, 2010 10:01 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
~ublic Comment #383 

I am commenting on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition he BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Indian Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DE IS and issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

. John Gallo 

. 91 Smith Avenue 
Bergenfield, NJ 07621 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Joyce Leggatt [joyce@harbor-properties.com] 
Monday, August 30, 2010 10:35 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 

Late 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #545 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simUlations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not' be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC'have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Joyce Leggatt 
173 NE Bridgeton Rd #6 
Portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ian Shelley [ianjs@comcast.net) 
Monday, August 30,201011:50 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 

WR-OEIS 
Late 'ublic Comment #546 

Subject: Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even .though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Ian Shelley 
9158 SW Wilshire st. 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Toby McElravey [tmcelravey@hotmail.comJ 
Wednesday, September 01, 2010 11 :42 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

LPrT6 WR - DEIS 
Public Comment #556 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines .. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Toby McElravey 
1595 Nw 138th Ave. 
portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

. From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Trina Frank [tfrank8@msn.com] 
Friday, August 27,20108:34 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #533 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Trina Frank 
3334 SE Clinton St. 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) Late 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Maria Hall [carolinemhall@msn.com] 
Saturday. August 28.201010:29 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #536 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. . 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Maria Hall 
3131 SW Altadena Terrace 
Portland, OR 97239 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) Late 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wendell Wood [ww@oregonwild.org] 
Sunday, August 29,20107:33 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #537 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Wendell Wood 
HC 63 Box 332 
10 mp Silver Lake HWy. 
Chiloquin, OR 97624 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) Late 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

amerinda alpern [creativity@heLnetJ 
Sunday, August 29,20101:04 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #539 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The-photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

amerinda alpern 
7234 sw 31st ave 
portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) Late 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David Grant [d2avid@charter.netJ 
Sunday, August 29,201011 :39 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
>ublic Comment #540 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

David Grant 
211 Stanford Ave 
Medford, OR 97504 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Daily [mldaily@pdx.edu] 
Friday, August 27,201010:12 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #504 

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

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

I am concerned that the DEIS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a credible 
alternatives analysis. EFSEC and BPA need to consider other alternatives, including other 
means of providing electricity (including increasing efficiency and reducing consumption), 
other sites for wind energy, other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts, 
alternative routes for hauling turbines to avoid traffic impacts to the National Scenic Area,1 
etc. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the DEIS (the proposal and the no
action alternative). This is inadequate. 

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are l 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be Considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. I 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even thougt 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama I 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the OEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project .. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout shoul 
be rejected. I 

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

John Daily 
8335 SW Mapleridge Drive 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Leslie Burpo [Iburpo@aol.com] 
Friday, August 27,20103:17 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
::>ublic Comment #512 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Leslie Burpo 
P.O. Box 5468 
Eugene, OR 97405 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Joy Gohl [Joy@AdventureCruises.coml 
Friday, August 27,20104:36 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #514 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Joy Gohl 
725 Snowden Rd 
White Salmon, WA 98672 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jo McCutcheon Uo.mccutcheon@latticesemi.com] 
Wednesday, August 25,20105:46 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
)ublic Comment #388 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this projec~ when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ·Einsure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Jo McCutcheon 
1679S"NW Yorktown Drive 
Beaverton, OR 97006 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Eleanor Hughes [eleanorhughes@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 5:48 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #389 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within th~ National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Eleanor Hughes 
Member of Friends Of Columbia River Gorge 

Eleanor Hughes 
8364 SW Pfaffle Sst. #210 
#210 
Tigard, OR 97223 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

james thompson Uetwoodshop@spiritone.com] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 5:55 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge DEIS Fails to Protect Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #390 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

james thompson 
2743 nw thurman 
suite 7 
portland, OR 97210 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Emile Combe [emile@worldaccessnet.comJ 
Wednesday. August 25.20105:58 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #391 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Emile Combe 
13002 NE 5th st 
vancouver, WA 98684 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David S. Nichols [Davemult@aol.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 20106:00 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #392 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from tha.~istoric Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be Significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rej ected . 

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

David S. Nichols 
5107 NE Couch Street 
Portland, OR 97213 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Peder Bisbjerg [bisbjerg@attglobal.netJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:01 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #393 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested 
ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the boundary of the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area. The proposed proj ect would cause ·signi ficant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Peder Bisbjerg 
1651 Woodland Ter 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kelley Beamer [kelleybeamer@hotmail.comj 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:10 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #394 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of .the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need. to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Kelley Beamer 
41617 N gantenbein 
Portland, OR 97217 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia Nagle [earthome@igc.org] 
Wednesday; August 25,20106:14 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #395 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted. with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

Thank you for extending the public comment period. and allowing me to submit these comments 
into the record. Thank you also for acting in the best interest of all in the Columbia River 
Gorge. 

Sincerely, 
Sr. Patricia Nagle 

Patricia Nagle 
2836 SE 19th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sarah Hafer [sarah.hafer@gmail.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:16 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #396 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Sarah Hafer 
1401 Wyant Way 
Sacramento, CA 95864 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Claudia Arabasz [claudia@spiritone,comj 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 6:20 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #397 

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

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

. Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within 'the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rej ected. 

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

Claudia Arabasz 
6645 W Burnside Road 
#516 
Portland, OR 97210 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Colleen Wright [colwright@comcast.net) 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:21 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #398 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county 'lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional, 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts'of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected, 

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

Colleen Wright 
3212 SE 170th Ave 
Portland, OR 97236 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Laursen Oohn@northwestphotography.org] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 6:23 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #399 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be consi.dered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John Laursen 
5829 SE Salmon St 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lawrence Nagel [nagel@mind.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 6:24 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #400 

We are writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant,. even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turb~ne.layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Lawrence Nagel 
375 Ashland Loop Rd 
Ashland, OR 97520 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Holly Bard [hollybard@comcast.netJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 6:26 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #401 

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

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested 

. ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the boundary of the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area. The proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale, Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Holly Bard 
POBox 1010 
Vancouver, WA 98666 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lor Dennis [Bluemoon2860@Msn.Comj 
Wednesday, August 25, 20106:27 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
PUblicComm 

ent#402 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The· photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental i~pacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Lor Dennis 
4134 Marshall Avenue 
Eugene, OR 974132 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mark McCallum [markmccallum@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:27 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
PUblic Comment #403 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The OEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Mark McCallum 
7612 NW Arboretum Rd 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christopher Duran [christopherduran@hotmail.com] 
Wednesday, August 25, 20106:27 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #404 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgroundS, thus not adequately 
representing t~e full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Christopher Duran 
3714 N Williams Ave 
Portland, OR 97227-1441 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lynn Putnam [lynn_putnam@msn.comJ 
Wednesday, August.25, 20106:35 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

Pub/i WR - DEIS 
c Comment 11405 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

This proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any other wind 
. energy ·facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested 

ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the boundary of the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area. The proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines WQuld be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Lynn Putnam 
2358 NW Birkendene St. 
Portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
T.o: 
Subject: 

John C and Brenda Morris Jr Ucmorris61@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 20106:37 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #406 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines, 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading, Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale, Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that ·the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project, If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John C and Brenda Morris Jr 
6636 SW Burlingame Ave 
Portland, OR 97239 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Norma Reich [reichn@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 20106:41 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #407 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to ·the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout shou~d 
be rejected. 

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

Norma Reich 
1221 SW 10th Ave. Unit 1107 
Portland, OR 97205 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Robert Henry [rhenry_214@msn.com) 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 6:55 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #408 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
project~ and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the 'project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Robert Henry 
6663 sw Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy 
PMB 181 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carolyn Eckel [tlew4002@earthlink.net] 
Wednesday, August 25,20106:55 PM 
EFSEC (U~C) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #409 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Carolyn Eckel 
po Box 33707 
Portland, OR 97292 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Katie Bretsch [kbretsch@mac.comj 
Wednesday, August 25,20107:41 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #410 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make 'substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Katie Bretsch 
3336 SE Yamhill Street 
Portland, OR 97214 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richard Gorringe, Ph.D. [dreammagus@hotmail.comj 
Wednesday, August 25,20107:43 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #411 

This is a comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered,. including views from the Historic Columbia R!ver Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the SPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and SPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Richard Gorringe, Ph.D. 
9111 NE Sunderland 
portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rosalie Sable [rsable@bjllp.com] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 7:55 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #412 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

, 

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substant~al revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Rosalie Sable 
7315 SW Beaverton Hillsdale Hwy 
#107 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Amy Rosenthal [amyrosenthal@mac.com] 
Wednesday, August 25, 20108:01 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Jublic Comment #413 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EF$EC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Amy Rosenthal 
624 nw 20th #4 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ray Wood [raywood@aracnet.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 20108:02 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
~ubJjc Comment #414 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Ray Wood 
3126 NE 11th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97212 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Laurie Meyer [lbethm@msn,comJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20108:10 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
~ublic Comment #415 

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

This proposal is likely to have different and, greater wildlife impacts than any other wind, 
energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along a forested 
ridge line in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the boundary of the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area. The proposed project would cause signifi'cant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA'need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Laurie Meyer 
1941 NW Hoyt St. #207 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Neal Keefer [nvkeefer@msn.com] 
Wednesday, August 25,20108:15 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
~ublic Comment #417 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Neal Keefer 
4025 N.E. Couch St. 
Portland, OR 97232 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barry Armentrout [bltrout@hevanet.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 8:20 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #418 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county line's. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Barry Armentrout 
6660 SW Pres lynn Dr 
Portland, OR 97225 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steven Christian [esteban43@juno.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 9:08 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
:>Ublic Comment #419 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

. /--

Steven Christian 
1300 East Main Street #209 
HILLSBORO, OR 97123 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jane Harold [sisterbelle@hotmail.comj 
Wednesday, August 25,20109:16 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #420 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws, The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about'the true 
environmental impacts of the project, If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected, 

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

Jane Harold 
708 NW 20th Ave Apt 201 
Portland, OR 97209 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ron Martin [rwmartin@mtu.edu] 
Wednesday. August 25.20109:16 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #421 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations ar~ out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resour.ces. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Ron Martin 
1401 Cross Creek Ln 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Frances Hannah [hannahfa70@yahoo,comJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20109:23 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
=>ublic Comment #422 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Frances Hannah 
14700 SE 33rd Way #164 
#164 
Vancouver, WA 98683 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Don Jacobson [donj@donjacobsonphoto.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20109:38 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
::>ublic Comment #423 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws.in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout.should 
be rejected. 

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

Don Jacobson 
941 SE 55th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sandra Sellevaag [sellevaags@ccwebster.netj 
Wednesday, August 25,20109:40 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #424 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Sandra Sellevaag 
17480 S. North End Road 
Oregon City, OR 97045 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Seitt: 
To: 
Subject: 

Susan Parsons [sue.parsons@comcast.netJ 
Wednesday, August 25,2010 10:06 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
=>ublic Comment #426 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

Thank you for extending the public comme'nt period and allowing me to submit these comments 
into tHe record. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Parsons 
Tualatin, Oregon 

Susan Parsons 
8300 SW Shenandoah Way 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

judy nelson Dkwnelson@hotmail,comJ 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 11: 17 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
::>ublic Comment #427 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

judy nelson 
1123 18th st 
hood river, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Matthew Kaminker Uzmnk@yahoo.com] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 11:49 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
:)ublic Comment #429 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Matthew Kaminker 
10638 SW Capitol Hwy, Apt 24 
Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Gallo Uohntgallo@optimum.netJ 
Thursday, August 26,20102:18 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #431 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and· misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John Gallo 
91 Smith Avenue 
Bergenfield, NJ 07621 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Vicki Kolberg [missvickius@yahoo.comJ 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 5:14 AM 
EFSEC (UTe) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #432 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously conclupes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Vicki Kolberg 
3749 NE 23rd Ave 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Heidi Jones [schrooms@embarqmail.comJ 
Thursday, August 26, 20106: 14 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #434 

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

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

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

The DElS has other flaws. The DElS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DElS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DElS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DElS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Heidi Jones 
PO Box 1221 
Carson, WA 98610 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



.!YIichelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jane Steadman Danesteadman@gmail.comj 
Thursday, August 26,20106:48 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
>ublic Comment #436 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat· county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Jane Steadman 
3814 SE Tibbetts 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hal White [halwhite3@verizon.netj 
Thursday, August 26, 20106:57 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS· 
)ublic Comment #437 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the' true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Hal White 
20104 N.E. Thompson St 
Fairview Oregon, OR 97024 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cathy Huck [cathyhuck@gmail.comJ 
Thursday. August 26. 2010 7:05 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
)ublic Comment #438 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rej ected . 

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

Cathy Huck 
1836 SE Pine St, portland, OR 
Portland, OR 97214 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Teresa Jones [hoodberry@juno.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20107:10 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling ,Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #439 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo .simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Teresa Jones 
8833 SW 30th Avenue #407 
Portalnd, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jody Ellis Uody1622@gmail.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20107:32 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
>ublic Comment #440 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the Se-turbine layout should 
be rej ected . 

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

Jody Ellis 
1622 SE 32 Avenue 
Portland, OR 97214-51311 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jean Wyman [jwyman62@hotmail.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20108:02 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR- DE/S 
)ub/ic Comment #441 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from. the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Friends of Colombia Gorge speaks for me. 

Jean Wyman 
3914 Ne 75th 
Portland, OR 97213 
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!!iichelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

George Cummings [gcmmings@gmail.comJ 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 9:00 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #445 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints ·need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

George Cummings 
3816 NE 17th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sharon Ferren [sferren@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 9:45 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #449 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts,.and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Sharon Ferren 
1874 SE Anthony st 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 
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.Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bob Workmeister [workmeister2757@comcast.net] 
Thursday. August 26.201010:01 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #450 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails tb adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with 'the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS; issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Bob Workmeister 
2539 NE 19th Portland, OR 97212 
Portland, OR 97212 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ann watters [twofivestars@aol.com] 
Thursday, August 26,201010:03 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #451 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and, likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

ann watters 
1940 breyman ne 
salem, OR 97301 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

fred baisden [mingowe66@comcast.net) 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 11:16AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR- DE/S 
'ublic Comment #453 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines, 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading, Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the'BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources, 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

fred baisden 
4902 SW 1st Ave 
Portland, OR 97239 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Linda Bjornstad [uffdabjorn@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26,201011:20 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #454 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and o.ther simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Linda Bjornstad 
2081 Rollin Ave NW 
Salem, OR 97304 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Peny Gibbons [gorgekid@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 11:48 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

'ubI' WR - DE/S 
Ie Corn 

rnen( 11455 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts·would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejed:ed. 

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

PLEASE KEEP the GORGE the way GOD build it 

Peny Gibbons 
B street 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lynette Boone [boone5807@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 12:03 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic imp'acts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the Se-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Lynette Boone 
211S Hawkins Lane 
Eugene, OR 974eS 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

joanna bagatta Oolittrell@aol.comJ 
Thursday, August 26,201012:10 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 

. Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #457 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have· cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of .the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

joanna bagatta 
7 casse ct 
mahopac, NY 10541 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Anne Joyce [maj7900@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 12:34 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'uhlic Comment #459 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would he visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Mary Anne Joyce 
1724 SE 48 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Anne Joyce [maj7900@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, August 26,201012:34 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #460 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simUlations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rej ected . 

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

Mary Anne Joyce 
1724 SE 48 
Portland, OR 97215 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Glenn Johndohl Uohnglenna@hotmail.comj 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 12:35 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #461 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Glenn Johndohl 
4846 NE 38th Ave 
Portland, OR 97211 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Planet Glassberg [allwazebutoh@yahoo,com] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 12:39 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #462 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Planet Glassberg 
P.O. Box 11011 
Eugene, OR 97440 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nora Polk [nora.mattek@gmail.comJ 
Thursday. August 26.201012:44 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #463 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Nora Polk 
6405 SE 62nd Ave 
Portland, OR 97206 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sell!: 
To: 
Subject: 

John and Polly Wood [machjuan@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, August 26,201012:59 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #464 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John and Polly Wood 
POB 1662 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cora Grey [coragrey@hotmail.comJ 
Thursday, August 26,20101:07 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
W~istling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #465 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the. DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgroundS, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would· not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Cora Grey 
6711 N Villard Avenue 
Portland, OR 97217 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Debra Rehn [BibleeoGirl@aol.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20101:15 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR- DE IS 
'ublic Comment #466 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need·to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Debra Rehn 
5130 SE 30th Av. #9 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jesse Yettick moverland22@yahoo,comj 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 1:54 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #467 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
represe,nting the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Jesse Yettick 
5114 NE 34th St. 
Vancouver, WA 98661 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Susanna Askins [tlknkr@gmail,com] 
Thursday. August 26.20102:32 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ubJic Comment #468 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or.supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Susanna Askins 
14640 NE Russell Court 
Portland, OR 97230 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Tombleson [bjt@coho.netJ 
Thursday, August 26, 20102:45 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #469 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Barbara Tombleson 
7526 SW Capitol Hill Rd. 
Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Candace Bolen [csbolen@willameUe.edu] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 3: 19 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #471 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints n'eed to be considered,. including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, ·EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Candace Bolen 
P.O. Box 17733 
Salem, OR 97305 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rebecca Papke [salemca!lover@msn.com] 
Thursday. August 26.20104:21 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

P t _ 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Rebecca Papke 
7491 Lofty Loop SE 
Salem, OR 97317 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Manildi [bmanildi@earthlink,netJ 
Thursday, August 26,20105:31 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #477 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 

. Nation to ensure th,e protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Barbara Manildi 
3525 Red Cedar Way 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

liz lamade [lizlamade@verizon.net] 
Thursday, August 26,20105:50 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #480 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects an~ other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

liz lamade 
2486 palisades crest drive 
lake oswego, DR 97034 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Trudy Maney [helixfarmer@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 6:52 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #482 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development 'projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Trudy Maney 
82516 S Juniper Canyon Road 
Helix, OR 97835 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

ANN TI880T [treefrog54@gmaiLcom] 
Thursday, August 26,20109:18 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #485 

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

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

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

The PElS has other flaws, The PElS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region, The photo simulations in the PElS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale, Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The PElS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area, In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources, 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the PElS, issue a revised or supplemental 
PElS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another PElS is is'sued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

ANN nBBOT 
4950 Liberty Rd, S, #51 
S.alem, OR 97306 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Maria Young [mkpearman@yahoo.comj 
Thursday, August 26, 20109:23 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge' 

PUblic ~R - DE/S 
omment#486 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. 'Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS' erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Maria Young 
4114 SE 14th 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charles Bronson [hazelgate@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 9:29 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #487 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of ~hem have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Charles Bronson 
9522 - 86th Avenue NW 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cort Brumfield [damon64@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26,201010:35 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #489 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments 
into the record. Your support is just so important & appreciated. 

Cort Brumfield 
9002 N. E. Webster Street 
Portland, OR 972213 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kelly & Roger Wood [2rkwood@comcast.net] 
Thursday, August 26,201011:12 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negativeiy Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #490 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects .in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the· true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected . 

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

Kelly & Roger Wood 
5209 W. Burnside Rd. 
focg 030109 
portland, OR 97210 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jack West [jpwest@teleport.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 11: 18 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #491 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze -the potential cumulative 
impa~ts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Jack West 
3914 SE Licyntra Lane 
Milwaukie, OR 97222 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Usa Becker [lisarbecker@msn.com] 
Friday, August 27,20103:30 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #492 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading, Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area, In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources, 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project, If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Lisa Becker 
2617 Jolie Pointe Rd West Linn, Or 97068 West Linn, OR 97068 

1 

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael Stathatos [samstato2@earthlink.net] 
Friday. August 27,20108:25 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
p .. hlje Comment #496 

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

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakam? 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the,public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the S0cturbine layout should 
be rejected. ' 

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

Michael Stathatos 
1121 Riverside Dr. 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Corie Lahr [corielahr@gmail.comJ 
Friday, August 27,20109:49 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #500 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

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

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

The DE IS has other. flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of th"em have cloudy backgrounds, thus not "adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to"fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Corie Lahr 
2107 Rattler Ridge 
Mosier, OR 97040 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Andrew Grossman [andrew_grossman@hotmail.comJ 
Monday, August 23, 2010 10:00 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negitively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
~ublic Comment #377 

I am a retired Fish and Wildlife Service biologist. I have studied impacts from wind turbines 
powerlines on wildlife resouces. I believe the location proposed by the developer for the' 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project is ill advised, and potential impacts are not adequately 
analyzed in the DEIS. Ridgeline and forested boundaries would make this area highly hazardous 
for resident and migratory bird populations turbine construction and operation is allowed to 
go forth. Wind turbine Impacts to bats are only beginning to be addressed through research 
and are not adequately assessed in the DEIS. I can only surmise that land ownership and 
political considerations are driving this proposal at this location. 

Such projects should be located in open country to the east, where potential wildlife impacts 
are considerably reduced. Furthermore, the high cultural and historic values of this area in 
the early exploration and settlement of this country dating to Lewis and Clark should make 
any development which affects land use subect to the highest scrutiny which has obviously not 
been the case with regard to this project. 

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

This proposed project does not appear to have been adequately coordinated with the Yakima 
Indian tribes, and thereby places Native cultural resouces at risk. I would add that 
coordination with the general public seems deficient, and this critical purpose of NEPA has 
thereby fallen short. 

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

Andrew Grossman 
PO Box 284 
Vancouver Av 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Norm Krasne [nkrasne@comcast.netj 
Wednesday, August 25,20103:42 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Proposed Wind Project 

~ . WR-DE/S 
ubllc Comment#384 

Dear Sirs: Like most folks with consciences, I certainly care about preservering our energy resources and 
. producing clean energy7. However, the proposed wind project will surely damage the scenic ridgeline bordering 
the Columbia Gorge National Scenic area. Moreover, the planned turbines will do damage to the wildlife of the 
area, especially to birds of prey. Please look elsewhere for such projects. 

Thank you. 

Norman Krasne 
Camas, WA 

1 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 268

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



RECE1'4fJ?OE/S 
Don C. Brunell 

918 NW 51st Street 
Vancouver, WA 98663 

~ubli(;Com 
AUG 2 J lOW men! #385 

August 17, 2010 

Stephen Posner 
Compliance Manager 
State of Washington 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE, 3,d Floor 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

SUBJECT: Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montano: 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION OOUNCIL 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Public Affairs Office - DKE-7 
PO Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 

As a resident of Clark County and as one who has been involved in the decisions regarding the Columbia 
River Gorge since before and after the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Areas was established, I 
have a deep appreciation for the Gorge and a deep awareness of what it takes to operate a successful 
business in the Scenic Area and in the Pacific Northwest. My family and I enjoy visiting the Gorge 
frequently from our Vancouver home, and we are not interested in seeing the character of the Gorge 
destroyed or significantly altered. 

Currently, I am president of the Association of Washington Business (AWB), but I am commenting on 
behalf of myself. AWB is Washington's state chamber of commerce and manufacturing and technology 
association. Our 7,000 members employ more than 650,000 workers in our state's private sector. 

Prior to joining AWB in 1986, I was Washington public affairs manager for Crown Zellerbach Corp. (CZ). 
At the time, CZ owned and operated the Camas pulp and paper operation just to the west of the Scenic 
Area boundary and owned thousands of acres of commercial timberlands inside and adjacent to the 
Scenic Area on both sides of the Columbia River. 

I was involved in the negotiations with the state of Washington to exchange our Gorge lands with the 
state of Washington for state timber sale contract relief in 1982, 1983 and 1984. In that process, I 
learned a great deal about the forest land potential, the forest practices and view corridor 
considerations and alterations, the productivity of the timberlands, and the people and companies 
inside and adjacent to the Scenic area who are dependent upon the industry and businesses. I also 
came to learn that some of our forested sites along the ridge lines had higher potential for other uses 
such as a wind farm, although generating electricity from the wind was in its development stages. 

While CZ believed that we could manage those lands and our Camas operations so as to protect the 
unique features of the Gorge inside and around the Scenic Area, we also worked with those who wrote 
the legislation establishing the Scenic Area to protect the commercial activities within and around the 
Gorge. We recognized this would be an ongoing challenge, but we also realized that many of our 
employees and their families lived in and around the Scenic Area, had jobs and livelihood which ~ 

depended upon commercial activity. Therefore, it was important to maintain and preserve the ~ 
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Don Brunell Comments 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

commercial viability of private and public lands and the industries and businesses within and adjacent to 

the Scenic Area. 

I sincerely hope that the Council appreciates the unique challenges that the private sector confronts in 
operating within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. We fully understand the concerns of 
those who provide private sector jobs and generate the tax revenues for local governments and schools 
with and around the Scenic Area should be paramount. So, that is why I agree that SDS lumber, a long
held family-owned business, should be allowed to move forward with its Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 
Further, it seems to me that it makes sense for the State of Washington to lease the adjacent ridgeline 
so as to extent the wind farm and allow our state, which is severely financially strapped, to earn income 
from the public lands for schools, colleges and universities and rural counties such as Skamania. 

Those of us in Clark County are aware of the onerous requirements imposed by the Act. While much of 
Clark and Multnomah counties only have a peripheral stake in the Gorge, 6% of Skamania's land mass is 
privately held, and much of that falls within the Scenic Area. The point is when opportunities arise to 
enhance the economy in Skamania County, add much needed renewable electricity to the grid, and 
provide new family-wage jobs; we should not pass that opportunity up. 

We are also keenly aware that the last monthly adjusted unemployment figure released for the 
Portland-Vancouver metro area was 13.3%. Rural counties are also feeling the bite of high 
unemployment and the Whistling Ridge Energy Project not only brings construction jobs in these 
recessionary times but ongoing employment maintaining the turbines and transmission system. 

Council members should, if they are not already, be aware of the history behind the Act and what is 
becoming a remarkable and implicit disregard for the takings of property rights that the Act seems to 
have spawned. The bitterness which has developed since passage of the Act is troubling especially for 
the communities in the Scenic Area. That bitterness is regrettable and is growing. It remains because 
advocacy groups campaign constantly for expansion of restrictions within and extensions beyond the 
defined CRGNSA boundary. 

The Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council has already heard considerable testimony along these lines; 
testimony that bears no repeating here. My point is simply that none of what has been entered into the 
record is supported by the legislative intent of the Act's authors, or in the language of the Act as written. 
The propOSition that whatever can be seen from within the Scenic Area should be treated as if it were 
within its boundary is ludicrous. It is also outrageous. I can tell you personally that when the law was 
written that was never the intent. 

This is outrageous because a reduction in the capacity of SDS' wind farm will render the entire project 
untenable. Outrageous because prohibiting SDS from pursuing the highest and best use of its lands in 
ways fully compatible with timber production, is a blatant property rights taking. Outrageous because 
Whistling Ridge, with the jobs and tax revenue and local purchases it will engender, is a private 
economic stimulus for a community that urgently needs one. And finally, asserting a de facto expansion 
of the Scenic Area boundary is outrageous because it pours salt on the wound of decades of local 
residents' bitterness toward the original Act despite its dearly limited mandate; there never was, nor 
should be, a buffer around or extension of the CRGNSA boundary. 

Finally, reflecting as I do as a citizen of Washington State, I'm hopeful that the Council will, in its 
deliberations, take cognizance of existing state policies which promote renewable energy development. 

8.14.2010 



Don Brunell Comments 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

In other words, I trust that you will reflect in your decision, the policy priorities that the Governor and 
Legislature not to mention the electorate through 1-937 have made law. 

The Stevenson family and SDS as a company are good people who work hard and provide jobs and tax 
revenues. They are the kind of citizens and employers that our state and region needs. They are doing 
the right thing with Whistling Ridge project putting the land to its highest and best use while provided 
needed power to our business, hospitals, schools, factories and families. 

It is inconceivable to me that a few people, with their own interests in mind, will succeed in stopping a 
well-designed wind farm project from being built on private land that is located outside the CRGNSA on 
the grounds that the project defiles the Gorge. Give me a breakl It most surely does not, and their 
claims fail to approach any standard of common sense. 

I strongly urge the Council to separate what is true from what is not, from what is self-service from what 
is in the best interests of the working families in south central Washington and north central Oregon, 
and that you recommend approval for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project to the governor. We also add 
that we hope that approval can be expedited. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

~1!o{l~~ 
Don C. Brunell 
918 NW 51st Street 
Vancouver, WA 98663 

8.14.2010 
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August 26,2010 

Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

WR - DEIS RECEIVED 
Public Comment #551 

AUG 3 I 2010 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
eVALUATION COUNCIL 

RE: DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the Underwood, WA area, 
along the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

DearEFSEC, 

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

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS 
are inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not 
adequately representing the full extent ofthe impacts, and other simulations are out scale. 
Additional viewpoints need to be considered, including views fl'om the Historic 
Columbia River Highway. The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts 
would not be significant, even though most of the turbines would be visible from 
designated key viewing areas within the National Scenic Area. In addition he BP A and 
EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama Indian Nation to ensure the 
protection of cultural resources. 

As the Gorge Commission has recently held EFSEC must determine if this project would 
require any road construction or ground-disturbing activities in the National Scenic Area. 

In addition to these concerns above I am worried about the impact to human health due to 
turbine noise and light flicker. 
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Lastly, EFSEC and BP A need to fix the flaws in the DEIS and issue a revised or 
supplemental DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public 
about the hue environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-
turbine layout should be rejected. 

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

Sincerely, 

\/ !/-.. , 111\, L C ()J(~" ' 
\ (1,(':2.- / l /{JV~ 

Kate McCarthy 
9095 Cooper Spur Rd. 
Mt. Hood, OR 97041 
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WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #552 RECEIVED 

Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama N atA'Ot) 30 2010 
Established by the Treaty of June 9, 1855 . 

Washington EFSEC 

905 Plum Street S.E. 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Post Office Box 151 
Toppenish Washington 98948 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS 

ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

8-26-2010 

Thank you for providing an additional oppoltunity for comment regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy 

Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is located 

within the Ceded Lands of the Yakama Nation, the legal rights to which were established by the Treaty of 

1855, between the Yakama Nation and the United States Government. The Treaty set forth that the 

Yakama Nation shall retain rights to resources upon these lands and, therefore, it is with the assistance 

and backing of the United States Federal Government that Yakama Nation claims authority to protect 

traditional resources. Yakama Nation's comments are provided by the Cultural Resources Program (CRP) 

of the Yakama Nation, established by Tribal Resolution T-66-84 as an arm of the Tribal Government. 

Comments are respectfully submitted by those whom the Tribal Government has designated to speak on 

behalf of the Yakama Nation regarding the protection of cultural resources in this matter. 

A Yakama Nation Traditional Cultural Propelty (TCP) has been identified within project boundaries on 

Chemawa Hill, the proposed location of turbines AI-A7. At this time, the Yakama Nation Tribal Council 

is meeting to discuss potential impacts, proper treatment, and recommendations regarding the TCP. These 

recommendations of the Tribal Council will be available by mid-September. 

A report identifying the presence of a TCP on Chemawa Hill was provided to the applicant by Yakama 

Nation CRP in December 2009. However, despite the availability of that information to the applicant, 

discussion regarding impacts to the TCP were omitted from the DEIS. This omission is highly 

concerning. The applicant has, on numerous occasions, suggested a willingness to work with Yakama 

Nation, however, the omission of this important information from the DEIS, does not currently indicate a 

willingness to consider the Tribe's concerns. 

Yakama Nation CRP was not the only agency to express concerns regarding construction of wind turbines 

on Chemawa Hill. Several other organizations and agencies stated similar concerns and were also 

omitted fi'om the DEIS. The Skamania County Agri-Tourism Association asked that the "A Towers" be re

sited; the USDI National Park Service recommended removing the AI-A7 turbines to alleviate negative 

visual impacts; Friends of the Columbia Gorge identified sensitive viewsheds that would be affected by 

the proposal, and the USDA Forest Service Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area expressed 

concerns about visual impacts of the project fi'om key viewing areas of the National Scenic Area. 
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Additional comments not fully considered under the DEIS included comments from agencies such as the 

Washington State Depmtment of Fish and Wildlife, which expressed concerns about impacts to bats and 

birds, and the Attorney General of Washington Counsel for the Environment, who requested analysis of 

plant and animal species and habitats. FlIIther comments regarding impacts to the natural and cultural 

environment included the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, which 

discussed the TCP identified by the Yakama Nation among other topics; The Seattle Audubon Society, 

which brought attention to Northern Spotted owls and other avian species; Friends of the Columbia 

Gorge, which discussed threatened and sensitive animal species, and Save Our Scenic Areas who 

provided comments regarding a number of important environmental concerns. 

Given the above listed omissions, the YakamR Nation does not believe that the current information 

provided in the DEIS has"adequately analyzed the environmental impacts associated with development of 

a wind facility at the proposed location. FlIIthermore, placement of turbines on Chemawa Hill must be 

addressed and analyzed with the fair consideration of all concerns submitted through this process. Among 

the concerns identified, Yakama Nation has notified the applicant and EFSEC of the presence of a 

Yakama Nation TCP on Chemawa Hill. As mentioned above, this issue is currently before the Yakama 

Nation Tribal Council and a decision regarding the appropriate treatment of this site will be forthcoming. 

The protection of traditional resources within the Ceded Lands of the Yakama Nation is of utmost 

importance to CRP and the Tribal Government, which it represents. Diminishing habitat caused by 

development has greatly increased the scarcity of traditional plant and animal resources, as well as 

diminished access to and altered traditionally important places. Continued and unchecked development 

will immeasurably harm the traditional resources enjoyed by tribal members if a true and careful analysis 

of impacts and alternatives is not practiced. 

Attorney for the Executive Committee 

Yakama Nation Tribal Council 

On Behalf of the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program 

P.O. Box 6 

Toppenish, WA 98948 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jessica Lally Oessica@yakama.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20103:35 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge DEIS comments 8-26-2010 
Whistling Ridge DEIS Comments 8-26-2010.pdf 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #472 

Please see attached Yakama Nation comments regarding the Whistling Ridge DEIS. A hard copy 
was sent via standard mail as well. 

Thank you, 

Jessica Lally 
Yakama Nation Archaeologist 
Cultural Resources Program 

. 509-865-5121 x4766 
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Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation 
Established by the Treaty of June 9, 1855 

Washington EFSEC 

905 Plum Street S,E. 

OIYl1lpia, \VA 98504·3172 

Post Office Box 151 
Toppenish \Vi'lshington 98948 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS 

8·26·2010 

Thank you for providing an additional opp0l11111ity for comment regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy 

Project Draft Ellvironmental Impact Statel1lent (DEIS). The Whistling Ridge Energy Project is located 

within the Ceded Lands of the Yakam. Nation, the legal rights to which were established by the Treaty of 

1855, between tbe Yakama Nation and the United States Government. The Treaty set fOlth that the 

Yakama Nation shall retain rights to resources upon these lands and, therefore, it is with the assistance 

and backing of the United Stutes Federal Government that Yakama Nation claims authority to p!'Oteet 

traditional resources. Yakama Nation's comillents arc provided by the Cultural Rcsources Program (CRP) 

of the Yakama Nation, established by Tribal Resolution T·66·84 as an ann of the Tribal Govefllmen!. 

Comments are respectfully submitted by those whom the Tribal Government has designated to speak on 

behalf of the Yakama Nation regarding the protection of cultural resources in this matter. 

A Yakama Nation Traditional Cultural Propel1y (TCP) has been identified within prqject boundaries on 

Chemawa Hill, the proposed location of turbines A I·A 7. At this time, the Yakama Nation Tribal Council 

is meeting to discuss potential impacts, propcl' treatment, alld recommendations regarding the TCP. These 

recommendations of the Tribal Council will be available by mid.September. 

A report identifying the presence of a TCP on Chomawa Hill was provided to the applicant by Yakama 

Nation CRP in December 2009. However, despite the availability of that information to the applicant, 

discussion regarding impacts to the TCP were omitted from the DEIS. This omission is highly 

concerning. The applicant has, on numerous. occasions, suggested a willingness to work with Yakama 
Nation, hOWeVel\ the omission of1his jrnportnnt information from the DEIS, does not cunently indicate a 
willingness to consider the Tribe's concerns. 

Yakama Nation CRP was lIot the only agency to express concerns regarding construction ofwiud turhines 
on Chemawa Hill. Several other organizations and agencies stated similar concerns and wer~ also 

omitted from the DElS. The Skamania County Agri· Tourism Association a'ked that the "A Towers" be reo 

sited; the USDI National Park Service recommended removing the A I-A 7 tmbines to alleviate negative 

visual impacts; Friends of the Columbia Gorge identified sensitive vieWsheds that would be aITected by 

the proposal, and the USDA Forest Service Colulllbia River Gorge National Scenic Area expressed 

concerns about visual impacts ofthe project fi'omkey viewing areas of the Natioual SceuicArea. 



Additional comments not fully considered under the DEIS included comments fmm agencies such as the 
Washington State Department of }'ish aud Wildlife, which expressed concerns about impacts to bats and 
birds, and the Attorney General of Washington Counsel for the ·Environment, who requested analysis of 
plant and animal species and habitats, Further comments regarding impacts to the natural and cultural 
environment included the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, which 
discussed the TCP identified by the Yakama Nation among other topics; The Seattle Audubon Society, 
which brought attention to N0I1hern Spottcd owls and other avian species; Friends of the Columbia 
Gorge, which discussed threatened and sensitive animal spccies, and Save Our Scenic Areas who 
provided comments regarding a number of impOltant environmental conccms. 

Givell the above listed omissions, the Yakama Nation does not believe that the current information 
provided in the DEiS has adequately analyzed the environmental impacts associated with development of 
a wind facility at the proposed location. Furthermore, placement of turbines on Chemawa Hill must be 
addresse<l and analyzed with the fair consideration of all concerns submitted throngh this process. Among 
the concems identit1ed, Yakama Nation has notified. the applicant and EFSEC of the presence of a 
Yakama Nation TCP on Chemawa Hill. As mentioned above, this issue is currently before the Yakama 
Nation Tribal Council and a decision regarding the appropriate treatment of this site will be forthcoming, 

The protection of traditional resources within the Ceded Lands of the Yakama Nation is of utmost 
importance to CRP and the Tribal Government, which it represents. Diminishing habitat ca'ised by 
development has greatly increased the scarcity of b'aditional plant and animal resources, as well as 
diminished access to and altered traditionally important places. Continued and unchecked development 
will immeasurably harm the traditional resources eluoyed by tribal members if a tl'lle and careful analysis 
of impacts and altel'l1atives is 110t practiced. 

Attol'l1ey for the Executive COlllmittee 
Yakama Nation Tribal Council 
On Behalf of the Yakuma Nation Cultural Resources Program 
P,O. Box 6 
Toppenish, \VA 98948 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

sallie tucker jones [sallietucker4@gmail.comJ 
Friday, August 27, 2010 3:24 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Draft EIS Comments 
August 15 comments re Wind farm.docx 

Hi Tammy, I hope this works. Thanks for your help, Sallie 

1 

rtamigniaux
Typewritten Text
COMMENT LETTER 272

lmb9576
Text Box



August 25, 2010 
882 Thuja Narrow 
Washougal, Washington 98571-7405 

Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Members of the Couneil: 
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Thank you for extending the deadline for comments. Although it arrived at the very last minute, it 
was a generous extension and I hope that you will also extend the time you will take to review 
what I imagine will be the many additional submissions. 

For the following reasons, as well as those that others have taken the time to bring to your 
attention, I strongly feel that a completely revised document must be created to stand as an 
accurate and unbiased presentation of information that Council members can use to make an 
informed decision regarding this proposal. 

The existing document shows a lack of professionalism in many important areas that is 
inappropriate to both the SEPA/NEPA requirements and the process, as well as to the scale and 
potential impact of the proposal upon the region and its varied resources. Following are a few of 
the things that I find the most disturbing. Thank you for considering them when the Draft 
document is revised. 

Section 1, 1.1, Pg 1 Para. 2 Interconnection and Section 1, 2.2 Pg 4 BPA Purpose and Need for 
Action I do not believe that BPA has yet responded to the request for interconnection. The 
nearby BPA transmissiolliines are at carrying capacity with a backlog of other requests for 
interconnection. Although the location is referred to in Section3, the precise location for the 
proposed Whistling Ridge Project interconnection is presently unknown, since no new 
transmission line has yet been constructed, nor has firm commitment from BPA to existing lines 
been granted. This renders the cumulative impacts assessment incomplete. It is also incomplete 
with respect to several other facets of this proposal as well. The BPA new line access corridor 
construction and interconnection costs, design and placement of any collector substation and 
interconnection structure, as well as an evaluation ofthe resulting environmental impacts o(their 
construction and operation would be legitimate, mandatory elements for inclusion in this 
document. 

Since BPA is partially responsible for the DEIS document, it should not be problematic for the 
agency to include an open and clearly understandable discussion of the agency's present 
interconnection problems as they relate to the current proposal, thus clarifying this aspect of the 
EIS. There is discussion of possibilities that were considered but rejected, however, the option 
finally chosen appears to be questionable, especially since BPA has offered no firm commitment. 
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Section 1, 2.3.2 Pg 6 " .... .it is critical to locate projects in areas where transmission lines 
currently exist. The applicant thus needs to locate near existing high-voltage transmission, such 
as the FCRTS." As noted above (in Section 1, 2.2 notes), the currently existing BPA transmission 
line is running at capacity, with no possibility for the addition of large additional sources, such as 
this project's proposed output would comprise. 

The critical issue regarding wind facilities is indeed appropriate siting, but not for the reason of 
proximity to transmission lines. The applicant (I assume this is the author) misunderstands the 
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> basic premise and need for an environmental impact statement. The lack of transparency 
reg~rding this issue is disturbing, and should be clarified in the BPA discussion of the issue, 
rendering this claim invalid. It should be removed from the document; it appears repeatedly in all 
Sections. 

Section 1, 2.3.3 Pg 6 Business Needs of the Applicant An EIS is not a branch of any chamber of 
commerce nor is an EIS a forum for advertisement. The history of the applicant/company is 
already included in the Appendices. Other local background information is included in Section 3, 
3.10.2.1Historic Background and this is where it belongs. Every company has business needs but 
this is not the arena for such discussion. This heading and its text should be removed. 

Section 1, 3.2 Pg 7 "The EIS will be used primarily to inform .... " As it stands, I do not feel this 
document yet contains the essential information needed for informed, responsible decision
making, especially in the areas of wildlife impacts, soils/geology and cumulative impacts analysis. 
It must be improved significantly before it can serve its intended purpose. This may take more 
time, but it will certainly ensure that the final EIS is a more suitable document for unbiased 
decision-making, which at this point it is not. 

Section 1, 3.3 and 4 Pgs 8, 9 NEPA Section 102 (2) (c) requires that alternatives to the proposed 
action be provided. There are no Action Alternatives offered in this document (the No Action 
Alternative is not considered a viable alternative.) Alternatives must be presented and discussed 
as real possibilities, not avoided by stating that alternatives were "considered but eliminated 
from detailed study" as is stated in Section 1,4.3. The Applicant cannot choose to avoid this 
requirement. Although it is stated several times that the document " ... is intended to fulfill the 
format and content requirements" of a joint SEPA/NEPA EIS, it falls well short in many areas. 

Section 1, 4.1 Pg 9 Proposed Action The project site is stated to have a "proven, robust wind 
resource." There is no material to supply this "proof in the EIS document. If "robust" is 
interpreted to mean "good", then this statement is doubly inaccurate. The web-based National 
Renewable Energy Lab regional wind power mapping resource states that the proposal area 
provides only "marginal to fair" averaged wind resources compared to other sites in the state. The 
good to excellent areas are farther east. A BPA (among others)-sponsored wind mapping project 
on the Internet shows the area to have not particularly good wind resources as well. 
The wind mapping data, referenced above, conflicts with the applicant's claim that the project 
site has a "'proven, robust wind resource." No scientifically stringent data is presented that 
supplies this "proof." This "proven, robust" ("steady") terminology appears repeatedly 
throughout the document and is misleading. A credible document needs to show at least an 
attempt at accuracy and objectivity. 
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There are other reasons as well, discussed on the following pages, that indicate the selected site 
may be a poor choice for a wind facility. Paramount to these, is the technical geologic study of the 
project site that has not yet, and must be been performed before suitability evaluations begin. 

One of the factors that the Applicant used to identify site suitability was stated to be the 
"assoCiated lack of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear additional forest 
land." Section 3 discusses the initial "need to clear trees to prepare ridge top sites for 
construction of turbine base pads and of specially configured parts delivery roadways. 
Information is even provided regarding where the logs will be taken after being cut. The applicant 
needs to choose one statement or the other and ensure that references to the eliminated 
statement are removed from the document as well. Which will it be? A credible document 
displays consistency. 

A current aerial photograph of the steep (70% or more) southern side of the project area, in the 
vicinity of proposed turbine string A1- A7 shows standing trees that were restricted from being 
cut by Washington State DNR when the applicant applied for a Forest Practices Application permit 
in 2003. What were the constraints that prevented this harvest? Will project approval permit the 
cutting of these trees, in order to clear for turbine pads and access roads, overriding the earlier 
DNR prohibition? The Council would need to investigate the nature of the DNR constraint before 
the evaluation process proceeds. 

Again, mention of the alleged availability of nearby BPA transmission lines as a site selection 
factor: transmission lines that do not have the capacity to carry significant additional power. This 
issue needs to be clarified as discussed under" Interconnection" on pages one and two. 

Lastly, the site was stated to have been chosen because it is close to an SDS mill site (even though 
it was stated above that no additional trees would have to be cut for the project) and to SDS 
business offices I Surely this declaration could be deleted lest it be concluded that convenience 
has a higher value than environmental factors when choosing a suitable location for a wind power 
facility. Perhaps if the reasoning behind the statement was elucidated, it might seem an 
appropriate inclusion. 

Section 1,4.1.2 states that a trench, approximately 8.5 miles long and 5 feet wide would be 
required to place collector cables. The DEIS mentions reseeding with of grasses and native plants, 
but does not mention what species, nor whether trees or shrubs that were removed would be 
replaced in-kind. If the plantings are to minimize noxious weed colonization would the reseeding 
areas be watered to ensure germination in time to counteract opportunistic germination of 
undesirable species? If so, the amounts used should appear in the Section 3 water use list and a 
watering regieme presented. 

Will the removed soil be compacted as it is returned to the trench? Will the soil returned to the 
trench be returned in the same order that it was removed? What will the compaction guidelines 
entail? Who ensures that it is done properly? Since this extensive trench will likely disturb 
underground water flow patterns and create new, possibly undesirable flow patterns, it may be 
important to consider imposing certain requirements and ensuring that agencyinspectors with 
authority to enforce, not proponents or contractors, oversee the work. 



Section 1, 4.2 Pg 12 No Action Alternative To state that the No Action Alternative "would not 
help the state of Washington in achieving the renewable energy goals mandated by the state's 
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. Renewable Portfolio Standard" is misleading. Washington State wishes to encourage renewable 
energy, but not to the exclusion of all else. Site selection is probably the most important way that 
negative environmental consequences can be avoided, especially with respect to wildlife. 
Moreover, BPA does not segregate power sources. Once it is produced and fed into the collection 
system, it is dealt with as any business commodity, in this case by bids. Much of the power we 
create here is used elsewhere, historically, to California. To imply that a rejection would flout 
state goals and poliCies is simplistic and a little misleading. 

"(The No Action Alternative) would help to meet the region's need for additional power in the 
coming years." If by "region", "local" is meant, our regions need is not great. The Columbia River, 
and other water-driven power-generating dams continue to supply more than % of our pow~er 
needs. The current trend is to improve efficiency and to encourage both business and the private 
sector to conservation. It has been estimated (Draft Sixth NPP, 2009) that almost 80% of our 
locality's future energy demands can be met in this way. Existing and newly approved wind 
facilities in the region, with a focus in Klikitat County, are more than adequate to make up the 
difference. It would be not only misleading but inaccurate to state or imply that there is a "need" 
for additional wind power in this portion of the Northwest. 

Section 1, 4.3 Pg 13 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study The 
applicant's response is in violation of the guidelines by virtue of not complying with the 
requirement to supply Alternatives. As mentioned above, an EIS requires that alternatives be 
provided and considered, with accompanying data and analysis to match all of the other Action 
Alternatives presented. 

Section 1, 4.3.1 Pg 13 Alternative Project Locations The contents of this portion are redundant. 
Again, it avoids the EIS requirement regarding Alternatives. The points made here have all been 
stated previously (Section 1,4.1), in the same bulleted form and with almost the same wording. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction: Design and Mitigation Measures All of the Design 
and Mitigation Mea·sures listed are "would be" statements. They "should be" already part of the 
EIS! If, for instance there was a critical subsurface condition, it needs to be known and factored 
into the decision process, not "discovered" after approval. Only in this way can accurate and 
responsible evaluation occur. Because of the difficult terrain, there would appear to be very little 
possibility for adjustment, should geologic constraints be revealed initially. This could easily 
endanger the viability of the project, which underscores the importance of having data collected 
from rigorous studies, and analysis conducted by respected sources. Even with the added benefit 
of such information, the impacts of such radical alterations to a fragile topography can only be 
guessed. Stringent geologic study of the proposed site must be performed now and the results 
reported in another, hopefully improved Draft document. This information will be essential for 
the Council's evaluation. Without it, the process will have no merit. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction and Operation - The considerable alterations to the 
terrain that are proposed for this project - 8.5 miles of three to four foot deep, five foot wide 
trenches for cable burial, 30-foot deep turbine pads that will require leveling with machinery and 
extensive blasting to excavate, the building of adequate access and delivery roadways on steep 
slopes - will certainly have more impacts, and ones that influence each other more closely, than 



those listed. The changes made to accommodate the towers will forever alter the ridge tops and 
they will not revert to their pre-construction profiles after the project is decommissioned. It is 
inaccurate as well as disingenuous to state that the project construction requirements would be 
{(minor to moderate,lI 
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Why is volcanic ash deposition of such concern that it is mentioned here? Granted, several of the 
soils present do contain a volcanic ash component, but it is not clear to me why this appears, 
since there is no control over the possible event and, depending on the severity of an ash fall, no 
mitigation measures would be possible. Large amounts of ash could be physically removed, but 
would that be mitigation? 

Does the statement regarding mass wasting" No obvious recent mass wasting features" imply 
that there is evidence of the phenomena having occurred on the site in the not-so- recent past? If 
so, then this is another reason why a more thorough' geologic assessment be conducted, before 
the project is evaluated by the Council. 

Although the soil type present on part of the project site has low liquefaction potential, massive 
excavation and refill, as in the 8.5 mile trench, may disturb soil structure enough to render the 
possibility greater than in the undisturbed state. Although liquefaction of soils are generally 
associated with earthquake activity, a similar phenomenon may result when soils become over
saturated. As mentioned above, there is no doubt that the proposed excavated and refilled trench 
will impact and redirect existing subsoil water flows for 8.5 or more miles and may potentially 
influence an area far greater than the area of the trench. It is also possible that drainage may be 
improved in the trench after refill, but the possibility that it will not, must be at least considered. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Water: Construction and Operation On-site development will certainly 
impact ground and surface water drainage patterns as indicated above. It is well- recognized that 
new roadbeds alter water flow significantly and are responsible for a good deal of continuing 
erosive runoff. The replacement of natural soil and rock drainage on the site with impervious 
concrete pads constitute large surface areas that will prohibit slow drainage. Water will be quickly 
released from these surfaces in large quantities at approximately the same time, limiting the 
remaining soil's ability to absorb and release it slowly. Some of the remaining soil may be 
additionally compacted from heavy construction machinery, limiting even more its ability to 
absorb rainfall and melting snow slowly. 

Section 3 downplays the impact these impervious surfaces may have upon soils, but this need to 
be seriously examined. Each of the 49 tower pads have a diameter of 60 feet, creating 2920 
square feet of impervious surfaces at the top of steep ridges. , These conditions produce fast 
runoff accompanied by high erosion whiCh, over time may lead to catastrophic geologic events, as 
well as degrade waterways used by fish, amphibians and invertebrates. Amend this inaccurate 
denial of the project's impacts to ground and surface waters. A discussion, or at the very least a 
mention of the runoff potential should be presented, as well as possible impacts to the larger 
streambeds below, with potential to impact fish, amphibians and invertebrates, upon which fish 
depend for food. Larger game and non-game animals may be impacted as well through water 
quality degradation and the possible inability to even reach water. The standard BMP guidelines 
will not be adequate for this anticipated situation. In recognition of this, an individual plan to 
accommodate the special runoff problems of the project could be developed as part of a 
mitigation plan, implemented and monitored by an agent other than the applicant/contractors, if 



the project is approved. The cumulative impacts discussion should deal with this possibility as 
well, but does not. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Construction Soil compaction is an undesirable 
and irreversible impact that should be acknowleged since it affects soil drainage, the ability of 
certain plants to grow well and limits the species of plants that will grow. 

In addition to "loss of suitable habitat," abandonment of adjacent suitable habitat due to 
construction activity should be considered a likely.possibility. Some bird, mammal and 
invertebrate species are known to be more sensitive to intrusive activities, including noise, than 
others. Several of these species are listed as being present in the project area. Add 
"abandonment of suitable habitat due to construction activity" to the list on page 24. 
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Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Operation "There would be some Il)ortality to 
birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement, though not in sufficient numbers to 
affect population viability." I restrain myself when I say that this statement is offensively 
inaccurate. It also reveals the applicant's misunderstanding of the "cumulative impact" concept. 
As wind farms proliferate in our region, the cumulative mortalities become increasingly significant 
for individual populations, regardless of their population status. 

Just because there have been no studies addressing bird population declines in association with 
wind installations does not mean that one has a legitimate claim to deny that such a relationship 
may exist. 

The bat studies cited, employed equipment that was not capable of determining the bat species e 
present. How then, can an assessment of a particular population be made? Or, by extension, a 
statement regarding population viability? What authority provided the status information for 
each population? What is the source of data for western bat species population size? Eastern bat 
species are being threatened with mass extinctions from White Nose Syndrome, the etiology and 
causative organism of which is still unknown. The disease has not yet reached the western states; 
because of this, it is essential that ALL western bat populations be given added protection, 
regardless of their population status. The bat study data is inadequate in certain respects; the 
study plan assumptions were not adequately rigorous, there were discrepancies in data collection 
procedures from year to year, making comparisons and data merging ineffective; long-term 
sampling frequency was sparse. At the very least, a repeat survey should be conducted which 
would identify bat species. 

The Columbia River Flyway is a major East to West migration route that has likely been used 
longer than mankind has been here. Raptors are known to use mountain ridges for North/South 
travel as well as for hunting in this part of the Columbia River. People come from many places 
outside of this area specifically to see the variety of birds that congregate and fly through this 
river corridor, some stopping to feed for a few days or weeks before moving on. This site would 
be an unconscionable choice for a development of this kind, with this knowledge. 
"No impacts to listed species" - is this a wish, or a promise from an unknown deity? How can it 
possibly be known ahead of time that a listed species will not be impacted; especially when 
Inadequate studies have failed to identify what species use the area and with what frequency? 
And when only a two year start-up mortality study is planned? This is not enough time to obtain 
meaningful data much less to make any conclusions from the data. The project location would be 



an especially difficult one for such monitoring due to the terrain and planned forestry understory 
management activities. A recent eastern U. S. mortality study is employing dogs to find bat 
carcasses, because they are so difficult to locate by eye, even in dry flat grassland. 

There is no body of information available documenting how wild animals might respond to the 
sound of wind turbine propellers. This should be at least briefly discussed and dealt with as a 
possible impact. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Design and Mitigation Measures "In order to' 
avoid or minimize impacts to any raptors potentially nesting on or near the project site, a raptor 
nest survey would be conducted ....... " Then what? A survey is not a mitigation measu~e. 
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The composition of the proposed Technical Advisory Committee members is not well thought out. 
Entities or personages that have vested interests or have demonstrated no interest, cannot be 
relied upon to make responsible, nor to make informed mitigation recommendations. To include 
the developer on such a committee would be unwise as well as unfair to the resources. If this 
route is pursued, enforcement capabilities must be granted and there must be a preponderance 
of resource advocates as committee members. TAC groups are by reputation, generally 
ineffective when they have no powers. They are also rendered ineffective if members have 
conflicts in interest, as counties and developers often do. This would be a great opportunity to 
cast aside TACs, breaking out of the customary mold and devising a new and more effective way 
to resolve monitoring and mitigation issues associated with such a project. 

"For. potential impacts to big game species (deer and elk) coordination with WDFW will occur if 
appropriate." Again, just to mention something does not comprise a mitigation measure. What 
about bears, and large cats? Who decides if a situation is "appropriate" warranting consultation? 
Under what circumstances would it be appropriate to coordinate? The project location is a 
designated wintering area for elk. What plant species are present that elk might use for winter 
forage? Will these species be replanted and therefore present in adequate quantities to continue 
to serve as winter forage during construction and operation of the proposed project? These 
considerations must be treated responsibly somewhere in the document. The quoted statement 
is vague and obtuse. It leaves the reader with no information about how big game species' use of 
the area will be approached, nor does it correct nor solve any problems big game species may 
have because of the project. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Energy and Natural Resources: Operation The "Minor quantities of 
lubricating oils ..... " should be specifically quantified, if only as an estimate, to be consistent with 
the remaining listed items. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction The project is located at the 
southern end of a wide contiguous band of lands termed "Fire-prone Landscape Management 
Strategy Area" by a USFWS 2008 Final Spotted Owl Recovery Plan map. This area runs from the 
Columbia River north to the Washington-Canada border. The increased risk of fire during the 
summer months must be seriously considered and aggressive prevention measures above the 
usual standards should be pursued and stipulated. 

Prohibitions on conducting potential spark and fire-generating activities during the driest fire 
danger periods of the year could be part of a plan keyed to this project and would demonstrate 



care and concern for nearby communities. A several month delay in certain construction 
activities and equipment use as a result of time-of-year prohibitions would be well justified and 
need not halt all building progress. 
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There WILL be blasting activity in association with this project, if approved. Getting rid of the 
"may" and "could" in the bullet dealing with blasting would be a more honest way of stating the 
realities of the massive environmental reshaping that this project will engender. If "Blasting could 
also create a fire hazard during dry weather", then this activity should be curtailed during these 
periods. Likewise, an activities plan related to the regional weather patterns might suggest 
avoiding blasting during unusually wet times of the year to avoid problems similar to those 
encountered recently along Hwy 14. There is no doubt that the level of blasting activity alone has 
the potential to seriously destabilize this particular environment, which, as noted elsewhere, 
already has nearby unstable loci. Since there is no geologic assessment data provided, it is 
impossible to even guess what impacts such activity could produce. When the geologic 
assessment is conducted, it should address not only immediate impacts but the potential long
term impacts of blasting, even although this would only be predictive. Road department records 
from Underwood and Hwy 14 should give the Council a good idea of the areas' historic instability. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction (Column 4} The second, bulleted 
statement in column 4 implies that a fossil-fuel- powered facility might supply fill-in power when a 
wind facility is unproductive (and that it would carry a higher risk of fire.) There is a federal 
requirement mandating that alternative power source facilities must accompany any new wind 
facility, based upon the amount of power generated. The proposed wind project would generate 
above the MW threshold, requiring the construction of an alternative power-generating facility to 
balance a wind farm's unproductive periods of no wind or too high wind. The construction cost of 
this requirement building, inter-tie costs, should certainly be included in the cost analysis for this 
project, but it does not appear. Since the alternative power facility is a requirement, its location 
should be identified and the associated environmental impacts need to be included in the EIS, 
including the cumulative impacts portion. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 26 Environmental Health: Operation Again, with respect to fire potential, 
local ordinances and other regulations and standards are not directed to such a project, and are 
not adequate, because of the unusual situation. An individually tailored, aggressive fire 
prevention plan and response tactic needs to be developed for the construction and operation 
phases of this. proposed project. Relying on existing regulations will not adequately address the 
specific potential hazards nor protect the nearby population and environment. 

" ... none of the planned turbines are within 2,500 feet of existing residences." This is not correct; 
there is one residence. Mitigation measures should be included in the proper column. 

"EMF from the project ... would have no health and safety impacts." I do not see any information 
in the document to support this assertion. There is certainly study regarding the issue, but 
conclusions are not definitive at this time. Can a pronouncement be made if there is inadequate 
documentation? Unless this can be produced, this statement needs to be removed or qualified in 
some manner in order to be objective. 
Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Construction This section downplays construction noise, which 
will carry well into the valleys and bounce off of adjacent hillsides. Although construction is 
stated to occur during daylight hours, it will likely begin very early and continue through dusk. 



The added noise of myriad transportation trucks will certainly impact local residents on a daily 

basis and should be included in the list. 

The noise from blasting will certainly be noticeable and will last for awhile. In thoroughness, it 

should also be mentioned. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Operation An in-depth submission regarding wind turbine noise 

impacts upon humans has been submitted. Please consider it as a counter to the data presented 
in the EIS and take appropriate action to modify the table. 
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Section 1, Table 1 Pg 33 Socioeconomics: Operation There are several studies that identify 
undesirable affects of turbines upon humans (see K. Brown's testimony citations). One would not 

unreasonably conclude that properties in close proximity to such turbine arrays might be less 
desirable for habitation, at least to a percentage of the population. Proponents of wind power 
have issued statements derived from studies indicating that property values are not adversely 
affected by nearby wind turbines. As such studies continue, depending on the analyses, certainly 

there is the possibility that property values may be affected one way or another, but for now 

either position can support and document its claims. 

Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Earth The enormously disruptive 
activity that will be required to complete this project, located in a geologically fragile environment 
that has already been subjected to considerable alteration, is very likely to respond with 
undesirable events. In potentially susceptible areas, no amount of "careful design" can prevent, 

nor can "mitigation measures" restore, areas where mass wasting has occurred. It should be 
added to the list of potential adverse impacts, especially since evidence of such an event was 
documented during a previous survey. The severe re-contouring, blasting, large-scale trenching 

and creation of impervious surfaces all increase the likelihood of minor or major responses from 
the environment. The soil types in some areas are acknowledged to be susceptible to erosion and 
the proposed "A" array is located precisely along a Class II (High Landslide Hazard Area) ridgeline. 

To dismiss these and other known geologic concerns with the two brief dismissive statements 
presented is unacceptable. Until a reputable geologic assessment study is performed, there will 

. remain a glaring gap in this arena. Without professional scientific data, any predictive statements 
can only be considered arbitrary and of dubious merit. 

Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Air Quality Construction activity 
would involve many more pieces of diesel-fueled machinery than any logging operation. It is 

absurd to think that the residents of the town of Underwood will not notice, nor be affected by, a 
continuing stream of diesel trucks heading up and down the roads every day for months. Peak 
morning hour numbers of trucks are estimated to be 210/hr for 3-5 months. Further, all major 

construction equipment is to be diesel-powered (Section3 Table 6-5, Pg 109 Fire and Explosion 
Risk Mitigation.) It is disingenuous to claim that this would be comparable to "existing logging 
operations.", and equally so to state that "the project would contribute to a beneficial impact on 

overall air quality" Climatological data presented in the EIS indicates that the area is prone to air 
stagnation at all times of the year, but especially during the summer when pollutants from 
downriver may collect forming considerable haze. Even if this statement refers to the completed 

project, it is a bit of a stretch to claim "beneficial impacts on overall air quality" when the 
requirement to build alternative fuel power plants are a direct result of building wind powered 



facilities. With this in mind, it might be fairer to consider that project would lead to a decline in 
overall air quality. 
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Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Biological Resources See previous 
comments regarding bats and birds (Section 1, Table 1 Biological Resources: Operation.) The 
Summary statement simply reiterates the document text statements, almost word for word, 
imparting the same inappropriate lack of concern. Why are no other wildlife groups mentioned? 
Certainly animal corridors will be interrupted, the areas in which young are raised may be pushed 
further away and populations may become fragmented. Even with the proposed mitigation 
measures in place, erosion runoff would affect the fishery and invertebrate communities downhill 
of this project. Blasting may obliterate pika or marmot populations that may have been 
overlooked. No mention of them occurs in the animal surveys. These could be significant impacts 
unless there is some oversight to ensure that mitigation measures are maintained to the standard 
for the duration of construction. Often, self-policing measures produce initial compliance, but 
over time may be seen to deteriorate. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 1 Pg 37 The last sentence in this paragraph appears to more of a running 
prepositional phrase. It is awkward and could be recast for a more professional presentation. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 2 Pg 37 The first sentence of the second paragraph is incomplete and needs 
structural as well as subjective clarification. 

The last sentence of this paragraph still stretches my imagination - how will "introducing up to 75 
MW" of wind power "contribute to efforts to improve air quality in the Columbia River Gorge 
vicinity?" If anything, fossil-fuel facilities will be added (prodUcing a negative effect upon air 
quality) to make up for the irregular output of this wind facility. 

Section 1, 10 Pg 38 References Again, BPA's Wind Integration Plan might be an excellent 
addition to the references section if it might clarify the line access and interconnection issues. 

Section 2, 1.4.1 Jig 9 Construction Activities "Transportation of construction materials" (gravel, 
concrete, rebar, etc.) could be added to the list but "Use of dynamite and machine re-contouring 
of ridges" should be added to the list. 

Section 2; 1.4.2 Pg 12 Construction Schedule Earlier portions of the document state a 
construction time of one year. This section states "approximately 15 months" would be required 
for construction; all other sections repeatedly mention one year. Consistency throughout the 
document would enhance credibility. Are the construction cost estimates based upon 12 or 
"approximately 15 months?" The suggested time-of-year prohibitions to pro-actively address fire 
danger could be inserted into the detailed construction schedule, possibly changing the time 
frame even beyond 15 months. 

Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13 Construction Costs An extra three months or more added to the 
construction time estimate of one year stated early in the EIS will add to the construction cost 
estimate presented in Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13, assuming that it is based upon a 12-month time 
frame. 



Another cost that has not been discussed, although it may not be considered a bona fide 
construction cost, is that of the required alternative/fossil fuel facility that would make up for 
non-production times at the wind facility. Interconnection, substation and line link costs 
associated with this facility should be also be added and later considered in cumulative impact 
analyses. The total cost of building an alternative power supply facility to offset erratic wind 
generation'is possibly not the responsibility of the applicant, but possibly some monetary 
responsibility exists? Who pays for the construction of such a facility? Is the cost partially 
subsidized? If so, by whom? 
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Section 2, 1.5 Pg. 14 Project Operations The project is stated to "operate 24 hours per day, . 
seven days per week," implying that generation also occurs on that schedule. It might be a bit 
more objective to modify the statement to reflect the reality of wind power generation for those 
who do not know. 

Is there any capability 
The first U. S. study of reduced (bat) fatalities and economic costs of "low-wind mitigation" began 
in 2008,continued in 2009 and 2010. The research is being conducted in Pennsylvania with 
Casselman turbines and has demonstrated that bat fatalities were reduced an average 73% when 
turbines were left off-line, at night, during low wind conditions «11.2 -14.5 mph). An additional 
benefit to bats was to use the nighttime limitation during the migration season in the fall. The 
second year of the study, 2009, was funded wholly by USFWS. I will provide the Council with the 
citations. The calculated loss of production resulting from the temporary stoppage in that area of 
the country was 0.3 to 1.0% of the facilities' yearly output. 

Some studies have indicated that certain individual towers in an array produce more mortalities 
than others. Will this project have the capability of shutting down a single turbine? Will it be 
possible to shut down individual arrays in this project? Will the strategy above be a possibility for 
these turbines or is their operation wholly automatic? What would the cost difference be if this 
capability was part of the design plan for these proposed turbines? This approach might be one 
that could be applied to bird mortality as well. 

Section 2, 3 Pg 19 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study As in Section 1, 
the applicant has substituted a list of self-generated criteria instead of fulfilling the mandated 
subject matter identified in the heading. 

Section 3, 44.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species Northern Spotted Owl Although the two 
historical northern spotted owl nesting sites at Moss and Mill Creeks, near the northern boundary 
of the proposed project are not believed to be presently occupied, these areas still carry the 
potential for occupation and use. Little is known about long-term northern spotted owl 
reoccupation patterns and current agency attempts to halt population declines are not 
encouraging. Forested habitats that have supported northern spotted owls in the past are likely 
to support a diverse suite of life forms and hold the potential to support one another, given 
enough space. 

The proposed project is located within one of Washington States ten designated SOSEAs (Spotted 
Owl Special Emphasis Areas.) Although the project location and proposed construction activities 
do not impinge upon the parameters specified in the state regulations regarding SOSEAs, a 
favorable decision for this proposal would lead to extensive re-contouring and dynamiting the 
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outer boundary of a select habitat resource. Regardless of the legality of the proposed actions, to 
actually go ahead with the proposed habitat alterations would seem to flout the intent of the 
regulation. Eliminating the northern portion of the B array and the entire C5 to C8 array might 
allow the outer edges of the historic nest range that overlap the project boundary some 
protection as well as respect the spirit of the SOSEA. This might even serve as one of the as-yet
unsupplied Action Alternatives. 

It is interesting and disturbing at the same time, to see the large list of of bird and mammal 
species observed at the proposal site and to realize that a number of them are "threatened," 
federal species of concern, or Washington State candidates for listing. Townsend's big-eared bat 
is both a federal species of concern and a Washington State Candidate for listing, although the 
incomplete bat studies conducted at the proposal site did not determine bats to species, it is a 
possibility that this bat may be using the area as well as Keen's Myotis, another Washington State 
Candidate for listing. 

Although it is acknowleged in Section 3, page 81 that "Some bat fatalities are anticipated as a 
result of the operation of the proposed project" the only mention of bats in Section 3,4.3 
Mitigation Measures is to minimize turbine lighting "thereby reducing the potential for birds and 
bats to be disoriented by lights ..... " Bats are not attracted nor disoriented by lights, although they 
are attracted by some night-flying insects that are. Essentially then, there is no mitigation 
measure directed toward bat mortalities; should there not be one suggested? If one cannot be 
suggested then it is assumed that the proposed project's bat mortalities will have to be 
considered unavoidable. 

On the next page, Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, the second paragraph states that 
bird and bat mortalities will occur, but that "the level of mortality is not anticipated to be 
sufficient to negatively affect the population viability of any single species." This fallacy of this 
statement has been discussed before (page 5); the Applicant has presented no credible 
documentation to support such a claim. As wind farms proliferate in our region, cumulative 
mortalities become increasingly significant for individual populations, regardless of their 
population status. In this case, since population status is an unknown, it would not be possible to 
make a statement about viability. 

Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Paragraph three "It appears unlikely that the 
project would cause any mortality to a threatened or endangered species." Northern goshawks, 
golden and bald eagles were reported to be present at the proposed turbine sites. This project 
has an operating time estimate of 30 years. Even a non-statistician might consider the" 
likelihood" of such an event over thirty years to be at least "somewhat likely." Death can occur 
from a rare visitation, as well as from frequent visitations and although the number of mortalities 
may be small, the cumulative impacts for certain bird and bat species could affect overall species 
survival. 

Section 3, 5.2.1 Pg 89 Impacts: Proposed Action: Construction There is no mention of re-using 
the material removed from blasting in order to lessen the need for 100,000 yards of gravel the 
project is expected to require. Is this a possibility? 

Section 3, 5.4 Pg 92 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts The proposal is stated to have "minor 
unavoidable adverse impacts to energy and natural resources." The crushed rock requirement by 



itself (lOO,OOO yards) would deplete 10cQI supplies and possibly drive prices higher locally after 
construction since it might have to be hauled from greater distances. 
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The preceeding statement is immediately followed by another, claiming that "The overall impact 
of the project to energy and natural resources would be positive since it would provide the region 
with low-cost, clean, renewable energy"." etc. This has been commented on previously. The 
power generated from the proposed facility will not necessarily be used in this region due to the 
nature of BPA's power brokering activities. Our region's power costs in the past were indeed 
comparatively inexpensive, but prices are not low now, nor will they be in the future. P.U.D. 
newsletters have been explaining this fact to customers for several years. There is a growing 
discussion about making power costs equal across the country, so that those living in "power
poor "areas will not be unfairly penalized. Clean? Not as clean as solar, and certainly this proposal 
will require radical environmental destruction. 

Section 3 14.3 Pg 269 Cumulative Impacts Rhetoric, political pressure, or private interest should 
never be allowed to override thorough and thoughtful, unhurried evaluation. Scientific rigor is 
essential to the cumulative impacts analysis. I am very sorry to see this section displaying an 
alarming number of mis-statements as well as faulty logic. Some of these statements have been 
carried over from Sections one and two, but there are several statements introduced in Section 3, 
clearly meant to justify the EIS's approach to the cumulative impacts analysis, that are simply a 
result of poor logic and misapplication of conclusions or data that has been taken out of context. 

One example is a statement that appears on page 274 of Section 3, and is partially quoted below. 
The NAS Mid-Atlantic Highlands study conducted in 2007, only three years ago is not as relevant 
{in 20l0)for analysis of cumulative impacts to wildlife, especially birds and bats; the rapid pace of 
wind power development has changed the dynamic entirely not only in the location of the study 
but especially in the northwest, making this study unsuitable for cumulative impact use in this EIS. 
This study moreover, quoted in the EIS in Section 3, Pg 2, 74 Bird and Bat Species (last sentence 
in paragraph 2), concluded that "for rare and local populations" the predicted level of fatalities 
when combined with all other man-made sources of mortality could affect population viability." 
This statement was made three years ago. Note that the study referred to predictions of 
mortality, not documented mortalities per se. It has been found that predictions in the arena of 
wind power mortalities have often been underestimated. 

The "other man-made sources of mortality," contrary to the opening statement in paragraph 
three (Section 3, Pg 274 Bird and Bat Species) is hardly an "inherent difficulty" to a cumulative 
impacts analysis focusing on wind turbine mortalities. The "other man-made mortalities" are 
merely ancillary; they existed before wind turbine facilities and comprise a background level. 
inherent to our cultural lifestyle. The "cumulative" aspect of the bird and bat analysis attempts to 
determine what impact wind turbines have regionally, to sometimes unknown population 
numbers of migrating, foraging and, nesting species. 

State protections, USFWS and other specific, reputable wildlife data also must be considered in 
the analysis, as should a comparison analysis of costs. Although it is difficult to attribute 
monetary values to wildlife resources, standards are available to do so. 

An essential element in any study is the study plan. Basic assumptions must be scientifically 
(logically) rigorous and the data collection schedules equally well-planned in order to produce 
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meaningful results. Data collection on wildlife takes many years. Conclusions from the results of 
such studies must employ scientific rigor. This is where peer-reviewed papers and respected 
sources can assist reviewers. To ensure adequately broad and equitable cumulative impacts 
analysis for this proposed project, it would be appropriate to engage another analyst, other than 
those that have already provided information and conclusions in association with this proposal. 
There are well-respected scientists available who would be able to perform this service with 
expertise and lack of bias. I strongly recommend this action, and the inclusion of such a 
consultation in the final EIS document. 

I have made my points along the way, as I followed through the EIS document and will not 
summarize my concerns. I realize that this may be an inconvenient way to deal with'such a large 
amount of material, but this is page 14 already! The specific shortcomings of the cumulative 
impacts section are noted throughout this letter but my main concern is for the apparent lack of 
understanding about what it should be, and to the lack of critical logic used to justify some of the 
conclusions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment further and for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Sallie Tucker Jones 
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August 26, 2010 
882 Thuja Narrow 
Washougal, Washington 98671-7406 

Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Members of the Council: 
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Thank you for extending the deadline for comments. Although it arrived at the very last minute, it 
was a generous extension and I hope that you will also extend the time you will take to review 
what I imagine will be the many additional submissions. 

For the following reasons, as well as those that others have taken the time to bring to your 
attention, I strongly feel that a completely revised document must be created to stand as an 
accurate and unbiased presentation of information that Council members can use to make an 
informed decision regarding this proposal. 

The existing document shows a lack of professionalism in many important areas that is 
inappropriate to both the SEPA/NEPA requirements and the process, as well as to the scale and 
potential impact of the proposal upon the region and its varied resoUrces. Following are a few of 
the things that I find the most disturbing. Thank you for considering them when the Draft 
document is revised. 

Section 1, 1.1, Pg 1 Para. 2 Interconnection and Section 1, 2.2 Pg 4 BPA Purpose and Need for 
Action I do not believe that BPA has yet responded to the request for interconnection. The 
nearby BPA transmission lines are at carrying capacity with a backlog of other requests for 
interconnection. Although the location is referred to in Section3, the precise location for the 
proposed Whistling Ridge Project interconnection is presently unknown, since no new 
transmission line has yet been constructed, nor has firm commitment from BPA to existing lines 
been granted. This renders the cumulative impacts assessment incomplete. It is also incomplete 
with respect to several other facets of this proposal as well. The BPA new line access corridor 
construction and interconnection costs, design and placement of any collector substation and 
interconnection structure, as well as an evaluation of the resulting environmental impacts of their 
construction and operation would be legitimate, mandatory elements for inclusion in this 
document. 

Since BPA is partially responsible for the DE IS document, it should not be problematiC for the 
agency to include an open and clearly understandable discussion of the agency's present 
interconnection problems as they relate to the current proposal, thus clarifying this aspect of the 
EIS. There is discussion of possibilities that were considered but rejected, however, the option 
finally chosen appears to be questionable, especially since BPA has offered no firm commitment. 
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Section 1, 2.3.2 Pg 6 " ..... it is critical to locate projects in areas where transmission lines 
currently exist. The applicant thus needs to locate near existing high-voltage transmission, such 
as the FCRTS." As noted above (in Section 1,2.2 notes), the currently existing BPA transmission 
line is running at capacity, with no possibility for the addition of large additional sources, such as 
this project's proposed output would comprise. 
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The critical issue regarding wind facilities is indeed appropriate siting, but not for the reason of 
proximity to transmission lines. The applicant (I assume this is the author) misunderstands the 
basic premise and need for an environmental imp<rct statement. The lack of transparency 
regarding this issue is disturbin~, and should be clarified in the BPA discussion of the issue, 
rendering this claim invalid. It should be removed from the document; it appears repeatedly in all 
Sections. 

Section 1, 2.3.3 Pg 6 Business Needs of the Applicant An EIS is not a branch of any chamber of 
commerce nor is an EIS a forum for advertisement. The history of the applicant/company is 
already included in the Appendices. Other local background information is included in Section 3, 
3.10.2.1 Historic Background and this is where it belongs. Every company has business needs but 
this is not the arena for such discussion. This heading and its text should be removed. 

Section 1, 3.2 Pg 7 "The EIS will be used primarily to inform .... " As it stands, I do not feel this 
document yet contains the essential information needed for informed, responsible decision
making, especially in the areas of wildlife impacts, soils/geology and cumulative impacts analysis. 
It must be improved significantly before it can serve its intended purpose. This may take more 
time, but it will certainly ensure that the final EIS is a more suitable document for unbiased 
decision-making, which at this point itis not. 

Section 1, 3.3 and 4 Pgs 8, 9 NEPA Section 102 (2) (c) requires that alternatives to the proposed 
action be provided. There are no Action Alternatives offered in this document (the No Action 
Alternative is not considered a viable alternative.) Alternatives must be presented and discussed 
as real pOSSibilities, not avoided by stating that alternatives were "considered but eliminated' 
from detailed study" as is stated in Section 1, 4.3. The Applicant cannot choose to avoid this 
requirement. Although it is stated several times that the document " ... is intended to fulfill the 
format and content requirements" of a joint SEPA/NEPA EIS, it falls well short in many areas. 

Section 1, 4.1 Pg 9 Proposed Action The project site is stated to have a "proven, robust wind 
resource." There is no material to supply this "proof in the EIS document. If "robust" is 
interpreted to mean "good", then this statement is doubly inaccurate. The web-based National 
Renewable Energy Lab regional wind power mapping resource states that the proposal area 
provides only "marginal to fair" averaged wind resources compared to other sites in the state. The 
good to excellent areas are farther east. A BPA (among others)-sponsored wind mapping project 
on the Internet shows the area to have not particularly good wind resources as well. 
The wind mapping data, referenced above, conflicts with the applicant's claim that the project 
site has a '''proven, robust wind resource." No scientifically stringent data is presented tha't 
supplies this "proof." This "proven, robust" ("steady") terminology appears repeatedly 
throughout the document and is misleading. A credible document needs to show at least an 
attempt at accuracy and objectivity. 
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There are other reasons as well, discussed on the following pages, that indicate the selected site 
may be a poor choice for a wind facility. Paramount to these, is the technical geologic study of the 
project site that has not yet, and must be been performed before suitability evaluations begin. 

One of the factors that the Applicant used to identify site suitability was stated to be the 
"associated lack of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear additional forest 
land." Section 3 discusses the initial "need to clear trees to prepare ridge top sites for 
construction of turbine base pads and of specially configured parts delivery roadways. 
Information is even provided regarding where the logs will be taken after being cut. The applicant 
needs to choose one statement or the other and ensure that references to the eliminated 
statement are removed from the document as well. Which will it be? A credible document 
displays consistency. 

A current aerial photograph of the steep (70% or more) southern side of the project area, in the 
vicinity of proposed turbine string A1- A7 shows standing trees that were restricted from"being 
cut by Washington State DNR when the applicant applied for a Forest Practices Application permit 
in 2003. What were the constraints that prevented this harvest? Will project approval permit the 
cutting of these trees, in order to clear for turbine pads and access roads, overriding the earlier 
DNR prohibition? The Council would need to investigate the nature of the DNR constraint before 
the evaluation process proceeds. 

Again, mention of the alleged availability of nearby BPA transmission lines as a site selection 
factor: transmission lines that do not have the capacity to carry significant additional power. This 
issue needs to be clarified as discussed under" Interconnection" on pages one and two. 

Lastly, the site was stated to have been chosen because it is close to an SDS mill site (even though 
it was stated above that no additional trees would have to be cut for the project) and to SDS 
business offices! Surely this declaration could be deleted lest it be concluded that convenience 
has a higher value than environmental factors when choosing a suitable location for a wind power 
facility. Perhaps if the reasoning behind the statement was elucidated, it might seem an 
appropriate inclusion. 

Section 1, 4.1.2 states that a trench, approximately 8.5 miles long and 5 feet wide would be 
required to place collector cables. The DE IS mentions reseeding with of grasses and native plants, 
but does not mention what species, nor whether trees or shrubs that were removed would be 
replaced in-kind. If the plantings are to minimize noxious weed colonization would the reseeding 
areas be watered to ensure germination in time to counteract opportunistic germination of 
undesirable species? If so, the amounts used should appear in the Section 3 water use list and a 
watering regieme presented. 

Will the removed soil be compacted as it is returned to the trench? Will the soil returned to the 
trench be returned in the same order that it was removed? What will the compaction guidelines 
entail? Who ensures that it is done properly? Since this extensive trench will likely disturb 
underground water flow patterns and create new, possibly undesirable flow patterns, it maY,be 
important to consider imposing certain requirements and ensGring that agency inspectors with 
authority to enforce, not propbnents or contractors, oversee the work. " 
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Section 1, 4.2 Pg 12 No Action Alternative To state that the No Action Alternative "would-not 
help the state of Washington in achieving the renewable energy goals mandated by the state's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard" is misleading. Washington State wishes to encourage renewable 
energy, but not to the exclusion of all else. Site selection is probably the most important way that 
negative environmental consequences can be avoided, especially with respect to wildlife. 
Moreover, BPA does not segregate power sources. Once it is produced and fed into the collection 
system, it is dealt with as any business commodity, in this case by bids. Much of the power we 
create here is used elsewhere, historically, to California. To imply that a rejection would flout 
state goals and policies is simplistic and a little misleading. 

"(The No Action Alternative) would help to meet the region's need for additional power in the 
coming years." If by "region", "local" is meant, our regions need is not great. The Columbia River, 
and other water-driven power-generating dams continue to supply more than % of our power 
needs. The current trend is to improve efficiency and to encourage both business and the private 
sector to conservation. It has been estimated (Draft Sixth NPP, 2009) that almost 80% of our 
locality's future energy demands can be met in this way. Existing and newly approved wind 
facilities in the region, with a focus in Klikitat County, are more than adequate to make up the 
difference. It would be not only misleading but inaccurate to state or imply that there is a "need" 
for additional wind power in this portion of the Northwest. 

Section 1, 4.3 Pg 13 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study The 
applicant's response is in violation of the guidelines by virtue of not complying with the 
requirement to supply Alternatives. As mentioned above, an EIS requires that alternatives be 
provided and considered, with accompanying data and analysis to match all of the other Action 
Alternatives presented. 

Section 1, 4.3.1 Pg 13 Alternative Project Locations The contents of this portion are redundant. 
Again, it avoids the EIS requirement regarding Alternatives. The points made here have all been 
stated previously (Section 1, 4.1), in the same bulleted form and with almost the same wording. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction: Design and Mitigation Measures All of the Design 
and Mitigation Measures listed are "would be" statements. They "should be" already part of the 
EIS! If, for instance there was a critical subsurface condition, it needs to be known and factored 
into the decision process, not "discovered" after approval. Only in this way can accurate and 
responsible evaluation occur. Because of the difficult terrain, there would appear to be very little 
possibility for adjustment, should geologic constraints be revealed initially. This could easily 
endanger the viability of the project, which underscores the importance of having data collected 
from rigorous studies, and analysis conducted by respected sources. Even with the added benefit 
of such information, the impacts of such radical alterations to a fragile topography can only be 
guessed. Stringent geologic study of the proposed site must be performed now and the results 
reported in another, hopefully improved Draft document. This information will be essential for 
the Council's evaluation. Without it, the process will have no merit. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction and Operation - The considerable alterations to the 
terrain that are proposed for this project - 8.5 miles of three to four foot deep, five foot wide 
trenches fo'r cable burial, 30-foot deep turbine pads that will require leveling with machinery and 
extensive blasting to excavate, the building of adequate access and delivery roadways on steep 
slopes - will certainly have more impacts, and ones that influence each other more closely, than 



those listed. The changes made to accommodate the towers will forever alter the ridge tops and 
they will not revert to their pre-construction profiles after the project is decommissioned. It is 
inaccurate as well as disingenuous to state that the project construction requirements would be 
"minor to moderate." 
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Why is volcanic ash deposition of such concern that it is mentioned here? Granted, several of the 
soils present do contain a volcanic ash component, but it is not clear to me why this appears, 
since there is no control over the possible event and, depending on the severity of an ash fall, no 
mitigation measures would be possible. Large amounts of ash could be physically removed, but 
would that be mitigation? 

Does the statement regarding mass wasting" No obvious recent mass wasting features" imply 
that there is evidence of the phenomena having occurred on the site in the not-so- recent past? If 
so, then this is another reason why a more thorough geologic assessment be conducted, before 
the project is evaluated by the Council. 

Although the soil type present on part of the project site has low liquefaction potential, massive 
excavation and refill, as in the 8.5 mile trench, may disturb soil structure enough to render the 
possibility greater than in the undisturbed state. Although liquefaction of soils are generally 
associated with earthquake activity, a similar phenomenon may result when soils become over
saturated. As mentioned above, there is no doubt that the proposed excavated and refilled trench 
will impact and redirect existing subsoil water flows for 8.5 or more miles and may potentially 
influence an area far greater than the area of the trench. It is also possible that drainage may be 
improved in the trench after refill, but the possibility that it will not, must be at least considered. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Water: Construction and Operation On-site development will certainly 
impact ground and surface water drainage patterns as indicated above. It is well- recognized that 
new roadbeds alter water flow significantly and are responsible for a good deal of continuing 
erosive runoff. The replacement of natural soil and rock drainage on the site with impervious 
concrete pads constitute large surface areas that will prohibit slow drainage. Water will be quickly 

. released from these surfaces in large quantities at approximately the same time, limiting the 
remaining soil's ability to absorb and release it slowly. Some of the remaining soil may be 
additionally compacted from heavy construction machinery, limiting even more its ability to 
absorb rainfall and melting snow slowly. 

Section 3 downplays the impact these impervious surfaces may have upon soils, but this need to 
be seriously examined. Each of the 49 tower pads have a diameter of 60 feet, creating 2920 
square feet of impervious surfaces at the top of steep ridges. , These conditions produce fast 
runoff accompanied by high erosion which, over time may lead to catastrophic geologic events, as 
well as degrade waterways used by fish, amphibians and invertebrates. Amend this i'naccurate 
denial of the project's impacts to ground and surface waters. A discussion, or at the very least a 
mention of the runoff potential should be presented, as well as possible impacts to the larger 
streambeds below, with potential to impact fish, amphibians and invertebrates, upon which fish 
depend for food. Larger game and non-game animals may be impacted as well through water 
quality degradation and the possible inability to even reach water. The standard BMP guidelines 
will not be adequate for this anticipated situation. In recognition of this, an individual plan to 
accommodate the special runoff problems of the project could be developed as part of a 
mitigation plan, implemented and monitored by an agent other than the applicant/contractors, if 



the project is approved. The cumulative impacts discussion should deal with this possibility as 
well, but does not. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Construction Soil compaction is an undesirable 
and irreversible impact that should be acknowleged since it affects soil drainage, the ability of 
certain plants to grow well and limits the species of plants that will grow. 

In addition to "loss of suitable habitat," abandonment of adjacent suitable habitat due to 
construction activity should be considered a likely possibility, Some bird, mammal and 
invertebrate species are known to be more sensitive to intrusive activities, including noise, than 
others. Several of these species are listed as being present in the project area. Add 
"abandonment of suitable habitat due to construction activity" to the list on page 24. 
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Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Operation "There would be some mortality to 
birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement, though not in sufficient numbers to 
affect population viability." I restrain myself when I say that this statement is offensively 
inaccurate. It also reveals the applicant's misunderstanding of the "cumulative impact" concept. 
As wind farms proliferate in our region, the cumulative mortalities become increasingly significant 
for individual populations, regardless of their population status. 

Just because there have been no studies addressing bird population declines in association with 
wind installations does not mean that one has a legitimate claim to deny that such a relationship 
may exist. 

The bat studies cited, employed equipment that was not capable of determining the bat species e 
present. How then, can an assessment of a particular populati.on be made? Or, by extension, a 
statement regarding population viability? What authority provided the status information for 
each population? What is the source of data for western bat species population size? Eastern bat 
species are being threatened with mass extinctions from White Nose Syndrome, the etiology and 
causative organism of which is still unknown. The disease has not yet reached the western states; 
because of this, it is essential that ALL western bat populations be given added protection, 
regardless of their population status. The bat study data is inadequate in certain respects; the 
study plan assumptions were not adequately rigorous, there were discrepancies in data collection 
procedures from year to year, making comparisons and data merging ineffective; long-term 
sampling frequency was sparse. At the very least, a repeat survey should be conducted which 
would identify bat species. 

The Columbia River Flyway is a major East to West migration route that has likely been used 
longer than' mankind has been here. Raptors are known to use mountain ridges for North/South 
travel as well as for hunting in this part of the Columbia River. People come from many places 
outside of this area specifically to see the variety of birds that congregate and fly through this 
river corridor, some stopping to feed for a few days or weeks before moving on. This site would 
be an unconscionable choice for a development of this kind, with this knowledge. 
"No impacts to listed species" - is this a wish, or a promise from an unknown deity? How can it 
possibly be known ahead of time that a listed species will not be impacted; especially when 
inadequate studies have failed to identify what species use the area and with what frequency? 
And when only a two year start-up mortality study is planned? This is not enough time to obtain 
meaningful data much less to make any conclusions from the data. The project location would be 



an especially difficult one for such monitoring due to the terrain and planned forestry understory 
management activities. A recent eastern U. S. mortality study is employing dogs to find bat 
carcasses, because they are so difficult to locate by. eye, even in dry flat grassland. 

There is no body of information available documenting how wild animals might respond to the 
sound of wind turbine propellers. This should be at least briefly discussed and dealt with as a 
possible impact. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Design and Mitigation Measures "In order to 
avoid or minimize impacts to any raptors potentially nesting on or near the project site, a raptor 
nest survey would be conducted ....... " Then what? A survey is not a mitigation measure. 
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Thecomposition of the proposed Technical Advisory Committee members is not well thought out. 
Entities or personages that have vested interests or have demonstrated no interest, cannot be 
relied upon to make responsible, nor to make informed mitigation recommendations. To include 
the developer on such a committee would be unwise as well as unfair to the resources. If this 
route is pursued, enforcement capabilities must be granted and there must be a preponderance 
of resource advocates as committee members. TAC groups are by reputation, generally 
ineffective when they have no powers. They are also rendered ineffective if members have 
conflicts in interest, as counties and developers often do. This would be a great opportunity to 
cast aside TACs, breaking out of the customary mold and devising a new and more effective way 
to resolve monitoring and mitigation issues associated with such a project. 

"For potential impacts to big game species (deer and elk) coordination with WDFW will occur if 
appropriate." Again, just to mention something does not comprise a mitigation measure. What 
about bears, and large cats? Who decides if a situation is "appropriate" warranting consultation? 
Under what circumstances would it be appropriate to coordinate? The project location is a 
designated wintering area for elk. What plant species are present that elk might use for winter 
forage? Will these species be replanted and therefore present in adequate quantities to continue 
to serve as winter forage during construction and operation of the proposed project? These 
considerations must be treated responsibly somewhere in the document. The quoted statement 
is vague and obtuse. It leaves the reader with no information about how big game species' use of 
the area will be approached, nor does it correct nor solve any problems big game species may 
have because of the project. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Energy and Natural Resources: Operation The "Minor quantities of 
lubricating oils ..... " should be specifically quantified, if only as an estimate, to be consistent with 
the remaining listed items. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction The project is located at the 
southern end of a wide contiguous band of lands termed "Fire-prone Landscape Management 
Strategy Area" by a USFWS 2008 Final Spotted Owl Recovery Plan map. This area runs from the 
Columbia River north to the Washington-Canada border. The increased risk of fire during the 
summer months must be seriously considered and aggressive prevention measures above the 
usual standards should be pursued and stipulated. 

Prohibitions on conducting potential spark and fire-generating activities during the driest fire 
danger periods of the year could be part of a plan keyed to this project and would demonstrate 



care and concern for nearby communities. A several month delay in certain construction 
activities and equipment use as a result of time-of-year prohibitions would be well justified and 
need not halt all building progress. 
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There WILL be blasting activity in association with this project, if approved. Getting rid of the 
"may" and "could" in the bullet dealing with blasting would be a more honest way of stating the 
realities of the massive environmental reshaping that this project will engender. If "Blasting could 
also create a fire hazard during dry weather", then this activity should be curtailed during these 
periods. Likewise, an activities plan related to the regional weather patterns might suggest 
avoiding blasting during unusually wet times of the year to avoid problems similar to those 
encountered recently along Hwy 14. There is no doubt that the level of blasting activity alone has 
the potential to seriously destabilize this particular environment, which, as noted elsewhere, 
already has nearby unstable loci. Since there is no geologic assessment data provided, it is 
impossible to even guess what impacts such activity could produce. When the geologic 
assessment is conducted, it should address not only immediate impacts but the potential long
term impacts of blasting, even although this would only be predictive. Road department records 
from Underwood and Hwy 14 should give the Council a good idea of the areas' historic instability. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction (Column 4} The second, bulleted 
statement in column 4 implies that a fossil-fuel- powered facility might supply fill-in power when a 
wind facility is unproductive (and that it would carry a higher risk of fire.) There is a federal 
requirement mandating that alternative power source facilities must accompany any new wind 
facility, based upon the amount of power generated. The proposed wind project would generate 
above the MW threshold, requiring the construction of an alternative power-generating facility to 
balance a wind farm's unproductive periods of no wind or too high wind. The construction cost of 
this requirement building, inter-tie costs, should certainly be included in the cost analysis for this 
project, but it does not appear. Since the alternative power facility is a requirement, its location 
should be identified and the associated environmental impacts need to be included in the EIS, 
including the cumulative impacts portion. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 26 Environmental Health: Operation Again, with respect to fire potential, 
local ordinances and other regulations and standards are not directed to such a project, and are 
not adequate, because of the unusual situation. An individually tailored, aggressive fire 
prevention plan and response tactic needs to be developed for the construction and operation 
phases of this proposed project. Relying on existing regulations will not adequately address the 
specific potential hazards nor protect the nearby population and environment. 

" ... none of the planned turbines are within 2,500 feet of existing residences." This is not correct; 
there is one residence. Mitigation measures should be included in the proper column. 

"EMF from the project ... would have no health and safety impacts." I do not see any information 
in the document to support this assertion. There is certainly study regarding the issue, but 
conclusions are not definitive at this time. Can a pronouncement be made if there is inadequate 
documentation? Unless this can be produced, this statement needs to be removed or qualified in 
some manner in order to be objective. 
Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Construction This section downplays construction noise, which 
will carry well into the valleys and bounce off of adjacent hillsides. Although construction is 
stated to occur during daylight hours, it will likely begin very early and continue through dusk. 



The added noise of myriad transportation trucks will certainly impact local residents on a daily 
basis and should be included in the list. 

The noise from blasting will certainly be noticeable and will last for awhile. In thoroughness, it 

should also be mentioned. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Operation An in-depth submission regarding wind turbine noise 
impacts upon humans has been submitted. Please consider it as a counter to the data presented 

in the EIS and take appropriate action to modify the table. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 33 Socioeconomics: Operation There are several studies that identify 

undesirable affects of turbines upon humans (see K. Brown's testimony citations). One would not 
unreasonably conclude that properties in close proximity to such turbine arrays might be less 

desirable for habitation, at least to a percentage of the population. Proponents of wind power 
have issued statements derived from studies indicating that property values are not adversely 
affected by nearby wind turbines. As such studies continue, depending on the analyses, certainly 
there is the possibility that property values may be affected one way or another, but for now 

either position can support and document its claims. 
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Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Earth The enormously disruptive 

activity that will be required to complete this project, located in a geologically fragile environment 
that has already been subjected to considerable alteration, is very likely to respond with 

undesirable events. In potentially susceptible areas, no amount of "careful design" can prevent, 
nor can "mitigation measures" restore, areas where mass wasting has occurred. It should be 

added to the list of potential adverse impacts, especially since evidence of such an event was 
documented during a previous survey. The severe re-contouring, blasting, large-scale trenching 
and creation of impervious surfaces all increase the likelihood of minor or major responses from 
the environment. The soil types in some areas are acknowledged to be susceptible to erosion and 

the proposed "A" array is located precisely along a Class II (High landslide Hazard Area) ridge line. 
To dismiss these and other known geologic concerns with the two brief dismissive statements 

presented is unacceptable. Until a reputable geologic assessment study is performed, there will 
remain a glaring gap in this arena. Without professional scientific data, any predictive statements 

can only be considered arbitrary and of dubious merit. 

Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Air Quality Construction activity 
would involve many more pieces of diesel-fueled machinery than any logging operation. It is 

absurd to think that the residents of the town of Underwood will not notice, nor be affected by, a 
continuing stream of diesel trucks heading up and down the roads every day for months. Peak 

morning hour numbers of trucks are estimated to be 210jhr for 3-5 months. Further, all major 
construction equipment is to be diesel-powered (Section3 Table 6-5, Pg 109 Fire and Explosion 
Risk Mitigation.) It is disingenuous to claim that this would be comparable to "existing logging 

operations.", and equally so to state that "the project would contribute to a beneficial impact on 
overall air quality" Climatological data presented in the EIS indicates that the area is prone to air 

stagnation at all times of the year, but especially during the summer when pollutants from 
downriver may collect forming considerable haze. Even if this statement refers to the completed 
project, it is a bit of a stretch to claim "beneficial impacts on overall air quality" when the 
requirement to build alternative fuel power plants are a direct result of building wind powered 



facilities. With this in mind, it might be fairer to consider that project would lead to a decline in 
overall air quality. 
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Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Biological Resources See previous 
comments regarding bats and birds (Section 1, Table 1 Biological Resources: Operation.) The 
Summary statement simply reiterates the document text statements, almost word for word, 
imparting the same inappropriate lack of concern. Why are no other wildlife groups mentioned? 
Certainly animal corridors will be interrupted, the areas in which young are raised may be pushed 
further away and populations may become fragmented. Even with the proposed mitigation 
measures in place, erosion runoff would affect the fishery and invertebrate communities downhill 
of this project. Blasting may obliterate pika or marmot populations that may have been 
overlooked. No mention of them occurs in the animal surveys. These could.be significant impacts 
unless there is some oversight to ensure that mitigation measures are maintained to the standard 
for the duration of construction. Often, self-policing measures produce initial compliance, but 
over time may be seen to deteriorate. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 1 Pg 37 The last sentence in this paragraph appears to more of a running 
prepositional phrase. It is awkward and could be recast for a more professional presentation. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 2 Pg 37 The first sentence of the second paragraph is incomplete and needs 
structural as well as subjective clarification. 

The last sentence of this paragraph still stretches my imagination - how will "introducing up to 75 
MW" of wind power "contribute to efforts to improve air quality in the Columbia River Gorge 
vicinity?" If anything, fossil-fuel facilities will be added (producing a negative effect upon air 
quality) to make up for the irregular output of this wind facility. 

Section 1, 10 Pg 38 References Again, BPA's Wind Integration Pla~ might be an excellent 
addition to the references section if it might clarify the line access and interconnection issues. 

Section 2, 1.4.1 Pg 9 Construction Activities "Transportation of construction materials" (gravel, 
concrete, rebar, etc.) could be added to the list but "Use of dynamite and machine re-contouring 
of ridges" should be added to the list. 

Section 2, 1.4.2 Pg 12 Construction Schedule Earlier portions of the document state a 
construction time of one year. This section states "approximately 15 months" would be required 
for construction; all other sections repeatedly mention one year. Consistency throughout the 
document would enhance credibility. Are the construction cost estimates based upon 12 or 
"approximately 15 months?" The suggested time-of-year prohibitions to pro-actively address fire 
danger could be inserted into the detailed construction schedule, possibly changing the time 
frame even beyond 15 months. 

Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13 Construction Costs An extra three months or more added to the 
construction time estimate of one year stated early in the EIS will add to the construction cost 
estimate presented in Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13, assuming that it is based upon a 12-month time 
frame. 



Another cost that has not been discussed, although it may not be considered a bona fide 
construction cost, is that of the required alternative/fossil fuel facility that would make up for 
non-production times at the wind facility. Interconnection, substation and line link costs 
associated with this facility should be also be added and later considered in cumulative impact· 
analyses. The total cost of building an alternative power supply facility to offset erratic wind 
generation is possibly not the responsibility of the applicant, but possibly some monetary 
responsibility exists? Who pays for the construction of such a facility? Is the cost partially 
subsidized? If so, by whom? 

11 

Section 2, 1.5 Pg. 14 Project Operations The project is stated to "operate 24 hours per day, 
seven days per week," implying that generation also occurs on that schedule. It might be a bit 
more objective to modify the statement to reflect the reality of wind power generation for those 
who do not know. 

Is there any capability 
The first U. S. study of reduced (bat) fatalities and economic costs of "low-wind mitigation" began 
in 2008,continued in 2009 and 2010. The research is being conducted in Pennsylvania with 
Casselman turbines and has demonstrated that bat fatalities were reduced an average 73% when 
turbines were left off-line, at night, during low wind conditions (<11.2 - 14.5 mph). An additional 
benefit to bats was to use the nighttime limitation during the migration season in the fall. The 
second year of the study, 2009, was funded wholly by USFWS. I will provide the Council with the 
citations. The calculated loss of production resulting from the temporary stoppage in that area of 
the country was 0.3 to 1.0% of the facilities' yearly output. 

Some studies have indicated that certain individual towers in an array produce more mortalities 
than others. Will this project have the capability of shutting down a single turbine? Will it be 
possible to shut down individual arrays in this project? Will the strategy above be a possibility for 
these turbines or is their operation wholly automatic? What would the cost difference be if this 
capability was part of the design plan for these proposed turbines? This approach might be one 
that could be applied to bird mortality as well. 

Section 2, 3 Pg 19 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study As in Section 1, 
the applicant has substituted a list of self-generated criteria instead of fulfilling the mandated 
subject matter identified in the heading. 

Section 3, 44.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species Northern Spotted Owl Although the two 
historical northern spotted owl nesting sites at Moss and Mill Creeks, near the northern boundary 
of the proposed project are not believed to be presently occupied, these areas still carry the 
potential for occupation and use. Little is known about long-term northern spotted owl 
reoccupation patterns and current agency attempts to halt population declines are not 
encouraging. Forested habitats that have supported northern spotted owls in the past are likely 
to support a diverse suite of life forms and hold the potential to support one another, given 
enough space. 

The proposed project is located within one of Washington States ten designated SOSEAs (Spotted 
Owl Special EmphaSis Areas.) Although the project location and proposed construction activities 
do not impinge upon the parameters specified in the state regulations regarding SOSEAs, a 
favorable decision for this proposal would lead to extensive re-contouring and dynamiting the 
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outer boundary of a select habitat resource. Regardless of the legality of the proposed actions, to 
actually go ahead with the proposed habitat alterations would seem to flout the intent of the 
regulation. EliminatingJhe northern portion of the B array and the entire C5 to C8 array might 
allow the outer edges of the historic nest range that overlap the project boundary some 
protection as well as respect the spirit of the SOSEA. This might even serve as one of the as-yet
unsupplied Action Alternatives. 

it is interesting and disturbing at the same time, to see the large list of of bird and mammal 
species observed at the proposal site and to realize that a number of them are "threatened," 
federal species of concern, or Washington State candidates for listing. Townsend's big-eared bat 
is both a federal species of concern and a Washington State Candidate for listing, although the 
incomplete bat studies conducted at the proposal site did not determine bats to species, it is a 
possibility that this bat may be using the area as well as Keen's Myotis, another Washingion State 
Candidate for listing. 

Although it is acknowleged in Section 3, page 81 that "Some bat fatalities are anticipated as a 
result of the operation of the proposed project" the only mention of bats in Section 3, 4.3 
Mitigation Measures is to minimize turbine lighting "thereby reducing the potential. for birds and 
bats to be disoriented by lights ..... " Bats are not attracted nor disoriented by lights, although they 
are attracted by some night-flying insects that are. Essentially then, there is no mitigation 
measure directed toward bat mortalities; should there not be one suggested? if one cannot be 
suggested then it is assumed that the proposed project's bat mortalities will have to be 
considered unavoidable. 

On the next page, Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse impacts, the second paragraph states that 
bird and bat mortalities will occur, but that "the level of mortality is not anticipated to be 
sufficient to negatively affect the population viability of any single species." This fallacy of this 
statement has been discussed before (page 5); the Applicant has presented no credible 
documentation to support such a claim. As wind farms proliferate in our region, cumulative 
mortalities become increasingly significant for individual populations, regardless of their 
population status. in this case, since population status is an unknown, it would not be possible to 
make a statement about viability. 

Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Paragraph three "It appears unlikely that the 
project would cause any mortality to a threatened or endangered species." Northern goshawks, 
golden and bald eagles were reported to be present at the proposed turbine sites. This project 
has an operating time estimate of 30 years. Even a non-statistician might consider the" 
likelihood" of such an event over thirty years to be at least "somewhat likely." Death can occur 
from a rare visitation, as well as from frequent visitations and although the number of mortalities 
may be small, the cumulative impacts for certain bird and bat species could affect overall species 

survival. 

Section 3, 5.2.1 Pg 89 impacts: Proposed Action: Construction There is no mention of re-using 
the material removed from blasting in order to lessen the need for 100,000 yards of'gravel the 
project is expected to require. Is this a possibility? 

Section 3, 5.4 Pg 92 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts The proposal is stated to have "minor 
unavoidable adverse impacts to energy and natural resources." The crushed rock requirement by 



itself (100,000 yards) would deplete local supplies and possibly drive prices higher locally after 
construction since it might have to be hauled from greater distances. 
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The preceeding statement is immediately followed by another, claiming that "The overall impact 
of the project to energy and natural resources would be positive since it would provide the region 
with low-cost, clean, renewable energy ... " etc. This has been commented on previously. The 
power generated from the proposed facility will not necessarily be used in this region due to the 
nature of BPA's power brokering activities. Our region's power costs in the past were indeed 
comparatively inexpensive, but prices are not low now, nor will they be in the future. P.U.D. 
newsletters have been explaining this fact to customers for several years. There is a growing 
discussion about making power costs equal across the country, so that those living in "power
poor "areas will not be unfairly penalized. Clean? Not as clean as solar, and certainly this proposal 
will require radical environmental destruction. 

Section 3 14.3 Pg 269 Cumulative Impacts Rhetoric, political pressure, or private interest should 
never be allowed to override thorough and thoughtful, unhurried evaluation. Scientific rigor is 
essential to the cumulative impacts analysis. I am very sorry to see this section displaying an 
alarming number of mis-statements as well as faulty logic. Some of these statements have been 
carried over from Sections one and two, but there are several statements introduced in Section 3, 
clearly meant to justify the EIS's approach to the cumulative impacts analYSiS, that are simply a 
result of poor logic and misapplication of conclusions or data that has been taken out of context. 

One example is a statement that appears on page 274 of Section 3, and is partially quoted below. 
The NilS Mid-Atlantic Highlands study conducted in 2007, only three years ago is not as relevant 
(in 2010)for analysis of cumulative impacts to wildlife, especially birds and bats; the rapid pace of 
wind power development has changed the dynamic entirely not only in the location of the study 
but especially in the northwest, making this study unsuitable for cumulative impact use in this EIS. 
This study moreover, quoted in the EIS in Section 3, Pg 2, 74 Bird and Bat Species (last sentence 
in paragraph 2), concluded tnat "for rare and local populations" the predicted level of fatalities 
when combined with all other man-made sources of mortality could affect population viability." 
This statement was made three years ago. Note that the study referred to predictions of 
mortality, not documented mortalities per se. It has been found that predictions in the arena of 
wind power mortalities have often been underestimated. 

The "other man-made sources of mortality," contrary to the opening statement in paragraph 
three (Section 3, Pg 274 Bird and Bat Species) is hardly an "inherent difficulty" to a cumulative 
impacts analysis focusing on wind turbine mortalities. The "other man-made mortalities" are 
merely ancillary; they existed before wind turbine facilities and comprise a background level 
inherent to our cultural lifestyle. The "cumulative" aspect of the bird and bat analysis attempts to 
determine what impact wind turbines have regionally, to sometimes unknown population 
numbers of migrating, foraging and, nesting species. 

State protections, USFWS and other specific, reputable wildlife data also must be considered in 
the analysis, as should a comparison analysis of costs. Although it is difficult to attribute 
monetary values to wildlife resources, standards are available to do so. 

An essential element in any study is the study plan. Basic assumptions must be scientifically 
(logically) rigorous and the data collection schedules equally well-planned in order to produce 
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meaningful results. Data collection on wildlife takes many years. Conclusions from the results of 
such studies must employ scientific rigor. This is where peer-reviewed papers and respected 
sources can assist reviewers. To ensure adequately broad and equitable cumulative impacts 
analysis for this proposed project, it would be appropriate to engage another analyst, other than 
those that have already provided information and conclusions in association with this proposal. 
There are well-respected scientists available who would be able to perform this service with 
expertise and lack of bias. I strongly recommend this action, and the inclusion of such a 
consultation in the final EIS document. 

I have made my points along the way, as I followed through the EIS document and will not 
summarize my concerns. I realize that this may be an inconvenient way to deal with such a large 
amount of material, but this is page 14 already! The specific shortcomings of the cumulative 
impacts section are noted throughout this letter but my main concern is for the apparent lack of 
understanding about what it should be, and to the lack of critical logic used to justify some of the 
conclusions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment further and for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Sallie Tucker Jones 
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Public Comment #553 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project May 2010 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Members of the Council: 
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Thank you for extending the deadline for comments. Although it arrived at the very last minute, it 
was a generous extension and I hope that you will also extend the time you will take to review 
what I imagine will be the many additional submissions. 

For the following reasons, as well as those that others have taken the time to bring to your 
attention, I strongly feel that a completely revised document must be created to stand as an 
accurate and unbiased presentation of information that Council members can use to make an 
informed decision regarding this proposal. 

The existing document shows a lack of professionalism in many important areas that is 
inappropriate to both the SEPAjNEPA requirements and the process, as well as to the scale and 
potential impact of the proposal upon the region and its varied resources. Following are-a few of 
the things that I find the most disturbing. Thank you for considering them when the Draft 
document is revised. 

Section 1, 1.1, Pg 1 Para. 2 Interconnection and Section 1, 2.2 Pg 4 BPA Purpose and Need for 
Action I do not believe that BPA has yet responded to the request for interconnection. The 
nearby BPA transmissiolliines are at carrying capacity with a backlog of other requests for 
interconnection. Although the location is referred to in Section3, the precise location for the 
proposed Whistling Ridge Project interconnection is presently unknown, since no new 
transmission line has yet been constructed, nor has firm commitment from BPA to existing Jines 
been granted. This renders the cumulative impacts assessment incomplete. It is also incomplete 
with respect to several other facets of this proposal as well. The BPA new line access corridor 
construction and interconnection costs, design and placement of any collector substation and 
interconnection structure, as well as an evaluation of the resulting environmental impacts of their 
construction and operation would be legitimate, mandatory elements for inclusion in this 
document. 

Since BPA is partially responsible for the DEIS document, it should not be problematic for the 
agency to include an open and clearly understandable discussion of the agency's present 
interconnection problems as they relate to the current proposal, thus clar-ifying this aspect of the 
EIS. There is discussion of possibilities that were considered but rejected, however, the option 
finally chosen appears to be questionable, especially since BPA has offered no firm commitment. 
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Section 1, 2.3.2 Pg 6 " ..... it is critical to locate projects in areas where transmission lines 
currently exist. The applicant thus needs to locate near existing high-voltage transmission, such 
as the FCRTS." As noted above (in Section 1, 2.2 notes), the currently existing BPA transmission 
line is running at capacity, with no possibility for the addition of large additional sources, such as 
this project's proposed output would comprise. 

The critical issue regarding wind facilities is indeed appropriate siting, but not for the reason of 
proximity to transmission lines. The applicant (I assume this is the author) misunderstands the 
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- basic premise and need for an environmental impact statement. The lack of transparency 
regarding this issue is disturbing, and should be clarified in the BPA discussion of the issue, 
rendering this claim invalid. It should be removed from the document; it appears repeatedly in all 
Sections. 

Section 1, 2.3.3 Pg 6 Business Needs of the Applicant An EIS is not a branch of any chamber of 
commerce nor is an EIS a forum for advertisement. The history of the applicant/company is 
already included in the Appendices. Other local background information is included in Section 3, 
3.10.2.1 Historic Background and this is where it belongs. Every company has business needs but 
this is not the arena for such discussion. This heading and its text should be removed. 

Section 1, 3.2 Pg 1 "The EIS will be used primarily to inform .... " As it stands, I do not feel this 
document yet contains the essential information needed for informed, responsible decision
making, especially in the areas of wildlife impacts, soils/geology and cumulative impacts analysis. 
It must be improved significantly before it can serve its intended purpose. This may take more 
time, but it will certainly ensure that the final EIS is a more suitable document for unbiased 
decision-making, which at this point it is not. 

Section 1, 3.3 and 4 Pgs 8, 9 NEPA Section 102 (2) (c) requires that alternatives to the proposed 
action be provided. There are no Action Alternatives offered in this document (the No Action 
Alternative is not considered a viable alternative.) Alternatives must be presented and discussed 
as real possibilities, not avoided by stating that alternatives were "considered but eliminated 
from detailed study" as is stated in Section 1,4.3. The Applicant cannot choose to avoid this 
requirement. Although it is stated several times that the document " ... is intended to fulfill the 
format and content requirements" of a joint SEPA/NEPA EIS, it falls well short in many areas. 

Section 1, 4.1 Pg 9 Proposed Action The project site is stated to have a "proven, robust wind 
resource." There is no material to supply this "proof in the EIS document. If "robust" is 
interpreted to mean "good", then this statement is doubly inaccurate. The web-based National 
Renewable Energy Lab regional wind power mapping resource states that the proposal area 
provides only "marginal to fair" averaged wind resources compared to other sites in the state. The 
good to excellent areas are farther east. A BPA (among others}-sponsored wind mapping project 
on the Internet shows the area to have not particularly good wind resources as well. 
The wind mapping data, referenced above, conflicts with the applicant's claim that the project 
site has a '''proven, robust wind resource." No scientifically stringent data is presented that 
supplies this "proof." This "proven, robust" ("steady") terminology appears repeatedly 
throughout the document and is misleadfng. A credible document needs to show at least an 
attempt at accuracy and objectivity. 



3 

There are other reasons as well, discussed on the following pages, that indicate the selected site 
may be a poor choice for a wind facility. Paramount to these, is the technical geologic study of the 
project site that has not yet, and must be been performed before suitability evaluations begin. 

One of the factors that the Applicant used to identify site suitability was stated to be the 
"assoCiated lack of native habitat, reducing or eliminating the need to clear additional forest 
land." Section 3 discusses the initial "need to clear trees to prepare ridge top sites for 
construction of turbine base pads and of specially configured parts delivery roadways. 
Information is even provided regarding where the logs will be taken after being cut. The applicant 
needs to choose one statement or the other and ensure that references to the eliminated 
statement are removed from the document as well. Which will it be? A credible document 
displays consistency. 

A current aerial photograph of the steep (70% or more) southern side of the project area, in the 
vicinity of proposed turbine string A1- A7 shows standing trees that were restricted from being 
cut by Washington State DNR when the applicant applied for a Forest Practices Application permit 
in 2003. What were the constraints that prevented this harvest? Will project approval permit the 
cutting of these trees, in order to clear for turbine pads and access roads, overriding the earlier 
DNR prohibition? The Council would need to investigate the nature ofthe DNR constraint before 
the evaluation process proceeds. 

Again, mention of the alleged availability of nearby BPA transmission lines as a site selection 
factor: transmission lines that do not have the capacity to carry significant additional power. This 
issue needs to be clarified as discussed under" Interconnection" on pages one and two. 

Lastly, the site was stated to have been chosen because it is close to an SDS mill site (even though 
it was stated above that no additional trees would have to be cut for the project) and to SDS 
business offices I Surely this declaration could be deleted lest it be concluded that convenience 
has a higher value than environmental factors when choOSing a suitable location for a wind power 
facility. Perhaps if the reasoning behind the statement was elUcidated, it might seem an 
appropriate inclusion. 

Section 1, 4.1.2 states that a trench, approximately 8.5 miles long and 5 feet wide would be 
required to place collector cables. The DEIS mentions reseeding with of grasses and native plants, 
but does not mention what species, nor whether trees or shrubs that were removed would be 
replaced in-kind. If the plantings are to minimize noxious weed colonization would the reseeding 
areas be watered to ensure germination in time to counteract opportunistic germination of 
undesirable species? If so, the amounts used should appear in the Section 3 water use list and a 
watering regieme presented. 

Will the removed soil be compacted as it is returned to the trench? Will the soil returned to the 
trench be returned in the same order that it was removed? What will the compaction guidelines 
entail? Who ensures that it is done properly? Since this extensive trench will likely disturb 
underground water flow patterns and create new, possibly undesirable flow patterns, it may be 
important to consider imposing certain requirements and ensuring that agencyinspectors with 
authority to enforce, not proponents or contractors, oversee the work. 



Section 1, 4.2 Pg 12 No Action Alternative To state that the No Action Alternative "would not 
help the state of Washington in achieving the renewable energy goals mandated by the state's 
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. Renewable Portfolio Standard" is misleading. Washington State wishes to encourage renewable 
energy, but not to the exclusion of all else. Site selection is probably the most important way that 
negative environmental consequences can be avoided, especially with respect to wildlife. 
Moreover, BPA does not segregate power sources. Once it is produced and fed into the collection 
system, it is dealt with as any business commodity, in this case by bids. Much of the power we 
create here is used elsewhere, historically, to California. To imply that a rejection would flout 
state goals and policies is simplistic and a little misleading. 

"(The No Action Alternative) would help to meet the region's need for additional power in the 
coming years." If by "region", "local" is meant, our regions need is not great. The Columbia River, 
and other water-driven power-generating dams continue to supply more than % of our pow~er 
needs. The current trend is to improve efficiency and to encourage both business and the private 
sector to conservation. It has been estimated (Draft Sixth NPP, 2009) that almost 80% of our 
locality'S future energy demands can be met in this way. Existing and newly approved wind 
facilities in the region, with a focus in Klikitat County, are more than adequate to make up the 
difference. It would be not only misleading but inaccurate to state or imply that there is a "need" 
for additional wind power in this portion of the Northwest. 

Section 1, 4.3 Pg 13 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study The 
applicant's response is in violation of the guidelines by virtue of not complying with the 
requirement to supply Alternatives. As mentioned above, an EIS requires that alternatives be 
provided and conSidered, with accompanying data and analysis to match all of the other Action 
Alternatives presented. 

Section 1, 4.3.1 Pg 13 Alternative Project Locations The contents of this portion are redundant. 
Again, it avoids the EIS requirement regarding Alternatives. The points made here have all been 
stated previously {Section 1, 4.1}, in the same bulleted form and with almost the same wording. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction: Design and Mitigation Measures All of the Design 
and Mitigation Measures listed are "would be" statements. They "should be" already part of the 
EIS! If, for instance there was a critical subsurface condition, it needs to be known and factored 
into the decision process, not "discovered" after approval. Only in this way can accurate and 
responsible evaluation occur. Because of the difficult terrain, there would appear to be very little 
possibility for adjustment, should geologic constraints be revealed initially. This could easily 
endanger the viability of the project, which underscores the importance of having data collected 
from rigorous studies, and analysis conducted by respected sources. Even with the added benefit 
of such information, the impacts of such radical alterations to a fragile topography can only be 
guessed. Stringent geologic study of the proposed site must be performed now and the results 
reported in another, hopefully improved Draft document. This information will be essential for 
the Council's evaluation. Without it, the process will have no merit. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Earth: Construction and Operation - The considerable alterations to the 
terrain that are proposed for this project - 8.5 miles of three to four foot deep, five foot wide 
trenches for cable burial, 30~foot deep turbine pads that will require leveling with machinery and 
extensive blasting to excavate, the building of adequate access and delivery roadways on steep 
slopes - will certainly have more impacts, and ones that influence each other more closely, than 



those listed. The changes made to accommodate the towers will forever alter the ridge tops and 
they will not revert to their pre-construction profiles after the project is decommissioned. It is 
inaccurate as well as disingenuous to state that the project construction requirements would be 
"minor to moderate." 
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Why is volcanic ash deposition of such concern that it is mentioned here? Granted, several of the 
soils present do contain a volcanic ash component, but it is not clear to me why this appears, 
since there is no control over the possible event and, depending on the severity of an ash fall, no 
mitigation measures would be possible. Large amounts of ash could be physically removed, but 
would that be mitigation? 

Does the statement regarding mass wasting" No obvious recent mass wasting features" imply 
that there is evidence of the phenomena having occurred on the site in the not-so- recent past? If 
so, then this is another reason why a more thorough· geologic assessment be conducted, before 
the project is evaluated by the Council. 

Although the soil type present on part of the project site has low liquefaction potential, massive 
excavation and refill, as in the 8.5 mile trench, may disturb soil structure enough to render the 
possibility greater than in the undisturbed state. Although liquefaction of soils are generally 
associated with earthquake activity, a similar phenomenon may result when soils become over
saturated. As mentioned above, there is no doubt that the proposed excavated and refilled trench 
will impact and redirect existing subsoil water flows for 8.5 or more miles and may potentially 
influence an area far greater than the area of the trench. It is also possible that drainage may be 
improved in the trench after refill, but the possibility that it will not, must be at least considered. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 22 Water: Construction and Operation On-site development will certainly 
impact ground and surface water drainage patterns as indicated above. It is well- recogni.zed that 
new roadbeds alter water flow significantly and are responsible for a good deal of continuing 
erosive runoff. The replacement of natural soil and rock drainage on the site with impervious 
concrete pads constitute large surface areas that will prohibit slow drainage. Water will be quickly 
released from these surfaces in large quantities at approximately the same time, limiting the 
remaining soil's ability to absorb and release it slowly. Some of the remaining soil may be 
additionally compacted from heavy construction machinery, limiting even more its ability to 
absorb rainfall and melting snow slowly. 

Section 3 down plays the impact these impervious surfaces may have upon soils, but this need to 
be seriously examined. Each of the 49 tower pads have a diameter of 60 feet, creating 2920 
square feet of impervious surfaces at the top of steep ridges. , These conditions produce fast 
runoff accompanied by high erosion which, over time may lead to catastrophic geologic events, as 
well as degrade waterways used by fish, amphibians and invertebrates. Amend this inaccurate 
denial of the project's impacts to ground and surface waters. A discussion, or at the very least a 
mention of the runoff potential should be presented, as well as possible impacts to the larger 
streambeds below, with potential to impact fish, amphibians and invertebrates, upon which fish 
depend for food. Larger game and non-game animals may be impacted as well through water 
quality degradation and the possible inability to even reach water. The standard BMP guidelines 
will not be adequate for this anticipated situation. In recognition of this, an individual plan to 
accommodate the special runoff problems of the project could be developed as part of a 
mitigation plan, implemented and monitored by an agent other than the applicant/contractors, if 



the project is approved. The cumulative impacts discussion should deal with this possibility as 
well, but does not. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Construction Soil compaction is an undesirable 
and irreversible impact that should be aCknowleged since it affects soil drainage, the ability of 
certain plants to grow well and limits the species of plants that will grow. 

In addition to "loss of suitable habitat," abandonment of adjacent suitable habitat due to 
construction activity should be considered a likely possibility. Some bird, mammal and 
invertebrate species are known to be more sensitive to intrusive activities, including noise, than 
others. Several of these species are listed as being present in the project area. Add 
"abandonment of sUitable habitat due to construction activity" to the list on page 24. 
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Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Operation "There would be some Il)ortality to 
birds and bats due to turbine collision and displacement, though not in sufficient numbers to 
affect population viability." I restrain myself when I say that this statement is offensively 
inaccurate. It also reveals the applicant's misunderstanding of the "cumulative impact" concept. 
As wind farms proliferate in our region, the cumulative mortalities become increasingly significant 
for individual populations, regardless of their population status. 

Just because there have been no studies addressing bird population declines in association with 
wind installations does not mean that one has a legitimate claim to deny that such a relationship 
may exist. 

The bat studies cited, employed equipment that was not capable of determining the bat species e 
present. How then, can an assessment of a particular population be made? Or, by extension, a 
statement regarding population viability? What authority provided the status information for 
each population? What is the source of data for western bat species population size? Eastern bat 
species are being threatened with mass extinctions from White Nose Syndrome, the etiology and 
causative organism of which is still unknown. The disease has not yet reached the western states; 
because of this, it is essential that ALL western bat populations be given added protection, 
regardless of their population status. The bat study data is inadequate in certain respects; the 
study plan assumptions were not adequately rigorous, there were discrepancies in data collection 
procedures from year to year, making comparisons and data merging ineffective; long-term 
sampling frequency was sparse. At the very least, a repeat survey should be conducted which 
would identify bat species. 

The Columbia River Flyway is a major East to West migration route that has likely been used 
longer than mankind has been here. Raptors are known to use mountain ridges for North/South 
travel as well as for hunting in this part of the Columbia River. People come from many places 
outside of this area specifically to see the variety of birds that congregate and fly through this 
river corridor, some stopping to feed for a few days or weeks before moving on. This site would 
be an unconscionable choice for a development of this kind, with this knowledge. 
"No impacts to listed species" - is this a wish, or a promise from an unknown deity? How can it 
possibly be known ahead of time that a listed species will not be impacted; especially when 
inadequate studies have failed to identify what species use the area and with what frequency? 
And when only a two year start-up mortality study is planned? This is not enough time to obtain 
meaningful data much less to make any conclusions from the data. The project location would be 



an especially difficult one for such monitoring due to the terrain and planned forestry understory 
management activities. A recent eastern U. S. mortality study is employing dogs to find bat 
carcasses, because they are so difficult to locate by eye, even in dry flat grassland. 

There is no body of information available documenting how wild animals might respond to the 
sound of wind turbine propellers. This should be at least briefly discussed and dealt with as a 
possible impact. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 24 Biological Resources: Design and Mitigation Measures "In order to 
avoid or minimize impacts to any raptors potentially nesting on or near the project site, a raptor 
nest survey would be conducted ....... " Then what? A survey is not a mitigation measu~e. 
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The composition of the proposed Technical Advisory Committee members is not well thought out. 
Entities or personages that have vested interests or have demonstrated no interest, cannot be 
relied upon to make responsible, nor to make informed mitigation recommendations. To include 
the developer on such a committee would be unwise as well as unfair to the resources. If this 
route is pursued, enforcement capabilities must be granted and there must be a preponderance 
of resource advocates as committee members. TAC groups are by reputation, generally 
ineffective when they have no powers. They are also rendered ineffective if members have 
conflicts in interest, as counties and developers often do. This would be a great opportunity to 
cast aside TACs, breaking out of the customary mold and devising a new and more effective way 
to resolve monitoring and mitigation issues associated with such a project. 

"For. potential impacts to big game species (deer and elk) coordination with WDFW will occur if 
appropriate." Again, just to mention something does not comprise a mitigation measure. What 
about bears, and large cats? Who decides if a situation is "appropriate" warranting consultation? 
Under what circumstances would it be appropriate to coordinate? The project location is a 
designated wintering area for elk. What plant species are present that elk might use for winter 
forage? Will these species be replanted and therefore present in adequate quantities to continue 
to serve as winter forage during construction and operation of the proposed project? These 
considerations must be treated responsibly SOmewhere in the document. The quoted statement 
is vague and obtuse. It leaves the reader with no information about how big game species' use of 
the area will be approached, nordoes it correct nor solve any problems big game species may 
have because of the project. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Energy and Natural Resources:. Operation The "Minor quantities of 
lubricating oils ..... " should be specifically quantified, if only as an estimate, to be consistent with 
the remaining listed items. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction The project is located at the 
southern end of a wide contiguous band of lands termed "Fire-prone Landscape Management 
Strategy Area" by a USFWS 2008 Final Spotted Owl Recovery Plan map. This area runs from the 
Columbia River north to the Washington-Canada border. The increased risk of fire during the 
summer months must be seriously considered and aggressive prevention measures above the 
usual standards should be pursued and stipulated. 

Prohibitions on conducting potential spark and fire-generating activities during the driest fire 
danger periods of the year could be part of a plan keyed to this project and would demonstrate 



care and concern for nearby communities. A several month delay in certain construction 
activities and equipment use as a result of time-of-year prohibitions would be well justified and 
need not halt all building progress. 
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There WILL be blasting activity in association with this project, if approved. Getting rid of the 
"may" and "could" in the bullet dealing with blasting would be a more honest way of stating the 
realities of the massive environmental reshaping that this project will engender. If "Blasting could 
also create a fire hazard during dry weather", then this activity should be curtailed during these 
periods. Likewise, an activities plan related to the regional weather patterns might suggest 
avoiding blasting during unusually wet times of the year to avoid problems similar to those 
encountered recently along Hwy 14. There is no doubt that the level of blasting activity alone has 
the potential to seriously destabilize this particular environment, which, as noted elsewhere, 
already has nearby unstable loci. Since there is no geologic assessment data provided, it is 
impossible to even guess what impacts such activity could produce. When the geologiC 
assessment is conducted, it should address not only immediate impacts but the potential long
term impacts of blasting, even although this would only be predictive. Road department records 
from Underwood and Hwy 14 should give the Council a good idea of the areas' historic instability. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 25 Environmental health: Construction (Column 4) The second, bulleted 
statement in column 4 implies that a fossil-fuel- powered facility might supply fill-in power when a 
wind facility is unproductive (and that it would carry a higher risk of fire.) There is a federal 
requirement mandating that alternative power source facilities must accompany any new wind 
facility, based upon the amount of power generated. The proposed wind project would generate 
above the MW threshold, requiring the construction of an alternative power-generating facility to 
balance a wind farm's unproductive periods of no wind or too high wind. The construction cost of 
this requirement building, inter-tie costs, should certainly be included in the cost analysis for this 
project, but it does not appear. Since the alternative power facility is a requirement, its location 
should be identified and the associated environmental impacts need to be included in the EIS, 
including the cumulative impacts portion. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 26 Environmental Health: Operation Again, with respect to fire potential, 
local ordinances and other regulations and standards are not directed to such a project, and are 
not adequate, because of the unusual situation. An individually tailored, aggressive fire 
prevention plan and response tactic needs to be developed for the construction and operation 
phases of this proposed project. Relying on existing regulations will not adequately address the 
specific potential hazards nor protect the nearby population and environment. 

" ... none of the planned turbines are within 2,500 feet of existing residences." This is not correct; 
there is one residence. Mitigation measures should be included in the proper column. 

"EMF from the project ... would have no health and safety impacts." I do not see any information 
in the document to support this assertion. There is certainly study regarding the issue, but 
conclusions are not definitive at this time. Can a pronouncement be made if there is inadequate 
documentation? Unless this can be produced, this statement needs to be removed or qualified in 
some manner in order to be objective. 
Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27Noise: Construction This section down plays construction noise, which 
will carry well into the valleys and bounce off of adjacent hillsides. Although construction is 
stated to occur during daylight hours, it will likely begin very early and continue through dusk. 



The added noise of myriad transportation trucks will certainly impact local residents on a daily 
basis and should be included in the list. 

The noise from blasting will certainly be noticeable and will last for awhile. In thoroughness, it 
should also be mentioned. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 27 Noise: Operation An in-depth submission regarding wind turbine noise 
impacts upon humans has been submitted. Please consider it as a counter to the data presented 
in the EIS and take appropriate action to modify the table. 

Section 1, Table 1 Pg 33 Socioeconomics: Operation There are several studies that identify 
undesirable affects of turbines upon humans {see K. Brown's testimony citations}. One would not 
unreasonably conclude that properties in close proximity to such turbine arrays might be less 
desirable for habitation, at least to a percentage of the population. Proponents of wind power 
have issued statements derived from studies indicating that property values are not adversely 
affected by nearby wind turbines. As such studies continue, depending on the analyses, certainly 
there is the possibility that property values may be affeCted one way or another, but for now 
either position can support and document its claims. 
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Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Earth The enormously disruptive 
activity that will be required to complete this project, located in a geologically fragile environment 
that has already been subjected to considerable alteration, is very likely to respond with 
undesirable events. In potentially susceptible areas, no amount of "careful design" can prevent, 
nor can "mitigation measures" restore, areas where mass wasting has occurred. It should be 
added to the list of potential adverse impacts, especially since evidence of such an event was 
documented during a previous survey. The severe re-contouring, blasting, large-scale trenching 
and creation of impervious surfaces all increase the likelihood of minor or major responses from 
the environment. The soil types in some areas are acknowledged to be susceptible to erosion and 
the proposed "A" array is located precisely along a Class II {High Landslide Hazard Area} ridgeline. 
To dismiss these and other known geologic concerns with the two brief dismissive statements 
presented is unacceptable. Until a reputable geologic assessment study is performed, there will 
remain a glaring gap in this arena. Without professional scientific data, any predictive statements 
can only be considered arbitrary and of dubious merit. 

Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Air Quality Construction activity 
would involve many more pieces of diesel-fueled machinery than any logging operation. It is 
absurd to think that the residents of the town of Underwood will not notice, nor be affected by, a 
continuing stream of diesel trucks heading up and down the roads every day for months. Peak 
morning hour numbers of trucks are estimated to be 210/hr for 3-5 months. Further, all major 
construction equipment is to be diesel-powered (Section3 Table 6-5, Pg 109 Fire and Explosion 
Risk Mitigation.) It is disingenuous to claim that this would be comparable to "existing logging 
operations.", and equally so to state that "the project would contribute to a beneficial impact on 
overall air quality" Climatological data presented in the EIS indicates that the area is prone to air 
stagnation at all times of the year, but especially during the summer when pollutants from 
downriver may collect forming considerable haze. Even if this statement refers to the completed 
project, it is a bit of a stretch to claim "beneficial impacts on overall air quality" when the 
requirement to build alternative fuel power plants are a direct result of building wind powered 



facilities. With this in mind, it might be fairer to consider that project would lead to a decline in 
overall air quality. 
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Section 1, 7 Pg 34 Summary of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Biological Resources See previous 
comments regarding bats and birds (Section 1, Table 1 Biological Resources: Operation.) The 
Summary statement simply reiterates the document text statements, almost word for word, 
imparting the same inappropriate lack of concern. Why are no other wildlife groups mentioned? 
Certainly animal corridors will be interrupted, the areas in which young are raised may be pushed 
further away and populations may become fragmented. Even with the proposed mitigation 
measures in place, erosion runoff would affect the fishery and invertebrate communities downhill 
of this project. Blasting may obliterate pika or marmot populations that may have been 
overlooked. No mention of them occurs in the animal surveys. These could be significant impacts 
unless there is some oversight to ensure that mitigation measures are maintained to the standard 
for the duration of construction. Often, self-policing measures produce initial compliance, but 
over time may be seen to deteriorate. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 1 Pg 37 The last sentence in this paragraph appears to more of a running 
prepositional phrase. It is awkward and could be recast for a more professional presentation. 

Section 1, 8.2 Para 2 Pg 37 The first sentence of the second paragraph is incomplete and needs 
structural as well as subjective clarification. 

The last sentence of this paragraph still stretches my imagination - how will "introducing up to 75 
MW" of wind power "contribute to efforts to improve air quality in the Columbia River Gorge 
vicinity?" If anything, fossil-fuel facilities will be added (producing a negative effect upon air 
quality) to make up for the irregular output of this wind facility. 

Section 1, 10 Pg 38 References Again, BPA's Wind Integration Plan might be an excellent 
addition to the references section if it might clarify the line access and interconnection issues. 

Section 2, 1.4.1 Pg 9 Construction Activities "Transportation of construction materials" (gravel, 
concrete, rebar, etc.) could be added to the list but "Use of dynamite and machine re-contouring 
of ridges" should be added to the list. 

Section 2,1.4.2 Pg 12 Construction Schedule Earlier portions of the document state a 
construction time of one year. This section states "approximately 15 months" would be required 
for construction; all other sections repeatedly mention one year. Consistency throughout the 
document would enhance credibility. Are the construction cost estimates based upon 12 or 
"approximately 15 months?" The suggested time-of-year prohibitions to pro-actively address fire 
danger could be inserted into the detailed construction schedule, possibly changing the time 
frame even beyond 15 months. 

Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13 Construction Costs An extra three months or more added to the 
construction time estimate of one year stated early in the EIS will add to the construction cost 
estimate presented in Section 2, 1.4.4 Pg 13, assuming that it is based upon a 12-month time 
frame. 



Another cost that has not been discussed, although it may not be considered a bona fide 
construction cost, is that of the required alternative/fossil fuel facility that would make up for 
non-production times at the wind facility. Interconnection, substation and line link costs 
associated with this facility should be also be added and later considered in cumulative impact 
analyses. The total cost of building an alternative power supply facility to offset erratic wind 
generation'is possibly not the responsibility of the applicant, but possibly some monetary 
responsibility exists? Who pays for the construction of such a facility? Is the cost partially 
subsidized? If so, by whom? 
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Section 2, 1.5 Pg. 14 Project Operations The project is stated to "operate 24 hours per day, 
seven days per week," implying that generation also occurs on that schedule. It might be a bit 
more objective to modify the statement to reflect the reality of wind power generation for those 
who do not know. 

Is there any capability 
The first U. S. study of reduced (bat) fatalities and economic costs of "low-wind mitigation" began 
in 2008,continued in 2009 and 2010. The research is being conducted in Pennsylvania with 
Casselman turbines and has demonstrated that bat fatalities were reduced an average 73% when 
turbines were left off-line, at night, during low wind conditions «11.2 -14.5 mph). An additional 
benefit to bats was to use the nighttime limitation during the migration season in the fall. The 
second year of the study, 2009, was funded wholly by USFWS. I will provide the Council with the 
citations. The calculated loss of production resulting from the temporary stoppage in that area of 
the country was 0.3 to 1.0% of the facilities' yearly output. 

Some studies have indicated that certain individual towers in an array produce more mortalities 
than others. Will this project have the capability of shutting down a single turbine? Will it be 
possible to shut down individual arrays in this project? Will the strategy above be a possibility for 
these turbines or is their operation wholly automatic? What would the cost difference be if this 
capability was part of the design plan for these proposed turbines? This approach might be one 
that could be applied to bird mortality as well. 

Section 2, 3 Pg 19 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study As in Section 1, 
the applicant has substituted a list of self-generated criteria instead of fulfilling the mandated 
subject matter identified in the heading. 

Section 3, 44.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species Northern Spotted Owl Although the two 
historical northern spotted owl nesting sites at Moss and Mill Creeks', near the northern boundary 
of the proposed project are not believed to be presently occupied, these areas still carry the 
potential for occupation and use. Little is known about long-term northern spotted owl 
reoccupation patterns and current agency attemptsto halt population declines are not 
encouraging. Forested habitats that have supported northern spotted owls in the past are likely 
to support a diverse suite of life forms and hold the potential to support one another, given 
enough space. 

The proposed project is located within one of Washington States ten designated SOSEAs (Spotted 
Owl Special Emphasis Areas.) Although the project location and proposed construction activities 
do not impinge upon the parameters specified in the state regulations regarding SOSEAs, a 
favorable decision for this proposal would lead to extensive re-contouring and dynamiting the 
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outer boundary of a select habitat resource. Regardless of the legality of the proposed actions, to 
actually go ahead with the proposed habitat alterations would seem to flout the intent of the 
regulation. Eliminating the northern portion of the B array and the entire C5 to C8 array might 
allow the outer edges of the historic nest range that overlap the project boundary some 
protection as well as respect the spirit of the SOSEA. This might even serve as one of the as-yet
unsupplied Action Alternatives. 

It is interesting and disturbing at the same time, to see the large list of of bird and mammal 
species observed at the proposal site and to realize that a number of them are "threatened," 
federal species of concern, or Washington State candidates for listing. Townsend's big-eared bat 
is both a federal species of concern and a Washington State Candidate for listing, although the 
incomplete bat studies conducted at the proposal site did not determine bats to species, it is a 
possibility that this bat may be using the area as well as Keen's Myotis, another Washington State 
Candidate for listing. 

Although it is acknowleged in Section 3, page 81 that "Some bat fatalities are anticipated as a 
result of the operation of the proposed project" the only mention of bats in Section 3, 4.3 
Mitigation Measures is to minimize turbine lighting "thereby reducing the potential for birds and 
bats to be disoriented by lights ..... " Bats are not attracted nor disoriented by lights, although they 
are attracted by some night-flying insects that are. Essentially then, there is no mitigation 
measure directed toward bat mortalities; should there not be one suggested? If one cannot be 
suggested then it is assumed that the proposed project's bat mortalities will have to be 
considered unavoidable. 

On the next page, Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, the second paragraph states that 
bird and bat mortalities will occur, but that "the level of mortality is not anticipated to be 
sufficient to negatively affect the population viability of any single species." This fallacy of this 
statement has been discussed before (page 5); the Applicant has presented no credible 
documentation to support such a claim. As wind farms proliferate in our region, cumulative 
mortalities become increasingly significant for individual populations, regardless of their 
population status. In this case, since population status is an unknown, it would not be possible to 
make a statement about viability. 

Section 3, 4.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Paragraph three "It appears unlikely that the 
project would cause any mortality to a threatened or endangered species." Northern goshawks, 
golden and bald eagles were reported to be present at the proposed turbine sites. This project 
has an operating time estimate of 30 years. Even a non-statistician might consider the" 
likelihood" of such an event over thirty years to be at least "somewhat likely." Death can occur 
from a rare visitation, as well as from frequent visitations and although the number of mortalities 
may be small, the cumulative impacts for certain bird and bat species could affect overall species 
survival. 

Section 3, 5.2.1 Pg 89 Impacts: Proposed Action: Construction There is no mention of re-using 
the material removed from blasting in order to lessen the need for 100,000 yards of gravel the 
project is expected to require. Is this a possibility? 

Section 3, 5.4 Pg 92 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts The proposal is stated to have "minor 
unavoidable adverse impacts to energy and natural resources." The crushed rock requirement by 



itself (100,000 yards) would deplete 10c<)1 supplies and possibly drive prices higher locally after 
construction since it might have to be hauled from greater distances. 
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The preceeding statement is immediately followed by another, claiming that "The overall impact 
of the project to energy and natural resources would be positive since it would provide the region 
with low-cost, clean, renewable energy ... " etc. This has been commented on previously. The 
power generated from the proposed facility will not necessarily be used in this region due to the 
nature of BPA's power brokering activities. Our region's power costs in the past were indeed 
comparatively inexpensive, but prices are not low now, nor will they be in the future. P.U.D. 
newsletters have been explaining this fact to customers for several years. There is a growing 
discussion about making power costs equal across the country, so that those living in "power
poor "areas will not be unfairly penalized. Clean? Not as clean as solar, and certainly this proposal 
will require radical environmental destruction. 

Section 3 14.3 Pg 269 Cumulative Impacts Rhetoric, political pressure, or private interest should 
never be allowed to override thorough and thoughtful, unhurried evaluation. Scientific rigor is 
essential to the cumulative impacts analysis. I am very sorry to see this section displaying an 
alarming number of mis-statements as well as faulty logic. Some of these statements have been 
carried over from Sections one and two, but there are several statements introduced in Section 3, 
clearly meant to justify the EIS's approach to the cumulative impacts analysis, that are simply a 
result of poor logic and misapplication of conclusions or data that has been taken out of context. 

One example is a statement that appears on page 274 of Section 3, and is partially quoted below. 
The NAS Mid-Atlantic Highlands study conducted in 2007, only three years ago is not as relevant 
(in 2010)for analysis of cumulative impacts to wildlife, especially birds and bats; the rapid pace of 
wind power development has changed the dynamic entirely not only in the location of the study 
but especially in the northwest, making this study unsuitable for cumulative impact use in this EIS. 
This study moreover, quoted in the EIS in Section 3, Pg 2, 74 Bird and Bat Species (last sentence 
in paragraph 2), concluded that "for rare and local populations" the predicted level of fatalities 
when combined with all other man-made sources of mortality could affect population viability." 
This statement was made three years ago. Note that the study referred to predictions of 
mortality, not documented mortalities per se. It has been found that predictions in the arena of 
wind power mortalities have often been underestimated. 

The "other man-made sources of mortality," contrary to the opening statement in paragraph 
three (Section 3, Pg 274 Bird and Bat Species) is hardly an "inherent difficulty" to a cumulative 
impacts analysis focusing on wind turbine mortalities. The "other man-made mortalities" are 
merely ancillary; they existed before wind turbine facilities and comprise a background level. 
inherent to our cultural lifestyle. The "cumulative" aspect of the bird and bat analysis attempts to 
determine what impact wind turbines have regionally, to sometimes unknown population 
numbers of migrating, foraging and, nesting species. 

State protections, USFWS and other specific, reputable wildlife data also must be considered in 
the analysis, as should a comparison analysis of costs. Although it is difficult to attribute 
monetary values to wildlife resources, standards are available to do so. 

An essential element in any study is the study plan. Basic assumptions must be scientifically 
(logically) rigorous and the data collection schedules equally well-planned in order to produce 
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meaningful results. Data collection on wildlife takes many years. Conclusions from the results of 
such studies must employ scientific rigor. This is where peer-reviewed papers and respected 
sources can assist reviewers. To ensure adequately broad and equitable cumulative impacts 
analysis for this proposed project, it would be appropriate to engage another analyst, other than 
those that have already provided information and conclusions in association with this proposal. 
There are well-respected scientists available who would be able to perform this service with 
expertise and lack of bias. I strongly recommend this action, and the inclusion of such a 
consultation in the final EIS document. 

I have made my points along the way, as I followed through the EIS document and will not 
summarize my concerns. I realize that this may be an inconvenient way to deal with'such a large 
amount of material, but this is page 14 alreadyl The specific shortcomings of the cumulative 
impacts section are noted throughout this letter but my main concern is for the apparent lack of 
understanding about what it should be, and to the lack of critical logic used to justify some of the 
conclusions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment further and for considering my comments. 

Sincerely, 

Sallie Tucker Jones 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

sallie tucker jones [sallietucker4@gmail.comj 
Friday. August 27. 20103:24 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Draft EIS Comments 
August 15 comments re Wind farm.docx 

Hi Tammy, I hope this works. Thanks for your help, Sallie 
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WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #555 

BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON ENERGY FACILITY SITE EVALUATION 
COUNCIL (WEFSEC) 

In the Matter of Application 

No. 2009-1 

Whistling Ridge Energy LLC 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Comments by Barbara Bleakley, a private citizen 

My husband and I live in White Salmon, W A. We, like thousands of other families, have purchased 
homes in this area because ofthe "protected" beauty ofthe National Scenic Area (NSA). It should 
continue to be protected as a priceless asset to the NW and our country. It is time for our govermnent to 
stop supporting any project that is politically expedient at tlie expense of the citizens. We are hopeful that 
reason will prevail and that the powers that be perform a careful and thorough analysis of every single 
possible negative impact to our local communities and environment by this project. 

We have grave concerns over locating the Whistling Ridge wind farm on the proposed ridge immediately 
outside the NSA, including but not limited to the points made below. We can easily conclude that there 
are better locations in unpopulated or otherwise unproductive areas, and that other more appropriate green 
technologies should be considered a higher priority. 

I. Precedent. We feel that if Whistling Ridge is allowed to move forward, the GovernorofWA would 
be setting a dangerous precedent here in the Columbia River Gorge. What will stop other wind farms 
from being allowed just outside the geographical boundaries but visually impacting the NSA? We have 
already sacrificed the natural beauty of the Columbia Hills east of the NSA to hundreds and perhaps even 
thousands of wind turbines on both sides of the Columbia in the interest of this green energy that must be 
subsidized to make ANY economic sense. How far should we go with this philosophy of creating green 
energy. At what cost? As common sense tells us, if it sounds too good to be true, it probably is, as 
evidenced by the ethanol political boondoggle. Allowing this project is outrageous considering all the 
blood, sweat and tears expended over the creation and management of the nation's ONLY National 
Scenic Area. Hundreds of millions of dollars of residential view property will immediately be impacted 
and devalued. Our scenic resources should NOT be held for ransom under the guise of "green energy" 
without definitive studies of the many significantly adverse impacts to people, wildlife, transportation, 
management of our electrical grid and its capacity, and our nation's and state's limited monetary 
resources. How could anyone have ever anticipated that when the NSA act was created by Congress that 
the most politically powelful family in the Gorge would many years later propose siting a huge industrial 
wind farm over 400 feet above a ridge immediately outside the boundary lines of the NSA and in plain 
view of their own White Salmon, Hood River, and Skamania County neighbors? 

2. Inadequate Electrical Grid. An article published in the Oregonian Newspaper dated july 17,2010 
written by Ted Sickenger titled, "Too Much of a Good Thing: Growth in wind power makes life difficult 
for grid managers" 
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(http://www.oregonlive.comlbusiness/index.ssf/2010/07/t00 much of a good thing growt.html) 
provides a great summary of the enonnous limitations of the current grid system for handling the 
CURRENT number of wind turbines. It is a velY complicated issue that needs to be rectified BEFORE 
we decide which green energy makes the most sense to invest government dollars in. Why are we 
spending huge amounts of subsidy money to build what will most likely be an obsolete technology by the 
time the electrical grid can handle the capacity of these giant wind turbines so they do not have to sit idle 
when the wind is blowing! There are promising new wind energy technologies under development right 
now that will velY soon be economically viable without subsidies and have less visual and environmental 
impact. (See http://www.makanipower.com/for example.) 

3. "Facts". The promoters ofthis project have concentrated their money and power on a sales job based 
on selective misinformation in an attempt to promote the economic and political benefits (which have 
been grossly exaggerated) to Skamania and Klickitat Counties and W A State. Photos and "facts" have 
been specifically chosen or rejected to distOlt the realities as well as to quote old studies that are no longer 
appropriate. For example, there is a blatant omission (and highly selective inclusions) in the Draft EIS 
document of any photos of potential visual impacts from the Strawberry Mountain area in White Salmon. 
How about from the Mark O. Hatfield State Park scenic hikelbike trail along the Columbia River between 
Hood River and Mosier? 

4. Transportation Studies. Now that the Oregon Court of Appeals recently upheld the Gorge 
Commission's right to approve the Broughton Mill development project, new transportation studies 
should be incorporated in the EIS to address the impact of these two Stevenson family projects, perhaps 
concurrent, on transpOltation. 

5. Wildlife Concerns. There are wildlife concerns that need further study and have been addressed by 
other opponents to this project. I'm not a biologist, but the impacts on just bat populations by wind 
turbines has been sited by the USGS in this atticle: http://www.fort.usgs.gov/batswindmills/. "Dead bats 
are turning up beneath wind turbines all over the world. Bat fatalities have now been documented at 
nearly evelY wind facility in NOlth America where adequate surveys for bats have been conducted, and 
several of these sites are estimated to cause the deaths ofthousands of bats per year. This unanticipated 
and unprecedented problem for bats has moved to the forefront of conservation and management effOlts 
directed toward this poorly understood group of mammals." These affects on bats and the other 300 
species of birds in the Gorge, migratory birds, and other wildlife should be studied fmther before blindly 
accepting the notion that wind (tll'bines are "green". Obviously this point isn't limited to just the 
Whistling Ridge project, but is relevant to all current technology wind fatms including this one. 

6. Light pollution. Visualize a peaceful summer evening enjoying the sunset view ofthe Gorge from 
Strawbeny Mountain in White Salmon where we live (and from many other areas in the Gorge), and 
seeing 50 blinking red lights all going offat once as the sun goes down behind them! One of the big 
draws to lUral areas is the beauty of the night sky devoid of city lights. 

We hope you will conclude as we have that this is the absolute wrong location for this project, and 
probably the wrong technology for this time. ~ Please let's use some good old NW common sense that we 
are known for. Rely on facts and not just somebody's sales pitch, political pressure,and the enticement 



of big "free" subsidies, going into private pockets paid for by all US citizens. Please recommend the 
denial of this project in its proposed location to Governor Gregoire. It is the right decision. 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Kent and Barbara Bleakley [bkb@gorge.m'! 
Friday, August 27,20103:48 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Whistling Ridge Comments. doc 

Attached are comments on the proposed project for your review. 

Thanks, 
Barbara Bleakley 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Kent and Barbara Bleakley [bkb@gorge.netJ 
Friday, August 27,20103:48 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Whistling Ridge Comments. doc 

Attached are comments on the proposed project for your review. 

Thanks, 
Barbara Bleakley 
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BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON ENERGY FACILITY SITE EVALUATION 
COUNCIL (WEFSEC) 

In the Matter of Application 

No. 2009-1 

Whistling Ridge Energy LLC 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Comments by Barbara Bleakley, a private citizen 

My husband and I live in White Salmon, WA. We, like thousands of other families, have purchased 
homes in this area because of the "protected" beauty of the National Scenic Area (NSA). It should 
continue to be protected as a priceless asset to the NW and our countly. It is time for our government to 
stop supporting any project that is politically expedient at tlie expense of the citizens. We are hopeful that 
reason will prevail and that the powers that be perform a careful and thorough analysis of every single 
possible negative impact to our local communities and environment by this project. 

We have grave concerns over locating the Whistling Ridge wind farm on the proposed ridge immediately 
outside the NSA, including but not limited to the points made below. We can easily conclude that there 
are better locations in unpopulated or otherwise unproductive areas, and that other more appropriate green 
technologies should be considered a higher priority. 

1. Precedent. We feel that if Whistling Ridge is allowed to move forward, the Governor ofWA would 
be setting a dangerous precedent here in the Columbia River Gorge. What will stop other wind falms 
from being allowed just outside the geographical boundaries but visually impacting the NSA? We have 
already sacrificed the natural beauty of the Columbia Hills east of the NSA to hundreds and perhaps even 
thousands of wind turbines on both sides of the Columbia in the interest ofthis green energy that must be 
subsidized to make ANY economic sense. How far should we go with this philosophy of creating green 
energy. At what cost? As common sense tells us, if it sounds too good to be true, it probably is, as 
evidenced by the ethanol political boondoggle. Allowing this project is outrageous considering all the 
blood, sweat and tears expended over the creation and management ofthe nation's ONLY National 
Scenic Area. Hundreds of millions of dollars of residential view property will immediately be impacted 
and devalued. Our scenic resources should NOT be held for ransom under the guise of "green energy" 
without definitive studies of the many significantly adverse impacts to people, wildlife, transportation, 
management of our electrical grid and its capacity, and our nation's and state's limited monetary 
resources. How could anyone have ever anticipated that when the NSA act was created by Congress that 
the most politically powerful family in the Gorge would many years later PI'opose siting a huge industrial 
wind falm over 400 feet above a ridge immediately outside the boundary lines of the NSA and in plain 
view of their own White Salmon, Hood River, and Skamania County neighbors? 

2. Inadequate Electrical Grid. An article published in the Oregonian Newspaper dated july 17, 2010 
written by Ted Sickenger titled, "Too Much of a Good Thing: Growth in wind power makes life difficult 
for grid managers" 



(http://www.oregonlive.comlbusiness/index.ssf/201 0/07/too much of a good thing growt.html) 
provides a great summary of the enOimous limitations of the current grid system for handling the 
CURRENT number of wind turbines. It is a vety complicated issue that needs to be rectified BEFORE 
we decide which green energy makes the most sense to invest government dollars in. Why are we 
spending huge amounts of subsidy money to build what will most likely be an obsolete technology by the 
time the electrical grid can handle the capacity of these giant wind turbines so they do not have to sit idle 
when the wind is blowing! There are promising new wind energy technologies under development right 
now that will vety soon be economically viable without subsidies and have less visual and environmental 
impact. (See http://www.makanipower.com/for example.) 

3. "Facts". The promoters of this project have concentrated their money and power on a sales job based 
on selective misinfOimation in an attempt to promote the economic and political benefits (which have 
been grossly exaggerated) to Skamania and Klickitat Counties and W A State. Photos and "facts" have 
been specifically chosen or rejected to distOit the realities as well as to quote old shtdies that are no longer 
appropriate. For example, there is a blatant omission (and highly selective inclusions) in the Draft EIS 
document of any photos of potential visual impacts from the Strawberry Mountain area in White Salmon. 
How about from the Mark o. Hatfield State Park scenic hike/bike trail along the Columbia River between 
Hood River and Mosier? 

4. Transportation Studies. Now that the Oregon Comt of Appeals recently upheld the Gorge 
Commission's right to approve the Broughton Mill development project, new transportation studies 
should be incorporated in the EIS to address the impact of these two Stevenson family projects, perhaps 
concurrent, on transportation. 

5. Wildlife Concerns. There are wildlife concerns that need further study and have been addressed by 
other opponents to this project. I'm not a biologist, but the impacts on just bat popUlations by wind 
turbines has been sited by the USGS in this article: http://www.fOlt.usgs.gov/batswindmills/. " Dead bats 
are turning up beneath wind hll"bines all over the world. Bat fatalities have now been documented at 
nearly evety wind facility in NOith America where adequate surveys for bats have been conducted, and 
several of these sites are estimated to cause the deaths of thousands of bats pel' year. This unanticipated 
and unprecedented problem for bats has moved to the forefront of conservation and management effOits 
directed toward this poorly understood group of mammals." These affects on bats and the other 300 
species of birds in the Gorge, migratory birds, and other wildlife should be studied fmther before blindly 
accepting the notion that wind turbines are "green". Obviously this point isn't limited to just the 
Whistling Ridge project, but is relevant to all current technology wind farms including this one. 

6. Light pollution. Visualize a peaceful summer evening enjoying the sunset view of the Gorge from 
Strawbeny Mountain in White Salmon where we live (and from many other areas in the Gorge), and 
seeing 50 blinking red lights all going off at once as the sun goes down behind them! One of the big 
draws to lUral areas is the beauty of the night sky devoid of city lights. 

We hope you will conclude as we have that this is the absolute wrong location for this project, and 
probably the wrong technology for this time.· Please let's use some good old NW common sense that we 
are known for. Rely on facts and not just somebody's sales pitch, political pressure, and the enticement 



of big "free" subsidies, going into private pockets paid for by all US citizens. Please recommend the 
denial of this project in its proposed location to Govemor Gregoire. It is the right decision. 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steve Royal [morphun43@hotmail.comj 
Friday, August 27,20105:31 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #532 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA) will be impacted again through the 
unnecessary slaughter of raptors being hit by the turbin blades. Raptors that are very 
important to the species food chain in the Gorge in that certain species will over produce 
with the demise of the raptors. The sight lines that are preserved in the Gorge with 
regulations will be invasive to the beautiful sights of the CRGNCA and the Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail from even the Columbia River itself. 

The Washington Department of Natural Resources has clear cut forest on both sides of the 
Pacific National Scenic Trail within the CRGNSA. Why now would huge wind turbins be located 
upon a forested ridge line where industrial clear cutting would again most likely be utilized 
to place the huge turbine wind generators on that scenic destroying and forest destroying 
ridgeline? 

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources .. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully infopm the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Steve Royal 
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5413 Tipton Dr 
Austin, TX 78723 
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Michelle. Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

rod@davidson.com 
Friday, August 27,201010:42 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #534 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Lewis County has the wind, Weyerhauser Lumber has the 
land: it i,s a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Lewis County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Rod Davidson 
140 Cole Rd 
Pe Ell, Wa 98572 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Late 

Elayne. brownbag@gmail.com 
Saturday, August 28, 2010 9:44 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
)ublic Comment #535 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. Washington 
State utilities must reach the goals set by Initiative 937. Wind is the most feasible and 
most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new renewable energy on the grid by 2020, which 
means we need to build more wind farms. Skamania County has the wind, SDS Lumber has the 
land: it is a match made in heaven. Many studies have shown that the environmental impact of 
the Whistling Ridge Energy, Project would be minimal. For the last century, the site has been 
used in commercial forest operations. The land has already been cleared, roads built, 
transmission lines already installed, and wildlife habitats already fragmented. The impacts 
on a few other species that might be affected are rated low-risk. The environmental benefits 
are numerous. Wind is clean, renewable, and does not consume'water or produce waste. 
Whistling Ridge will generate 75 megawatts of electricity; enough to power 20,000 homes a 
year, without contributing to global climate change. The choice is clear: support Whistling 
Ridge and Skamania County by approving this project. 

Sincerely, 
Elayne Novotny 
PO Box 16 
Pe Ell, WA 98572 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Gretchen Starke [gstarke@pacifier.com] 
Friday, August 27,20104:56 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project DIES 
whistling ridge, deis comments, aug 201 O.doc 

Attached are the comments of the Vancouver Audubon Society. 

Gretchen Starke 
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VANCOUVER AUDUBON SOCIETY 
P.O. Box 1966 Vancouver, \VA 98668·1966 

www.vancouveraudubon.org 

308 NE 124th Avenue 
Vancouver, Washington 98684 
August 27, 2010 

Stephen Posner 
energy Facility Site Manager 
WAEFSEC . 
Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, Washington 98504-3172 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
BPA 
905 NE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 92708-3621 

RE: WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY PROJECT - APPLICATION NO. 2009-01 

Dear Mr. Posner and Mr. Montano: 

Our sister organization, the Seattle Audubon Society, is the intervener in the process of this site 
celiification and will have more detailed comments. Nevertheless, as an organization dedicated 
to the welfare of birds and all wildlife, the Vancouver Audubon Society has an interest in this 
project. It is also in the Columbia River Gorge area, an area that we have long been concerned 
with. 

In reading this DEIS, one thing stands out. Rather than being a decision making document, 
which DEISs are supposed to be, this appears to be a justification document, providing support 
for a decision that is already in the mind of the preparers. The failure to analyze more than two 
altematives -- the applicants desired outcome and the required do-nothing alternative -
strengthens that impression. The altematives considered (briefly?) but eliminated from detailed 
study were given short shrift. The perceived economic shOlicomings of some of these possible 
alternatives is not reason enough to fail to analyze and compare to see if a smaller size or 
different configuration might be less harmful to wildlife. Economics change with changing 
conditions, whereas the needs of wildlife are seldom so flexible. 

In looking at the avian survey section (3-30 to 3-65) , it is not possible to determine how many of 
which species were found. Therefore, we have no idea of the value of this site to many birds, 
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especially the songbirds. Rufous hummingbirds were found in the spring and summer, but how 
many? Were they males or females? During the migration season, how many warblers passed 
through? Were they in the strike zone of the blades? Percentages are not useful for analysis. 
without knowing what they were percentage of. Further, it would be more useful to be able to 
compare the use and species composition, in numbers, of this site to the use and species 
composition, in numbers, of the nearby Forest Service and Department of Natural Resources 
land. 

The northem spotted owl has been declining in Washington about seven percent a year. 
Therefore it is no wonder that many historical nest sites are no longer used. There are fewer 
birds to use them. It stands to reason, however, that to eliminate historical nest sites is to 
eliminate that chance for a pair of owls to use that site ever again. How, then, is the population 
to recover? The fact that nearby owl habitat areas are no longer used does not mean that they 
should be dismissed as potential owl habitat. They must be taken into consideration. It should 
have been noted that all DNR land in the state is covered by a Habitat Conservation Plan that 
includes the northern spotted owl along with salmon and many other species. 

The fact that Vaux's swifts were seen during the fall migration is of concem. Yet, there is 
inadequate discussion of mitigation measures to avoid mortality of swifts, as well as songbirds 
and other small birds during migration. 

We concur with the Seattle Audubon Society in their observation of the weakness ofthe 
cumulative impact analysis in the DEIS. In addition, considering that any kind of development 
causes loss of habitat, the DEIS should have considered, not only potential future wind power 
development in forested areas, but the impact of many other types of development, such as 
housing, that permanently destroys habitat. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

Gretchen Starke 

Conservation Chair, 
Vancouver Audubon Society 
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Attached are our comments on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

Paul and Sally Newell 
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Sally and Paul Newell 

Green Mountain Ranch 

PO Box 186 

142 Dona Rd. 

Underwood, WA 98651 

August 27, 2010 

Mr. Jim Luce, Chair 

Washington Energy Facility Siting Council 

905 Plum st. SE, Third Floor 

P.O. Box 43172 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Dear Mr. Luce, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project. We deeply appreciate the extension of time allowed to review the 

document, as it has allowed us a fuller understanding of the impacts that the state intends to consider 

relative to this project. 

The DE IS overall appears to us to be a shallow (in spite of its sheer mass) analysis of the impacts of the 

proposed project. Since our expertise in the field of natural resource studies is limited, we will rely on 

others to address the project's impacts on bird and bat populations, although we note that reliance on 

studies conducted by the project proponents seem suspect. A party with a vested interest in the 

construction of a windfarm would not necessarily be the party we would select to provide unbiased data 

on any aspect of the potential harm to the public or resources. We would be much more comfortable 

with analysis by independent professionals in the various fields of study, selected by the state agencies 

the public employs to safeguard these important public resources. 

We will focus on three areas in which we feel we do have a certain amount of expertise: Scenic 

resources, Transportation resources and Recreation resources. 
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As a former Commissioner serving at the pleasure of Governor Mike Lowry on the Columbia River Gorge 

Commission, Sally has a more than passing interest in (and acquaintance with) the local landscape. She 

also worked as a school bus driver for Mill A School, traversing Cook-Underwood Road between Mill A 

School and the Underwood Community Center for over 10 years. As a professional driver, she had a 

unique perspective on the safety aspects of this road, as well as SR14, which was often used to transport 

students to games and field trips. Paul has lived in Underwood all his life, and for the first 10 years of his 

adult life worked for Broughton Lumber Company at the Willard Mill, commuting on Cook-Underwood 

Road from Underwood to Willard. Both of us are avid horsemen, riding and packing in and around 

Underwood, Mill A and Willard, as well as on the nearby Buck Creek Trail System and in the Gifford 

Pinchot National Forest. 

To the scenic component of the DEIS, we would point out that the photographs purporting to depict the 

scenic impacts from various vantage points were obviously selected to minimize the impacts in the eye 

of the beholder. Importantly, NONE of the photographs depict the way these views will look at night, 

with red aviation lights destroying the appearance of the ridgelines in the moonlight. After all, it is dark 

about half of the time, and we think the scenic value of the project area at night should be a 

consideration, especially since there is currently nothing. in the area that generates the kind of scenic 

distraction that a string of red aviation lights (visible for 20 miles) strobing every few seconds will. These 

are not low to moderate impacts, especially if they are visible from YOUR living room windows. 

While the project is (just barely) outside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, we feel that a 

project that impacts a national treasure should be evaluated carefully. Buckets of money, not to 

mention blood, sweat, tears and emotional distress on all sides have been expended to preserve the 

scenic, natural, cultural and recreation resources of this place, and to encourage economic 

development in a way that is compatible with that preservation. It makes no sense to us, after 25 years 

of effort, for the State of Washington to produce a 1500 page document that fails to properly consider 

the impact this project would have on the CRGNSA. When the boundaries for the scenic area were 

established, no one could possibly have conceived that just 25 years later, the state would be 

considering allowing structures 400 feet high a mere 50 feet outside that boundary, and clearly visible 

from major viewing areas, including two population centers within the CRGNSA. 

We are among the many people who have invested their lives and their life savings in this beautiful 

. place with the understanding that is a special, protected place, recognized by our government with 

special status to allow it to remain beautiful for future generations to enjoy. We are among the people 

who willingly, through design and landscaping, try to make our homes and other structures blend with 

the surrounding landscape. We are among the many people who understand that even though we own 

a fairly large piece of land, will not be able to divide it among our children and grandchildren, in the 

service of a larger public ideal. And that's okay with us, as long as the sacrifice is shared equally. It 

seems to us that for the state to allow a desecration of the scenery of this kind makes a mockery of that 

sacrifice in the name of lining the pockets of a wealthy local dynasty. We didn't notice any analysis of 

that in the DEIS. 



We feel it is worth mentioning that the wealthy local dynasty mentioned above recently won a decision 

from the Oregon Court of Appeals that will enable it to construct a major destination resort along SR14 

on the site of the old Broughton Mill at Hood, directly south of Underwood. Construction and operation 

of that resort will significantly impact local traffic as well as recreation uses at the Hatchery State Park, 

and needs to be considered in the transportation and recreation sections of the DE IS. 

The transportation section of the DEIS fails to mention the five tunnels between Cook and Underwood 

on SR 14. It does mention the tunnels at Lyle in its analysis of potential haul routes, but the ones 

between Cook and Underwood are omitted. Those tunnels are so dangerous that Mill A School doesn't 

allow its busses to use them when students are being transported. They are so low that there are very 

few local drivers who haven't witnessed semi trucks crossing the center line inside those tunnels to take 

advantage of the added height in the center of the tunnel's arc. We were nearly killed by one of these 

ourselves. We would not have considered that to be a moderate impact. 

The only viable way for SDS to get those turbines to Bingen would be by barge or rail, in our opinion. 

Getting them to the proposed project site with "low to moderate impacts," will be far more difficult. 

Section 4.3 purports to analyze transportation issues associated with the project. Section 4.3.1.1 

Regional and Site Area, fails to even mention the community of Underwood. While it is an 

unincorporated community, we would guess the population at (conservatively) 2500, based on 

information obtained from the Skamania County Assessor in the early 1990's. Attempts to update that 

information from several county departments were unsuccessful, but with the new census nearing 

completion, we would hope that EFSEC would obtain that information for a final EIS. We contest the 

DEIS's conclusion that impacts to these residents during construction would be low to moderate. 

Underwood has only one road connecting it to SR14, and there is no viable alternative route to any 

other state or county road that would get one to White Salmon or Stevenson. Cook-Underwood Road is 

Underwood's lifeline to the outside world, and any disruption to its use will impact residents, especially 

in emergency situations. 

The proposed haul route from Bingen to Underwood over SR14 underestimates the dangers posed by 

existing local conditions. The DEIS fails to even mention the dangers posed by traffic attempting to 

enter SR14 at Dock Grade Road. This intersection is the site of many accidents every year, and these will 

be exacerbated by the presence of many oversized, overweight trucks westbound on SR14. Dock Grade 

is the main route for folks from White Salmon to SR14, commuting to Hood River or elsewhere for work, 

shopping and recreation. People take crazy chances there, and sight distances are deceiving. The 

intersection of SR14 and SR141 is so dangerous that WDOT placed a warning sign with flashing lights just 

east of the blind corner leading into it. SR141 is the main route to the White Salmon River Valley, and 

the communities of Husum, BZ Corners, Glenwood and Trout Lake. Population in these places has 

grown considerably over the past 20 years or so, along with recreation use. Trout Lake is the gateway to 

Mt. Adams and the Gifford Pinchot National Forest in this area. It is the road to the White Salmon Wild 

and Scenic River and associated rafting and kayaking opportunities. 



SR14 is so narrow between these two intersections that it is a challenge for a passenger car, a semi truck 

and a bicycle to share the road. There is no shoulder whatsoever in many places, and we'd measure the 

lanes in a couple of spots to contest the DEIS's assertion of 12 foot lanes if it wasn't such a dangerous 

proposition. An Underwood man was killed there a couple of years ago walking his dog. In order to 

safely move oversized loads through there, we think one-way traffic with flaggers will be needed, but 

the DE IS does not mention this. Traffic volume through this stretch is heavy by local standards, but the 

DEIS contains no analysis. It uses "typical rural highway traffic patterns," to reach its conclusions. Is it 

too much to ask that counters be placed on the roadways to determine actual usage during the 

proposed construction season?? The mix of traffic is horrendous, especially in the summer and early fall 

months ... you'll see bicycles, pedestrians (crazy people), long-haul semi's and log trucks, along with 

RV's of every description, school busses and passenger vehicles. The DE IS generalizes the width of SR14 

from SR97 and SR395, and doesn't really talk about SR14 from Bingen to Underwood. This is an 

unconscionable omission. 

The analysis of Cook-Underwood is all rosey, too. At the top of page 4.3-5, the DEIS states that "very 

little as-built information is available regarding existing pavement and base thickness along the 

proposed haul route." Cook-Underwood Road was built many years ago to accommodate local traffic, 

agricultural hauling and log trucks. Maintenance has consisted of occasional treatments with chipseal 

and gravel. There are many sections where the asphalt is already showing some distress, and it runs 

along a steep, unstable bluff up to 1000 feet above SR14. SR14 runs along the river at almost sea level, 

and most of Cook-Underwood is 500-1000 feet in elevation. The DEIS doesn't mention the very steep 

grade coming up from SR14 at both ends, and it doesn't say anything about how slow those big 

overweight loads will be going, but there will be serious deterioration of LOS going on there, too! Table 

4.3-1 indicates 240 commuters will be trying to come up the hill at Underwood at peak pm drive time .. 

. we'd like to see counters on that, too. Imagine those folks following these slow, giant trucks all the 

way to their driveways, because many of them will have to. A trucker friend of ours said they would 

need to hook two semis togetherto move the heaviest loads up the worst part of the grade ... would 

there be a delay associated with that practice? Where is the analysis of that? Between Highland 

Orchard Road and Chenoweth Road is a steep hill with a series of sharp curves and limited shoulder. 

There will likely be lots of delays for local traffic there, too, but there is no mention in the DE IS. There 

are many parts of Cook-Underwood which are narrow with little or no shoulder, and as mentioned 

before, a steep, high and unstable bluff on the south side. What happens to the folks up here if the road 

just gives way at some point? Our guess is that the LOS would suffer for years to come. It could even 

cause a home to have to give up its yard to enable the road to be re-routed. The DEIS is silent on this 

point. If the rest of this DEIS is as deficient as the transportation section, it is a shoddy document 

indeed I 

Garbage in; garbage out. EFSEC needs to calculate LOS using real traffic counts and hard data, not 

HCS+algorithms. It is not unusual to wait 10-30 seconds to enter SR14 from the east outlet of Cook

Underwood Road as it is. Add traffic associated with a major construction project at the old Broughton 

mill site and oversized loads for windmill construction to the current situation and there will be serious 

impacts to local transportation. In addition, parts of Cook-Underwood along the bluff are narrow 



enough that flaggers and one-way traffic would be needed to allow the big loads through, but there is 

no mention of the LOS impact of that. Kids on school busses in Underwood have a 45 minute ride to Mill 

A School, and about the same to White Salmon. Traffic delays could mean the difference between 

arriving at school ready to learn, and missing breakfast and playing catch-up all day long for them. 

We were struck by the lack of information about the numbers of local people who will be impacted by 

the construction phase. The economic impact of the jobs generated by the construction phase could 

well be offset by visitors who will never return after tangling with the traffic nightmare that will ensue. 

There is nothing in the DEIS speaking to the roads themselves, about the damage those giant loads are 

liable to cause. The road being built on SDS land is 60 feet wide. How on earth will our little, old, 24 

foot roadways accommodate these trucks and cranes? The DE IS needs to tell us that. The fact that 

Skamania County has no over-size or over-weight restrictions in place at this time doesn't mean the 

roads will accommodate these loads ... this county has been through 4 or 5 county engineers in the 

past few years. The head of the county's Public Works department has no engineering credentials. 

The DEIS is also deficient in the area of recreation. The Buck Creek Trail System receives short shrift in 

the DE IS. This trail system was built years ago by a local couple, with the cooperation and assistance of 

the Washington Department of Natural Resources. There was a trailhead, known as the Whistling Ridge 

Trailhead, complete with corral and campsite immediately adjoining the project area to the north. That 

trailhead has disappeared, along with the trail connecting it to the rest of the Buck Creek Trail System. 

The local chapter of Backcountry Horsemen of Washington recently had a work party on the trail 

system, and aftermuch searching, found the northern end of the trail, but lost it in the clearcut to the 

south. The trailhead is depicted on the wooden map near Northwestern Lake, and on paper maps 

distributed by DNR as recently as three years ago. 

Figure 4.2-27 purports to depict recreation facilities and key viewpoints. It shows the trailheads, but 

fails to clearly depict the trails and topography in a way to meaningfully show the potential visual impact 

on trail users. These include, but are not limited to the Buck Creek Trail System, and the Monte Cristo 

and Monte Carlo trails north of it. There are many places in the Gifford Pinchot that the project would 

be visible from, like Little Huckleberry Trail north of Willard. The project will be highly visible from the 

best southerly views from Little Huckleberry and the Buck Creek Trails, and could preclude the 

rebuilding of the Whistling Ridge Trail due to degradation of the trail experience. The DEIS does not 

discuss the disruption of a backcountry campout by aviation lights flashing to the south, and generally 

makes light of the impacts that will be suffered by recreationists subjected to the deterioration of their 

experience due to the scenic impacts associated with the project. 

In sum, we think your DEIS is deficient and that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has the wrong name, 

in the wrong place. 

Sincerely, 

Paul and Sally Newell 
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High 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #505 

Attached, please find my comments on Transportation as regards the Whistling Ridge project. 
Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
''Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. /I 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: The Whistling Ridge DEIS and the inadequacy of the data and analyses 
for impacts to transportation in the region 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

I am greatly concemed about what I feel is a very inadequate analysis of the actual 
impacts to our roads and byways by the transport of the wind turbines and other construction 
paraphernalia for the Whistling Ridge wind farm project. The "specialized" trucks that are 
needed would, I believe, create havoc on our roads and there would also be serious damage to 
our rural, scenic public roads. The whole issue of which roads SDS would actually use if this 
wind farm is approved, has not been adequately addressed in the DEIS. Skamania County 
authorities also fail to address impacts to our roads and byways from all' the over~weight 
traffic for this wind farm proposal. Waiting to figure it all out after the fact is not good public 
policy and it celiainly is not public disclosure. 

I needed to educate myself on this issue and the following disturbing information is 
about what it really takes to transport wind turbine components. My emphasis is in bold red. 
The following is an aliicle on what makes wind energy possible: 

http://www.go-explore-trans.orgl2009/nov-dec/wind _turbines.cfm 

Trains, trucks, and ships make wind energy possible 

by Katie Greenwood 

Imagine yourself in a flat, wide-open field. Next to you, extending about 400 feet into the air 
is a wind turbine. Its 3 gigantic steel blades whoosh around and around hundreds of feet above 
your head. 

Comments - Whistling Ridge - Transportation - Repar 
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A wind farm in Kansas 
Photo courtesy: Brent Danley via flickr 

Standing next to a wind turbine, you can witness the incredible power of the wind to move 
this massive machine. 

But before the wind could move the turbine, something else had to move it first. 

Trucks, ships, and trains move wind turbines from the factory to the wind farm. A wind farm 
is a group of wind turbines in the same location used to produce electricity. (Wind fatms are 
also called wind power plants.) 

In the United States, Texas and Iowa have the greatest number of wind farms because flat 
plains are the best sites for wind fatms, but many turbines come from factories outside of 
the United States. 

Just how big are they? 

Wind farms range in size from a few dozen to 421 turbines. A single turbine is transported 
in up to 12 pieces. 

Wind turbines are manufactured and shipped in several parts, and each part is huge. 

The tall, vertical piece is called the tower. It's usually made in 3 parts but sometimes more. 

Comments - Whistling Ridge - TranspOliation - Repal' 
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A crane lifting the huge blades and hub of a wind turbine 
Photo courtesy: rockymountaincrane.com 

Each section ofthe tower is about 120 feet long and weighs up to 70 tons. An empty semi
truck and trailer weighs about 15 tons. 

Attached to the top of the tower is the nacelle. The nacelle houses the generator, power 
electronics, and the gears that tum the wind into electrical energy. Nacelles weigh 50-70 
tons. 

Most turbines have 3 blades that are attached to the nacelle by the rotor hub. Some blades are 
up to 50 yards long. A 3-blade rotor hub can almost cover a football field! 

Curriculum connection 

Using geometry in a transport route survey 

Before construction of a land wind farm can begin, route planners consider several possible 
trucking routes for the turbines. . 

Route planners study several factors including traffic, road construction, surrounding 
buildings, ami environmcntal issues to determine thc best route. 

With the help of a surveyor, the route planner assesses the steepness of hills and inclines 
along the route. A surveyor can take the necessary measurements using a transit. 
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Students practice using 
a surveyor's transit. 

The steepness of a road's incline is called the grade. Turbines can safely ascend and 
descend grades of less than 15%. Steeper grades can potentially lead to accidents that 
damage tnrbine parts or cause erosion of the soil and structure beneath the road. 

If the sUl'Veyor assesses the gl'ade at greater than 15%, it may be necessary to level the 
roads or put in erosion control measures for that part of the ronte. 

Getting the grade 

How do they get the grade? 

The illustration below shows a highway in profile. Notice that a right triangle has been 
constructed in the diagram. 

x 
run 

y 
rise 

An illustration of the the verticle and horizontal distances of an inclined road. 

The bottom of the triangle is the horizontal distance a patticular section of highway covers. 
This horizontal distance, or the "run" of the highway, indicates how far a vehicle would travel 
on the road if it were level. 

Comments - Whistling Ridge - Transportation - Repar 4 
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The "rise," or veliical distance, is a measure of how much higher a vehicle is after driving 
along the road. To find the "rise," the surveyor must detelmine the difference in elevation 
from the bottom of a slope to the top. 

Putting it together 

Similar to calculating the slope of a line in your geometry class, calculating the incline of a 
road is simply "rise over run." 

Slope is the measure of the vertical rise in the road divided by the horizontal distance or: 

s=y/x 

Grade is the slope expressed as a percentage. To find the percent, the slope is multiplied by 
100. 

G=100s 

Try it out: If a highway rises 375 feet over 1 mile, is the grade safe for trucks hauling turbine 
components? 

Check your answer. 

So to build even small wind farms, there are many large loads that must travel long 
distances. 

How in the world are these hulking parts moved? 

The type of transportation used depends on the location of the wind farm. Often, a 
combination of transportation modes is used for each wind farm. 

By train 

A large number of turbines manufactured in the United States are first transported by train, 
according to Dr. Nadia Gkritza, who is currently researching sustainable energy and 
transportation systems at Iowa State University. 

A single train can haul 50-70 cars of wind turbine parts. Photo courtesy: kedziers via flickr 
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A single train can haul 50-70 cars of wind turbine parts. It costs less to move turbine parts 
by train because more can be moved at a time, but the train routes must avoid low 
overpasses when hauling the large components. 

But since trains don't directly connect to the wind fanTIs, the final transportation leg must be 
done by truck. 

By trucI{s 

TlUcking has been the most common method oftranspOliing turbines because tlUcks can go 
directly to a wind falm. 

willd requires 8-12 semi-truck trailers. MallY turbille loads weigh more tlla1l100,000 
pounds. Photo cOllrtesy: Bill Weaver via flickr 

Transporting by truck requires 8-12 trailers for each turbine. 

Hauling the oversized loads requires a permit from the state Department of Transportation. 
The tlUcks must follow paths that avoid road constlUction, low bridges, and busy city centers. 
Often, trucks have to take a long route to their destination when transporting turbines. 

Many wind falms are located within crop farmland. This means that these heavy parts travel 
on nalTOW, unpaved roads that are not designed to accommodate the heavy loads. Immediately 
after a wind falm is completed, maintenance workers must repair and level the roads. 

Highways and interstates can handle about 80,000 pounds. Many turbine loads weigh 
more than 100,000 pounds, so transporting turbines can cause damage to even these 
roads over time. 

By ships 

When turbine components come from overseas, they are imported in several shipments. 
Each ship carries only 1 type of component. 

When Vestas imported 60 turbines into the Port of Longview in Washington, all the 
components arrived in 5 shipments. The towers arrived in 3 separate shipments followed 
by 2 shipments of nacelles and blades. 
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The fragile loads must be packed tightly but carefully to avoid damage. Safety must also be 
considered to avoid interfering with the ship's stability and navigation. 

Ships and barges don't have to negotiate tight turns or avoid overpasses like trucks and trains. 
Photo courtesy: GrahamAndDairne via flickr 

There are specific ways oflashing and securing the parts to the ship. When shipped long 
distance, blades are shipped in transport containers to keep them from shifting around. 

As wind energy technology advances, new wind farms are being erected off shore. An 
offshore wind farm in Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts, is scheduled to begin in 2010. The 
project is being called Cape Wind. 

One advantage to transpOliing by ships and barges: they don't have to negotiate tight turns 
or avoid overpasses like trucks and trains. 

Learn More 

The American Wind Energy Association offers an excellent wind energy tutorial that 
discusses the basics of wind power. 

Katie Greenwood is a writer for Go!. 

Copyright © 2009, Iowa State University. All rights reserved. 

Go! is brought to you through the generous donations and grants of our sponsors, including 
these platinum-level sponsors: the Iowa Math and Science Education Partnership, the Federal 
Highway Administration, and the Midwest Transportation Consortium. 

Learn more about all our sponsors. 

IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
In&tituto forTransportntlon 
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In conclusion, some of the issues and disturbing facts about what it really takes to 
transport and build a wind farm: 

• many turbines come from factories outside of the United States; 
• A single turbine is transported in up to 12 pieces; 
• Each section of the tower is about 120 feet long and weighs up to 70 tons. An 

empty semi-truck and trailer weighs about 15 tons; 
• Nacelles weigh 50-70 tons; 
• A 3-blade rotor hub can almost cover a football field!; 
• Route planners study several factors including traffic, road construction, surrounding 

buildings, and environmental issues to detel1nine the best route; assesses the steepness 
of hills and inclines along the route; 

• Turbines can safely ascend and descend grades of less than 15%. Steeper grades 
can potentially lead to accidents that damage turbine parts or c'ause erosion of the 
soil and structure beneath the road; 

• If the surveyor assesses the grade at greater than 15%, it may be necessary to level the 
roads or put in erosion control measures for that part of the route; 

• So to build even small wind farms, there are many large loads that must travel long 
distances; 

• A single train can haul 50-70 cars of wind turbine parts. It costs less to move turbine 
parts by train because more can be moved at a time, but the train routes must avoid 
low overpasses; 

• Transporting by truck requires 8-12 trailers for each turbine; 
• Often, trucks have to take a long route to their destination when transporting turbines; 
• Many wind falms are located within crop farmland. This means that these heavy 

patis travel on nanow, unpaved roads that are not designed to accommodate the heavy 
loads. Immediately after a wind farm is completed, maintenance workers must 
repair and level the roads; 

• Highways and interstates can handle about 80,000 pounds. Many turbine loads weigh 
more than 100,000 pounds, so transporting turbines can cause damage to even these 
roads over time; 

• When turbine components come from overseas, they are impotied in several 
shipments; 

• When Vestas impotied 60 turbines into the Port of Longview in Washington, all the 
components arrived in 5 shipments. The towers arrived in 3 separate shipments 
followed by 2 shipments of nacelles and blades; 

• One advantage to transpoliing by ships and barges: they don't have to negotiate tight 
turns or avoid overpasses like trucks and trains. 

Analysis on grades and transportation requirements is totally inadequate in the DEIS. 
The Whistling Ridge proposal involves grades ranging from 5% to 70%. More expert survey 
data is needed for the DEIS. More analysis and data is needed onjust how much the transpoti 
trucks and the wind infrastructure materiel actually weigh and how much damage they might 
do to our rural roads and byways. And, I think we all need to know just how SDS really 
proposes to get these huge, heavy, and unwieldy turbines up steep slopes that are prone to 
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erosion and mass wasting! (Mass wasting and soils will be addressed in a separate 
memo.) 

The DEIS is totally inadequate on the transport issue. Thank you. 

le-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

Dear EFSEC, 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Friday, August 27,20104:44 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Addendum to Whistling Ridge comments (e-mail 4) on transport 
DEIS _turbine_specifications _ 27 Aug201 O. pdf 

High 

WR-OEIS . 
:>ublic Comment #515 

Attached, please find a pdf file, DEIS_turbine_specifications_27 Aug201O.pdf, that I wish to 
be attached to my previous e-mail on transportation. It was #4 in the subject line. I'm sorry 
that some of the pictures are cut off-my technical expertise has failed me late in the day! 
Thank you very much. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, VVA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away" 
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Turbine Specifications 

Mesalands Community College 
Wind Turbine S ecifications 

Hub with 
3 Blades 

~ . MochineHead 

• 

Base Tn.uar 

Dimensions & Weights 

Hub height - 80 meters or 253.6 feet 

Tower Components 

Component WeiQht(lbs) LenQth(Ft. ) 
Base Section 126,766 73.2 

Middle Section 83,445 82 
Top Section 65,936 98.4 

Other Components 

Component 
Weight 

(Ibs) 
Length(Ft.) 

Hub .37,479 N/A 
Blade 13,889 121.4 

http://www.mesalands.edu/wind/turbine_specifications.htm 

Diameter(Ft.) 
15to14.1 

14.1 to 11.2 
11.1 to 8.4 

Diameter 
(Ft.) 
10.5 
6.4 

Page 1 of9 
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Turbine Specifications Page 2 of9 

Rotor 79,146 N/A 252.6 
(assembly) 

Nacelle 121,916 28.9 12.5x12.5 

Foundation 

Foundation is 45 feet across by 9 feet thick and is installed below the existing 
ground plane: 

12,150· cubic fee 

450 cubic yards 

742 Tons of concrete ( using 3,300 Ib/yd3 ) 

45 trucks of concrete 

http://www.mesalands.edu/windlturbine_specifications.htm 8/27/2010 
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Tower Section Transportation 

III/I/'inrl Turbine arrived October 14th, 2008. 

was 7 trucks hauling the turbine but only some were just normal trucks. For tower 
ments, transportation used Schnable type trailers, the tower section is connected to 
Schnable attachments of the trailers. The tower section thus forms an integral part of 
trailer arrangement and is not supported on any kind of chassis 

6 AND 9 AXLE SCltNMlE WITH STEERABLE DOLLY 

12' 4" (376Qm) -l--- 12' 0" (7N'm) --:L~ __ ~ 1;;;-- 13' 9" (7Nom) ---1-- IS' 6" (66-4om) 

Schnable trailer with the base tower loaded is the least maneuverable transport arrangement 

http://www.mesalands.edu/wind/turbine_specifications.hlm 8/27/2010 



Turbine Specifications Page50f9 

that will negotiate the site roads. Although Schnable trailers are the most prevalent mode of 
transpOltation for tower section, it cannot be guaranteed that these trailers will be used on a 
specific project. 

, , 
\ 
\ 

I 

Other turbine components are shipped using special designed trailers. 

http://www.mesalands.edu/windlturbine_specifications.htm 8/27/2010 
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Turbine Specifications 

Traffic Volume 

Traffic: 

45 - concrete trucks 

7 - trucks hauling wind turbine 

6 - trucks hauling 2 cranes ( largest is 400 ton crane) 

2 - trucks hauling 20 tons of rebar 

2 - trucks hauling various moving equipments such as fork lifts 

Wind Turbine Logistics 

~ Observers were asked to remain on the East side of 11th Street 

~ Bleachers were provided on the East side of 11th Street 

~ Cars were not allowed on the West side of 11th Street 

~ Police Escort was required from 1-40 Exit 329 

~ Point of origin for tower sections was Trinity, Texas 

• Transit time 8 hours 

~ Point of origin for nacelle was Pensacola, Florida 

• Transit time 22 hours 

~ Point of origin for blades was Tecis, Port of Import - Houston, Texas 

• Transit time 14 hours 

http://www.mesalands.edulwind/turbine_specifications.htm 

Page 70f9 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

Dear EFSEC, 

repar [repar@saw.net] 
Friday, August 27, 2010 11 :04 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Commenls-Whistling Ridge-cap and flex-Repar-5 
Comments_DEIS_BPA_capacity and flexibilitL27 Aug2010.doc 

High 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #506 

Attached, please find my 5th memo, on BPA capacity and flexibility, for the Whistling Ridge 
wind farm proposal. Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. II 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 

-503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Comments on the inadequacy of Whistling Ridge DEIS in regard to 
the integration of wind power into the power grid; backup sources for 
wind when there isn't any; wind powers effects on the energy grid, etc. 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

I would like to further address the issue of wind power generation inJhe Pacific 
NW and the fact that "wind generation needs back-up, flexible sources to handle 
unexpected changed in its output." I have made comments in the memo entitled 
Comments _ DEIS _Chap. 3_ Environment_Impacts_Mitigation _ 27 Aug20 1 0, but in this 

. document I would like to go further in depth about my concerns that were not addressed 
in the Whistling Ridge DEIS, concerns that I feel BPA should have addressed in the 
DEIS and they did not. The document that helped to crystallize my concerns about the 
lack of information on wind power integration and the integration of wind power into the 
energy grid, is the Sixth Power Plan done by the NW Energy Council, and the document 
is located at 
http://www.nwcouncil.org/energy/powerplan/6/finaI/SixthPowerPlan _ Overview.pdf. 

My comments are holded and italicized, located aftel'sections upon which I wish 
to comment. Most of this infotmation was not included in the DEIS and it should have 
been part and parcel of the discussion. Its lack of inclusion is a fatal flaw in the DEIS 
and should be addressed by BPA, SDS, and EFSEC. I have not included the entire 
document. The document is in quotation marks: 

"As a result, planners must now consider potential resources in tetms of their energy, 
capacity, and flexibility contributions. The rapid growth of wind generation (which 
has little capacity value and increases the need for flexibility reserves) means that 

Repar - Comments on Wind Power Integration 
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meeting growing peak load and flexibility reserves will reqnire adding these 
capabilities to the power system. Changes can be made to the operation of the power 
and transmission system that will reduce flexibility reserve needs. These operational 
changes are expected to cost less than adding peaking generation, demand response, or 
flexibility storage, and they can be implemented more quickly. Wind generation needs 
back-up, flexible resources to handle unexpected changes in its output. 

Comment: Wind power has "little capacity value and increases the needforjlexibility 
reserves" which basically means that wind power needs backup sources, which means 
coal-power, gas plants, hydro power, 01' some other sources. Sources which probably 
contribute more C02 to the environment. rhe DEIS does not address the issue of the 
unreliability of wind, the lack of storage capacity in wind power, and the needfor" 
backups to the power system to balance 01' leaven the production of wind energy. Why 
isn'tthis information in BPA'sportion oftheDEIS? Oh, Iforgot. BPA didn't 
contribute very much pertinent energy production and infrastructure information to 
the DEIS so that's why we don't have all the information needed to make a thoughtful 
and studied decision about the feasibility or desirability of this wind farm proposal! 
How muchjlexibility and capacity will have to be added to BPA's energy production in 
order to balance wind power? 

While the problems appear daunting, patiicularly in integrating new wind generation with 
a more constrained hydrosystem, there are solutions. The first step is to change system 
operating procedures and business practices to more fully utilize the inherent flexibility 
of the existing system. The Council believes these changes will be significantly cheaper 
to achieve, and can be implemented sooner than adding additional generating capacity 
solely to provide flexibility. It will also set the stage for determining how much flexibility 
will ultimately be needed from new generation. 

Actions for these operating and business practice changes include: establishing metrics 
for measuring system flexibility; developing methods to quantify the flexibility of 
the region's existing resources; improving forecasting of the region's future demand 
for flexible capacity; improving wind forecasting and scheduling; transitioning from 
the current whole-hour scheduling frameWOl'k to an intra-hour scheduling 
framework; and increasing the availability and use of dynamic scheduling. Fully 
implementing these improvements may also.require physical upgrades to 
transmission, communication, and control facilities, though the cost of these 
upgrades is expected to be relatively small compared to the cost of adding new 
flexible capacity. 

Comment: What are the metricsfor measuringsystemjlexibility? What are the 
methods to be used to quantify thejlexibility of the region's existing resources? How 
will BPA improve forecasting of the region'sfutllre demandfor jlexible capacity? 
How will BPA and the wind industry improve windforecasting and scheduling? How 
will BPA t/'{/1Isitionfrom current whole-hour scheduling to intra-hour scheduling? 
How will BPA increase the availability and use of dynamic scheduling? What is 
dynamic scheduling? Will it cost the rate payers more money to implement all of these 
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efforts to illtegrate ullreliable willd power illto the existillg power grid? Ifphysical 
upgrades to transmission, commullication, and cOlltrolfacilities will be required, what 
are the costs going to be? To the regiollal rate payers? Tax payers? What are the 
cumulative regiollal impacts of the existillg trallsmissiolllines? What would be the 
future cumulative impacts ofllew trrlllsmissionlilles? Where would these lIew 
trallsmissiolllines be located? How big would they be? How would they affect Wildlife 
alld Wildlife habitats? Habitatfragmelltation? These are ollly some of the questions 
that BPA should have addressed ill the Whistlillg Ridge DEIS. They did 1I0t alld this is 
afatalflaw ill the DEIS. 

The Northwest Resource Adequacy Forum, jointly chaired by the Council and 
Bonneville, with paliicipation by other regional utilities and interest groups, has devoted 
considerable effort over the past several years to reaching an understanding of the 
hydrosystem's sustainable capacity value. The work of the forum is described more fully 
in Chapter 14. 

Commellt: So BOlllleville, which is BPA, sits 011 the Northwest Resource Adequacy 
Forum, alld they have "devoted considerable effort ... to reaching all ullderstandillg of 
the hydrosystem's sustainable capacity value." Care to share with the rest o/us, BPA? 
What is the sustaillable capacity value of our hydrosystem? How much sustaillable 
capacity does BPA actually have? If there is too much capacity,fi'om all these regional 
wimlfarms, does it become unsustaillable? What happens to ullsustaillable capacity? 
Does too much capacity affect the BPA illfrastructure? How is the illfi'astructure 
affected if capacity reaches ullsustaillable levels? Are there illherent dangers ill 
ullsustainable capacity? Dangers to the BPA infrastructure? Dallgers to the general 
public and energy users? These questions, alld mallY more relevallt ones, should be 
addressed ill tlte DEIS, by BPA. They are not. Afatalflaw. 

Wind generation capacity also raises capacity issues because it is not controllable. 
Wind generation is variable; operators can reduce generation when the wind is blowing, 
but they cannot make it produce more, even if the rated wind capacity is much higher. 
Furthermore, the output level is relatively unpredictable and, in the Northwest, is 
unlikely to be available at times of extreme peak load--for example when load is 
high because of a winter cold spell. or a summer hot spell. 

Commellt: Ifwilld gelleratioll is not cOlltrollable, why is the Federal governmellt 
subsidizillg the willd illdustlY? Why arell't we usillg our monies to work 011 
cOllservatioll and raisillg efficiellcies ill the ways that we 1I0W use ellergy? If "the 
output level is relatively ullpredictable alld, ill the Northwest, is ulllikely to be available 
at times of extreme peak load ... a will tel' cold spell or a summer hot spell" why are all 
these willd farms beillg built? Probably because they are highly subsidized by taxpayer 
money, alld the producers get tax credits which they use for God kllows what, but they 
are tax credits. Why are we spelldillg so much m01ley alld effort 011 willd if it WOII't be 
available to cool us in summer alld warm us ill will tel' because wind is ullcolltrollable, 
variable, alld ullpredictable? These questiolls should be allswered in the DEIS. There 
should be a ratiollale, by the prop01lents, as tOiwhy they are propollillgfor this wiml 
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farm, amI all the others in WA and OR and other areas. Ijwind is variable, then how 
is BPA going to balimce the power generated by wind turbines? How is BPA going to 
maintain itsjlexibility and consistency a/power productiol/ if wind is so variable, 
unpredictable, and ul/col/trollable? More questions that should be answered in tlte 
DEIS. 

The amount of installed capacity expected to be available during peak-load hours is often 
called a generator's "peak contribution" or "reliable capacity." There is a body of 
technical literature on methods for the calculation of this value. Analysis done by 
Bonneville and the Resource Adequacy Forum suggests that, for the wind area at 
the east end of the Columbia RiYer Gorge, where much of the region's current wind 
generation is located, there is an inverse relationship between wind generation and 
extreme temperatures, both in winter and summer. This is likely due to widespread 
high pressure zones covering the region's load centers (the biggest ones being west of the 
Cascades) and the area of wind generation east of the Cascades during periods of extreme 
low and extreme high temperatures. Figure 12-1 illustrates the loss of wind generation 
during a recent winter period. While efforts to better define the reliable capacity of 
wind generators are ongoing, both in the NOlihwest and in NERC and WECC, the. 
Resource Adequacy Forum has adopted a provisional peak contribution for wind of 
5 percent of instal\ed'capacity. This work will need to address the impact of future 
wind development in other areas, such as Montana and Wyoming, that may have 
different weather pattems and could improve the overall capacity contribution of wind. 

Comment: So, analysis done by Bonneville and the Resource Adequacy FOl'llm 
" ... suggests that,/or the wind area at the east end a/the Columbia Gorge, where much 
0/ the regio/I's current wind generation is located [as is the Whistling Ridge proposal] 
there is an inverse relationship between wind generatioll and extreme temperatures, 
both in winter and summer." Well, gosh dam, does this mean that w{len it's really Itot, 
like in the summer time, there is less wind and there/ore there is less wind power 
generation and there/ore less energy is available/or cooling? Summer time also 
means less water in the Columbia River and that means less water available to BPA/or 
power generation. And, in tlte winter time, when it is really cold there is less wind 
power generation available to heat our homes and businesses? Why aren't these issues 
and concel'lls addressed in the DEIS? When we most I/eed energy is when it is not 
being produced. Hmm, that do.es I/ot make sense. Common sense, that is. Why are we 
even subsidizing more wiml/arms? Further, "the Resource Adequacy Forum has 
adopted a provisional peak contribution/or wind 0/5 percent a/installed capacity." 
Does this mean that all the wind/arms that litter the landscape only produce, amI 
WILL ONLY PRODUCE amI are ONLY CAPABLE OF PRODUCING, "5 percent 0/ 
installed capacity"? This is a stunning statement. Whole ecosystems are being 
destroyed by wind turbines, pads, and impermeable maintenance roads that criss-cross 
our environments and ecosystems, amI these wind/arms will ONLY PRODUCE "5 
percent o/installed capacity"?!? Well, I would be speechless if this didn't make me so 
angry. This stunning analysis MUST be part o/the DEIS and must be addressed iI/ the 
future. A deep/ataljlaw in this very inadequate, and getting more inadequate by the 
minute, DEIS. 
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Adding Flexible Capacity 

System planners and operators are looking at resources that can be used to meet peak
hour demand and respond to variations in wind output. These flexible-duty resources 
do not necessarily need to generate large amounts of energy over the course of the year. 
Resources typically placed in this category include: rapid-response natural gas-fircd 
genel'ators; storage resources such as pumped-storage hydro plants; and utility 
demand response programs. III the Ileal' term, 11atllral gas-jired turbines al/d 
reciprocating el/gines appear to be good options for meeting the increased demand for 
flexibility. To offset unexpected changes in wind output, these resources need rapid-start 
capability and efficient operation at output levels less than full capacity. 

Commellt: So, now we have come to the crux of the wind generation matter-wind is 
not a reliable source of energy amI needs backup from "m/tural gas-jired generators; 
storage resources such as pumped-storage hydro plants; and utility demand response 
programs ... natural gas-jired turbines and reciprocating ellgilles appear to be good 
optiolls." What is the carbon footprint of these backup systems? If I recal/ correctly, 
pumped-storage hydro plallts are really reservoirs at high elevatiolls to which water is 
pumped uphill, stored, amI then released 'to go downhill aud produce power through 
turbines. What are utility demand response programs? What are the. cumulative 
regional impacts of these backup systems? These questions alld issues should be 
addressed in the DEIS and are not. The DEIS is supposed to be a document that 
contains informatioll so that we can all make reasoned, objective decisions about the 
proposed project and its regional cumulative effects. This DEIS is by no means that 
type of documellt. 

The LM6000 Sprint (50-megawatt) and LMSIOO (IOO-megawatt)aeroderivative turbines 
are two good candidates for flexibility augmentation. Starting cold, both turbines can be 
ramped to their maximum output within 10 minutes. These aerodel'ivative turbines are 
more efficient than comparable frame turbines, and therefore more cost-effective to 
operate at partial output levels. The LM6000 Sprint is a commercially mature technology 
with more than 200 units in operation. The first LMS I 00 unit went into commel:cial 
operation at the Groton Generating Station in South Dakota in 2006. 

Comment: These "two good camlidatesfor flexibility augmentation" sound good. But 
what is their carbon footprint? How do they affect the envirollment? Do they cause air 
pol/ution? Could we achieve better energy-saving results through conservation and 
increasing our efficiencies capabilities? 

Gas-fired rcciprocating engines are also a good flexibility option. The Plains End 
Generating Facility in Colorado is a 20-unit plant that has an output range of anywhere 
from 3 megawatts to 113 megawatts. The engines have a 10-minute quick start capability 
and can ramp up and down in response to an AGC signal. All of the above options can be 
constructed with short lead times, and therefore are good near-telID flexibility options. A 
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more complete description of these natural gas-fired generating technologies is provided 
in Chapter 6. 

Comment: Gas is (I hydrocarboll. Hydrocarboll use produces greellhouse gasses. 
Greellhouse gasses are knowll to cause global climate challges. Usillg "gas-fired 
reciprocatillg ellgilles" will produce greenhouse gasses. What is the carbon footprint 
of these gas-fired reciprocating engilles? How many of them would be Ileeded to 
balance out the ullpredictability of wind power generatioll? What is tlteir cumulative 
impact on air and water quality? 

Pumped-storage hydro is a good mid-term option for meeting increased demand for 
flexibility since it can quickly change its operating level. These hydro plants operate in 
either a pumping mode or a generating mode. Traditional operation of pumped-storage 
hydro is based on the price of electric power. When the price of electric power is low, 
water is pumped from a source to a storage reservoir located at a higher elevation. When 
the price of electric power is high, the stored water is released and passed through a 
turbine to generate power. As more wlnd power is added to the system, pumped
storage operation is likely to respond to the price of regulation and load-following 
services. For example, operators of pumped-storage plants can commit in advance to 
increase pumping when there are unexpected increases in wind output. Plants with 
variable-speed pumps are likely to be more responsive in these circumstances. Likewise, 
operators can also commit to increase generation when wind power output unexpectedly 
drops. Furthennore, operating the plant in this manner is not likely to result in dramatic 
operating cost increases or reduced revenue. However, with a 13-year construction lead 
time, and high capital cost, risk is high. Other options may capture a large share of the 
ancillary services market before a new pumped-storage plant can be brought on-line. 

Comment: Well, 1"don't want to burst anybody's bubble of happiness, but where are 
you all plallllillg on getting the water that's necessmy to produce pumped-storage 
hydro power? There is 110 chance on this green Earth that any water is comillg out of 
the Columbia River. There are already too many users and abusers feasting on the 
Columbia. This is probably a non-starter idea. But, it should have been addressed ill 
the DEIS. BPA'sfailureto do so is irresponsible. 

The potential use of hot water heaters, plug-in hybrid vehicles, and other demand 
response options to provide regulation and load-following services is described in 
Chapter 5, Appendix H, and Appendix K." 

Commellt: The DEIS should have illcluded a section on other ways and mealls of 
cOllservillg alld producillg ellergy, as a contrast to willd power gel/eratioll. BPA should 
more fully explaillhow our Pacific NW ellergy demands call be met by means other 
thall willd power. They should also explain why this proposed windfarm is needed, or 
if it really is Ileeded, in the ellergy grid. 

Source document: 
http://www.nwcouncil.org!energy/powerplanl6/finaIlSixthPowerPIan _ Overview.pdf 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Stephen Amy [luddite97202@yahoo.com] 
Friday, August 27,201011 :19 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
A comment on the proposed Whistling Ridge energy project 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #507 

I am writing to submit a comment on the proposed Whistling Ridge energy project. 

I believe wind power will be an essential and large part of the future mix of energy sources, 
and generally do support wind projects, but I also think that each site that has been 
proposed for a project must be evaluated according to.local criteria. 

I've heard that the Whistling Ridge project site is located in very important northern 
spotted owl habitat; and, considering the continuing decline of the spotted owls, this argues 
strongly against citing the project. 

Also, a significant and large area of the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area will have 
sightlines negatively affected if the project goes ahead. 

Therefore, I ask that the State of Washington deny the proposal. 

Stephen Amy 
8095 SW Hall Blvd. #32 
Beaverton, OR 97008 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

Dear EFSEC, 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Friday, August 27, 2010 12:02 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments-Whistling Ridge-Land and Soils-Repar-6 
Comments_DEIS_Land_ SoiL27 Aug201 O.doc 

High> 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #508 

Attached, please find what I think is my last comment memo on the Whistling Ridge wind farm 
proposal! I wish you all Good Luck! in evaluating all the comments that you have and will be 
receiving. Thank you very much for all that you do to keep us and our environments safe.lMary 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away II 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson', W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Regarding the inadequacy of analysis of impacts to land and soils from the 
proposed Whistling Ridge (WR) wind farm project in Skamania County, wind 
turbine size and weight, and geologic mass wasting, etc. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) shows that the soils on the proposed 
Whistling Ridge wind farm site, 1152 acres located in Sections 5, 6, 7,8, and 18 ofT3N, RI0E, 
and on Section 13 ofT3N, R9E, are unstable and should not be disturbed through the b~ilding of 
this project, a project that would involve thousands of tons of ground movement and disturbance, 
with the addition of thousands of tons of concrete and wind turbines on top of this unstable soil. 
In reading the DEIS, it also came to my attention that the soil descriptions used by the proponent 
were not as complete and not as infonnative as the soil descriptions in the Soil Survey of 
Skamania County, Washington, done by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service, dated October 1990. It is as if certain, very pertinent infOlmation was left out of the 
DEIS. I have attempted to put this infOlmation in this memo. 

On p. 3-1, 3.1.1.2, Regional Geology, the DEIS states, "Regional geologic maps indicate 
the presence of Quaternary-age mass wasting landslide deposits located north of Underwood 
MOllntain [my emphasis] (Figure 3.1-2). These deposits are mapped as a large landslide, 
estimated to be approximately 1/3 square mile in area and almost a mile long. However, based 
onjield work conducted in 2007, there is no obvious evidence to suggest the presence of a 
landslide as mapped on the 1: 1 00,000 scale geologic map. lflandslide deposits are present, they 
have been exposed long enough that most or all of the geomOlphic evidence has been removed 
by erosion." (p. 3-3) This is not an acceptable analysis. See Reference A, at the end of this 
document for more information on mass wasting but, briefly, "Mass wasting. the downhill 
movement of soil and rock under the influence of gravity, encompasses a variety of physical 
processes by which mountain ranges are eroded. These processes include: 

• Creep - slow, nearly continuous downslope movement that is induced by either 
freeze/thaw cycles or wet/dry cycles. 
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• Slides - sudden downhill movement of masses of rock or sediment. 
• Debris flows-'dense, fluid mixtures of rock, sand, mud, and water 

There are other categories of mass wasting processes such as slumps, rock flows, rockfalls, block 
glides (etc ... ) that can be grouped together or separately with creep, slides, and debris flows 
depending on which characteristics that share in common. All of these processes share one 
thing in common, namely, that they are caused' by the incessant downward pull of gravitY, 
which moves loose slope material downwards." [my emphasis] 

"These deposits are mapped as a large landslide, estimated to be approximately 1/3 
square mile in area and almost a mile long. However, based onjieldwork conducted in 2007, 
there is no obvious evidence to suggest the presence of a landslide as mapped on the 1: 1 00,000 
scale geologic map,1flandslidedeposits are present, they have been exposed long enough that 
most or all of the geomorphic evidence has been removed by erosion." "No obvious 
evidence ... If landslide deposits are present. .. they have been exposed long enough that most or 
all of the geomorphic evidence has been removed ... "!!! These are astonishing statements, made 
without any type of real, geological evidence, i.e., a sub-surface hazard survey, drill holes, etc., 
in the DEIS. An in-depth geological study should be made of the entire proposed site
before the project is approved, not after. Geomorphic evidence oflandslides does not just 
disappear-a near-surface hazard survey is a tool to find out just what is going on under the 
exposed, eroded surface. This has not, apparently, been done for this DEIS, and it should be. 
This proposed wind farm would be situated on top of a unstable ridge line, subject to mass 

. I 
wastmg. 

I References: 
A. httJ)://www.geology.wisc.edu/courses/gl12/mass wasting.html 
1. Physical and chemical weathering 
Weathering is the destructive process by which rocks and minerals are broken down through exposure to 
atmospheric agents such as air, wind, water, and ice. Weathering processes can be grouped into two broad 
categories, consisting of . 
Physical weathering - the fragmentation of a larger rock into smaller pieces by mechanical processes. 
These processes include 

• abrasion (erosion of a rock due to the impact of grains call'ied by wind, water, or ice) 
. • fragmentation during downslope movement via rockfalls, landslides, etc. 
• frost wedging via the freeze/thaw cycle. 
• thelmal expansion and contraction via heating and cooling 

Chemical weathering - breakdown of rock or mineral through reactions between rocks/minerals and 
atmospheric constituents such as water, oxygen, and carbon dioxide. The most common reactions include 

• Solution - molecules and elements in rocks and minerals dissolve directly into water 
• Oxidation and hydration - reaction between oxygen, water, and iron-bearing minerals that helps 

to break down minerals 
• Hydrolysis - a complex weathering reaction that forms clays, the primaty constituent of soils. 

Ice and Physical weathering 
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The two principal mechanisms by which ice causes rock weathering (and erosion) are via frost wedging 
and glaciation. 

• Frost wedging is the process by which water that has trickled into cracks in rocks (ranging from 
microscopic to large cracks) alternates between freezing and thawing. Frozen water (ice) 
occupies 10% greater volume than does its liquid equivalent. Water that freezes thus pushes 
outward on the sides of a il'acture with tremendous force. This eventually breaks rocks apatt. 

• Glaciation - Glaciers are large masses of ice that rest on or adjacent to a land surface and 
typically move. Glacial ice fOllns when snow accumulates in deep enough piles (tens of meters) 
to cause individual snow flakes to recrystallize and fOlm ice. Glaciers are extremely effective 
weathering and erosional agents. A glacier is capable of carving deep valleys into bedrock as well 
as scraping all loose material (soil and weathered bedrock) off from a landscape. In alpine 
regions, mountain glaciers are impOltant elements in both weathering and erosion; most alpine 
mountain peaks have been shaped (or carved) by small mountain glaciers. 

II. Mass wasting and gravity 

Mass wasting, the downhill movement of soil and rock under the influence of gravity, encompasses a 
variety of physical processes by which mountain ranges are eroded. These processes include 

• Creep - slow, nearly continuous downslope movement that is induced by either freeze/thaw 
cycles or wet/dry cycles. 

• Slides - sudden downhill movement of masses of rock or sediment. 
• Debris flows- dense, fluid mixtures of rock, sand, mud, and water 

There are other categories of mass wasting processes such as slumps, rock flows, rockfalls, block glides 
(etc ... ) that can be grouped together or separately with creep, slides, and debris flows depending on which 
characteristics that share in common. All of these processes share one thing in common, namely, that they 
are caused by the incessant downward pull of gravity, which moves loose slope material downwards. 

Gravity-driven mass wasting processes are a subset of larger set of processes that transpOlt weathered and 
unweathered earth materials. These processes are classified as erosional processes, which include all 
processes that remove and transport weathered or unweathered soil and rocks. Erosional processes include 

• Wind 
• Running water 
• Waves 
• Glaciers 
• Water flowing underground 
• Gravity-driven processes (mass-wasting) 

Mass-wasting processes 

Mass-wasting processes such as creep, landslides, and debris flows are distinguished from each other in 
patt by whether they occur rapidly or slowly. Landslides are capable oftranspOliing massive amounts of 
rock and soil downslope for miles in velY shOlt periods (e.g. minutes). Creep can also transport much 
material, but at rates of only millimeters pel' year. Both are impOltant erosional processes. Rapid mass 
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p. 3-7, 3.1.1.4 Geologic Hazards 

Earthquakes 

Emihquakes are the result of sudden releases of built-up stress within the tectonic plates that 
make up the earth's surface. Stress accumulates where movement between plates or on faults 
produces friction. No faults are mapped within the footprint of the proposed project area. 
However, faults are mapped approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest and nOliheast. (Pezzopane 
1993 and Geomatrix 1995) Many of these faults are inferred, and shown as dotted lines buried by 
younger surficial deposits. While the activity of the area faults is unknown, a review of aerial 
photography showed no indication of recent movement along the trace of the inferred faults. 

There have been no surface-rupture earthquakes on any fault within northwestern Oregon 01' 

southwestern Washington in historic times, and investigations of the regional faults have been 
limited. 

According to the updated National Seismic Hazard Maps published by the US Geological Survey 
(USGS) in 2008 (Petersen et al. 2008 and USGS 2009), the peak ground acceleration estimated 
for the area ofthe Whistling Ridge site is 0.18g for a 475-year return period eatihquake (i.e., 
ground motion with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years) and 0.40g for a 
2,475year return period earthquake (i.e., ground motion with a 2 percent chance of being 
exceeded in 50 years). 

Large earthquakes at more distant faults could cause prolonged ground movement at the 
project site. Information on historic large earthquakes can be found in the Application for 
Site Certification Section 3.1 (Appendix A). 

Landslides 

The landslide evaluation conducted for the Application for Site Certification concluded that the 
project could be constructed and operated without danger to human life 01' the surrounding 
environment due to landslide hazards. 

Although none of the proposed turbines are located within Class II LHAs, several of the towers 
along the western side of the project site (Tower Lines A and B) are located along ridgelines 
with descending slopes that are locally greater than 35 degrees (70 percent). Based on studies 
conducted for the Application for Site Certification, it appears that the primary concern for 
towers located adjacent to the Class II LHAs is the potential for headward erosion of the steep 
drainages by debris or earth flow processes. Erosion rates of these drainages are unknown, but no 
obvious recent mass wasting features were observed in the aerial photos or during the site 

wasting events such as massive landsli!Ies or debris flows are typically triggered by events that 
destabilize material that resides on steep slopes. Such events include earthquakes, volcanic elUptions, rain 
or melting snow, and poorly planned landscape alterations by humans (e.g. road cuts 01' 

developments that require the removal of material at the bases of slopes). [my emphasis] 

Comments - Whistling Ridge - Land and Soils - Repar 
27 August 2010 

4 



reconnaissance. Further subsurfacc invcstigation in support of final tower foundation 
design would help dctermine if there are weak rock or soillaycrs that could contribute to 
more decp-scatcd failure of the ridges and provide information on the quality of the rock 
uudel"lying the ridgelines. 

The soils on the proposed wind fmm site can be found in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture's Soil Conservation Service's Soil Survey of Skamania County Area, Washington, 
October 1990. The DEIS descriptions are in ITALICS; other descriptions and information for 
each soil type is from the Soil Survey book (I have copied freely!). The soil types are numbered, 
as follows: 

#66, McElroy Series (included in this unit are small areas of Chemawa, Timberhead, 
Underwood, and Undusk soils) gravelly loam, 5 - 15 percent slopes. "The McElroy series 
consists of velY deep soils (up to 5 feet) formed in colluvium and residuum from basalt with a 
mantle of volcanic ash that influences soils in the top 9 to 13 inches. The soils exist on the 
footslopes and backslopes of mountains on slopes from 5 to 90 percent at elevations fFom400 to 
2,600 feet in eastern Skamania County and western Klickitat County. McElroy Soils are well 
drained with medium to rapid runoff and moderate permeability. The series was established in 
1981 following the introduction of volcanic ash from the eruption ofMt. St. Helens." The 
average annual precipitation is 55 inches, average air temperature is about 46 degrees Fahrenheit 
(F), and the average frost-free period is 105 - 125 days. Hazard of water erosion is moderate. 
This unit is used for woodland, hayland, pastureland, homesites, wildlife habitat, and recreation. 
Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, and grand fir are the main woodland species. Oregon white oak and 
bigleaf maple are trees of limited extent in this soil unit. Main limitation for harvesting timber is 
seasonal soil wetness ... wheeled and tracked equipment produces ruts, compacts the soil, and 
damages the roots of trees ... Unsurfaced roads and skid trails are soft and slippery and can be 
impassable when wet. .. Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment and limits access in 
winter. This unit is well suited to use as hayland and pastureland.The main limitation ofthis 
unit for use as homesites is the steepness of slop. Erosion is a hazard in the steeper areas. 
Capability sub-class IIIe. 

#67, McElroy Series (included in this unit are small areas of Chemawa, Timberhead, 
Underwood, and Undusk soils), gravelly loam, 15 to 30 percent slopes. It formed in colluvium 
derived dominantly from basalt with a mantle ofvo1canic ash. The native vegetation is mixed 
conifers and sbtubs. Elevation is fi'om 400 to 2300 feet. [Note: the DEIS states that the 
McElroy Series is from 400 to 2600.] The average annual precipitation is 55 inches, average air 
temperature is about 46 degrees F, and the avei'age frost-free period is 105 - 125 days. Runoff is 
medium and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. Most areas of this unit are used for 
woodland, pastureland, hayland, wildlife habitat, recreation, and watershed. A few areas are 
used as homesites. Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, and grand fir are the main woodland species on 
this unit. Limited extent trees are Oregon white oak and bigleaf maple. Main limitation for 
harvesting timber is seasonal soil wetness ... wheeled and tracked equipment proauces ruts, 
compacts the soil, and damages the roots oftrees ... Unsurfaced roads and skid trails are soft and 
slippery and can be impassable when wet. .. Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment 
and limits access in winter. This unit is well suited to use as hayland and pastureland. The main 
limitations are steepness of slope and the hazard of erosion. Main limitation for use as homesites 
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is the steepness of slope and erosion. Restricted permeability and steepness of slope increase 
the possibility of failure of septic tank absorption fields. Access roads should be designed to 
provide adequate cut -slope grade, and drains are needed to control surface runoff and keep soil 
losses to a minimum. Capability subclass IVe. 

Watersheds are very important and should be protected from industrial wind farms. 

#68, McElniy Series (included in this unit are small areas of Chemawa, Timberhead, 
Underwood, and Undusk soils), gravelly loam, 30 - 65 percent slopes. Very deep, well-drained 
soil is on the back slopes of mountains. It fOlmed in colluvium derived dominantly from basalt 
with a mantle of volcanic ash. The native vegetation is mainly mixed conifers and shrubs. 
Elevation is 400 to 2300 feet. The average annual precipitation is 55 inches, average air 
temperature is about 46 degrees F, and the average frost-free period is 105 - 125 days. Runoff is 
rapid, and the hazard of water eros.ion is severe. This unit is used for woodland, wildlife 
habitat, recreation, and watershed. Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, and grand fir are the main 
woodland species on this unit. Oregon white oak and bigleaf maple are limited extent trees on 
the unit. Steep slopes restrict the use of wheeled and tracked equipment in skidding. Use of 
wheeled and tracked equipment when the soil is moist produces ruts, compacts the soil, and 
damages the roots of trees. Logging roads require suitable surfacing for year-round use. 
Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment and limits access in winter. Steep yarding 
paths, skid trails, and firebreaks are subject to rilling and gullying unless plant cover is 
maintained or adequate water bars are provided. Capability sub-class VIe. 

#135, Timberhead Series, gravelly loam,S to 30 percent slopes. The Timberhead series consists 
of very deep soils (up to 5 feet) formed in residuum and colluvium from basalt mixed with 
volcanic ash. The soils exist on mountain ridges between 5 and 30 percellt at elevations from 
2,000 to 3,600 feet in Skamania COUlIty amI western Klickitat COllllty. Timberhead Series soils 
are well drained with medium to rapid runoff and moderately high to high permeability. [Note: 
The Soil Survey book states that this unit is at 2000 to 2800 feet elevation.] Average annual 
precipitation is about 60 inches, the average annual air temp is 44 degrees F, and the average 
frost-free period is 95 to 115 days. Included in this unit are small areas of McElroy, Underwood, 
and Undusk soils. Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. Most areas 
of this unit are used for woodland, recreation, wildlife habitat, and watershed. A few areas are 
used as graze able woodland. Douglas fir, grand fir, and westem hemlock are the main woodland 
species on this unit. [Would there be bats here, just like at the canopy crane, because 
of the hemlock?] Among the trees oflimited extent is westem redcedar. Areas on ridge tops 
that are subject to strong, persistent winds [how strong and how persistent?] are less productive 
than other areas of this unit. The main limitation of harvesting timber is seasonal soil wetness. 
Use of wheeled and tracked equipment when the soil is moist produces ruts, compacts the soil, 
and damages the roots of trees. Unsurfaced roads and skid trails are soft and slippery and can be 
impassable when wet. Occasional snowpack hinder the use of equipment and limits access in 
winter. This map unit is in capability subclass IVe. 

#136, Timberhead Series, graveliy loam, 30 to 65 percent slopes. The Timberhead series 
consists of velY deep soils (lip to 5 feet) formed in residuum and colluvium from basalt mixed 
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with volcanic ash. The soils exist on mountain ridges beh!'een 5 and 30 percent at elevations 
Ji'om 2, 000 to 3,600 feet in Skamania County and western Klickitat County. Timberhead Series 
soils are well drained with medium to rapid runoff and moderately high to high pei'lneability. 
[Note: the Soil Survey book states that this soil unit is in the 2000 to 2800 foot elevation range.] 
Average aunual precipitation is about 60 inches, the average annual ail' temp is 44 degrees F, and 
the average frost-free period is 95 to 115 days. Included in this unit are small areas of McElroy, 
Underwood, and Undusk soils. Also included are small areas of Rock outcrop and moderately 
deep soils over basalt. Available water capacity is moderately high. The hazard of water 
erosion is severe. Most areas of this unit are used for woodland, recreation, wildlife habitat, 
and watershed. Douglas fir, grand fir, and western hemlock are the main woodland species on 
this unit. Western redcedar is a tre.e oflimited extent. The main limitation for harvesting timber 
is steepness of slope, which restricts the use of wheeled and tracked equipment. Use of wheeled 
and tracked equipment when the soil is moist produces ruts, compacts the soil, and damages the 
roots of trees. Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment and limits access in winter. 
Steep yarding paths, skid trails, and firebreaks, are subject to rilling and gullying unless plant 
covel' is maintained 01' adequate water bars are provided. Capability subclass VUe. 

#144, Underwood loam, 2 to 15 percent slopes. The Underwood series consists of velY deep soils 
(5 feet or more) formed in residuum and colluvium ji'Dln basalt and andesite with a thin mantle 
of volcanic ash. The soils exist on benches, backslopes, and footslopes of mountains with 
slopes beh!'een 2 and 50 percent at elevations between 500 and 2, 700 feet in southeast 
Skamania County and west Klickitat County. Underwood Series soils are well drained 
with slow to medium runoff and moderately high permeability. [Note: The Soil Survey book 
states that this unit is at 500 to 2000 feet elevation.] The native vegetation is mainly mixed 
conifers and shrubs. The average annual precipitation is about 50 inches, the average annual air 
temperature is about 46 degrees F, and the average frost-free period is 100 to 150 days. Included 
in this unit are small areas of Chemawa and McElroy soils on terraces and foot slopes and 
Timberhead and Undusk soils on ridgetops. Also included are small areas of soils that are more 
than 35 percent clay. Included areas make up about 10 percent ofthe total acreage. Pelmeability 
of this Underwood soil is moderately slow. Available water capacity is high. Runoff is 
medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. This unit is used for woodland, 
hayland, pastureland, orchards, homesites, wildlife habitat, and recreation. Douglas fir, 
ponderosa pine, and grand fir are the main woodland species on this unit. Among the trees of 
limited extent are Oregon white oak and bigleaf maple. The main limitation for harvesting 
timber is seasonal soil wetnegs. Use of wheeled and tracked equipment when the soil is moist 
produces ruts, compacts the soil,. and damages the roots of trees. Unsurfaced roads and skid 
trails are soft and can be impassable when wet. Logging roads require suitable surfacing for year
round use. Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment and limits access in winter. 
The main limitations of this unit for use as homesites are steepness of slope, shrink-swell 
potential, moderately slow permeability, and the hazard of erosion in the steeper area's. Use 
of sandy backfill for the trench and long absorption lines helps to compensate for the moderately 
slow permeability of the soil. During the rainy season, effluent from onsite sewage disposal 
systems may seep at points downslope. If the density of housing is moderate to high, 
community sewage systems are needed to prevent contamination of water supplies as a result of 
seepage from onsite disposal systems. The effects of shrinking and swelling can be minimized by 
using propel' engineering designs. Buildings and roads should be designed to offset 
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the limited ability of the soil in this unit to support a load. This map unit is in 
capability subclass Ille. 

#147, Undusk gravelly loam, 5 to 30 percent slopes. The Undusk series consists of very deep 
soils (5 feet or more) formed in residuum and colluviumJi"om basalt and andesite with a thin 
mantle of volcanic ash. The soils exist on benches, backslopes, andfootslopes of mountains with 
slopes between 5 and 65 percent at elevations between 2, 000 and 2,800 feet in southeast 
Skamania County and west Klickitat County. Undusk Series soils are well drained with slow to 
medium runoff and moderately high permeability. 
Based on the current test pits and field observations, the site soil is best represented as Soil Site 
Class D (stiff soils). Rock with vmying strength and weathering characteristics was encountered 
at depths rangingJi"om 3 to 12 feet bgs. The average annual precipitation is about 55 inches, the 
average annual air temperature is about 44 degrees P, and the average frost-free period is 90 to 
120 days. The subsoil to a depth of 60 inches or more is dark brown very gravelly loam and 
extremely gravelly loam. Included in this unit are small areas of Chemawa, McElroy, 
Timberhead, and Underwood soils on ridges and back slopes and St. Martin soils on landslides. 
Also included are small areas of soils that"are less than 35 percent rock fragments and soils that 
are shallow to bedrock. Included areas make up about 12 percent of the total acreage. 
Permeability of this Undusk soil is moderate. Available water capacity is moderately high. 
Runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion is moderate. This unit is used for 
woodland, wildlife habitat, recreation, and watershed. Douglas fir, grand fir, and western 
hemlock are the main woodland species on this unit. Among the trees of limited extent are red 
alder and western redcedar. Areas on ridgetops that are subject to strong, persistent winds 
are less productive than other areas of this unit. The main limitation for harvesting timber is 
seasonal soil wetness. Use of wheeled and tracked equipment when the soil is moist produces 
ruts, compacts the soil, and damages the roots of trees. Unsurfaced roads and skid trails are soft 
and can be impassable when wet. Logging roads require suitable sm'facing for year-round use. 
Occasional snowpack hinders the use of equipment and limits access in winter. Logging 
activities can readily displace the surface layer. This map unit is in capability subclass IVe. 

#177, Undefined Soil Unit located West of wind turbine string CI-C4. ?????? 

These units sit next to the turbine strings-???? 

Turbines are heavy, unwieldy machines. In my research, I came across the following 
infOlmation, several atlicles-one from Wind Watch, one from aweo.arg, and one on 
transporting wind turbines--which provide insight on just how big and weighty wind turbines 
actually are, and I believe this information is very pertinent to the evaluation of weight effects on 
the soils located in the proposed area of the Whistling Ridge wind farm: 

Article #1 

http://www.wind-watch.orglfaq-size-p.php 
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Natlona' 
Wind 
Watch' 

How big is a wind turbine? 

FAQ -- Size 

Industrial wind turbines are a lot bigger than ones you might see in a schoolyard or behind 
someone's house. 

The widely used GE 1.5-megawatt model, for example, consists of 116-ft blades atop a 212-ft 
towel' for a total height of 328 feet. The blades sweep a veliical airspace of just under an acre. 

The 1.8-megawatt Vestas V90 from Denmark is also common. Its 148-ft blades (sweeping more 
than 1.5 acres) are on a 262-ft tower, totaling 410 feet. 

Another model being seen more in the U.S. is the 2-megawatt Gamesa G87 from Spain, which 
sports 143-ft blades (just under 1.5 acres) on a 256-ft tower, totaling 399 feet. 

Many existing models and new ones being introduced reach well over 400 feet high. 

How are the wind turbine components transported? 

TranspOli of such large items and the cranes needed to assemble them often presents problems in 
the remote areas where they are typically built. Roads must be widened, curves straightened, and 
in wild areas new roads built altogether. 

What kind of platform is a wind turbine set in? 

The stcel towel' is anchored in a platforlll of more than a thousand tOllS of COllcrcte and 
steel rebar, 30 to 50 feet across and anywhere from 6 to 30 feet deep. Shafts are sometimes 

driven down fmiher to help anchor it. Mountain tops must be blasted to 
accommodate it. The platform is critical to stabilizing the immense weight of the turbine 
assembly. 

How much do wind turbines weigh? 

In the GE 1.5-megawatt model, the nacelle alone weighs more than 56 tons, the blade 
assembly weighs more than 36 tOllS, and the tower itself weighs about 71 tons -- a total 
weight of 164 tons. The c011'esponding weights for the Vestas V90 are 75, 40, and 152, total 267 
tons; and for the Gamesa G87 72, 42, and 220, total 334 tons. 

What is the nacelle? 
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The gearbox -- which transfOlIDs the slow turning of the blades to a faster rotor speed -- and the 
generator aloe massive pieces of machinery housed in a bus-sized container, called the 
nacelle, at the top of the tower, The blades are attached to the rotor hub at one end of the nacelle. 
Some nacelles include a helicopter landing pad. 

Are wind turbines more intrusive than other structures of similar size? 

Besides the noise and vibrations such huge moving machines unavoidably gcncrate, they 
must be topped with flashing lights day and night to increase their visibility. The moving 
blades attract attention, 

How much area is required for a wind power facility? 

The huge turbines requirc a correspondingly largc area around thcm clear of trees and 
othcr turbines to maximize the effect of the wind and avoid interference. They should have 10 
rotor diametcrs of clcarance in thc .(lircction of thc wind and 3 rotor diamctcrs in every 
other direction. In a line of several turbines perpendicular to the wind (as on a mountain 
ridge), the GE l.S-MW model would need at least 32 acres and the Vestas V90 78 acres for 
each" tower. In an array that can take advantage of the wind from any direction, the GE needs 82 
acres and the Vestas V90 111 acres per tower. 

In practice, the area varies, averaging about 50 acres per megawatt of capacity. On 
mountain ridges, the turbines are generally squeezed in about eight per mile . 

. Can the area around a wind turbine continue to be used? 

Only by putting oneself in danger. Besides the unpleasant noiscs and distracting 
motion, wind turbines arc not safc. They are high-voltage electrical devices with large 
moving pal'ts. It is estimated that for every 100 turbines, one blade will break off (see 
Lanl'ood, 2005). In the winter, heavy sheets of ice can build up and then fall or be thrown off. 
Access to the land around wind turbines is usually restricted, even to the landowner. 

Are bigger turbines more efficient? 

No, they are just bigger. Output depends on wind speed and the combination of blade diameter 
and generator size. Bigger blades on a taller tower can capture more wind to run a bigger 
generator, but they don't do so more efficiently than smaller models. 

© National Wind Watch, Inc. 
www.wind-watch.org 
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Article #2 

http://www.aweo.org/windmodels.html 
Size specifications of common industrial wind turbines 

V cstas and General Electric (GE) (lominatc the market for industrial wind turbines in the 
U.S. Many older U.S. facilities use NEG Micon turbines, and Vestas has absorbed that 
manufacturer. Other older facilities use turbines from Zond, which was acquired by Enron (the 
inventor of "green tags"), whose wind business GE acquired in turn to take over the racket. 
Information about Vestas models can be found at www.vestas.com. Gamesa models at 
www.gamesa.es/enlproducts/wind-turbines/catalogue. GE models at 
\~v.gepower.comlprod serv/products/wind turbines/en, Siemens models at 
www.powergeneration.siemens.comlproducts-solutions-services/products-packages/wind
turbines/productslProducts.htm, Suzlon models at www.suzlon.com.Clipper models at 
www.clipperwind.com. and Repower (acquired by Suzlon in May 2007) models at 
www.repower.de/index.php?id=12&L=I. Americas Wind Energy, Enercon, Fuhrlander, 
Mitsubishi, Goldwind, Nordex, AAER, Dewind, and Ecotecnia are also major manufacturers, but 
their turbines are less common in the U.S. 

area max 
swept blade rated 

blade hub by rpm tip wind 
model capacity length' htt total ht blades range speedt specd§ 

GE 1.5s 1.5MW 35.25 m 64.7m 99.95 m 3,904 m' 11.1-22.2 183 mph 12 m/s 
(116 ft) (212 ft) (328 ft) (0.96 (27 mph) 

acre) 

GE 1.5s1e 1.5MW 38.5m 80m 118.5 m 4,657m' ? ? 14m1s 
(126 ft) (262 ft) (389 ft) (1.15 (31 mph) 

acre) 

Vestas V82 1.65MW 41m 70m 111m 5,281 m' ?-14.4 138 mph 13 mls 
(135 ft) (230 ft) (364 ft) (1.30 (29 mph) 

acres) 

VestasV90 1.8MW 45m 80m 125m 6,362 m' 8.8-14.9 157 mph II mls 
(148 ft) (262 ft) (410 ft) (1.57 (25 mph) 

acres) 

105m 150m 
(344 ft) (492 ft) 

Vestas V100 2,75MW 50m 80m 130m 7,854m' 7.2-15.3 179 mph 15 mls 
(164 ft) (262 ft) (427 ft) (1.94 (34 mph) 

acres) 

100m 150m 
(328 ft) (492 ft) 

Vestas V90 3.0MW 45m 80m 125m 6,362m' 9-19 200 mph 15 mls 
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(148 ft) (262 ft) (410 ft) (1.57 (34 mph) 
acres) 

Gamesa G87 2.0MW 43.5 m 78m 121.5 m 5,945m' 9119 194 mph c. 13.5 
(143 ft) (256 ft) (399 ft) (1.47 mls 

acres) (30 mph) 

Siemens 2.3MW 46.5m 80m ·126.5m 6,793 m' 6-16 169 mph 13-14 mls 
(153 ft) (262 ft) (415 ft) (1.68 (29-31 

acres) mph) 

Bonus I.3MW 31 m 68m 99m 3,019m' 13119 138 mph 14m1s 
(Siemens) (102 ft) (223 ft) (325 ft) (0.75 (31 mph) 

acres) 

Bonus 2.0MW 38m 60 m 98m 4,536m' 1lI17 . 151 mph c. 15 mls 
(Siemens) (125 ft) (197 ft) (322 ft) (1.12 (c. 34 

acres) mph) 

Bonus 2.3MW 41.2m 80 m 121.2m 5,333 m' 11117 164 mph c. 15 mls 
(Siemens) (135 ft) (262 ft) (398 ft) (1.32 (c. 34 

acres) mph) 

Suzlon 950 0.95MW 32m 65m 97m 3,217 m' 13.9/20.8 156 mph II mls 
(105 ft) (213 ft) (318 ft) (0.79 (25 mph) 

acres) 

Suzlon S64 1.25MW 32m 73m 105m 3,217 m' 13.9/20.8 156 mph 12 mls 
(105 ft) (240 ft) (344 ft) (0.79 (27 mph) 

acres) 

Suzlon S88 2.IMW 44m 80 m 124 m 6,082 m' 14m1s 
(144 ft) (262 ft) (407 ft) (1.50 (31 mph) 

acres) 

Clipper 2.5MW 44.5 m 80 m 124.5 m 6,221 m' 9.7-15.5 163 mph c. 11.5 
Liberty (4 x 650 (146 ft) (262 ft) (409 ft) (1.54 mls 

KW) acres) (c. 26 
mph) 

46.5 m 126.5 m 6,793 m' 169 mph 
(153 ft) (415 ft) (1.68 

acres) 

49.5m 78m 127.5 m 7,698 m' 180 mph 
(162 ft) (256 ft) (418 ft) (1.90 

acres) 

Repower 2.0MW 46.25 m 100m 146.25 6,720 m' 7.8-15.0 163 mph 11.2 m/s 
MM92 (152 ft) (328 ft) m (1.66 (25 mph) 

(480 ft) acres) 

'This figure is actually half the rotor diameter. The blade itself may be about a meter shOlter, because it is attached 
to a large hub. 
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i'Hub (tower) heights may vary; the more commonly used sizes are presented. 
~Rotor diameter (m) x 11' x rpm 0- 26.82 
§The rated, or nominal, wind speed is the speed at which the turbine produces power at its full capacity. For 
example the GE 1.5s does not generate 1.5 MW of power until the wind is blowing steadily at 27 mph or more. As 
the wind falls below that, power production falls exponentially. 

Article #3 

http://www.cn.caldocuments/WhitePapers/Transporting-Wind-Turbines-White-Paper-en. pdf 
HOW BIG IS BIG? 

To understand and appreciate the logistics oftranspOliing such massive patis it helps to 
understand the makeup of a wind turbine. The specs for a ·1.8 MW turbine provided by the 
Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA): 

o The nacelle (generator components) is the size ofa small motor home and weighs 63,000 
kg (138,891 Ib). 

o Each blade is 39 m (128 ') long - the same length as a Boeing 737, and the 3-blade rotor 
weighs 35,000 kg (77,1621b). 

o The 65 m (213 ') tower is made up of rolled steel and comes in three pieces. The entire 
tower weighs 132,000 kg and contains enough steel to manufacture 206 average cars. 

o The foundation concrete is 9 - 10 ill (33 ') deep and 4 m (13 ') across. 102 tension type 
bolts run the full depth of the foundation. 

o Swept area ofthe blades is 5,024 sq. m, (16,483 ') the size of3 NHL hockey rinks 
combined or about 1.25 acres. 

o Total weight of the entire turbine is 230,000 kg (507,063 Ib) - about the same as two fully 
fueled 3,200 HP diesel electric locomotives. 

This is just one example, however even the wind turbine components above are often even 
bigger than this. 

WWW.CN.CA 4 THE LOGISTICS, NOT EXACTLY A BREEZE 

Understanding the size of wind turbines provides an appreciation for the complexity of their 
transportation. A single turbine can require up to 8 loads (one nacelle, one hub, three blades and 
three tower sections). For an entire project of 150 MW, transportation requirements have 
been as mnch as 689 trucldoads, 140 railcars and 8 vessels to the United States. And, many 
projects today are much larger than 150 MW (the largest operating project in the US is currently 
736 MW, and projects of more than 4,000 MWs are in the early stages of development).5 

It is no wonder that one of the biggest challenges facing the industry are the logistics of 
transporting such oversized parts sometimes over extremely long distances. Among the issues; 
traffic backups, road damage, coordination and cost. 
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TRAFFIC CONGESTION 

As suggested in a recent article in the New York Times, "As demand for clean energy grows, 
towns arollnd the cOllntry are finding their traffic pattel'1ls roiled as convoys carrying 
disassembled towers that will reach more than 250 Jeet (76.2 m) in height, as well as motors, 
blades and other parts roll through. Escorted by patrol cars and gawked at by pedestrians, the 
equipment must often travel hundreds ofmilesfi'om ports or factories to the remote, windy 
destinations where the turbines are erected. "6 

ROAD DAMAGE 

Nonnal wear and tear of any road is expected over time, but whenever there is extensive 
pressure and constant flow oftraffic, road damage becomes incvitable. In Texas for 
example, the state with the most wind turbines, the constant truck traffic is tearing up small 
roads in the westem part of the state, where the turbines are being rapidly erected. 

Conclusions and Comments: 

1. An in-depth geological study should be made of the entire proposed site-before the 
project is approved, not after. A near-surface seismic hazard survey and deep coring 
should be required before this project is approved. 

2. No watershed studies have been done for this project site, even though the Soil Surveys 
clearly state that this is a watershed area. 

3. The impacts of the turbines' weights on the mountain ridges in the DEIS has not been 
fully addressed. Could mass wasting result from ridges being flattened, heavy machinery 
being installed, deep anchors disturbing the soils, etc? 

4. "The steel tower is anchored in a platform of more than a thousand tons of concrcte and 
steel rebar, 30 to 50 feet across and anywhere from 6 to 30 feet deep. Shafts are sometimes 
driven down fmiher to help anchor it. Mountain tops must be blasted to 
accommodate it. The platform is critical to stabilizing the immense weight ofthe turbine 
assembly." This statement is from the National Windwatch article. I really don't want to see 
mountain tops "blasted," and residents near the wind fmm proposal probably don't want to see it, 
either! The proposed wind fmm has 50 some turbines proposed. That is 50 x 1000 tons of 
concrete and steelrebar = to 50,000 tons of concrete and steelrebar weighing down on soils that 
are susceptible to erosion; one ton equals 2000 pounds, 2000 pounds x 50,000 tons = 50,000,000 
pounds. What are the cumulative impacts of putting 50,000,000 pounds of stress on mountain 
ridges in Skamania County, and what are the cumulative effects of all the other wind farms' 
weights on all the lands and soils in BPA's area of interest? What does all this weight do to 
water tables? Any other effects? This issue of weight should be addressed more fully in the 
DEIS and its lack makes the DEIS inadequate and incomplete. 

Comments - Whistling Ridge - Land and Soils - Repar 
27 August 2010 

14 



5. Wind turbines are dangerous pieces of noisy machinery and they should not be put on top of 
ridges or on steep slopes. At least this is what I think. The lack of information on the 
environmental, cumulative impacts of wind turbines on lands and soils is a critical deficiency in 
the Whistling Ridge DEIS and this is a fatal flaw in the DEIS. 

6. Mass wasting is a real concern in the proposal 'area and it has not been adequately addressed 
in the DEIS. There are real consequences to area residents from erosion and mass wasting 
events. How would people be evacuated if a wind turbine's weight causes a m'ass wasting event 
01' other types of erosion? What are the evacuation routes? 

There are a lot of questions about the geology of the proposal area that have not been 
adequately answered in the DEIS. We need complete data in order to properly evaluate the 
DEIS. 

le-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

anita@kineticsinc.com 
Friday, August 27, 2010 1:13 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #509 

I would like to express my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. I am proud 
to live in a community adjacent to this project. I am proud to say we will have such a 
project here. We are doing our part to help our Country become as environmentally conscious 
as possible in our energy production and use. 

I will see the turbines from our property, and most likely also hear them. And although I 
live up in the Little white Salmon River Canyon Valley I can hear the trains running along 
both sides of the Columbia River, I hear the barges as they go up and down the River, and I 
hear the generators and alarms from the US Federal Fish Hatchery down in the Canyon. I hear 
all this while I live in the beautiful forest and so do the dear eating my Blueberries, the 
Turkey\'s eating my bird seed, the Cougar that crossed our road a while back, and the bear 
that smashed our drinking water spring roof last week. Surprise, we all seem to be 
flourishing here in the woods side by side! 

SDS has an excellent reputation as a supporter of our community, citizens, our fire 
departments, schools, etc., and they go out of their way to allow public use of their lands 
and conduct their business with consideration of us as their neighbors. Surprise, industry 
working side-by-side private homes in the wilderness, it works! 

I am proud to live here in Mill A, in Skamania County Washington. 

Turn the tables everyone, use the Whis~tling Ridge Energy Project as an asset!! 

Anita Gahimer Crow 
Resident and Business Owner 
Mill A/Cook,Washington 

Sincerely, 
Anita Gahimer Crow 
161- Fouts Road 
Cook, WA 986135 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

rmaxey2@aol.com 
Friday, August 27,20102:44 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Re: Whistling Ridge DEIS Comments 

WR-DEIS 
:>ublic Comment #511 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments regarding the above captioned proposed industrial 
wind generating facility in Underwood, Washington. I strongly believe that this proposed industrial 
facility clearly warrants a siting denial by your Council. There are fatal flaws in the concept, location, 
design, construction and operation of an industrial energy facility in Underwood, Washington and the 
Columbia River Gorge. 

The concept of locating such a facility on ridge lines of dense old growth forested land is ill conceived 
for numerous reasons. It is of great importance that the approval of such a facility would have far 
reaching precedential repercussions, encouraging the deforestation and development of thousands of 
acres of both habitat and scenic resources. Developers are already viewing the potential for the 
development of similar facilities to the west, which could result in facilities scattered from the western 
Columbia Gorge to Portland, despoiling the natural ambiance of the area and reducing habitat, . 
carbon sequestration and tourism. Your approval of an industrial facility impacting, b\.lt not technically 
in the boundary of The Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area (NSA) would set a precedent that could 
open the flood gates for any development visible from the NSA but not technically within its 
boundaries, including, but not limited to Las Vegas style casino signs, Space Needle type 
establishments, and high rise developments on formerly forested ridges. You have the power and 
authority to prevent setting the precedent that the Columbia River Gorge is open to a gold rush of 

. industrial development. 

The concept of ridge line deforestation and industrial development is also faulty in its failure to 
address additional factors such as the earthquake prone conditions of this area, the impact of blasting 
and construction on known water resources, including springs and aquifers. The steepness of the 
proposed site, once deforested further, will result in unacceptable water run off, erosion and extreme 
habitat loss. 

The concept of clear cutting thousands of acres of old growth forest for industrial development in 
favor of select harvesting is ecologically and economically unsound for this region. Alternative sites 
that have already been cleared and that do not impact the scenic value of the Gorge are plentiful and 
should be preferred to the siting of the current proposal. 

The concept that one developer's desire to achieve "economic diversity" at the expense of the impact 
of the project to Gorge wildlife, residents and tourists of both Washington and Oregon is selfish at 
best, arrogant at worst. The concept of this proposed project is fatally flawed and siting of this 
proposed industrial facility should be denied. 

The location of the proposed project is also fatally flawed for many of the reasons discussed 
previously and for additional reasons. The proposed location will severely impact local Underwood 
residents. You are aware of the numerous non wind industry sponsored studies detailing both 
physical and mental health impacts on both adults and children, so I will not reiterate those findings. 
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Please do not discount the life altering effect that an industrial energy facility will impose on local 
residents. Please do not credit the wind industry sponsored studies that such a facility would not 
negatively impact home values severely. Really, would any of you chose a residence within close 
proximity to 425 foot loud twirling lighted structures if given the choice of an equally pleasing quiet 
rural residence unencumbered by such structures? I think not. 

The proposed location of the project also discounts the very real threat of fire in what is now a strictly 
no burn tinder box. This location is not a flat insured wheat field. This location is a forested steeply 
graded terrain which is home to a wide variety of wildlife, domesticated livestock and people and th,eir 
homes. Both construction and operation of an industrial facility poses an unacceptable threat to the 
aforementioned as well as to travelers and the very scenic vistas that make up the Gorge. The 
location of the proposed facility by its very nature would be difficult or impossible to adequately 
access with fire fighting equipment. The helicopter water drops so instrumental in fighting the 
Underwood fire of the summer of 2008 which destroyed trees, vegetation, wildlife and homes, would 
not be available for use in and around the proposed· structures because of the proximity prohibition for 
helicopters and turbines or towers. A developer's pet project should not instill fear and concern and 
potential devastation to the surrounding inhabitants and a potentially severe loss of scenic value to 
the Gorge community and tourists. 

The proposed location is flawed for reasons of cumulative impact. Existing industrial wind facilities 
and the rate of development of additional industrial wind facilities in the surrounding areas to the east 
have created an unacceptable cumulative impact on the wildlife populations of the area, as well as for 
many of the residents. Approval of the proposed WRE project would exacerbate this effect due to its 
established migratory paths as well as the non migratory bat and avian populations, not to mention 
the wildlife habitat devastation that would result from the sheer amount of deforestation required. 

The proposed project location is ill conceived from another cumulative impact circumstance. Recent 
legal and government decisions related to the Broughton Mill resort and the Cascade Locks Casino 
make it possible that those facilities could become a reality. If so, the cumulative impact of these 
establishments, coupled with the construction of an industrial wind facility (and the precedent for other 
industrial developments) in a relative proximity to each other, could cumulatively negatively impact 
the Gorge in ways that we cannot now fully conceive. We must be good stewards of this national 
scenic area, not its destroyers. 

The design of the proposed facility is fatally flawed for lack of statutorily required alternatives and 
insufficient mitigation analysis. 

The construction of the proposed facility would entail unacceptable traffic and emergency response 
impacts for residents and visitors to the NSA, particularly to key viewing points in the Underwood 
area. Construction of this facility would create unacceptable impacts on ground water supplies, and 
contribute to the already high fire hazard. 

The operation of the proposed industrial facility raises unanswered questions regarding the use of the 
power generated and the ownership of the facility. It is common knowledge that 80% of the wind 
power generated in the northwest is sold outside of Washington, principally to California, and thus not 
contributing to Washington's mandated green energy requirements. It is also common knowledge 
that a high percentage of the smaller wind energy facilities themselves are sold to out of state buyers, 
or are under contracts for sale to such buyers who frequently employ their own in-house employees, 
not resulting in local permanent jobs. Is the proponent's staunch resistance to alternative designs 
related to a minimum output required for just such a sale? Should the residents and visitors to the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area be subjected to the intrusion of the construction and 
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presence of an industrial wind energy facility that statistically is likely to become owned by an out of 
state entity that sells its power out of state? 

The Whistling Ridge Energy proposed project is the wrong project for the Gorge, at the wrong time 
and wrong 
place. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Maxey 
8992 Cook Underwood Road 
Underwood, WA 98651 
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From: Talburt, Tammy (UTC) on behalf of EFSEC (UTC)
To: Rachel Tamigniaux
Subject: FW: Comments-Whistling Ridge-DEIS-Avians-Repar-8 #3
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2010 11:18:42 AM
Attachments: Comments_MBTA_27Aug2010.doc
Importance: High

 
 
From: repar [mailto:repar@saw.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 4:50 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comments-Whistling Ridge-DEIS-Avians-Repar-8
Importance: High
 
Dear EFSEC,
Attached, please find my last entry for comments on the Whistling Ridge
DEIS.  Thank you for this opportunity to comment.  I learned a lot and I know
there is a lot to still learn!  Have a wonderful weekend./Mary
 
Mary J. Repar
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2
Stevenson, WA   98648
Tel:  509.427.7153
E-mail:  repar@saw.net
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments
that take our breath away."
 

mailto:Ttalburt@utc.wa.gov
mailto:EFSEC@utc.wa.gov
mailto:RTamigniaux@entrix.com

Mary J. Repar


6971 E. Loop Rd., #2


Stevenson, WA   98648


Tel:  509.427.7153


27 August 2010


EFSEC




BPA


905 Plum Street SE



Public Affairs Office – DKE -7


Olympia, WA   98504-3172


P.O. Box 14428


e-mail:  efsec@commerce.wa.gov

Portland, OR   97293-4428








Toll-free comment line:  800.622.4519








FAX:  503.230.3285








503. 230. 4145







www.bpa.gov/comment

Re:  Comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and the inadequacy of information on the cumulative effects of wind farm development on avian species and possible and probable violations of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA)

Dear EFSEC and BPA,



I voiced some concerns about birds and bats in my previous comments on Chapter 3 and cumulative effects, but I wanted to voice even more concern and trepidation about the cumulative effects and impacts that regional wind farms, and BPA energy production facilities en toto, have on migratory species.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, see Reference #1, below, is mentioned in the DEIS but I am very concerned that the topic of migrating avian species should have more in-depth and thorough regional data presented in the DEIS.  As I have stated before, cumulative impacts, both direct and indirect, are not done on a project by project basis, but, according to NEPA regulations, must be done on a reference geographical and/or regional basis.  This was not done by either SDS or BPA, the two proponents for this wind farm project.



Briefly, some of my concerns:


· Cumulative effects and impacts on species viability are not adequately addressed in the DEIS—there is no supporting data to show if avian species birth rates, replacement rates, genetic diversity, etc., would or would not be affected by regional wind farms.  This must be addressed;

· Will there be “taking” by the wind turbines?  How will “taking,” basically killing of an avian, be addressed?  What type of monitoring will be done throughout the life of the project to collect data on “taking”?


· Where are the migratory bird maps for the region?  I did not find them in the DEIS.


· Are there other species, besides avian, that migrate through the area and might be affected by the regional wind farms and BPA’s energy generation infrastructure?  Apparently, the MBTA was amended to include other species:  “The 1974 statute (P.L. 93-300) amended the MBTA to include the provisions of the 1972 Convention between the U.S. and Japan for the Protection of Migratory Birds and Birds in Danger of Extinction. This law also amended the title of the MBTA to read: "An Act to give effect to the conventions between the U.S. and other nations for the protection of migratory birds, birds in danger of extinction, game mammals, and their environment." 


I’m sure that I have many more questions, but the 5 p.m. deadline is upon me and I want to make sure that I get these comments in on time.  I do think that the Whistling Ridge DEIS is extremely deficient in data on migration pathways for avian species.  This lack of regional data must be addressed or the DEIS is incomplete.  It is an established fact that wind farms kill birds.  How many is hotly debated.  However, that does not mean that we should not attempt to gather data so that we can better understand the regional cumulative impacts and effects of wind farms and energy production infrastructures on avian species, and, of course, on other species.

Thank you.


Sincerely,


/e-signature/Mary J. Repar


27 August 2010

Reference #1


http://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea.html

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918


Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712; Ch. 128; July 13, 1918; 40 Stat. 755) as amended by: Chapter 634; June 20, 1936; 49 Stat. 1556; P.L. 86-732; September 8, 1960; 74 Stat. 866; P.L. 90-578; October 17, 1968; 82 Stat. 1118; P.L. 91-135; December 5, 1969; 83 Stat. 282; P.L. 93-300; June 1, 1974; 88 Stat. 190; P.L. 95-616; November 8, 1978; 92 Stat. 3111; P.L. 99-645; November 10, 1986; 100 Stat. 3590 and P.L. 105-312; October 30, 1998; 112 Stat. 2956 


The original 1918 statute implemented the 1916 Convention between the U.S. and Great Britain (for Canada) for the protection of migratory birds. Later amendments implemented treaties between the U.S. and Mexico, the U.S. and Japan, and the U.S. and the Soviet Union (now Russia). 


Specific provisions in the statute include: 


Establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to "pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention . . . for the protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 703) 


This prohibition applies to birds included in the respective international conventions between the U.S. and Great Britain, the U.S. and Mexico, the U.S. and Japan, and the U.S. and the Russia. 


Authority for the Secretary of the Interior to determine, periodically, when, consistent with the Conventions, "hunting, taking, capture, killing, possession, sale, purchase, shipment, transportation, carriage, or export of any . . .bird, or any part, nest or egg" could be undertaken and to adopt regulations for this purpose. These determinations are to be made based on "due regard to the zones of temperature and to the distribution, abundance, economic value, breeding habits, and times of migratory flight." (16 U.S.C. 704) 


A decree that domestic interstate and international transportation of migratory birds which are taken in violation of this law is unlawful, as well as importation of any migratory birds which are taken in violation of Canadian laws. (16 U.S.C. 705) 


Authority for Interior officials to enforce the provisions of this law, including seizure of birds illegally taken which can be forfeited to the U.S. and disposed of as directed by the courts. (16 U.S.C. 706) Establishment of fines for violation of this law, including misdemeanor charges. (16 U.S.C. 707) 


Authority for States to enact and implement laws or regulations to allow for greater protection of migratory birds, provided that such laws are consistent with the respective Conventions and that open seasons do not extend beyond those established at the national level. (16 U.S.C. 708) 


A repeal of all laws inconsistent with the provisions of this Act. (16 U.S.C. 710) 


Authority for the continued breeding and sale of migratory game birds on farms and preserves for the purpose of increasing the food supply. (16 U.S.C. 711) 


The 1936 statute implemented the Convention between the U.S. and Mexico for the Protection of Migratory Birds and Game Mammals. Migratory bird import and export restrictions between Mexico and the U.S. were also authorized, and in issuing any regulations to implement this section, the Secretary of Agriculture was required to consider U.S. laws forbidding importation of certain mammals injurious to agricultural and horticultural interests. Monies for the Secretary of Agriculture to implement these provisions were also authorized. 


The 1960 statute (P.L. 86-732) amended the MBTA by altering earlier penalty provisions. The new provisions stipulated that violations of this Act would constitute a misdemeanor and conviction would result in a fine of not more than $500 or imprisonment of not more than six months. Activities aimed at selling migratory birds in violation of this law would be subject to fine of not more than $2000 and imprisonment could not exceed two years. Guilty offenses would constitute a felony. Equipment used for sale purchases was authorized to be seized and held, by the Secretary of the Interior, pending prosecution, and, upon conviction, be treated as a penalty. 


Section 10 of the 1969 amendments to the Lacey Act (P.L. 91-135) repealed the provisions of the MBTA prohibiting the shipment of wild game mammals or parts to and from the U.S. or Mexico unless permitted by the Secretary of the Interior. The definition of "wildlife" under these amendments does not include migratory birds, however, which are protected under the MBTA. 


The 1974 statute (P.L. 93-300) amended the MBTA to include the provisions of the 1972 Convention between the U.S. and Japan for the Protection of Migratory Birds and Birds in Danger of Extinction. This law also amended the title of the MBTA to read: "An Act to give effect to the conventions between the U.S. and other nations for the protection of migratory birds, birds in danger of extinction, game mammals, and their environment." 


Section 3(h) of the Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-616) amended the MBTA to authorize forfeiture to the U.S. of birds and their parts illegally taken, for disposal by the Secretary of the Interior as he deems appropriate. These amendments also authorized the Secretary to issue regulations to permit Alaskan natives to take migratory birds for their subsistence needs during established seasons. The Secretary was required to consider the related migratory bird conventions with Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet Union in establishing these regulations and to establish seasons to provide for the preservation and maintenance of migratory bird stocks. 


Public Law 95-616 also ratified a treaty with the Soviet Union specifying that both nations will take measures to protect identified ecosystems of special importance to migratory birds against pollution, detrimental alterations, and other environmental degradations. (See entry for the Convention Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Concerning the Conservation of Migratory Birds and Their Environment; T.I.A.S. 9073; signed on November 19, 1976, and approved by the Senate on July 12, 1978; 92 Stat. 3110.) 


Public Law 99-645, the 1986 Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, amended the Act to require that felony violations under the MBTA must be "knowingly" committed. 


P.L. 105-312, Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of 1998, amended the law to make it unlawful to take migratory game birds by the aid of bait if the person knows or reasonably should know that the area is baited. This provision eliminates the "strict liability" standard that was used to enforce Federal baiting regulations and replaces it with a "know or should have known" standard. These amendments also make it unlawful to place or direct the placement of bait on or adjacent to an area for the purpose of taking or attempting to take migratory game birds, and makes these violations punishable under title 18 United States Code, (with fines up to $100,000 for individuals and $200,000 for organizations), imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both. The new amendments require the Secretary of Interior to submit to the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works and the House Committee on Resources a report analyzing the effect of these amendments and the practice of baiting on migratory bird conservation and law enforcement. The report to Congress is due no later than five years after enactment of the new law. 


P.L. 105-312 also amends the law to allow the fine for misdemeanor convictions under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to be up to $15,000 rather than $5000. 
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Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, WA   98648 
Tel:  509.427.7153 

 
27 August 2010 
 
EFSEC     BPA 
905 Plum Street SE    Public Affairs Office – DKE -7 
Olympia, WA   98504-3172   P.O. Box 14428 
e-mail:  efsec@commerce.wa.gov  Portland, OR   97293-4428 
      Toll-free comment line:  800.622.4519 
      FAX:  503.230.3285 
      503. 230. 4145 
      www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
 

Re:  Comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and the inadequacy of 
information on the cumulative effects of wind farm development on avian 
species and possible and probable violations of the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918 (MBTA) 

 
Dear EFSEC and BPA, 
 
 I voiced some concerns about birds and bats in my previous comments on Chapter 
3 and cumulative effects, but I wanted to voice even more concern and trepidation about 
the cumulative effects and impacts that regional wind farms, and BPA energy production 
facilities en toto, have on migratory species.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, see 
Reference #1, below, is mentioned in the DEIS but I am very concerned that the topic of 
migrating avian species should have more in-depth and thorough regional data presented 
in the DEIS.  As I have stated before, cumulative impacts, both direct and indirect, are 
not done on a project by project basis, but, according to NEPA regulations, must be done 
on a reference geographical and/or regional basis.  This was not done by either SDS or 
BPA, the two proponents for this wind farm project. 
 
 Briefly, some of my concerns: 

• Cumulative effects and impacts on species viability are not adequately addressed 
in the DEIS—there is no supporting data to show if avian species birth rates, 
replacement rates, genetic diversity, etc., would or would not be affected by 
regional wind farms.  This must be addressed; 

• Will there be “taking” by the wind turbines?  How will “taking,” basically killing 
of an avian, be addressed?  What type of monitoring will be done throughout the 
life of the project to collect data on “taking”? 

• Where are the migratory bird maps for the region?  I did not find them in the 
DEIS. 

mailto:efsec@commerce.wa.gov�
http://www.bpa.gov/comment�
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• Are there other species, besides avian, that migrate through the area and might be 
affected by the regional wind farms and BPA’s energy generation infrastructure?  
Apparently, the MBTA was amended to include other species:  “The 1974 statute 
(P.L. 93-300) amended the MBTA to include the provisions of the 1972 
Convention between the U.S. and Japan for the Protection of Migratory Birds and 
Birds in Danger of Extinction. This law also amended the title of the MBTA to 
read: "An Act to give effect to the conventions between the U.S. and other 
nations for the protection of migratory birds, birds in danger of extinction, 
game mammals, and their environment."  

 
 

I’m sure that I have many more questions, but the 5 p.m. deadline is upon me and I 
want to make sure that I get these comments in on time.  I do think that the Whistling 
Ridge DEIS is extremely deficient in data on migration pathways for avian species.  This 
lack of regional data must be addressed or the DEIS is incomplete.  It is an established 
fact that wind farms kill birds.  How many is hotly debated.  However, that does not 
mean that we should not attempt to gather data so that we can better understand the 
regional cumulative impacts and effects of wind farms and energy production 
infrastructures on avian species, and, of course, on other species. 

 
Thank you. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 

/e-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 
 
 
 
 
Reference #1 
 
http://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea.html 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 U.S.C. 703-712; Ch. 128; July 13, 1918; 40 Stat. 
755) as amended by: Chapter 634; June 20, 1936; 49 Stat. 1556; P.L. 86-732; September 
8, 1960; 74 Stat. 866; P.L. 90-578; October 17, 1968; 82 Stat. 1118; P.L. 91-135; 
December 5, 1969; 83 Stat. 282; P.L. 93-300; June 1, 1974; 88 Stat. 190; P.L. 95-616; 
November 8, 1978; 92 Stat. 3111; P.L. 99-645; November 10, 1986; 100 Stat. 3590 and 
P.L. 105-312; October 30, 1998; 112 Stat. 2956  
 

http://www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest/migtrea.html�
http://law2.house.gov/uscode-cgi/fastweb.exe?getdoc+uscview+t13t16+6189+0++%28%29%20%20AND%20%28%2816%29%20ADJ%20USC%29%3ACITE%20AND%20%28USC%20w%2F10%20%28703%29%29%3ACITE%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20%20�
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The original 1918 statute implemented the 1916 Convention between the U.S. and Great 
Britain (for Canada) for the protection of migratory birds. Later amendments 
implemented treaties between the U.S. and Mexico, the U.S. and Japan, and the U.S. and 
the Soviet Union (now Russia).  
 
Specific provisions in the statute include:  
Establishment of a Federal prohibition, unless permitted by regulations, to "pursue, hunt, 
take, capture, kill, attempt to take, capture or kill, possess, offer for sale, sell, offer to 
purchase, purchase, deliver for shipment, ship, cause to be shipped, deliver for 
transportation, transport, cause to be transported, carry, or cause to be carried by any 
means whatever, receive for shipment, transportation or carriage, or export, at any time, 
or in any manner, any migratory bird, included in the terms of this Convention . . . for the 
protection of migratory birds . . . or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird." (16 U.S.C. 
703)  
 
This prohibition applies to birds included in the respective international conventions 
between the U.S. and Great Britain, the U.S. and Mexico, the U.S. and Japan, and the 
U.S. and the Russia.  
 
Authority for the Secretary of the Interior to determine, periodically, when, consistent 
with the Conventions, "hunting, taking, capture, killing, possession, sale, purchase, 
shipment, transportation, carriage, or export of any . . .bird, or any part, nest or egg" 
could be undertaken and to adopt regulations for this purpose. These determinations are 
to be made based on "due regard to the zones of temperature and to the distribution, 
abundance, economic value, breeding habits, and times of migratory flight." (16 U.S.C. 
704)  
 
A decree that domestic interstate and international transportation of migratory birds 
which are taken in violation of this law is unlawful, as well as importation of any 
migratory birds which are taken in violation of Canadian laws. (16 U.S.C. 705)  
 
Authority for Interior officials to enforce the provisions of this law, including seizure of 
birds illegally taken which can be forfeited to the U.S. and disposed of as directed by the 
courts. (16 U.S.C. 706) Establishment of fines for violation of this law, including 
misdemeanor charges. (16 U.S.C. 707)  
 
Authority for States to enact and implement laws or regulations to allow for greater 
protection of migratory birds, provided that such laws are consistent with the respective 
Conventions and that open seasons do not extend beyond those established at the national 
level. (16 U.S.C. 708)  
 
A repeal of all laws inconsistent with the provisions of this Act. (16 U.S.C. 710)  
Authority for the continued breeding and sale of migratory game birds on farms and 
preserves for the purpose of increasing the food supply. (16 U.S.C. 711)  
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The 1936 statute implemented the Convention between the U.S. and Mexico for the 
Protection of Migratory Birds and Game Mammals. Migratory bird import and export 
restrictions between Mexico and the U.S. were also authorized, and in issuing any 
regulations to implement this section, the Secretary of Agriculture was required to 
consider U.S. laws forbidding importation of certain mammals injurious to agricultural 
and horticultural interests. Monies for the Secretary of Agriculture to implement these 
provisions were also authorized.  
 
The 1960 statute (P.L. 86-732) amended the MBTA by altering earlier penalty 
provisions. The new provisions stipulated that violations of this Act would constitute a 
misdemeanor and conviction would result in a fine of not more than $500 or 
imprisonment of not more than six months. Activities aimed at selling migratory birds in 
violation of this law would be subject to fine of not more than $2000 and imprisonment 
could not exceed two years. Guilty offenses would constitute a felony. Equipment used 
for sale purchases was authorized to be seized and held, by the Secretary of the Interior, 
pending prosecution, and, upon conviction, be treated as a penalty.  
 
Section 10 of the 1969 amendments to the Lacey Act (P.L. 91-135) repealed the 
provisions of the MBTA prohibiting the shipment of wild game mammals or parts to and 
from the U.S. or Mexico unless permitted by the Secretary of the Interior. The definition 
of "wildlife" under these amendments does not include migratory birds, however, which 
are protected under the MBTA.  
 
The 1974 statute (P.L. 93-300) amended the MBTA to include the provisions of the 1972 
Convention between the U.S. and Japan for the Protection of Migratory Birds and Birds 
in Danger of Extinction. This law also amended the title of the MBTA to read: "An Act 
to give effect to the conventions between the U.S. and other nations for the protection of 
migratory birds, birds in danger of extinction, game mammals, and their environment."  
Section 3(h) of the Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act of 1978 (P.L. 95-616) amended 
the MBTA to authorize forfeiture to the U.S. of birds and their parts illegally taken, for 
disposal by the Secretary of the Interior as he deems appropriate. These amendments also 
authorized the Secretary to issue regulations to permit Alaskan natives to take migratory 
birds for their subsistence needs during established seasons. The Secretary was required 
to consider the related migratory bird conventions with Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and 
the Soviet Union in establishing these regulations and to establish seasons to provide for 
the preservation and maintenance of migratory bird stocks.  
 
Public Law 95-616 also ratified a treaty with the Soviet Union specifying that both 
nations will take measures to protect identified ecosystems of special importance to 
migratory birds against pollution, detrimental alterations, and other environmental 
degradations. (See entry for the Convention Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Concerning the Conservation of Migratory Birds 
and Their Environment; T.I.A.S. 9073; signed on November 19, 1976, and approved by 
the Senate on July 12, 1978; 92 Stat. 3110.)  
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Public Law 99-645, the 1986 Emergency Wetlands Resources Act, amended the Act to 
require that felony violations under the MBTA must be "knowingly" committed.  
P.L. 105-312, Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act of 1998, amended the law to make it 
unlawful to take migratory game birds by the aid of bait if the person knows or 
reasonably should know that the area is baited. This provision eliminates the "strict 
liability" standard that was used to enforce Federal baiting regulations and replaces it 
with a "know or should have known" standard. These amendments also make it unlawful 
to place or direct the placement of bait on or adjacent to an area for the purpose of taking 
or attempting to take migratory game birds, and makes these violations punishable under 
title 18 United States Code, (with fines up to $100,000 for individuals and $200,000 for 
organizations), imprisonment for not more than 1 year, or both. The new amendments 
require the Secretary of Interior to submit to the Senate Committee on Environment and 
Public Works and the House Committee on Resources a report analyzing the effect of 
these amendments and the practice of baiting on migratory bird conservation and law 
enforcement. The report to Congress is due no later than five years after enactment of the 
new law.  
 
P.L. 105-312 also amends the law to allow the fine for misdemeanor convictions under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act to be up to $15,000 rather than $5000.  
 



Michelle, Kayce (UTC) Late 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Importance: 

Dear EFSEC, 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Sunday. August 29.201012:06 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge DEIS-addendum from Repar 
Comments_DEIS_wihd power difficult for grid_27Aug2010.doc 

High 

WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #538 

I forgot to include this article on wind farms creating challenges for the power grid, with my 
comments (submitted on 27 August 2010) in the document that I sent on Friday, entitled 

. Comments_DEIS_BPA_Inadequate_27Aug201O. Thank you very much.lMary 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. iI 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
POliland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS and too much of a good 
thing: Growth in wind power makes life difficult for grid 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

I forgot to include this article on wind farms creating challenges for the power 
grid, with my comments (submitted on 27 August 2010) in the document that I sent on 
Friday, entitled Comments))EIS _ BP A_Inadequate J7 Aug201O. I \hink this atiicle 
makes it quite clear that too much wind power is not good for the power grid-which . 
brings up the question of why are so many subsidized wind farms being built if the power 
they produce can't actually be used on the electric power grid? And, why are we 
concentrating all our energy eggs in the wind power basket? 

I have bulletized the aliicle, below, for a quick summary o[my concerns about wind 
generation and its effects on BPA's power grid: . 

.. Fast-growing number of wind fatms; 

.. Has created new challenges for those who manage the power grid; 

.. Almost two nuclear plants worth of extra power was sizzling down the lines; 
• StOlm caused the largest hourly spike in wind power the Northwest has ever 

experienced; 
• At BPA, it was too much of a good thing; 
.. More electricity than its customers needed; 
.. More than the available power lines could export; 
• More than the grid could readily absorb; 
.. The edict went out: Feather your turbine blades; slash output; 
.. It's one likely to go out with increasing frequency; 
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• 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

• 
• 

• 

The last three years have seen a doubling of the generation capacity of wind 
farms in the region; 
By 2013, wind generation capacity expected to double again; 
In the real world, wind development, coupled with wild swings in its output, are 
overwhelming the region's electrical grid and outstripping its ability to use the 
power or send it elsewhere; 
In theory, better coordination could help solve the problem, reducing costs, 
eliminating bottlenecks and solving scheduling conflicts; 
In practice, risk-averse engineers, utility managers or public utility customers 
worried about rates increasing; 
Renewables explosion forcing the transmission issue to center stage now; 
California, which already buys much of the NOlihwest's wind energy, increasing 
its appetite for green power; 
The solution to the problem is to beef up or build new power lines, a five to ten 
year proposition; 
Involves coordination on what to build, where to put it and who pays; 
Only 15 percent of the electricity generated by wind farms in the Northwest 
goes to the public utilities that buy power directly from BPA; 
BPA manages three quarters of the region's high voltage transmission 
system, including the sections serving most of the region's wind falms; 
BP A's job is to balance wind farms' up-and-down power output, blending it 
with other sources of power so total generation at any given time matches total 
demand -- a requirement to maintain grid reliability; 
As the region's wind fleet grows, an ever bigger slice of the hydro pie is being 
reserved to fill in when the wind doesn't blow as scheduled; 
That means foregone sales of surplus power, a source of revenue that reduces 
BPA's rates for public utility customers; 
Dumping too much water over the spillways, to balance wind power 
production, harms fish; 
Another option is to cut generation at the wind farms; 
Too many cUliailmfmts undermiues the economics of wind; 
"It's not fair to have a cost shift," said Elliott Mainzer, BPA's director of 
strategic planning; 
BPAproposed quadrupling its "integration" rate, Oregon's congressional 
delegation took up the wind developers' fight, accusing the agency of dragging its 
feet on renewables and focusing solely on maintaining low rates for its public 
utility customers. Sen. Ron Wyden was highly critical ofthe agency's attitude 
problem, and Rep. Earl Blumenauer even suggested it might be time for new 
leadership at the agency; 
In extreme situations, however, the agency continp.es to dump wind; 
At the CU11'ent rate of wind deVelopment the region's system of dams and power 
lines will start running into consistent operational problems around 2013; 
In 2013, wind in BPA's te11'itory will reach a total capacity of some 6,000 
megawatts; 

• The 6000 MW capacity ceiling will require major structural changes; 
Comments - Whistling Ridge - Repar 2 
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• The solution lies in better coordination of power plants across the west, more 
efficient use of existing power lines and some expansion of the grid; 

• New lines often reqnire new rights of way through sensitive habitat and 
private property, are phenomenally expensive, raising the show-stopping 
question of who pays; 

• The piece that is not doing well is planning for moving wind out of the region; 
• Changes won't come quickly, easily 01' cheaply. 
• "We can't pay for everything at once, and we don't want to pay for everything 

on the table," said Jeff Bissonnette, a lobbyist for the Citizen's Utility Board of 
Oregon. "We have to figure out what makes sense to pay for first, second and 
third, and what makes sense for consumers and the environment." 

In conclusion, it appears that wind may not be the end all answer to our concems 
about carbon footprints and going green. More wind farms will mean more cries for 
more and bigger transmission lines. None of this was addressed in the Whistling Ridge 
DEIS in terms of cumulative impacts and effects on our region from the proposals to 
build more and more transmission lines. Why not? This is a real and vital deficiency of 
information, an information gap, in the DEIS, and these concems about the effects of 
wind power on our power grid must be addressed. They have not been adequately 
addressed in the DEIS. This is a fatal flaw in the DEIS. 

le-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 

Reference Article: 

Too much of a good thing: Growth in wind power makes life difficult 
for grid managers 

Published: Saturday, July 17, 2010, 10:00 AM Updated: Saturday, July 17,2010,8:45 PM 

Ted Sickinger, The Oregonian 

Benjamin Brink/The Oregonian The fast -growing number of wind fmTI1s in the 
Northwest, such as the Biglow Canyon Wind Farm neal' Rufus, has created new 
challenges for those who manage the power grid. 
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On the afternoon of May 19, in a single chaotic hour, more than a thousand wind turbines 
in the Columbia River Gorge went from spinning lazily in the breeze to full throttle as a 
stOlID rolled east out of Hood River. 

Suddenly, almost two nuclear plants worth of extra power was sizzling down the 
lines -- the largest hourly spike in wind power the NOlihwest has ever experienc·ed. 

At the Bonneville Power Administration's control room in Vancouver, it was too much 
of a good thing. More electricity than its customers needed. More than the available 
power lines could export from the region. And more than the grid could readily absorb 
by ramping down generation at the region's network of federal dams. 

So the edict went out: Feather your turbine blades; slash output. 

It was an unwelcome instruction for wind farm owners, whose economics depend on 
generating electricity whenever possible. Yet it's one likely to go out with increasing 
frequency. 

During the last three years, the building boom spawned by green energy mandates in 
Oregon, Washington and California doubled the generation capacity of wind farms in 
the region. By 2013, it's expected to double again. 

That seems like great news. Plenty of carbon-free energy with no fuel costs. Jobs. 
Property taxes. 

In the real world, however, the pace and geographic concentration of wind 
development, coupled with wild swings in its output, are overwhelming the region's 
electrical grid and outstripping its ability to use the power or send it elsewhere. 

In theory, better coordination of the balkanized grid operations around the west could 
help solve the problem, reducing costs, eliminating bottlenecks and solving scheduling 
conflicts that plague the system today. 

In practice, however, those efforts have often stalled at the planning stage -- the victim of 
risk-averse engineers, utility managers or public utility customers worried about seeing 
their rates increase. 

It's not a new problem. But the renewables explosion, and pressure to reduce carbon 
emissions, is forcing the transmission issue to center stage now. 

"There's a sweet spot to talk about these issues, and everyone's attention is on this at the 
moment," said Rachel Shimshak, executive director of the Renewables Northwest 
Project. "Maybe the benefits didn't look so obvious before, but now we have a lot more 
people with skin in the game." 

The most significant player in that crowd is California, which already buys much of 
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the Northwest's wind energy, but has trouble getting it delivered over clogged interstate 
power lines. The state has just increased its already aggressive renewable energy 
standards, increasing its appetite for green power. 

Ultimately, the solution to the problem is to beef up or build new power lines, said Randy 
Hardy, a Seattle-based energy consultant. But that's a five to ten year proposition, 
involving even more coordination on what to build, where to put it and who pays. 

"We have a next-year problem," Hardy said, "or maybe a this-year problem.~' 

Only 15 percent of the electricity generated by wind fanns in the Northwest goes to 
the public utilities that buy power directly f!"Om BPA, which sells power from federal 
dams in the Columbia Basin. But the federal power marketing agency manages three 
qumiers of the region's high voltage transmission system, including the sections serving. 
most of the region's wind farms. 

That makes it BPA's job to balance their up-and-down output, blending it with other 
sources of power so total generation at any given time matches total demand -- a 
requirement to maintain grid reliability. 

The dams are great for the job -- operators can adjust water flows through the turbines to 
help offset variable wind output. 

But only within limits. 

As the region's wind fleet grows, an ever bigger slice of the hydro pie is being 
reserved to fill in when the wind doesn't blow as scheduled. That means foregone 
sales of surplus power, a source of revenue that reduces BPA's rates for pnblic utility 
customers. 

When the wind blows harder than forecast, particularly during periods of high spring 
rnnoff at the dams, operators face the opposite problem. They can't bypass the dam 
turbines to lower hydro generation, because dumping too much water over the spillways 
harms fish. 

So the other option is to cut generation at the wind farms. 

Too many curtailments, however, undermines the economics of wind, not only 
because turbines generate less power to sell but because valuable tax and renewable 
energy credits are only generated when their blades are spinning. 

"We are committed to trying to find ways to get as much wind into the system as 
possible, but we're going to be real sticklers about reliability, and we think its it's not fair 
to have a cost shift," said Elliott Mainzer, BP A's director of strategic planning 

BP A does charge wind farms to offset the additional costs they bring to the system. But 
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those charges have been highly contentious. 

Last year, when the agency proposed quadrupling its "integration" rate, Oregon's 
congressional delegation took up the wind developers' fight, accusing the agency of 
dragging its feet on renewables and focusing solely on maintaining low rates for its 
public utility customers. Sen. Ron Wyden was highly critical of the agency's attitude 
problem, and Rep. Earl Blumenauer even suggested it might be time for new leadership 
at the agency. 

BP A ultimately backed away from the big rate increase. But it is coming up again this 
year as the agency kicks off a new rate-setting process. 

Meanwhile, it has pushed ahead with a vai-iety of eff01ls to accommodate more variable 
resources, from better wind forecasting to more flexible scheduling of transmission. 

In extreme situations, however, the agency continues to dump wind. 

At the cutTent rate of wind development, says the BPA's Mainzer, the region's system of 
dams and power lines will start running into consistent operational problems around 
2013, when wind in the agency's territory reaches total capacity of some 6,000 
megawatts. 

Above and beyond that, he said, will require major structural changes. 

"If it's done right, he said, "it's a huge opp01lunity for the Northwest." 

The solution, most expells believe, lies in better coordination of power plants across 
the west, more efficient use of existing power lines and some expansion of the grid. 

"We believe there's more space on the lines if we get Smaller about how we use them," 
said John Audley, deputy director at the Renewables Northwest Project. "But there isn't 
anyone out there who feels we have enough transmission in place to get what we need 
done." 

Building new transmission, though, is an uphill battle. New lines often require new 
rights of way through sensitive habitat and private property. And they are 
phenomenally expensive, raising the show-'Stopping question of who pays. 

BP A has had some success convincing wind developers and other transmission 
customers to commit to helping fund new power lines and upgrades within the 
region. 

"The piece that is not doing well is plmming for moving wind out of the region," said 
Brian Silverstein, senior vice president of transmission services for BPA. Ultimately, he 
said, "we can plan all we want. The challenge is getting people to commit to the 
investment. " 
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There's a broad-based effort to get more out of the existing lines, too. 

The capacity of power lines linking Oregon and California, for instance, is completely 
booked long term. But on a day-to-day basis, utilization can be lower than 50 percent. 

Part of the problem is that utilities buy more capacity than they need, and hoard it for 
emergencies. If that capacity can be freed up, BP A estimates the lines could transfer 
10 to 15 percent more power. 

Another issue is that utilities are required to reserve line capacity an hour ahead oftime. 
By allowing them to adjust their orders more frequently, utilities could accommodate 
unanticipated ebbs and flows in wind generation and maybe free up another 25 to 30 
percent of capacity on the power lines. 

But none of those changes come quickly, easily or cheaply. Utility managers, renewable 
developers, customer advocates and environmentalists met last week in Portland for a 
day-long seminar on expanding and modernizing the grid to accommodate renewables. 

There was a definite sense of urgency in the air. But also determination. 

"We can't pay for everything at once, and we don't want to pay for everything on the 
table," said Jeff Bissonnette, a lobbyist for the Citizen's Utility Board of Oregon. "We 
have to figure out what makes sense to pay for first, second and third, and what makes 
sense for consumers and the environment." 

-- Ted Sickinger 

Related topics: green power, renewables, wind fmms, wind power 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Friday, August 27,201010:06 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments-Whistling Ridge-Repar-2 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #503 

Attachments: Hearing Examiner Decision (SEP-08-35)Jeb2009.pdf; Comments_DEIS_Chap. 3 
_EnvironmenL\mpacts _Mitigation _27 Aug201 O.doc 

Importance: High 

Dear EFSEC, 
Attached please find my comments on Chapter 3 and cumulative impacts, plus a supporting 
document. Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. " 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Mary J. Rcpar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS, Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Impacts, and Mitigation; and, lack of cumulative impacts and effects analyses in 
the DEIS. 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

In this section, I am commenting upon the lack of any real, science-based cumulative 
impacts analyses done by either BP A or SDS Lumber, in Chapter 3 (p.3-1 to 3-289), Affected 
Environment, Impacts and Mitigation as presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). My Comments are italicized and bolded after each section that I commented upon, for 
the entirety of Chapter 3. (I saved Chapter 3 in text format so the tables and other pictures are 
not displayed properly). In order to preserve my sanity during my perambulations through 
1500+ pages oftheDEIS, I have had to also write a few separate memos, which I will also e-
mail, upon certain specific areas that I had to research more thoroughly. . 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, IMP ACTS AND MITIGATION 

This chapter describes the existing environmental resources in the vicinity of the proposed 
proj ect and the potential impacts that the Proposed Action and the No Action Alterative would 
have on those resources. The potential impacts described were determined through research and 
field observation by environmental specialists and information provided by agency and public 
comments. More specific infOlmation on methodology for each resource is provided as 
appropriate. Each resource lists the mitigation measures that would lessen impacts and the 
impacts that would be unavoidable. 

Toward the end of the chapter, cumulative impacts are described, followed by discussions of' 
intentional destructive acts, relationship between short-term uses of the environment and long
term productivity, and i11'eversible or irretrievable commitments of resources. 
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3.1 EARTH 

This section discusses the existing setting and potential project impacts related to geology, soils 
and topography. This analysis includes potential impacts of the Proposed Action on resources, 
and potential impacts of geologic hazards such as earthquakes 01' landslides on the project. This 
section includes information submitted as patt ofthe Application for Site Certification 
(Appendix A) and the background data to that document (Appendix B Geotechnical Report). 

3.1.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1.1.1 Topography 

The 1,1 52-acre proposed wind project site is situated on a series of north-trending ridges that 
range in elevation from approximately 2, I 00 to 2,300 feet above mean sea level (msl). The land 
west of the proposed project site drops sharply to a nal1'ow river tell'ace and then to an elevation 
of less than 800 feet above msl in the Little White Salmon River valley. The topography 
nOltheast of the site drops gradually toward the White Salmon River 01' climbs gently up the 
nOliheast flank of Underwood Mountain at 2,728 feet above ms!. To the south, the topography 
drops to a terrace oflargely agricultural use and then toward the Columbia River. Figure 3.1-1 
shows the site topography. 

3.1.1.2 Regional Geology 

The White Salmon, Washington area is located within the Cascade Range and the Columbia 
Intelmontane Physiographic Province. The project area is located just within the western 
boundary of the Columbia Plateau, which is located at the western edge of the Columbia 
Intermontane Physiographic Province. This lowland province is surrounded on all sides by 
mountain ranges and highlands, and covers a vast area of eastern Washington and parts of 
northeastern Oregon and western Idaho. 
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Figure 3.1-1 

Source: GeoDataScape. Site Topography 

The Columbia Plateau is underlain by a series oflayered basalt flows extruded from vents 
(located mainly in southeastern Washington and nOliheastern Oregon) during the Miocene epoch 
(between 5.3 and 23.8 million years before present [BP]). Individual basalt flows ranged in 
thickness from a few millimeters to as much as 300 feet. Where significant time elapsed between 
successive flows, interflow zones developed. The interflow zones are characterized by the 
presence of highly weathered basalt and paleosols. These interflow zones are generally 
significantly weaker than the surrounding basalt and sometimes fOlm basal failure surfaces for 
large landslide complexes. 
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Above the basalts are a variety of younger volcanic rocks and sedimentary materials that range 
from Pliocene (1.8 to 5.3 l1lillion years BP) to Holocene (less than 10,000 years BP). 
Sedimentary rocks are generally thought to underlie the basalts. 

Individual geologic units in the general area are primarily Underwood Mountain Basalt., as 
described in Section 3.1 of the Application for Site Celtification (Appendix A). Near-surface 
rock consists of yellow-gray volcano clastic rocks, medium to dark gray, fine-grained to medium
grained basalt and andesite, which is fractured into angular gravels, cobbles, and boulders. 

Regional geologic maps indicate the presence of Quaternary-age mass wasting landslide 
deposits located north of Underwood Mountain (Figure 3.1-2). These deposits are mapped as a 
large landslide, estimated to be approximately 1/3 square mile in area and almost a mile long ... 
However, based on field work conducted in 2007, there is no obvious evidence to suggest the 
presence of a landslide as mapped on the 1: 1 00,000 scale geologic map. If landslide deposits are 
present, they have been exposed long enough that most or all of the geomorphic evidence has 
been removed by erosion. 

Commellt: Just because there is "no obvious evidence to suggest the presence o/landslides" 
does 1I0t mean that the landslide does not exist or that mass wasting is not a definite 
possibility. What is mass wasting? A Wiscollsin geology class syllabus defilles mass wasting 
as/ollows: "Mass-wasting processes: Mass-wasting processes sllch as creep, landslides, and 
debrisflows are distinguished/rom each other in part by whether they occur mpidly or slowly. 
Landslides are capable o/tmllsporting massive amounts o/rock and soil downslope/or miles 
ill velY shortperiods (e.g. minutes). Creep can also transport much material, but at rates 0/ 
only millimeters per year. Both are important erosional processes. Rapid mass wasting events 
such as /1/assive landslides or debrisflolVs are typically triggered by events that destabilize 
material that resides on steep slopes. Such events illclude earthquakes, volcallic eruptiolls, 
min or melting snow, and poorly pIal/lied landscape altemtiolls by hUfllalls (e.g. road cuts or 
developments that require the removal o/material at the bases o/slopes)." 
[Source:http://www.geology. wisc.edu!courseslgl12If1lass_wasting.html] Hmm, "lalldscape 
alteratiolls"? I'm thinking that putting hundreds 0/ tOllS o/whirlillg propellers 011 top 0/ 
impermeable sur/aces ill a steep-sloped area subject to wind and water erosioll is probably not 
a well-thought out proposal. 

3.1.1.3 Local Geology and Soils 
Geology 

The proposed project site is located within the nOlthern boundary of the Hood River Valley, 
which extends a few miles into southern Washington. In general, the geologi of the area consists 
of basalt flows extruded from local vents, layered with conglomerate, tuff, tuff breccias, and 
other volcano clastic deposits (Figure 3.1-2). 

The bedrock underlying the proposed project site consists of Grande Ronde Basalt of the 
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Columbia River Basalt Group and Quaternary basalt of Un del wood Mountain-a shield volcano 
that lies approximately midway between the lower reaches of the Little White Salmon and White 
Salmon Rivers. Its southern slopes drain to the Columbia River. 

In the project area, these basalt formations are typically overlain by silt and clay soil of varying 
thickness. Unconsolidated deposits are thin to absent with surface materials consisting primarily 
of a veneer of brown, silty topsoil that is likely derived from forest duff and wind-blown 
deposits, The thickness of this material varies across the site from a few inches to tluee feet. In 
several areas, bedrock and talus can be observed at the ground surface. 
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Site Geology Source: Korosec, 1987. 
Figure 3.1-2 

Soils 

Soil Types. Figure 3.1-3 shows soils in the project area. The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) describes the soils in the project vicinity as follows (USDA NRCS 2003): 

• McElroy Series. The McElroy series consists ofvelY deep soils (up to 5 feet) formed in 
colluvium and residuum from basalt with a mantle of volcanic ash that influences soils in the top 
9 to 13 inches. The soils exist on the footslopes and backslopes of mountains on slopes from 5 to 
90 percent at elevations from 400 to 2,600 feet in eastern Skamania County and western Klickitat 
County. McElroy Soils are well drained with medium to rapid runoff and moderate pelmeability. 
The series was established in 1981 following the introduction of volcanic ash from the eruption 
of Mt. St. Helens. 

• Timberhead Series. The Timberhead series consists ofvelY deep soils (up to 5 feet) formed in 
residuum and colluvium from basalt mixed with volcanic ash. The soils exist on mountain ridges 
between 5 and 30 percent at elevations from 2,000 to 3,600 feet in Skamania County and western 
Klickitat County. Timberhead Series soils are well drained with medium to rapid runoff and 
moderately high to high pelmeability. 

• Underwood Series. The Underwood series consists of very deep soils (5 feet or more) fOlmed 
in residuum and colluvium from basalt and andesite with a thin mantle ofvolcallic ash. The soils 
exist on benches, backslopes, and footslopes of mountains with slopes between 2 and 50 percent 
at elevations between 500 and 2,700 feet in southeast Skamania County and west Klickitat 
County. Underwood Series soils are well drained with slow to medium runoff and moderately 
high pelmeability. 

• Undusk Series. The Undusk series consists of very deep soils (5 feet or more) formed in 
residuum and colluvium from basalt and andesite with a thin mantle of volcanic ash. The soils 
exist on benches, backslopes, and foots lopes of mountains with slopes between 5 and 65 percent 
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at elevations between 2,000 and 2,800 feet in southeast Skamania County and west Klickitat 
County. Undusk Series soils are well drained with slow to medium mnoff and moderately high 
permeability. Based on the current test pits and field observations, the site soil is best represented 
as Soil Site Class D (stiff soils). Rock with vmying strength and weathering characteristics was 
encountered at depths ranging from 3 to 12 feet bgs. 

Soil Erosion Potential. Erosion is the breakdown and transport of soils and bedrock by natural 
processes, including water, wind, and glaciation. The susceptibility of any material to erosion 
depends on chemical and physical characteristics; topography; the amount and intensity of 
precipitation and surface water; the intensity of wind; and the type and density of vegetative 
ground cover, if present. 

Erosion potential was assessed for the Application for Site Certification, principally based on the 
erosion potential specified for surficial soils by the NRCS. These erosion factors indicate that the 
Underwood loam has a high potential for erosion by water and the McElroy, Timberhead, and 
Undusk units have a medium potential, with the remaining soil types having a low potential. 
Most soils found in the site vicinity are classified as having a low susceptibility to wind erosion. 
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Figure 3.1-3 

Data Source: USDA NRCS, Skamania County Area, Washington, Soil Survey - Wa659. Soil 
Classifications 

3.1.1.4 Geologic Hazards 
Earthquakes 

Earthquakes are the result of sudden releases of built-up stress within the tectonic plates that 
make up the earth's surface. Stress accumulates where movement between plates or on faults 
produces friction. No faults are mapped within the footprint of the proposed project area. 
However, faults are mapped approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest and northeast. (Pezzopane 
1993 and Geomatrix 1995) Many of these faults are inferred, and shown as dotted lines buried by 
younger surficial deposits. While the activity of the area faults is unknown, a review of aerial 
photography showed no indication of recent movement along the trace of the inferred faults. 

Commellt: '~review of aerial photography is NOT doillg geology!! This is a totally 
illadequate geologic allalysis. "Inferred" faults shoWII as dotted lines (/ /) does 1I0t mean that 
there are NOT buried, sub-surface, wide-ranging faults. Ridges have fault lines. I will 
commentfurther Oil the soils issue ill a separate memo. 

There have been no surface-rupture earthquakes on any fault within northwestem Oregon or 
southwestem Washington in historic times, and investigations of the regional tllUlts have been 
limited. 
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According to the updated National Seismic Hazard Maps published by the US Geological Survey 
(USGS) in 2008 (Petersen et a!. 2008 and USGS 2009), the peak ground acceleration estimated 
for the area of the Whistling Ridge site is 0.18g for a 475-year return period eatihquake (i.e., 
ground motion with a 10 percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years) and 0.40g for a 
2,475year return period earthquake (i.e., ground motion with a 2 percent chance of being 
exceeded in 50 years). 

Large earthquakes at more distant faults could cause prolonged ground movement at the project 
site. Information on historic large earthquakes can be found in the Application for Site 
Certification Section 3.1 (Appendix A). 

Comment: What does "[arge earthquakes at more distant faults could calise prolollged 
ground movement at the project site" actually me(lII? Does that mean that there will be earth 
movement downhill? Mass wastillg? Does this mean that people ami wildlife will be affected? 
How will they be affected? Does this meall that people would have to [eave their homes? Are 
there evacuation routes? Would there be loss of life and property involved ill "prolonged 
ground movement"? These questions are /lot a/lswered in the DElS. 

Landslides 

As patt of the Application for Site Certification, a preliminary landslide hazard evaluation of the 
project site was conducted by a licensed geologist pursuant to Skamania County Code (SCC) 
Title 21A, Chapter 21A.06 - Landslide Hazard Areas (LHAs), which are shown on Figure 3.1-4. 
Skamania County recognizes tlU'ee classes of LHAs. 

• Class I (Severe) LHAs are considered to present a severe landslide hazard and are distinguished 
as areas of known mappable landslide deposits that have been designated by the local legislative 
body. 

• Class II (High) LHAs are areas with slopes between 20 and 30 percent that are underlain by 
soils that consist largely of silt, clay or bedrock, and all areas with slopes greater than 30 percent. 

• Class III (Moderate) LHAs are areas with slopes between 20 percent and 30 percent not 
included in Class II. 
3-7 

33758687 11 O.cdr 

Approximate Turbine 
Locations 
Figure 3.1-4 
Job No. 33758687 Landslide Hazard Areas 

The preliminary landslide hazard evaluation concluded that there do not appear to be any areas in 
the site that meet Skamania County's criteria for a Class I LHA. Figure 3.1-4 shows Class II 
LHAs in green. The Class II LHAs at the site are predominantly associated with the steep slopes 
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west of proposed Tower Lines A and B. There are also steep slopes to the east of the seven 
southernmost Tower Lines A towers, and on both sides of Tower Line C. The Class II areas are 
generally bordered by smaller areas of Class III. 

Volcanic Eruption. 

The Cascade Mountains of the Pacific NOlthwest region contain sixteen major volcanoes, which 
extend from Mount Garibaldi in British Cohunbia to Lassen Peak in Califomia (HatTis 1988). 
Four of the volcanoes within Washington and Oregon have experienced activity within historic 
time: Mount Baker, Mount Rainier, -Mount Hood, and Mount St. Helens. Mount Adams is the 
closest volcano to the project site, situated approximately 30 miles due nOlth, but is not 
historically active. Mount St. Helens is the closest historically active volcano to the project site, 
situated approximately 42 miles to the nOlthwest. 

3.1.2 IMPACTS 

3.1.2.1 Proposed Action 
Construction 

Construction would involve approximately 108 acres of earth-disturbing activities (56 acres of 
pemmnent disturbance and 52 acres oftemporary disturbance). Activities that would involve 
earth disturbance include tree harvesting in areas not already cleared; constructing roads and 
turbine crane pads; constructing foundations for turbine and meteorological towers; trenching for 
underground utilities; clearing and grading for the substation placement; and clearing and 
excavating for the foundation for the Operations and Maintenance facility at either of the two 
altemative locations. Approximately 50 percent of excavated soils are anticipated to be too large 
for re-use as backfill at foundations. Based on preliminary calculations and depending on the 
type of foundation design used, approximately 20 cubic yards of excavated soil would remain 
from each turbine foundation excavation. 

Comment: How many trllckloads of halll material does all this excavation involve? What wif{ 
be the h!lpacts on 0111' roads and byways? Will pllblic money have to be Ilsed to re-pave or re
COllstrllct these roads after a{{ this heavy traffic? Where will a{{ the haul material go? 

Roadway improvements would be necessary to accommodate the heavy and long loads 
associated with the turbine towers. Improvements would be made to approximately 7.9 miles of 
existing roads, and 2.4 miles of new road would be built. Most of these improvements would be 
made on the project site, with the exception of off-site improvements to West Pit Road. For areas 
with steep slopes, it may be necessary to flatten and rebuild the slopes to allow access for the 
long loads required. Some steep sections of existing or new roads may be graded to create 
shallower grades, and some tight-radius tums may require localized rerouting of existing roads. 
West Pit Road would require permanent widening to accommodate long loads. Widening could 
include removal of trees and other vegetation, along with engineered cut and fill sections (cut 
and fill volumes will be calculated during final design). The road would not require paving, but 
would require an all-weather driving surface. 
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The primmy impacts during construction would be potential for erosion, landslides, soil 
compaction and changes to topography. 

Comment: "The prilllaJY impacts dlll'ing cOllstructioll would be potential/or erosion, 
landslides, soil compaction and challges to topography." IS THAT ALL?!? As the WA State 
Department o/Trallsportationleul'Iled during its rock removul alollg Highwuy 14 during the 
slimmer 0/2010, ill Skumania COllllly, when they started all 1111 ill tended landslide, there is 
always the velY high potelltiul that Ollce YOIl start moving earth, earth does what it wants to 
a/UI moves where it wills! 
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Soils 

Because some surface soils on the project site are moderately susceptible to erosion, there is 
some potential for adverse impacts on the site soil in areas of steep topography during grading 
and foundation construction, as shown on Figure 2.15-1, Landslide Hazard Classifications, in 
Section 2.15 of the Application for Site Certification (Appendix A). 

Topography 

Changes to the topography would include grading turbine foundations and access roads. The 
changes to topography would be minor to moderate depending on location. 

Erosion 

The potential for erosion or aggradation would be greatest during the construction process. The 
NRCS classifies surficial soils at the site as generally having medium erosion potential. During 
the dry season, soils that are disturbed and stripped of vegetative cover may be susceptible to 
wind erosion. The potential for erosion by wind and water would be minimized through the use 
of best management practices (BMPs). 

Commellt: As/ar as I cOllldjind, the DEIS does 1I0t list what these Best MaJl(lgement 
Pl'actices (BMPS) ure. They shollld be listed, so we could evaluuteijthey are adequate/or 
this project which proposes to move a lot 0/ earth alld has a high potential/or erosion and 
land movement. 

Operation 

Once the project is constructed, the primmy risks would be associated with earthquakes, volcanic 
'activity, andlanclslicles. 

Earthquakes 

Liquefaction. Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby soils undergo significant loss of strength 
and stiffness when they are subjected to vibration or large cyclic ground motions produced by 
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earthquakes. Saturated soils without cohesive fines (i.e., gravels, sands, and silts) are most 
susceptible to liquefaction. Other factors affecting the potential for liquefaction in soils are 
density, amplitude ofloading, confining pressure, past stress history, age of soil deposit, the size, 
shape and gradation of particles, and the soil fabric structure. In earthquakes, liquefaction
induced ground settlement and lateral spreading have been the primary cause for extensive 
damage to aboveground structures, foundations, and pipelines. 

Field investigation concluded that the potential for liquefaction is very low at this site. Test pits 
excavated at the project site encountered shallow bedrock covered with a combination of 
cohesive and cohesionless soil. No groundwater was observed in any of the test pits. 

Structure failure could occur with enough ground shaking even without liquefaction. However, 
this hazard would be mitigated by adhering to seismic building codes. 

Settlement. Field investigation concluded that settlement and lateral spread induced by a seismic 
event would be minimal, due to the low liquefaction potential. 

Surface Rupture. Surface rupture occurs when a fault breaks to the land sUlface during an 
earthquake. Surface rupture is usually associated with moderate to large earthquakes (Mw 6.5 or 
greater) 01' rarely during smaller, very shallow events. There are no mapped faults crossing the 
site. Therefore, the potential for primary surface rupture at the proposed project site is small. 
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Volcanic Activity 

Effects of volcanic activity may include lava flows, mudflows, pyroclastic flows, and ash-fall. 
Volcanic flows are typically limited to the flanks of the volcano and major drainage channels 
extending from the volcano, which for all known volcanoes in the area are located outside the 
project area. The largest potential impact to the site from volcanic activity would be ash can-ied 
aloft that subsequently falls to the land surface. Based on prevailing wind pattems, the USGS 
(Wolfe and Pierson 1995) estimates that there is between a 0.02 and 0.1 percent annual 
probability that there would be 4 inche~ (10 cm) or more of ash deposited at the site from 
eruptions throughout the Cascade Range (Figure 2.15-2 in the Application for Site Certification). 

Landslides 

The landslide evaluation conducted for the Application for Site Certification concluded that the 
project could be constructed and operated without danger to human life or the surrounding 
enviromnent due to landslide hazards. 

Although none of the proposed turbines are located within Class II LHAs, several of the towers 
along the western side of the project site (Tower Lines A and B) are located along ridgelines 
with descending slopes that are locally greater than 35 degrees (70 percent). Based on studies 
conducted for the Application for Site Celiification, it appears that the primary concem for 
towers located adjacent to the Class II LHAs is the potential for headward erosion of the steep 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fmm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 . 

9 



drainages by debris or earth flow processes. Erosion rates of these drainages are unknown, but no 
obvious recent mass wasting features were observed in the aerial photos or during the site 
reconnaissance. Further subsurface investigation in support of final tower foundation design 
would help determine if there are weak rock or soil layers that could contribute to more deep
seated failure of the ridges and provide information on the quality ofthe rock underlying the 
ridgelines. 

Commellt: So, we are to gatherfrom the above statemellt that "further subsurface 
investigatioll" has NOT beell dOlle, there is NOT a "final tower foulldatioll desigll that would 
help determine ifthel'e are weak rock or soil layers that could cOlltribute to deep-seatedfailure 
of the ridges"?I? Alld, that this LACK ofafillal tower foulldatioll desigll could "provide 
illformation 011 the quality of rock ullderlying tlte ridgelilles"? Well, I'm cOlifused. Isn't this 
DEIS supposed to provide all tltis iliformatioll so that a thoughtful, sciellce-based decisioll call 
be made by EFSEC alld the illvolved public as to whether this project should evell go Oil? 
This LACK ofiliformatioll is critical alld should be provided ill the DEIS. 

Class III LHAs were delineated adjacent to proposed wind turbines along the southern Tower 
Line A and along Tower Line C. Class III LHAs are not anticipated to have any impact on the 
proposed facilities due to the robust nature of the proposed foundation designs. 

Proj ect Deconunissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the begiJUling of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include 01' parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

Commellt: The illitial site restoratioll plan alld the decommissiollillg plall SHOULD be part 
of the DEIS alld SHOULD also be illcluded ill the FEIS. We should all be able to evaluate all 
of SDS's and the BPA 's plalls for this proposal, NOW IIOt later, especially if "the initial site 
restoration plall will ... idelltifj', evaluate, and resolve all major environmental and public 
health and s(ifety issues ... illcllldillg potential changes to soils, topography, 01' 

erosion ... impacts to earth ... mitigatioll measure ... ". All of these issues should be addressed ill 
the DEIS alld these plalls should be availableforpublic commellt alld illPut NOW. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identifY, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential changes to soils, topography, or erosion. If impacts to earth are anticipated to 
occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation measures will be 
proposed as part of the plan. 
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Under the No Action Altel11ative, no structures would be built and there would be no road 
construction or improvement. Potential impacts to the site from geologic hazards would continue 
as under present conditions. Some potential for erosion could continue from ongoing logging 
activity, as mitigated by Washington State requirements and BMPs. 

3.1.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential impacts of the proposed project related to geology, soils, topography, and geolOgic 
hazards. 

• Prior to project construction, confirm subsurface soil and rock types and strength propelties 
through a detailed geotechnical investigation of the specific locations of all wind project 
elements, including wind turbines, access roads, underground trenching corridors, electrical 
grounding systems, and the substation and Operations and Maintenance facility locations. 

• If detailed geotechnical investigations indicate potential for slope instability at project facilities, 
ensure that design of these iacilities included proper engineering to account for this tisk or 
relocate the facilities on-site to avoid this risk. 

• Prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Plan, and Environmental Protection Control Plan to lessen soil erosion 
and improve water quality of stormwater run-off through stabilization practices, structural 
practices, and stormwater management. These Plans would be developed and approved by 
EFSEC prior to construction or modification of any roads or facilities. 

• Build all structures on the site in accordance with the seismic design provisions of the 
2006 version of the Intemational Building Code, and the American Society of Civil Engineers 
07-05 standard. Foundations and buildings would be designed for Seismic 
Zone 2, and the values listed in Table 3.1-1 would be used for seismic design of the project in 
accordance with Section 1613.5.3 of the 2006 Intemationa! Building Code. 
The occupancy category of the proposed structure is assumed III as per Section 1613.5.6 
of the 2006 Intemational Building Code. 

Comment: All of the above should be part of the DEIS now, not later. These are all valid 
questions that sholild be answered PRIOR to the start of any cOllstruction 01' earth movement. 
Ollce a proposal is approved, thell the propollent call almost do allythillg to make sure that it 
gets dOlle. We should use the PRECAUTIONARY PRINCIPLE alld know all the details alld 
facts thatit is possible to kllow PRIOR to allY cOllstructioll alld excavatioll. The detailed 
geotechllical investigation; ensuring that desigll of these fttcilities includes proper 
engilleering; [possible] relocation of the facilities; the Storlllwater Poflutioll Prevelltion Plall 
(SWPPP), Erosioll alld Seliimelltatioll Control Plall, al1d Envirollmellta/ Protection Control 
Plan; and, the seismic design provisions should all be part and parcel of tile DEIS, not done 
after thefact when the public has 110 recoul'seforfurthel' illput amI comment. 
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Table 3.1-1 
2006 International Building Code Seismic Design Values 

Parameter Value 2006 IBC/ASCE 7-05 Reference 
Soil Profile Site Class C Table 1613.5.2 
0.2 Second Spectral Acceleration Ss 0.60 g Figure 1613.5 (1) 
1.0 Second Spectral Acceleration Sl 0.20 g Figure 1613.5 (2) 
Peak Ground Acceleration (O.4SDs) 0.186 g ASCE 7-05 equation 11.4-5 
Site Coefficient Fa 1.16 Table 1613.5.3 (1) 
Site Coefficient Fv 1.6 Table 1613.5.3 (2) 
Seismic Design Category a D Tables 1613.5.6 (1) & (2) 

ASCE - American Society of Civil Engineers 
IBC - International Building Code 

a. Assumes Seismic Use Group III 

• Conduct a visual inspection of project facilities following any abnOlmal seismic activity. These 
inspections would look for signs of incipient mass movement in areas identified as potentially 
susceptible to such failures. 

• Implement all stormwater pollution prevention activities prior to any clearing and site 
preparation. Measures would include installation of a stabilized construction entrance, wheel 
wash, silt fences, hay bales, temporary and/or permanent water conveyance systems, and 
installation of temporary and/or pelmanent retention ponds. Dust would be controlled as needed 
by spraying water on dIY, exposed soil. 

• Limit clearing, excavation and grading to those areas of the project site absolutely necessary for 
construction of the project. Areas outside the construction limits would be marked in the field 
and equipment would not be allowed to enter these areas or to disturb existing vegetation. 

• Inspect any installed run-off and erosion control structures at a frequency sufficient to 
provide adequate environmental protection. Such inspections would increase in 
frequency during rainfall periods. 

• Store additional erosion control supplies, including sandbags and channel-lining 
materials, on site for emergency use. . . 

• Diveli surface runoff around and away from cut and fill slopes using pipes and/or protected 
channels. If the runoff is from disturbed areas, it would be directed to a sediment trap prior to 
discharge. 

• Construct all project roads to be gravel surfaced with a low profile. Road construction would be 
performed in multiple passes staliing with the rough grading and leveling of the roadway areas, 
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if necessary. Once rough grade is achieved, a fabric layer would be installed, base rock would be 
trucked in, spread and compacted to create a road base. A capping rock would then be spread 
over the road base and roll-compacted to finished grade. 
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• Spread soil and rock that is excavated through grading across the site to the natural grade and 
reseed with native grasses or seeds to control erosion by water and wind . 

• Crush larger cobbles into smaller rock for use as backfill or road material or dispose of off site. 
Those materials that cannot be reused on site would be disposed of in accordance with Skamania 
County and Ecology regulations for clean fill materials. 

3.1.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The primary unavoidable impacts are the potential for landslide and erosion. Both can be 
mitigated through appropriate design and the application of mitigation measures, but some 
erosion would nonetheless occur. 
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3.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section describes the existing air quality conditions in the project area, the potential for 
impacts to air quality from the proposed project, and mitigation measures designed to avoid or 
minimize those impacts. 
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3.2.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Regulatory Overview 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) is the primary federal statue governing air quality. The CAA 
establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards for six "criteria pollutants," and local 
agencies may establish Ambient Air Quality Standards themselves, provided that these are at 
least as strict as federal standards. Local air quality is measured against these national and state 
standards, and areas that do not meet the standards are designated as "non-attainment" areas. 
Skamania County does not have any non-attainment areas for air quality 1. 

Comment: Just because the DEIS states that "Skamania County does Itot have alty 1Ion
attainment areas/or ail' quality" does not meall that the air qllality in the Columbia River 
Gorge is good. The OR Department 0/ Environmental Quality and the SW Clean Air Agency 
have been working/or many years on the issue o/illcreasing haze alld ail' quality ill the . 
Gorge; they have written verylm'ge documents about this issue. Neither agellcy has had the 
political will or incentive to actually do anything about the issue. There are air pollution 
issues ill the Gorge and the surroundillg ellvirollments. Most people who reside ill the area or 
swim in the Columbia River will tell YOIl that they have noticed a degradatioll 0/ the air and 
water quality. These issues have not beell adequately tiddressefl by any govel'llmellt agellcy, to 
date. Which does 1I0t mean that ail' {or water] quality o/the GO/'ge is good or bad,/rom a 
science viewpoint. It mealls that it needs to be thoroughly investigated and analyzed. The 
DEIS fails to do any adequate air {or watel'l cumulative impacts analyses. 

New stationary sources of air emissions in nonattainment areas must undergo more rigorous 
permitting than equivalently sized sources in attainment areas, in an effOli to bring the 
nonattainment area back into compliance with the air quality standards. The state of Washington 
has established lUles through Ecology for permitting new sources in both attainment and 
nonattainment areas of the state, and additional requirements may be imposed by local air 
authorities. EFSEC issues authorizations for air emissions for sources under its jurisdiction. In 
general, if potential emissions from stationary sources exceed celiain thresholds, approval from 
the appropriate permitting authority is required before beginning constlUction. 

Under the CAA, new industrial sources of air pollution must receive an air quality pennit prior to 
operation. The two most common pennits associated with industrial activity emitting regulated 
air pollutants are Notice of ConstlUction (NOC)/New Source Review approvals and Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits. WAC Chapters 463-39 and 173-400 establish the 
requirements for review and issuance ofNOC approvals for new sources of air emissions under 
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EFSEC jurisdiction. PSD regulations apply to proposed new or modified "major" sources located 
in an attainment area that have the potential to emit criteria pollutants in excess of predetelwined 
de minimus values (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 51). For new generation 
facilities, these values are 100 tons per year of cri tel'ia pollutants for 28 specific source 
categories, or 250 tons per year for sources not included in the 28 categories. 

The Project is not required to go through these permitting processes. A NOC is not required for 
the proposed project because there would be no pelwanent sources of regulated air emissions, 
and no backup generation or spiffiling reserves would be required as patt of the proposed project. 
A PSD pelwit would not be required; the generation of electricity with wind turbines does not 
produce air emissions because no fuel is being burned to produce energy. 

Comment: Althouglt this proposed windfarm project itself does 110t, allegedly, have any 
"permanent sources of regulated air emission, and no backup generation," it does not mean 
that there are no cumulative impacts on air emissions, because tltis project is ineluded in 
BPA's energy production grid ami BPA 's energy production DOES have CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS 011 REGIONAL AIR QUALITY. It is widely known that X amount of wind energy 
production requires Y amol/nt of gas plant back-lip capability because wind energy is 
notoriously unreliable and BPA cannot have unreliable sources of energy in the grid. It 
creates havoc among users (md I'm pretty sure it negatively affects BPA's machine/yo The 
effects of wind power on the grid and on the actual BPA hard infrastructure is not addressed 
in the DEIS and it should be. The public should be aware ijthel'e are any dangers associated 
with the iJiflux of large amounts of energy fromwimlfal'ms into tlte energy grid and ijthe 
grid can reliably balance this energy iliflux witltout himlware meltdowns. BPA shouldltave 
addressed these issues in the DEIS and theirfailure to do so isjllst another fatalflaw in tltis 
fatally flawed DEIS. 

Although construction emissions are not included in pe11llitting of stationary sources, mobile 
sources (such as construction equipment and maintenance pickups) are regulated separately 
under the federal CAA. In addition, Washington State also regulates emissions generated by 
various construction activities. According to WAC 173-400-300, fugitive air emissions are 
emissions that "do not and which could not reasonably pass through a stack, chinmey, vent or 
other functionally equivalent opening." These emissions include fugitive dust from unpaved 
roads, construction sites, and tilled land. Fugitive emissions are considered in detelwining the 
level of air pelwitting required only for a certain subset of sources, not including wind power 

1 See: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/air/other/namaps/web_map_intro.htm. 
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projects. However, pursuant to WAC 173-400-040(8)(a), "The owner or operator of a source of 
fugitive dust shall take reasonable precautions to prevent fugitive dust from becoming airbome 
and shall maintain and operate the source to minimize emissions." 

Other Washington state regulations that apply to nuisance emissions, including fugitive dust, and 
various equipment used during construction include the following: 
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• WAC 173-400-040(2) Fallout states that no person shall cause or allow the emission of 
particulate matter from any source to be deposited beyond the property under direct control of 
the owner or operator of the source in sufficient quantity to interfere unreasonably with the use 
and enjoyment of the property upon which the material is deposited. 

• WAC 173-400-040(3-3a) Fugitive emissions states that the owner or operator of any emissions 
unit engaging in materials handling, construction, demolition, or other operation which is a 
source of fugitive emissions, iflocated in an attainment area and not impacting any non
attainment area, shall take reasonable precautions to prevent the release of air contaminants from 
the operation. 

• WAC 173-400-040(4) Odors states that any person who shall cause or allow the generation of 
any odor from any source that may unreasonably interfere with any other property owner's use 
and enjoyment of his propelty must use recognized good practice and procedures to reduce these 
odors to a reasonable minimum. 

• WAC 173-400-040(8a) Fugitive dust states that the owner or operator of a source of fugitive 
dust shall take reasonable precautions to prevent fugitive dust from becoming airborne and shal\ 
maintain and operate the source to minimize emissions. 

• WAC 173-400-035 POltable and Temporary Sources states that for portable sources that locate 
temporarily at particular sites, such as rock clUshers and batch plants, the owner(s)or operator(s) 
shall be allowed to operate at the temporary location providing that the owner(s) or operator(s) 
notifies Ecology or the local air quality authority of the intent to operate at the new location at 
least 30 days prior to starting the operation, and supplies sufficient information to enable 
Ecology or the local air quality authority to determine that the operation will comply with the 
emissions standards for a new source, and will not cause a violation of applicable Ambient Air 
Quality Standards and, if in a non-attainment area, will not interfere with scheduled attainment of 
ambient standards. The permission to operate shall be for a limited period of time (one year or 
less) and Ecology or the local air quality authority may set specific conditions for operation 
during that period. A temporary source shall be required to comply with all applicable emission 
standards. 

Greenhouse Gases 

Greenhouse gases are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere, and are implicated in potential 
global climate change. Some greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide occur through both 
natural processes and human activities. Other greenhouse gases (e.g., fluorinated gases) are 
created and emitted solely through human activities. The most abundant greenhouse gasses are 
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water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone and chlorofluorocarbons2. However, 
because different gasses have different heat-trapping effects, the most abundant greenhouse 
gasses are not necessarily the largest contributors to potential climate change. 
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Greenhouse gases are discussed in this section because in the United States, energy-related 
activities account for 75 percent ofhuman-generatecl greenhouse gas emissions~ mostly in the 
form of carbon dioxide emissions from burning fossil fuels. Half of all emissions from energy
related activities come from large stationary sources such as power plants (US EPA 2009). 

Largely because ofthe contribution of hydropower, energy generation in the Pacific Northwest, 
including the Federal Columbia River Power System, produces less carbon dioxide per MW
hour than any other region in the United States. The Federal Columbia River Power System 
alone produces about 7,000 average MW of hydro-electricity even in a dry water year, enabling 
the region to sustain its relatively small carbon footprint. 

Comment: "Half of all emissions from energy-related activities come ft'om large station(l1Y 
sources such as powerplants" is IIOt a reassurillg statemellt. Halfmealls 50 per cellt, that is 
50%. This is 1I0t a small amount. The DEIS does IIOt state, asfar as I was able to ascertaill, 
how much BPA cOlltributes to greellhouse gases through its elltire ellergy productioll process. 
How mallY powerplallts back up BPA's hydro-ellergy productioll whell there is not ellough 
water, orfish protections prolzibit BPAft'om dumpillg water over the dam? What is BPA's 
calculated carbollfootprillt? Why didn't BPA calculate its total carbollfootprintfor the 
DEIS? This is allother fatal flaw ill this documellt. The statemellt that hydropower "produces 
less carboll dioxide per MW-/lOur thall allY other region ill the Ullited States" is NOT II 
cOllclusive statemellt about BPA's or the wilU/farms' total cumulative cOlltributioll to 
greellhouse gases! LESS does 1I0t meall that BPA alld Whistlillg Ridge and all the other 
energy pr.oductionfacilities ill the regioll do 1I0t cOlltribute C02 to the total footprint. BPA 
needs to calculate its cumulative carbon footprint from ALL its ellergy productioll facilities 
alUl processes. Theil we call start to talk about carbonfootprillts. 

Like hydropower, production of electricity from wind produces no direct emissions of 
greenhouse gasses or other air pollutants. The generation of wind energy also displaces 
generation from individual fossil-fuel-fired power plants or units, thereby reducing fuel 
consumption and the resulting air emissions that would have otherwise occurred. 

Commellt: The statemellt "production of electricity from willd produces no direct emissions of 
greenhouse gasses or other airpollutallt" is specious. The DEIS does 1I0t provide allY details 
011 what huge propeller-like blades do to the air alld what, if ally, gasses are produced by the 
machillery that is used to run the wind towers. The DEIS does not provide allY details 011 how 
mallY gas plallts are used by BPA to manage the flexibility and balance of the illflux of 
ullreliable willd power gellerated by all the willd farms producillg ellergy alld tlying to get it 
OlltO our energy grid. 1ft/Ie capability of the hydro system to incorpomte willd power will be 
fully utilized ill a couple of years, as the NW Ellergy Council has stated, thell the option to lise 
existing gas-jired power plants, unidentified ill the DEIS, would be used to illtegmte wind 
more flllly illto the energy grid. Where are these plallts located? How much C02 do they 
produce? What is their carbonfootprillt? What ifglobal climate challge negatively affects the 
willds that are IIOW powering some of these willd farms, will more alld more gas-jired plallts 
have to be brought 011 line, thus elimillatillg allY benefits that may accrue to wind power? 
Where is BPA's Willd Illtegration documentatioll? If, as the NW Energy Coullcil states, we 
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can achieve 85% of load growth can be met, throllgh the lise of technologically proven 
efficiencies in 0111' homes, commercial spaces, lighting, etc., then why do we need so many 
wind ft/rms and gas plants that degrade 01/1' environmellt and 0111' quality of life? These 
qllestions need to be answered ill the DEIS. The NW Ellergy COllllcil sees cOllservation alld 
"improved efficiency of electric lise" as the best choice for the region. See the Sixth NW 
Electric Power and Conservation Plall Overview, below, put Ollt by the NW Energy Coullcil: 

Sixth Northwest COllservation and Electric Power Plan 

Sixth Power Plan Overview 

SuI11nlarJ' ....................................................................................................................................... 1 
Futllre Regional Electricity Needs .............................................................................................. 2 
Resource strategy ......................................................................................................................... 3 
EfficiellcJ' ............................. ; ............... ............................ ; ........................................................... 4 
Gelleratiol1 Alterllatives ...................................................... ............................. ~ .......................... 5 
Clilnate Clzange Policy ................................................................................................................ 6 
Capacity, Flexibility, alld Willd I1ltegratioll ............................................................................... 7 
Fish alld Wildlife Program alld the Power Plall ......................................................................... 8 

SUMMARY 

The Pacific Northwest power system is faced with significallt IIl1certainties about the directioll 
alldform of climate cha1lge policy,futllrefuel prices, salmoll recovery actions, economic 

. growth, and illtegrating rapidly growing amounts of variable wind generation. And yet the 
focus of the Council's power plan is clear, especially with regard to the importallt lIear-term 
actions. 

The Coullcil's power plan addresses the risks these uncertainties pose for tlte regioll's 
electricity futllre and seeks an eJecfl'ical resource strategy that minimizes the expected cost of, 
aml risks to, the regional power system over tlte next 20 years. Across mllltiple scem/rios 
considered ill the development of the plall, olle conclusioll was constant: the most cost
effective amI least risky resource fOi' the region is improved efficiellcy of electricity lise. 

In each oj its power plalls, tlte Council hasjolllul substalltial amOl/llts of conservation to be 
cheaper mid more sustainable titan most other types of generation. In tltis Sixth Power Plan, 
because of the higher costs of alternative generation sources, rapidly developing technology, 
alld heightened concerns abollt global climate change, conservation holds {III even larger 
potential for tlte region. 

The planfim/s enough conserv£ltion to be available alld cost-iffective to lIIeet 85 percent oftlte 
regioll's load growth jor the fle.'(t 20ye([l's. If developed aggressively, this conservation, 
combined with the region's past successful development oj ellergy efficiency could constitute a 
resource cOlllparable ill size to the Nortll1vestjedera/ hydroelectric system. This ejficiency 
resoul'ce will complement alld protect the Northwest's heritage of clean alUl affordable power. 
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Aggl'essive pllrsllit of this COllservatioll is the primary focus of the power plan's actionsfor the 
ne;'(tfive years. Combined with investments in renewable genemtion as required by state 
renewable pOl·tfolio standards, improved efficiency will help delay investments ill more 
expensive and less c1eltll forms of electricity until the directioll amlform of future climate 
change legislation becomes clearer, and altel'llative low-carbon energy technologies become 
cost-iffective. 

At the same time, the regioll cannot stand still in maintaining and improving the reliability of 
its power system. Investments to add transmission capability and improve opemtional 
agreements are importantfor the region, both to access growing site-hasedrenewable energy 
and to better integmte it into the power system. The Council also expects that there are smalf
scale resources available at the local level in the form of cogeneration or renewable energy 
opportunities. The plan encourages investmellt in these resources when cost-effective. 

The powerplrm recognizes that meeting capacity needs and providing the flexibility reserves 
necessary to successfully integmte growillg variable generatioll sources may require lIear-term 
investments ill gellemtion resollrces to provide reliable electricity sllpplies in specific IItility 
balallcillg areas. III addition, individllailltilities have vmying degrees of access to electricity 
markets and varying reSOllrce needs. The Counci/'s regiollal power plan is 1I0t necessarily a 
plan for evel)' illdividllalutility in the regioll, but is illtended to provide guidance to the region 
on the types ofresollrces that should be cOllsidered and their priority of developmellt. 

The near-term actions I'ecommellded ill the Coullci/'s Sixth Power Plan are important, but the 
regioll cannot neglect longer-term needs. The plan ellcourages research ill advanced 
tecllllologiesfor the long-term developmellt of the power system. For example, emergillg 
smart-grid technologies could make it possible for consumers to help balance supply and 
demalld. By providing illformatioll alld tools to consumers to adjust electricity use in response 
to available supplies and costs, the capacity alldflexibility of the power systeJlllVolild be 
enhanced. Smart-grid development also may facilitate the deployment of plug-ill hybrid 
eleclJ'ic vehicles that 1V0rk ill cOllcert with the power system to improve the use of available 
generating capacity and help redllce carbon emissions in the transportatioll sector. III gel/emi, 
these technologies offer the potelltial to ftmdamel/talfy change the pOlVer s),stem while 
improving its efficiency and reliability. Developing these technologies is a 10llg-term process 
that will require mall)' years to reach full potelltial, but the region can facilitate progress 
thl;ough research, development, and demonstmtion of the technologies. 

Along with the smart grid, other technologies may be able to provide power when it is lIeeded 
with low cost, low risk, alld low emissions. III theftlture, the region may find greater vallie in 
power gellemted by geothermal resources, ocean waves, tides, gasified coal with carbon 
seqllestmtion, advancednllclear, 01' currently unknowil techllologies. New methods to store 
electric power, sllch as pumped storage or advanced battery techllologies lIIay ellhance the 
value of existing variable generation like willd. Given the uncertainties ofthefuture, the 
region should 1I0t cOllcentrate 011 all)' olle potelltial future solutioll to its power supply, bllt 
should explore a diversity of potent ill I sources offllture energy generation and conservation. 

FUTURE REGIONAL ELECTRICITY NEEDS 
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The Pacific Northwest is expected to develop alld expalld over the next 20 years. Regional 
population is likely to increase from 12. 7 millioll ill 2007 to 16.7 millioll by 2030. This four 
miffion increase compares to a 3.8 mimoll increase between 1985 and 2007. The populatioll 
growth will be focused all older age categories as the baby boom generation reaches 
retirement age. While the total regiollal populatioll is projected to increase by over 28 percellt, 
the populatioll over age 65 is expected to Ilearly double. Such a large shift ill the age 
distribution of the populatioll will challge consumptioll pattel'lls alld electricity uses. Some 
possible effects could in elude increased heaftll care, more retiremellt alld elder care facilities, 
more leisure activities amI travel, and smaller-sized homes. 

The cost of ellergy (natural gas, oil, electricity) is expected to be significalltly higher than 
durillg the 1980s and 1990s. Although these prices have decreased sigllificalltly since the 
slimmer of 

P.2 

2008, a sigllificant portioll of the reductiolls are likely due to the effects of the CII/Tellt 
economic recession. Natural gas prices have also been affected by the recent growth of 
production from 1I0llCOllvelltiollainatural gas supplies. The technology to retrieve these 
supplies cost-effectively has ollly developed recelltly alld has improved expectatiolls of 
adequate future supplies. Nevertheless, the cost of jimlillg aml producillg these supplies is 
higher thallfor cOllvelltional supplies, which ill creases the estimatedjilture price tremlfor 
lIatural gas. 

If curboll emissiolls taxes or cap-alld-trude policies ure implemented, ellergy costs are likely to 
ill crease. Some of the plallning scellarios used to develop this plan illclude a wide rallge of 
possible carboll mitigution costs from zero to $100 per ton. The expected average prices ill this 
rUllge start at zero alld increase over time to $47 per tall of C02 emissions by 2030. Curboll 
costs CUll have a significant impact on electricity costs alld prices to consumers. While higher 
prices reduce demand, they also stimulate new sources of supply alld efficiency and make 
more efficiency measures cost-effective. 

Electricity load (before accollfltillgfor lIew conservatioll) is expected to grow by IIbout 7,000 
average megllwatts betlVeell 2009 IIlId2030, growillg at about 335 average megawatts, or 1.4 
percellt, per year. Residential and commercial sector electricity use accoulltfor much of the 
growth in demalld.Colltributillg to the growth ill the residential sector is {III allticipated 
increase ill ail' cOlldit/olling 11m/ consumer electrollics. Also, summer peak electricity use is 
expected to grow more rapidly thall allllual ellergy. All of th is growth in energy demalld must 
be met by a combillatioll of existing resources, more efficient use of electricity, alld new 
gelleratioll. Ail importallt cJl(llIgefor the Sixth Power Plan is that electricity needs ill the 
future can 110 101lgel' be adequately addressed by evaluatillg ollly average allnual energy 
requirements. 111 the future, resource lIeeds must also cOllsider capacity to meet peak load alld 
the flexibility to provide lVithill-hour, load-followillg, and regulatioll services. The 
requiJ'emelltsfor withill-ho/lJ'flexibility reseJ'ves have illcJ'eased bemuse of the growillg 
amoullt ofvaric/ble willd generation located ill the J'egioll. 
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RESOURCE STRATEGY 

The Coullcil's resource strategy for the Sixth Power Plall provides guidallce for the 
BOllneville Power Adm in istratioll ami the regioll 's utilities 011 choices that will help meet the 
region's growing electricity lIeeds while also reducing the risk associated with lin certain 
fllture cOllditiollS. The strategy minimizes the cost oj, and risks to, the jiltllre power system. 
The timing of specific resource acquisitions is not the essence of the strategy because the 
timing of resollrce needs will VUlY for every IItility. Rather, the importallt message of the 
resource strategy lies illthe lIatlire of the resollrces and th eir priorities. 

The resoul'ce strategy CUll be SUl/lIIlal'ized in five specific recommendations: 

1. Improved efficiency of electricity use is by far the lowest-cost and lowest-risk resource 
available to the region. Cost-effective efficiency should be developed aggressively and 
011 a cOllsistellt basis for tlteforeseeablefuture. The Co IIncii's plall demollstrates that 
cost-effective efficiellcy impl'Ovements could on average meet 85 percellt of the I'egion's 
growth in energy needs over the lIe.xt 20 years. 

P.3 

2. Rellewable resource development is required by resource portfolio standards in three of 
the fOI;r NOI·thwest states. The most readily available amI cost-effective renewable 
resol/rce is wind power and it is being developed rapidly. Wind requires additional 
strategies to integl'llte its va";able output into the power system ami, in additioll, it 
provides little cap(/city willie for the regioll. The region needs to devote significant effort 
to expanding the supply of cost-effective renewable resources, man)' of which may be 
small scale and local in nature. 

3. Remainillg lIeeds for new energy and capacity should be based on natllral gas-fired 
generation unti/more attractive technologies become avai/able. The resource strategy 
does 1I0t inelude any additiollal coal-fired generation to serve the region's lIeeds. Further, 
the Council's plan demonstrates that meeting the Northwest power system's share of 
carbon reductio liS calledfor in some state, regional, andfederal carbon-reductioll goals 
will require reduced reliance 011 the region's exisling coal plants. 

4. The challenges of wi lUi integration and the needfor additionalwithin-hollr reserves 
illitially should be addressed throllgh improvements in system operating procedl/res alld 
busilless practices. Challges in wirul forecastillg, reSeJ've sharing among control areas, 
scheduling the system on a shorter time scale, and advancillg (lyllamic scheduling can all 
help address willd integratioll alUl contribute to a more efficient use of existing s),stem 
flexibility. The region is alrea(ly making significant progress in these areas. 

5. Filially, the COl/ncil's resource strategy calls for efforts to expand long-term resource 
alternatives. The regioll should demonstrate the potential of smart-grid applications to 
improve the operation amI reliability oftlte regional power s),stem and to access the 
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potential of consumers to provide demand responsefor the capacity andjlexibility of the 
power system. The region should continue to IIssess lIew efficiency opportullities, 
explllld the avai/ability of cost-effective renewable ellergy techl/ologies, and mOllitor 
developmellt of carbon capture alld sequestratioll, advallced nuclear technologies, alld 
other low-carboll or 1I0-carboll resources. 

Efficiency 

The COlin cil 's power plall includes a detailed analysis of efficiency potelltial ill hUlldreds of 
applications. The achievable technical potelltial of efficiency improvements il/creasedfrom the 
Fiflh Power Plall levels due to advancing technology, reduced cost, and estimates in new areas 
such as efficiency in electricity distribution ~J'stems, cOllSumer electronics, and street, parking, 
IIl1d exterior building ligflting. III addition, the cost-effectivelless of these techllologies has 
ill creased sigll!/icalltly because avoided costs have doubled alld carbon-cost risk is several 
times higher thall ill the Fiflh Power Plan. The estimated achievable potential cOllse/'vatioll is 
lIearly 6,000 average megawatts for measures costillg IIl1der $100 pel' megawatt-hollr. Over 
4,000 average megawatts are available at a cost of less thall $40 pel' megawatt-hollr. These 
increased opportullities e.,clude future savings from efficiencies thllt have alrell{{V been 
secured through building codes mId appliance efficiency standards. 

The phm sholVs thllt II substlllltilli amount of the growth ill electricil), de/1l1l1ld could be met by 
conservation. Portfolio model allillysis shows that over 5,900 average megllwatts of 
COllservatioll are cost-effective, double the amount ill the COUlleil'S Fifth Power Plall. The 
IImoullt that call be 
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achieved is cOllstrllilled by the commercial availability of techllologies, limits on the alllluill 
developmellt rate, {md an ultimate penetmtion rate limit of 85 percellt. The IImount of 
cOllservatioll found to be cost-effective challged ve/y little ill respollse to challging 
assumptions about carbon costs mul policies. Conservation in the plan is projected to be 
responsible for redllcing carbon emissions by 17 million tOilS per year by 2030, a 30 percellt 
reduction in 2030 emissions. Failllre to acllieve tlte conservation included ill the plan will 
increase both the cost oj, IIml risks to, the power system and likely prevent Washingtoll alld 
Oregon from meeting legislated carbon-reductioll goals. 

Gelleratioll Altel'llatives 

The COllncil allalyzed a large lIumber of a/tefllative gellerating technologies. Each of these 
technologies is compared ill terms of risk characteristics and cost with other ge/ieratillg 
techllologies, efficiellcy improvemellts, alld demand response. III additioll, resource 
contriblltiolls lIeed to be cOllsidered ill te/'ms of their ellergy, capacity, alldjlexibility 
ch aracteristies. . 

Gelleratillg techllologies that are techllologically mature, meet restrictions 011 lIew plallt 
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emissions, ami are cost-effective are limited in the short to intermediate term. Wind remains 
the primary large-scale, cost-effective renewable genemtiol/ source ill the neal' term. However, 
the COl/ncil believes there likely are small-scale dispersed renewable geileration alte1'llatives 
that are local alld site-specific. Cost-effective development of these is encouraged, even though 
the Council currently Jacks enough illformation to include them explicitly in the plan. Natuml 
gasfired genemtion is aiso feasible and cost-effective. New coalfired generation is difficult to 
site and permit, and proh ibited in many states by new plant emissions standards. During the 
next 20 years, altel'llatives may develop such as carbon sepamtion and sequestration, 
maturing renewable technologies, advanced nuclear generation, demand response, s,!lUrt-grid 
technologies, and storage stmtegies to help provide flexibility reseJ'ves. When C02 costs are 
added to the direct cost of generating alte1'llatives, the cost of most genemting resource 
alternatives range between $70 ami $105 per megawatt-hour or higher (levelized 2006$). 

New renewable gellemtioll (primarily wimlj is required to meet renewable portfolio standards 
ill Washington, Oregon, and Montana. Analysis shows tlwt,meeting RPS requiremellts IIses 
most of the 5,300 megawatts of readily accessible wind potelltial in the region. In addition to 
the wind, some geothermal resources werefouml to be attractive. However, the amount of 
geothermal potential is considered quite limited. Given the risk that a carbon-pricing policy 
might be enacted in the future, some renewable genemtioll is cost-effective even without 
renewable portfolio standards. 

Natuml gasfired generation is anticipated toward the middle of the planning period. Natural 
gas is attractive for energy and capacity needs and provides an ability to displace coal pla/lls in 
the evellt of high carbon costs or coal plant closures. Both combilled-cycle turbines and 
simple-cycle turbines are included ill most scenarios. Although these natural gas plants are 
sited and licensed in the plan, this does not occur until after thefive-year actioll plan period. 
Preparing to add natural gasfired generation helps protect {Egainst the risk of ullcertain 
fllture conditions, but tlte gellemtillg plants are not actllally completed in many of the 
simulated filtures during tlte 20year planning period. The Council recognizes that individual 
utilities' needs and access to market resources vmy. Some IItilities willlleed additional 
resources in the near-term even if they 
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Plan Overview Si.;'(th Power Plan 

meet their renewable portfolio standards alld acquire all conservation avai/able to their service 
territOl·ies. 

During the last 10 years of the power plan the genemting resource priorities become less clear. 
Given current climate change policies and conce1'llS, new coal without carbon sequestmtion is 
unlikely. Further, any significant redllction in carbon will require reduced operations of 
existing coal plants. Altel'llatives beyond greater reliance on natuml gas are typically 
unproven commercial technologies or altel'/latives that require significant new transmission 
investments. Long-term generating resources considered il/clude willd developed olltside the 
regioll amI imported 011 new trallsmission lines, advanced lIuclear, gasified coal with carbon 
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sequestration, and development of relatively unproven renewable resources, or ones that are 
Cll/Tently too expensive. Natuml gas is used in the plan to meet long-term needs, but the 
Council recognizes that other alternatives are likely to become available over time. In 
particular, the evolution of smart-grid technologies could significantly change the nature of 
fllture power system needs and the kinds of resollrce altematives /;eqldre£! and available. 

CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY 

Addressing the topic oflt/lcertlt/n climate policies was identified as one of the most important 
issues for the Sixth Power Plan. Thefoclls of climate policy, especially for the power 
generation sector, will be on carbon dioxide emissions. Nationwide, carbon dioxide accollnts 
for 85 percellt of greenholtse gas emissiolls. Nationally, abollt 38 percent of carbon dioxide 
emissiolls are emittedji'om elecfl'icity generatioll, blltfor the Pacific Northwest the power 
generation share is only 23 percent because of the hydroelectric system. Analysis by others has 
showlI that substantial and inexpensive redllctions ill carbon emissions call come ji'om more 
efficient bllildings and vehicles. More expensive redllctions can come from substituting non
or reduced-carbon electricity generation sllch as renewable resources, natllral gas, and 
nuclear genel'lltion, orji'om sequestering carbon. 

Reductiolls in carbon emissions can be encoumged through various policy approaches, 
including regulatory mandates (RPS or emission standards), emissions cap-and-trade systems, 
emissions tll.'(ation, and efficiency improvement progl'llms. State policy responses witltin the 
region to climate change concems havefocllsed on renewable energy standards allllnew 
genel'lltion emission limits. In addition, Oregon ami Washingtoll have carbon reduction 
targets adopted by statute. National and regional proposals have focused on cap-and-tl'll£!e 
systems intellded to reduce carbon and other greenhouse gases, although none have been 
implemented successjillly in the region. Although carbon tllxes are ellsier to implement than 
cap-lInd-tl'llde systems,policy discussiolls Itavefocused mainly on cap-and-trade systems. 

The question for the powerplan is what strategies lire prudent givell afuture where carbon 
pricing policies are unclear. The COllncil does not take a position 011 any particular regional 
carboll reduction goal or carbon price in tit is power plan. The plan does recognize the 
IIncertainty about future Cltrbon prices and that possible carbon emission /'eductiolls are 
impOl·tant risk issues for the regiollal power system. Multiple carbon reduction scenarios, 
including a carbon risk scenario that cOllsiders a I'llnge offuture carbon prices between zero 
and $100 pel' tOil provide relevant information for policy makers in tlte region. In general, the 
/'esource s1mtegy in the plallwillallow Washington allllOregon to meet their carbon 
reduction targets allli constructively address the risk of 1m certain jilture carbon policy. 
According to Council analysis, 
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states andlor the federal govemment will need to take additional actions in ordel' to achieve 
these targets. Potential Cltrboll pricing plays 1111 important role in the Council's resource 
strategy, with the exceptioll of the conservatioll resource, wllicll remains a key componellt 
regardless of climate change policy assumptions. 
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The key findillgs from the Council's analysis of climate change policies include the following: 

• Without any carbon control policies, including e.'l:isting ones, cm'bon emissions from the 
Northwest power system IVoulil continue to grolV to 6 percellt over 2005 levels by 2030, 
However, without the significallt amount of conservation (which is cost-effective even 
withollt C(lrboll policies) the growth ill emissions 1V0uld befar greater. 
o Without additiollal carbon pricing policies, current policies woulil stabilize carbon 
emissions from the Northwest power system at 2005 levels, but 1I0t meet curretlt carboll 
reduction goals. 
o Assuming a risk of higher carboll prices, the Si'l:th Power Plall resource strategy has the 
potelltial to reduce avemge regional power system c{//'bon emissions to 9 percent below 
1990 levels, or 30 percent below 2005 levels, adjustedfor normal hydro conditions. 
o Significant reductions of C(lrbon emissions ji'om tlte Northwest's power system require 
reduced reliance 01/ coal, which currelltly emits //lore thall 85 percent of the c(/rbon 
dioxide from the regiollal power. system. A carefully coordinated retirement and 
replacement of half the existing coal-jired genemtion serving tlte region with 
conservation, rellewable generation, and lower carbon-emission resources could reduce 
average carbon emissions to 18 percent below 1990 levels. 
o To the extent that public policy mises the cost of carbon, we can e.'l:pect {//I increase in a 
typical consumer's electric bill and a decrease in carbon emissions, especially when the 
carbon price begins to e.'I:ceed $40 per ton. A fixed carbon price of $45 dollars per ton 
has a similar effect on C(lrboll emissions as retil'ing half of the existing coal-jired 
generation. Both would meet current carbon reductioll targets for 2020 on average, but 
coal retiremetlt wOllld provide more certainty in meeting the targets. 
o Preserving the capability of e.'l:isting regional hydroelectric generation will help keep 
power system costs amI carboll emissiolls down. In scenarios where the capability of 
e:dstillg resources are reduced, whether hydroelectric or coal, the energy allil capacity lire 
largely replaced with gas-jired generation to maintain the adequacy alld reliability of the 
power system. 

CAPACITY, FLEXIBILITY, AND WIND INTEGRATION 

Reliable operation of a power system requires minute-to-minute matchillg of elecfl'icity 
genemtion to varyillg electricity demand. In the Pacific Northwest, resoul'ce planllers have 
been able tofoclls mostly 011 anllual avemge ellergyrequirements, leaving tlte minute-to
millute balancing problem to system operators. This was because, historically, tlte 
hydroelectric system had slifficient peaking capacity andjle.'l:ibility to provide the needed 
opemtiolls as long as there was slifficiellt energy capability. This is changingfor seve/'{/! 
reasons: groJl'ing regiollal 
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electricity needs are reducillg the share of hydroelectricity ill total demand, peak load has 
grownfaster thall all/lllal energy, the capacity IlIIdjlexibility of the hydl'o system has been 
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reduced over time forfisil operatiolls, alld growillg amounts of variable wind generation have 
added to the bala/lcing requirements of the system. 

As a result, planners must now cOllsiderpotential resollrces in terms of their energy, capacity, 
alldjlexibility contributiolls. The rapid growth of wi lUI generation 61'hich has little capacit)' 
value and increases the need for tle:dbilitp reserves} means thaf1l1eeting grOlving peak load 
and jle.'(ibility reserves will require (ulding these capabilities to the power system. Cltanges call 
be made to the operation oftlte power and transmission system that willreducejlexibility 
reserve needs. Tltese operational changes are expected to cost less thall addillg peaking 
generatioll, demalldresponse.orjlexibifitystorage.alld they can be implemented more 
quickly. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM AND THE POWER PLAN 

The Columbia River Basin Fish and Wildlife Program is by statute incorporated ill to the 
Coullcil's power plall. The fish all(l wildlife program guides BOllneville's efforts to mitigate 
the adverse effects of the Colllmbia River hydroelectric system ollfish and wildlife. One of the 
roles of the power plan is to hefp assure reliable implementatioll offish all(lwildlife 
hydrosystem operations. The Colllmbia Riverpower system operators have reliably provided 
Itydrosystem actions specified to bellefitfislt alld wildlife (amI Bonlleville ratepayers have 
absorbed the cost of those actiolls) wltile maintainillg all adequate, efficient, ecollomic, alld 
reliable energy supply. TTlis is so evell thollgh the hydroelectric operati01ls for fish alld wildlife 
have (I sizeable impact 011 power generation. On average, hydroelectric generation is reduced 
by about 1,200 average megawatts, relative to operation without allY constmintsfor fISh and 
wildlife. Since 1980, the power plall alld the Bonneville Power Administration have addressed 
this impact through changes in secolldary power sales and purchases, by acquiring 
conservation all(l some gellerating resources, by developing resource adequacy stalldards, alld 
by implementing other strategies to minimize power system emergencies alld events that might 
compromise fish opemtions. 

III additioll to operational changes, most of the direct cost and capital costs qf fish and Wildlife 
programs have been recovered through Bonneville revenues all(l Bonneville has absorbed the 
financial effects of lost generation, resulting ill higher electricity prices. BOl/neville estimates 
that tlte totalfi/!{/Ilcial effect of replacing lost hydropower capability alldfundillg directfis/t ' 
alld wildlife program expenditures totals from $750 million to $900 lIlillioll per year (a range 
affected by, alllollg other things, water conditions and el(lctric prices). The power system is less 
economical as a result offish and Wildlife progmm costs, but still economical ill a broad 
affordability sense wizen compared to tlte costs of other reliable alld available power supplies. 

Thejilture presents a host ofuncertaill challges that are sllre to pose challenges for tlte 
successful integratioll of power system andfish and Wildlife needs. These include possible new 
fish and wildlife requirements, increasing wind generation and otller variable renewable 
illtegrationneeds titat cOllld require 1II0l'ejlexibility ill power system operations, conjlicts 
between climate change policies amlfish and Wildlife opemtiolls,possible challges to the water 
supply ji'OIll climate change that might make it more difficult to deliver jlows for fISh and meet 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fmm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

26 



power lIeeds, alld possible revisiolls to Columbia River Treaty operations to match 21st 
celltlllJ' power,flood cOlltrol, alldfish lIeeds. 
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To address currellt operatiolls alld prepare for these additional cJzallellges, the Coullcil has 
adopted a regiollal adequacy stalldard to help ellsure that events like the 2000-01 energy crisis, 
ill which fish operations alld power costs were affected, do not happen again. In addition, the 
Wind Integration Forum is addressing issues with integration of wind into the power system. 
Large swings ill wind output have sometimes adversely affected hydropower amI fish 
operatiolls. Addressing adequacy alld flexibility issues in the Sixth Power Plall will improve 
electricity reliability alld help ensure reliable fish operations. 
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Comment continued: The DElS should have addressed the issue of Wind Integration illto the 
power system and the aforementioned Wind Integration Forum. The statement "Large swings 
ill wind output have sometimes adversely affected hydropower and fISh opemtiol1s" should be 
further explailled ill the DEIS. How large ure these swings ill output? Just how big is the 
issue of wind integmtion into the power grid? How much wind is too much wind? Does wind 
inconsistency meaflmore gas plunt buck-ups (or other types of back-ups) beillg used by BPA? 
Frallkly, just because then are 1I0W some state and fedel'alrequil'ements to meet some mude 
up greellhouse gas emissiolls number does not mean that new technologies 01' other methods 
(energy efficiellcies amI cOllservution,for example) might not challge these requiremellts. 111 
the rush to go "greell" perhaps commoll sellse hasfullen by the wayside. Willd ellergy 
productioll is subsidized by tuxpayer mOllies. It is 1I0t cheap greell ellergy. The full cost of 
wind ellergy productioll should be udded up alld should be illcluded in the DEIS. 

State Regulation of Greenhouse Gasses 

In Washington State, greenhouse gasses are regulated by RCW Chapter 80.80, which establishes 
goals for statewide reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The statute aims to reduce overall 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2035. 
By 2050, the state intends to reduce overall emissions to fifty percent below 1990 levels. Goals 
also include fostering a clean energy economy by increasing the number of jobs in the clean 
energy sector to 25,000 by 2020, from just over 8,000 jobs in 2004. Ecology has proposed 
regulation (Chapter 173-441 W AC)3, which would establish an inventory of greenhouse gas 
emission through a mandatory greenhouse repOlting rule for owners or operators of: 

• A fleet of on-road motor vehicles that as a fleet emit at least 2,500 metric tons of greenhouse 
gases annually in the state 

• A source or combination of sources that emit at least 10,000 metric tons of greenhouse gases 
annually in the state 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

27 



Comment: Tlte state initiative to lower greenhouse gases by 2020 through the use of 
renewable energy sources, while admirable, is perhaps not the only and best way to achieve 
reduction of greenhouse gases. Going green is not a concept carved in cement. 01/1' ideas can 
evolve and we can change 0111' minds if a better and safer ideas and technology comes along. 
See previous comment. 

Since wind power projects would not emit greenhouse gasses during operations, these 
regulations are unlikely to apply to the Project. 

Bonneville Power Administration Greenhouse Gas Initiatives 

In 2008, BPA adopted new initiatives related to climate change, and included the issue in their 
strategic objectives and key agency performance targets. One ofBPA's first steps was to prepare 
an initial climate change roadmap (BP A 2008) intended as a step toward subsequent, more 

2 See: http://en.wikipedia.orglwikilGreenhouse _gas#cite _note-kieh1197-6; accessed December 
2009. 

3 See: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/laws-rules/activity/wacl73441.html; accessed December 2009. 
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robust plans for managing greenhouse gas emissions. This document identifies near-term and 
Jong-telm potential actions to meet agency targets and contribute to national and regional 
greenhouse gas reduction goals. As a first step in managing greenhouse gas emissions, BPA will 
collect data in 2009 to inventory BPA's greenhouse gas footprint, which will be repOlied in 
2010. 

Comment: Where is this document ill the DEIS? I was not able to find it. This should be part 
of the DEIS and if it isn't then tlte DEIS is not adequate and sltould not have been rushed out 
for public comment. This is a crttciall'eport 011 BPA's carbollfootprint. One rationalefor all 
of these regional windfarms is that they produce less C02 than ot/IeI' types of energy 
production facilities and therefore have less of a carbon footprint. Well, we don't really know 
tit at, do we? Tltere is nothing in the DEIS that would lead to this conclusion, at least nothing 
based on facts andfigures. All of BPA 's greenhouse gas-cal/sing activities SHOULD be in 
the DEIS, so that a comparison can be made based onfacts andjlgures. 

Background Air Quality 

The Dalles, Oregon is the closest city with an air monitoring station. The Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (ODEQ) repOlts air quality data using an air quality index based on 
patticulate matter 2.5 micrometers diameter and smaller (PM2.S). ODEQ's 2008 repOli for The 
Dalles shows 339 days with good air quality, 25 days with moderate air quality, and no days with 
unhealthy air quality (ODEQ 2009). 

While air quality in the project area is generally good, haze is a well-docnmented problem in the 
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Columbia Gorge and the causes are being studied by the Southwest Clean Air Agency. In a 2008 
Report, the agency found that haze was largely caused by winter stagnations that trap pollutants 
and fog (SWCAA 2008). In the summer, winds flow predominantly from the west, transporting 
emissions from the Portland metropolitan area into the Gorge. Wildfires also contribute to the 
haze.when smoke is blown into the Gorge. There is no single source that is primarily responsible 
for haze; however, man-made sources are impOliant contributors (ODEQ 2008). The most 
significant man-made sources contributing to haze in the Gorge include: 

• Power plant emissions 
• Woodstoves 
• Motor vehicles 
• Non-road emissions (e.g. ships, trains, tlUcks) 
• Agricultural sources of ammonia 

The Skamania Fish Hatchery, located west of the project site, collected climatological data in the 
. project site area for 1965-2005. Average temperatures ranged from a minimum of38.2 degrees 

Fahrenheit to a maximum of 61.8 degrees Fahrenheit. Average precipitation was 84.06 inches, 
and there was an average of 9 inches of snow pel' year.4 

3.2.2 IMPACTS 

3.2.2.1 Proposed Action 
The potential environmental consequences ofthe proposed project include those from 
constmction and operation. Impacts to ail' quality would not differ between the two alternative 

4 Columbia Gorge Economic Development Association, 
http:(lwww.cgeda.comienvironmentlquclimat.shtml. 
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locations for the Operations and Maintenance Facility.·Potential impacts include emissions, 
odors .and dust. 

ConstlUction 

Emissions 

ConstlUction of the project would result in temporary air emissions from the following sources: 

• Exhaust from the diesel constlUction equipment used for project site preparation (including 
logging), grading, excavation, and construction of on-site structures 
• Exhaust from water trucks used to control construction dust emissions 
• Exhaust from diesel tlUcks used to deliver equipment, concrete, fuel, and constlUction supplies 
to the construction site 
• Exhaust from pickup trucks and diesel ttucks used to transpoli workers and materials around 
the construction site and from vehicles used by workers to commute to the construction site 
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• Exhaust from diesel-powered welding machines, electric generators, air compressors, etc . 
• Emissions from one or more portable rock crushers and one or more portable concrete batch 
plants, which will be used as necessary to supply the large amounts of gravel and conCl'ete 
needed for the project 

The primary air pollutants from diesel-powered equipment would be nitrogen oxides, 
hydrocarbons, carbon dioxide, particulate matter (PM) and sulfur dioxide. In addition to these, 
the rock crusher and batch plant(s) would produce additional PM. These emissions would be 
similar in nature to those produced by any construction project that involves heavy equipment 
and transportation of materials to the project site. These construction emissions would be 
temporary and would be limited to the areas adjacent to the construction site. They would not 
affect a substantial number of persons or persist for an extended period of time and would not 
result in exceedance of any air quality standards. 

Comment: So, nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbolls, carbon dioxide, particulate matter, and slllfllr 
dioxide would be the primary air pollutants, pIllS more particulate matter prodllced by the rock 
crusher alld batch plants! What quantity of each of these would be produced? How much 
particlilate matter would go ill to 0111' air and affect air quality? Where is the data (md some 
hard numbers so that we can see what qualltity of these "pri/ll{//Y air pollutants" wil(be 
produced! Where are the cllmulative impacts analyses Oil 0111' regional ail' and water quality 
to see how milch air and water polllltion this project would contribute to 0111' region? There is 
notfling here to compare, assess, alld analyze. This is a DEIS deficiency. 

Odors 

Project construction would produce limited odors associated with exhaust from diesel equipment 
and vehicles, and painting the Operations and Maintenance facility, turbine towers, and other 
structures. The effect of odors would be temporary, and would be limited to the areas adjacent to 
the construction site and along haul routes to the batch pJant(s) and rock crusher. Odors would 
not affect a substantial number of persons or persist for an extended period of time. An 
occasional small amount of diesel exhaust may be noted from tlucks entering or leaving the site 
from public roadways. 

Dust 

Project construction would create fugitive dust from construction and re-construction of gravel 
roads, including from rock crushing and/or a concrete batch plant. Small amounts of dust would 
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be created by construction-related traffic and additional wind-blown dust as a result of ground 
disturbance. The presence and impact of dust would be temporary, and would be limited to areas 
adjacent to the construction site and along haul routes. Dust would not affect a substantial 
number of persons or persist for an extended period of time. A small amount of dust may be 
noted from trucks entering or leaving the site from public roadways. 
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Operation 

Emissions 

Since the fuel source for the proposed project would be wind, there would no emissions from the 
operation of the turbines. Project operation would not produce visible plumes, fogging, misting, 
icing, 01' impairment of visibility, 01' changes in ambient levels of pollutants. Emissions would 
occur from Operations and Maintenance vehicles. Travel on the project access roads would 
produce minor exhaust emissions. 

Avoided Emissions 

Project operation would avoid the use offossil fuel to meet the energy needs of the region. The 
project's annual electricity production is estimated at 197,000 megawatt hours (MWh). This 
energy is equivalent to 114,000 barrels of clUde oil 01' 654 million cubic feet of natural gas. 
Total electricity production can be used to estimate the emission displaced by a fossil-fuel 
alternative. Table 3.2-1 shows emission rates for carbon dioxide and sulfur dioxide for fossilfuel
based power plants in the NOlthwest Power Pool, along with estimated emissions avoided from 
the operation of the wind power plant. This table also shows the displaced emissions from the 
project as a percentage of Washington State emissions for 2004. 

Table 3.2-1 
Ail' Pollutant Emissions Displaced by the Project 

Ail' Pollutant 
Emission Rates a 
(lbIMWh) 
Tons Displaced 
by Projectb 
Washington 
State Emissions 
2005 
Project as % of 
Washington 
Emissions 
Carbon dioxide 1334c 131,466 16,882,540c 0.7 
Sulfur dioxide 1.573 1554,5253.4 

a. Non-baseload output emission rates for Northwest Power Pool Western Electric Coordinating 
Council NOlthwest Region. A non-baseload emission factor was used to calculate the avoided 
emissions from the project, based on guidance from the US Environmental Protection Agency 
that "Annual non-baseload output emission rates ... can be used to estimate GHG emissions 
reductions from reductions in electricity use. These output emission rates, called annual 
nonbaseload emission rates, are the annual output emission rates for plants that combust fuel and 
have capacity factors less than 0.8. These new data values are derived from plant level data and 
supplement, rather than replace, the fossil fuel output emissions rates, which are sometimes used 
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as a rough estimate to detelwine how much emissions could be avoided if energy efficiency 
andlor renewable energy displaces fossil fuel generation. These non-baseload output emission 
rates would somewhat improve this rough estimate by factoring out baseload generation, which 
is generally unaffected by measures that affect marginal generation" (USEPA 2007). 

b. Estimated annual electricity production multiplied by emission rate, for example, for carbon 
dioxide (1,334) x [(75 MW) x (0.30 capacity factor) x 24 x 365]/2000 = 131,465.7 tons 

c. 2005 value; values for 2005 were not available for the other pollutants listed. By avoiding the 
need for fossil-fuel-powered plants, the project would contribute to air quality by avoiding 
emissions associated with buming fossil fuels, including greenhouse gasses. Using wind power 
also likely would have a beneficial effect on visibility, since the same pollutants that affect 
visibility also affect air quality (ODEQ 2008) . 

. Comme1lt: Cumulative Impact Analyses are NOT done on a project by project basis. They al'e 
dOlle 011 a I'egiollal, inclusive basis. There/ol'e, allY and all fossil /uel-powel'ed plants alld 
other types 0/ backup ellergy productioll that is used to back up BPA's hydro power 
gelleratioll have to be accoullted/or ill the DEIS. They are 1I0t. Just because Whistlillg Ridge 
doesll't huve u gas powel'plallt ollsite does not mean that a gas power plunt willllot be used to 
balance its wind ellel'g)' production 011 the grid. The statement "Using wind power also likely 
would have a beneficial effect 011 visibility" is patent(v illaccurate. If visibility ill the Gorge 
and ulong the Columbiu River hus been deteriorating/or 2001' more yeurs when there wasll't 
UIlY willd power to speuk of, thell it is pretty specious to make the correlatioll tlwt using wind 
power toduy would have "beneficiul" if/ects 011 visibility! The two things ure 1I0t mutually 
illclusive. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the Project 

Greenhouse gasses would be emitted during construction of the project, as a result ofbuming 
fossil fuels in the construction equipment and vehicles. The amount of these emissions has not 
been quantified, but would be directly proportional to the number of workers and vehicles on the 
site. Some emissions of greenhouse gases will take place during the design, manufacture, 
transport of the wind turbines. During operation, greenhouse gas emissions would be the result of 
vehicles used for regular maintenance activities and would be much lower than during 
construction. Production of electricity itself would not release greenhouse gasses or other 
pollutants. The American Wind Energy Association estimates that including generation from all 
sources, wind energy's carbon dioxide emissions are on the order of 1 percent of coal or 2 
percent of natural gas per unit of electricity generated (A WEA 2009). 

Commellt: So whut does "wind enel'g)' 's cUl'boll dioxide emissiolls ure 011 the order 0/1 
percellt 0/ cou/ or 2 percellt 0/ lIutul'ul gas per ullit 0/ electricity gellerated" uctuully meulI? 
This statemellt doesll 't meull ullythillg without dutu to compul'e. Where ure the comparisoll 
churts/or Willd, gus, and coal C02 emissions? 1 could notfilld them ill thi! DEIS. 
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While greenhouse gas emissions from the project will be low, several of the mitigation measures 
mentioned in Section 3.2.3 will reduce such emissions. These inClude limiting idling times of 
equipment and encouraging carpooling among construction workers. 

Odor 

Operation of the turbines would create no odors, as no combustion is involved and no odor
producing materials would be used in project operations. Travel on the project access roads 
would produce insignificant amounts of odor from exhaust. Maintenance of the substation and 
Operations and Maintenance building would produce occasional minor odors from painting. 

Dust 

Operation of the project would result in minor increases in dust during regular maintenance of 
gravel access roads. Project-related increases to traffic on these gravel roads would generate 
small amounts of additional fugitive dust. This increased traffic would consist largely of weekly 
or less frequent trips to turbines in service vehicles for maintenance and repair activities. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan would address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan would include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan would be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential emissions or impacts to air quality. If impacts to air quality are anticipated to 
occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation measures would be 
proposed as part of the plan. 

3.2.2.2 No Action Altemative 
Under the No Action Altemative, the project would not be built. The project site would continue 
to be used primarily for timber harvests. If the No Action Altemative is selected, the growing 
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electricity needs of the region would continue to be met through a combination of other 
renewable development and combustion of additional fossil fuels. In recent years, several of the 
new power plants proposed and constructed in the Pacific Northwest have been fossil fuel 
powered plants, primarily using natural gas as fuel. 

Comments: If Whistling Ridge is NOT built, this does not necessarily mean that gas plants 
will take its place. Consel'Vation and energy efficiellcies ill 0111' homes, bllsillesses, alld 
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illfrastructllre cOllldfill the ellergy gap. Whistlillg Ridge alld other windfarms are 1I0t 
necessarily the best way to meet 0111' ellergy lIeeds. What mllst be addressed, alld it is NOT 
addressed ill the DElS, is that most of the ellergy produced ill the NW is slicked dowlI to 
Califomia alld parts SOllth alld they will cOlltilllle to demalld more ami more ellergy ami we 
willllever be able to satisfy their ellergy thirst. becallse they will wallt more amI more. With 
global climate challge IIpon liS and temperatllres rising, people will wallt more ellergy for air 
conditiollillg. Why shollid 0111' environmellt alld ecosystems be degraded jllst to satisfY tltis . 
insatiable e1lergy tflirst? IfCalifol'liia wallts more ellergy let them Pllt wind tllrbines 011 their 
beaches. Like that's going to happell allY time SOOIl! I 

Fossil fuel power plants, in contrast to wind power projects, emit significant quantities of carbon 
dioxide, an important greenhouse gas linked to potential climate change. Natural-gas-powered 
plants also emit sulfur oxides and nitrogen oxides, which contribute to both ground-level air 
quality problems and acid rain. According to the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
and Sinks: 1990-2006 (USEPA 2008), air emissions from fossil fuel combustion for electricity 
production are a leading source of air pollution nationally, accounting for: 

• 67 percent of sulfur dioxide emissions 
• 28 percent of nitrogen oxide emissions 
• 36 percent of carbon dioxide 
• 3 percent of mercury 

3.2.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential construction-related air emissions and dust impacts: 

• Ensure that all vehicles used during construction comply with applicable Federal and state air 
quality regulations. 

• Implement operational measures, such as limiting engine idling time and shutting down 
equipment when not in use, to reduce air emissions. 

• Implement active dust suppression on unpaved construction access roads, parking areas and 
staging areas, using water-based dust suppression materials in compliance with state and local 
regulations. 

• Implement a dust control program to minimize any potential disturbance from construction
related dust. Dust suppression would be accomplished through application of either water or a 
water-based, environmentally safe dust palliative such as lignin. The use of a dust palliative such 
as lignin (a non-toxic, non-hazardous compound derived from trees) would result in the use of 
substantially less water for dust suppression and therefore less traffic from water trucks to the 
construction site. The final decision regarding dust suppression techniques would be made by the 
Construction Contractor in consultation with local authorities. 

• Limit traffic speeds on unpaved project roads to 25 mph to minimize dust. 
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• Encourage carpooling among construction workers to minimize construction-related traffic and 
associated emissions. 
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• Replant or gravel disturbed areas to reduce wind-blown dust. 

• Implement erosion control measures to limit deposition of silt to roadways. 

3.2.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
The proposed project would produce minor and temporary impacts to ail' quality during 
construction activities, similar to existing logging operations. 
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3.3 WATER RESOURCES 
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This section describes the existing water resources in the project area, the potential for impacts to 
water resources from the proposed project, and mitigation measures designed fo minimize or 
avoid those impacts. Information in this section is taken primarily from the Application for Site 
Certification and the visual assessment completed for that document. 

Commellt: III 2007, Ullderwood had a really dallgerous water situation, as reported ill The 
Columbian lIewspaper: "Underwood water deemed safe to drink" 

The Columbian 

State health officials Wednesday lifted a boil-water advisory issued Friday for the Underwood 
area after tests showed the water is now safe to drink. 

Major firefighting efforts in the Columbia River Gorge last week drained local water supplies, 
causing Underwood's water system to lose pressure in some areas. The pressure loss could have 
allowed contaminants to enter the water, so the state Department of Health and the Skamania 
County Public Utility District issued the boil- water advisory as a precaution. The Underwood 
system serves 876 residents. 

Water supplies have returned to normal, officials said, and excess air has been flushed from the 
system. Water samples sent for bacterial analysis came back indicating the water is safe. 

Originally published by KATHIE DURBIN Columbian staff writer, 9/27/2007. 

(c) 2007 Columbian. Provided by ProQuest Information and Leaming. All rights Reserved. 

Source: Columbian 

The DEIS has 110 data Oil the watershed ill this m'ea mulji'om wllich or what type of source, ill 
actuality, tlte residellts get their wilter. This is afatalflaw ill dat(l gathering alld allalysis. 
What would he the cumulative effects, 011 the w(lfer resources that these 876 Ullderwood 
residellts use, of al! the impel'llle(lhle slllf(lces-willd turhille p(lds, substatioll, IIwilltellallce 
roads, etc.-- tlt(lt would resultfrom the cOllstructioll of this proposed wilUlf(lrm? This is (I 
critical questiollforfirefighters and the residents. We (Ill kllow that there will befutlll·efires. 
What ifolle of the turbines causes (lfire in the woods? Where is the water goillg to comefrom 
to comb(lt fhis type offire? Would the Ullderwood reservoir he depleted thus (ljJectillg the 
residents mui their health (lnd safety? 
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3.3.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.3.1.1 Surface Water 

The Columbia River flows south of the project site and receives runoff via the White Salmon 
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Basin from the east portion of the project site and via the Little White Salmon Basin from the 
west portion of the project site. Surface water resources in and near the project site are shown on 
Figure 3.3-1 and include the following: 

One wetland labeled "Cedar Swamp" on Figure 3.3-1 and described in Section 3.4 . 

• Several drainages located within the project site boundaries, which are typed as seasonal, non
fish habitat streams or perennial, non-fish habitat streams (Figure 3.3-1). Some drainages extend 
upstream from these typed reaches, but lack defined channel features. Most of the drainages 
within the project site boundary would be classified as Class V streams under Skamania 
County's critical areas ordinance. Class V streams are small perennials streams or seasonal 
streams with short periods of spring or stOlm runoff (SCC 21A Appendix C). The tributary to 
Little Buck Creek may be classified as a Class IV stream as it nears the eastern project site 
boundary. The stream information has been updated from the infOlmation contained in the 
Application for Site Certification with additional data from field visits. 

Commellt: LIDAR reconnaissance would be use/uT 10 determine drainages ami streambeds; . 
It could also be used/or the geologic survey. Why isn'l LIDAR a requirement/or this DEIS? 

• One unnamed perennial stream crossed by West Pit Road, the proposed access road. This 
stream occurs in the Little White Salmon watershed. Flow was observed through the 
existing culvert under West Pit Road at the time of the July 2009 field visit. However, 
the surface flow and the channel disappear downstream of the culvert. There is no surface water 
connection to any other stream or waterbody. 

3.3 .1.2 Stormwater Runoff Water runoff from the northeast portion of the project site drains 
southeast via Cedar Swamp and its tributaries to Little Buck Creek before flowing south to the 
White Salmon River, and ultimately to the Columbia River. Water mnoff from the southwest 
area of the project drains west and southwest to a flat area east of the project, ultimately draining 
to the Little White Salmon River and then the Columbia River. 

Project site soils are classified as well-drained, with slow to moderate runoff, and slight to 
moderate hazard of water erosion. The presence of scour; sedimentation, steep slopes, ephemeral 
and perennial streams, and the soil classifications suggest that surface water runoff and 
infiltration within the project are moderate (Haagen 1990). 
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33758687 _154.cdr 

Figure 3.3-1 
Job No. 33758687 Watelways in the Project Vicinity 

3.3 .1.3 Groundwater 
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A subsurface investigation was conducted in September 2007 to assess near-surface soil and rock 
characteristics (Appendix B). The investigation included twelve test pits excavated from seven to 
16 feet in depth. Groundwater was not encountered in any of the test pits. However, these 
observations reflect groundwater levels at the time of the field investigation and actual 
groundwater levels may fluctuate significantly in response to seasonal effects, regional rainfall, 
and other factors not observed during this investigation. Regional or perched water tables may be 
present at a greater depth. 

Comment: Why werell't thefield investigations dOlle durillg the raillY season? How does olle 
find perched water tables and if they "may be present at greater depth" shouldn't they be 
/oulld since SDS alld BPA are proposillg to put structures that weigh quite a/ew tOilS Ullto 
ullstable groulld that is subject to mass wasting? The groundwater issue needs to be addressed 
with/urther field studies and deeper coring. Where is the watershed map/or this area? What 
is the extellt o/the watershed/or this area? The 50+ turbille pads are 50 X 50/eet alld this 
would introduce a large quantity 0/ impermeable slllface atea to ullstable ridges. How would 
these impermeable sur/aces affect water saturatioll alld water flow in the watershed? Is tflis 
area included ill the Water Resource IlIvelltOlY Area (WRJA) 29? 
3.3 .1.4 Floodplains 

The project site is located on a series of north-trending ridges that range in elevation from 
approximately 2,100 to 2,300 feet, outside the 1 OO-year floodplain for the White Salmon, Little 
White Sahnon, and Columbia Rivers (FEMA 1986). 

3.3.1.5 Public and Private Water Supplies 

There are no public water supplies within the project site. Private water supplies are limited to 
water supply wells serving adjacent residences and agricultural operations. 

Commellt: Well, where do these "private water supplies" come/rom? From perched water 
tables? Other types o/groulldwater? Are these wells illterconllected? Could the cOllstmctioll 
alld excavation/rom Whistlillg Ridge affect these wells? 

3.3.2 IMPACTS 
3.3.2.1 Proposed Action 
Construction 

Surface Water 

On site, project construction would involve roadway improvements on approximately 7.9 miles 
of existing private, gravel logging roads, construction of approximately 2.4 miles of new gravel 
access roads, the project substation, an Operations and Maintenance building at one of two 
alternative sites, the collector system pad, a pad for each turbine tower, and underground electric 
cables buried in trenches along the access roads. Temporary roadways would be built to provide 
additional access for heavy machinery during constlUction. Of these improvements, only the 
planned improvement to West Pit Road may directly affect water resources. 
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The planned improvements to West Pit Road would cross one unnamed drainage that currently 
flows under West Pit Road through a culvert. This drainage would be classified by Skamania 
County as a Class V stream. The Skamania County Code establishes buffers for Class V streams; 
however, expansion of existing uses is allowed within these buffers. The culvert under West Pit 
Road was upsized during road improvements in summer 2009. Depending on the amount of 
additional roadway widening that may be required, this new culvelt may need to be lengthened 
to extend beyond the width of the improved access road. This would be determined in during 
final design. 

Comment: "Additional roadway widening"? What does tills mean? Doesn't SDS know now 
how much roads would have to be widened? And which l'Oads would actually have to be 
widened? Determining this during "final design" does 1I0t workjor me. I wallt to kllow flOW, 

bejore this project is approved or 1I0t whether alld which roads would have to be widened 01' 
reinjorced since hauling those heavy turbines up narrow roads would require widening and 
perhaps repaving. SDS should provide illjormatioll on roads 1I0W, 1I0t later. 

Small pOltions of stream and stream buffer are located with the 650-foot turbine corridors used 
for permitting this project. However, all streams and stream buffers would be avoided during the 
micro siting process. 
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No wetlands or other surface water bodies would be filled or otherwise affected as.a result of the 
project. Wetlands are discussed in fmther detail in Section 3.4. 

St011llWater Runoff 

Construction would result in approximately 108 acres of disturbed surface, of which 
approximately 52 acres will be restored. Use of standard construction BMPs would mitigate 
surface runoff and erosion from these surfaces to a minor level. 

Comment: What are these "standard cOllstruction BMPs" and where are they located in the 
DEIS? 

Groundwater 

No impacts to groundwater are anticipated from construction. Construction water would be 
obtained from a supplier with valid water rights and no construction water would be withdrawn 
on site. Potential spills to groundwater during construction would be controlled through standard 
construction BMPs. A Spill Prevention, Control and Counte11lleaSUre (SPCC) Plan will be 
prepared. 

Floodplains 

The project site is located outside of floodplain areas. No construction impacts to floodplains 
would occur. 
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Public and Private Water Supplies 

During construction, approximately 1.7 million gallons of water would be used for road 
construction, wetting of concrete, dust control, and other activities. Water consumed during 
construction would be purchased by the contractor from an off-site vendor with a valid water 
right and transported to the project site in tanker hucks. No water would be withdrawn from the 
project site during construction. There would be no water treatment requirements or·methods on 
site. Environmentally benign dust palliatives such as lignin may be added to water used for dust 
suppression to improve efficiency and reduce water use. 

Operation 

Surface Water 

No impacts to surface water are anticipated from project operation. 

Stormwater Runoff 

The total project site area is approximately 1,152 acres; however, permanently improved areas 
would cover approximately 56 acres, less than 5 percent of the total project site. Stormwater 
impacts from disturbed areas would be generated from this permanently improved area .. 

The increase in surface water runoff from this additional impervious surface is expected to be 
minimal. Stormwater would continue to be routed off-site via culverts and some stormwater 
would continue to infiltrate in the way it does currently. Based on site conditions and assuming 
implementation of appropriate BMPs, the net impact to absorption on the project site is 
considered negligible and there would be negligible impacts to surface water. 
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Approximately 22 acres would be converted from forested to non-forested habitat in the areas 
sUlTounding the turbines where re-growth of trees would be prevented. This conversion would 
result in minimal impacts to precipitation interception and runoff. 

Groundwater 

Operation of the project would have minimal or no impacts to groundwater. The well serving the 
Operations and Maintenance building would use less than 5,000 gallons of water per day, and 
would thus be exempt from permit requirements ofRCW 90.44.040. The size of the aquifer is 
not known; however, this would be the only well onthe project site, which is approximately 
1,152 acres in size. The well would be installed by a well contractor licensed pursuant to Chapter 
173-162 WAC, and in compliance with the requirements and standards of Chapter 173160 
WAC. The well would be installed consistent with Skamania County Community Development 
Department and Ecology requirements for new wells. 
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Although the amount of impervious surface would increase by approximately 52 acres with the 
construction of the project, impacts to groundwater recharge during operation would be 
negligible. 

Floodplains 

The project site is located outside of floodplain areas. No impacts to floodplains would occur 
from operation of the project. 

Public and Private Water Supplies 

Project operation would require water use primarily for the bathrooms, showers, and kitchen in 
the Operations and Maintenance building. When the project is operational, there would be eight 
to nine permanent full-time and/or part-time employees on the Operations and Maintenance staff. 
The average total water supply needs would be less than 5,000 gallons per day. 

Water supply for the Operations and Maintenance staff would be provided tln'ough a well drilled 
on the project site. All water would be discharged to a septic tank installed on site, and thus most 
of the water used would be retumed (0 the aquifer. There would be no process water generated 
on site, and no water associated with plant operations would be discharged to surface waters. 

Commellt: So there is all aquifer. 1ft//ere is all aquifer thell there is groulldwatel~ What is 
this aquifer, what is its extent? Do the other wells ill the area lise this aquifer /01' their water? 

The project would not require the use of any water for cooling or any other industrial use, and 
there would be no industrial wastewater stream from the project. The project would require and 
obtain approval for the new well from EFSEC, in consultation with Skamania County 
Environmental Health Depmtment and Ecology. 

The project would not require any new water rights or authorizations beyond the well for the 
Operations and Maintenance building. 

Due to the low volume of water that would be required for operational use, no alternatives to 
reclaim water or other water reuse projects would be required. 
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Project water use is not expected to affect water levels in private wells in the vicinity ofthe 
project. There are no public water supplies within the project site; therefore, no impacts are 
anticipated to public water supplies. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least 90 days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
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project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

Comment: These plans should not be leftfor later. They should be i1l the DEIS IIOW so that 
we can all comment 011 them. I thi1lk it is velY important to k/loW HOW a project will be 
decommissioned and who will be responsible for removal and costs. Is there some type of 
bond that tile project proponents have to put lip so that we the taxpayers don't get stllck with 
having to decommission windfarms?? 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major envirolIDlental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential changes to smface water flow, water quality, stormwater runoff, groundwater 
quality, or water supply. If impacts to water resources are anticipated to occm as a result of site 
restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation measmes will be proposed as part of the 
plan. 

Commellt: What are these "mitigation measures" that will be proposed if there are water 
impacts? What killd of impacts to watel' resources is SDS anticipating? Why not fist these 
mitigation measures IIOW so that we call all see if they would be adequate? The DEIS should 
include iliformatioll on impacts to water resources. 

3.3.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the project would not be built, and there would be no well 
drilled to support the Operations and Maintenance building. No impacts to surface or ground 
water would occm. 

3.3.3 MITIGATION MEASURES. 

The following mitigation measmes are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential impacts of the proposed project related to water resources during pre-construction, 
construction, and operation . 

• Prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) prior to construction 
of the proposed project to lessen soil erosion and improve water quality of stOlmwater run-off. 
The SWPP will be developed to prevent movement of sediment off-site to adjacent water bodies 
during short telm or temporary soil disturbance at construction sites. The plan addresses 
stabilization practices, structural practices and stormwater management (as outlined by Section 
402(p) of the Federal Clean Water Act and Chapter 90.48 RCW of the State of Washington's 
Water Pollution Control Act) . 

• Identify all areas of potential chemical storage during construction, including any herbicides, 
and provide appropriate control measures within the SWPP. 
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Commellt: Is Whistlillg Ridge proposillg to lise herbicides over tlte life of the pl'oposed willd 
farm to cOlltrol vegetatioll? What kind ofherbicides andlorpesticides is SDS proposing to 
lise? What is the citemicallllakellp of allY proposed chemicals that lIIight be lIsed 011 this 
project? Are there allY potelltial health hazards to hllmall beings amI wildlife? 

• Control the sequence and methods of constmction activities to limit erosion. Clearing, 
excavation, and grading would be limited to the minimum areas necessary for 
construction of the project, and would not be performed far in advance of facility 
constmction. 
3-29 

• Design slopes to be graded no steeper than 3 feet horizontal (H) to 1 foot vertical (V). 

• Protect slopes less than 3H: 1 V with silt fencing as appropriate. Silt fences would be installed in 
locations where they would h'ap silt eroded from slopes during constmction and prior to 
reestablishing vegetation. The maximum flow path to each silt fence would be approximately 
100 feet. No concentrated flows greater than 1 cubic foot per second would be directed toward 
any fence for the 25-year storm. Silt fences would be maintained throughout the conshuction 
period and beyond, until disturbed surfaces had been stabilized with vegetation. Silt fence 
constmction would be determined by local construction conditions during final design of the 
facilities. 

• Design sediment control measures used during construction based on 10-year design storm 
specifications. Water quality measures (other than sediment removal) would be based on the 6-
month, 24-hour design storm. 

• Utilize sediment traps to intercept stormwater runoff and allow sediment to settle, thereby 
minimizing the amount of sediment flowing off site. Sediment traps would be sized for the 
specific disturbed area, for bare soil conditions, and typically for 75 percent sediment removal 
efficiency. 

• Implement and emphasize erosion controls over sediment controls through non-quantitative 
construction activities such as: 
- Straw mulching and vegetating disturbed surfaces 

- Retaining original vegetation wherever possible 

- Timing grading operations to dry seasons 

- Directing surface mnoff away from denuded areas 

- Keeping runoff velocities low through minimization of slope steepness and length 

- Providing and maintaining stabilized construction entrances 
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• Grade control structures such as rock check dams, hay bale check dams, dikes, and swales 
would be used where appropriate to reduce runoff velocity, as well as to direct surface runoff 
around and away from cut-and-fill slopes. Swales and dikes also would be used to direct surface 
water on top of the filled pad toward sediment traps and away from flowing over the bank. 

• Utilize the appropriate erosion control blankets designed for various weather conditions during 
the construction period, such as straw or jute matting or other suitable erosion control blankets, 
on any disturbed slopes to prevent erosion and control sediment migration. 

• Use quarry spall construction enh·ances to reduce migration of construction dirt to public roads. 
Placing the construction entrances is one of the first activities required at the site, but the rock 
bed also must be periodically replenished a~ it becomes dirty or migrates into the subgrade. All 
construction traffic would be directed to use the construction entrances. 
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• Restore ground surfaces within fourteen days of the area's final disturbance. Interim surface 
protection measures, such as erosion control blankets or straw matting, also may be required 
prior to final disturbance and restoration if warranted by the potential for erosion. 

• Reduce potential for chemical pollution of surface waters during construction. Since source 
control is the most effective method of preventing chemical water pollution, careful control must 
be exercised over potentially polluting chemicals used on site during construction. Under the 
spec Plan, the general contractor would be responsible for planning, implementing, and 
maintaining BMPs for: 
-Neat and orderly storage of construction chemicals and spent containers in lined, bermed areas 

- Prompt cleanup of construction phase spills 

- Regular disposal of construction garbage and debris 

• Train employees to utilize methods outlined by the SWPP. 

• Dispose and contain garbage generated during construction properly. 

• Design and incorporate BMPs into final construction plans and specifications so that 
operational impacts to water resources will be minor. 

• Construct appropriate stormwater hydraulic and treatment facilities making sure that routine 
maintenance and chemical pollution prevention through source control are utilized for permanent 
stOlmwater management. 

• Utilize the following constructed permanent stormwater BMPs: 
- Vegetated drainage ditches 

- Culverts with stabilized inlets and outlets 
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-Permanent erosion and sedimentation control through site landscaping, grass, and other 
vegetative cover 

-Runoff treatment BMPs facilities would be designed to conform to the applicable Stormwater 
Management Manual 

• Adopt operational BMPs to implement good housekeeping, preventive and corrective 
maintenance procedures, steps for spill prevention and emergency cleanup, employee training 
programs, and inspection and record keeping practices as necessary to prevent st011llWater 
pollution. Examples include: 
-Neat and orderly storage of chemicals under cover in the Operations and Maintenance facilities 

Comment: What are these chemicals that are ill storage? What is their chemical makeup? 
Are they hazardous? Are they dallgerous to humalls alld wildlife? 
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- Prompt cleanup and removal of spillage 

- Regular pickup and disposal of garbage and mbbish 

- Prevention of accumulations of liquid or solid chemicals on the ground or the floor 

• Train facility operators annually to in spill response and in the applicable pollution control laws 
and regulations. 

• Train additional staff to recognize areas that may be affected by a spill and potential drainage 
routes. 

• Train additional staff to repOlt spills to appropriate individuals. 

• Train additional staff on the appropriate material handling and storage procedures. 

• Train additional staff to implement spill response procedures. 

• Summarize in-house compliance inspections to be kept with the SWPP, along with any 
notifications of non-compliance and reports on incidents stICh as spills. If the SWPP has been 
followed but still proves inadequate to prevent stormwater pollution, project staff would amend 
the SWPP and seekEFSEC conCUlTence with the improvements. 

• Utilize BMPs to include vegetated ditches or swales which will increase infiltration to protect 
groundwater. 

• Utilize a site development plan to protect groundwater from the on-site storage of chemicals (if 
any). 
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3.3.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Construction and operation of the project would only result in negligible to minor impacts to 
water resources because the impacts are localized and the disturbance is short-term. 

Commellt: Now see, this is why this DEIS is so jhlstrating. Sillce there is 110 watershed map 
alld the propollellts dOli 't know whether there is all aquifer 01' perched water tables 01' other 
sOllrces o/grolllldwatel, they cali/lOt make sach £I blatalltly i/laccurate statemellt. There is 110 

data ill this DEIS that could be used to conclude "negligible to millor impacts to water 
resollrces." The propollents dOIl't have £Illy way 0/ kllowing whether "impacts £Ire localized 
alld the disturballce short term" (Jecause they have NOT dOlle £I CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
ANALYSIS/or impacts alld effects o/this project amI all other sllch projects ill the regioll. 

3.3.5 REFERENCES 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 1986. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Skamania 
County, Washington; Community Panel Number 530160 075 B. 

Haagen, Edward. 1990. Soil Survey of Skamania County Area, Washington. US Depmiment of 
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Washington Soil Survey Program. 
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the existing biological resources on the project site, including vegetation, 
habitat, wetlands, special status species, fish and other wildlife. It also considers the potential for 
impacts to biological resources as a result of construction and operation of the project, and 
mitigation measures designed to minimize those impacts. InfOlmation in this section is taken 
from the following background studies and reports: 

• Vegetation Technical Report: Saddleback Wind Project (CH2MHill, no date) (Appendix 
C-l) 
• Wetland Delineation RepOlt, Saddleback Wind Energy Project (CH2MHill2007) 
(Appendix C-2) 
• Rare Plant Survey RepOlt: Saddleback Wind Project (CH2MHill2003) (Appendix C-3) 
• Baseline Avian Use Surveys of the Project in Fall 2004, Summer 2006, and winter-spring 
2008-2009 (West Inc. 2009a) (Appendix C-4) 
• Final RepOli, Northern spotted owl, westem gray squirrel and nOlihem goshawk surveys 
conducted for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project (Turnstone 2004) (Appendix C5) 
• 2008 Final Report, Results of nOlthem spotted owl, western gray squirrel and nOlthern 
goshawk surveys conducted for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. (Turnstone 
2008) (Appendix C-6) 
• 2009 Report, Results of northem spotted owl, western gray squirrel and northern 
goshawk surveys conducted for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project. (Turnstone 
2009) (Appendix C-7) 
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• Bat Acoustic Studies for the Whistling Ridge Wind Resource Area in 2007 (West Inc. 
2008; Appendix C-8), 2008 (West Inc. 2009b; Appendix C-9), and 2009 (West Inc. 
2009c; Appendix C-l 0) 
• Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP 2003a, 2003b, 2009) 
• Discussions with representatives of Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife and 
USFWS 
• Supplemental wetland reconnaissance and special status plant surveys in May and July 
2009 

Comment: I am not all expel·t 011 the spotted owl issue, but wasil 't there a lawsuitjilecl ill 
Washillgtoll, D.C., by the Americall Forest Resource Coullcil, ill 2009, challellgillg the 
Departmellt of IlItel"ior's (Dol) u.s. Fish alld Wildlife Service (USFS) 2008 Northern Spotted 
Owl critical habitat designation? The U.S. Dol had made a cOllrt motioll askillg the cOllrt 
judge to remalld aml vacate the owl's critical habitat desigllatioll alld to remalld the recovelY 
plall 011 which the desigllatioll was made. The govemment's action was basically seeking to 
set aside the 2008 critical habitat desigllatioll. It was Dol Secretary of Illterior Kell Salazar 
who all/lOullced the withdrawal of the Western Oregoll Plall Revisiolls (WOPR) Records of 
Decisioll (RODs) 011 July 162009; at this same time he also alllloullced the govel"llmellt 
would also seek to have the critical habitat designatioll vacated. What is the statlls of tltis 
lawsuit as it regards to the spotted own critical habitat ill this regioll? BPA mllst do 
cumulative impact allalyses 0/1 the effects of its regiollal illfrastructure alld energy productioll 
facilities 011 the cl"itjcal habitats of the spotted owl (and other species). The DEIS, as far as I 
was able to see, does 1I0t address BPA's impacts 011 critical spotted habitat. This lIeeds to be 
remedied. 
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3.4.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.4.1.1 Regional Environment 

The project site is located in the Southern Washington Cascades Province, within the grand fir 
(Abies grandis) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) major vegetation zones (Franklin and 
Dyrness 1988). Topography in the area is characterized by generally accordant ridge crests, 
separated by steep, deeply dissected valleys. The prevailing climate is cool and wet. The 
majority of precipitation falls as snow, which may accumulate one to three meters during the 
winter season. The site is located on Underwood Mountain. Major drainages in the vicinity of the 
project site include the White Salmon Basin to the east and the Little White Salmon River Basins 
to the west, both of which drain to the Columbia River, which is located south ofthe project site. 

Comment: III sectioll 3.17, there is tllis statement about SIlOW: average of 9 illches of snow 
per year. Footnote 4. Which is the true stateitlent " ... StlOW, which may accumulate olle to 
three meters during the winter season" or "average of9 illches ofsllow per year"?? This does 
1I0t compute. Three to lIinefeet ofsllow is a lot dif!el'ellt thall 9 illches of snow. Meters of 
SIIOW meall more water erosion. Meters of SIIOW meall more SIIOW removal traffic. Meters of 
SIIOW could also mean lack of access to the willd turbilles when they have to be tied dowlI due 
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to high willds. What happells if the tec/lIlici([lls call't get to the willd turbilles alld the blades 
are subjected to high willds? Will they rip off? Will they go flyillg illto Ileighborillg 
properties? W/wt /wppells durillg high willds ([lid SIIOW se([soll? Wh([t's the st([lId([rd 
opel'([tillg procedure to be followed? The DEIS should ails weI' these questiolls ([lId address the 
issue of Sll ow. 

Historically, the project site was dominated by grand fir and Douglas-fir. The relative abundance 
of each of these coniferous species was driven by elevation, aspect, underlying soil, and previous 
disturbance histOtY (Franklin and Dyrness 1988). Mixed conifer and deciduous forest stands 
were present, typically following natural disturbance events. Deciduous forests also were 
present, composed mainly of alder (Alnus rubra, A. viridis ssp. sinuata), Pacific dogwood 
(Comus nuttallii), and big-leaf maple (Acermacrophyllmn). 

For the last century, the predominant land use in the area located between Underwood Mountain 
and the Little White Salmon River has been commercial forest production. Lands within the 
project site are privately owned, and have been actively-managed for timber for the last century. 
As a result of ongoing timber harvest, forests within the project site are now characterized by a 
mosaic of stand ages; however, average stand age has declined as a result of relatively short 
stand rotations. 

Changes in stand structure and complexity, patch size, and species distribution also have 
OCCUlTed. Forest management practices have resulted in a shift in species dominance to the 
commercially valuable Douglas-fir. Changes in stand structure and complexity, patch size, and 
species distribution also have occurred. Few large, old-growth conifers exist in the project 
vicinity, and there are no latc-successional stands or old forest habitats (using Washington Forest 
Practices habitat definition) within or adjacent to the site.S Canopy species within the corridor 
areas have been removed, and areas are managed to be devoid of shrub and tree species. 

Commellt: If SDS is sllch a pOOl' steward of their l([luls so that there is a mos([ic ofstalUl ages, 
few large, old growth cOllifers, ([lid 110 late successionai stmuls 01' oldforest habitats, thell I'm 
1I0t quite sure why we would trllst SDS to take care. of alUl protect the 1000+ acres 011 the 
proposed willd f([rm site ji'om furtherji'agmellt([tioll mul degr([datioll! SDS's p IIIpO/·ted 
reason for proposillg this windfarm is to help reduce the C02 footprint of the Pacific NW, 
Then wouldll't it be better if they were growillg more older alld bigger trees which have been 
scielltific([lly proven to store more C02 thell youllger trees? IlIste([d they h([ve all ([rea which 
has been Ilnder commercialforest production for the last century alld "avel'([ge stalld age has 
declined as a result of relatively short stalld rot([tiolls" ([lid probably the practice of cle([r
cuttillg, a practice tlwt should be prohibited ill active forest mall([gemellt, has not helped the 
stallds, either. 

The proposed turbine corridors have been forested recently in general confOtmance with 
established timber harvest schedules, and are connected by a network of existing forest roads. 
Four major BPA high voltage transmission lines, located in two corridors, cross the site. Canopy 
species within these two conidors have been removed, and areas are managed to be devoid of 
shrub and tree species. The project site contains a network of roads ranging in width from 
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approximately 8 to 20 feet. These roads are currently used to support logging activity and to 
access BP A transmission lines. 

5 "Adjacent" refers to defined as non-SDS lands that were within 1.8 mile of the proposed 
turbine strings andlor the two known northem spotted owl management areas (Mill and Moss 
Creek) north of the project site. 
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A Williams Northwest natural gas pipeline is located on the northern edge, their natural 
compressor station is located to the west, and cellular towers and communications facilities are 
located nearby. Resource mining in the area has left rock pits in places. As a result, the project 
area includes no native habitat and is pennanently committed to use by commercial foreslly 
operations and utility infrastructure. 

Comment: SO, where are the cumulative impact analyses for this apparently industrialized 
area? Jjall of this man-made infrastl"llcture exists ill this area, surely there are cumulative 
impacts alld they must be considered ill the broader context of cumulative regio/lal impacts 
am[ effects of jilrther illdustrializatioll-mld a wi/td farm is all imllistlY. 

Initial habitat, vegetation, and special status plant surveys were conducted within the Project site 
in 2003. Environmental assessments included a pre-field infonnation review and field surveys 
designed to classify habitats and identify special status plants that may occur within the project 
site. Supplemental habitat, vegetation, and special status plant surveys were conducted in 2009. 

3.4 .1.2 Habitats 

Habitat maps were created using DNR orthophotos from January 2002 and classified using the 
USFS Classification System (USFS 1985). Habitat maps were field-verified during the 2003 
survey season. These data were entered into a GIS database and used to calculate the total acres 
of each habitat type that would be crossed by the proposed project elements. The results of the 
habitat survey are provided in the Vegetation Technical Report (Appendix C-l). 

Five vegetation communities and wildlife habitats were identified within the project site: 

• Grass-forb stand (recent clearcuts) 
• Brushfieldlshrub stand 
• Conifer-hardwood forest 
• Conifer forest 
• Riparian-deciduous forest 

All five of the vegetation communities are part of a mosaic of habitat that comprises a 
commercial forest operation, as discussed in Section 3.4.1.1. Because of these man-made 
conditions, which result in frequent and repeated disturbance, the quality and value of the forest 
is generally considered low. Native tree species are used in timber production; however, they are 
not allowed to become mature forests prior to harvesting. Stand structure also is considered to be 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Falm DEIS C0111111ents 
27 August 2010 

49 



low quality with limited undergrowth of a few species. Weeds are present, especially in clear 
cuts, which are eventually cleared for regeneration. Patch size of forests are generally small, and 
bisected by numerous roads, transmission lines and other facilities for logging. Timber harvest 
rotations are ongoing; therefore, future quality of the habitat on the project site is also considered 
low. 

Grass-Forb Stand 

Grass-forb stands are defined as habitats where shmbs comprise less than 40 percent crown 
cover and are less than 5 feet tall (USFS 1985). This stand type typically occurs when a natural 
or anthropogenic disturbance such as a wildfire, wind, or timber harvest results in the removal or 
death of the majority of large trees, or when bmshfields are cleared for planting. These habitats 
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may be devoid of vegetation, or covered by herbaceous grasses and forbs. Tree regeneration in 
grass-forb stands is typically less than 5 feet tall and 40 percent crown cover. Grass-forb stands 
within the project site are located primarily in recently clearcut harvest areas. Vegetation in these 
areas is minimal and consists predominantly of weedy herbaceous species, including bull thistle 
(Cirsium vulgare), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), and dandelion (Taraxacum officinale). 
Coarse woody material, occasional slash piles, and large areas of bare ground are common in 
these areas. 

BrushfieldlSluub Stand 

Bmshfields are defined as the shmb-dominated habitats (USFS 1985). These habitats typically 
develop following cleat'cut harvest, or natural disturbance that may result in removal of 
vegetation. 

The majority of brush fields are young plantations that have been planted with Douglas-fir. The 
plantations typically have not reached the closed-canopy stage. Vegetation consists of remnant 
forest understory species, such as vine maple (Acer circinatum), Sitka alder, beaked hazelnut 
(Corylus cornuta var. califomica), serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), oceanspray (Holodiscus 
discolOl), bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), sword fern (Polystichum munitum), and early 
successional species such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus atmeniacus), fireweed (Epilobium 
angustifolium), common yarrow (Achillea millefolium), pearly everlasting (Anaphalis 
margaritacea), and grasses. Large amounts of bare soil, slash and other logging debris are 
common. 

Vegetation control has occurred in some areas as part of existing forest management practices. 
Control methods include herbicide application andlor mechanical control. Areas where 
vegetation management has occurred are visually and functionally different from areas where 
control has not been implemented. In areas where vegetation control has not occurred, dense vine 
maple thickets with occasional alder or Douglas-fir frequently occur. Patches of alder saplings, 
salmonberry (Rubus spectabilis), vine maple, red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa), 
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oceanspray, lupine (Lupinus spp.), Oregon oxalis (Oxalis oregana), and grass also may be 
present in these areas. Small diameter coarse woody material is common. 

Conifer-Hardwood Forest 

Conifer-hardwood forests within the project site are predominantly characterized by the presence 
of bigleaf maple and Douglas-fir, with some red alder. The forest stand condition is characterized 
as a multi-layer, closed sapling-pole forest (USFS 1985). Canopy height ranges from 40 to 60 
feet, and canopy closure is between 60 and 80 percent. The majority (~70 percent) of canopy 
cover results from the presence of Douglas-fir. The shrub layer is characterized by vine maple, 
salmonberry, thimblebelTY (Rubus parviflorus), red elderberry, beaked hazelnut, and Pacific 
dogwood. Density of the shrub layer is variable. The herbaceous layer is characterized by sword 
fern, trailing blackbelTY (Rubus ursinus), oxalis, grasses, and moss. Coarse woody material is 
generally low to moderate. Deciduous snags are more common than conifer snags; however, 
short well-decayed conifer snags may be present. 
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Conifer Forest 

Coniferous forests located within the project site are dominated by grand fir and Douglas-fir. 
Forest stand condition is primarily closed sapling-pole-sawtimber and large sawtimber. The 
diameter at breast height of pole-size conifers measures 8-12 inches. The diameter at breast 
height of sawtimber measures 12 to 23 inches. Closed sapling-pole-sawtimber stands are 
characterized by closed canopy, relative short live crowns, and exclusion of shrub species and 
many forb species. Coarse woody material in these stands is typically low, consisting mainly of 
remnants from historic forests. Snags are rare; however, small diameter snags become more 
common in the pole and sawtimber stages, as smaller individuals are out-competed. 

Large sawtimber is considered to be at least 21 inches diameter at breast height. Large 
sawtimber stands are characterized by within-stand differentiation of canopy species, the 
emergence of dominant trees, and a more diverse and multilayer understory composed of shrubs 
and forbs. Snags and coarse woody material are generally rare; however, this may vary 
depending on past harvest practices, stand management, and actual stand age. The majority of 
coniferous forests within the project site is managed for commercial timber production, and is 
replanted following harvest. Commercial timber lands are widespread throughout the vicinity of 
the project site. 

Riparian Deciduous Forest 

Riparian deciduous forests may develop in near-stream areas as a result of natural or 
anthropogenic disturbance. Riparian deciduous forest habitats are present within the project site 
in an area known as "Cedar Swamp." Historically this area was dominated by large, old-growth 
western redcedar (Thuja plicata); however, these trees have since been harvested. Cedar Swamp 
is now dominated by willow (Salix sp.) and cottonwood (Populus balsamifera), with scattered 
OCCUlTences of young western redcedar. Cedar Swamp is discussed further in Section 3.4.1.3. 
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The vegetation communities described above are common throughout the Southern Washington 
Cascades Province. In the proposed project site, these communities are maintained primarily 
through forest management. Because the projeCt is located within private commercial timber 
lands, existing forest management practices are expected to continue for the foreseeable future. 
The total acreage of each habitat type was calculated during the 2003 surveys; however, because 
of active forest rotation schedules, some of these areas have been harvested. Aerials photos from 
2009 were used to update the habitat maps from 2003 with recent timber harvests (Figure 3.4-1). 
The updated acreages of each habitat type can be found in Table 3.4-1. 

Grass-forb, brushfieldlshrub, and conifer forest habitat types are present along West Pit Road. 
However, the band along the road that is within the project bounds is too nanow to map on 
Figure 3.4-1. 
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33758687 142.cdr 

Figure 3.4-1 

Source: GeoDataScape. Habitat Types 

Table 3.4-1 
Habitat Types within the Project Site 

Habitat Type 
Area 
(acres) 
Grass-Forb Stand 522 
BrushfieldlShrub Stand 103 

. Conifer-Hardwood Forest 310 
Conifer Forest 209 
Riparian Deciduous Forest 8 
Total 1,152 

In addition, the Washington Depatiment ofFish and Wildlife (WDFW) Priority Habitats and 
Species database was searched for the area in and around the project site. No sensitive habitat 
features such as snags, talus, or Oregon white oak were identified in or within one mile of the 
project site. The project site is not located within any known wildlife conidor, flyway, foraging 
area, or migratory route. 

Comment: Just because "the project site is not located within any kllown wildlife cO/'l'idOlj 
fiyway,jol'llging area, 01' migl'lltory route" does not mean that these do not exist all site. The 
wllole Columbia Gorge region is a well known bird migl'lltion route so why would this area be 
exempt. Flying predators love ridges and ridges are where SDS proposes to put whirling death 
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blades which probably WOII't do the predators much good. I'm sure the Audoboll Society will 
be glad to provide SDS alld BPA witT/facts alldfigures ollmigratillg birds. 

3.4.1.3 Wetlands 

No wetlands or wetland indicators were identified within the project site study area (the turbine 
corridors and proposed access roadways). One wetland was identified outside the study area 
perimeter west of turbines CI-C4 (Figure 3.4-2). This wetland is labeled as "Cedar Swamp" on 
the USGS map and is listed as palustrine unconsolidated bottom, semi-permanently flooded, 
impounded (PUBFh) on the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) (Appendix C-2). 

Cedar Swamp is classified as a Category II wetland according to the Washington State Wetland 
Rating System for Eastern Washington (Ecology 2004). The standard wetland buffer for 
CategOlY II wetlands enforced by Skamania County is 100 feet. The Cedar Swamp wetland is 
over 150 feet from the nearest proposed turbine string or proposed road. 

A preliminary review of the NWI was conducted for the area encompassing the construction 
access. Results indicate that wetlands occur along SR 14 near White Salmon, Washington 
(Figures 3.4-3a and 3.4-3b). The NWI does not show the presence of wetlands along any of the 
local secondary and forest roads proposed to be used by the project. As the NWI is based on 
historic aerial photography interpretations, field investigations were conducted in May and July 
2009. These investigations confirmed that wetlands do not occur along the local secondmy and 
forest roads. See Section 3.3 for a discussion of surface water features such as streams. 
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33758687 _143.cdr 

Figure 3.4-2 

Source: GeoDataScape. Project Site Wetland 
31758687 155.cdr . -

Figure 3.4-3a 
Job No. 33758687 East Access Route NWI Wetlands 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Conditional Use Permit Application 33758687 _156.cdr 

Figure 3.4-3b 
'Job No. 33758687 West Access Route NWI Wetlands 

3.4.1.4 Special Status Plant Species 

Several sources were used to identify special-status plants that have been documented or have 
the potential to occur within the vicinity of the proposed project, including: 
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• Listed and Proposed Endangered and Threatened Species and Critical Habitat; Candidate 
Species; and Species ofConcem in Skamania County (USFWS 2009a) 
• A Washington Natural Heritage Program (WNHP) record search of known special status plant 
locations in the vicinity of the project site (WNHP 2003a and 2009) 
• Rare Plant List for Skamania County (WNHP 2003b and 2009) 

These data indicated that no federal-listed plant species are known to occur in the vicinity of the 
project site. However, four WNHP sensitive plants occur within 2 miles of the project site, 
including branching montia (N[ontia diffusa), Suksdorfs deselt parsley (Lomatium suksdorfii), 
Siskiyou false hellebore (Veratrum insolitum), and golden chinquapin (Chrysolepis 
cluysophylla). Two additional special status plant species are reported as historically occurring 
in the vicinity ofthe project site, including bolandra (Bolandra oregana) and white-top aster 
(Sericocarpus rigidus). Three occurrences of the Oregon white oakJIdaho fescue (Quercus 
garryanalFestuca idahoensis) vegetation community, a WNHP high-quality plant community, are 
documented within 2 miles of the project site (WNHP 2003a and 2009). These are located along 
the Columbia and White Salmon Rivers. 

Initial surveys were conducted in May and June 2003, and followed methods described in the US 
Bureau of Land Management Survey Protocols for Survey and Manage Strategy 2 Vascular 
Plants (Whiteaker et al. 1998). Survey dates were selected to encompass all or a portion of the 
blooming times of all special status plants potentially OCCUlTing in the project site. SUlveys were 
conducted within a 300-foot corridor centered on proposed turbine strings and associated access 
roads, and a 100-foot corridor centered on existing roadways that were identified as needing 
improvement (Figure 3-4-4). Special status plant sUlveys also were conducted in proposed 
locations for the Operations and Maintenance facility, substation, and staging areas. During the 
2003 surveys, no special status plant species or plant communities were detected on the project 
site. A detailed account of survey methods and results, as well as a list of plant species obselved 
during vegetation sUlveys, can be found in Appendix C-3. 

Because turbine locations were changed fl'om the initial alignment, field sUlveys conducted prior 
to the March 2009 Application submittal did not cover 100 percent of the proposed project area. 
Additional sUlveys were conducted in May and July 2009 to supplement the previous studies and 
included West Pit Road and underground cable routes where potential special status plant habitat 
could exist (Figure 3.4-4). During this survey, two WNHP Watch List species were observed 
within the project area: phantom orchid (Cephalanthera austiniae) and gnome plant (Hemitomes 
congestum). Watch List species are afforded no protection by any agency. Most species on the 
Watch List are no longer actively tracked because they were found to be more abundant than 
previously thought. 
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Figure 3.4-4 
Job No. 337586872003-2006,2009 Rare Plant Survey Areas 
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3.4.1.5 Special Status Wildlife Species 

Seven special-status wildlife species are known to occur within the vicinity of the proposed 
project: bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), nOlthern 
goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), pileated woodpecker (Dryocopus pileatus), Vaux's swift (Chaetura 
vauxi), olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi) .and western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus). 
One species, the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina), has been surveyed extensively 
within the project area and never detected and is therefore considered not to occur. Two 
additional special status species, Keen's myotis (Myotis keenii) and Townsend's big-eared 

bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), may occur but have not been identified in prior surveys. These 
species are summarized in Table 3.4-2. This section provides a detailed account of each species, 
their status within the project area, and a summary of surveys conducted within the project area. 

Table 3.4-2 
Federal and State Special Status Species 
with the Potential to Occur in the Vicinity of the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project Site 

Common Name Scientific Name Washington StateStatus 
Federal Status Potential to Occur 

BIRDS 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Sensitive Species of Concern, 
Bald Eagle Protection Act 
Known to Occur 
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos' Candidate Bald Eagle Protection Act 
Known to Occur 
NOlthern goshawk Accipiter gentilis Candidate Species of Concern Known to Occur 
Northern spotted owl Strix occidentalis cam'ina Endangered Threatened Does not Occur 
Olive-sided flycatcher Contopus cooperi -Species of Concern Known to Occur 
Pileated woodpecker Dryocopus pileatus Candidate -Known to Occur 
Vaux's swift Chaetura vauxi Candidate -Known to Occur 

MAMMALS 
Western gray squiITel Sciurus griseus Threatened Species of Concern Known to Occur 
Keen's myotis Myotis keenii Candidate -May Occur 
Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii Candidate Species of Concern May Occur 

Bald Eagle 

The bald eagle is a state and federal species of concern, and also protected under the Bald Eagle 
Protection Act of 1940 (16 United States Code [USC] 668-668d, 54 Stat 250) which prohibits 
the taking, possession and commerce of such eagles. In Washington, bald eagles are year-round 
residents. In addition, many bald eagles from northern areas migrate south to Washington during 
the winter. In Washington they occur generally in coastal waters or near large inland lakes or 
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rivers. They are considered "fairly common" during the winter near the project site, but likely 
occur nearby year round (BirdWeb 2009). The Columbia River is approximately two miles south 
of the project site, and the White Salmon River is approximately three miles east of the project 
site. These are the two nearest likely foraging locations for bald eagles. One bald eagle was 
recorded on the project site in 2009 during surveys for northem goshawk. In addition, three 
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bald eagles were observed during the winter of2008-2009 during baseline avian surveys. Two 
were observed flying within the rotor-swept area, and one below. 

Golden Eagle 

The golden eagle is a Candidate under the Endangered Species Act and also protected under the 
Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 USC 668-668d, 54 Stat. 250) which prohibits the taking, 
possession and commerce of such eagles. In Washington, golden eagles are year-round residents, 
primarily in the eastern part of the state. The project area is at the westernmost edge of their 
year-round distribution, where they are considered "uncommon" (BirdWeb 2009). Golden eagles 
require open areas with large, rocky cliffs or large trees. They are often found in alpine parkland 
and mid-elevation clear-cuts, as well as slU'ub-steppe area and open forests. Although they soar at 
high altitudes, they drop down to the ground to capture prey. They prey on mid-sized mammals 
such as marmots, rabbits, ground squirrels, and birds. 

Two golden eagles were recorded during the fall of2004. The timing of this observation was 
consistent with localized or longer distance migration of this species in the fall. One was 
observed flying at a height within the rotor-swept area, and one was observed flying above the 
rotor-swept area. None were recorded during the summer of 2006 during baseline avian studies 
in the project area, which is consistent with the project site being outside of the species breeding 
distribution. 

Comment: So, bald eagles and golden eagles, both under protectionjrom the Federal 
government, were observed in the project area. They could be subject to lethal harm from the 
whiding blades of the turbines. Where is the de minimis analysis of any "taking" that would 
resultfrom this project? 
There is a troubling attitude among some of the public and among some officials that it's okay 
if birds get killed because energy is being produced and we humans need energy. Well, it's not 
okay ifbirds get killed. There are cumulative impacts to the entirefood chain when predators 
are killed off. Trophic cascade effect anyone? We humalls do Iwt exist on this planet in a 
vacuum. EvelJ'thing and all life and life's processes w'e interconnected. 

Northem Goshawk 

The northern goshawk is categorized as a "species of concern" by the USFWS, and as a "listing 
candidate" for sensitive, threatened or endangered species by the State of Washington. 
Goshawks inhabit a wide variety of forest habitats, including true fir (red fir, white fir, and 
subalpine fir), mixed conifer, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, montane riparian 
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deciduous forest and Douglas-fir. Goshawk nest sites tend to be associated with patches of 
relatively large, dense forest; however, home ranges often consist of a wide range offorest age 
classes and conditions. Nest sites tend to be positively correlated with proximity to water or 
meadow habitat, forest openings, level terrain or "benches," northerly aspects and patches of 
larger, denser trees, although variation in habitat associations does occur (USFS 2002). 
Although they inhabit and hunt dense forest sites, they also hunt in open areas. They hunt on the 
wing, and by swooping down on ground-dwelling prey. 

In Washington State, goshawks occur year-round and in some areas only during the non
breeding seasons. The project site is located in an area where either may occur, and the eastern 
slope of the Cascades is considered the most common place to find this "uncollllJlon" species 
(BirdWeb 2009). This species is generally non-migratory. Some birds move to lower elevations 
in the winter. 

Northern goshawks were recorded during avian surveys during the fall of 2004 and the summer 
of2006. A total offive individuals were sighted; two during the fall and three during the 
SUllllJler (Figure 3.4-5). They were observed flying both within and above the rotor-swept height 
during.sul'veys. Results of these surveys are detailed in Appendix C-4. 
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In response to the baseline data, and in order to better understand these sightings, the Applicant 
COllllJlenced multi-year, species- and season-specific biological surveys for NOlihern Goshawk. 
These surveys were developed based on best available survey protocols described below, and in 
consultation with WDFW. NOlihem goshawk surveys were conducted during the spring and 
summer seasons in 2004, 2008, and 2009, which are the time of year when goshawks would be 
most expected to occur. Surveys occurred on properties managed by SDS, Broughton Lumber 
and adjacent private land. 

In 2004, protocol-level surveys were conducted in suitable habitat located in four core project 
sections, including the provincial home range radius of 0.5 mile around the core area (see Map 7, 
Appendix C-5). Suitable habitat was identified using topographic maps and aerial photography. 
Survey stations were establish at 0.2-mile intelvals on roads and trails located in suitable habitat 
within 0.5 mile of a proposed wind turbine location. Potential goshawk habitat was surveyed in 
accordance with "Survey Methodology for Northem Goshawks in the Pacific Southwest Region" 
(USFS 2002). Two rounds of surveys were completed, including 185 calling stations each time. 
Ail raptor species responses detected during surveys also were recorded. No Northern Goshawks 
were recorded during the 2004 surveys. Detailed methodology and results for northern goshawk 
surveys can be found in Appendix C-5. 

In 2008, the potential survey area for the norther!). goshawk was determined by protocol 
parameters outlined in the NOlihern Goshawk Inventory and Monitoring Technical Guide (U8FS 
2006), consultation with WDFW biologists, and GIS analysis. The survey area was established 
by placing a ISO-foot buffer around the turbine string layout, and then adding an additional 2,624 
foot buffer per protocol (see map in Appendix C-6). Forest stands with greatest potential to 
contain suitable habitat structure and composition to support northem goshawk were identified 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Conmlents 
27 August 2010 

57 



using GIS data and aerial photographs. Criteria for selecting stands included stand age greater 
than 25 years, and an average tree diameter at breast height of at least 12 inches. Based on these 
criteria, 1,100 acres was identified for surveys (Figure 3.4-5). 

It was determined that the "Broadcast Acoustical Survey" methodology would be used for a two
year survey effOlt (2008 and 2009). Biologists completed two protocol surveys at 136 calling 
stations during the 2008 goshawk survey season. The first survey was conducted during the 
nesting period, and the second during the fledgling period. No nOlthern goshawk responses were 
documented during either of the two site visits in 2008. In 2009, in addition to the two rounds of 
Broadcast Acoustical Surveys, two rounds of "Intensive Search" surveys were completed. These 
surveys were conducted where the turbine alignment extended nOlth from prior project design. 
No goshawks were recorded during either type of surveys in 2009. Detailed methodology and 
results for 2008 can be found in Appendix C-6. The full methods and results for the 2009 
surveys can be found in Appendix C-7. 
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Figure 3.4-5 
Job No. 337586872008-2009 NOlthern Goshawk Survey Locations 

NOlthern Spotted Owl 

The Applicant conducted surveys and analysis to confirm the absence of northern spotted owls or 
spotted owl activity centers in the vicinity of the proposed project. Additionally, the Applicant 
coordinated and met with USFWS regarding its sUlveys and analysis for the nOlthern spotted 
owl. 

On April 9, 2009, the Applicant met with the USFWS to discuss the proposed project. On May 
14,2009, the USFWS met the Applicant at the site for a site visit. On July 13,2009 and 
September 14, 2009, the Applicant met with USFWS to further discuss the studies that have been 
performed for northern spotted owl. This section documents all the infOl1llation that Whistling 
Ridge Energy LLC obtained fi'om its discussions with USFWS and the surveys and analysis 
conducted by SDS. 

As detailed below, extensive surveys indicate that neither nOlthern spotted owls nor nOlthern 
spotted owl activity centers are present in or around the proposed project area. In addition, the 
project would not be located within a habitat area designated as critical or identified as essential 
to owl recovery. Given the extensive survey record confirming the absence of nOlthern spotted 
owls, the proposed the Project will not pose a risk of taking northern spotted owls under the 
Endangered Species Act Section 9 and its regulations (50 CFR § 17.3). 

Northern Spotted Owl Distribution and Status 

The northern spotted owl is one of tln'ee spotted owl subspecies, and the only one found in 
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Washington State. They are distributed from extreme southwestem British Columbia to northem 
Califomia. In Washington State, they inhabit the Eastem and Westem Cascades, Westem 
Lowlands and Olympic Peninsula Provinces. Within these regions, northem spotted owls are 
associated with a variety of areas containing suitable habitat for nesting, roosting, foraging and 
dispersal. They prefer foreSt habitats characterized by multi-layered canopy and a high incidence 
of large trees that provide suitable structure for nesting and roosting. They have large home 
ranges and use large tracts ofland containing late successional forests. Fragmented forest 
habitats may be used for dispersal and foraging. They will nest in stick nests of northem 
goshawks, on clumps of mistletoe, in large tree cavities, on broken tops of large trees, or on large 
branches or cavities in bands and rock faces. 

NOlihem spotted owls are designated as threatened under the Endangered Species Act (16 USC 
§§ 1531-1544), as well as under Washington State law (WAC 232-12-297). Because they are 
listed under the Endangered Species Act, USFWS has designated nOlihem spotted owl critical 
habitat and issued a nOlihern spotted owl recovery plan (USFWS 2008). In addition, the 
Endangered Species Act prohibits the "take" of northern spotted owls, which includes modifying 
habitat in a manner that impairs significant behavioral pattems and results in actually killing or 
injuring an animal (50 CFR § 17.3). 

As described in detail below, the project is not located within habitat designated as critical or 
identified as essential to nOlihe11l spotted owl recovery. In addition, the owls prefer forest 
habitats characterized by multi-layered canopy, and a high incidence of large trees that provide 
suitable structure for nesting and roosting. No such forests are present within the project site. 
Most importantly, however, extensive surveys following USFWS protocol indicate that the 
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project is not sited in or near northe11l spotted owls or spotted owl activity centers. Two 
historical nesting sites on public lands near the property have not been used in over six and eight 
years, respectively, and are therefore no longer considered occupied site centers pursuant to 
USFWS protocol and state law. Based on these facts, this analysis concludes that northe11l 
spotted owls will not be "taken" by the proposed project. 

Survey HistOlY and Description 

The Applicant contracted with Turnstone Environmental Consultants (Tu11lstone) to conduct 
wildlife investigations on the proposed project site. Surveys were conducted in 2003, 2004, 
2008 and 2009, and all surveys followed the Protocol for Surveying Proposed Management 
Activities that May Impact NOlihern Spotted Owls (USFWS 1992). In addition, the National 
Council for Air and Stream Improvement (NCASI) surveyed historical activity centers near the 
project site each year since 1994, the last six years of which were under contract with the DNR. 
These surveys were conducted in suppOli of an ongoing owl demography monitoring study and, 
while focused on the same activity centers, placed more emphasis on the nest cores. Table 3.4-3 
summarizes the survey results. 

Table 3.4-3 
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Whistling Ridge Energy Project Site SUlyey Results for 
Northem Spotted Owl at the Mill Creek Core Areas 

Year Mill Creek Core Survey Results Moss Creek Core Survey Re.sults 
Spotted Owl Barred Owl Spotted Owl Barred Owl 
2009 no response male observed no response pair observed 
2008 no response male & female 
observed 
no response pair observed 
2004 no response present* no response present* 
2003 no response present* no response no i'esponse 

* = SUlyeyor unable to determine sex of barred owl detected. 
Project Area Surveys. Surveys were conducted in suitable habitat located in and adjacent to the 
proposed project site, and included two historical spotted owl activity centers, discussed in 
further detail below. Suitable habitat was conservatively defined as stands with 12-inch diameter 
at breast height and greater with a canopy cover of 60 percent or greater6. Suitable habitat was 
identified using topographic maps, aerial photography, and stand classification data from 
Whistling Ridge Energy LLC. Figure 3.4-6 indicates the location of survey calling stations. 

6 Features that support nesting and roosting typically include a moderate to high canopy closure 
(60 to 90 
percent); a multilayered, multi-species canopy with large overstory trees (with diameter at breast 
height greater than 30 inches); a high incidence oflarge trees with various deformities (large 
cavities, broken tops, mistletoe infections, and other evidence of decadence); large snags; large 
accumulations of fallen trees and other woody debris on the ground; and sufficient open space 
below the canopy for spotted owls to fly (Thomas et al. 1990.) 
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Figure 3.4-6 
Job No. 337586872008-2009 Spotted Owl Calling Points 

During the 2003-2004 survey periods, the project site was surveyed from March-July 2003 
using the one-year survey methodology, and from March-August 2004 using the two-year 
survey methodology. USFWS protocol allows a six-visit survey followed by three-visit survey 
over two years to rule out northem spotted owls for the following two years (USFWS 1992). No 
northern spotted owls were detected during the 2003-2004 surveys. See Maps 1 thwugh5 in 
Appendix C-5 for 2004 survey locations. 

More recent northem spotted owl surveys were conducted fwmMay-July 2008 and May
August 2009 (Appendices C-6 and C-7). Surveys were conducted using the USFWS protocol 
two-year survey methodology, which requires a minimum of three visits for two consecutive 
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years in order to detennine presence or absence (USFWS 1992). Surveys were implemented in 
all potentially suitable habitat located within a 1.8-mile radius of the corridor. This area totaled 
14,901 acres. The survey area also included the historical activity centers discussed below, 
which expanded the survey area by 7,222 acres. No n0l1hem spotted owls were detected in 
either the survey area or historical activity centers in the ?008-2009 surveys. 

The project's proposed layout was finalized in October 2008 and included additions to proposed 
turbine strings, removal of previously proposed turbines, and identification of areas requiring 
improved roadways. Changes to the project layout resulted in lands added to the project area 
that, in some cases, were not included in wildlife surveys conducted prior to October 2008. The 
final turbine alignment did expand the area requiring owl surveys; however, because the survey 
area had included spotted owl activity centers located at the northem reach of the proposed 
project site, the area was accounted for in the 2008 and 2009 surveys. 

Historical Activity Centers. Two historical northern spotted owl activity centers, Mill Creek 
(master site no. 0991) and Moss Creek (master site no. 1003), are located near the project site 
(Figure 3.4-6). The nest cores of both activity centers are located on public lands managed by 
DNR and USFS. The Mill Creek activity center is composed of contiguous but scattered 
northem spotted owl habitat located on private and DNR lands. This site was designated in 
1992, and the last known spotted owls were a non-nesting pair seen in 2000 (Table 3.4-4 and T. 
Flemming, personal communication.). Since 2000, neither the surveys conducted by Whistling 
Ridge Energy LLC nor DNRlNCASI have found northem spotted owls. 

The Moss Creek activity center is composed of patchily distributed northern spotted owl habitat 
and a mix of 11Iral residential lands, industrial timberland, and lands administered by DNR and 
USFS. This activity center was established in 1994 and the last known spotted owl was a male 
detected in 2002 (Table 3.4-4). Since that time, the Turnstone and DNR surveys have not 
resulted in any detections. 

The longstanding absence of any northem spotted owls at these locations suggests that these 
historic site centers likely no longer qualify for special protection. As of January 1,2009, an site 
center is defined under WAC as the location of status 1, 2 or 3 nOlihem spotted owls, where 
status I means a male and female owl pair (i.e., observed in proximity to each other, a female 
detected on a nest, or one or both adults observed with young); status 2 means a male and female 
owl where pair status cannot be determined; and status 3 means either (a) "the presence or 
response of a single owl within the same general area on three or more occasions within a 
breeding season" where there is no response by an owl of the opposite sex after a complete 
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survey, or (b) three or more responses over several years (WAC 222-16-010). Only sites 
documented in substantial compliance with WDFW protocols and quality control methods will 
be considered site centers (WAC 222-16-010). 

Table 3.4-4 
DNRlNCASI Mill Creek and Moss Creek Owl Data 
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Year Mill Creek (T4N RIOE) Moss Creek Campground (T4N R9E) 
Spotted Owl Barred Owl Spotted Owl Barred Owl 
2008 no response pair no response male 
2007 no response no response no response male 
2006 no response pair no response male 
2005 no response male no response pair 
2004 no response pair no response pair + 1 juvenile 
2003 no response no response no response no response 
2002 no response male male pair + 1 juvenile 
2001 no response -no response -
2000 pair -nest -

Source: Washington Depat1ment of Natural Resources (T. Flemming, personal communication). 
2003-2008 surveys conducted by 
NCASI pursuant to DNR contract; 2000-2002 survey data provided to DNR by NCASI. 

No surveys-whether in substantial compliance with WDFW protocols or otherwise-have 
documented status 1,2 or 3 owls on the Mill Creek or Moss Creek sites since January 1,2009, 
when the new rule became effective. Fm1hermore, the Turnstone and DNRlNCASI surveys 
affirmatively documented the absence of northern spotted owl site centers at these locations. 
Therefore, the Mill Creek and Moss Creek locations do not meet the definition of a site center 
under Washington regulations. Even if they did, they should qualify for dece11ification under the 
interim decertification rules passed by the Washington Forest Practices Board7. 

Similarly, the USFWS protocol allows a historical activity center to be considered unoccupied if 
no owl responses are obtained after three years of surveys using protocol guidelines (USFWS 
1992). These surveys do not need to be consecutive; the protocol anticipates that surveys will be 
conducted in one- or two-year increments (not tln·ee). In any case, however, the DNRlNCASI 
surveys of the Moss Creek and Mill Creek centers were conducted annually and obtained no 
responses over six and eight years, respectively. Based on the collective Turnstone and 
DNRlNCASI surveys, these centers should therefore be considered unoccupied pursuant to the 
USFWS protocol. . 

Barred Owl Concerns. During the 2003-2004 and 2008-2009 project area surveys described 
above, only barred owls were detected. In addition, Whistling Ridge Energy LLC learned that 
the USFWS is in the process of revising its protocol for 2010 to include special guidance for 
conducting surveys where hatTed owls are detected. After the 2008 surveys, the Applicant 
consulted with USFWS, and was instructed to follow existing survey protocol (K. Berg, personal 
communication). The Applicant did so, but also incorporated USFWS's suggestion that 

7 See Washington State Register 09-02-202 (amending WAC 222-l6-080(6)(b) (re-promulgated 
in Washington State Register 09-10-012 [Apri124, 2009]) (emergency rule effective for 2009 
calendar year establishing "spotted owl conservation advisory group" to determine whether 
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notthern spotted owl site center need be maintained based on surveys demonstrating absence of 
the owls). 
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biologists visit core areas during the day to look for northern spotted owls, which might not 
respond in the presence of barred owls. Biologists conducted three day-time site visits over the 
seasonal breeding window in 2009 but did not detect any northern spotted owls. 

NSO Habitat Designations 

Federal and state habitat designations can be useful in characterizing the impOltance of certain 
areas to spotted owl life cycles and recovery. In this case, as described in the subsections below, 
the project would not be located in the areas designated as most critical to nOlthern spotted owls 
or identified as essential to their recovery. The project would be located within a state-delineated 
management area, but the absence of a site center means that management restrictions would not 
be applicable to the project site. 

Managed Owl Conservation Area and Designated Critical Habitat Area. The USFWS released 
its Final Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl in 2008 (USFWS 2008), which 
recommends a network of habitat blocks, or managed owl conservation areas (MOCAs), on 
federal lands in the west-side provinces in the northern spotted owl range. MOCAs were 
designated to cOl1'espond to the owl's full geographic distribution. The recovery plan's strategy 
focuses on managing MOCAs to SUppOlt self-sustaining populations of 15 to 20 spotted owl 
pairs, as well as spacing and managing areas between MOCAs to permit owl movement between 
and among MOCAs (USFWS 2008). The revised critical habitat designation, also issued in 
2008, concluded that the MOCA network is "sufficient to achieve the recovery" of northern 
spotted owls and designated only those lands as critical (73 Federal Register page 47,328). The 
project site is not located within, adjacent to, or between federally designated MOCAs or, 
therefore, corresponding designated nOlthern spotted owl critical habitat (Figure 3.4-7). 

Conservation Support Area. In the final recovery plan, USFWS delineated Conservation 
SuppOtt Areas (CSAs) to SUppOlt designated MOCAs. CSAs are areas between or adjacent to 
MOCAs where habitat contributions made by private, state or federal land managers "are 
expected to increase the likelihood that [spotted owl] recovety is achieved, shotten the time 
needed to achieve recovery, and/or reduce management risks ... " (USFWS 2008). In Washington 
State alone, theUSFWS delineated 2,163,453 acres as CSA habitat. 

The proposed project site is located within the Klickitat CSA, a 425,114-acre mix of private, 
state and federal lands (Figure 3.4-7). The project site's location within a CSA does not mean 
that spotted owls are present in the project area, or that modification of the area will compromise 
owl recovery. As the USFWS explained in excluding CSAs from designated critical habitat, 
"although recognized as potentially helpful in achieving recovery plan goals, these areas were 
not considered essential to the conservation of the species" (73 Federal Register page 47,331). 
Although CSAs are not unimpottant, the recovety criteria for northern spotted owl populations 
"do not require the contributions of [CSAs] as an essential component of recovery" (USFWS 
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2008). Moreover, to the extent CSA lands provide an important function in supporting the 
MOCA network, it is worth noting that the project site constitutes just 0.27 percent of Klickitat 
CSA lands and 0.053 percent of Washington CSA lands. . 
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Figure 3.4-7 

Source: 2008 Final Spotted Owl Recovery Plan (USFWS 2008). Map of Spotted Owl MOCAs 
and CSAs 

Spotted Owl Special Emphasis Area. In 1996, Washington State finalized a rule identifying ten 
spotted owl special emphasis areas (SOSEAs) to complement protections provided by the 
Northwest Forest Plan. The proposed project is located in the southernmost p011ion of the White 
Salmon SOSEA which, like the Klickitat CSA, was delineated with the goal of providing 
demographic supp0l1 (WAC 222-16-086[10]). In such areas, any suitable spotted owl habitat 
should be maintained (WAC 222-10-041 [1)). More specifically, all suitable habitat within 0.7 
mile of a site center plus 2,605 acres (approximately 40 percent) of suitable habitat within the 
median home range circle (a 1.8 mile radius) is assumed necessary to maintain the site center's 
viability (WAC 222.10.041 [4]). This 40 percent suitable habitat level corresponds with USFWS 
research on the level of habitat necessary to avoid take and support recovery8. According to 
DNR, both the Mill Creek and Moss Creek site centers exceed 40 percent of the suitable 
habitat9. 

The proposed project will not alter that fact. Therefore, the SOSEA limitations on habitat use or 
modifications do not restrict use of the project site as a wind turbine energy facility (WAC 
222.10.041[4]). Forest practices within a SOSEA are therefore allowed to proceed so long as 
they do not affect the 40 percent suitable habitat threshold. 

Habitat Conservation Plans. A review ofUSFWS habitat conservation plans issued in the 
Pacific region indicates that there are no spotted owl-related habitat conservation plans 
applicable in or near the project area (USFWS 2009b). 

The Applicant has sited the proposed project to avoid habitat areas deemed critical to northern 
spotted owls or essential to their recovery. Surveys conducted pursuant to USFWS protocol 
indicate that spotted owls are not present in or near the project, and that nearby historical sites 
are no longer occupied pursuant to USFWS protocol or state law. Because there are no spotted 
owls or activity centers present in the project area, no project impacts to nOliliern spotted owls 
are expected. Finally, the project would not affect the White Salmon SOSEA's 40 percent 
suitable habitat level and therefore is not restricted by Washington's forest practice regulations. 
Given the extensive record and review, this project does not pose a risk of taking northem 
spotted owls under The Endangered Species Act Section 9. 
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Olive-Sided Flycatcher 

The olive-sided flycatcher is considered a federal species of concem. This species occurs in 
forest habitat and adjacent cleared areas such as burned areas or clear cuts. They perch high in 
treetops and catches insect prey on the wing in cleared areas. They breed in Washington State 
and also migrate through during August to areas in South America. The olive-sided flycatcher is 
considered a fairly common breeder in the area encompassed by the project site (BirdWeb 2009). 
There were 21 birds observed during SlUnmer 2006 avian surveys, and six recorded during the 
spring of2009. All 21 observed in 2006 were within the rotor-swept area; it is not reported in 
2009 how many were in the rotor-swept area. None were recorded during the fall of2004 or the 
winter of2008-2009 (Appendix C-4). 

8 See 61 Federal Register 21,426,21,428 (May 10, 1996) (proposed 4(d) rulefor northem 
spotted owls 
setting 40 percent target); USFWS (2008) Appendix C at 77 (targeting 35-40 percent). 

9 Data provided by DNR which shows Mill Creek at 48 percent and Moss Creek at 55 percent (J. 
Helman, personal communication) 
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Pileated Woodpecker 

The pileated woodpecker is considered a Washington State Candidate for listing. This species 
occurs in all forest types as long as large trees exist for nesting and foraging. Old-growth and 
mature forest therefore are a common association. In Washington, pileated woodpeckers occur 
year round but are uncolJllJlon in the vicinity ofthe project site. They are more common west of 
the Cascades. During avian surveys in the project area, six pileated woodpeckers were recorded 
in the fall, two during the winter, seven during the spring, and none in the sUlJllJler. None 
occurred within the rotor-swept area (Appendix C-4). 

Vaux's Swift 

Vaux's swift is considered a Washington State Candidate for listing. It typically occurs in 
coniferous or mixed forest of mature age where snags are available for roosting and nesting. 
They forage for insects in flight in open sky, typically above woodlands or bodies of water. In 
Washington, Vaux's swift breeds widely, and the projectsite is considered within the range of 
common occurrence for the species. They migrate south during the fall. During fall 2004 avian 
surveys, 15 Vaux's swifts were recorded in three groups, 87 percent of which occurred within 
the rotor-swept area. Four were recorded in two groups during the summer of 2006, all of which 
occurred within the rotor-swept area. Eleven were recorded during the SlUllmer of2009; the 
number within the rotor-swept area was not reported in this study (Appendix C-4). 

Westem Gray Squirrel 
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The western gray squirrel is listed as a "threatened" species by WDFW. In Washington, western 
gray squil1'el distribution has been reduced to three geographically isolated populations: the 
"Puget Trough" population, centered in Thurston and Pierce counties, the "South Cascades" 
population, located in eastern Skamania County, Klickitat and Yakima Counties, and the "North 
Cascades" population, located in Chelan and Okanogan Counties. Western gray squirrels are 
arboreal species. Although they forage on the ground, this species rarely strays far from trees. 
They use tree canopies for cover and nesting. Western gray squirrels prefer areas where 
contiguous tree canopy allows arboreal travel in a minimum of a 198 feet (60 meters) radius 
around the nest (Ryan and Carey 1995). Western gray squirrels are diurnal species, with most 
activity occUlTing during morning hours. This species is most active during August and 
September, when this species is collecting and storing food for winter (Ryan and Carey 1995). 
The principal food source for the gray squitTel is acorns; however, conifer seeds are also eaten 
(Dalquest 1948). While pine nuts and acorns are considered essential foods for accumulating 
body fat in preparation for winter, green vegetation, seeds, nuts, fleshy fruits, and mushrooms . 
also are consumed (WDW 1993, Cal1'away and Veils 1994, Ryan and Carey 1995). 

Westemgray squirrel surveys were implemented by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC on lands 
located in and adjacent to the project site in 2004,2008, and 2009 (Figure 3.4-8). Surveys 
conducted in 2004 included a general search for western gray squil1'els and nests while 
conducting northern goshawk station placement and surveys. Two adult western gray squil1'els 
were identified during that effort. 
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Figure 3.4-8 
Job No. 33758687 Western Gray Squirrel Survey Areas 

An additional protocol survey was completed following methods described in Surveys for 
western gray squil1'el nests on sites harvested under approved forest practice guidelines: analysis 
of nest use and operator compliance (Van der Haegen et al. 2004). No western gray squirrels 
were detected during protocol surveys. Detailed methodology and results for western gray 
squil1'el surveys in 2004 can be found in Appendix C-5. 

Additional western gray squirrel surveys were completed by Whistling Ridge Energy LLC in 
2008 and 2009. Prior to implementing field surveys, the Applicant consulted with a WDFW 
biologist to identify survey criteria and methodology. It was determined that gray squil1'e1s 
surveys should be performed in areas where project activities would result in the removal of 
potential westem gray squil1'el habitat or structural modification (i.e., stand thinning), and these 
surveys should include unaltered habitat within 400 feet of potential disturbance. 

An area consisting of a 1,050-foot buffer around the proposed turbine layout to account for lands 
that may be affected by the project, and also the 400-foot buffer of undisturbed lands, was 
identified for potential survey. This area included 1,420 acres; however, only 738 acres were 
identified as potentially suitable to support western gray squirrel (Figure 3.4-8). Surveys were 
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conducted following methods described by Van der Haegen, Van Leuven, and Anderson (2004). 
Surveyors searched for individuals and nests, focusing mainly on gray squilTels, but also noting 
other species. When possible, historical use by westem gray squilTels was detelmined. No gray 
squilTels or nests were detected during these surveys in 2008 or 2009. Detailed methodology and 
results can be found in Appendices C-6 and C-7. 

Keen's Myotis 

Keen's bat is considered a Washington State Candidate for listing. In Washington, this species is 
recorded as occurring on the Olympic Peninsula and Cascade Mountains (BCI 2009). The 
project site is likely on the very edge of the distribution range for Keen's myotis. Although little 
is known about this species, it is believed to rely on old-growth forests. Keen's myotis likely 
roosts in tree cavities and forages in dense coniferous forests. Bat surveys conducted during 
2007, 2008, and 2009 (Appendices C-8, C-9, and C-I 0) did not have the ability to detect 
individual species of bats. Instead, bats are grouped into species with either "high-frequency" 
calls or "low-frequency" calls. Keen's myotis is considered PaIt of the "high-frequency" group. 
Based on the lack of detailed information of this species life history and habitat requirements and 
nature of the bat surveys conducted it is difficult to conclude with celiainty what the likelihood 
of Keen's bats occurring on the project site. However, due to the lack of old-growth or mature' 
forest types within the project area and the predominant commercial forestry use of the property, 
the likelihood of OCCUlTence on the site is considered to be low. 

Townsend's Big-Eared Bat 

Townsend's big-eared bat is a federal species of concem and a Washington state candidate for 
listing. Its distribution spans the westem US, and occurs primarily in desert scrub and pine forest 
regions (BCI 2009). In the spring and summer, females fonn matemity colonies in mines, caves 
or buildings. In winter they hibemate in caves and abandoned mines. These matemity and 
roosting locations are sensitive to disturbance. It forages after dark in upland areas. Bat surveys 
conducted on the project site during 2007, 2008, and 2009 (Appendices C-8, C-9, and C-l 0) did 
not have the ability to detect individual species of bats. Instead, bats are grouped into species 

Comment: Tflis is inadequate data amI analysis and should be redone using tlte best available 
science techniques to gather enough data on this particular species so that a thorough 
analysis of its habitat and numbers can be made. 
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with either "high-frequency" calls or "low-frequency" calls. Townsend's big-eared bat is 
considered part of the "low-frequency" group. Based on lack of detailed information on this 
species distribution and the nature of the bat surveys conducted on the site, it is difficult to 
conclude with ce11ainty the likelihood of Townsend's big-eared bats occurring on the project site. 
There are no known roosting structures or matemity colonies OCCUlTing in the vicinity of the 
project aI·ea. Consequently, the likelihood of occurrence on the site is considered to be low. 

3.4.1.6 Other Wildlife Species 
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In addition to studies of special status species, other studies of birds and bats at the Project site 
have been ongoing since 2004. Birds were sUlyeyed during all seasons of the year in the fall of 
2004, summer of 2006, winter 2008-2009 and spring of2009. Results are sununarized in 
Appendix C-4. 

Bats were surveyed during the fall of2007, sununel~fall of 2008 and summer-fall of2009. 
Results of those studies are presented in Appendices C-8, C-9 and C-I0. The timing of these 
SUlyeys is expected to capture the peak of bat use during the breeding season (summer) and 
migration (fall). InfOlmation on the potential for other taxonomic groups to occur on the project 
site is based on general distribution and habitat requirements for individual species. 

Birds 

Avian surveys were conducted on the project site across all seasons in multiple years. There 
were: 53 surveys during the fall migration period (September 11 to November 4, 2004), 45 
surveys during the breeding/nesting season (May 15 to July 14,2006), 47 surveys during winter 
and 116 surveys during spring (December 4, 2008 to May 29, 2009).10 

Study protocol followed methods described by Reynolds et al. (1980). An 800-meter circular 
plot was centered on each observation point (Figure 3.4-9). All ObSelyations, behavior, and 
flight pattems of birds in and near plots were recorded. Flight pattems, such as direction of 
travel and flight altitude also were recorded. 

Observations of birds beyond the 800-meter radius were recorded; however, these data were 
analyzed separately fi'om data collected from survey plots. The location of raptors, other large 
birds, or species of concem observed during counts was recorded on field map. A list of all birds 
recorded on the project site (including those during special status species surveys) is provided in 
Table 3.4-5. Appendix C-4 contains full results offal12004, sununer 2006, winter 2008-09 and 
summer 2009 surveys. 

10 In its 2003 Energy Overlay Environmental Impact Statement, Klickitat County also included 
two survey locations at or in proximity to the Project site. These included surveys during the 
spring and summer 2003 seasons. See Appendix B to the Klickitat County Energy Overlay Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (KennedyIJenks Consultants 2003). 
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Figl1l'e 3.4-9 
Job No. 33758687 2004, 2006, 2008 and 2009 Bird SUlyey Locations 

Table 3.4-5 
Birds Observed in the Project Area Across All Seasons 
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Species(Common Name) 
Winter Fall Summer Spring 
American crow X 
American goldfinch X X X X 
American kestrel X 
American robin X X X X 
Bald eagle X X 
Band-tailed pigeon X X X 
Barred owl X 
Bam swallow X 
Bewick's wren X 
Black-capped chickadee X X X X 
Black-headed grosbeak X X 
Black-throated gray warbler X 
Brown-headed cowbird X X 
Bullock's oriole X 
Canada goose X 
Cassin's finch X 
Cassin's vireo X 
Cedar waxwing X 
Chestnut-backed chickadee X X X X 
Chipping sparrow X X 
Clark's nutcracker X 
Common raven X X X X 
Cooper's hawk X X X X 
Dark-eyed junco X X X 
Downy woodpecker X X X 
Evening grosbeak X X 
Golden-crowned kinglet X X X X 
Golden-crowed sparrow X 
Golden eagle X 
Gray jayX 

. Hairy woodpecker X X X 
Hammond's flycatcher X X 
Hermit thrush X X 
Helmit warbler X 
House wren X X 
Lazuli bunting X X 
Lincoln's sparrow X 
Macgillivray's warbler X X 
Mountain chickadee X X 
Mourning dove X 
Nashville warbler X X 
Northern flicker X X X X 
Not1hern han'ier X X 
Northern goshawk X X 
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Northern rough-winged swallow X 
Northern saw-whet owl 
Olive-sided flycatcher X X 
Orange-crowned warbler X X 
Osprey X 
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Species(Common Name) 
Winter Fall Summer Spring 
Pileated woodpecker X X X 
Pine siskin X X 
Prairie falcon X 
Purple finch X X X 
Red crossbill X X X 
Red-breasted nuthatch X X X X 
Red-breasted sapsucker X 
Red-tailed hawk X X X 
Red-winged blackbird X 
Ruby-crowned kinglet X X X 
Rufous hummingbird X X 
Ruffed grouse X X 
Say's phoebe X 
Sharp-shimled hawk X X X 
Snowy owl X 
Song span'ow X X X 
Sooty grouse X 
Spotted towhee X X X 
Steller's jay X X X X 
Swainson's thrush X 
Townsend's solitaire X X 
Townsend's warbler X 
Tree swallow X X 
Turkey vulture X X X 
Varied thrush X X 
Vaux's swift X X X 
Violet-green swallow X X 
Warbling vireo X X 
Western bluebird X X X 
Western tanager X X X 
Western wood-peewee X X 
White-breasted nuthatch X 
White-crowned sparrow X X X 
Wild turkey X 
Willow flycatcher X 
Wilson's warbler X X 
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Yellow-rumped warbler X X X 
Yellow warbler X 

A total of 87 species were recorded during avian surveys. Passerines (songbirds) were the most 
abundant avian group overall. American robin, dark-eyed junco and white-crowned sparrow 
were the three most frequently observed birds across all seasons. Mean overall bird use in the 
study area was low compared to these other wind resource areas studied; ranking 19th compared 
to 24 other wind resource areas (Figure 9 in Appendix C-4). Eleven species of rap tors were 
observed: American kestrel, bald eagle, Cooper's hawk, golden eagle, northern hall'ier, northern 
goshawk, osprey, prairie falcon, red-tailed hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, and turkey vulture. Red
tailed hawk was by far the most observed raptor, followed by Cooper' shawk and sharp-shinned 
hawk. Mean annual raptor use was 0.28 raptors per plot per 20-minute survey, which is a 
standardized way to measure use in order to compare results to avian use at other sites. This 
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annual rate is low relative to raptor use at 36 other wind-energy facilities that implemented 
similar protocols and had three or four season surveys. Mean raptor use in the study area was 
low compared to these other wind resource areas; ranking 29th compared to 36 other wind 
energy 
facilities (Figure 7 in Appendix C-4). 

Fall Migration Surveys (2004) 

General avian surveys identified 39 species of bird in the survey area (Figure 3.4-9). Passerines 
(songbirds) were the most abundant avian group, constituting 87.4 percent of observations. This 
group was observed with the greatest frequency (94.4 percent of surveys). Raptors were the 
second most abundant group observed; however, this group represented only 4.9 percent of 
observations. Raptors were observed during 38.5 percent of the surveys, followed by 
woodpeckers (22.6 percent of surveys) and doves/pigeons (9.3 percent of surveys). 

The most connnon species at the project site included dark-eyed junco, American goldfinch, 
Steller's jay, common raven, and white-crowned sparrow. The species of birds most frequently 
observed during fall surveys were common raven, Steller'sjay, dark-eyed junco, red-breasted 
nuthatch, and golden-crowned kinglet. Eight species of raptor were observed during the survey. 
Those with the highest lise of the site were shmp-shinned hawk, Cooper's hawk, and red-tailed 
hawk. The highest raptor use observed at the site during 2004 surveys occurred between . 
September 11 and October 12,2004. These data do not indicate that any areas within the 
proposed site have substantially higher raptor use than others. 

No federal or state listed endangered or threatened avian species were observed during the 
survey period. Four state candidate species were observed: golden eagle, northern goshawk, 
pileated woodpecker, and Vaux's swift. Two State Monitor species were observed, including 
four single turkey vultures and four groups totaling 27 western bluebirds. Detailed results and 
summary tables can be found in Appendix C-4. 
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Summer Surveys (2006) 

Fifty-five species of birds were observed during summer breeding and nesting surveys in 2006 
(Figure 3.4-9). Passerines were the most abundant group (88.5 percent), followed by raptors and 
woodpeckers (3.3 percent each), and doves/pigeons (3.2 percent). The most frequently observed 
groups were passerines (100 percent of surveys), woodpeckers (35.6 percent of surveys), and 
raptors (31.1 percent of surveys). Species with the highest use of the project site included white
crowned sparrow, red crossbill, western tanager, spotted towhee, and MacGillivray's warbler. 
The most frequently observed species included white-crowned span'ow (77.8 percent of the 
surveys), western tanager (75.6 percent of surveys), spotted towhee (64.4 percent of surveys), 
MacGillivray's warbler (48.9 percent), and dark-eyed junco (48.9 percent). Three species of 
raptors were observed, including red-tailed hawk, nOlthern goshawk, and sharp-shinned hawk. 
Raptor use in the fall was only slightly higher than during the summer breeding season. The data 
do not indicate that any portions of the proj ect site have substantially higher raptor use than other 
areas. For all bird species combined, use of the project site by avian species was slightly higher 
during the summer breeding season than during the fall migration period. Detailed results and 
smnmaty tables can be found in Appendix C-4. 
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Winter/Spring Surveys (2008-2009) 

Fifteen species of birds were observed during winter surveys in 2008-2009, and 65 species 
during the spring of2009. In winter, observations were dominated by common raven, American 
robin, and unidentified finches. The number of species and number of individuals observed in 
the spring were the highest across all seasons. Similar to other seasons, passerines were the most 
abundant group, followed by woodpeckers and then raptors. Individual species with the highest 
use included American robin, dark-eyed junco and yellow-rumped warbler. The data do not 
indicate that any portions of the project site have substantially higher raptor use than other areas. 
Detailed results and summary tables can be found in Appendix C-4. 

The WDFW Priority Habitats and Species database was searched for known occurrences of 
raptor nests. The only recorded nest was for an osprey, more than one mile east ofthe project 
site. 

Bats 

Bat acoustic studies were conducted for the Project in 2007,2008 and 2009. Detailed 
infonnation on these investigations can be found in Appendices C-8 (2007), C-9 (2008) and C 1 0 
(2009). 

Bat acoustic studies conducted from 2007 through 2009 were implemented at various locations 
on the project site. The goal of the studies were to: (1) characterize the local bat populations in a 
variety of habitats, (2) identify areas of high usage by bats, and (3) characterize the frequency of 
bat usage of areas representative of where turbine strings would be located. Studies were done 
across several seasqns to estimate annual variation during breeding and periods of migration. 
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For all studies, passive Anabat® II echolocation detectors coupled with Zero Crossing Analysis 
Interface Modules (ZCAIM; Titly Electronics Pty Ltd., NSW, Australia) were used in all survey 
years. Anabat detectors record bat echolocation calls using a broadband microphone. Bat 
species are generally grouped into those that emit low frequency «35 kHz) or high frequency (= 
35 kHz) calls. The units of activity equaled the number of bat passes, and were used to calculate 
the number of bat passes per detector night (Hayes 1997). The data thus indicate the level of bat 
activity rather than absolute abundance. 

In 2007, detectors were placed at two locations from August 20 through October 21 (Figure 1 in 
Appendix C-8). The 2007 studies were intended to provide a general census of bat activity in 
recently reforested or young forest areas. This type of habitat is similar to what would be found 
in the areas within 150 feet of the proposed turbines, on the two sides of the turbines. The 
northemmost detector was located just outside the proposed turbine corridor. This detector was 
initially placed at ground level; however, it was raised to a height of 130 feet (40 meters) on 
September 7. The southemmost detector was located outside the project site; however, it was 
placed in habitat believed to be representative of that found on the project site. The 
southernmost detector was placed at ground level, and remained at that location for the duration 
of the study. 

Due to equipment failures in 2007, both Anabat detectors were only operable for 24 percent of 
the sampling period, amounting to 45 detector-nights. Bat activity was similar between n011h 
and south ground level Anabat units (mean = 11.67 ± 2.0 and 9.6 ± 4.1, respectively). Bat 
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activity recorded after the northem Anabat detector was elevated was much lower (mean = 2.47 
± 1.1) than that recorded at ground level. A list of bat species with potential to occur on the 
projects site based on range maps, divided between high-frequency and low-frequency species, 
can be found in Table 3.4-6. 

Table 3.4-6 
Bat Species Likely to Occur in the Project Area, Based on Range-Maps 

Species Status 
Califomia bat 
Big brown bat 
Fringed myotis FCo, SM 
Hoary bat 
Keen's bat SC 
Little brown bat 
Long-legged bat FCo, SM 
Pallid bat SM 
Silver-haired bat 
Townsend's big-eared bat FCo, SC 
Westem long-eared bat 
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Western pipistrelle SM 
Western red bat 
Western small-footed bat 
Yumamyotis 

Status Codes: 
FCo - Federal Species of Concern 
SC - State Candidate 
SM - State Monitor 

The bat acoustic survey effort was increased to four locations during the 2008 survey period, and 
the survey period covered July 3 to October 7,2008. This period conesponded with summer 
breeding and fall bat migration. Four survey locations were used, all on the ground (Figure 1 in 
Appendix C-9). Two were located in clear cuts (SBI and SB4), one immediately adjacent to a 
wetland (SB2) and one in a road conidor (SB3). Sampling at the wetland was intended to 
characterize bat occunence a location known to have a high level of usage, because wetlands are 
frequently used as foraging and drinking habitat for bats. Similarly, sampling in the road 
corridor was intended to capture the highest levels of use within the project site, because road 
corridors are frequently used by bats to travel between roosting and foraging locations. The two 
clear cut sites were most representative of the types of habitat where turbines would be located 
for the proposed project. However, because all detectors were located on the ground, sampling 
did not entirely capture the potential bat use of the rotor-swept area. 

Table 3.4-7 summarizes bat activity at all survey locations. During the 2007 and 2008 surveys, 
the two clear cut sites (SBI and SB4) had an average of 14.30 and 73.76 bat passes per night, 
respectively. The wetland (SB2) and road corridor (SB3), recorded much higher levels of use, at 

178.03 and 327.25 bat passes per night, respectively. Seasonal activity patterns were similar for 
the two clear cut survey locations, with the highest bat activity occurring during the months of 
July and August. Bat activity in the wetland area was highest during the month of July. In 
comparison to 2007, bat numbers were on average higher because in 2007 this peak use period 
was not captmed dming the sampling period (in 2007 sampling did not begin until August 20). 
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Table 3.4-7 
Average Bat Detections Per Night Dming Three Survey Years 

Year Location Habitat Ground or Elevated 
Average per Detector Night 
2007 NOlth Young forest G 11.67 
North Young forest E 2.47 
South YOlmg forest G 9.60 
2008 SBI Clear cut G 14.30 
SB2 Wetland G 178.03 
SB3 Road corridor G 327.25 
SB4 Clear cut G 73.76 
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2009. WRI Clear cut G 17.28 
WR2 Clear cut E 10.59 
WR3 Young forest G 11.04 
WR4 Young forest E 1.53 
WR5 Clear cut G 6.43 
WR6 Clear cut E 1.64 

In 2009, the bat survey effOlis were further refined to focus specifically on the types of locations 
where turbines would be sited. Three locations were selected (Figure 3.4-10), two in clear cuts 
and one in a recently reforested area (young forest). In addition, each sampling location had a 
pair of Anabat detectors; one on the ground and one elevated on a meteorological tower. The 
elevated detectors were intended capture bat use in what would likely be the rotor-swept area, 
which is where potential bat-turbine collisions would occur. The ground level detectors were 
intended to provide some comparison to prior year studies, most of which were done at ground 
level. The numbers of bat detections in 2009 are summarized in Table 3.4-7. 

In general, elevated detectors recorded fewer bats than their grOlllld level counterpatis, indicating 
that bat occurrence within the rotor-swept area is lower than those at lower flight elevations. For 
all years (2007-2009), elevated bat detections were the lowest numbers recorded, between 1.53 
and 10.50 bat passes per night. All bat detections in 2009 were collected by Anabat equipment 
installed in locations most representative of potential turbine locations. The detections were 
notably lower than some of the other records in 2008 taken from equipment placed in areas of 
known high bat use. 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

Amphibians and reptiles likely to occur on the project site are those species that can tolerate 
disturbance associated with managed t\mber activities and drier-than-average conditions for at 
least part of their life cycle. This includes such common species as Long-toed salamander 
(Ambystoma macrodactylum), Rough-skinned newt (Taricha granulose), Ensatina (Ensatina 
eschscholtzii), Pacific treefrog (Pseudacris (=Hyla) regilla), and northwestern gatier snake 
(Thamnophis ordinoides). Breeding may occur within the intermittent drainages located in the 
nOliheast corner of the site, within cedar swamp, or substantial roadside drainage ditches. These 
species may stray further from water sources during heavy rains or during winter conditions. 
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Figure 3.4-10 
Job No. 33758687 2009 Bat Survey Locations 

Mammals 

Several large mammals have the potential to occur within the project site. Known priority 
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· wildlife habitats, including mule deer and black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus) winter range, 
are present east of Underwood Mountain, extending to lands to the north/northeast. Winter range 
for Colwnbia black-tailed deer is present in lands west of Underwood Mountain, and extends 
nOlih and south from the project site. Elk (Cervus elaphus) winter range is present throughout 
the project site. Other species likely to occur throughout the region include cougar (puma 
concolor), bobcat (Lynx lUfus), coyote (Canis latrans), and black bear (Ursus americanus). 
Douglas squirrels (Tamiasciurus douglasii) were recorded during surveys for the western gray 
squirreL 

Fish 

No fish have been documented within the project site. The project is on a ridgeline between 
Underwood Mountain and the White Salmon River, approximately 3 miles north of the 
Columbia River. The ridgeline is oriented in a nOlih-south direction. The Columbia River 
receives lUnoff via the White Salmon drainage area east of the site and via the Little White 
Salmon River west of the site. The White Salmon River contains evolutionarily significant units 
and designated critical habitat for three species listed as threatened under the Endangered 
Species Act: (1) Lower Columbia River Chinook, (2) Middle Columbia River Steelhead, and (3) 
Columbia River Chum (Figure 3.4-11). 

A tributaty to Little Buck Creek is located in the northeast pOliion of the project site. This 
tributary is typed as a non-fish-bearing stream. No special status fish species are present in Little 
Buck Creek. However, Buck Creeks drains into NOlihwestern Lake, which in turn drains into 
the White Salmon River. 

West Pit Road crosses an unnamed drainage. This stream had observed flow through the 
existing culveli under West Pit Road at the time of the July 2009 field visit. However, the 
surface flow and the chatl1lel disappear downstream ofthe culveli. There is no surface water 
connection to Lapham Creek or the Little White Salmon River. Fish are not present in this 
stream. 

3.4.1.7 Noxious Weeds 

The project site contains several noxious weed species, which are nonnative, invasive plants. 
The weed species observed during field visits to date are listed in Table 3.4-8. 

The Washington Noxious Weed Control Board identifies lists of noxious weed species that 
require control, eradication, or monitoring. Class A noxious weeds are nonnative species with a 
limited distribution within a state and require eradication to reduce the potential of becoming 
more widespread. 
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Figure 3.4-11 
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Job No. 33758687 Designated Critical Fish Habitat 

. Table 3.4-8 
Noxious Weed Observations 

Scientiflc Name Common Name Status 
Centaurea stoebe Spotted knapweed Class B - Designate 
Cirsium arvense Canada thistle Class C - Designate 
Cirsium vulgare Bull thistle Class C 
Cytisus scoparius Scot's broom Class B - Designate 
Daucus carota Queen Anne's lace Class B 
Hypericnm perforatum Common St. John's-wort Class C 
Leucanthemum vulgare Ox-eye daisy Class B 
Linaria dalmatica Dalmatian toadflax Class B - Designate 
Rubus anneniacus Himalayan blackbelTY Class C 
Senecio vulgaris Common groundsel Class C 

Class B noxious weeds are regionally abundant, but may have limited distribution in some 
counties. In Washington, in regions where a Class B noxious weed is ulU'ccorded or oflimited 
distribution, prevention of seed production is required. In these areas the weed is a "Class B 
designate." However, in regions where a Class B species is already abundant or widespread, 
control is a local option. In these areas the weed is a "Class B non-designate." 

Class C noxious weeds are already widely established, but placement on the state list allows 
counties to enforce local control if desired. Skamania County has designated a few Class C 
weeds. Within the project boundary, only Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) is a designated Class 
Cweed. 

3.4.2 IMPACTS 

This section identifies the potential impacts to biological resources as the result of both 
construction and operation of the proposed project. 

3.4.2.1 Proposed Action 
Skamania County Critical Areas Ordinance Regulation 

The Skamania County Critical Areas Ordinance recognizes the following as critical areas: 
watershed protection areas (including wetlands, streams, creeks, rivers, ponds and lakes); critical 
aquifer recharge areas; fish and wildlife habitat; frequently flooded areas; and geologically 
hazardous areas (including landslide hazards, erosion hazards and volcanic hazards). All critical 
areas have a required no-touch buffer setback based on the classification of the critical area, as 
set forth in Skamania County Critical Areas Ordinance Title 21A. All buffers are undisturbed 
buffers and must be fi'ec of any logging, road building, or other development activities including, 
but not limited to, vegetation removal, grading, filling, mowing, or placement of structures. The 
project would not affect any critical areas or buffers. 
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Comment: Skamania County has jailed to update its Title 21A Critical Areas Ordinal/ce, to 
date. They began the process in 2006 amI have not managed to get an updated Critical Areas 
Ordinance done, amI this is 2010. There are new, updated Best Available Science amI Best 
Management Practices that are not in Skamania County's Title 21A. Skamania County has 
also not updated its Title 21 Zoning, having jailed to I'(Im through a version that would have 
industrialized Skamania County. Tlteyersion supported by the Skamania County commission 
was soundly rejected after appeals to the Hearings Examiner, who issued a 37-page decision 
(see attachment) stating that the county could not implement the commissioners' zoning 
unless they did an Environmental Impact Statement. The coullty declined-that is the reason 
they puilfed (and circumvented the public) Whistling Ridge a.k.a. Saddleback to EFSEG. 
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Construction 

Habitat Types 

Construction and operation of the project would require the removal of vegetation in some areas 
to acconunodate roadway construction and improvement, turbine siting, staging, and 
construction. The impacts of project construction would not differ substantially from customary 
forestry activities on the site. Each turbine footing and foundation would measure approximately 
3,100 square feet. Vegetation sUlTounding each turbine would be managed according to the 
following specifications: 

• A circular area extending 50 feet from each turbine tower base would be harvested and 
graveled 
• From 50 feet to 150 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree heights would be limited to 15 
feet above the elevation of the base of the turbine 
• From 150 feet to 500 feet from the base of the turbine towers, tree height would be limited to 
50 feet above the turbine base within an area fOlmed by a 90 degree arc 
centered on the ordinary downwind direction (Figure 2-4 in Cliapter 2) 

The A and F turbine strings and parts of the Band C turbine strings would be accessed by 
existing roads. Modifications to these roads are anticipated in order to support the long and 
heavy loads required for delivery of the wind turbine systems. An estimated 5.1 miles of roads 
within the project site would require improvements as a result of the proposed project. The 
majority of new roads would be constructed to access parts of the Band C turbine strings, and all 
of the D and E turbine strings. Access to these turbines would require 2.4 miles of new roadway. 
All roads used to access turbines would be maintained throughout the life of the project. 

All vegetation clearing would be completed using crawler tractors, rubber-tired skidders, mobile 
feller-bunchers, or cable yarding equipment. This equipment is typically used in timber harvest, 
and is cUll'ently used to harvest other stands located on SDS property. Logs would be 
transported by truck to SDS facilities in Bingen, Washington. Except for permanently cleared 
areas, cleared areas would be replanted with trees within one year following completion of 
construction (typically the following spring). Areas where trees are pelmanently removed would 
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be replanted with appropriate native grasses and low-growing shrubs. Because trees would be 
cleared for the purpose of the project, cleared areas would be considered "forest conversion" 
under the Washington Forest Practices Act. However, cleared areas would still be reforested in 
accordance with typical commercial forestry management practices when feasible. Permanent 
and temporary impacts to habitat types within the project site can be found in Tables 3.4-9 and 
3.4-10. 

West Pit Road was widened in the summer of2009. Additional road improvements would be 
required during the construction phase ofthe project. However, the loss and modifications of 
habitat types from these modifications are anticipated to be minor. Tables 3.4-9 and 3.4-10 show 
that temporary and permanent impacts of the project to the habitat types found on the site and 
along the pOltion of West Pit Road that would be improved. 
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Table 3.4-9 
Temporary Impacts from Project Elements to Habitat Types (acres) 

Habitat Type 
Turbine 
Corridora 
Road 
Corridotb 
Transmission 
Line Corridorc 
Operations and 
Maintenance 
Area 
Substation 
Area 
RoadwayCorridor 
Outside 
Project Aread Total 
Grass-Forb Stand 15.12 6.570.68000.2322.60 
Brushfield/Sluub 
Stand 2.31 1.61 0.61 000.665.19 
Conifer-
Hardwood Forest 11.562.05 1.08000.40 15.09 
Conifer Forest 7.40 3.07 0.02000.23 10.72 
Riparian 
Deciduous Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 36.39 13.302.3900 1.5253.60 

a. Total temporary impact area of proposed development within the 650-foot corridor measured 
on either side of an imaginary line 
connecting each turbine string. 
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b. The temporary impact area of proposed roadway modifications within the project site area 
encompassed by a 100-foot corridor 
along all roads. Does not include overlap of transmission corridor or turbine corridor. 
c. The temporary impact area of proposed development within the area encompassed by a 100-
foot corridor along all project 
transmission lines. Does not include overlap of road corridor or turbine corridor. 
d. The area of temporary impact is based on the assumption that 5 feet on both sides ofthe 
roadway would be restored after 
construction of permanent roadway modifications. 

Table 3.4-10 
Permanent Impacts from Project Elements to Habitat Types (acres) 

Habitat Type 
Turbine 
Corridora 
Road 
Corridorb 
Transmission 
Line Corridor9 
Operations and 
Maintenance 
Area 
Substation 
Area 
RoadwayCorridor 
Outside 
Project Aread Total 
Grass-Forb Stand 10.477.170.365.07.100.6830.78 
BrushfieldiShrub 
Stand 1.31 1.98 l.l4 0 0 1.97 6.40 
Conifer-
Hardwood Forest 8.671.821.9500 1.20 13.64 
Conifer Forest 4.944.230000.709.87 
Riparian 
Deciduous Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 25.3915:203.455.007.104.5560.69 

a. Total permanent impact area of proposed development within the 650-foot corridor measured 
on either side of an imaginary line cOlmecting each turbine string. 
b. The permanent impact area of proposed roadway modifications within the project site area 
encompassed by a 100-foot corridor along all roads. Does not include overlap of 
transmissioncorridor or turbine corridor. Also excludes existing roadway. 
c. The permanent impact area of proposed development within the area encompassed by a 100-
foot corridor along all project transmission lines. Does not include overlap of road corridor or 
turbine corridor. 
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d. The permanent impact area is based on the assumption that the existing roadway is 20 feet 
wide, the new roadway would be 2S feet wide, and that an additional S feet on each side of the 
roadway would be permanently cleared. 
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Wetlands 

No wetlands or wetland buffers are located within the project footprint. Therefore, no wetlands 
or buffers are expected to be affected by construction of the project. 

A review of the National Wetland Inventory indicates that wetlands may occur along SR 14 but 
not along County or private roads proposed for the project's construction access and turbine 
delivery routes. No improvements to SR 14 are anticipated to be required, and therefore no 
wetland-related impacts would occur. Roadway improvements to the County or private logging 
roads are not expected to affect wetlands. This information was confilmed through field 
investigations perfOimed in May and July 2009. 

See Section 3.3 for a discussion of impacts to other surface water features such as streams. 

Special Status Plant Species 

No federal- or Washington State-listed plant species have been documented at the site during 
multiple field surveys. Therefore, no project-related impacts are anticipated from construction of 
the proposed project. Two plant species on the WNHP Watch List, gnome plant and phantom 
orchid, were observed within areas that may be cleared for construction of the project. Both 
species are growing in areas that have been previously cleat'cut and were able to re-establish. In 
addition, there are no regulat01Y requirements to protect these species. 

Special Status Wildlife Species 

Potential constmction related impacts to bald eagle, golden eagle, northern goshawk, northern 
spotted owl, olive-sided flycatcher, pileated woodpecker, Vaux's swift, western gray squirrel, 
Keen's myotis, and Townsend's big-eared bat are discussed in this section. 

Bald Eagle. Four bald eagles were recorded on the project site. The project site is over two 
miles away from the nearest known bald eagle foraging habitat, which is the Columbia or White 
Salmon Rivers. Therefore bald eagle use of the project site is considered infrequent and 
sporadic. The removal of coniferous forest as a result of proj ect construction that fat' away from 
suitable foraging habitat would not impact bald eagles. No breeding habitat would be affected. 

Golden Eagle. Golden eagles have been recorded on the project site; however they are 
considered an uncommon visitor to this region of Washington State. They are knoWl1 to forage 
in mid-elevation clear cut habitat. The pelmanent removal of 21.31 acres of grass-forb stand or 
shrub habitat for construction of turbine strings and transmission line corridors would decrease 
the amount off01'aging habitat available to golden eagles within the project site. Any golden 
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eagles potentially using the project site for foraging would likely be temporarily deterred from 
using the site by construction vehicle and personnel activity. 

Northern Goshawk. NOlihern goshawks were recorded on the project site. Although they were 
recorded during the summer, no evidence of nest or breeding individuals was observed during 
multiple years of surveys. A breeding goshawk may have a wide area of home range spanning 
multiple age classes of forest. They also may forage in open m·eas. Construction ofthe proposed 
project would result in the permanent loss of21.86 acres ofrnanaged coniferous or mixed 
deciduous-coniferous forest. This would represent a loss of habitat generally suitable for 
goshawks, though unlikely to SUppOlt breeding pairs. Goshawks also forage in open area, where 
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they swoop to the ground to capture prey. Approximately 17.13 acres of grass-forb habitat 
would be permanently lost during construction of the project. 

Northern Spotted Owl. Whistling Ridge Energy LLC has sited its proposed project to avoid 
habitat areas deemed critical to the nOlihern spotted owl or essential to its recovery. Surveys 
conducted pursuant to the USFWS protocol indicate that spotted owls are not present in or near 
the project, and that nearby historical sites are no longer occupied pursuant to USFWS Protocol 
and state law. Because there are no northern spotted owls or activity centers present in the 
project area, no project construction impacts are expected. Finally, the project would not impact 
the White Salmon SOSEA's 40 percent suitable habitat level and therefore is not restricted by 
Washington's forest practice regulations. Given the extensive record and review, this project 
does not pose a risk oftaking nOlihern spotted owls under Endangered Species Act Section 9. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher, Pileated Woodpecker, and Vaux's Swift. These three avian species are 
all passerines with known occurrence within the project area. All three use coniferous forest for 
nesting. Construction of the proposed project would result in loss of21.86 acres offorest 
habitat. Construction during the breeding season would likely result in disturbance of any 
individuals occuning in the vicinity, thereby temporarily reducing the use of further areas of 
habitat. Vaux's swift and olive-sided flycatchers forage on the wing over cleared areas, so it is 
likely that no additional habitat loss would occur for these species as the result of conversion of 
forested area to clearing (grass-forb stand). 

Western Gray Squinel. The construction of the proposed project would result in the pelmanent 
removal of21.86 acres of managed coniferous or mixed deciduous-coniferous forest. The gray 
squinel prefers habitat where contiguous tree canopy allows arboreal travel in a minimum of a 
1 98-foot (60-meter) radius around the nest (Ryan and Carey 1995). Cunent forest management 
practices on forest within the proposed project site has created habitat not generally suitable for 

this species, due to fragmentation of mature forest stands. Contiguous forest habitat located 
on the project site will not develop in the fllture. The project site also contains very few oak 
trees, and those that were observed were of small stature (less than 20 feet tall), stunted, and 
growing in openings on exposed rocky slopes in shallow soils. Acorn crops from oak trees are an 
important food source for western gray squirrels, and the lack ofthis primary food source may 
deter use of the project site by gray squinels. Because habitat for this species is considered rare 
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or of moderate/poor quality on the project site, impacts to western gray squirrel due to loss of 
coniferous forest habitat are expected to be negligible. 

Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big-Eared Bat. The special status bat species may occur in the 
project site, based on their documented distribution. Surveys for bats were not able to identify all 
bats to species level. Both species may utilize mature or old-growth forested habitats within the 
project area, if suitable nest sites were available. Permanent loss of21.86 acres of forest habitat 
and 21.31 acres of shrub/grass/forb habitat may result in a small reduction of suitable habitat for 
these species. No known roosting or breeding locations would be impacted. 

Other Wildlife Species 

In general, wildlife in the project area could be affected by the construction of the Project 
through the loss of suitable habitat, potential fatalities during clearing or grading of the 
construction area, and disturbance/displacement from construction activity and personnel 
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occupying the site. Fragmentation of the remaining habitat also could occur, although 

CUll'ent land management practices result in an existing source of ongoing fragnlentation on 
the site. Therefore, permanent vegetation removal and temporary constl1lction disturbance are 
the primary impacts as a result of the proposed project. 

Birds. Direct mortality to birds andlor bird nests could occur during the initial clearing or grading 
of the construction areas. Additional disturbance could occur indirectly to birds or bird nests 
OCCUlTing adjacent to construction areas. This may occur if a nest or a primary foraging area is 
nearby. In areas where temporary disturbance would occur, it is anticipated that birds would 
generally reoccupy restored habitats with time. Some habitat would be permanently converted 
from one type (forest) to another (clear cut or grass forb). This would result in a temporary 
disturbance, likely followed by recolonization of the area by a different suite of birds. 

Bats. Impact to bats as a result of construction would be minimal unless known nesting or 
roosting sites were removed. Disturbance or displacements to bats as a result of constl1lction 
activities would be minimal because bats are primarily active during the night, when constl1lction 
would not occur. 

AmphibianslReptiles. No wetlands or other surface water bodies are proposed to be filled as a 
result of the project. Therefore, no amphibian breeding habitat would be directly impacted. 
Amphibians and reptiles would potenti'ally experience direct loss of non-breeding habitat and 

further fragmentation of the remaining habitats. 

Mammals. No direct mortality of large mammals is anticipated as a result of constl1lction 
because these species are able to relocate away from heavy equipment used in clearing and 
grading. Some avoidance of the area due to disturbance would likely occur on a temporary basis. 
Pelmanent removal of vegetation would result in the loss of some habitat for these species. The 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

83 



conversion of one habitat type to another would likely not reduce the. amount of area available to 
the more commonly-occurring species, which utilize multiple habitat types during their life 
cycle. 

Fish. No impacts are anticipated from construction of the project. No perermial streams or fish 
are located within the construction areas within the project boundaries. In addition, the 
construction will occur when the ephemeral drainages that cross the access roads are dry. This 
will eliminate any potential impacts from sediment. The unnamed drainage on West Pit Road 
may be temporary impacted if this segment of the road needs to be widened. However, no fish 
are present in this stream. 

Comment: See my separate memo on the inadequacy of BPA 's input into this DEIS and tlte 
most definite impacts on fislt (llId tlteir habitats. 

Noxious Weeds 

While no Class A weeds have been observed in the project area, several Class Band C weeds are 
present. Noxious weeds can threaten the general ecological health and diversity of native 
ecosystems. Noxious weed infestations are the second leading cause of wildlife habitat 
degradation. 

Because many weeds are adapted to disturbed conditions and can establish immediately after 
constluction, constl'ucting the project could foster the spread of noxious weeds throughout the 
project area. Noxious weeds would be managed within the project site. By implementing 
BMPs, weeds are not anticipated to spread further as a result of the development of the project. 
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Operation 

Habitats 

Operation of the project would result in no further impacts to habitats on the project site. 

Wetlands 

No wetlands or wetland buffers are located within the project operation area. Therefore, no 
wetlands or buffers are expected to be impacted by operation of the project. 

Special Status Plant Species 

No impacts to special status plant species are anticipated from the operation of the project. 

Special Status Wildlife Species 

In order to detel1lline which species (including special status species) are most at risk for turbine 
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fatalities, a relative index to collision risk (R) was calculated for bird species observed in the 
survey area using the following formula: 

R= A*Pf*Pt 

Where A = mean use for species i averaged across all surveys, Pf = propOltion of all 
observations 
of species i where activity was recorded as flying (an index to the approximate percentage of 
time species i spends flying during the daylight period), and Pt = propOltion of all flight height 
observations of species i within the rotor-swept height. This is a relative index, which only 
illustrates which species may be the most susceptible to turbine fatalities. For the Project, the 
exposure index ranges from 0.29 on the high end (red crossbill) to 0 for many species (indicating 
that they were recorded on the site but not flying within the rotor swept area. If a species was 
recorded on the site, but never flying at all, then the exposure index would not be applicable. 
Exposure indices for all species across all years of survey can be found in Appendix C-4. 

This index does not account for differences in behavior other than flight characteristics (i.e., 
flight height and proportion of time spent flying). In this impacts section, point count data were 
used to establish diumal indices of avian use, and how these indices compare to other wind 
resource areas in the United States. 

Bald Eagle. Bald eagles, although now fairly common in Washington State, are likely 
uncommon visitors to the project site. They are unlikely to nest or forage within the project site 
because there is no suitable habitat. An exposure index of 0.02 was calculated for the bald eagle 
(Appendix C-4). The potential for ongoing OCCUlTence of bald eagle on the project site is very 
low. The potential for bald eagle fatalities as a result ofturbine strike is also considered to be 
extremely low. 

Golden Eagle. Two golden eagles were recorded on the project site during the fall of2004. One 
OCCUlTed within the rotor-swept area and one was above. The golden eagle's exposure index at 
Whistling Ridge is reported to be less than 0.01 (Appendix C-4). Therefore, golden eagles are 
considered to be at relatively low risk for collision with turbines at this site. 
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Golden eagles typically soar at a height within the rotor-swept area of most modem turbines, and 
swoop to the ground to capture prey. Golden eagles have recently experienced their first 
mOltality at a wind turbine site in Washington State (Durbin 2009). :Numerous golden eagles 
have been killed at the Altamont wind turbine project in Califomia, indicating that this species is 
susceptible to turbine collision. Golden eagles have experienced mortality greater than would be 
anticipated based on their level of OCCUlTence at Altamont Pass (Appendix C-4). 

The creation of cleared areas re-vegetated with low growing herbaceous species around turbines 
may increase the risk of golden eagles entering the rotor-swept area if they forage for prey 
located beneath turbines. However, given their rare occurrence on the project site, the potential 
for golden eagles to experience a turbine collision is extremely low. 
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NOlihern Goshawk. Extensive surveys over four years recorded no goshawks on the project 
site, indicating that if they do occur, it would be extremely rare. Based on these years of species 
specific surveys using multiple methodologies, they were recorded more than would be expected 
during baseline surveys in 2004 and 2006. Based on those records, the exposure index for 
nOlihern goshawk at the project site is repOlied to be 0.02. This includes the occurrence of five 
individuals, four of which were flying within the rotor swept area. Similar to the golden eagle, 
this species may be at risk of increased foraging activity in open areas around turbines because 
they hunt for prey that occurs on the ground in cleared areas. However, given their rare 
OCCUl1'ence on the project site, the potential for turbine related fatalities for this species is 
extremely low. 

Northern Spotted Owl. Whistling Ridge Energy LLC has sited its proposed project to avoid 
habitat areas deemed critical to the nOlihern spotted owl 01' essential to its recovery. Surveys 
conducted pursuant to the USFWS protocol indicate that spotted owls are not present in or near 
the project, and that nearby historical sites are no longer occupied pursuant to USFWS Protocol 
and state law. Because there are no nOlihern spotted owls 01' activity centers present in the 
project area, no project constlUction impacts are expected. Finally, the project would not impact 
the White Salmon SOSEA's 40 percent suitable habitat level and therefore is not restricted by 
Washington's forest practice regulations. Given the extensive record and review, this project 
does not pose a risk of taking nOlihern spotted owls under Endangered Species Act Section 9. 

Western Gray Squil1'el. No impacts to western gray squirrels are anticipated from operation of 
the proposed project. 

Olive-sided Flycatcher, Pileated Woodpecker, and Vaux's Swift. These three species are 
encompassed in the bird discussion under "Other Wildlife." 

Keen's Myotis and Townsend's Big-Eared Myotis. These two bat species are encompassed in 
the bat discussion under "Other Wildlife." 

Other Wildlife Species 

Birds. Potential operation-related impacts to avian species include turbine collision and 
displacement. Based on the exposure index derived from abundance and flight behavior, the 
species most likely to collide with wind turbines located at the project are red crossbills (R = 

0.29), American robin (R = 0.14), common raven (R = 0.23), and western bluebird (R = 0.11). 
The ful1list of species and their exposure index can be found in Appendix C-4. 
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The highest index for any raptor was 0.05 for red-tailed hawk, indicating a risk approximately 
six times lower than for the red crossbill. A regression analysis using data collected from the 
Whistling Ridge site and 13 other new-generation wind turbine projects found a significant 
correlation between raptor use and raptor mOliality. Based on this analysis and surveys on the 
project site, the estimated a raptor/vulture fatality rate is zero pel' MW/year, which is an 
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extremely low estimate compared to many wind projects (Appendix C-4). Further, data 
collected from the project site indicate that the area is not within a major migratory pathway, at 
least during fall migration. 

Commellt: " ... the area is 1I0t withill a major migratory pathway, at least durillgjall 
migratioll."?!? What is this supposed to mean? That it miglzt be a migratOl'Y pathway durillg 
other seasolls. The ell tire Columbia River Gorge al/(I its ellvirOIlS is recogllized by Audoboll 
alld other reasollillgpeople as a migmtioll corridorjor a large lIumber ojspecies. Ridges 
attach raptors. Turbilles are sited 011 ridges. Turbilles kill raptors. Not good. This 
cOlltrailictory DEIS statemellt should be clarified. 

Vaux's swifts, western bluebirds (a State Monitor species), and olive-sided flycatchers were 
commonly observed flying at rotor-swept heights, and some turbine-related mortality may occur 
for these species over the life of the project. One prairie falcon and multiple turkey vultures 
(both State Monitor species) were observed at rotor-swept heights. Turkey vultures are known to 
have very low susceptibility to turbine collisions (Orloff and Flannery 1992). Pileated 
woodpeckers were recorded on the site, but not flying. Ospi'ey (a State Monitor species) was 
recorded during northern goshawk surveys, which was separate from the baseline avian studies 
and therefore not included in the exposure index calculations. 

These collisions would likely be rare, and it is unlikely that the Project would have any negative 
impacts on population levels on and near the project site. Higher numbers ofVaux's swifts and 
westem bluebirds were recorded during fall migration, whereas olive-sided flycatcher appears to 
primarily use the project site for breeding. 

Waterfowl, waterbirds, and shorebirds were not observed using lands within the project site 
during this study, and mortality involving this group is expected to be rare. Based on abundance, 
passerines are expected to make up the largest proportion of fatalities at the project. Post
construction mortality data collected at other wind projects in Washington and Oregon indicate 
that less con'elation between pre-construction surveys and turbine-related mortality is observed 
in non-raptor species. The lack of correlation may be because most fatalities are among 
nocturnal migrants that are not accounted for during surveys. 

The avian use infonnation for the project site is based on detections of birds seen and/or heard 
calling. Because songbirds are less vocal during fall, this information may be skewed toward 
summer use. Similarly, the level of night migration for species associated with the project site is 
also not known. Risk analyses presented above provide some insight into which species are most 
vulnerable to turbine collision; however, estinlates are based on abundance, proportion of daily 
activity budget spent flying, and flight height of each species. Observations were made during 
daylight hours, and do not take into consideration flight behavior or abundance of nocturnal 
migrants. Further, the analysis does not account for varying ability among species to detect and 
avoid turbines, habitat selection, or other factors that may influence exposure to turbine collision. 
As a result, actual risk may be lower or higher than indicated by these estimates (Orloff and 
Flannery 1992). 

Bats. It is likely that some bat mortality would occur during operation; however, mortality 
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estimates are difficult due to our lack of understanding of why bats collide with wind turbines 
(Kunz et al. 2007, Baerwald et al. 2008). Several factors may aid in the assessment of potential 
impacts to bats, including site-specific habitat and topography, species composition, and activity 
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patterns. The following impact assessment was completed by examining site-specific habitat 
features and bat acoustic data collected to date. Additional insight from investigations conducted 
at other wind projects is presented where relevant. 

The number of bat detections varied greatly between the three survey years. This is based on 
variation in habitat surveyed and the height of detector placement. Overall, the majority of 
detected species were low-frequency species, such as big brown and silver-haired bats. HOalY 
bats made up 8.2 percent of all passes by low-frequency species. Based on studies from other 
wind energy projects in the Pacific Northwest, turbine fatalities would be most expected from 
hoary bats and silver haired bats. Big brown bats are relatively uncommon at wind turbine 
fatalities. At elevated stations meant to reflect the rotor-swept area, low-frequency bats were 
again recorded in much higher numbers than high-frequency species. This likely reflects 
migration flight heights and foraging preferences. 

The timing of peak bat activity on the proposed project site (portions of July and August) does 
not coincide with when the highest levels of bat mortality have been documented at other wind 
projects in the US. Fatality studies have shown a peak in mortality in August and September and 
generally lower mortality earlier in the summer (Johnson 2005, Arnett et al. 2008). While the 
survey effOlt varies among the different studies, the studies that combine Anabat surveys and 
fatality surveys show a general association between the timing of increased bat call rates and 
timing of mortality, with both call rates and mOltality peaking during the fall (Kunz et al. 2007). 
The highest use of the project site occurred in July and August, prior to the time that most bat 
mortality occurs at wind resource areas in the Pacific Northwest as well as throughout the US. 

High bat activity in July and August is likely due to use of the project site by local bats during 
the reproductive season, when pups are being weaned and foraging rates are high. Activity 
beyond mid-August likely represents movement of migrating bats through the area. Activity by 
hoary bats also was substantially higher in July, and dropped off significantly beginning in early 
August. After August 31, activity for all bats was very low relative to earlier dates, indicating 
that most bats had left the area for winter hibernacula or warmer climates. These data indicate 
higher use of the project site by resident populations of bats, rather than by migrants passing 
through the area. Further, high bat activity levels during the breeding season, as seen on the 
proj ect site, do not equate to high bat fatality rates. Low mortality has been documented during 
the breeding season at several wind projects, even when relatively large bat populations were 
present in the area (Fiedler 2004, GlUver 2002, Howe et al. 2002, Johnson et al. 2004, Schmidt et 
al. 2003). 

Finally, no known large bat colonies are present near the proposed the Project. The nearest know 
hibernaculum is located neal' the town of Trout Lake, nearly 20 miles north of the proposed 
project (B. Weiler, personal communication). The project site does not contain topographic 
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features, such as canyons, that may funnel migrating bats toward cOlTidors where turbines would 
be placed. No turbines would be constructed near wetlands or ponds, and cleared areas 
sUlTounding turbine strings would closely mimic clearcuts or young reforested areas, where to 
date, recorded bat activity levels on the project site were the lowest. 
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Some bat fatalities are anticipated as a result of the operation of the proposed project. Variable 
levels of recorded use by bats across years, habitats and recording height above ground indicate 
that the extent of impacts is difficult to predict at this time. 

AmphibianslReptiles. No impacts are anticipated to amphibians or reptiles as a result of project 
operation. 

Mammals. Because data on impacts to big game as a result of wind project operation is limited, 
it is difficult to predict the impact of the proposed project on wildlife using priority habitats on 
the proposed project site. Additional coordination with WDFW is ongoing, and would continue 
to address this resource. 

Fish. No impacts are anticipated to fish as a result of project operation. 

Noxious Weeds 

The spread of noxious weeds is not anticipated to occur as a result of project operation with 
BMPs in place. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least 90 days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or telminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential changes to wetlands, vegetation, wildlife habitat, and noxious weeds. If 
impacts to biological resources are anticipated as a result of site restoration and project 
decommissioning, mitigation measures will be proposed as patt of the plan. 

3.4.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the project would not be built. Timber harvest would still 
occur within the proposed project boundary, which would continue to affect habitats and 
potentially increase the spread of weeds. However, there would be no increased avian or bat 
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fatalities from turbine operations. 

Other power generation facilities could be constructed and operated in the region to meet long
term needs for power, including other wind projects or generation using fossil fuels. Fossil fuel 
combustion would affect vegetation, wetlands, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species, 
including impacts related to carbon dioxide emissions. The significance of such impacts would 
depend on the site-specific locations and design of such facilities. 

Comment: This is a totally inadeql/ate (how many times will I have to lise this word when 
rqerencing this velY inadequate DElS!) "No Action Altefllative" analysis. SDS doesn't know 
that other generation/acUities wOl/ld be cOllstl'llcted and operated ill the region-based 011 this 
DElS, which might be a Waterloo moment/or wind generatioll alld willd/arms ill the 
regioll-it is also likely that willd power and its Ilnpredictability might be reassesses amI other 
methods 0/ cOllser.vatioll/ollnd alld I/sed. There would be 1I0t "increased aviall or bat 
/atalitiesji'01l1 tl/rbine operatiolls, bllt there would also be less pesticide use, less impermeable 
sl/tj'aces built on erosion-prone ridges, less ji'agmentation 0/ the environmellt, less impact on 
wildlife, less impact 011 hl/1/Ialls, etc. There would he mallY more LESSES if this project 
wasil 't hllilt!! 
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3.4.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 
• The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential impacts to biological resources during construction and operation to the extent feasible. 
• Avoid and minimize the use of overhead collector lines, which create areas where birds may 
congregate and perch, thus decreasing the potential for turbine collisions. 
• Use of tubular turbine towers, avoiding the lattice type towers which creates areas where birds 
may congregate and perch, thus decreasing the potential for turbine collisions. 
• Use of un-guyed meteorological towers, reducing the potential for bird collision with wires. 
• Minimize the use oftUl'bine lighting on the project site, thereby reducing the potential for birds 
and bats to be disoriented by lights or attracted to turbines. 
• Install newer generation up-wind turbines. 
• Utilize celtified "weed free" straw bales during construction to avoid introduction of noxious 
weeds. 
• Re-seed all temporarily disturbed areas with an appropriate mix of native plant species as soon 
as possible after construction is completed to accelerate the re-vegetation of these areas and to 
avoid the establishment and spread of noxious weed species. 
• Implement a noxious weed control program, in coordination with the Skamania County 
Noxious Weed Control Board, to control the spread and prevent the introduction of noxious 
weed species. 
• Conduct raptor nest surveys prior to construction during the breeding season (approximately 
April to July) in order to avoid or minimize impacts to any raptors potentially nesting on or near 
the project site .. Construction activities requiring the surveys would include those that would 
remove forested areas and/or require the use of heavy equipment substantial enough to 
potentially disturb nesting activities. 
• Implement a two year minimum post-construction avian mortality study. 
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• Convene a Technical Advisory Committee to evaluate the mitigation and monitoring program 
and determine the need for further studies or mitigation measures. The Technical Advisory 
Committee would be composed of representatives from WDFW, USFWS, Skamania County, 
and the Applicant. The role of the Technical AdvisOlY Committee would be to coordinate 
appropriate mitigation measures, monitor impacts to wildlife and habitat, and address issues that 
arise regarding wildlife impacts during construction and operation of the project, including 
potential adaptive management 
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opportunities. The post-construction monitoring plan would be developed in 

coordination with the Technical Advisory Committee. 

• Coordinate with WDFW for potential impacts to big game species (deer and elk), if 
appropriate. 
• Prepare a SWPP for both the construction and operation phases of the project and submit 
to EFSEC for approval. 

3.4.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The proposed project would result in permanent loss, temporary disturbance and 

fragmentation of existing habitat for a number of wildlife species. These impacts, while 
unavoidable, would take place in landscape of managed timber lands which has for many years 

and will continue to be a fragmented environment with ongoing disturbance. There are no 
impacts to wetlands, and any particularly sensitive areas would be avoided during micro siting of 
the turbines. 

The proposed project would cause mortality to birds and bats through turbine collisions. 
However, the level of mortality is not anticipated to be sufficient to negatively affect the 
population viability of any single species. 

Comment: This is a really illSlifferably dataless, inane statement! "Anticipation" is not 
science. SDS doesll 't know what level 0/ mortality wOlild be sufficient to affect 01' ltot affect 
any single species. Until they gather more data and do a thorough analysis 0/ the regional 
effects o/willd/arms on species mortality, the DEIS is incomplete andjlawed ill regard to bird 
and bat mortality rates; alld, the stated non-effects o/turbille collisiolls on species viability is 
totally ull/ounded alUlllIIsupported by any data. 

It appears unlikely that the project would cause any mortality to a threatened or endangered 
species. Extensive surveys for northem spotted owl and northem goshawk have been conducted 
throughout the project area and both species are considered either completely absent or 
extremely rare. Golden eagles were recorded during surveys in 2004, but not in more recent 
surveys. Bald eagles were recorded in the winter of 2008 and summer of 2009. The potential for 
ongoing OCCUl1'ence of either golden or bald eagles is considered extremely rare. 
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3.5 ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
This section describes potential impacts to energy resources. 
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3.5.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.5.1.1 Region 
Regional Demand 

In September 2009, the Northwest Power and Conservation Council released the Draft Sixth 
NOlthwest Power Plan (NWPCC 2009), which contains projections for regional power demand. 
The plan notes that regional population is likely to increase from 12.7 million in 2007 to 16.3 
million by 2030. Demand for electricity is expected to grow, in patt as a result of this population 
growth. The Draft Sixth Northwest Power Plan states: 

The Pacific NOlthwest consumed 19,000 average megawatts or 166 million megawatt-hours of 
electricity in 2007. That demand is expected to grow to 25,000 average megawatts by 2030 in the 
Council's medium forecast. Between 2007 and 2030, demand is expected to increase by a total 
of 6,500 average megawatts, growing on average by 270 average megawatts', or 1.2 percent, per 
year. 

The cost of energy of all types is expected to be significantly higher over the next twenty years 
than during the 1980s and 1990s. Cost increases will be driven by increasing demand and the 
fact that the cost of finding and producing new energy sources is higher than for existing 
supplies. Carbon emission taxes or cap-and-trade policies are likely to further raise energy costs. 
The Northwest Power and Conservation Council predicts that wholesale electricity prices are 
expected to increase from about $45 per megawatt-hour in 2010 to $85 by 2030 (2006$). 

Pacific Northwest Markets for Renewable Energy Resources 

According to the NOlthwest Power and Conservation Council, much of the future demand for 
electricity in the region could be met tlll'ough conservation. However, markets for renewable 01' 

"green" energy are still growing in the Pacific Northwest, and the Project can help to meet this 
growing demand. One driver for this shift is the establishment ofRPS at·the state level, which 
requires that utilities obtain a percentage of their power from renewable sources. For example, 
in 2006, voters in the Washington passed Initiative 937, which requires that by 2020 large public 
and private utilities must obtain 15 percent of their electricity from renewable resources, and 
undertake cost -effective energy conservation. In 2008, California increased its RPS goal from 
20 percent to 33 percent renewable energy by 2020. 

In addition to the RPS requirements, Washington law requires larger utilities in Washington to 
offer a voluntary "qualified alternative energy product," essentially an electricity product 
powered by green resources, beginning in January 2012 (RCW 19.29A.090). State law defines a 
qualified alternative energy resource as electricity fueled by wind, solar energy, geothennal 
energy, landfill gas, wave or tidal action, gas produced during the treatment of wastewater, 
qualified hydropower, or biomass. As of2008, 15 of the 16 utilities covered by the report had an 
active green power program with customers patticipating, and five additional utilities not 
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covered by the law reported to the state that they were operating green power programs. 
Estimated sales of green power for 2008 were up 17 percent over 2007. Wind powered electricity 
represented 83.3 percent of green power sales (WUTC 2008). 

Bonneville Power Administration Transmission System 

BPA owns and operates 15,000 miles of power lines that carty power fi'om the dams and other 
power plants to utility customers throughout the Paciflc Northwest. The BP A service area 
includes Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Western Montana, and small portions of Wyoming, 
Nevada, Utah, California, and Eastern Montana. 

Electric power plants require an interconnection with a high-voltage electrical transmission 
system for delivery to purchasing retail utilities. BP A owns and operates the FCRTS, which 
comprises more than three-fourths of the high-voltage transmission grid in the Pacific Northwest, 
and extra regional transmission facilities. BP A considers and grants interconnection requests to 
the FCRTS in accordance with its Open Access Transmission Tariff. Under BP A's tariff, BPA 
offers transmission interconnections to the FCRTS to all eligible customers on a first-come, first
served basis, with a decision on whether or not to make this offer subject to environmental 
review under NEP A. 

Commellt: IfBPA owns and operates 15,000 miles of power lilies, alld BPA is cOllcurrently 
proposillg building bigger power lilies throughout the NW, where is the cumulative impacts 
allalysis 011 the ellvirollmelltal effects of 15,000 miles of power lines? Where is the humall 
health cumulative allalysis? Where is the cumulative impact allalysis 011 wildlife-habitat 
fragmelltation, habitat destruction, herbicide effects, etc.? From the DEIS we learn that BPA 
provides ellel"gJI to a "service area illcludes Oregoll, Washillgtoll, Idaho, Western MOlltalla, 
and small portiolls of Wyoming, Nevada, Utah, Califorllia, and Eastern MOlltalla" but this 
regional area is not included ill allY cumulative impacts allalysis in this DEIS. Why 1I0t? 
BPA's energy productioll has cumulative effects 011 the envirollment, 011 ecosystems 
throughout their service area but there is 110 cumulative impact analysis reportillg ill this 
DEIS. This is allotherfatalflaw ill this DEIS. 

3.5.1.2 Project Area 

The project would be located north of the Columbia River. The Columbia River conidor is an 
area of good wind energy potential that currently supports several successful wind power 
projects. The Columbia River Gorge provides a low-elevation connection between continental 
air masses in the interior ofthe Columbia Basin east of the Cascade Range and the maritime air 
of the Pacific Coast. Especially strong pressure gradients develop along the Cascades and force . 
the air to flow rapidly eastward or westward through the Gorge. 

Electric service for the project area is provided by Skamania County Public Utility District #1, 
which obtains electricity from the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS), the series of 
hydroelectric projects along the Columbia River, through BP A. Backup power is obtained from 
Condit Dam, which is scheduled to be decommissioned in 2010. In July 2009 the Public Utility· 
District sought intervener status with EFSEC to argue in favor of the Project, based on the ability 
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of the project to provide backup power to the Public Utility District once Condit Dam is removed 
(EFSEC 2009). There is currently no utility service of any kind at the proposed project site. 

The proposed project area and the project site are already heavily used by energy and other 
utilities. Two BP A high-voltage transmission lines cross the project site, a natural gas pipeline 
runs near the nOlih border of the project site, and there are two communications towers within 
one mile of the site. 
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3.5.2 IMPACTS 
3.5.2.1 Proposed Action 
Construction 

The project would consume limited amounts of energy and natural resources, primarily during 
construction. The electrical substation would be built immediately adjacent to the BPA lines, 
reducing the need to build new long-distance high-voltage transmission lines. 

Estimated types and quantities of energy and natural resources consumed during construction are 
as follows: 

• 19,250 gallons offuel (diesel and gasoline) for construction equipment 
'3,700 tons of steel for turbine towers 
• 1,000 tons of steel for tower foundation reinforcement 
• 100,000 yards of gravel (aggregate) for roads and crane pads 
• 10,000 cubic yards of concrete for turbine foundations 
• 1.7 million gallons of water for road compaction, dust control, wetting concrete, etc., 
assuming plain water is used for dust control (this amount could be reduced through the 
use of lignin or other dust palliative if permitted by EFSEC) 

The source of fuel for construction equipment and vehicles would be licensed fuel distributors 01' 

gas stations. Petroleum products, including vehicle and equipment gasoline and diesel fuels, and 
machinery lubricants are available and would be purchased fi'om numerous cormnercial outlets in 
the project vicinity. Water for construction would be obtained from a local source with valid 
water rights, as described in Section 3.3 Water Resources. Concrete would be purchased from 
existing suppliers located near the project site. Electricity for construction equipment would be 
provided from portable generators. 

Bulk materials such as aggregate gravel and sand, in addition to soils, would be supplied locally 
from existing quarries. Other building materials, equipment, and other operational commodities 
would be purchased from equipment and material suppliers. The largest resource use would be 
steel and concrete. Diesel fuel and electricity also would be consumed during construction. 1be 
amounts of all of these resources would be small compared to existing supplies, and none are 
expected to affect availability or market supply. 

Nomenewable resources in the project vicinity are primarily gravel extracted from local sources 
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and used locally. Primmy consumption of these resources is related to construction projects 
(sand, gravel, and other mineral resources as used in steel, aluminum, concrete, and other 
building products). Several gravel pits and quanies are located near the project site. These 
would be adequate to supply the needs of the project. 
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Renewable resources are materials that can be regenerated, such as wood, other fibers, wind, and 
sunlight. The primary renewable resources in the project area are timber and wind. The project 
area, including the project site, has been used for the renewable production of forest products for 
many years. The addition ofthe Project would diversify this renewable resource-based business 
by using a second, compatible renewable resource, the wind energy of the site. The project 
would shift approximately 56 acres of commercial forest land to non-forest uses for the project 
area roads and the turbine corridors. In the context of the 1, 152-acre site and the large areas of 
sUlTounding area in private and Washington State timber management, this reduction would not 
affect the availability of timber as a renewable resource. 

Operation 

Operation of the project would consume limited amounts of energy and nonrenewable natural 
resources. During operations, electrical energy from Skamania County Public Utility District #1 
would be consumed on a limited basis during times when the wind generated on site is 
insufficient to power warning lights required by {he Federal Aviation Administration and 
security lights. Some electricity would be used at the Operations and Maintenance and 
substation facilities. In addition, turbines require electrical energy to run lubrication pumps and 
cooling systems, electrical monitoring systems, and position motors when wind speeds are below 
generation levels. 

• Types and quantities of energy and natural resources consumed during operations m'e as 
follows: 
• Fuel for operations and maintenance vehicles (approximately 8,500 gallons annually) 
• Minor quantities oflubricating oils, greases and hydraulic fluids for the wind turbine 
generators . 
• Electricity for project operations (less than approximately 600 kilowatt hours per wind 
turbine generator per month) 
• Water for use at the Operations and Maintenance facility and periodic maintenance of 
turbine blades (less than 5,000 gallons per day) Electricity for project operations would mostly 
be generated by the approximately 75 MW of electricity created by the project itself. Wind famls 
have a very high "energy payback" (ratio of energy produced compared to enei'gy expended in 
construction and operation), and wind's energy payback time is one of the shOliest of any 
electrical generation technology. It takes approximately three to eight months, depending on the 
wind speed at the site, for a wind farm to produce the total amount of energy used to construct 
the equipment and build the project (A WEA 2007). The Project Proponent expects this to be true 
for the Project as well. 

During periods when the wind turbines are not generating power, electricity would be purchased 
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from the Skamania County Public Utility District #1. 

The impact of this proposed project to the regional electric demands can best be seen by a recent 
Northwest Power and Conservation Council evaluation of projected electrical demand in the 
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region. The NPCC found that a medium forecast predicts a demand of about 5,300 MW by 2025 
with a range of about minus 2,500 MW to a high of about plus 7,000 MW. The medium forecast 
represents a growth of about 1 percent pel' year. Given the regional energy needs and the unique 
convergence of gas pipelines, wind energy, and transmission lines in Klickitat County, it is 
reasonable to estimate that the County could produce a portion of the projected increased energy 
demand. Currently, the regional power resources come from the following energy technologies: 

• Hydroelectric, 55 % 
• Coal fired thermal, 19 % 
• Nuclear power, 5 % 
• Imports, 8 % 
• Gas fired combustion turbines, 3 % 
• Non-Utility generation, 6 % 
• Miscellaneous, including wind power, 4 % 

The Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone Final EIS 11, released by the Klickitat County 
Planning Department, also recently evaluated the projected energy demand in Klickitat County, 
Washington, the county immediately adjacent to Skamania County. The Klickitat County 
Planning Depattment found that the technologies that are currently being used within Klickitat 
County include hydroelectric, gas fired combustion turbines, biomass fired turbines, and wind 
energy. These energy technologies are expected to continue to be developed in the County 
(tln'ough the year 2024) and include: 

• Seven 250 MW or five 350 MW natural gas thermal projects 
• Two 50 MW biomass projects 
• Four wind power projects with total gene'rating capacity of 1,000 MW 
• Solar projects are anticipated to be small in size and number. 

Comment: If Klickitat COUllty evaluated projected energy demand, then where is their 
cumulative iIi/pacts Ulwlysisfor ellvironmentalimpacts? Klickitat is in BPA's service area 
and allY cumulative impacts from their energy production should be part of this DEIS. 
Cumulative impacts are just not calculatedfor past and present actions-they must also be 
calculated for FUTURE actiolls, such as the" seven 250MW orjive 350MW Ilatural gas 
thermal projects, alld the two 50MW biomass projects, and the fOllr wind power projects, and 
the solar projects" melltioned above. Where are the FUTURE cumulative impacts analyses 
for these FUTURE actiolls? 

The proposed project, although in a small way, would help meet the project demand outlined by 
the NPCC as mentioned above through its wind power generation. Additionally, the proposed 
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project would be consistent with the types of projects that have been outlined within the Klickitat 
County Energy Overlay Zone Final EIS. 

11 See: http://www.klickitatcounty.orgldefault.asp 
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Studies of the projected impact of this proposed project to the FCRTS have found that the North 
Bonneville-Midway 230-kV line interconnection provides sufficient capacity for the proposed 70 
MW request. From the proposed BPA substation interconnection, the power flow will be 
directed 80% towards North Bonneville and 20% towards Midway. The contingency analysis 
for this interconnection request indicates that no overloads are anticipated to occur, and this 
proposed project would not be expected to affect the. operation of BP A' s transmission system. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least 90 days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential uses of energy and natural resources. If impacts to energy or natural 
resources are anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, 
mitigation measures will be proposed as part of the plan. 

3.5.2.2 No Action Altemative 
Under the No Action Altemative, the wind energy project would not be built. The energy and 
water use for the Operations and Maintenance building would not take place. It is likely that the 
region's power needs would be met tln'ough energy efficiency and conservation measures, 
existing power generation, or the development of new power generation. Base load demand 
would likely be filled through expansion of existing, or development of new thennal generation 
such as gas-fired combustion turbine technology. Other wind sources also could be developed. 
Such development could occur at appropriate locations throughout Washington State. The 
impacts on energy and natural resources would depend on the type, location, and size of the 
facility proposed. 

3.5.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

Adverse impacts to energy and natural resources are identified to be minimal and therefore no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

3.5.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
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The proj ect would have minor unavoidable adverse impacts to energy and natural resources. The 
overall impact ofthe project to energy and natural resources would be positive, since it would 
provide the region with low-cost, clean, renewable energy, in accordance with state and national 
policies and priorities. 

Comment: Just "minor unavoidable adverse impacts to energy and natuNt/resources"? What 
exactly does minor mean? How many cumulative "unavoidable adverse impacts" are there? 
"Ovemll impact ... would be positive"? Do we flOW sing KU11lbaya and call it good?!? Tlzis is 
not analysis. This is a proponent making a subjective, wisltjitl statement unsupported by data 
ami/actual in/ormation. Where is the data to support the assertions in the adverse inlpact 
statement? 
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3.6 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

This section describes existing health and safety hazards at the project site and identifies 
potential health and safety risks from project construction and operation. Risks discussed 
include fire or explosion, release of hazardous materials, vandalism, traffic accidents, turbine 
structural failure, ice throw, electric and magnetic fields, and shadow-flicker. Mitigation 
measures are identified for potential impacts. 
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3.6.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.6.1.1 Existing Health and Safety Risks 
Existing health and safety hazards at the project site include those associated with the current 
commercial foreshy operations on the site. Commercial foreshy operations include some risks 
of fire and explosion from equipment operation, especially during dry summer months. 
Commercial forestry entails a small risk ofleaks or spills of fuel, oil, or hydraulic fluid. There is 
also a small health and safety hazard related to logging trucks cUITently traveling to and from the 
site. During the dry summer months, there is some risk of fire from lightning. 

Resources for responding to risks to environmental health and safety include fire prevention, law 
enforcement, and emergency medical response. 

3.6.1.2 Fire Prevention 

The project site is currently used for commercial forestry and there are no structures on the site. 

Two city fire depatiments (NOlih Bonneville and Stevenson) and seven Skamania County fire 
districts provide fire protection to Skamania County residents. DNR also provides fire 
suppression services to forested areas in Skamania County, and would be the first responder to a 
fire emergency at the project site (J. Weeks, personal communication). Skamania County Fire 
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District No.3 (SCFD3) (also known as Underwood Fire District) provides fire protection and 
emergency response to a 20-square mile service area immediately south of the project site (D, 
Cox, personal communication). Although the project site is not formally within SCFD3 's 
service area (T. Skinner, personal communication), SCFD3 would likely respond to a fire at the 
project site, along with and in coordination with DNR (R. Hovey, personal communication). The 
Mill A Fire Department is also near the project site, and has a staff that includes less than six 
volunteer firefighters and no paid personnel (J. Carlson, personal communication). 

The project site is located in DNR's West Klickitat Area. The DNR work center closest to the 
project site is the Husum work center, which is staffed by one fire manager officer and one 
assistant fire manager (J. Weeks, personal communication). Other staff and equipment at the 
Husum work center includes six firefighters and two Type 6 wildfire engines (Fullerton and 
Helgerson 2008). The DNR response time to the project site wouldvaty depending on the 
location of the engines and the type of fire emergency at the proj ect site, but would range from 
45 minutes to one hour (R. Hovey and J. Weeks, personal communications). The engines are 
usually assigned to work projects in the field. 

SCFD3 is located in the unincorporated community of Underwood and is staffed by 17 volunteer 
firefighters. The SCFD3 service area is 20 square miles. Equipment at SCFD3 includes one 
each of the following: Type I engine, Type 2 engine, Type 3 engine, Type 7 engine, Type 2 
tender, and Type 3 tender'(Fullelion and Helgerson 2008). The Washington State Ratings 
Bureau rating for SCFD3 at the project site is "Unprotected - 10," because the site is not located 
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within the SCFD3 boundaries (T. Skinner, personal communication). 

The project site is located outside of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. If an 
incident at or near the site, i.e., a wildland fire, t1n'eatens the area, the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area fire agency could respond. The fire agency is equipped with three Type 6 
wildfire engines, one fire prevention module, two command vehicles, two cooperative engines 
(with the DNR), and one cooperative engine (with the Oregon Department of Forestry). The 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area fire agency has nine employees and is staffed seven 
days per week, July through September (Fullerton and Helgerson 2008). 

Skamania and Klickitat Counties have jointly prepared a Community ,Wildfire Protection Plan 
through a Title III grant from the Secure Rural Schools and Self Determination Act (Klickitat 
and Skamania Counties 2006). This is a plan developed by a community in an area at risk from 
wildfire, with the goal of reducing the risk of catastrophic wildfire within the region .. 

Table 3.6-1 lists the fire depatiments that serve the site and surrounding area, along with the 
departments' staff and equipment. These fire districts have mutual aid agreements with each 
other (J. Carlson, personal communication). 
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Table 3.6-1 
Fire Depatiments in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Vicinity 
Fire Department 
Paid Full-Time 
Personnel 
Volunteer 
Personnel Equipment 
Protection 
Classa 
Skamania County 
Fire District No.3 
0171- Type I engine 
1 - Type 2 engine 
1 - Type 3 engine 
1 - Type 7 engine 
1 - Type 2 tender 
1 - Type 3 tender 
10 
Mill AFire 
Depatiment 
0<6 (c) 
Washington 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
6 NAb 2 - Type 6 wildfire engines -
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Columbia River 
Gorge National 
Scenic Area Fire 
Agency 
9 NAb 3 - Type 6 wildfire engines 
1 - fire prevention module 
2 - command vehicles 
2 - cooperative engines (with DNR) 
1 - cooperative engine (with Oregon Department of 
Forestry). 
-Sources: Fullerton and Helgerson (2008), Washington State Patrol (personal communication), 
MSRC (2008), J. Carlson (personal 
communication). 

a. T. Skinner (personal communication): As rated by the Washington Surveying and Rating 
Bureau. The Bureau rates the level of fire protection provided by fire departments against four 
main elements: available water supply; logistical characteristics and makeup of the district fire 
depaliment; available communications systems; and fire control and safety measures taken and 
ordinances in effect in the particular fire district. Ratings are used to evaluate fire protection 
availability for insurance purposes. Ratings range from 1 to 10, with class 1 representing the 
highest level of fire protection and class 10 the lowest level. Ratings were not available for the 
DNR or the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Fire Agency. 
b. Not available. 
3.6.1.3 Law Enforcement 

The Skamania County Sheriff s Office provides law enforcement services in the project vicinity. 
Sheriffs Office headqualiers are located in Stevenson, approximately 15 miles southwest of the 
project site. The response time from Sheriffs Office headqualiers to the project site is 
approximately 20 minutes. 

The Washington State Patrol patrols SR 14 south of the site. Roads extending nOlih ofSR 14 are 
county roads, and are patrolled by the Sheriffs Office. Table 3.6-2 provides infOlmation on the 
police depaliments serving the site area, including service area and number of officers. 

3.6.1.4 Emergency Medical Services 

Two ambulance companies provide emergency response services for the Project site: Skamania 
County Emergency Medical Service and Skyline Ambulance. Skamania County Emergency 
Medical Services is the functioning entity of Skamania County Hospital District No.1, which 
provides ambulance service to the residents of Skamania County. Skyline Ambulance is based at 
Skyline Hospital in White Salmon, and is equipped with tln'ee ambulance vehicles. Table 3.6-3 
lists characteristics of the first response ambulance service providers for the Project site. 
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Table 3.6-2 
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Police Department Staffing Levels in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Vicinity 

Department 
2008 Population 
of Service Area 
Number of 
Commissioned 
Officers 
Ratio of Officers to 
1,000 Population 
Skamania County Sheriffs Office 10,70023 2.la 
Washington State Patrol District 5 Goldendale 
Detachment 30,800b 9 0.3 
Washington State Patrol Vancouver District 5 608,600c 60 0.01 
Average for Washington State 6,489,49010,541 1.6d 

a. D. Cox (personal communication), WASPC (2008), Washington State Patrol (personal 
communication). 
b. Includes population of Klickitat and Skamania Counties. 
c. Includes population of Clark, Cowlitz, Lewis, and Skamania Counties. 
d. W ASPC (2008), statistics are for 2007. 
Table 3.6-3 
Ambulance Service Providers in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Vicinity 

Name Ownership Level of Care 
Skyline Ambulance Public Advanced Life Support 
Skamania County Emergency Medical Services Public Advanced Life Support 

Sources: Skyline Hospital (2008), Skamania County EMS (2008). 

The two hospitals closest to the proj ect site are Skyline Hospital in White Salmon (7 miles 
southeast of the project) and Providence Hood River Memorial Hospital, directly across the 
Columbia River fi'Om White Salmon in the City of Hood River (8 miles southeast of the project). 
Skyline Hospital is a 32-bed acute care hospital with a Trauma Level IV designation, serving 
western Klickitat County and eastern Skamania County. Services at Skyline Hospital include 
acute care, obstetrics, surgely, cardiopulmonary care, radiology and laboratory services, physical 
therapy, a pharmacy, and emergency services. Skyline Hospital owns and operates a three
vehicle ambulance service (Skyline Hospital 2008). 

Providence Hood River Memorial Hospital is a 25-bed facility that provides cardio conditioning, 
counseling, diabetes treatment, a dialysis center, emergency services, obstetrics, radiology, 
laboratoty services, nutrition, occupational medicine, a sleep center, and surgeryl2. 

3.6.2 IMP ACTS 
3.6.2.1 Proposed Action 
Potential impacts to environmental health may occur during construction or operation. 
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Construction 

Construction impacts include the typical risks to health associated with the construction of an 
industrial facility, including fire or explosion, release of hazardous materials, vandalism, and 
accidents. 

12 See: http://www.providence.org!hoodriver/ 
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Fire or Explosion 

The only structures proposed on the site are the turbine towers, associated transformers and 
substation, and the Operations and. Maintenance facility. Project construction could temporarily 
increase the risk of fire at the project site and in the broader project area, as a result of the 
operation of vehicles and power equipment, which may cause fires through contact with dried 
plants during dry summer weather. Blasting may be used where solid rock is encountered during 
construction of turbine foundations or trenches for the underground electrical collection system. 
Blasting could create a fire hazard during dly weather. 

As the landowner and a long-tenn commercial forestry business, SDS has maintained the ability 
to respond to fires on their forest tand with dozers and water trucks, and will continue to do so. 
Fire response by SDS will be supplemented by DNR, which provides fire protection on forest 
lands. DNR has resources in the area and responds to all wildland fires. DNR would likely 
respond to a structure fire in the woods, as would Underwood Fire District #3 and Mill A 
Volunteers. SCFD3 is the nearest local fire district. Eric Ziegler, District Chief, submitted a 
letter to EFSEC during the EIS scoping period stating that SCFD3 can provide service coverage 
to the project area to respond to fires without any reduction in service to their constituency. Mill 
A Volunteers is not a recognized fire district with a tax base but a volunteer fire company. Mill 
A Volunteers has joint responder agreements with Underwood Fire District and the DNR. 

There are two locations being considered for the Operations and Maintenance facility site, one 
site next to the substation and the other at the bottom of West Pit Road. The West Pit Road site 
would have a lower fire risk and shorter response times for emergency services, since the facility 
would be along a county road. 

Releases of Hazardous Materials 

The risk of releases to the environment that would affect health would be similar to any large 
construction project. The primary potentially hazardous materials used during construction 
would be diesel fuel for construction equipment, lubricating oils and hydraulic fluids for the 
turbines, and mineral oil for the transfOlmer at each turbine and the substation. Approximately 
19,250 gallons of diesel fuel would be used during construction. Most trucks would fuel up off
site; some fuel would be transported to the site. 
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Each turbine would contain a small amount of hydraulic fluid, and would have a pad-mounted 
transfOlmer containing approximately 500 gallons of mineral oil for cooling. The BP A 
substation would have either one or two transfOlmers, each containing up to 12,000 gallons of 
mineral oil. These transformers would be filled during construction. 

Comment: How dangerous is mineral oil to the environment, in case of leaks? Is there 
combustion danger? How milch of the milleral oil is stored ollsitefor lise? Over the life of 
each turbine trallsformer, how much mineral oil is used? How milch mineral oil is used over 
the lifetime of the BPA substatiolls? What is the c/zemicalmakeup of the mineral oil? 

Vandalism 

During construction, the presence of out-of-area workers could create a negligible increase the 
risk of vandalism in the community. Vandalism of project facilities and theft of equipment 
during construction also is a potential area of concem. Security provisions could include 
temporary fencing with a locked gate around the construction site; the use of site trailers for the 
temporary storage of special equipment or materials; and the use of outdoor lighting and motion
sensor lighting. Access to the project site would be controlled, and site visitors including 
vendors, equipment personnel, maintenance contractors, material suppliers, and all other third 
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parties would require permission for access from authorized project staff prior to entrance. 
These measures would help to reduce the potential for vandalism and other incidents at the 
project site that would require a response by local law enforcement agencies. Whistling Ridge 
Energy LLC may contract for on-site security to supplement coverage by the Skamania County 
Sheriff. 

Traffic Accidents 

Project construction could lead to a slight increase in the chance of traffic accidents, due to the 
presence of a peak of265 construction workers traveling to the site, along with the transpOlt of 
construction materials and the turbine components. This impact would last a maximum of one 
year, with peak impacts limited to a several-month period in the summer. This risk would be 
minimal and similar to any construction project involving the use of heavy equipment and large 
structural components on the roadways. The Skamania County Sheriff or the Washington State 
Patrol would respond to traffic accidents. Medical response wOlild be provided by the local 
ambulance services (Skamania County Emergency Medical Service and Skyline Ambulance) and 
the two local hospitals (Skyline Hospital in White Salmon and Providence Hood River Memorial 
Hospital in Hood River), which have capacity for additional patients. 

Turbine Structural Failure 

The risk of turbine structural failure during construction would be very small, and would be due 
primarily to problems in the assembly process, should a failure occur. The turbine supplier will 
be required to document and provide the quality assurance/quality control procedures used 
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during manufacturing and assembly to minimize or eliminate the risk offailure. 

Ice Throw 

Ice stom1s, both mild and occasionally severe, may occur in the project area. During periods of 
ice build-up, the exposed parts ofthe turbine may be coated with ice. When a stationary blade 
accumulates ice followed by an increase in temperature, the ice on the blade can thaw. If the 
blades are stationary, the ice will fall near the turbine base, but once the blades begin to rotate, 
ice fragments may be thrown. Ice throw would not be a risk during construction because the 
turbines would not be operating. 

Shadow Flicker 

Shadow flicker caused by wind turbines is defined as altemating changes in light intensity as the 
moving blade casts shadows on the ground and objects, including windows at residences. Some 
health concems have been raised about the effects of shadow flicker. Shadow flicker can only 
occur if the location of the turbine is close to a receptor that is in a position where the blades 
interfere with very low-angle sunlight. Shadow flicker would not be a risk during construction 
because the turbines would not be operational. 

Comment: Duh. "Sltadow flicker would not be a risk during construction because turbines 
would not be operational." I really dislike it when people think I'm stupid ... SO, what 
happells after the turbines are constructed? How much shadow flicker is there? How are 
people and wildlife affected by shadow flicker? Shadow flicker is VERY ANNOYING, as 
anyone who has !tad light flickering 011 their peripheral vision cml attest! This is not all 
alia lysis of shadow flicker, its effects 011 humalls alld wildlife, and its location relative to 
humall habitatioll ill the area. 

Electromagnetic Fields 

Electrical transmission lines, distribution lines, and substations create electromagnetic fields. 
Electromagnetic fields also exist in nature and around all types of electrical devices and 
appliances. They are produced by the presence of differences in electrical potential (Voltage) and 
the movement of charges because of the potential (current). This movement produces magnetic 
fields. The electrical and magnetic fields around electrical appliances and utility facilities are 
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extremely low frequency. They have a significantly lower frequency (60 cycles per second, or 
Hz), than radio broadcast waves (0.5 to 100 million cycles per second) or electromagnetic energy 
from sunshine (1,000 trillion cycles per second). Electrical and magnetic fields would not be 
generated prior to completion of the project other than by electrical generators used for 
temporary site power. 
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Comment: SO, what happells after construction. What strength electrical and magnetic fields 
would be generated? What effects do electromagnetic fields have on humans and wildlife? 
Are there any genetic effects? Cancer-causing effects? 

. Operation 

Potential health and safety concerns from operation of a wind energy facility include ongoing 
risks of fire or explosion, releases to the environment, vandalism or traffic accidents, along with 
concerns regarding turbine structural failure, tower failure, blade throw ice throw from the 
turbine blades, shadow flicker from the moving blades, and electrical and magnetic fields. 

Fire or Explosion 

Wild fires in the project area are relatively rare, and fire conditions are monitored continually by 
the DNR. During project operation, fire protection would continue to be provided by SDS, 
DNR, Underwood Fire District, and Mill A Volunteei·s. Potential for fire would be lower once 
construction is completed, and would relate primarily to lightning and vehicle use during the dry 
summer months. These risks would be mitigated through appropriate operational practices. 
DNR has stated that resources for fire protection and suppression services are adequate to serve 
the project during construction and operation (J. Weeks, personal communication). 

Turbine fires are possible; however, with the types of modern wind turbines proposed for the 
project, turbine malfunctions leading to fires in the nacelle are extremely rare. The turbine 
control system detects overheating in turbine machinery, and internal fires would be detected by 
these sensors, causing the machine to shut down immediately and send an alarm signal to the 
central supervisory control and data acquisition system, which would notify operators of the 
alarm by cell phone or pager. 

Releases to the Environment 

Operation of the project would not result in the generation of regulated quantities of hazardous 
wastes. Since no fuel would be burned to power the wind turbine generators, there would be no 
spent fuel, ash, sludge or other process wastes generated. The only materials used during project 
operations that present any potential for accidental spills are lubricating oils and hydraulic fluids 
used in the wind turbine generators and transfOlmers . 

• Turbine Fluids. The fluids within the turbines are checked by staff periodically and 
must be replenished or replaced on an infrequent basis (generally less than once per year 
and sometimes only once evelY five years). When replacing these fluids, the industry 
standard practice is for staff to climb up to the nacelle and remove the fluids in small 
(typically five-gallon) containers and lower them to the ground using a small 
maintenance crane built into the nacelle itself. The containers would then be transferred 
to a pickup truck for transpOlt to the Operations and Maintenance facility for temporary 
storage (typically less than one month) before being picked up by a licensed transpolter 
for recycling. Replacement fluids are added in the same method, only in reverse. 
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• Replacement Fluids. Small quantities of replacement fluids, typically no more than a few 50-
gallon drums oflubricating oil and hydraulic oil, may be stored at the Operations and 
Maintenance facility for replenishing and replacing spent fluids. These fluids would be stored in 
appropriate containers. All operations staff would be trained in appropriate handling and spill 
prevention techniques to avoid any accidental spills. Because only small quantities of fluids are 
transported, added, or removed at anyone time and are stored for short periods of time, the 
potential for an accidental spill during routine maintenance is extremely limited. 
• Pad Mounted Transformers. Each wind turbine generator has a pad mounted transformer 
located at its base. These transformers contain mineral oil, which acts as a coolant. Each pad 
mounted transformer contains up to 500 gallons of mineral oil. The transformer is designed to 
meet stringent electrical industry standards, including containment tank welds and corrosion 
protection specifications. Regular maintenance is performed on the transformers, including 
checking the condition of the coolant. 
• Substation Transfomler(s). The BPA substation would be equipped with either one or two 
transformers. Each substation transformer would contain up to 12,000 gallons of mineral oil for 
cooling. These transfol1ners are designed to meet stringent electrical industry standards, 
including containment tank welds and corrosion protection specifications. The substation 
transformers are equipped with an oil level sensor that detects any sudden drop in the oil levels 
and send an alarm message to the central supervisory control and data acquisition system. 
Finally, the substation transformers are supPOlied by a concrete vault to ensure that any 
accidental fluid leak does not result in any discharge to the environment. It is anticipated that an 
Operation SPCC Plan would be submitted and approved by EFSEC prior to operation. 

Vandalism 

Vandalism of project facilities and theft of equipment during operation is similar to that expected 
during construction. As with the construction period, the project design will include site security 
measures including fencing and outdoor lighting, and Whistling Ridge Energy LLC may contract 
for on-site security to supplement coverage by the Skamania County Sheriff. 

Traffic Accidents 

The risk of traffic accidents during operation would be low. The project would employ between 
eight and nine operations staff; this number would not generate sufficient additional traffic to 
increase accident rates. Traffic accident response would continue to be provided by the 
Skamania County Sheriff and Washington State Patrol, with suppOli by local ambulance services 
and hospitals as needed. 

Tower Failure 

Structural failure of the turbine tower is very rare, though some instances of turbine failure have 
been documented in older turbine models. A review perf011lled for the Kittitas Valley Wind 
Project EIS located five reported instances of tower failure worldwide. There are at least 55,000 
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wind turbines installed world-wide (EFSEC 2007). One insurance company representative 
whose company insured over 12,000 turbines reported that he was not aware of any instances of 
the failure of tubular turbine towers (EFSEC 2007). 

Tower failure can be attributed to improper design, manufacturing defects, extreme weather 
events, or the wrong application of technology. Reasons for tower collapse can vary depending 
on conditions and tower type, but may include blade strikes, velY strong winds, and improper 
maintenance. While structural failure is more damaging than blade failure, the consequences and 
risks to human health are far lower since risks are confined to within a relatively ShOlt distance 
from the turbine (Caithness 2006). There is only one recorded death Ji'om a tower collapse,. 
which occurred in Sherman County, Oregon (a construction worker who died during the testing 
phase and not during operation). A six-month investigation found that the operating company 
"failed to properly instruct and supervise workers in the safe operation of tools and equipment. 
It also found that company procedures for working under potentially dangerous conditions fell 
short of OSHA [Occupational Safety and Health regulations]" (Hill 2008). The investigation 
did not find any structural problems with the tower itself. 

Comment: This is tlteGorge. There are strong winds ill the Gorge. There is extreme weather 
in the Gorge. Why is SDS proposing to build huge, dangerous propellers in an area known 
for gllsting, strong, winds? 

Blade Throw 

Cases of blade throw are rare and have generally been linked to improper assembly or 
exceedance of design limits (A WEA 2008). In those rare instances where towers or blades have 
failed, the failure typically results in components crumpling or falling straight down to the 
ground, although in a small number of cases blades or parts of blades have been thrown from the 
nacelle. There is limited data available on how far blade components would be thrown since 
blade throw is extremely rare. In testimony for the Kittitas Valley Wind Project, a representative 
from Vestas Wind Systems in Denmark stated that there are approximately 10,000 Vestas 
turbines installed and operating worldwide. There has been only one noted OCCUITence of blade 
throw, with a Vestas V39-500kW turbine in Denmark in 1992 where a blade was thrown 50 to 
75 meters (approximately 165 to 245 feet) (EFSEC 2007). Based on this information, the 
Applicant detelmined that using a minimum of turbine tip height to define the minimum safety 
setback distance is sufficient to protect against blade throw. 

For the Project, members of the public would not have access to the project site, and signs would 
be used to discourage unauthorized access. The tip height of the turbines would be 
approximately 426 feet. The property boundaries ofthe project site would be greater than 426 
feet in distance to the nearest turbine in all but a few isolated cases. Exact distances from the 
turbines to the property boundmy would depend on the final design and placement of the 
turbines; however, it is' possible that the nearest turbine would be within this distance ofthe 
project boundary for small parts of turbine strings A and B (on the west of side of the project 
area), F and D (on the south side) and Band C (on the north side). However, most of this area is 
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under control of the Applicant or in large-scale agriculture, and there are no residences within 
this buffer area: 

• On the west side of the project area, there are six propelties, of which only two are owned 
by a person or entity other than the Applicant. These two are owned by the State and 
managed by DNR. All these neighboring properties are managed as commercial forest 
land with no residential structures. 
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• On the south side, there are five adjacent off-project properties, located within the Scenic Area. 
Of these five properties, only one, totaling 29 acres, is owned by someone other than the 
Applicant. The 29-acre parcel is primarily managed as forest and orchard lands, with 1 acre used 
for residential purposes. The owner has received approval from Skamania County to relocate 
their existing home to within 50 feet of their n01th property line. This new location would bring 
the residence to within 2;000 feet of the closest proposed turbine conidor. Except for this parcel, 
all adjacent lands to the south are in commercial timber production. 
• On the nOlth side, the land is owned by the State and managed for commercial timber harvest 
by the DNR. 

The wind turbines for the project would be equipped with sophisticated computer control 
systems to monitor vadables such as wind speed and direction, air and machine temperatures, 
electrical voltages, currents, vibrations, blade pitch and yaw angles, etc. Each turbine would be 
connected to a central data control system. The system will allow for remote control and 
monitoring of individual turbines and the wind plant as a whole from both the cenh'al host 
computer or from a remote computer. 

Comment: I did not see allY willd studies, 10llg-term willd directioll distributioll curves, data 
011 mll."(imllm amI millimum tempemtures OIIsite, the differellt altitude locationsjor tile willd 
turbines (altitude above sea level affects willd productio1l? Where are the air density tablesjor 
the proposed locatioll, etc. Where are the willd studiesjor this area? What are tlte 
e1lvironmental issues associated with micro-siti1lg? 

All turbines are designed with several levels of built-in safety and comply with the codes set 
forth by Occupational Safety and Health Administration and American National Standards 
Institute standards. The turbines would be equipped with two fully independent braking systems 
that could stop the rotor either acting together or independently. The braking system is designed 
to bring the rotor to a halt under all foreseeable conditions. The system would include 
aerodynamic braking by the rotor blades and by a separate hydraulic disc brake system. Both 
braking systems would operate independently such that ifthere is a fault with one system, the 
other could still bring the turbine to a halt. Remote restalting of the turbine would not be 
possible following an emergency stop. The turbine would be inspected in-person and the stop
fault reset manually to re-activate automatic operation. The turbines also would be equipped 
with a parking brake used to "park" the rotor while maintenance routines or stationary rotor 
inspections are performed. 
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Ice Throw 

As noted above, during periods of ice build-up, the exposed pmis of the turbine may be coated 
with ice. When a stationmy blade accumulates ice followed by an increase in temperature, the 
ice on the blade can thaw. If the blades are stationary, the ice would fall near the turbine base, 
but once the blades begin to rotate, ice fragments may be tm·own. The risk of impacts from ice 
throw is minimal. Most modern turbines include sensors that would shut down the turbine when 
ice build-up is detected.· A 1998 study reported that there had been no injury from ice tm'own 
from wind turbines (Morgan et al. 1998). A 2009 study reported one human injury due to ice
throw, although the specifics of the incident were not provided (Caithness 2009). As stated 
above, there are at least 55,000 wind turbines in operation world-wide. 

Reported data on ice throws at other projects indicate that ice fragments were found on the 
ground from 50 to 328 feet Ji'om turbines «33 to 197 feet blade diameter) and were in the range 
of 0.2 to 2.2 pounds in mass (Morgan et al. 1998, EFSEC 2007). When more than a few meters 
from the turbine, the risk of ice landing at a specific location was found to reduce quite quickly 
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with the distance of the location from the turbine. It was also found that ice falls predominantly 
downwind of the rotor plane. Seifeti et al. (2003) conducted risk analyses on ice tm'ow primarily 
in Europe. The general conclusion was that wind turbines would not cause ice throw risks as 
they are normally set back from residences and roadways and that the hypothetical risk of being 
struck by ice is small. However, the actual throwing distance of the ice fragments would vary 
based on many variables not included in this calculation, including rotor azimuth, rotor speed, 
local radius, ice fragment size and weight, and the wind speed. 

Thus, a buffer based on tip height (approximately 426 feet) would provide adequate protection 
from ice tm·ow. As discussed in the Blade Throw section above, the project area boundm'ies are 
usually farther than this distance from the nearest turbine, and where this is not the case the 
surrounding area is either under the control ofthe Applicant, managed for commercial timber 
harvest by Washington State, or managed for large-scale agriculture. The nearest residence is 
approximately 2,000 feet from the nearest proposed turbine string. 

Shadow Flicker 

Shadow flicker is the alternating change in light intensity when moving turbine blades cast 
shadows on the ground and objects, such as windows in residences. Shadow flicker is not caused 
by viewing the sun through rotating wind turbines blades or moving tm'ough the shadows of a 
wind energy facility, or sunlight reflected from turbine blades. Shadow flicker occurs when a 
turbine is located near a receptor (e.g., residence) with an unobstructed line of sight to the 
turbine, the sun is behind and perpendicular to the turning turbine blades and the receptor is 
located close enough to the turbine to be in its shadow. 

The existence and intensity of shadow flicker are affected by a number of factors including: 
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• The strength of the sun as affected by cloud cover. 
• The line of sight of the observer relative to the sun and the turbine. This is related to the 
sun's height in the sky, which varies with latitude and longitude, time of day, and time of 
year 
• The distance between the observer and the turbine, which affects the distinctness ofthe 
shadows. 
• The presence of obstructions such as buildings or vegetation. 
• The orientation ofthe turbine depending on wind conditions. When the turbine is facing 
the sun, shadow flicker is greater behind the turbine; when the turbine is rotating in line 
with the sun, there is much less flicker (Committee for Renewable Energy 2008). 
Potential shadow flicker from wind turbines can only occur when (I) the sun is very low in the 
sky; (2) a receptor is very close to the turbine; (3) the receptor is oriented toward a turbine; (4) 
the receptor has an unobstructed line of sight; and (5) the weather conditions include bright sun. 
When all these factors exist, they may produce a pulsating shadow which mayor may not be 
perceptible. Shadow flicker frequency is related to the rotor speed and number of blades on the 
rotor, which can be translated into a "blade pass frequency" measured in alternations per second, 
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or hertz (Hz). Although in some instances the flickering of light can induce epileptic seizures in 
people who are photosensitive (about 3- 5 percent of the 1 percent of Americans who are 
epileptic are photosensitive), shadow flicker from wind turbines is too slow to induce epileptic 
seizures. Whether light flicker will provoke a reaction depends on its frequency, light intensity, 
visual area, image pattern, and color (Epilepsy Foundation 2009). Flicker frequency due to a 
turbine is on the order of the rotor frequency, i.e., 0.6-1.0 Hz (NRCINAS 2007). The flicker 
frequency that provokes seizures in photosensitive individuals is 5-30 Hz, well above the 
maximum of approximately 1 Hz for wind turbines. There is no scientific data or peer-reviewed 
studies that suggest a link between epileptic seizures and rotor blade alternatives. 

Analyses conducted at other wind energy facilities approved by EFSEC (Kittitas Valley Wind 
Power Project and the Wild Horse Wind Power Project) examined the potential effects of 
shadow flicker for residents near the proposed projects and recommended certain measures for 
minimizing these effects. EFSEC found that as the distance between the wind turbine generators 
and residences increases, the perception of shadow flicker decreases or attenuates. At a distance 
beyond 2,500 feet, shadow flicker is considered to be imperceptible. Even if shadow flicker 
were a proven impact (as the Council found in the Kittitas Valley Wind Power Project case), 
none of the planned turbines are within 2,500 feet of existing residences (Figure 3.7-1 Noise 
Level Contours in Section 3.7 shows the locations of the closest residences.). If shadow flicker 
were found to occur, operational controls could be implemented to completely eliminate this 
perceived impact. For instance, turbine speed or orientation could be controlled during specific 
periods. 

Electromagnetic Fields 

The project will include 34.5-kV collector lines and systems, primarily located underground. 
There will be a new collector substation located adjacent to BPA's existing North Bonneville to 
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Midway 230-kV transmission line and a new interconnection from the proposed BPA substation 
to the 230-kV transmission line. 

Electrical transmission lines, distribution lines, and substations create electromagnetic fields, 
which also exists in nature and around all types of electrical devices and appliances. As shown in 
Table 3.6-4, much of typical daily exposure to electromagnetic fields from human-made sources 
is a result of using electric home appliances. Electromagnetic field strength is expressed with a 
unit of measure called a milligauss (mG), and is measured using a special monitoring device. 
The strength of electromagnetic fields falls rapidly as one moves away from the source. 
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Table 3.6-4 
Electromagnetic Field Readings for Common Equipment 

Source Readings (mG) 
Video Display Terminals (VDTs)(distance 6 inches) 14 mG 
Portable Heaters (distance 6 inches) 100 mG 
Vacuum Cleanera (distance 6 inches) 300 mG 
Can Openera (distance 6 inches) 600 mG 
Hair Dryera (distance 6 inches) 300 mG 
Distribution Line 37.5-kVb (distance 100 feet) <1-2 mG 
Transmission Line 115-kVa (distance 100 feet) 1.7 mG 
"transmission Line 230-kVa (distance 100 feet) 7.1 mG 

a. National Institute of Environnlental Health Sciences (2002). , EMF: Questions and Answers, 
2002. 
b. Gauger, J.R. (1985), Silva et al. (1988) 
Electromagnetic fields from the project will be lower than those of many common household 
appliances and will not have health and safety impacts. Electromagnetic field readings for items 
commonly found in homes compared to electrical transmission lines are shown on Table 3.6-4. 

Given the low strength of electromagnetic fields from the project and the distance to the nearest 
residences and the Operations and Maintenance facility, the project would have no impacts from 
electromagnetic fields. 

Other Potential Impacts 

Other potential adverse impacts to environmental health during operation could occur from the 
following: 

• Weather. Weather emergency includes hail, high windS, thunderstorms, extreme cold weather, 
and any other naturally OCCUlTing weather situation that may endanger equipment, or require 
adjustments to the normal operations of the facility. Risks to personnel at the project would be 
minimized through preparation of and implementation of an Emergency Plan that includes 
planning for weather contingencies. 
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• Geological. This type of emergency deals with seismic activity and related geological 
phenomena. As discussed in Section 3.1 Eatlh, the likelihood of eatlhquake at the site is very 
low . 
• Security. This type of emergency includes bomb threats, civil uruest, sabotage, or any other 
man made threats to the facility or personnel. The risk of a securi ty emergency in this location 
and to this type of facility is considered very low. 

Commellt: So this willdfarm would be operatillg ill all area that gets lip to 3 meters ofsllow 
ill the Willter? There would be hail, high Willds, thullderstorms, alld extreme cold weatlier? 
Pers01lllel would have operate ill this ellvironment? What does OSHA have to say about this? 

Project Decommissioning 

The health and safety risks associated with decommissioning will be similar to those during the 
construction process. In compliance with WAC 463-72 Site Restoration and Preservation, the 
Applicant will provide EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the 
beginning of site preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the 
conclusion ofthe project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event 

3-105 

the project is suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful 
operating life. The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental health issues presently anticipated. If impacts to environmental 
health are anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, 
mitigation measures will be proposed as patl ofthe plan. 

3.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the wind energy project would not be built. The risk of fire 
due to lightning strikes or human activity in the general area would continue at their present 
levels, as would the risk of hazardous waste release, vandalism, and traffic accidents. The 
electrical energy that would otherwise be produced by the project would need to be obtained 
from another generating source. 

3.6.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential impacts to public health and safety to the extent feasible . 

• Prepare Emergency Plans for the project containing the following components: 
-Fire Protection and Prevention Plan. A Fire Protection and Prevention Plan would be developed 
for EFSEC approval and implemented, in coordination with the Skamania County Fire Marshall 
and appropriate agencies. As part of the plan, the construction manager would be responsible for 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 20 I 0 

117 



staying abreast of fire conditions in the project area by contacting DNR and implementing any 
necessary fire precautions. 

-Personal Injury Response Plan. Procedures will be developed for construction, operation and 
maintenance of the project to describe procedures to be followed in the event of a personal 
injury, including who is to be alerted, contacting 911, how to alert others in the immediate 
vicinity, remaining with the employee, and administering first aid until medical assistance 
an-ives. 

-Safety Plan. Prior to the commencement of any construction work, the construction contractor 
would be required to prepare a Safety Plan that would apply to all contractor and subcontractor 
personnel working at the site. The plan would be designed to ensure compliance with all laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards concerning health and safety. The contractor would assign 
a safety manager with the authority to issue a "stop work" notice when health and safety issues 
arise. 

-SPCC Plan. While storage of chemicals on site would be minimal, the proj ect could require an 
SPCC Plan that would protect groundwater. The SPCC Plan would apply to both construction 
and operation if hazardous materials were stored on site in quantities sufficient to trigger the plan 
requirement. 
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-Hazardous Waste Management Plan. Hazardous materials to be used 01' stored on site 
would be limited to small quantities of materials used for maintenance (cleaning and 
painting), lubrication of equipment, and possibly fuel. During construction, the 
construction contractor would be required to prepare a Hazardous Waste Management 
Plan that complies with state and federal hazardous waste management laws for handling, 
storage, and disposal. A similar plan would be prepared and implemented for operation. 
• RepOlt conditions affecting the safety of the project to EFSEC, including any condition, event, 
or action that might compromise the safety, stability, or integrity of any facility or the ability of 
any equipment to function safely; or that might otherwise adversely affect life, health, or 
property. 
• Develop agreements related to emergency planning with Skamania County Department of 
Emergency Management prior to project construction. This agreement would be provided to 
EFSEC and attached to the Emergency Plan prior to implementation. . 
• Comply with all applicable local, state, and federal safety, health, and environmental laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards. Some of the main laws, ordinances, regulations and 
standards that would be reflected in the design, construction, and operation of the project are as 
follows: 
-Occupational Safety And Health Act of 1970 (29 USC 651, et seq.) and 29 CFR 1910, 
Occupational Safety and Health Standards 
- UnifOlm Fire Code 
- Americans with Disabilities Act 
- Unifon-n Fire Code Standards 
- Unifon-n Building Code 
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-National Fire Protection Association design standards for the requirements of fire protection 
systems 
-National Institute For Occupational Safety And Health requirements that safety equipment carry 
markings, numbers, or celtificates of approval for stated standards 
- American Society of Mechanical Engineers plant design standards 
• American National Standards Institute plant design standards 
- National Electric Safety Code 
- American Concrete Institute Standards 
- American Institute of Steel Construction Standards 
- National Electric Code 
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• Utilize the following measures to mitigate the risk of fire or explosion: 
-The construction manager would be responsible for staying abreast of fire conditions in the 
project area by contacting DNR and implementing any necessary fire precautions 
-A Fire Protection and Prevention Plan would be developed for EFSEC approval and 
implemented by the Applicant, in coordination with the Skamania County Fire Marshall and 
appropriate agencies 
-Both the wind turbine generators and the substation would be equipped with lightning 
protection systems 

Table 3.6-5 lists sources of potential fire and explosion along with measures to mitigate the risk 
of either occurring. 
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Table 3.6-5 
Fire and Explosion Risk Mitigation 

Construction or Potential Fire or 
Operation Explosion Source Mitigation Measures 
Construction and 
Operation 
General Fire Protection' All on-site service vehicles fitted with fire extinguishers 
• Fire station boxes with shovels, water tank sprayers, etc. installed at 
multiple locations on site along roadways during summer fire season 
• Minimum of one water truck with sprayers must be present on each 
turbine string road with construction activities during fire season 
Construction and 
Operation 
Dry vegetation in contact 
with hot exhaust catalytic 
converters under vehicles 
• No gas powered vehicles allowed outside of graveled areas 
• Mainly diesel vehicles (i.e. wlo catalytic convelters) used on site 
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• Use of high clearance vehicles on site if used off-road Construction and Operation 
Smoking· Restricted to designated areas (outdoor gravel covered areas) 
Construction and Operation . 
Explosives used during excavation 
• Only state-licensed explosive specialist contractors are allowed to perform this work
explosives require special detonation equipment with safety lockouts 
• Clear vegetation from the general footprint area sun-ounding the excavation zone to be blasted 
• Standby water spray trucks and fire suppression equipment to be present during blasting 
activities 
Construction and Operation 
Electrical fires' Use generally high clearance vehicles on site 
• No gas powered vehicles allowed outside of graveled areas 
• AU major construction equipment used is to be diesel powered (i.e., without catalytic 
converters) 
Construction and Operation 
Lightning· Specially engineered lightning protection and grounding systems used at wind 
turbines and at substation 
• Footprint areas around turbines and substation are graveled with no vegetation 
Construction Portable generators - hot exhaust 
• Generators not allowed to operate on open grass areas 
• AU portable generators to be fitted with spark arrestors on exhaust system 
Construction Torches or field welding equipment 
• Immediate surrounding area would be wetted with water sprayer 
• Fire suppression equipment to be present at location of welder/torch activity 
Construction and Operation 
Electrical arcing· Electrical designs and construction specifications meet or exceed requirements 
of the National Electric Code and National Fire Protection Agency 
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• Require that aU on-site operations employees would be responsible for contributing to ongoing 
fire prevention in the project area through the foUowing programs: 
- Operational Safety Program 
- Operations Written Safety Program 
- Emergency Action Plan 
- Fire Prevention Plan 
• Develop on-site emergency plans would be prepared for the project in case of a major natural 
disaster or accident relating to or affecting the project. The plans would describe the emergency 
response procedures to be implemented during various emergency situations that may affect the 
project or surrounding community or environment. In addition to the above measures, Whistling 
Ridge Energy LLC would: 
- Provide detailed maps that show all access roads to the project 
-Provide keys to a master lock system that would enable emergency personnel to unlock 
gates that would otherwise limit access to the project 
- Use spark all'esters on all power equipment, e.g., cutting torches and cutting tools 
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-Info1Ul workers at the project site of emergency contact phone numbers and train them in 
emergency response procedures 
- Carry fire extinguishers in all maintenance vehicles 
- Coordinate with DNR when the fire danger is high 
-Comply with equipment rules and regulations required by DNR for work conducted in 
wildland/forested lands 
• Prepare in advance to reduce the potential for traffic accidents. Mitigation for lowering the risk 
potential of traffic accidents includes: 
-A TranspOliation Management Plan (TMP) that would direct and obligate the contractor to 
implement procedures to minimize traffic impacts would be prepared in consultation with both 
WSDOT and Skamania County and submitted to EFSEC for approval. The TMP would include 
requirements for coordination of project-related construction traffic and WSDOT planned 
construction projects, along with requirements for coordination of project-related construction 
traffic and Skamania County, City of Bingen, and City of White Salmon summer recreational 
traffic. 
-Whistling Ridge Energy LLC and its contractors would be required to comply with State and 
County permitting requirements for over-size and over-weight vehicles. 

Comment: There are no designated haul routes for Whistling Ridge, as far as the public is 
aware. I have gone to our Skamania COllnty Road Department and talked with 0111' LanJ' 
Douglas, the department head and he stated that they were working on a draft but that it is not 
availableforpublic disclosure. They are using Klickitat County's Haul Route Agreement as a 
go-by; this was for the Windy Ridge project in Klickitat. However, Mr. Douglas stated that 
Klickitat's engineer had expressed that if they had to do it again, they would put in more 
restrictions on road usage, in the Haul Route Agreement. Since Skamania County is not 
giving out the draft Haul Route Agreementthat they would be implementing for Whistlillg 
Ridge, the public doesn't really know wldch roads are going to be widened, straightened, re
constructed, etc. The public doesn't really know anythillg specific about the stresses that will 
be put Oil the roads, ifroads will have to be rebuilt. This is a serious inadequacy of the DElS 
and should be addressed prior to any decisioll 011 the proposed project. 
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-Whistling Ridge Energy LLC would be required to notify land owners in the project vicinity 
prior to construction oftranspOliation routes that would be used for construction equipment and 
labor. 

-Approved State and/or County advanced warning construction signs would be placed prior to 
and during construction. 

-Celiified flaggers would be used when necessary to direct traffic when over-size and over
weight trucks either enter or exit public roads, to minimize risk of accidents. 

-Pilot cars would be used both in front of and behind all trucks transporting over-size or over
weight loads on all public roadways. 
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-Traffic flow would not be restricted for more than 20 minutes during the construction phase. 

-All loads over 10 feet wide traveling on SR 14 from east of the proposed project site 
between MP 76.77 and 76.91 would require three pilot cars, two in front and one in the real'. The 
two front pilot cars would be required to maintain a minimum 500-foot separation. The lead pilot 
car in front of the load would wam oncoming traffic of the over-size load, and the pilot car 
immediately in front of the over-size load would be responsible to stop all oncoming traffic. 

3.6.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Unavoidable adverse impacts to environmental health are anticipated to be minimal. 

Because there would be no need to transpOli, store, or combust fuel to generate power, the risk of 
unintentional or accidental fire or explosion or discharge tothe environment during both 
construction and operations would be minimal. The risk of accident during construction would 
be no higher than for any large construction project and would be minimized through standard 
construction safety requirements and procedures. The risk of accident during operation would be 
minimal. 
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3.7 NOISE 
This section describes the existing noise levels in the vicinity of the Project and the potential 
noise impacts from construction and operation of the proposed project. 

3.7.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.7.1.1 Analysis of Environmental Noise 
Noise is generally defined as loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired sound that is typically 
associated with human activity and that interferes with or disrupts nonnal activities. Although 
exposure to high noise levels has been demonstrated to cause hearing loss, the principal human 
response to environmental noise is annoyance. The response of individuals to similar noise 
events is diverse and influenced by the type of noise, the perceived importance of the noise and 
its appropriateness in the setting, the time of day and the type of activity during which the noise 
occurs, and the sensitivity of the individual. 

Sound is a physical phenomenon consisting of minute vibrations that travel through a medium, 
such as air, and are sensed by the human ear. Sound is generally characterized by several 
variables, including frequency and intensity. Frequency describes the pitch of the sound and is 
measured in Hz, while intensity describes the sound's loudness and is measured in decibels (dB). 
Decibels are measured using a logarithmic scale. A sound level of 0 dB is approximately the 
threshold of human hearing and is barely audible under extremely quiet listening conditions. 
Nonnal speech has a sound level of approximately 60 dB. Sound levels above approximately 
110 dB begin to be felt inside the human ear as discomfOli and eventually pain at 120 dB and 
higher levels. The minimum change in the sound level of individual events that an average 
human ear can detect is about I to 2 dB. A 3 to 5 dB change is readily perceived. A change in 
sound level of about 10 dB is usually perceived by the average person as a doubling (or if minus 
10 dB, halving) of the sound's loudness. 

Due to the logarithmic nature of the decibel unit, sound levels cannot be added or subtracted 
directly and are somewhat cumbersome to handle mathematically; however, some simple rules 
are useful in dealing with sound levels. First, if the intensity of a sound is doubled, the sound 
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level increases by 3 dB, regardless of the initial sound level. For example: 60 dB + 60 dB = 63 
dB, and 80 dB + 80 dB = 83 dB. 

Sound level is usually expressed by reference to a known standard. This report refers to sound 
pressure level (SPL). In expressing sound pressure on a logarithmic scale, the sound pressure is 
compared to a reference value of20 micropascals (llPa). SPL depends not only on the acoustic 
power of the source, but also on the distance from the source and on the acoustic characteristics 
of the space sun-ounding the source, the receiver, and the path between them. A sound power 
level, on the other hand, is analogous to the wattage of a light bulb: it describes a source's rate of 
emitted acoustical energy and is not distance dependent. Using the same light analogy, SPL 
would be the brightness or intensity of light that can be measured at a specific distance from a 
source. To clarify the distinction between sound power level and SPL, the latter should always 
be specified with a location or distance from the noise source. 

The distance value associated with SPL is an important metric, as the decrease in measurable 
sound level due to increasing distance from any single sound source normally follows the inverse 
square law. In other words, SPL changes in inverse propOliion to the square of the distance from 
the sound source. As a generalmle, at distances greater than 50 feet from a noise generator such 
as a wind turbine, SPL drops at a rate of 6 dB with each doubling of distance. Additionally, some 
sound energy is absorbed in the medium (e.g., air) through which it travels as a function of 
temperature, humidity, and the frequency of the sound. This attenuation can be up to 2 dB over 
1,000 feet. The overall sound propagation drop-off rate will vary based on other conditions such 
as natural terrain and intervening obstmctions. 

Sound frequency (Hz) is a measure of how many times each second the crest of a sound pressure 
wave passes a fixed point. For example, when a dmmmer beats a dmm, the skin of the dmm 
vibrates a number of times per second. When the dmm skin vibrates 100 times per second it 
generates a sound pressure wave that is oscillating at 100 Hz, and this pressure oscillation is 
perceived-by way of the inner ear organs and their connection to the brain-as a tonal pitch of 
100 Hz. Sound frequencies between 20 and 20,000 Hz are within the range of sensitivity of the 
best human ear. 

Sound from a tuning fork contains a single frequency (a pure tone), but most sounds one hears in 
the environment do not consist of a single frequency but rather a broad band of frequencies 
differing in sound level. The method commonly used to quantify environmental sounds consists 
of evaluating frequencies of sound according to a weighting system that reflects that human 
hearing sensitivity: less sensitive at low frequencies and extremely high frequencies than at the 
mid-range (e.g., speech) frequencies. This is called "A-weighting," and the measured decibel 
level adjusted by the A-weighting constants is called the A-weighted sound level (dBA). In 
practice, the level of a noise source is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that 
includes a filter corresponding to the dBA curve of adjustment constants across the audible 
spectmm. 

C-weighting is another type of filter, with adjustments that help expose low-frequency sound 
sources that the ear does not detect well, such as compressors, pumps, and diesel engines. For 
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the same measured sound, it is not uncommon for corresponding dBC and dBA levels to vary. 
As an example, the difference between dBC and dBA levels within an office building may be 20 
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dB (i.e., 40 dBA and 60 dBC). These wind turbines are not a source of substantial low
frequency noise. Because low frequency sound is less audible to human hearing, C-weighting is 
often used to assess potential annoyance from rattling due to low frequency noise that may excite 
vibration in structures. 

Although the dBA may adequately indicate the level of environmental noise at any instant in 
time, community noise levels vary continuously. Most environmental noise includes a mixture 
of noise ii-om distant sources that creates a relatively steady background noise in which no 
particular source is identifiable. A single descriptor called the equivalent sound level (Leq) may 
be used to describe sound that is changing in level. Leq is the energy-mean dBA during a 
measured time interval. It is the "equivalent" constant sound level that would have to be 
produced by a given source to equal the acoustic energy contained in the fluctuating sound level 
measured. In addition to the energy-average level, it is often desirable to know the acoustic 
range of the noise source being measured. This is accomplished through the maximum Leq 
(Lmax) and minimum Leq (Lmin) indicators that represent the root-mean-square maximum and 
minimum noise levels measured during the monitoring intelval. The Lmin value obtained for a 
patiicular monitoring location is often called the acoustic floor for that location. 

To describe the time-varying character of environmental noise, the statistical noise descriptors 
L1 0, L50, and L90 are commonly used. They are the noise levels equaled or exceeded 10 
percent, 50 percent, and 90 p'ercent of the measured time interval, respectively. Sound levels 
associated with 110 typically describe transient or shOli-tenn events. For the L50descriptor, half 
of the sounds during the measurement interval are softer than L50 and half are louder. Levels 
associated with L90 often describe background noise conditions andlor sound sources thatexhibit 
continuous, "steady-state" characteristics. 

Finally, another sound descriptor known as the day-night average sound level (Ldn) represents 
the average sound level for a 24-hour day and is calculated by adding a 10 dB penalty only to 
sound levels during the night period (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM). The Ldn is typically used to define 
acceptable land use compatibility with respect to noise. Because of the night-time penalty 
associated with the Ldn descriptor, the Leq for a continuously operating sound source during a 
24hour period will be numerically less than the day-night level. Thus, and by way of example, 
for a power plant operating continuously for periods of24 hours, the Leq will be 6 dB lower than 
the Ldn value. 

Table 3.7-1 provides sound levels of typical noise sources and environments to provide a frame 
of reference. 

Aside from industrial and other settings where workers may be exposed to very high noise levels 
and the risk of hearing loss, environmental noise effects are typically limited to subjective 
impacts (e.g., annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction) and activity interference (i.e., impacts to 
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sleep, speech, and leaming). Despite attempts by prominent acousticians to satisfactorily 
quantify the association between measurable sound levels and corresponding reactions of 
annoyance and dissatisfaction, there is no way to measure the subjective impacts of noise. 
Further, the aforementioned variability of individual human sensitivity and/or tolerance to noise 
defies creation of a common standard. 
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Table 3.7-1 
Common Noise Levels and Subjective Human Responses 

Noise Source 
(at a given distance) 
A-WeightedSound 
Pressure 
Level in 
Decibels 
Noise 
Environment 
Hmnan Judgment of 
Noise Loudness 
(relative to a reference SPL 
of 70 decibels) 
Military jet take-off with after-bumer 
(50 feet), civil-defense siren (100 feet) 140, 130 Aircraft Carrier 
Flight Deck 
Commercial jet take-off (200 feet) 120 Thunderclap Threshold of Pain 
32 Times as Loud 
Pile driver (50 feet) 110 Rock Music 
Conceit 
Average Human Ear 
DiscomfOlt 
16 Times as Loud 
Ambulance siren (100 feet), newspaper press (5 
feet), power lawn mower (3 feet) 100 Very Loud 
8 Times as Loud 
Motorcycle (25 feet), propeller plane flyover 
(1,000 feet), diesel huck, 40 miles per hour (50 
feet) 
90 Boiler Room 
Printing Press Plant 
OSHA threshold for 8-Hour 
Exposure 
4 Times as Loud 
Garbage disposal (3 feet) 80 2 Times as Loud 
Passenger car, 65 miles per hour (25 feet), 
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vacuum cleaner (10 feet) 70 
Data Processing 
Center, Depmiment 
Store 
Reference Loudness 
Moderately Loud 
Normal conversation (5 feet), air-conditioning 
unit (100 feet) 60 Private Business 
Office, Restaurant 1/2 as Loud 
Light traffic (100 feet) 50 
Lower Limit of 
Daytime Urban 
Ambient Sound 
1/4 as Loud 
Bird calls (distant) 40 Quiet Urban 
Nighttime 1/8 as Loud 
Soft whisper (5 feet) 
30 Recording Studio, 
Library 
Very Quiet 
1/16 as Loud 
20 Whistling, Rustling 
Leaves 
Just Audible 
1/32 as Loud 
10 
Breathing 
Barely Audible 
1/64 as Loud 
o Threshold of Hearing 
1/128 as Loud 

Source: URS internal inf01mation and Table N-2136.2 on p. 18 of the Technical Noise 
Supplement (Caltrans 1998). 

3.7.1.2 Regulatory Overview 
Washington State and Skamania County Noise Limits 

WAC 463-62-030 states that energy facilities shall meet the noise standards established in 
Chapter 70.107 RCW, also known, in Sh01i, as the "Noise Control Act of 1974", as implemented 
in the req\lirements of WAC 173-60. SCC Title 8 Chapter 22: Noise Regulations identifies 
limits and exceptions specific to noise in Skamania County. SCC 8.22 was adopted pursuant to, 
and is consistent with, WAC 173-60. Environmental designations for noise abatement (EDNA) 
are established in SCC Section 8.22.080 and WAC 173-60-030. These rules establish maximum 
pelmissible environmental noise levels and are based on the EDNA, which is defined as an area 
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or zone (environment) within which maximum pelmissible noise levels are established. There 
are three EDNA classes: 

• Class A. Lands where people reside and sleep (such as residential) 
• Class B. Lands requiring protection against noise interference with speech (such as 
commercial/recreational) 
• Class C. Lands where economic activities are of such a nature that higher noise levels are 
anticipated (such as industrial/agricultural). 

The noise limits that a new source can impose for each land use classification are presented in 
Table 3.7-2. 

Table 3.7-2 
Washington Maximum Permissible Sound Levels 
(Leq(1) in dBA) 

EDNA of Noise Source 
EDNA of Receiving Property 
Class Aa 
(Residential) 
Class B 
(Commercial) 
Class C 
(Agricultural, Industrial) 
Class A 55/45 57 60 
Class B 57/47 60 65 
Class C 60/50 65 70 

aSound limits shall be reduced by 10 dBA between the hours of 10 PM and 7 AM at Class A 
EDNAs 

Source: WAC Chapter 173-60. Standard applies at property line of receiving propeliy. 

The project is sited on land zoned as Forest Land 20 (FL 20) and Unmapped (UNM) zones. 
Approximately 0.9 mile west of the project site, the alternative Operations and Maintenance 
facility site would be located in the R-5 zone. Both the project site and the alternative 
Operations and Maintenance facility site are used for commercial timber harvest. Based on 
current zoning and land use, a reasonable interpretation would classify the project site as a noise 
source having an environmental designation of Class C EDNA, and the alternative Operations 
and Maintenance site as having an environmental designation of Class A EDNA. With respect to 
the receiving land uses, this noise analysis has identified some receiver locations being within 
agriculturally zoned lands that could normally be classified as Class C EDNA. Since the WAC 
does not specifically address the situation of an occupied residential structure located on an 
agricultural parcel, one might assess the residence as Class A EDNA and the outlying propeliy 
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line as Class C EDNA. EFSEC has accepted such an interpretation for other wind energy 
projects such as Wild Horse and Kittitas Valley, the latter of which had approval upheld by the 
Washington Supreme Comt. While other interpretations may be feasible, Table 3.7-3 illustrates 
the Class A (Residential) receiver noise level limitations for noise generated from a Class C 
(Commercial) EDNA (SCC 8.88.090,100) source, including adjustments based on the duration 
of noise exposure time. 
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Table 3.7-3 
Class A EDNA Receiver Noise Limits 
(dBA) 

Equivalent Noise Level 
Exposure Time(Time / Statistic) 
Daytime(7 AM - 10 PM) 
Nighttime 
(IOPM-7 AM) 
1 hour / Leq 60 50 
15 minutes / L25 65 55 
5 minutes / 116.77060 
1.5 minutes / 12.5 75 65 

Levels shown are at the propeliy line of the receiving property and indicative of a source that is 
located in a 
Class C EDNA 

Notwithstanding the above and per 173-60-050 WAC, there are exemptions to the limits for 
certain noise-producing activities or source types as follows: 

• Construction noise (including blasting) between the hours of7 AM and 10 PM 
• Motor vehicles when regulated by 173-62 WAC ("Motor Vehicle Noise PerfOlmance 
Standards" for vehicles operated on public highways) 
• Motor vehicles operated off public highways, except when such noise affects residential 
receivers 
• Noise fi'om electrical substations (WAC 173-60-050[2][ a]) 

Despite these exemptions, 173-60-50(6) WAC states, "Nothing in these exemptions is intended 
to preclude the Department from requiring installation of the best available noise abatement 
technology consistent with economic feasibility." 

US Environmental Protection Agency and Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

While the US Enviromnental Protection Agency (EPA) has no regulations governing 
environmental noise, the EPA has conducted extensive studies to identify the effects of certain 
sound levels on public health and welfare. An EPA document (USEPA 1974) identifies sound 
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levels "requisite to protect the public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety." 
The EPA specifies a day-night sound level (Ldn) of 55 dBA for outdoor areas, where quiet is a 
basis for use. The Ldn is similar to the 24-hour Leq except that a I O-decibel penalty is added to 
sound levels between 10 PM and 7 AM to account for sleep interference. For a potentially 
continuous source of noise such as operation of the project, the 55 dBA Ldn effectively translates 
to a 49 dBA hourly Leq, which is generally consistent with the 50 dBA Leq(1) required by 
Skamania County and the State of Washington. However, this EPA finding is guidance, not 
regulation. 

The EPA's 49-50 dBA Leq(l) sound level is far less than what is usually associated with hearing 
loss. The federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has developed noise 
standards designed to address worker health and safety risks associated with noise exposure and 
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the potential for noise-induced hearing loss. The action level under these OSHA standards is an 
8-hour time-weighted average of 85 dBA. Exposure to sound in excess of this standard requires 
the employer to initiate a hearing conservation program to evaluate the exposure, its duration, 
possible engineering controls to reduce noise and the provision of hearing protection to 
employees. The decibel levels covered by the state standards in WAC 173-60-110 are well 
below OSHA hearing impact standards. 

Low Frequency Noise 

Low frequency sound typically ranges from 100 Hz to 20 Hz, the latter of which is the generally 
understood limit audible to the human ear. WAC 173-60-110 uses the A-weighting scale 
because it is a standard that characterizes sound fi-equencies that are more sensitive to the human 
ear. Local jurisdictions within the State of Washington that have a C-weighted scale standard do 
not apply it to wind turbines. There is no Washington State standard associated with the C- . 
weighted scale for low-frequency noise because the C-weighted scale is primarily used as an 
indicator of low frequency induced noise vibrations. 

3.7.1.3 Affected Environment 
Noise Receivers 

Although Figure 3.7-1 shows that there are many potential noise-sensitive receivers sUlTounding 
the project vicinity, the three receivers closest to the project wind turbine tower locations are the 
two closest residences, which are approximately 0.48 mile (2,560 feet) southeast of Tower Al 
(RI on Figure 3.7-1) and 0.8 mile (4,265 feet) southwest of Towet BI6 (R2 on Figure 3.7-1). A 
potential future residence (R3 on Figure 3.7-1) is approximately 0.38 mile (2,000 feet) from 
Tower AI. 
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Figure 3.7-1 
Job No. 33758687 Noise Level Contoui'S 

Existing Sound Levels 

While some reference materials such as the Federal Transit Administration's Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment Guide (FTA 2006) offer techniques to make a coarse estimate of 
existing noise levels for an area based on parameters such as population density, the reality is 
that at residences in or near any project proposed for development, there is no such single and 
consistent background noise level. The background noise level can vary at a given location or 
across different locations on a project area due to factors such as changing climate conditions 
and the presence of contributing noise sources (including flows of water associated with creeks 
or canals, agricultural equipment operations, irrigation pumps and equipment, livestock, road, 
rail and air traffic, wildlife such as birds or insects, dogs, and routine human activities). Hence, a 
field survey that includes documentation of observed or perceived noise events and monitoring 
of ambient sound at different times of day at different locations helps to accurately depict actual 
conditions that influence pre-project ambient sound level. These conditions and their influence 
on ambient sound level offer clues as to how the increase in noise level resulting from the 
operation of any project, including those that emit a constant level, will likely vary with location 
and time of day. 

To help establish representative baseline ambient sound levels for the project vicinity and 
characterize the existing noise environment in the areas occupied by the receivers shown in 
Figure 3.7-1, a set of long and short-telID sound level measurements were conducted from 
January 20 to 22, 2009. The locations ofthe Sholi-term and long-term measurement sites were 
selected to approximate the existing ambient sound in the vicinity of Ausplund Road (and hence, 
Receiver 1). Likewise, the location of ST2 was chosen to generally represent the ambient sound 
level for the Mill A community and its surroundings west of the project, on which Receiver 2 is 
located. 

The measurement locations included a position near the intersection of Ausplund Road and 
Kollack-Knapp Road (STl), and a position near the intersection of Jessup Road and Manzanola 
Road (ST2). For purposes of the impact analysis described in this document, these measurement 
locations are considered reasonably representative for each general area, and more specifically 
R1 and R2, respectively, on the basis of similar expected ambient sound sources, despite the 
dissimilarity of locations. For instance, the ambient sound environment measured at STllikely 
contains the same typically identifiable sound components (e.g., distant bird song, dog barks, 
roadway traffic) and a generally unidentifiable "background" that one might measure at the 
precise geographic location of RI. 

A Bruel+Kjaer 2250 (SN: 2653963) ANSI Type-1 real-time sound analyzer, fitted with a 
standard microphone windscreen and mounted on a five-foot tall tripod, was used for the short
term measurements. The instrument was field calibrated before and after each measurement 
period with an acoustic calibrator. All sound level measurements were performed in accordance 
with International Organization for Standardization guidelines (ISO 1996a, b, and c). Weather 
conditions during the survey period were seasonably cold with overcast skies, but there was no 
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precipitation during the measurement periods. The air temperature varied from 30 to 44 degrees 
Fahrenheit, with 33 to 53 percent relative humidity. Measured ground wind speeds in the 
vicinity of the measurement positions were low, with averages ranging from 0 to 1 mph, and 
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. directed toward the north for all measurements. Detailed weather conditions for individual noise 
measurements and a summary of the short-telID measurement data are included in Table 3.7-4. 

A long-teml measurement (LTI) was conducted at a position near the comer of Ausplund Road 
and Kollock-Knapp Road using a Larson Davis 720 (SN: 0436) ANSI Type 2 Integrating sound 
level meter. With only the windscreen-covered microphone exposed to the outdoor environment, 
the sound level meter was placed in a locked, weather-resistant case and secured to a nearby tree. 
The long-term measurement consisted of consecutive 15 or 30 minute averages conducted over 
an unintel1'upted 24-hour period. The instrument was field calibrated before and after the "c 

measurement period with an acoustic calibrator (CAL 200 sin: 5789). Data from the long-term 
measurement is presented in Table 3.7-5. 

Field observations associated with the short and long-term measurements are as follows: 

ST!. This measurement location was at the comer of Ausplund Road and Kollock-Knapp Road. 
There are several residential receivers located in this general area. The first short-term 
measurement at this location was conducted between 11:52 AM and 12:12 PM on January 21, 
2009. The first measurement noise sources included distant aircraft, distant roadway traffic, 
dogs barking in the distance, and birds vocalizing. The second short-tenn measurement was 
conducted between 6:00 PM and 6:20 PM on January 21, 2009. The second measurement noise 
sources included distant aircraft, distant roadway traffic, and dogs barking in the distance. The 
third short-term measurement at this location was conducted between II :32 PM and 11:52 PM 
on January 21,2009. Noise sources during the third measurement included distant roadway 
traffic and dogs barking in the distance. The first measurement Leq one-minute interval values 
ranged from 34 to 59 dBA, the second measurement I-minute Leq values ranged from 27 to 
66 dBA, and the third measurement I-minute Leq values ranged from 25 to 49 dBA. Leq for the 
entire duration of each of these three measurement periods appears in Table 3.7-4. 

ST2. This measurement location was in front ofthe John Schwab Memorial Tennis Courts on 
the comer of Jessup Road and Manzanola Road. The sound level meter was approximately 
15 feet from Jessup Road. The first short-term measurement at this location was conducted 
between 12:48 PM and 1:08 PM on January 21,2009. The first measurement noise sources 
included distant aircraft, distant roadway traffic, children playing in the distance, and birds 
vocalizing. The second short-term measurement was conducted between 6:36 PM and 6:56 PM 
on January 21,2009. The noise sources for the second shOli-telID measurement included 'distant 
aircraft and distant roadway traffic. The third short-term measurement was conducted between 

12:08 AM and 12:28 AM on January 22, 2009. Noise sources present during the third shOli-telID 
measurement included distant roadway traffic. The first measurement Leq one-minute values 
ranged from 35 to 52 dBA, the second measurement I-minute Leq values ranged from 34 to 
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54 dBA, and the third measurement I-minute Leq values ranged from 31 to 39 dBA. Leq for the 
entire duration of each of these three measurement periods appears in Table 3.7-4, 
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Table 3.7-4 
Short-Term Noise Measurement Data Summary 

Measurement Location Measured Sound Data 
ID Description Time Leq, dBA LIO L50 L90 
Leq, dBA 
without 
Cars Temp (F) %RH 
Wind 
Speed(mph) 
Wind 
Direction 
STl Comer of Ausplund Road 
and Kollock-Knapp Road 
11:52 - 12:1246393534383553 1 Notth 
18:00 - 18:2049363128323235 I North 
23:32 - 23:52 35 32 28 26 30 30 34 0-
ST2 
Just north of the John 
Schwab Memorial Tennis 
Courts 
12:48 - 13:08414036353744401 Notth 
18:36 - 18:56444036353632341 Notth 
00:08 - 00:28 35 36 35 34 35 30 34 0 -

Measurements conducted on January 21 and 22, 2009 

Table 3.7-5 
Long-Term Noise Measurement Data Summary 

Site ID Measurement Location 
Measurement Period 24-hr Measurement Results (dBA) 
Start Date Start Time Duration (hh:mm) Leq 
LIO 
L50 
L90 
L Tl Comer of Ausplund Road and 
Kollock-Knapp Road 01/21/09 11 :40 am 24:00 46 41 3938 
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LTl. This measurement location was at the comer of Ausplund Road and Kollock-Knapp Road, 
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on the nOlih side of the roadway. The sound level meter was placed in a locked, weather
resistant case and secured to a tree neal' the side of the road. The windscreen-covered 
microphone, connected to the meter by cable, was attached to the tree trunk at approximately 3 to 
4 feet above the ground. COnCll11'ent with these ShOlt and long-term ambient sound 
measurements, S.D.S. Co., LLC meteorological stations 320, 321, and 323 collected data on 
wind speed, direction, and temperature at various elevations above grade. Average reported 
wind velocities from the station NRG Type 40 anemometers were quite low, and while 
apparently consistent with the low average wind velocities measured on the ground at the sound 
measurement positions, were considered potentially compromised by icy conditions due to the 
low recorded temperatures and high moisture content of the air. 

Table 3.7-4 shows the considerable decibel differences between the Leq measurements and the 
adjusted values when intervals containing documented automotive pass-by events were removed 
from the short-term measurement data sets (Le., "without cars"). This change is unsurprising due 
to the proximity of the real-time sound analyzer to the roadway at STI and ST2. Upon removing 
these intervals, the remaining collected data more accurately depicts the background or a 
measurement position that is considerably distant fi'om passing road traffic. 

Table 3.7-6 presents the arithmetic average Leq ofSTl and LTI. 

Table 3.7-6 
Average Ambient for ST1/LTl Measurement Area 

Daytime (Leq, dBA) Evening (Leq, dBA) Nighttime (Leq, dBA) 
Average Leq without cars (39+38)/2 = 38 (39+32)/2 = 35 (38+30)/2 = 34 
Average Leq with cars (44+46)/2 = 45 (42+49)/2 = 45 (38+35)/2 = 36 

3.7.2 IMPACTS 
3.7.2.1 Methodology 
Construction 

Project construction would take place over a period of 12 months between the hours of7:00 AM 
and 7:00 PM Monday through Friday. During construction activities, a varying number of 
construction equipment and personnel would occupy the project area, which would result in 
varying levels of construction noise. The project would use conventional construction 
techniques and equipment, including excavators, bulldozers, heavy trucks (e.g., water !tuck, 
dump truck), and similar heavy construction equipment. Specialized construction equipment for 
logging, foundation building and other tasks using special equipment (e.g., heavy duty cranes) 
may be needed . 

. Conventional construction activities would result in a shOlt-term temporary increase in the 
ambient noise level resulting from the operation of construction equipment. The increase in 
noise level would be experienced primarily close to the noise source. The magnitude of the 
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noise effects would depend on the type of construction activity, noise level generated by 
construction equipment, duration of the construction phase( s); and the distance between the noise 
source and receiver. 

Construction noise impacts associated with the project were assessed with spreadsheet-based 
noise calculations. User inputs include: 

• Distance from source-the distance between the edge of the construction site and the 
considered receiver 
• Duty cycle-the portion of an hour, in aggregate, that a piece of equipment is energized 
(stationary or mobile) and creating noise 
• Quantity-the number of equipment pieces 01' noise-producing events over a specific time 
period (e.g., equipment utilization per month) 
• Hours-the number of daytime hours (up to 12) that represent a typical daily work shift 

These inputs allow sound propagation prediction using the following fOlIDula: 

Leq = Source SPL + 10 * log10 (Duty Cycle) + 10 * log10 (Quantity) + 

10 * log10 (Hours/12) - 20 * 10gi0 (Distance from Source / Reference Distance) 

where source SPL and reference distance describe the typical noise, associated with a single 
piece of equipment, measured at a pre-defined distance. For instance, a chainsaw may have a 
source SPL of78 dBA measured at a distance of 50 feet from its operator. Values for source 
SPL and reference distance have either been reproduced from available manufacturers' data or 
calculated from industry-accepted formulas linking sound generation to the rated engine 
horsepower of the equipment. Note that for purposes of model conservatism, air and ground 
absorption effects are not included. . 

Operation 

Once the project is commissioned and operating normally, the new ambient sound level that can 
be perceived will be a logarithmic sum of background and project noise. For a wind project, and 
aside from non-dominant sources such as electrical substations, operation noise level varies with 
wind speed at the turbines. When available winds are relatively calm, the turbines emit very 
little noise compared to what occurs when stronger wind conditions have turbines operating at 
their highest power generation and, concurrently, highest noise levels. Thus, a wind project's 
noise level at a particular receptor is primarily determined by the wind speed occurring at the 
turbine and the distance to the elosest turbines. 

The CadnalA®Noise Prediction Model (Version 3.71.125) was used to estimate the project
generated sound pressure levels at the property lines and noise-sensitive receivers. CadnalA® is 
a Windows® based software program that predicts and assesses noise levels near industrial noise 
sources based on International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9613-2 standards for noise 
propagation calculations. Routinely used by acoustical professionals to develop sound level 
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predictions from a variety of complex industrial sources, including wind turbines, the model uses 
these industry-accepted propagation algorithms and accepts sound power levels (in dB re: 1 
picowatt) for the nine standard octave bands ranging from 31.5 Hz to 8,000 Hz, as typically 
provided by the equipment manufacturer and other sources. The calculations account for 
classical sound wave divergence, plus attenuation factors resulting from air absorption, basic 
ground effects, and barrier/shielding. Intervening natural and man-made topographical barrier 
effects were considered as appropriate, including those from structures such as major buildings, 
tanks, and large equipment. 

Table 3.7-7 summarizes octave band sound power level inputs from each type of pre-defined 
noise source. Given that the exact turbine model to be used for the project has not yet been 
determined at the time of this report, conservative but realistic and representative values for the 
type of equipment being considered for this project have been used. For example, the model 
C1Ul'ently uses data from an industry leading 1.8 MW 50/60 Hz wind turbine, at wind speeds of 
about six meters per second and nine meters per second at 33 feet (10 meters), in accordance 
with the protocol established in Intemational Electrotechnical Commission Standard 6140011 : 
200213. The decibel values shown for the two wind turbine generator wind speeds in Table 
3.7-7 at each octave band center frequency include a +2 dB margin, which produces an A
weighted overall level that represents the top end of a range associated with the manufacturer's 
warranty values. 

Table 3.7-7 
Noise Model Sound Level Parameters 

Project 
Component 
Type of 
Source 
Sound Power Level in dB 
at Octave Band Center Frequency (Hz) Unweighted 
(linear) 
A-
Weighted 
Acoustic 
Height 
(feet) 31.5 63 125250500 1,0002,0004,0008,000 
Wind Turbine 
at 6m1s wind 
speed 
Point 82.788.795.3 99.7 101.9 100.797.4 88.9 82 106.8 104.7 262 
Wind Turbine 
at 9m1s wind 
speed 
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Point 84.9 90.9 97.3 101103.3 102.699.591.684.4 108.4 106.4 262 
Turbine 
TransfOlmers Point 60 66 68 63 63 57 52474072 63 7 
Sub Station 
component Point 80 86 88 83 83 77 72 67 60 92 83 13 

Source: URS intemal infOlmation and Thomas Mills, personal communication 

13 As noted, the modeling is based using conservative and representative values for the type of 
equipment being considered. The noise model currently uses data from an industry leading 1.8 
·MW 50160 Hz wind turbine. The project may use larger wind turbines, up to 2.5 MW, and these 
could have a different noise profile. However, total project noise would be limited by the 75 MW 
EFSEC celiification. If 1.8 MW turbines were selected, the project could use up to 42 turbines, 
however if2.5 MW turbines were selected, only 30 turbines could be built, and overall project 
noise could be lower. 
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The project layout configuration (i.e., the a11'angement of wind turbine generators and ancillary 
equipment on the site) was imported into Cadnal A® from project files provided by the client. 
The CadnaiA model consequently predicts hourly sound levels, which would be equal at all 
times ofthe day in this case. The formula used to derive the overall SPL (in dBA) from sound 
power level (PWL) is as follows: 

SPL = PWL - 20 Log (r) - 10.9 + C 

where r is in meters and C is a dimensionless absorption constant (Harris 1998). 

At each studied receptor, the model calculates the acoustical contribution from each input source, 
which in this exercise using Cadnal A includes all expected wind turbines associated with the 
project at locations depicted in Figure 3.7-1. When project micrositing occurs and final turbine 
layout and turbine model are a11'ived at, additional noise modeling can be performed to re-predict 
operation noise level and re-evaluate anticipated project compliance with the standards discussed 
in this Draft EIS. 

3.7.2.2 Proposed Action 
General Construction Noise 

Table 3.7-8 shows the predicted construction noise levels experienced at the closest residences to 
the project. As per 173-60-050 WAC, construction noise between the hours of7:00 AM and 

10:00 PM are exempt from the receiver noise limit guidelines. Consequently, the calculated 
values at the three closest receivers comply with the applicable noise standard. . 
Table 3.7-8 
Predicted Construction Noise Levels at Receivers Closest to Project 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

138 



ID 
Description 
(distance/direction) 
EDNA 
Classification 
Construction 
Sound Level 
Limit (dBA) 
Maximum Project 
Construction Sound 
Level (dBA) 

-Complies 
with Standard 
Receiver 1 Residence 0.48 mile (2560') 
SE of Tower Al Class A Exempt 70 Yes 
Receiver 2 Residence 0.8 mile (4265') SW 
of Tower BI6 Class A Exempt 66 Yes 
Receiver 3 Residence 0.38 mile (2000') 
SE of Tower Al Class A Exempt 72 Yes 

If it is determined to be necessary, blasting would occur during the turbine foundation pOliion of 
the construction schedule and only during daytime hours. Blasting noise could possibly be 
audible at a considerable distance from the construction site and noticeable at residences near the 
project area. Sound levels from blasting at a receiver would not be extreme, however, and the 
occurrence would be low in frequency, intermittent, and confined to a period of one to two 
months. The WAC 173.60.050 exemption for temporary construction noise includes noise from 
blasting activity, from the aforestated state noise limits between the hours of7 AM and 10 PM. 

3-127 

The large distances between much of the project area and potentially affected residences, the 
temporary nature of construction, and the restriction of construction activities to daytime hours 
would serve to minimize potential noise impacts from construction activities. Based on the 
anticipated noise levels and the timing aspects of these impacts, construction noise impacts are 
expected to be low. 

If project construction occurred in phases, the effect on the level of noise impacts would be to 
extend the total duration oftemporary disturbance from project construction, but to reduce the 
intensity or magnitude of impacts for any individual phase. Construction noise impacts would 
still be temporary, localized, and low in magnitude, and overall project impacts during 
construction would remain low in a phased-construction scenario. 

General Operation Noise 

The predicted operational noise levels at the tlU'ee closest residences to the project are supplied in 
Tables 3.7-9 and 3.7-10. This analysis evaluates the existing noise levels at the closest receptors, 
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and evaluates increases in dBA at these locations. The Washington noise regulations do not 
require this information; however, the Applicant supplied this infonnation to fully infonn 
EFSEC during the Application for Site Certificate process. 

Table 3.7-9 
Nighttime Operational Noise Impact Assessment 

Receiver 
ID 
EDNA 
Class 
Sound Level 
Limit (dBA) 
Existing 
(dBA) 
Project 
(dBA) 
Overall 
(dBA) 
Increase 
(dBA) 
Complies 
with 
Regulation 
6 mlsec at 10m height 
1 Class A 50 34 36 384 Yes 
2 Class A 503538405 Yes 
3 Class A 50 35 40 41 6 Yes 
9 mlsec at 10m height 
1 Class A 503437395 Yes 
2 Class A 503539405 Yes 
3 Class A 50 35 42 438 Yes 

Figure 3.7-1 depicts these three residential receivers (for the 9 mls wind speed, lOoC temperature 
and 70% relative humidity operation case) in two detail maps as part of a larger aerial plan on 
which predicted noise contours and other known receiver locations have been superimposed. 
The operation of the project would comply with all applicable noise regulations. 
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Table 3.7-10 
Daytime Operational Noise Impact Assessment 

Receiver 
ID 
EDNA 
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Class 
Sound 
Level Limit 
(dBA) 
Existing 
(dBA) 
Project 
(dBA) 
Overall 
(dBA) 
]ncrease 
(dBA) 
Complies 
with 
Regulation 
6 m1sec at 10m height 
1 Class A 603836402 Yes 
2 Class A 60383841 3 Yes 
3 Class A 60 38 40 42 4 Yes 
9 m/sec at 10m height 
1 Class A 60 38 37413 Yes 
2 Class A 60 3839413 Yes 
3 Class A 60 38 42 435 Yes 

Under certain conditions, there is the potential for one or more of the following phenomena to 
occur that may temporarily cause a variance in the predicted sound levels: 

• In the Cadnal A prediction model, all studied wind turbine generators were assumed to 
operate at the same speed. In reality, very slight differences in operating rotor speeds due 
to non-uniformities in the passing wind profile can result in intelmittent constructive and 
destructive interference----or what one might call "beats," that can have a perceptible 
frequency as current research suggests (van den Berg 2006). 
• The atmosphere can either be "stable" or "unstable," which in summary are descriptors 
for how layers of air mass interact. The latter of these two is usually associated with cold 
air near the ground that is not well coupled to higher air masses. This effect can explain 
why high wind speeds at wind turbine generator hub height can be substantially greater 
than those near ground level (van den Berg 2006). 
• The relative humidity and ambient temperature have a substantial effect on the 
attenuation of outdoor sound at high frequencies and long distances through air 
absorption'. Relative humidity and temperature effects can produce a variance of 
approximately +/- 2 dBA. 
• The uncertainty range for the PWL of each wind turbine generator is +/- 2 dBA. 
• Due to the very low ground wind speeds recorded during the shott-term measurements, 
actual ambient noise levels at any receiver in the project vicinity may be higher as a result 
of noise generated by turbulence from wind streaming through vegetative ground cover 
(i.e., trees and grasses). Fmiher, since wind-generated noise tends to rise at a rate of2.5 
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dBA per 1 mls increase in wind speed, and generally turbine aerodynamic noise rises at a 
rate of only 1 dBA per 1 mls increase in wind speed, high wind speeds near the ground 
may cause background sound (i.e., not project operation) to dominate the perceptible and 
even measurable ambient sound environment (BLM 2005). 
3-129 

Because predicted project operation sound pressure levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers 
are at least 7 dBA lower than the 50 dBA Leq compliance threshold, none of these above 
conditions is expected to result in the project operation exceeding noise regulations. 

Low Frequency Sound 

Low frequency noise produced by a wind turbine generator can include tonal components 
produced by the generator and gearbox within the nacelle downstream ofthe rotor hub, atop the 
tower mast. The source sound power levels in Table 3.7-7 already include these noise 
contributors. Modem wind turbine design typically includes sound attenuation features in the 
nacelle to help reduce the magnitude of these electro-mechanical noise components to the 
aggregate, so that the spectrum of sound levels at the octave band center frequencies shown in 
Table 3.7-7 largely describes the aerodynamic effects of the rotor blades interacting with the 
passing wind profile. Even though there are no relevant regulations and standards related to 
dBC, the turbine sound power level manufacturer ratings show that C-weighted levels are within 
2 dB of A-weighted levels. Therefore; low frequency noise is not anticipated to be an issue for 
this project. 

In earlier generations of wind turbine design, the practice of using downwind rotors allowed 
turbulence from the tower mast to disrupt favorable aerodynamic conditions for the passing 
blades, causing considerable low frequency noise. This practice has been abandoned by the 
contemporary upwind rotor design of virtually all wind turbine generators built in the past five 
years, including the models contemplated for this project. 

The noise produced by air interaction with the rotor blades tends to be broadband noise, but is 
amplitude-modulated as the upstream blades pass the tower, resulting in what some call a 
characteristic "swoosh." The blade passage frequency of this "swoosh" is only a temporal 
modulation of sound and should not be confused with low frequency sounds. Research studies 
of low-frequency noise emissions from wind turbines have detel1nined that low frequency noise 
is a function of the wind itself, and that the "swoosh" of the turbines is actually in the readily 
audible range offrequencies (500 to 1 kiloHertz) (Leventhall 2006). Virtually any sound can be 
time-modulated without changing its pitch. Thus, low frequency modulation of audible sound 
does not imply the presence of actual low fi'equency sound or infrasound, which is discussed in 
the following subsection. 

InfOlmation regarding potential impacts from exposure to low frequency noise is inconclusive. 
Scientific miicles suggest that low frequency noise does not pose a health risk (Leventhall 2006). 
There may, however, be some correlation between an individual receptor's psychological 
sensitivity to the noise source (like or dislike for the noise source) and complaints regarding 
discomfOli from that noise source. These are sometimes associated with complaints regarding 
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sleep disturbance. Because sensitivity to noise can be influenced by such psychological factors 
and can subjectively be deemed significant by an affected individual, regardless of measurable 
frequency or amplitude level, it is difficult to quantify these impacts or to impose mitigation. 
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However, modern turbine designs have been modified to reduce or eliminate low frequency 
sound.l4 

Infrasound 

The telm infrasound describes sound with frequencies of20 Hz or less that are generally 
considered below the threshold of human hearing. Such sound, if sufficiently high in magnitude, 
can still be perceived or even heard as induced by vibration. Natural sources of infrasound 
include waves, thunder, wind, and even certain species of wildlife. 

A review of wind turbine noise measurement studies conducted by Jakobsen (2005) concluded 
that operation of contemporary wind turbine generators featuring rotors "upwind" of tubular 
tower masts generated infrasound in the range of 70 G-weighted decibels (dBG) at a distance of 
one hundred meters. (The G-weighting scale, like the oft-used A-weighting scale for audible 
sound spectra, is a filter applied to low-frequency sound as described in ISO 7196:1995E.) 
Jakobsen also notes that this infrasound, usually associated with aerodynamic effects of blade 
passage past the tower mast, tends to ignore atmospheric sound absorption and ground 
attenuating effects due its very large wavelength. Hence, one could reasonably expect infrasound 
to attenuate only with increasing propagation distance. 

Recent studies perfOlmed for the Canadian Wind Energy Association have described usage of 
85-90 dBG as a criterion for human perception of infrasound and, by reasonable extension, the 
likely threshold for infrasound complaint (HGC Engineering 2006). 

The horizontal distances of the project wind turbines to the nearest noise-sensitive receivers are 
at least 615 meters, which provides sufficient attenuation to offset the amount of decibels that 
one might add to account for the quantity of wind turbines of the project. Thus, the expected 
infrasound at the nearest existing receivers (i.e., Rl and R2) would remain under an estimated 
value of 70 dBG, which is 15 dBG less than the previously stated criteria. This estimated project 
aggregate wind turbine generator infrasound level also is far below what NASA studies 
determined (125 dB, linear) as a threshold for potential health impacts (HGC Engineering 2006). 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72 Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life .. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 
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The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major noise issues presently anticipated, including noise impacts from construction 
activities related to removal of the wind generation equipment and site restoration. If impacts to 

14 See, for instance, http://www.bwea.com/re£ilowfrequencynoise.html. 
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noise are anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, 
mitigation measures will be proposed as part of the plan. 

3.7.2.3 No Action Altemative 

Under the No Action Altemative, the project would not be constructed. Existing sound levels 
would be expected to remain largely the same. Although the generally quiet ambient noise levels 
in the project area would continue, occasionally elevated noise levels in the immediate project 
vicinity would be expected from ongoing timber harvest activities at the project site. 

3.7.3 MITIGATION 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential noise-related impacts during construction and operation of the propose project to the 
extent feasible. 

o Equip all noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using intemal combustion 
engines with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate, and any other shrouds, 
shields, or other noise-reducing features in good operating condition that meet or exceed 
original factory specification. Mobile or fixed "package" equipment (e.g., arc-welders, 
air compressors) would be equipped with shrouds and noise control features that are 
readily available for that type of equipment. 
o Regulate all mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project for noise 
output govemed by local, state, or federal agency regulations, to comply with such 
regulations while in the course of project activity. 
o Designate that the use of noise-producing signals, including homs, whistles, electronic 
alarms, sirens, and bells, would be for safety waming purposes only. Unless required for 
such safety purposes, and as allowable by applicable regulations, no construction-related 
public address, loudspeaker, or music system would be audible at any adjacent noise
sensitive land use. 
o Implement a noise complaint process and hotline number for the slU1'ounding community. 
The Applicant would have the responsibility and authority to receive and resolve noise 
complaints. 

3.7.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

Construction noise is exempt so long as it occurs during daytime hours, and operation noise is 
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predicted to be less than the nighttime threshold of 50 dBA Leq per Washington State and 
Skamania County regulations. 

The analysis of noise impacts presented here was based on specific design features of the 
proposed project that were cutTent as ofthe date of this Draft EIS. These features, such as the 
turbine manufacturer and model selection, the layout of the turbines on the project site and their 
cOll'esponding distances to identified closest noise-sensitive receivers, can greatly influence the 
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analysis results. However, assuming that final turbine selections and siting locations are 
comparable to those features used in this analysis, no substantial adverse construction or 
operation noise impacts are anticipated for the project. 
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3.8 LAND USE AND RECREATION 

This section describes the existing land uses and recreation areas at the project site and in 
surrounding areas, and identifies potentially applicable land use policies and zoning ordinances. 
This section also discusses potential project impacts on land use and recreation, as well as the 
consistency of the proposed project with local land use plans and zoning ordinances. 

3.8.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3:8.1.1 Existing Land Use 
Project Site 

The project site is located in an unincorporated portion of southeastern Skamania County, 
Washington, about two miles nOith of the Columbia River (see Figure 1-1). The primary use at 
the project site is commercial forestry. The site has been used for this purpose for the last 
century. During this time, the owners and operators have logged the property over a series of 
approximately 50-year logging rotations. Ongoing tree farming activities include regular 
clearing, replanting, and harvesting. 

Portions of the project site are also used for utility cOITidors. A natural gas pipeline, owned and 
operated by Williams Gas, runs from east to west across the project site near the nOith boundary 
of the site. Two existing transmission line cOlTidors also cross the project. These approximately 
250-foot wide cOlTidors, which generally run in an east-to-west direction, are owned and 
maintained by BP A. Each corridor is occupied by a high-voltage transmission line and its 
associated SUppOit towers and access roads. The cOITidors are routinely maintained to remove all 
tall growing vegetation, as well as any adjacent "danger trees" (i.e., those trees with the potential 
to fall into the existing lines) in order to avoid interference with these lines. 

Surrounding Areas 

Land use in the project vicinity is predominately commercial forestry with other typical rural 
uses and both incorporated and unincorporated communities dispersed throughout (see Figure 
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3.8-1). The incorporated cities of White Salmon and Bingen, Washington are located adjacent to 
each other approximately 7 miles southeast of the project site, along the nOlih side of the 
Columbia River. Directly south and across the Columbia River from Bingen is the City of Hood 
River, in Hood River County, Oregon. The city of Stevenson, the Skamania County seat, is 
located approximately 15 miles southwest of the project site along the Columbia River. These 
incorporated cities have mixed urban uses typical of small communities. 

In the more immediate vicinity of the project site, the unincorporated community of Willard is 
located approximately 2.25 miles nOlihwest of the project site, and the unincorporated 
community of Mill A is located approximately 1.5 miles west of the site. Other residential uses 
in the immediate vicinity of the project site are generally rural, low- to medium-density single
family homes between 30 and 50 years old. There are approximately 400 residences and 
businesses within three miles ofthe project site (see Figure 3.8-2). A new homesite location has 
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been approved approximately 2,000 feet (0.38 mile) from the south property line of the pi'Oject 
site. 

Commercial forestry areas and the Gifford Pinchot National Forest are generally located to the 
nOlih of the proj ect site. East of the Little White Salmon River, lands are cun:ently being used 
for commercial timber production under ownership by S.D.S. Co., LLC, Broughton Lumber 
Company, and Washington State. The Washington State lands are managed by DNR for 
commercial harvest to SUppOlt the State's schools. 

To the south of the project site is the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (see Figure 
3.8-3). The Scenic Area extends along the Columbia River for about 85 miles and includes 
292,500 acres in parts of three Oregon and three Washington counties. In addition to forested 
areas, land uses within the Scenic Area neal' the project site on the Washington side of the 
Columbia River include limited agriculture, mostly pear and apple orchards recently augmented 
with some wine grape vineyards. On the Oregon side of the Columbia River, land use within the 
Scenic Area is predominantly commercial timber production and residential. Further south of 
the Scenic Arel} in Oregon, land uses include commercial forestry, agriculture (primarily pears, 
apples, and chen:ies), and some residential. 

SR 14 and the Burlington NOlihern Santa Fe Railway are located between the project site and the 
Columbia River, within the Scenic Area. 1-84 is located on the Oregon side ofthe Columbia 
River, within the Scenic Area. 
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Figure 3.8-1 
Job No. 33758687 Land Use within Five Miles of the Site 
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33758687 l65.cdr 

Figure 3.8-2 
Job No. 33758687 Residences within T1n'ee Miles of the Project Site 

33758687 l66.cdr 

Figure 3.8-3 
Job No. 33758687 Recreation Facilities within Five Miles of the Project Site 

3.8.1.2 Recreation 

The primary recreation activities within Skamania County are camping, hiking and fishing. 
Major recreation locations include the Gifford Pinchot National Forest; the Mount St. Helens 
National Volcanic Monument; the Lewis and Clark Trail Highway, which follows the Columbia 
River t1n'ough Skamania County; and the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area south of 
the project area. Informal recreational activities such as hunting, hiking, and mountain biking 
also take place on private land, subject to landowner approval. There are no formally designated 
recreational areas within the project site; however, SDS does allow infOlmal recreational use of 
their land with approval. 

Summer recreational activities include water SPOlis such as fishing, swimming, boating, river 
rafting, kayaking, water skiing, and windsurfing; as well as camping, biking, hiking, horseback 
riding, hunting, picnicking, and other outdoor sports. Some of these activities continue into the 
winter, weather permitting. Sightseeing is a populm' year-round activity in the Columbia River 
Gorge. Recreational facilities within a 25-mile radius of the project site are shown on Figure 
3.8-3 and listed in Table 3.8-1. 

The closest recreational facility is the Underwood Park and Community Center, located near 
Undelwood just off of Cook-Undelwood Road, approximately 1.5 miles east of the project site. 
The community center has a large gymnasium, stage, kitchen, and meeting room; while the park 
has soccer fields, a pavilion, and a playground. Recreational facilities or activities available 
closest to the project site include hiking and horseback riding along Buck Creek Trail, Husum 
Hills Golf Course, BZ Corners Boat Launch, Underwood Pm'k1Community Center, and Drano 
Lake Boat Ramp. 

There are no Skamania County recreation facilities within five miles of the proposed project. 
However, two national trails, the Lewis and Clark National Historical Trail and the Oregon 
National Historic Trail, are located within 5 miles of the project site. These trails roughly follow 
SR 14 and 1-84, respectively. Also within 5 miles of the site, the White Salmon River is 
designated as a Wild and Scenic River, and within 25 miles, the Klickitat River is also so 
designated. 

There are no new parks or recreation facilities planned within a 5-mile radins dthe site, either as 
part of the Skamania County Parks and Recreation Master Plan or the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area Management Plan. No federal recreation regulations apply to the site, nor 
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are there federal or state plans for recreation facilities on or near the site. 
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Table 3.8-1 
Public Park and Recreation Facilities within 25 Miles 

National Scenic Areas and Trails Klickitat County Parks 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Klickitat County Park 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail Hood River County Parks 
Oregon Trail National Historic Trail Tucker Park 
Washington State Parks Panorama Point County Park 
Columbia Hills State Park Tollbridge County Park 
Doug's Beach State Park City of White Salmon 
Oregon State Parks/Campgrounds/Trails Jewett Creek Park 
Lindsey Creek State Park White Salmon City Park 
Starvation Creek State Park City of Hood River 
Viento State Park Eliot Park 
Wygant State Park Waucoma Park 
Seneca Fouts State Park Golf Courses 
Koberg Beach State Park Husum Hills Golf Course 
Memaloose State Park Indian Creek Golf Course 
Mayer State Park Hood River Golf and Country Club 
Lang Forest State Park Carson Hot Springs Golf Course and Resort 
Wyeth Campground Skamania Lodge Golf Course 
Historic Columbia River Highway State Trail - Twin 
Tunnels Segment (Mosier Twin Tunnels) 
The Dalles Country Club 
USFS ParkslTrailslBoat Launches NOlihwest Aluminum Golf Club 
BZ Corners Boat Launch Museums and Sightseeing 
Balfour-Klickitat Park Hood River County Museum 
Dog Mountain Trail Western Antique Aeroplane & Automobile Museum 
Helman Creek Trail International Museum of Carousel Art 
Washington State Depatiment of Natural Resources Gorge Heritage Museum 
Buck Creek Trail Columbia River Gorge Interpretive Center 
Skamania County Parks/Campgrounds/Launches Bonneville Lock and Dam Visitor Complex 
Home Valley Campground Columbia Gorge Discovery Center 
Underwood ParklUnderwood Community Center Wasco County Historical Museum 
Big Cedars County Park Fort Dalles Museum 
Wind River Boat Ramp Sternwheeler Ctuises 
Drano Lake Boat Launch 
Skamania County Fairgrounds 
Rock Creek Community Center 

3.8.2 APPLICABLE LAND USE REGULATIONS 
Skamania County has two independent sets of land use regulations. The first is a stand-alone 
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zoning code (SCC Title 22) that regulates uses and development within the General Management 
Area (GMA) and Special Management Area (SMA) of the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area). The Scenic Area Code is based on the Management Plan for the Scenic Area, 
which is overseen by the USFS and Columbia River Gorge Commission, as directed by the 
National Scenic Area Act. 
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The remainder of unincorporated Skamania County, as well as those pottions of the Scenic Area 
classified as Urban Areas (such as White Salmon, Bingen, and Hood River), is govemed by the 
Skamania County Comprehensive Plan, zoning regulations in SCC Title 21, and Titles 20, 
Shorelines, and 21 A, Critical Areas. 

Because the project site is located outside of the National Scenic Area, land use at the site is 
regulated by the Skamania County Comprehensive Plan and SCC Titles 21, 20, and 21A. In 
addition, although the project site is immediately adjacent to the National Scenic Area, the 
National Scenic Area Act expressly provides that land use regulations developed for the National 
Scenic Area do not apply to adjacent area. Section 5440(a)(IO) of the Act states: 

Nothing in Sections 544 to 544p of this title shall establish protective perimeters or buffer zones 
around the scenic area or each special management area. The fact that activities or uses 
inconsistent with the management directives for the scenic area or special management areas can 
be seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the 
boundaries of the scenic area or special management areas. 

16 USC §5440(a)(IO). The remainder of this section therefore focuses on describing potentially 
applicable provisions of the Skamania County Comprehensive Plan and SCC Titles 21, 20, and 
21A. For additional infotmation of the provisions of the National Scenic Area Act, see Section 
4.11 of this EIS. 

3.8.2.1 Skamania County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

On July 10, 2007, Skamania County adopted its CU11'ent Comprehensive Plan, which includes 
three Subarea Plans. The project site is not located in one of these subareas. There are three 
land use designations outside of the specific subarea plans: Rural I, Rural II, and Conservancy 
(see Figure 3.8-4). The project site is designated as Conservancy. The Comprehensive Plan 
identifies zoning that is consistent with the Conservancy designation, including: Residential 10 
(R-IO), Rural Estates 20 (RES-20), Resource Protection (FORJAG 10 and 20), Commercial 
Resource Land 40 (CRL 40), Natural (NAT), and Unmapped Classification (UNM). 

The altemative location of the Operations and Maintenance facility is in the Rural II designation 
of the Comprehensive Plan. Most residential zoning classifications are consistent with the Rural 
II designation, as are the FORJAG 10 and 20, NAT, and UNM zoning classifications. 

The overall Comprehensive Plan vision statement is: 
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Skamania County is strongly committed to protecting our rural character and natural resource 
based industries while allowing for planned future development that is balanced with the 
protection of critical resources and ecologically sensitive areas, while preserving the 
community's high quality of life. 
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Skamania County 

Klickitat County 
Klickitat County Site 
Boundary Rural I 

Rural 2 

Conservancy 
West End Subarea 
Swift Subarea 

Revised Figure Adopted by the Skamania Board of County 

Carson Subarea 

Commissioners on April 29, 2008. 

NSASubarea 
DISCLAIMER: This map product was prepared by Skamania County and is for infOlmation 
purposes only. It may not have been 
prepared for, or be suitable for legal, engineering or surveying purposes. Users ofthis 
information should review or consult the City Limits 

primary data and infOlmation sources to ascertain the uasbility of the information. 

Forest Resource 

Figure 3.8-4 

Skamania and Klickitat Counties 
Source: Skamania County. Comprehensive Plan Designations 

Natural resources-based industry is further encouraged in the Comprehensive Plan's description 
of the intent of the Conservancy designation: 
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The Conservancy land use area is intended to provide for the conservation and management of 
existing natural resources in order to achieve a sustained yield of these resources, and to 
conserve wildlife resources and habitats. Muqh of the Conservancy land use area is characterized 
by rugged te11'ain, steep in slope, and unsuitable for development of any kind. Logging, timber 
management, agricultural and mineral extraction are main use activities that take place in this 
area. Recreational activities of an informal nature such as fishing, hunting, and hiking occur in 
this area, although formal recreational developments may occur from time to time. Conservancy 
areas are intended to conselVe and manage existing natural resources in order to maintain a 
sustained resource yield and/or utilization. 

Among the uses identified as appropriate in the Conservancy designation are: public facilities, 
utilities, utility substations, forest management (including temporary logging and mining camps), 
and surface mining (by conditional use). 

The Rural II designation is described in the Comprehensive Plan as follows: 

"The Rural II land use area is intended to provide for rural living without significant 
encroachment upon lands 'used for agriculture and timber. This land use area is the middle 
developmental range level suggested by this plan. The lower density will help to protect 
agricultural and timber lands from dense residential type development, and should maintain the 
rural character of this designation." 

Among the non-residential uses identified in the Comprehensive Plan as appropriate in the Rural 
II designation are public facilities, utilities, utility substations, telecommunication facilities, 
hospitals, meeting halls, agriculture, forest management including temporary logging and mining 
camps, and surface mining. 

The following identifies potentially applicable goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Goal LU.1: To integrate long-range considerations (comprehensive planning) into the 
determinations of shott -telm action (individual development applications). 

Policy LU.1.2: The plan is created on the premise that the land use areas designated are each best 
suited for the uses proposed therein. However, it is not the intention of this plan to foreclose on 
future oppottunities that may be made possible by technical innovations, new ideas and changing 
attitudes. Therefore, other uses that are similar to the uses listed here should be allowable uses, 
review uses 01' conditional uses, only if the use is specifically listed in the official controls of 
Skamania County for that patticular land use designation. 
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Goal LU.2: To provide for orderly future physical development of Skamatlia County. 

Policy LU.2.4: Encourage new commercial enterprises to locate within 01' neal' existing 
commercial areas to avoid further scattering and to better serve the public. 
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Goal LU.3: To coordinate public and private interests in land development. 

Policy LU.3.3: Encourage industry that would have minimal adverse environmental or aesthetic 
effects. 

Goal LU.4: To promote interagency cooperation and effective planning and scheduling of 
improvements and activities so as to avoid conflicts, duplication and waste. 

Policy LU.4.3: Land use patterns, which minimize the cost of providing adequate levels of public 
services and infrastructure, should be encouraged. 

Goal LU.5: To promote improvements which make our communities more livable, healthy, safe 
and efficient. 

Policy LU.5.5: Promote compatibility of industry with the sun-ounding area or community by 
fostering good quality site planning, landscaping, architectural design, and a high level of 
environmental standards. 

Policy LU.5.6: Encourage commercial development that is convenient, safe and pleasant to the 
general public by: requiring that new establishments provide off-street parking adequate for its 
needs. Encourage pooled orjoint use parking areas for adjacent developments may be utilized; 
Regulate access points for vehicular traffic for commercial areas to prevent unsafe conditions; 
the design of commercial sites, buildings, and signs should be compatible with sun-ounding 
areas; and, landscaping may be required as a buffer when commercial use adjoins residential or 
falm propelty. 

Goal E.l: To ensure the proper mauagement of the natural environment to protect critical areas 
and conserve land, air, water, and energy resources. 

Goal T.l: Transportation - Encourage an efficient multi-modal transpOltation network that is 
based on regional priorities and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans. 

Goal T.2: Continue the priority of increasing safety of the Skamania County rural2-lane road 
system. The majority ofthe Public Works Department's future effOlts will be to reduce the 
accident rate with Skamania County. 
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Goal T.3: Public Facilities and Services - Ensure that those public facilities and services 
necessary to support development should be adequate to serve the development at the time the 
development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing cun-ent service levels below 
locally established minimum standards. 

Goal AHP.l: Identify and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structures that have 
historical or archaeological significance. 
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Goal AHP.2: Increase recognition of historic, archaeological, and cultural resources. 

Goal AHP.3: Protect historic, archaeological and cultural resources through a comprehensive 
planning approach. 

3.8.2.2 Skamania County Zoning Ordinance SCC Title 21 

Title 21 of the Skamania County Zoning Ordinance is the county zoning that applies to the 
project site. Although extensive updates of SCC Title 21 have been proposed for adoption, the 
last-adopted version is still in effect because the proposed updates are CUll'ently under appeal by 
local interest groups. 

Under SCC Title 21, the project site is located primarily in the UNM zone, with the southern tip 
of the project site in the FORIAG 20 zone (see Figure 3.8-5). Both of these zoning 
classifications are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan's Conservancy designation for this 
area. None of the project site is designated as fmIDland. 

Approximately 7,152 acres of the 1,152-acre project site are located in the UNM zone. UNM 
zones are those areas of the county where no fOlIDal adoption of any zoning map has taken place. 
The Skamania County Code provides: 

In the UNM zone all uses which have not been declared a nuisance by statute, resolution, 
ordinance or cOUli of jurisdiction are allowable. The standards, provisions, and 
conditions of this title [SCC Title 21] shall not apply to unmapped areas. 

SCC 21.64.020. Nuisances established by the Board of County Commissioners by resolution 
and ordinance are identified in SCC 8.30.010; this provision of the County Code does not 
identify wind energy facilities as a nuisance. In addition, neither the RCW nor the WAC 
designate wind energy facilities as a nuisance. 

In July 2007, the County adopted a moratorium on unincorporated UNM-zoned lands outside the 
Swift Subarea. The moratorium does not prohibit all development in UNM lands. Rather, it 
restricts three types ofland uses: (1) issuance of building pe1IDits on lands created by deed since 
January 2006 that are 20 acres or larger; (2) land divisions (ShOli plat and subdivision); and (3) 
acceptance of SEP A checklists in support of converting land to non-forestry uses. 
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Figure 3.8-5 
Job No. 33758687 Skamania County Zoning 

The remainder (approximately 400 acres) of the project site is located within the FORIAG 20 
zoning classification (see Figure 3.8-5). Pursuant to SCC 21.56.010[A]), the purpose of this zone 
is: 
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To provide land for present and futme commercial farm and forest operations in areas that have 
been and are currently suitable for such operations, and to prevent conflicts between forestry and 
farm practices and nonresource production uses by not allowing inappropriate development of 
land within this zone classification. . 

Uses allowed outright in the FORIAG 20 zone include the following: 

A. Forestry practices and associated management activities of any forest crop in accordance with 
Washington Forest Practices Act of 1974 including timber, Christmas trees, nursery stock, and 
smface mining. 
B. Commercial and domestic agricultme. 
C. Orchards and vineyards. 
D. Horticultme. 
E. Cottage occupation (in accordance with Chapter 21.70). 
F. Light home industry (in accordance with Chapter 21.70). 
G. Management of unique biological areas. 
H. Management and propagation of fish and wildlife. 
1. Water resources management facilities. 
J. Storage of explosives, fuels and chemicals. 
K. Accessory uses normally associated with an allowable use. 
L. Public and private conservation areas or structmes for retention of water, 
soil, open space, forest, or wildlife resources. 
M. Log sOliing and storage areas, scaling stations, temporary crew quarters, 
forest industry storage and maintenance facilities. 
N. Family day care home (in accordance with Section 21.86.020). 
O. Residential care facilities (in accordance with Chapter 21.85). 
P. Fann labor housing. 
Q. Accessory equipment structmes. 
R. Attached communication facilities not located on BPA towers (in accordance 
with Section 21.70.160). 

Uses allowed by Conditional Use Pennit in the FORI AG 20 zone include: 

A. Individual single-family residences not provided in conjunction with forest or fmm 
management, including residential and resomce related development may be 
permitted conditionally, provided they meet ( ... additional listed conditions). 

3-147 

B. Recreational facilities. 
C. Semi-public facilities and utilities. 
D. Sawmills, shake and shingle mills, chipper~, pole and log yards. 
E. Geothelmal energy facilities. 
F. Aircraft landing fields. 
G. Cluster developments. 
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H. Child mini-day care center (in accordance with Section 21.86.030). 
1. Child day care center (in accordance with Section 21.86.040. 
The alternative Operations and Maintenance facility site is located approximately 0.9 mile west 
of the project site in the R-5 zoning classification (see Figure 3.8-5). This zoning classification is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan's Rural II designation for this area. Pursuant to SCC 
21.36.010, the purpose of the R-5 zone is: 

To provide a transition zone of medium to low density residential development which will 
maintain a rural character of the area in the Rural II Land Use Area of the County 
Comprehensive Plan A. 

Comment: The imlustrializ([tioll of Sk([m([ni([ County ([nd other counties in the region is NOT 
preserving the rUNt! character of the ([rea! The Futurewise ([rticle, Plmlllingfor Sust([in([ble 
Rllral Areas, written in March 21, 2005 has a definition for rural cl/(/racter: 'The rural ([re([ 
is the l([nd loc([ted outside the urb([n growth ([rea and outside resource lands. Resource l([nds 
([re ([gricultural,forest, mulminerallands of long-time commercial signific([nce. 

"Rural ch([racter" refers to the patterns of land use ([nd development est([blished by a county 
in the rural element of its comprehensive plall: 

(([) In which open space, the natll1'll1lalldsC(lpe, alld vegetation predominate over the built 
environment; 

(b) Thatfoster traditiollalrllrallifestyles, rural-b([sed ecollomies, ([nd opportunities to both 
live ([nd work in rllral ([reas; 

(c) TI/(/t provide visu([llandscapes th([t are tradition([lly found ill rural ([re([s and 
communities; 

(d) That ([re compatible with the use of the land by wildlife ([lid for fish ([nd Wildlife habitat; 

(e) Th([t reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped l([nd into sprawling, low-dellsity 
development; 

(f) TI/(/t generally do not require the extensioll of urbml governmental services; and, 
(g) That ([re consistent with the protection of natural slllj([ce w([ter flows and groulld water 

(lful suljace w([ter recl/(/rge (lfld disch([rge ([reas. 

"Rural development" refers to development outside the urbml growth ([rea and outside 
agricuitural,forest, ami mineral resource [mlds designated pursuant to RCW 36. 70A.170. 
Rural development c([n consist of ([ v([riety of uses mId residential densities, including 
clustered residential developmellt, ([t levels that are consistent with the preservatioll of rural 
cl/(/racter amI the requirements of the I'lIral element. Rural development does not refer to 
([griculture or forestry Ilctivities th([t m([y be conducted in rural ([re([s.' I don't think th([t 
putting up 50+ industrialwilld turbines and cOllstructing maillten([nce ro([ds throughout the 
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landscape cOllforms to the definition of rural character" (aj In which open space, the natllral 
landscape, and vegetation predominate over the built environmellt"/ / 

Uses allowed outright in the R-5 zone include the following: 

A. Single-family dwellings 
B. Commercial and Domestic agriculture 
C. Forestry 
D. Public facilities and utilities 
E. Cottage occupation (In accordance with Chapter 21.70) 
F. Light home industry (In accordance with Chapter 21.70) 
G. Residential care facilities (In accordance with Chapter 21.85) 
H. Family day care home (In accordance with Chapter 21.86.020) 
1. Safe home 
J. Accessory equipment structures 
K. Attached communication facilities located on BP A towers. (in accordance with Section 
21.70.160) 

Uses allowed by Conditional Use Pelmit in the R-5 zone include: 

A. Surface mining 
B. Recreational facilities 
C. Professional services 
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D. Geothermal energy facilities 
E. Public displays 
F. Cluster developments 
G. Semi-public facilities 
H. Small and Large-Scale Recreational Vehicle Parks. 
1. Child day center (In accordance with Chapter 21.86.040) 

3.8.2.3 Skamania County Code, Title 20, Shorelines 
Because the project site is not located near or on any shorelines of State, County or other 
significance, there are no applicable provisions of this county code. 

3.8.2.4 Skamania County Code, Title 21A, Critical Areas 
The Washington State Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A.060, requires counties to identify 
and regulate critical areas. 15 Critical areas include: 

• Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas 
• Frequently flooded areas 
• Geologically hazardous areas 
• Ponds and lakes 
• Streams, creeks, and rivers 
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In Skamania County, critical areas regulations are found in SCC Title 21A. The project site is 
not located within any critical recharge areas, frequently flooded areas, ponds and lakes, or 
rivers. Portions of the project site are located near geologically hazardous areas due to steep 
slopes classified as Class II and III LHAs. There are wetlands, fish and wildlife habitat areas, 
streams, and creeks on the site. 

3.8.3 IMPACTS 
Adverse impacts to land use can are defined two ways: 

• Changes to existing land use activities and development pattems. The project could cause 
adverse impacts if it were to preclude the continuance of existing land uses or cause major 
changes to the existing patterns of land use activities or development. 15 See: 
http://www.commerce.wa.gov/_CTED/documents/JD_ 892 ]ublications.pdf 
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• Inconsistency of a proposed project with existing land use regulations. The project could cause 
adverse impacts if it was found to be inconsistent with the Skamania County Comprehensive 
Plan, Zoning Code, or Critical Areas regulations. 

3.8.3.1 Proposed Action 
Changes to Existing Land Use Pattems and Recreation 

Project Construction 

During construction, earth movement and construction-related traffic would generate noise and 
dust that could temporarily affect nearby homes and businesses located along the site access 
route (described in Section 3.11, Transportation). Cook-Underwood Road would be the primary 
access route for construction materials and workers. However, construction impacts would not be 
sufficient to cause changes to existing land use pattems. 

Land clearing for the construction of the altemative Operations and Maintenance facility site 
would occur concurrently with roadway improvements to West Pit Road. The additional earth 
movement and construction-related traffic would generate slightly more noise and dust in that 
area along West Pit Road over anticipated levels for roadway construction without the facility. 
The additional noise and dust could temporarily affect nearby homes along Willard Road. 
Construction impacts would not be sufficient to cause changes to existing land use pattems. 

Construction would not directly affect local recreational facilities beyond the potential for 
construction workers to use local recreational facilities during the one year construction period. 
Existing limits on the length of stay in public camping areas would minimize any potential 
impacts on park users from construction workers staying in parks, and a majority of the 
construction workers are expected to be within daily commuting distance of the site. 
Additionally, workers who did stay at local parks would most likely do so on weekdays and 
would thus not be there on the days with the highest levels of use. 
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Construction activities could affect some recreation users such as users of the Underwood Park 
and Community Center located along Cook-Underwood Road, through temporary increases to 
traffic, and from construction-related dust and noise. These impacts would be temporary and are 
expected to be minor. 

Construction of the Operations and Maintenance facility at the West Pit Road location would not 
impact local recreational facilities. Existing limits on the length of stay in public camping areas 
would minimize any potential impacts on park users from construction workers staying in parks, 
and a majority of the construction workers are expected to be within daily commuting distance of 
the site. Additionally, workers who did stay at local parks would most likely do so on weekdays 
and would thus not be there on the days with the highest levels of use. 

Construction of the Operations and Maintenance facility at the West Pit Road could affect some 
recreation users through temporary increases to traffic, and from construction-related dust and 
noise. Impacts would be primarily limited to recreational users traveling on Cook-Underwood 
Road. This impact would not be noticeably different from the construction ofthe on-site 
location. Construction impacts would be tempo,rary and are expected to be minor. 
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Project Operation 

Project operation also would not cause changes to existing land uses or land use activities or 
development patterns. The surrounding land uses are predominantly commercial forestry, 
agriculture and residential, and these uses would not be directly negatively affected by the 
project (Figure 3.8-5). The majority of the project site itself would remain in commercial forest 
production, with a maximum of approximately 56 acres of land (under 5 percent) convelted to 
non-forestry uses related to new and widened roads, the turbine strings, the Operations and 
Maintenance facility, and the substation. At decommissioning, all of these facilities would be 
removed and the area returned to commercial forest. 

Project operation would not force any changes in forestry operations or activities on the rest of 
the project area or on surrounding propelties. The project would not generate sufficient amounts 
of noise, traHic, visual changes, energy use, ail' emissions or water use to cause changes to these 
existing land use patterns. 

Commellt: Sillce there is 110 watershed data, the propollellt call1lot say that the project would 
or would IIOt cause challges ill water use. The propollellt does NOT kllow how this project 
would affect allY aquiferes), water tables, 01' wells, ill the area. 

Concern was expressed during scoping that the visibility of the turbines would cause a negative 
impact on agricultural tomism, specifically visits to area wineries. Wind power and winery 
tomism already co-exist in the Columbia River area. For example, fom wind power facilities are 
located between Walla Walla and Kennewick (Canyon, Stateline, Vansyc1e, and Combine Hills). 
This area is home to a thriving wine industry with over 60 wineries. Section 3.9 Visual 
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Resources discusses visual impacts. 

Project operation would not result in a sufficient increase in population or traffic to impact local 
recreational facilities. The only potential impact to recreation users would be the minor to 
moderate visual impacts discussed in Section 3.9 Visual Resources. 

Operation of the altemative Operations and Maintenance facility would not change existing land 
use patterns. The surrounding land uses are predominantly commercial forestry, agriculture and 
residential, with the nearest home approximately 0.25 mile away. The site is adjacent to West 
Pit Road, which will be used for access to the project site during both construction and operation. 
Use of the altemative site for the Operations and Maintenance facility would generate noise, 
traffic, new lighting, energy use, air emissions, and water use, but not at levels sufficient to cause 
changes to the existing surrounding land uses. The Operations and Maintenance facility thus 
would be compatible with surr01mding land use and would not hinder the development of 
pelmitted land uses on neighboring properties. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identifY, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
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including potential changes to land use, recreation or recreational access. If impacts to land use 
or recreation are anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, 
mitigation measures will be proposed as part of the plan. 

Consistency with Applicable Land Use Regulations 

Overall, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable land use regulations. The 
project would not involve subdividing any land parcels nor applying for changes to zoning or 
Comprehensive Plan designations. In a letter to EFSEC dated May 4, 2009, Skamania County 
found that the proposed project is consistent with the Skamania County Comprehensive Plan, 
SCC Title 21 Zoning Code, SCC 21 A Critical Areas, Title 24 Clearing and Grading, and 
resource maps. On December 22, 2009, the Skamania County Board of County Commissioners 
passed Resolution 2009-54, resolving that the revised project, including the use of the alternative 
location of the Operations and Maintenance facility and the use of the West Pit Road as an 
access route, is consistent with Skamania County Land Use Plans and applicable zoning 
ordinances (see Appendix D Land Use Consistency Detelmination). When a county certifies 
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consistency with its local land use plans and ordinances, pursuant to WAC 463-26-090, the plan 
states that "such celiificates will be regarded as prima facie proof of consistency and 
compliance with such land use plans and zoning ordinances absent contrary demonstration by 
anyone present at the hearing." 

The following further evaluates the consistency ofthe proposed project with applicable land use 
regulations. 

Skamania County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 

The project would be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan vision and the Conservancy 
designation in that it would conserve and manage existing natural forest and wind resources to 
maintain a sustained yield and utilization of both. Within the Conservancy designation, public 
facilities, utilities, and utility substations are allowed. Wind energy facilities are consistent with 
the Conservancy designation because they are utilities. The project would provide an alternative 
source of electrical energy generation that is not reliant on either fossil fuels or hydropower, 
while allowing forest management activities to continue around the turbine corridors. In 
addition, the staff repOli attached to Skamania County Resolution,2009-54 documents the 
County's determination that the proposed project would be a semi-public facility under SCC 
Title 21 (see Appendix D). Semi-public facilities are defined in SCC 21.08.010 as "facilities 
intended for public use which may be owned and operated by a private entity." The project thus 
would be a utility consistent with the Conservancy designation's appropriate uses. 

The alternative location for the Operations and Maintenance facility on West Pit Road would 
include an approximately 3,000-square-foot building, located on a 5-acre parcel in an area 
designated as Rural II in the Comprehensive Plan. The facility would be similar in size to a 
larger single family home. The project would be a utility that is consistent with the Rural II 
designation and would not conflict with any of the goals or policies expressed in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
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Skamania County Zoning Ordinances 

The pOliion of the proposed project that would be located in the UNM zoning classification 
would be considered consistent with this zoning. There is no conflict from siting wind energy 
facilities in the UNM zone, and these facilities have not been identified as a nuisance by statute, 
resolution, ordinance, or comi order. Concerning the County's moratorium on unincorporated 
UNM-zoned lands, the project is not sited on lands created by deed since January 2006 and does 
not involve any land division. Because of Washington EFSEC's preemptive role in permitting 
wind energy facilities, including acting as Lead Agency for associated SEP A review, the 
County's moratorium on acceptance of SEPA checklists for forest ,Practices conversions does not 
affect the project. 

Turbine Corridor AI-A7, with approximately seven turbines, would be located in the small 
pOliion at the southern tip of the project site that is within the FORI AG 20 zone. Ifthe proposed 
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project were being pelmitted through Skamania County rather than through Washington EFSEC, 
it is probable that a Conditional Use Pennit from the County would be required for siting these 
turbines. Since Washington EFSEC is the permitting authority in this case, no such permit is 
required. Nonetheless, this portion of the proposed project would be consistent with the purpose 
and intent of the FORIAG 20 zone in which it would be located, and while not an outright 
allowed use, this project is considered to be semi-public facility that would be a conditional use 
in this zone. As discussed above, the project also would provide renewable energy generation 
while allowing forest management activities to continue around the turbine corridors. The 
portion of the proposed project that would be located in the FORlAG'20 zone thus would be 
considered consistent with this zoning. 

The proposed alternative Operations and Maintenance facility located along West Pit Road 
would be within an area zoned R-S. Like turbine Corridor Al-A7, if the County was the 
permitting authority for the alternative Operations and Maintenance facility, a Conditional Use 
Pelmit likely would be required. However, Washington EFSEC is the permitting authority and 
no such permit is required. Nonetheless, the alternative Operations and Maintenance facility 
would be consistent with the purpose and intent of the zone in which it would be located. The 
Operations and Maintenance building would be located on a S-acre site, and, at 3,000 square 
feet, would be similar in size to a larger single-family residence. The building would meet all 
applicable setback requirements, and would not pose a hazard to the health, safety or welfare of 
the surrounding community. Traffic associated with the facility would be similar to traffic from 
staff currently involved in ongoing timber management in the area. A well and on-site septic 
system would be installed to provide potable water for the Operations and Maintenance building. 
The anticipated demand for fire and police services would be low, and similar to other 
commercial operations in the project vicinity. Development of the facility would not hinder or 
discourage development or continuation of timber management activities on nearby propeliies, 
or of residential properties in the area. Finally, the facility would not conflict with the goals and 
policies expressed in the current version of the County's Comprehensive Plan. Accordingly, 
location of the alternative Operations and Maintenance facility in the R-S zone would be 
considered consistent with this zoning. 

The proposed project also would be consistent with the critical areas regulations found in SCC 
Title 2lA. The project site is not located within any critical recharge areas, frequently flooded 
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areas, ponds and lakes, or rivers. P0l1ions ofthe project site are located near geologically 
hazardous areas due to steep slopes classified as Class II and III LHAs. There are wetlands, fish 
and wildlife habitat areas, streams, and creeks on the site. The project has been designed to 
minimize impacts to these areas, as discussed in Section 3.8.4, Mitigation Measures, and 
primmily in Section 3.3 Water and 3.4 Biological Resources. 

Improvements to West Pit Road to widen it in places also would be consistent with SCC Title 
2lA. The use of the West Pit Road would not create safety concerns. While no new 
construction would occur within wetlands, streams, or their buffers, West Pit Road crosses one 
unnamed drainage in the Lapham Creek watershed. In July 2009, the drainage had observed 
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flow through the existing culvert under West Pit Road, but the surface flow and the channel 
disappeared downstream of the culvert. The drainage is classified as a Class V stream under 
SCC 21A04.020(B),Appendix C. Buffers are established for Class V streams, within which 
expansion of existing uses is allowed. As long as the proposed expansion 01' widening is 100 
percent or less than the existing footprint, no development review is required under SCC 21A05 
and SCC 2lA06 in fish and wildlife protection areas or geologically hazardous areas. The road 
improvements in these regulated fish and wildlife protection areas do not exceed the allowed 
expansion threshold. For a full discussion of fish, wildlife, their habitats, and project impacts to 
these, please see Section 3.4 of the Application for Site Certification. 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Management Plan 

While the proposed project would be located entirely outside of the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenfc Area, concerns have been raised regarding the compatibility of the project with 
the objectives and policies of the National Scenic Area Management Plan. The following 
identifies key objectives and policies, along with a discussion of project consistency with each of 
these objectives and policies. 

• Protection of Resources. The project would not decrease any resources within the Scenic Area. 
Neither the site nor its access roads are within the Scenic Area, and no recreation resources 
would be lost. 
• Scenic Appreciation and Scenic Travel Corridors. The project would have only minor to 
moderate impacts on visual quality as viewed from travel corridors inside the Scenic Area. See 
Section 3.9 Visual Resources. . 
• Resource Based Recreation. No resource-based recreation resources are within or in 
proximity to the project area. The only potential impact to recreation in the Scenic Area 
would be incidental recreational use by constlUction workers during the construction 
period. Such use is expected to be minimal. 
• River Access and Protection of Treaty Rights. This project is on private lands outside of 
the Scenic Area and would have no effect on river access or treaty rights. 
• InterpretationJEducation. An opportunity to provide altemative energy interpretation 
and education could be included in this project and further the goals of the Scenic Area. 
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• Trails and Pathways. The project would not affect any trails or pathways in the Scenic Area. 
There may be some distant views of wind turbines from trails; the impact is expected to be "low 
to moderate." See Section 3.9 Visual Resources. 
• TranspOliation. Portions ofSR 14 and portions of Cook-Underwood Road that are within the 
Scenic Area would be used to access the project. Increased traffic would cause a temporary and 
limited impact to recreational travelers during the constlUction period. 
• Coordination. The project and access road are located outside of the Scenic Area. No 
coordination is required. 

3.8.3.2 No Action Altemative 
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Under the No Action Alternative, the project would not be built. The site would continue to be 
used for commercial forestry and timber harvest would continue on a regular rotating schedule. 
Accordingly, existing land uses at the project site would remain unchanged. In addition, the 
infOlmal recreation activities at the project site would remain largely the same, and no effect on 
recreational uses in sun-ounding areas would occur. The current level of consistency with land 
use plans and regulations also would continue to exist under this alternative. 

3.8.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

No substantial impacts to land use are identified and no mitigation measures are required. The 
only potential impact to recreation users from operation would be the minor to moderate impact 
to visual resources from some viewpoints. Mitigation for this potential impact is identified in 
Section 3.9, Visual Resources. 

3.8.5 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The I, 152-acre project site would continue to be predominantly used for commercial forestry 
operations. A maximum of approximately 56 acres of forestry land (under 5 percent of the 
project site) would be converted to energy facility use for the life of the project. This conversion 
would not constitute a substantial change to area land use patterns given the area of the project 
retained for active forestry operations, and given the acreage sUiTounding the project in both 
private and state ownership that will be maintained in commercial forestry operations. 

3.9 VISUAL RESOURCES 
This section describes potential impacts to visual resources. It assesses the potential for visual 
impacts using accepted methods of evaluating visual landscape quality and predicts the type and 
degree of effects the project would likely have on those attributes. This section also identifies 
mitigation measures designed to minimize those impacts. 
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3.9.1 METHODOLOGY 

This section summarizes the visual impact assessment perfOlmed for the Application for Site 
Celiification Agreement. The visual assessment used the Scenery Management System defined 
in Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management (USFS 1995) and Visual Impact 
Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA 1988). The study was also designed to respond to the 
provisions of WAC 463-42-362, Built Environment-Land and Shoreline Use, which specifies 
the analysis of aesthetic and light and glare issues as part of the EFSEC pi·ocess. 

Comment: These 400-joot turbine towers break up the horizon, are visible to the eye, and 
don't belong in the visual landscape of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 
Klickitat County has pillaged their entire prairie landscape with turbines alld maintenallce 
roads alld these turbilles are illtrllsive to olle's elljoymellt of the /'lIral environmellt. The view 
shed would be ruilled by these mOllstrous elltities. 
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The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) methodology is widely used for visual 
assessment of private lands such as the Project area, where visual quality objectives have not 
been established. A visual quality objective is a resource management objective established by a 
district manager or contained in a plan that reflects the desired level of visual quality based on 
the physical characteristics and social concern for the area. Five categories of visual quality 
objectives commonly used are preservation, retention, partial retention, modification, and 
maximum modification. 

The FHWA methodology has been used to evaluate other recent wind power projects, including 
the Desert Claim projectl6, Lower Snake River (FHW A and BLM) and the Kittitas Valley 
project (FHW A and USFS methodologies)17. The FHWA method is also used where linear 
features of the project such as roads or turbine strings move into differing landscapes and visual 
corridors with differing view groups. 

Three methodologies are commonly used to analyze visual impacts in federal and state EISs: the 
FHW A and USFS methodologies used for this project, and the Visual Resource Management 
system used by the BLMI8. The BLM methodology is generally used where projects are 
proposed on or in proximity to BLM lands, and visual resource objectives for specific planning 
areas are already established. Under the BLM methodology a contrast rating can be completed 
and compared to the established BLM visual classifications. In order to use the BLM process for 
projects on private lands where no visual resource objectives have been established, it would be 
necessary to complete a full visual management inventory to delineate all lands in question and 
then classify each delineated area using the BLM classifications. The FHW A process provides 
for establishing existing visual quality objectives at a smaller scale or project level. 

The BLM analysis would then determine whether and how the project features meet the 
objectives of the classification using the Visual Resource Management process for contrast 
rating. The FHW A process also follows this process, but is more conducive to a project of this 
scale and complexity. Full-scale Visual Resource Management delineation and classification are 
more appropriate for land management planning on a large scale and for providing visual 
objectives for public lands with multiple management objectives and uses. 

16 See: http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Desert%20ClaimIFEIS/3.1 OAesthetics.pdf 

17 See: http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Desert%20ClaimIFEIS/3.IOAesthetics.pdf 

18 See: htfp:llwww.blm.gov/nstcNRM/ 
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While the FHW A process does not rely on pre-existing visual quality objectives, it does 
incorporate elements ofthe Scenery Management System, which is part of both the USFS and 
BLM methodologies establishing existing visual quality and process for detennining visual 
contrast. The FHW A process incorporates Scenery Management System and Visual Resource 
Management components, including landscape features, ecological conditions, cultural settings, 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

165 



and social needs to establish the existing visual conditions and the effects of a project on the 
visual environment. 

The methodology used is appropriate since it provides a clear understanding of how the proposed 
project would affect the visual landscape as seen from the key viewing areas. This methodology 
pmirays the differing viewer groups and their sensitivity to visual change, defines distance zones 
(foreground, middle ground and unseen areas) and evaluates the contrast between pre- and post
project conditions as seen from the different viewpoints, by different viewer groups, and from' 
different distances. 

This analysis of visual effects was based on field observations and review of wind energy 
facilities' visual effects, public perception, design measures to reduce visual impacts, and local 
planning documents. Project maps, drawings, technical data, and computer-generated viewshed 
maps were used to determine areas where the project would be visible, and visual simulations 
were generated (described in Section 3.9.1.3) to illustrate the change from the existing conditions 
if the project is implemented. The analysis included systematic documentation of the visual 
setting, evaluation of visual changes associated with the project, and measures designed to 
mitigate these visual effects. Mitigation measures include restoration or enhancement activities 
in areas that would be disturbed during construction. 

3.9.1.1 Scenic Quality Assessment 

Scenic quality ratings were developed based on observations in the field, photographs of the 
affected area, methods for assessing visual quality, and research on public perceptions of the 
environment and scenic quality ratings of landscape scenes. The final assessment of scenic 
quality was made based on professional judgment that took a broad spectrum of factors into 
consideration, including: 

• Natural features, including topography, watercourses, rock outcrops, and vegetation 
• The positive and negative effects of human alterations and built structures on visual 
quality 
• Visual composition, including an assessment of the vividness, intactness, and unity of 
patterns in the landscape, defined as: 
-Vividness refers to the memorability of the visual impression received by the viewer 
from contrasting landscape elements as they combine to fOlm a striking and 
distinctive visual pattern 

-Intactness is the integrity of visual order in the natural and human landscape, and the 
extent to which the landscape is free from visual encroachment 
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-Unity is the degree to which the visual resources of the landscape join together to 
fmm a coherent and harmonious visual pattern 

Each viewpoint was assigned a final rating based on the rating scale shown in Table 3.9-1. This 
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rating scale incorporates the landscape assessment concepts developed in the USFS and FWHA 
methodologies. 

Table 3.9-1 
Landscape Scenic Quality Scale 

Visual Quality Rating Explanation 
Outstanding 6 

A rating reserved for landscapes with exceptionally high visual quality. These landscapes are 
significant nationally or regionally. They usually contain exceptional natural or cultural features 
that contribute to this rating. They are what we think of as "picture postcard" landscapes. People 
are attracted to these landscapes to view them. High Landscapes that have high quality scenic 
value. This may be due to cultural or natural features 5 contained in the landscape or to the 
arrangement of spaces contained in the landscape that causes the landscape to be visually 
interesting or a particularly comfortable place for people. These landscapes have high levels of 
vividness, unity, and intactness. 

Moderately High 4 

Landscapes that have above average scenic value but are not of high scenic value. The scenic 
value of these landscapes may be due to human or natural features contained within the 
landscape, to the alTangement of spaces in the landscape, or to the two-dimensional attributes of 
the landscape. Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are moderate to high. Moderate 
Landscapes that are common or typical landscapes with average scenic value. They usually lack 
3 significant human or natural features. Their scenic value primarily results from the 
alTangement of spaces contained in the landscape and the two-dimensional visual attributes of 
the landscape. Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are average. 

Moderately Low 2 

Landscapes that have below average scenic value but not low scenic value. They may contain 
visually discordant human alterations, but these features do not dominate the landscape. They 
often lack spaces that people perceive as inviting and provide little interest in terms oftwo
dimensional visual attributes ofthe landscape. 

Low 1 

Landscapes that have below average scenic value. They may contain visually discordant'human 
alterations, and often provide little interest in terms of two-dimensional visual attributes of the 
landscape. Levels of vividness, unity, and intactness are below average. 

Source: Buhyoff et al. (1994), FHW A (1988), and USFS (1995) 

3.9.1.2 Visual Sensitivity Assessment 
The analysis also assessed visual sensitivity, which involves predicting the general impact on the 
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quality of views from a given viewpoint. A combination of three factors determines how 
sensitive a landscape scene is: 

• The number and type of viewers 
• The viewing conditions 
• The quality of the view 

Residential areas with unobstructed views of a regionally important and memorable scene would 
be very sensitive to objects or structures that would impede views. A view from a seldom 
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traveled rural road where motorists have only distant, oblique views of wind turbines in an 
unremarkable setting would likely qualify as an area of low sensitivity. 

The principal types of viewers in the project area who have predictably high levels of sensitivity 
to visual impacts include: 

• Resident viewers 
• Roadway viewers (drivers and passengers) 
• Recreating viewers such as hikers, water recreationists, and mountain bikers 
This analysis defines three levels of visual sensitivity: 
• Low. Viewer types representing low visual sensitivity include agricultural and 
industrial/warehouse workers. Compared with other viewer types, the number of viewers is 
generally considered small and the duration of view is short. Low levels of sensitivity are 
assigned to areas 5 miles or more from the closest turbine, where a wind power project would be 
a distant and a relatively minor element in the overall landscape. 
• Moderate. Viewer types representing moderate visual sensitivity consist of highway and local 
travelers. The number of viewers varies depending on location; however, on average they tend to 
be moderately large, based on overall densities of surrounding areas and highway commuters. 
Viewer awareness and sensitivity are also considered moderate because destination travelers 
often have a focused orientation. Moderate levels of sensitivity were assigned to areas where 
turbines would be visible from 0.5 mile to 5 miles within the primary view of residences and 
roadways. The primary view refers to the central area that the eye can see clearly without 
moving and is surrounded by the peripheral vision. In distinguishing between moderate and low 
levels of sensitivity in the O.5-mile to 5-mile zone, contextual factors were also considered, 
including the viewing conditions in the immediate foreground of the view. 
• High. Residential, recreational, and viewers congregating in public gathering places (churches, 
schools, trails, designated scenic viewpoints, etc.) are considered to have comparatively high 
visual sensitivity. The visual setting may in part contribute to the enjoyment of the experience. 
Views may be oflong duration and high frequency. High levels of sensitivity are generally 
assigned in those cases where turbines would be potentially visible within 0.5 mile or less from 
residential properties, heavily traveled roadways, or heavily used recreational facilities. The 
principal types of viewers in the project area who have predictably high levels of sensitivity to 
visual impacts include residential viewers, roadway viewers (drivers and passengers) and 
recreating viewers such as hikers, water recreationists, and mountain bikers. These criteria were 
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used to establish the sensitivity levels of each view using a systematic approach based on the 
distance ofthe project from the viewpoint, the number of turbines or percentage ofthe project 
area that could be viewed from this viewpoint, and the dominant viewer 
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types for each view. Through this analysis, an overall sensitivity rating was established for each 
existing landscape view. 

3.9.1.3 Preparation of Visual Simulations 

Visual simulations were developed using photographs taken with a 35 mm digital SLR camera. 
Various focal lengths from 40 to 70 mm were used with the intent to capture the maximum 
pixels and resolution for the simulation. Visual Nature Studio, a widely-used three-dimensional 
Geographic Information System (GIS) software, manufactured by 3D Nature, LLC, was used to 
model the turbine locations on terrain built from USGS digital elevation model data. The photo 
locations were camera-matched in the software to render the turbines from the same viewpoint as 
the photographs taken on the ground. The resulting rendered turbine images were then 
photo compo sited into the photographs to create the simulations. Existing topographic and site 
data provided the basis for developing the initial digital model. 

In preparing the visual simulations, the turbine model used was the 2.5-MW Clipper Liberty 
model C93, which was considered a likely model to be selected based on infonnation provided 
by the Applicant. This model has an overall height to nacelle of 80 m (262 feet) and blade 
diameter of93 m (305 feet), and a blade length of 45.2 m (153 feet). The overall height to the tip 
ofa stationaf"y, veliical blade is 126.5 m (415 feet). The actual turbine size has not been 
determined, but potential turbines are estimated to have a height to nacelle of 262 feet and blade 
length between 129 and 164 feet. 

Simulations were prepared assuming a conservative scenario of 50 turbines. This approach to 
creating simulations most likely overstates the visual impacts. This is because the Applicant has 
applied for EFSEC cet1ification for a maximum of75 MW. If2.5 MW turbines were to be used, 
only 30 turbines could be built, and overall visual impact would be less. Iflower-power turbines 
were used, the turbines would be smaller and thus less visible. Fmiher, in evaluating impacts, 
the turbine is considered visible if any part of a vertical turbine blade is visible. In practice, 
turbines with only a pad of the blade visible will not be seen when the blade is moving or is 
stationary but not vertical.' . 

Atmospheric haze varies by location, season, time of day, and weather patterns. In creating 
photo composite visual simulations, the aim is to match the haze level on the rendered turbines to 
the observable haze present in the photograph. This is done by comparing the haze effects on the 
photographed terrain near the turbines to the rendered haze effects on the rendered terrain. This 
is then translated into a worst-case (lower than expected) haze visibility setting for the turbine 
renders. The result is that the turbines would be slightly more visible in the final composites 
than they would actually be if an observer were standing on the ground viewing them from the 
exact place, date, and time that the photos were taken. 
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The sky depicted in some of the visual simulations includes clouds, simulating the cloudy 
conditions that are common at the site. 

Site plans and specifications for the proposed wind turbines were used to create three- . 
dimensional digital models of the planned turbine placements. These models were combined 
with the digital terrain model to produce a complete computer model of the wind fmm. For each 
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viewpoint, a render camera was placed in the Visual Nature Studio software. The aspect ratio of 
each render was then matched to the corresponding photograph and the rendered terrain was 
visually matched to the photographed terrain to confirm scale. Finally the resulting turbine 
images were matched in perspective, scale, and aspect ratio, are photo-composited into the 
original digital photo base using Adobe Photoshop. This process produces accurate pOl1rayals of 
how the given turbine models and placements would look on the given terrain and from the 
specified viewpoints after construction. Seasonal conditions including weather, air quality, 
vegetation (foreground and background) aud color impact the quality ofthe compositions. These 
compositions are a representative example of the area without subjectivity. 

Simulations were not developed for nighttime conditions. Night simulations are inherently 
inaccurate, since they do not show the periodic flashing of the air warning lights, which is the 
impact most often mentioned. Night simulations are not typically performed as part of the 
analysis of wind power projects, and have not been requested by EFSEC. The potential impact 
of air warning lights is discussed in Section 3.9.3 .1. 

3.9.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Each landscape has a specific quality that gives a geographic area its visual and cultural image, 
and consists ofthe combination of physical, biological, and cultural attributes that make each 
landscape identifiable or unique. The character of an existing landscape may range from a 
predominantly natural landscape to landscapes that are heavily culturally influenced. The 
existing scenic quality of all existing landscape includes the natural scenic attributes ofthe 
landscape in combination with the existing land use patterns. The list of attributes includes 
naturally evolving, natural appearing, pastoral, agricultural, or even urban landscapes and 
generally are at the broadscape or landscape level of the analysis, but can be analyzed for each 
specific viewpoint at a project level. 

The sensitivity of a landscape or view of that lalldscape is based on the scenic integrity of the 
landscape and the types of viewers. A landscape that has a high degree of integrity is a 
landscape that has a sense of wholeness, intactness, or being complete. Its scenic quality is near
perfect, with no evident discordant elements or deviations from the existing character, making it 
highly sensitive to most changes and to the perceptions of the viewer types. 

The existing visual resources are the natural and built features open to view in the project 
landscape. The combination oflalld, water, and vegetation patterns represent the natural 
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landscape features that define an area's visual character, while built features such as buildings, 
roads, and other structures reflect human or cultural modifications to the landscape. These 
natural and built landscape features or visual resources contribute to the public's experience and 
appreciation of the environment. This section describes the broad scale regional and local 
landscape settings that were used to establish appropriate viewpoints from which the project 
would be visible. 
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3.9.2.1 Regional Landscape Setting 

The project is set in two distinct landscapes. One landscape is the areas were the turbines would 
be sited along ridges located on the northern plateau of the Columbia River Gorge on 
Underwood Mountain (Figure 1-1). The other landscape is the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area, which is outside the project but within the viewshed looking into the project area. 
The project area is completely outside the Scenic Area, and therefore is not subject to the 
Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area Management Plan or related regulatory requirements. No 
improvements to project area roadways will take place in the Scenic Area. 

Commellt: Although the proposed project is located outside the Columbia River Gorge 
Natiollal Scellic Area (CRGNSA), the halll routes do impact the NSA. And, we really dOIl't 
kllow what the tOilS a/1(1 tOilS of materiel-cement trucks, semi-trucks carryillg all the willd 
farm illf/'(/structure materials, etc.-would do to 0111' roads. There will be impacts to the roads 
but SDS appears to be millimizing allY impacts ill the NSA becallse they kllow that the 
regulatOlY requirements for the NSA are more stringellt thall outside NSA requiremellts. The 
DEIS should address the impacts to all the roads that will be used-alld these roads need to be 
lIamed beforehalld. There should be 110 sleight of halld ill road usage. SDS alld BPA should 
commit on paper which haul routes they will be using, what the impacts will be to the roads, 
alld what mitigations will take place if the roads are damaged. 

The Scenic Area extends 85 miles along the Columbia River, and includes pOltions of three 
Oregon and three Washington counties. Formed by ancient volcanoes and sculpted by floods, 
the Columbia River Gorge carves a corridor through the Cascade Mountains in Oregon and 
Washington as the river journeys to the Pacific Ocean. 

The National Scenic Area Act designated 292,500 acres on both sides of the Columbia River for 
special protection from the outskirts of Portland-Vancouver in the west to the semi-arid regions 
of Wasco and Klickitat counties in the east. The Scenic Area is categorized· as SMAs, GMAs, 
and Urban Areas: 

• SMAs contain the most sensitive resources. They total 114,600 acres and are managed 
by USFS . 
• GMAs total 149,400 acres and include a mixture of historic land uses such as fmming, 
logging, and cattle grazing. The Columbia River itself is currently designated as a GMA 
as well. Development on GMA lands is administered by the Gorge Counties and the 
Gorge Commission. 
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• Thirteen Urban Areas in the Gorge are exempt from any Scenic Area regulations: 
Cascade Locks, Hood River, Mosier, and The Dalles in Oregon, and North Bonneville, 
Stevenson, Carson, Home Valley, White Salmon, Bingen, Lyle, DallespOli, and Wishram 
in Washington. The Act's second purpose is to protect and suppOli the economy of the 
Gorge by encouraging growth in existing Urban Areas and by allowing future economic 
development in a manner that is consistent with protection and enhancement of resources. 
The project area is outside of the Scenic Area Management Plan and no visual quality objectives 
or management designations have been established for the area. Areas south of the project 
within the Scenic Area are designated as Urban or GMA. The views from the Gorge into the 
project area were examined through viewpoint selection. This area of the Gorge, closest to the 
project, is considered to have a high visual quality with a moderate sensitivity based on the 
vividly memorable, and although the area is not free of visual encroachment, the visual resources 
join together with a moderate degree of unity. 

3.9.2.2 Local Landscape Setting 

The project site is on land managed for commercial forestry by S.D.S. Co., LLC and Broughton 
Lumber Company. All of the parcels on which the project is located are managed for a continual 
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cycle of growth, harvest, and replanting. As a longstanding commercial forestry site, no old
growth forests exist in areas where the project is proposed. Many of the stands of trees on the 
sections ofland that would have turbines on them are recently harvested and reforested. S.D.S. 
Co., LLC and Broughton Lumber Company implemented timber harvest plans on approximately 
50 acres during 2003. Additional harvests covering approximately 100 acres are planned as part 
of the ongoing commercial forestry operations (Figure 2-3). 

In areas sUl1'0unding the proposed wind turbines that have not been recently harvested or that are 
not planned to be harvested before project construction, trees would be harvested and most ofthe 
land would be replanted with seedlings. This clearing would allow for safe construction, and 
would reduce the potential for tree growth to interfere with the wind resource on the site during 
the commercial life of the project. Low vegetation would be maintained in some areas to 
provide safe areas around the turbines (Figure 2-4). 

Comment: It is IIOW accepted (OSU a/l(l other universities, scientific studies, etc.) that old 
growth trees sequester more C02 thall youllger trees. The age when youllg trees begill to 
become part of tlte sequestratioll cycle of C02 is fifteen years. So, the harvestillg of the older 
trees alld the replantillg with seedlillgs would actually pllt MORE C02 illto the atmosphere. 
This mllst be computed illto the total carbollfootprillt of this project; it must also be 
cOllsidered whell calCUlating BPA 's carbonfootprillt. 

No visual quality objectives have been established in the project area beyond the harvest size and 
configuration requirements of the Washington Forest Practices Act. These cleared areas are 
considered a "forest conversion" under the Forest Practices Act and have no established visual 
quality objectives. These openings, to the extent feasible, would be reforested in accordance 
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with typical commercial forestry management practices. 

S.D.S. Co., LLC and Broughton Lumber Company own this commercial property in Skamania 
County, Washington. The project and the West Pit Road used for project access are not located 
inside the Scenic Area. In relationship to the visual quality of the area, there are views from the 
Scenic Area into the project area. The viewpoints and viewer types in relation to the roadway 
improvements within the Scenic Area have been considered in this analysis for consistency with 
the Scenic Area guidance and conformance. SR 14 in this area is a recognized scenic roadway. 
Typically, this designation means that a scenic corridor management plan would be prepared to 
provide policy-level guidance in the local adoption of comprehensive plan policies, zoning, and 
other land use regulation. There is no scenic corridor management plan for SR 14 and, therefore, 
no regulatory control of aesthetic impacts within the corridor. However, the scenic roadway 
designation cal1'ies an additional level of care and scrutiny in the review of potential aesthetic 
impacts based on recognition, but not regulation. 

The local landscape visual appearance is of moderate visual quality with a moderate level of 
sensitivity. The levels of vividness (memorability), intactness (freedom from visual 
encroachment), and unity are average within the broader landscape. The immedi,ate area of the 
project site is currently characterized by several types of visual disturbance. These include: 

• BPA power transmission lines running east-west through the south and center portions of the 
project area 
• Williams gas pipeline running through the north portion of the project area, and compressor 
station just to the northwest of the project site 
• Two rock qual1'ies west of the project area 
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• Cell towers south of the project area in the Scenic Area 
• Forest openings from clear-cutting throughout and surrounding the project area 
• Land clearing for agriculture especially south and east of the project area 

3.9.2.3 Viewpoints 

To analyze the project's effects on visual resources, viewpoints were selected to characterize the 
aesthetic character of the project area and the differing landscapes in or near the project. Most of 
the viewpoints are at publicly accessible locations which would have the largest number of 
viewers. Within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Key Viewing Areas (KVAs) 
have been established as "those portions of important public roads, parks, or other vantage 
points with the scenic area from which the public views scenic area landscapes." (SCC 
22.04.010). Viewpoints included KVAs from which the project could be seen, other viewpoints 
within the Scenic Area, and viewpoints outside the Scenic Area. 

Figure 3.9-1 illustrates (with colored shading) how many of the turbines would be visible. No 
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turbines are visible from several of the KVAs. For example, SR 14 is a KVA; however, the 
section of SR 14 nearest the project area has steep hills to the north, which block views of the 
project area. KV As with no turbines visible were not selected as viewpoints for visual 
simulations and were not further analyzed. 

Individual viewpoints were chosen based on the following criteria: 

• Viewpoints that are most representative of the different roads, population areas, and 
recreation areas where views of the wind turbines would occur 
• Locations that are most accessible to the public 
• Locations with the largest number of viewers (including residences) 
Figure 3.9-1 shows the locations of these viewpoints and the number of turbines visible from 
each viewpoint. Views were not modeled from every residence from which the project would be 
visible; however, residences and representative businesses between one and three miles from the 
project site are shown on Figure 3.9-2. 

Each viewpoint was assessed for its scenic quality and viewer sensitivity, and a rating was 
applied to provide an overall average for the area. This process established the existing 
conditions for each of the individual viewpoints, from which impact of the project on these 
parameters could be measured. 

During scoping, a request was received that a visual simulation be prepared to depict views from 
Dog Mountain, a popular local hiking area and a Scenic Area KV A. To address this request, 
photo were taken from potential viewpoints located on the northeast and south side of the 
mountain. The photographs were used to assess views of the proposed project, and to identify 
potential impacts to visual resources from those locations. It was determined that views of the 

3-164 

project area were blocked by Cook Hill at all potential viewpoints located both on and off the 
trail. The project would be visible from Cook Hill; however, there is no known recreational use 
in this area. Because the project area is not visible from Dog Mountain, scenic quality and 
viewer sensitivity were not rated, and no visual simulation was prepared to fmiher assess 
potential impacts to visual resources. 

This section describes the existing views from representative viewpoints. The viewpoint 
numbering below matches the numbering used in the Application for Site Certification. 
Additional viewpoints, which were excluded from this EIS as duplicative, can be found in the 
Application for Site Certification (Appendix A). Simulated photos depicting the existing view 
with proposed turbines are included in Section 3.9.3. 
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Figure 3.9-1 
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Job No. 33758687 Locations of Simulation Viewpoints 

33758687 l21.cdr 

Figure 3.9-2 

Residences with Visible Turbines 

Viewpoint 1: Pucker Huddle (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. Viewpoint 1 is taken from SR 141, which is approximately 4 miles from the 
project and is a small connector providing access to the Indian Heaven Wildemess in the Gifford 
Pinchot National Forest. This highway also allows access to several rural communities, 
including White Salmon, Husum, and Pucker Huddle. Most areas are unincorporated and several 
of the residences are recreational in nature with some year-round residences. As discussed in the 
review of the regional and local landscapes, no public roads pass through or are immediately 
adjacent to the project. 

Viewpoint 1 is a wide panoramic view of Underwood Mountain from SR 141 adjacent to the 
Pucker Huddle area. The view encompasses the east side of the project area and the ridged lines 
of forest management areas are visible in the middle ground of the viewshed. Natural openings 
are prevalent from this viewpoint, with several natural appearing features of openings and 
vegetation that provide an interesting view. The BPA transmission lines bisecting the project 
area on the nOlih and south ends can be seen from this viewpoint. The quality of the views from 
this viewpoint along SR 141 was rated as moderate, reflecting the fact that the visible landscape 
is relatively common in the region and has average scenic value. The ridge line along 
Underwood Mountain, which is in the area of the project, provides a degree of topographic 
interest when viewed with the other natural appearing features. The landscape visual scenic 
quality from this viewpoint is moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. Traffic volumes along SR 141 are minimal and used for local traffic and 
recreational traffic in the summer months. Considering the distance of the project from this 
viewpoint (less than 5 miles), the minimal use of the highway, and the pOliion of the project that 
is visible from the viewpoint, the level of view sensitivity is considered low. This is based on the 
duration of the view from SR 141, the low level of residential viewers from this viewpoint, and 
the scenic quality rating. 

Viewpoint 3: Husum 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view from SR 141 nOliheast of the project area. 
This viewpoint would be the first view of the project from travelers moving south into the project 
area. The viewpoint encompasses the nOlihem portion of the project from the highway, which is 
the closest viewing area from that vantage point. The foreground of the viewpoint is pastoral 
with a middle ground view of the hillsides and a background view of Underwood Mountain and 
the project area. The view is natural appearing with moderate to high levels of vividness, unity, 
and intactness in the foreground, middle ground, and background of the photo. The quality of 
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the view from this viewpoint was rated moderately high because of the above-average quality 
and the unity of the man-made and natural features on the landscape. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (greater 
than 5 miles), the duration of the view (roadway travelers), the portion ofthe project that is 
visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types (minimal residential/recreational), and the scenic 
quality rating, the level of visual sensitivity is considered moderate. 
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Viewpoint 4: Ausplund Road and Cook-Underwood Road (Scenic Area KVA) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view fi'om the Ausplund Road and Cook
Underwood Road where they meet and provide residential, agricultural, and forest management 
access to the area. These roads are connector and feeder roads that can be accessed from SR 14. 
This area is elevated from the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area but is within its 
boundaries. The area has a mix of uses including agriculture, forest management, and some 
recreation. The foreground from the roadway is an agricultural setting with middle and 
background views of forest vegetation and forest management areas. The view is natural 
appearing with moderate levels of vividness, unity, and intactness. The quality of the view from 
this viewpoint was rated moderate because ofthe average or typical views of this type in the 
project area. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (0.5 to 5 
miles), the viewer types (roadway travelers), the pOliion of the project that is visible from the 
viewpoint, the viewer types (residential/roadway), and the scenic quality rating, the level of 
visual sensitivity is considered moderate. 

Viewpoint 5: Willard 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view from the small residential community of 
Willard. This area is accessible by a County road from SR 14 and used by residential and private 
forest management users. The view looks southeast into the project area and provides a 
panorama of the longest string of turbines. The foreground is a mixture of mixed conifer second 
growth stands and the middle ground is of mixed timber harvest openings and a transmission 
corridor. The background view is similar and the mixture of veliical and horizon lines and 
fOlmations detracts :!i'om the overall vividness and unity of the view. The intactness of the views 
is moderated by the changes in line and fOlm. The quality of the view from this viewpoint was 
rated moderately low to moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (0.5 to 5 
miles), the duration of the view (foreground screening), the pOliion of the project that is visible 
from the viewpoint, the viewer types (minimal residential), and the scenic quality rating, the 
level of sensitivity is considered moderate. 

Viewpoint 7: Mill A 
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Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view from the old mill property west of the project 
area. This area is accessible from Willard Road and has a mixture of uses. The view looks 
northeast into the southern end of the A turbine string. The foreground view is obstructed by the 
veliicallines oftransmission towers. The middle ground view is of transmission conidors and 
extensive timber harvest openings. Many of the residential views are partially screened from the 
valley floor. There is a visual discord with the man-made alterations. The vividness, unity, and 
intactness appear uninviting and of moderate to low visual quality. The scenic quality rating for 
this viewpoint is moderately low. 

3-169 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (0.5 to 5 
miles), the duration of the view (foreground screening), the pOliion of the project that is visible 
from the viewpoint, the viewer types (minimal residential), and the scenic quality rating, the 
level of sensitivity is considered moderate. 

Viewpoint 11: 1-84 Westbound (Scenic Area KVA) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view from 1-84 traveling westbound towards the 
project area from the east. 1-84 travels along the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
and views along this pOliion of the highway are generally directed towards the river and the 
distant scenery. Beyond the foreground view of the highway and other conesponding structures 
the view is generally intact with average or above vividness, unity, and intactness. Viewers 
traveling along this corridor have multiple line-of-sight transitions, and this is considered to be 
average within those views. The scenic quality rating for this viewpoint was rated moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (8-10 
miles), the portion ofthe project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types (roadway), 
and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated moderate. 

Viewpoint 12: Koberg Park (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view across the Columbia River from Koberg Park. 
The foreground view of the river is a complete composition indicative of the area and the middle 
and backgrounds have a high level of vividness, unity, and intactness. The railway line that 
bisects the view in the middle ground tends to blend into the scenery without distraction. This 
view is considered to be above average for the types of views that are throughout the Scenic 
Area. The scenic quality rating for this viewpoint was rated moderately high. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (8-10 
miles), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types 
(recreational), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated moderate. 

Viewpoint 13: 1-84 Eastbound (Scenic Area KVA) 
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Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view fi'om 1-84 traveling eastbound towards the 
project area from the west. 1-84 travels along the Scenic Area and views along this portion of the 
highway are generally directed towards the river and the distant scenery. Beyond the foreground 
view of transmission structures the view is generally intact with average or above-average 
vividness, unity, and intactness. Viewers traveling along this corridor have multiple line of sight 
transitions and this view is considered to be above average within the context of those multiple 
views. The scenic quality rating for this viewpoint was rated moderately high. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (3 to 5 
miles), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types (roadway 
travelers with fleeting views), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as 
moderately low. 
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Viewpoint 14: Viento State Park (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint captures the view from Viento State Park, a popular recreation 
and rest area along the Columbia River. Landscape features are diverse and intact and the 
contrasts ofthe features have a high level of unity. This view is the open waters of the Columbia 
River in the foreground with rock features and vegetation in the middle ground and a background 
of mountains that provides an overall pleasing composition that is inviting to the viewer. This 
view is one of the less common views along the Gorge and has an above average scenic value. 
The scenic quality rating for this viewpoint was rated moderately high to high. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (greater 
than 5 miles), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types 
(recreational), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as moderate to high. 

Viewpoint 15: Frankton Road (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint represents the view from the higher-elevation residential areas 
west of Hood River. The view looks across the Columbia River into the project area. Frankton 
Road is a local access road and traffic is considered low. Residences in this area have views 
both north and south. Many of the views are screened to the north and take advantage of the 
view south into Oregon. The view has residential development in the foreground, which is 
common along this roadway. The middle ground is vegetation, some agriculture, and some 
forest management. The background is the ridge along the project area. These types of views 
are relatively common and of average scenic value when compared to the broader area. 
Vividness, unity, and intactness are moderate to high levels. The scenic quality rating for these 
viewpoints is moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (greater 
than 5 miles), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types 
(residential), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as moderate. 
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Viewpoint 17: Providence Hospital Hood River (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint represents the north view of the project from the City of Hood 
River. The foreground is an urban setting with a middle ground of vegetation that screens the 
background to some degree, providing a diverse composition of features. The view has a 
somewhat vivid appeal based mostly on the man-made features; however, the unity and 
intactness are below average and are visually discordant. This detracts from the background 
view. Viewers would generally be more focused on the business of the urban environment. The 
scenic quality of these viewpoints was rated moderately low. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (more than 
5 miles), the pOliion ofthe project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types 
(urban/residential), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as low. 
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Viewpoint 19: Columbia River Highway (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint represents the view of the roadway traveler on the Columbia 
River Highway (Highway 30) southeast of the project area. This view has a higher scenic 
quality and is more representative of the high-quality views within the Columbia Gorge area. 
The foreground, middle ground, and background all have an above average arrangement of 
spaces in the landscape. The view appears intact and has a unity with the road and even the 
transmission line that is visible in the middle ground. The landscape provides diversity but not 
to the extent of clutter. This view is rated moderately high for scenic quality. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (greater 
than 5 miles), the potiion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types 
(roadway travelers/sightseers), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as 
moderate. 

Viewpoint 23: Ausplund Road End (Within Scenic Area) 

Scenic Quality. This viewpoint represents the view from local area roadways at specific 
intersections where local area travelers might converge. These roads are old logging roads that 
have been upgraded to meet the local residential use. However, they are still used for logging 
and would be used in the construction potiion of this project. This would include upgrading and 
in some instances widening the roads, which can affect visual quality. This view is from the end 
of the Ausplund Road, which would be used to access the area for construction and maintenance. 
Very few viewers beyond those associated with the project would see this viewshed. Without 
the vehicles in the foreground, the scenic quality rating assigned to this view is moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity. When considering the distance of the project from this viewpoint (less then 1 
mile), the portion of the project that is visible from the viewpoint, the viewer types (local area 
workers and residence), and the scenic quality rating, the level of sensitivity was rated as low to 
moderate. 
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3.9.3 IMPACTS 

Visual impacts are a primary consideration for wind power projects. The alteration ofthe 
landscape by the introduction of wind turbines, and the visual impacts of wind turbines on the 
landscape is a complex issue, and factors other than the attributes described above playa major 
role in the observer's reaction or perception of the visual impacts or change. 

Wind turbines are relatively large, and being available to the wind requires the turbines to be in a 
location that is open and highly visible. Viewers' reaction to the visual impacts of wind turbines 
on the landscape is a complex issue, and is influenced by the generally positive perception of 
wind as a renewable energy alternative. However, many supporters of renewable energy projects 
express a desire that the projects be placed elsewhere. This message was voiced by several 
people in the public scoping meetings for this Draft EIS. Studies have shown that some negative 
opinions change once the wind projects are constructed and in operation. 
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3.9.3.1 Proposed Action 

The appearance of the project is detelmined by the project facilities that may be seen by the 
public during operation of the project. Project facilities include turbines, a meteorological tower, 
the BP A substation, the Operations and Maintenance facility (at one of two alternative locations) 
and roads. The substation, Operations and Maintenance facility, and project area roads would be 
difficult to see from outside of the project area, and would be typical of development in this rural 
area dominated by forest management and large-scale agriculture. The meterological tower is 
slender and would have no moving parts, and would not be as noticeable as a wind turbine. 
Consequently, the visual impact assessment focused on the potential impact of the turbines. This 
section describes project facilities and their visibility from outside the project area. 

Comment: Speaking ojmoving parts-these turbines are machines. Machines make noise. 
How milch liaise does each turbine make? 

The proj ect facilities are: 

• Turbines. The turbines would be the most visible project facilities. Commercial-scale turbines 
are similar in appearance and are composed of a tower, a nacelle, and turbine blades attached to a 
rotor. The tower would appear to be a steel pole, tapered from base to hub, with a base diameter 
of approximately 14 feet. At the top of and perpendicular to the tower, the nacelle would appear 
to be an elongated metal boxlike structure. Three aerodynamically shaped blades connected to a 
nose cone attach to the front of the nacelle. Depending on the turbine model chosen, each turbine 
would be up to approximately 426 feet tall (262-foot hub height and 1 64-foot radius blades, 
measured from the ground to the tmbine blade tip), and would be mounted on a concrete 
foundation. Wind turbines would be grouped in "strings," with each turbine spaced 
approximately 350 to 800 feet from the next (or approximately 1.5 to 2.5 times the diameter of 
the turbine rotor). Typically, wind turbines are painted white to comply with FAA daytime 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fann DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

180 



lighting requirements. A gravel buffer and crane pad will be maintained at each turbine site, and 
will n.ot be visible from outside the project area. The tall tm-bines will introduce veliicallines 
into the viewshed. Blades will be visible when stationary and moving at low speeds, but will not 
be visible when moving more quickly. The visibility ofthe turbines would be affected by the 
angle ofthe sun and climate conditions. At low sun angles (moming and evening) sunlight will 
reflect off a greater sm-face of the turbine and result in greater visibility. Conversely, when the 
sun is directly overhead, a relatively small surface of the tm-bine will reflect. On cloudy days, 
visibility of the light-colored turbines will be less since the tm-bines will blend with the 
background. Available data indicates that on average, there are 145 sunny days per year in 
Skamania County, Washington, that is, 39.7 percent of days are sunny.19 Therefore, the majority 
ofthe time some clouds are present. The turbines will therefore blend with the background the 
majority of the year. 

Comment: This statement "turbines will therefore blend with the background" is an opinion 
amI is not factual. Those of us who live i1l the NSA and surrounding areas certainly would 
notice, as I call state ft'om persollal experience, 400 foot spinning turbines in the landscape/ 
These suckers are BIG and they do impinge on olle's visual area of interest. 

• Electrical System. The electrical system would primarily be underground, and would 
connect the turbines to the BP A substation. The substation would occupy a portion of a 
19 http://www.bestplaces.netiCounty/Skamania-Washington.aspx#. 
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fenced 5-acre area at the southwest end of the project site, immediately adjacent to the 

BPA 230-kV transmission line. A 50-foot cleared area would be maintained around 

substation. The substation would difficult to see from outside the project site. 

• Operations and Maintenance Facility. The Operations and Maintenance facility would be a 
3,000 square foot metal building approximately 16 feet tall, with a gravel parking lot and 
surrounding fence and gated entrance. The facility would be built at one of two altemative 
locations, either on the project site or to the west of the site on West Pit Road. In either location 
the visual impact of the facility would be minimal, and similar to small utility or agricultm-al 
facilities in the area. 
• Roads. The project will require 7.9 miles of new permanent gravel roads, and 2.4 miles of 
improved existing roads. New permanent and improved roads will be visually similar to existing 
secondary and gravel roads in the project area and most would be difficult to see from outside of 
the project area. 
• Meteorological Tower. The project would include one meteorological tower, approximately 
221 to 262 feet tall. The tower height would be the same as the hub height for the selected wind 
turbine. Because meteorological towers are slender and do not have large components like 
turbine blades, the meteorological tower would be difficult to see from outside the project area. 
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The primary visual concem is the potential impacts ofthe proposed installation of up to 50 wind 
turbines on existing views and the overall aesthetic character of the project area. The specific 
turbine type and manufacturer have not been selected; however, it is likely that the turbines 
would be in the 1.2- to 2.5-MW range, and would measure approximately 426 feet in height 
(262-foot hub height and 1 64-foot radius blades). Each turbine would have three rotor blades 
made oflaminated fiberglass. The diameter of the circle swept by each blade would be from 264 
to 320 feet, depending on which turbine was selected. Turbine "strings" would include rows of 
from three to 21 turbines placed at approximately 350 to 500 foot intervals. 

For many viewers, the location of the project would minimize visual impacts. Location effects 
include the limiting effect of topography, tree cover, the relatively long distance to sUll'ounding 
residences, and the orientation ofthe project vis-a-vis viewers. Figure 3.9-2 shows the number 
of turbines visible from residences and a selection oflocal businesses. The figure does not 
attempt to show all businesses in the project area; the businesses added are for general reference. 
The figure shows that the project will not be visible from many of the residences to the southeast 
of the project, and will be most visible to residences to the west, in and around Mill A. This 
figure may overstate the visibility of the project somewhat, for two reasons: 

• Turbines are judged to be visible if any part of the turbine blades would be visible. In 
practice, if only the tip of a blade is visible then viewers will not see it when it is not 
vertical or when the blade is moving. 
• The visual simulation is based on topography alone, and does not take into account the 
masking effect oftrees. 
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However, public input and comments during EIS scoping indicated that for some viewers, the 
presence of the wind turbines represents a negative impact because it alters the appearance ofthe 
rural landscape over a large area. The flashing of aviation warning lights on the tops of turbines 
at night would similarly be considered a negative impact. 

The visual impact assessment was based on evaluating the changes to the existing visual 
resources that would result from construction and operation of the project. These changes were 
assessed, in part, by evaluating the "after" views provided by the computer-generated visual 
simulations and comparing them to the existing visual environment. Consideration was given to 
the following factors in determining the extent and implications of the visual changes: 

• Changes in the affected visual environment's composition, character, and valued qualities 
• The affected visual environment's context, including distance 
• The extent to which the affected environment contains places or features that have been 
designated in plans and policies for protection or special consideration 
• The number of viewers, their activities, and the extent to which these activities relate to the 
aesthetic qualities affected by the changes 
• The distance factor was considered in the sensitivity rating for establishment of baseline and 
therefore becomes a factor in the impact assessment 

Levels of impact were classified as high, moderate, and low: 
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• High. High levels of impact were assigned when turbines would be highly visible in areas with 
a high number of sensitive viewers, and would greatly alter levels of vividness, unity, and 
intactness, decreasing the level of visual quality. This is the largest number of viewers from that 
key viewpoint. The assessment accounts for the number of viewers and would add that into the 
discussion. 
• Moderate. Moderate levels of impacts were assigned in situations when turbines would be 
visible in areas with moderate levels of visual sensitivity and viewers, where the presence of the 
turbines would moderately alter levels of landscape vividness, unity, and intactness. 
• Low. Low levels of visual impact were found in situations when the project would have 
relatively small effects on overall landscape level attributes, where existing levels of landscape 
aesthetic quality are low, or where there are low levels of visual sensitivity and a low number of 
vIewers. 

Construction 

During construction, large earth-moving equipment, trucks, cranes, and other heavy equipment 
would be visible from some nearby areas. At times, small, localized clouds of dust created by 
road building and other grading activities may be visible at the site. Because of construction 
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related grading activities, areas of exposed soil and fresh gravel that contrast with the colors of 
the sUlTounding undisturbed landscape would be visible. 

In· close-up views the changes associated with the construction activities would be highly visible 
and would have a moderate to high visual impact. Close-up views would include those seen by 
travelers on the segment of the local roads that pass around the project site and those seen from 
the closest residences. From more distant locations, the visual effects of construction would be 
relatively minor and would have little or no impact on the quality of views. 

Construction impacts would be short-teIID, lasting no more than the one-year construction 
period. 

Operation 

During project operation, the turbines would be visible from some viewpoints. The potential 
level of visual impacts from key and representative project viewpoints is summarized in Table 
3.9-2 and shown on Figures 3.9-3 through 3.9-15. Additional viewpoints are analyzed in Section 
4.2-3 of the Application for Site Certification (Appendix A). A more detailed description for 
each viewpoint follows the summary table and figures. The visual impact analysis showed that 
the project has the potential to create low to moderate levels of visual impact at key viewpoints. 
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Table 3.9-2 
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Summary of Existing Scenic Quality Assessment and Project Visual Impacts 

Viewpoint 
Within or 
Outside 
of Scenic 
Areaa 
Distance from 
Nearest 
Turbine 
(miles) 
Existing Scenic Quality 
Anticipated 
Level of 
Visual impact Visual Quality 
Viewer 
Sensitivity 
Viewpoint 1: State Highway 
141IPucker Huddle (Figure 3.9-3) SA 3.99 Low Moderate Low to 
Moderate 
Viewpoint 3: Husum, Highway 141 
north (Figure 3.9-4) --4.76 Moderate to 
Moderately High Moderate Moderate 
Viewpoint 4: Ausplund Road, Cook-
Underwood Road (Figure 3.9-5) KVA 1.23 Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Viewpoint 5: Willard (Figure 3.9-6) --1.35 Moderately Low 
to Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Viewpoint 7: Mill A (Figure 3.9-7) --1.62 Moderately Low Moderate Low to 
Moderate 
Viewpoint 11: I-84 Westbound (Figure 
3.9-8) KVA 8.39 Moderate Moderate Moderate to 
Low 
Viewpoint 12: Koberg Park (Figure 3.99) 
SA 6.60 Moderately High Moderate Moderate 
Viewpoint 13: 1-84 Eastbound (Figure 
3.9-10) KVA 3.43 Moderately High Moderately 
Low 
Moderate to 
Low 
Viewpoint 14: Viento State Park 
(Figure 3.9-11) SA 3.99 Moderately High 
to High 
Moderate to 
High 
Moderate to 
High 
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Viewpoint 15: Frankton Road (Figure 
3.9-12) SA 4.51 Moderate Moderate Moderate 
Viewpoint 17: Providence Hospital 
(Figure 3.9-13) SA 5.07 Moderately Low Low Low 
Viewpoint 19: Columbia River Highway 
(Figure 3.9-14) SA 6.46 Moderately High Moderate Low 
Viewpoint 23: Ausp1und Road End 
(Figure 3.9-15) SA 0.64 Moderate Moderate Moderate 

a. -- += not in Scenic Area; SA= within Scenic Area; KV A = Key Viewing Area within Scenic 
Area 
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Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-3 

Viewpoint 1 - Pucker Huddle 
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Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-4 

Viewpoint 3 - Husum 
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Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-5 

Viewpoint 4 - Ausp1und Road and Cook-Underwood Road 
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Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-6 

Viewpoint 5 - Willard 
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33758687 130.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-7 

Viewpoint 7 - Mill A 
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Source: GeoDataScape. 

Figure 3.9-8 

Viewpoint 11 - 1-84 Westbound 

33758687 132.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-9 

Viewpoint 12 - Koberg Beach State Park 

33758687 133.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-10 

Viewpoint 13 - 1-84 Eastbound 

33758687 134.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-11 

Viewpoint 14 - Viento State Park 

33758687 135.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-12 

Viewpoint 15 - Frankton Road 

33758687 136.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-13 

Viewpoint 17 - Providence Hospital 
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33758687 137.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-14 

Viewpoint 19 - Columbia River Highway 

33758687 138.cdr 

Source: GeoDataScape. Figure 3.9-15 

Viewpoint 23 - Ausplund Road End 

Viewpoint 1: Pucker Huddle (Figure 3.9-3) 

From Viewpoint 1, approximately 25 turbines would be visible on the ridge tops at distances of 
approximately 4 miles to the nearest turbines. At the distance depicted in the photo, the visual 
clutter of more turbines has more impact than the considerable scale of the larger turbines. The 
composition would be silhouetted against the sky, increasing their visual impact. However, the 
distance and the line of sight from the residential areas would minimize the contrast. The 
presence of the turbines would reduce the scene's degree of intactness by introducing a large 
number of highly visible engineered vertical elements. 

The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 1 would range from low to moderate. 

Viewpoint 3: Husum (Figure 3.9-4) 

From Viewpoint 3, approximately 27 turbines would be visible on the ridge tips at a distance of 
approximately 4.75 miles to the nearest turbines. Figure 3.9-4 illustrates the simulated views 
from SR 141 traveling south into the project area. Travelers moving along this highway are 
generally using the road to access recreation areas or for leisurely drives. Residential viewers 
would be screened to some degree from the view based on vegetation, landscaping, and the line 
of sight from the valley floor. Introduction of these vertical structures in the background of this 
view would decrease the intactness of the landscape, based on the numbers of turbines that 
would be visible. The composition of the view would be altered with the introduction of these 
engineered structures and would be apparent on the horizon to the travelers and residence in the 
area. 

Due to the low levels of viewers, duration of the views, and viewer awareness, the visual impact 
from Viewpoint 3 is considered moderate. 

Viewpoint 4: Ausplund Road and Cook-Underwood Road (Figure 3.9c5) 

From Viewpoint 4, approximately 14 turbines would be visible looking northwest from the 
roadway, at a distance of approximately 1.23 miles to the nearest turbines. Figure 3.9-5 
illustrates the simulated view from the roadway at the intersections of Ausplund and Cook-
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Underwood Roads. Because of the position of this viewpoint (direct line of sight) and its 
distance from the turbines, the turbines apparent scale would be visible and apparent. The 
presence of the turbines would likely have a moderate effect on the vividness of the existing 
view and a moderate impact on the overall sense of unity and intactness by the roadway and 
residential viewers. 

The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 4 would be moderate. 

Viewpoint 5: Willard (Figure 3.9-6) 

From Viewpoint 5, approximately 24 turbines in turbine strings A and B would be visible from 
screened views from residences in the area of Willard. Figure 3.9-6 shows the simulated view 
from Viewpoint 5 in the nOlihern pOliion ofthe project looking southeast. These turbines would 
be located in the ridge tops, with the nearest turbines approximately 1.35 miles away. Because 
the turbines would be seen against the sky at medium range and screened in many residential 
views, they would still be visible in the background. This would reduce the visual unity and 
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intactness minimally when compared to the existing components in the landscape. The wind 
turbines would be arrayed uniformly along the ridgeline and would create a moderate change in 
the setting's existing low to moderate visual quality. 

The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 5 would be moderate. 

Viewpoint 7: Mill A (Figure 3.9-7) 

From Viewpoint 7, approximately 35 turbines in strings A and B would be visible in the 
foreground, middle ground, and background of this view. The nearest turbines would be located 
approximately 1.62 miles away. Figure 3.9-7 shows the simulated view. The turbines would be 
seen against the sky. The presence of the long line ofturbines may create a slight increase in the 
vividness of this view. The unity of the view would be decreased further by the long turbine line 
and the intactness of the view would be moderately compromised compared to the existing view. 

The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 7 is considered to be low to moderate. 

Viewpoint 11: 1-84 Westbound (Figure 3.9-8) 

From Viewpoint 11, approximately 19 turbines would be visible in the distance background to 
roadway travelers looking west into the project area from 1-84. The nearest turbines would be 

8.39 miles away. Figure 3.9-8 shows the simulated view. Although the turbines would be 
visible to travelers on the far horizon, their presence is not expected to decrease the existing 
quality of this view, because of their relatively small size at this viewing distance. The visible 
turbines would have a minimal effect on this view's vividness, unity, and intactness. 
The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 11 was rated as moderate to low. 
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Viewpoint 12: Koberg Park (Figure 3.9-9) 

From Viewpoint 12, approximately 17 turbines would be visible in the distant background to 
recreational users of the park and river. The nearest turbines would be approximately 6.60 miles 
away. The view looks west into the project area. Figure 3.9-9 shows the simulated view. 
Although the turbines would be visible to the viewers on the far horizon it is not expected to 
decrease the existing quality of this view to a great degree, because of their relatively small size 
at this viewing distance. The visible turbines would have a minimal effect on this view's 
vividness, unity, and intactness. 

The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 12 was considered to be moderate. 

Viewpoint 13: 1-84 Eastbound (Figure 3.9-10) 

From Viewpoint 13, approximately eight turbines would be visible in the background to travelers 
on the roadway looking west into the project area fi'om 1-84. The nearest turbines would be 
approximately 3.43 miles away. Figure 3.9-10 shows the simulated view. This view for 
travelers would be of short duration. Although the turbines would be visible to travelers on the 
horizon it is not expected to decrease the existing quality of this view because ofthe number of 
turbines visible and the pmtial screening fi'om the middle ground ridge line. The visible turbines 
would have a minimal effect on this view's vividness, unity, and intactness for these reasons. 
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The potential visual impact from Viewpoint 13 was rated as moderate to low. 

Viewpoint 14: Viento State Park (Figure 3.9-11) 

From Viewpoint 14, approximately 20 turbines in the background would be visible to the 
recreational users of the area. The nearest turbines would be just under four miles away. Figure 
3.9-11 shows the simulated view. Although the water-related recreational activities would have 
the line of sight more related to the water and river banks, the recreational users moving through 
this area would be affected by this contrast in the view. The vividness of the scenic quality may 
be positively or negatively affected, depending on the user perception oftut'bines in the 
background. The unity and intactness of the existing view would be moderately compromised 
and the visible turbines would have a moderate effect on the view's scenic quality compared to 
existing conditions, due to the distance from the park and activities in the foreground and middle 
ground. 

The potential visual impact for Viewpoint 14 was considered to be moderate. 

Viewpoint 15: Frankton Road (Figure 3.9-12) 

From Viewpoint 15, approximately 10 turbines can be seen, with the nearest turbines 
approximately 4.51 miles away. Figure 3.9-12 shows the simulated view. At this distance, the 
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contrast would have a minor effect on the overall visual impact. Consequently, because the 
prominence of the turbines in the view would be low, the turbines would have a minor effect on 
the vividness, unity, and intactness from this viewpoint. 

The potential visual impact from this viewpoint would be moderate. 

Viewpoint 17: Province Hospital Hood River (Figure 3.9-13) 

From Viewpoint 17, only two turbines can be seen, and they are diminished by the distance Gust 
over five miles). Figure 3.9-13 shows the simulated view. At this distance, viewers would have 
to scan the horizon to find the turbines. Consequently, minor effect or negligible effects to the 
scenic quality is expected. 

The potential visual impact from this viewpoint would be low. 

Viewpoint 19: Columbia River Highway (Figure 3.9-14) 

From Viewpoint 19, approximately nine turbines are visible in the distant background. The 
nearest turbines would be approximately 6.46 miles away. Figure 3.9-14 shows the simulated 
view. Although the turbines would be visible in the background the viewer would have to have a 
focused orientation to see them in the landscape. The amount of turbines and the limited 
prominence based on the distance is expected to have a minimal effect on the scenic quality from 
this viewpoint. 

The potential visual impact from this viewpoint would be low. 

Viewpoint 23: Ausplund Road End (Figure 3.9-15) 

From Viewpoint 23, approximately eight turbines can be seen. The nearest turbine would be 
approximately 0.64 mile away. Figure 3.9-15 shows the simulated view. This area would be 
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within one mile of the project and the turbines would be highly visible at the end of this road. 
However, very minimal use of these roads beyond workers associated with forest management 
reduces the viewer types. Regardless, the impacts of the turbines on the landscape would affect 
the scenic quality of the view. 

The potential visual impact from this viewpoint would be moderate. 

Viewpoint 24: Dog Mountain 

Because the project area cannot be seen from the Dog Mountain trail (either during the day or at 
night), no simulated view was prepared. There would be no impact. 

Night Lighting 
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The project would be required to comply with the Federal Aviation Administration aircraft safety 
lighting requirements for structures greater than 200 feet tall, which includes turbines and 
meteorological towers. The exact number of turbines that would require lighting would be 
specified by the Federal Aviation Administration after final project plan review; however, 
current guidance requires that warning lights be mounted on the first and last tmbines of each 
string, and from those end turbines, lights should then be positioned such that the next lit tmbine 
is no more than 1/2 mile, or 2640 feet, from the last lit turbine. The lights would be 
synchronized to flash together to illuminate the fbll extent of the wind project area (Patterson 
2005). These lights would be visible as small blinking points of red light; they would not light 
up the sky 01' the slll1'ounding landscape. Aside from any required aircraft warning lights, the 
turbines would not be illuminated at night. There will be one meteorological towel' located 
within the project site area. Its location will be selected during the micro-siting process. 
Depending on its proximity to turbine towers, it may 01' may not require aircraft safety lighting. 

Th~ Draft EIS for the Nine Canyon Wind Project contains a generic illustration of night lights 
and can be found online at 
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/wildhorse/deis/figures/40%20Fig%203.1 09%20and%20 1 O.pdf. 

Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 

During scoping, some commenters expressed concern that project operation would impact the 
Scenic Area adversely since turbines would be visible from some Key Viewing Areas inside the 
Scenic Area. Analysis ofKVAs and viewpoints within the Scenic Area were sought and 
analyzed. The presence of the project would cause low to moderate visual impact to viewpoints 
within the Scenic Area, 

Congress has detelmined that the National Scenic Act is not to be used to regulate activities 
outside of the Scenic Area boundary. The Act states that "no protective perimeters or buffer 
zones shall be established a!'Ound the scenic area or each special management area. Activities 
or uses inconsistent with the management directives for the scenic area 01' special management 
areas can be seen or heard f!'Om these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses 
up to the boundaries of the scenic area 01' special management areas" (16 USC § S440(a)(10). 
This federal policy and Congressional mandate discourage projecting National Scenic Act 
policies, regulations and directives beyond the boundary of the Scenic Area. 

Comment: "Discourages" does 1I0t meall that people alld agellcies call 't speak up when they 
£1011 't wallt turbilles litterillg the rural landscape. The NSA is a lIatiollal treasure. It is also all 
ecollomic boon to this area. Tourism COli tributes millions of dolla/'S to the coffers of the 
coullties located ill the NSA. SDS Lumber's willdfarm will employ 5 people when all is said 
and done, alld maybe cOlltribute a milliscule amoullt ofmolley to Skamallia COUllty'S 
$50,000,000 yearly budget. The visual scellery that thousallds of people come to ell joy, alld 
those of us who live here enjoy it all the time, would be destroyed by horizon-toppillg willd 
turbilles. This is too high a price to pay. Willdfarms £1011 't belong ill forests alld they dOIl't 
belollg 011 the boundaries of the NSA. 
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Mitigation 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or telminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. Visual and aesthetic 
impact from decommissioning would be similar to those expected during the construction phase. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major visual resource issues presently anticipated. If impacts to visual reS01U'ces are 
anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation 
measures will be proposed as patt of the plan. 

3.9.3.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, turbines would not be built. Existing visual conditions would 
continue unchanged, and would be influenced primarily by ongoing timber harvest until and 
unless a different applicant proposed to develop the wind energy potential of the area. In the 
event the failure to construct this project results in continuation and expansion of fossil fuel 
energy generation S01U'ces, it is foreseeable that air quality, including haze conditions, would 
continue to be a negative impact to the air quality and scenic resources of the of the Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

3.9.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential visual resource impacts during construction and operation of the propose project to the 
extent feasible. 

Comment: These are not "potential" visllal impacts! These are real impacts amI they would 
be velY alllloyillg alld illtl'lIsive ill 0111' I'lIml ellvil'ollmellt . 

• Ensure that a non-reflective flat neutral gray or light color is the choice of color for the 
turbines so that visual impacts would be minimized. The primary mitigation measure 
available for visual impacts is the choice of color for the turbines. Although a brown 
turbine color would reduce visual contrast in views where the turbines are seen against 
the landscape, it would also accentuate the visibility of the turbines where they would be 
seen against the sky. In addition, the brown color would have a greater contrast when 
snow is on the ground. Because the turbines are most frequently seen against the sky, 
particularly in close-range views where visual concerns are the greatest, a non-reflective 
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flat neutral gray or light color would be ideal. 
• Comply with Federal Aviation Administration requirements for safety lighting. Lights 
typically used to meet Federal Aviation Administration requirements would to some 
extent be shielded from ground level view due to a constrained (3-5 degree) vertical 
beam. The Federal Aviation Administration will independently review the lighting of 
individual turbines during the micro siting process and consult on mitigation. However, 
the project must comply with the safety lighting requirement. 
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3.9 .5 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The project would cause some visual impact to surrounding areas where turbines were visible, 
including some areas inside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. However, the 
visual impact analysis showed that the anticipated level of visual impact would not be higher 
than low to moderate at any of the viewpoints examined. 

3.9.6 REFERENCES 
Buhyoff, GJ., P.A. Miller, J.W. Roach, D. Zhou, and L.G. Fuller. 1994. An AI Methodology 
for Landscape Visual Assessments. AI Applications 8, no. 1: 1-13. 

European Wind Energy Association (EWEA). 2003. Focus On Public Opinion: A Summary of 
Opinion Surveys on Wind Power. Accessed at: 

http://www.ewea.org/fileadminiewea_documents/documents/publicationslWD/WD22vi_ 
pUblic. pdf. 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 1988. Visual Impact Assessment for Highway 
Projects. 

Patterson, James W. 2005. Development of Obstruction Lighting Standards for Wind Turbine 
Farms. FAA Technical Note DOTIFAAIAR-TN05/50. November. 

US Forest Service (USFS). 1995. Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for Scenery Management. 

3.10 HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section describes existing historical and cultural resources in the project vicinity and 
identifies potential impacts to these resources from construction and operation of the proposed 
project. Cultural resources include buildings, sites, structures, and objects, each of which may 
have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance. Artifacts, 
records, and material remains associated with these properties, and traditional cultural properties, 
which can include archaeological, traditional procurement, and religious sites and landscapes, are 
types of cultural resources. 

The primary source of information for this section is the Cultural Resources Inventory Report 
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prepared in support of the Application for Site Celiification by URS (2009), as supplemented by 
fieldwork done by URS in December 2009 (URS 20 I 0). The Cultural Resources Inventory 
Report was designed to identify, evaluate, and record pre-contact and historic cultural resources 
in accordance with Chapter 36 CFR §800 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 
The survey objectives include identifying archaeological resources and historic properties that 
might be considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) located within 
the direct area of potential effects (APE) for the proposed project. 
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3.10.1 REGULATORY SETTING 

3.10.1.1 Laws and Regulations 

Several federal and state laws protect cultural resources, including NEP A and· SEP A, which 
require that impacts of federal and state actions on cultural resources be identified and assessed 
in environmental documents, as well as the NHP A, which establishes a national policy of 
historical preservation and requires that the effects of Federal actions (such as BPA's 
interconnection with the project) on significant cultural resources be determined. Collectively, 
these regulations and guidelines establish a comprehensive program for the identification, 
evaluation, and treatment of cultural resources. 

To be eligible for the NRHP, propeliies must be 50 years old (unless they have special 
significance) and have national, state, 01' local significance in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, engineering, 01' culture. They also must possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and meet at least one of four criteria: 

• Criterion A: be associated with important historical events 01' trends 
• Criterion B: be associated with impOliant people 
• Criterion C: have impOliant characteristics of style, type, 01' have artistic value 
• Criterion D: have yielded or have potential to yield important information 
If a resource is detelmined eligible for the NRHP, then Section 106 of the NHP A (80 Stat. 915; 
16 USC 470) and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 800) require that effects of the proposed 
project to that resource be assessed. If a propeliy eligible for the NRHP would be adversely 
affected by the proposed action, the action agency must evaluate altematives 01' modifications to 
the proposed action that would avoid, minimize 01' mitigate adverse effects. 

3.10.1.2 Area of Potential Effect 

The NHPA reqilires that the APE for the project area be detelmined. The APE for direct effects 
to cultural resources is considered to be the footprint for potential ground-disturbing activities 
that are anticipated to occur during construction and long-term maintenance of the project. For 
the Project, ground disturbance could take place in the turbine string corridors, road corridors 
inside the project site, the West Pit Road outside the project area, overhead and underground 
transmission corridors inside the project site, the Operation and Maintenance facility (two 
altemative sites), and the substation and lay-down areas. These activities have a total footprint 
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of approximately 384 acres (Figure 3.10-1) and constitute the APE for direct effects to cultural 
resources. The indirect APE is the area outside of the project boundary where the project may 
have, for instance, a visual impact on significant cultural resources. On February 1,2010, the 
Washington Depaliment of Archeological and Historic Preservation (DAHP) sent a letter to 
EFSEC concurring with the definition of the APE. See Appendix E. 
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33758687 170.cdr 

Figure 3.10-1 
Job No. 33758687 Area of Potential Effects 

3.10.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.10.2.1 Cultural Context 
Pre-Contact Background 

The archaeological record ofthe Columbia Plateau documents the prehistory of a region that is 
distinguished by local adaptations to a unique set of resources and its inland maritime 
environment (Chatters and Pokotylo 1998). Archaeological research near the site has focused 
principally within the Columbia River corridor, and models for the Portland Basin of the 
NOlihwest Coast culture area (Pettigrew 1981), the Columbia Plateau culture area (e.g., Galm et 
a!. 1981), and the White Salmon and Klickitat rivers specifically (Masten and Galm 1989) can be 
applied. An overview of archaeological research within the Columbia River Gorge has been 
summarized by Beckham et a!. (1988). Recently, Griffin and Churchill (2001) synthesized the 
multiple cultural chronologies that have been posited for the region; the following discussion is 
based on their synthesis. 

The Early period dates from 11,000 to 4,500 years BP, though recent studies at Paisley Caves in 
Oregon suggest an even earlier date of regional occupation at least by about 14,300 BP (Jenkins 
2009). A mobile lifestyle focused on intensive riverine resources with periodic use of uplands is 
infell'ed. Subsistence shifted from reliance on large game to an increase in the importance of 
fish, root, and vegetable resources by the end of the period. Pennanent structures are not found 
in association with the earliest sites, but semi-subtell'anean house settlements appeared along 
major rivers at the latter stage, reflecting an increase in sedentism. Sites dating to this period 
have mostly been found around The Dalles at the eastern end of the Columbia River Gorge 
(Griffin and Churchill 2001 ). 

The Middle period occurred from approximately 4,500 BP to 250 years BP and is characterized 
by increased OCCUll'ences of semi-subtell'anean houses and the appearance of food storage 
facilities, indicative of fuliher sedentism and decreased mobility. Concurrently, there was 
intensification of use offish, roots, and vegetable resources during the first half ofthe period, 
with hunting of secondary importance. The pattern of winter sedentism was apparently 
established during this period. There are more archaeological sites, including villages, fishing 
camps, and hunting camps that date to this period and that are found in the area between the 
Cascade Mountain Range and the town of Lyle, as well as The Dalles area (Griffin and Churchill 
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2001). 

The Late period, dating from 250 to 100 years BP, is defined by the appearance of the horse on 
the Columbia River Plateau (circa 1730s), which increased the mobility and resource acquisition 
patterns oflocal groups. The period is also marked by the introduction of trade goods and the 
devastating effects of introduced diseases on the local populations, as well as the alTival of Euro
Americans. There is an increase in the quantity and distribution of sites dating to this period, 
with most being located along the confluences of major rivers and the Columbia River, though 
several sites are found on sandy telTaces as well as within the islands. A large number of historic 
villages were noted by Lewis and Clark between Beacon Rock and The Dalles during their 
1805-1806 travels (Griffin and Churchill 2001). 
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Along the lower White Salmon River, Middle and Late period projectile point styles are 
common. Recorded site types in this area include housepit villages, temporary camps, 
petroglyph sites, and cemetery sites (Griffin and Churchill 2001). 

Ethnographic and Ethnohistoric Background 

The proposed project site is located near the boundary between two ethnographic culture areas of 
the Pacific Northwest, the Northwest Coast, and the Columbia Plateau. Local groups living in 
the Columbia River Gorge at the time of historic contact are known from the languages they 
spoke as the Upper Chinookans and the Echeesh-Keens (Sahaptins)20 (Beckham et al. 1988; 
Griffin and Churchill 2001). In the general area of the project, the Columbia River Gorge was 
used by the Eastern Chinookan-speaking Wishram, White Salmon, and Cascades people, as well 
as the Echeesh-Keen-speaking Yakama and Klickitat (Griffin and Churchill 2001 ). 

The Upper Chinookans occupied the Gorge from the vicinity of the mouths of the Sandy and 
Washougal rivers east to the Deschutes River. Various Echeesh-Keen speaking groups lived to 
the east, including the Tenino, Klickitat, Yakama, and Umatilla. The Yakama primarily 
occupied telTitory nOlih of the Tenino, while the Klickitat occupied inland regions to the 
northwest, extending to the Columbia River in the vicinity of the Klickitat River, along with 
Wishram peoples (Beckham et al. 1988, French and French 1998). Of these groups, the project 
area falls within territory that would have probably been used most intensively by the White 
Salmon, who comprised several small bands residing primarily in an area extending from about 
ten miles below The Dalles to the White Salmon River area, especially at the mouth of this river, 
although they lived away from the river as well (Ruby and Brown 1992). 

During the nirieteenth century, White Salmon usage most notably overlapped with the Klickitat, 
the Echeesh-Keen-speaking group primarily occupying the upper drainages of the Klickitat and 
White Salmon rivers. Several villages were found at the mouth of the White Salmon River, 
including at least one that was shared with the Klickitat (French and French 1998, Ruby and 
Brown 1992, Spier and Sapir 1930). White Salmon winter villages were found upriver along the 
White Salmon near the contemporary communities of Husum and BZ Corner, and along 
Rattlesnake Creek to the nOlih (Griffin and Churchill 2001). Use ofNanmit (45SA22), an 
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important ethnohistoric period fishing village at the mouth of the White Salmon River, continues 
into the present. 

Less information appears to be available in the historic record regarding traditional use of the 
Little White Salmon River west of the White Salmon River. Another important village site was 
situated at the mouth of the Little White Salmon River: Skatxlmmax, or 'eating place,' and 
sqtdalpt, or 'it keeps tearing out', both refer to the village located at modem-day Cook along the 
Columbia River (French and French 1998). Salmon came to spawn here, and in winter whitefish 
could be taken from the spawning pools (Nielsen 1959). A trail from Drano Lake traversed the 
east side ofthe river into the upper valley. Two main huckleberry fields, ipcluding Big 

20 Griffin and Churchill (2001) note that the Yakama Nation prefers the use of "Echeesh-Keen" 
over the term 
"Sahaptin. " 
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Huckleberry Mountain on the south side of the lava beds and Little Huckleberry Mountain 
towards the headwaters of the Little White Salmon River, were frequented. Bark was peeled 
from many cedar trees along this trail for use in basket making. The racetrack nem· Red 
Mountain was the location of a big annual social event held in conjunction with the berry picking 
and drying (Nielsen 1959). 

The Upper Chinookan and Echeesh-Keen peoples followed a similar seasonal pattern of 
subsistence activities, except that the former relied more heavily on fish than the latter (Griffin 
and Churchill 2001 ). In winter, limited hunting and fishing took place but subsistence was based 
on stored foods. With the arrival of the spring Chinook salmon, people would gather roots in the 
nearby hillsides. After the snow packs melted away, movement into the uplands occurred since 
fishing sites were usually inundated. Dried roots would then be hauled to the winter villages for 
storage in semi-subterranean cellars. Impotiant spring gathering m·eas included Camas and 
Panakanic prairies, Deadhorse Meadow, and the Snowden area. Following the spring root 
gathering, people returned to the fishing areas along the major rivers to fish for blueback and 
Chinook salmon, and women would gather golden currant, gooseberry, dogwood, service berry, 
and choke cherry from the river and nearby uplands. A type of tobacco was planted and 
harvested by Chinookans (French and French 1998). In late summer and early fall, hucklebe11"ies 
were picked in the uplands near Mt. Adams, and hunting for deer and elk occurred. Toward late 
fall, the winter villages would be reoccupied. The White Salmon River was a focal area for tule 
salmon harvested in the fall that attracted many families to the region (Griffin and Churchill 
2001, Norton et al. 1983, Schuster 1998, Winthrop and Meninick 1996). The fishing village at 
the mouth of the White Salmon River also functioned as a minor trading center (Griffin 200 I). 

In sum, the ethnographic and ethnohistoric context indicates that the project area is situated 
along a high-elevation ridgeline about two to three miles from two ethnographic riverine village 
sites, and within approximately one mile of the Little Salmon River valley, which would have 
formed a natural travel corridor providing access from the Columbia River to upland regions to 
the north, such as the popular berry picking grounds in the Mount Adams country. No specific 
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reference to the promontories that are in 01' neal' the project area, now known as Chemawa Hill or 
Underwood Mountain, were encountered in the reviewed literature, but proximity to known 
village sites suggests these high places and the adjacent ridgelines composing the project area 
could have been visited occasionally for non-residential, transient uses such as for spiritual 
activities, burials, or resource acquisition activities related to hunting, cedar peeling, plant 
gathering, and beny picking. 

Historic Background 

The first white pioneers to settle the section of the Columbia River between the Cascades and the 
confluence of the Snake River were reportedly the Joslyn family, who anived at the White 
Salmon flats in 1852 and attempted to purchase their lands from the local Klickitats, in addition 
to filing a Donation Land Claim (McCoy 1987). Increased settlement by whites led to the 
creation of reservations throughout the region during the 1850s. Fourteen tribes and bands were 
signatories to the Yakama Treaty of June 9,1855, when the Yakama ceded around 11 million 
acres to the US Government, while retaining rights for hunting, fishing, and gathering at 
traditional locations, and agreed to the establishment of the 1.3 million-acre Yakima Reservation. 
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The White Salmon Reservation was temporarily established at the mouth ofthe White Salmon 
River at the Joslyn claim in 1856 for around 800 Native peoples who were not active in the 
Yakima War of 1855-1856, during which time a coalition of interior tribes led by Kamiakin 
fought against the US Army and local settlers. At the end of the war two years later, the White 
Salmon Reservation was closed and residents were removed to the Yakama Reservation. Some 
avoided relocation and claimed lands their families had traditionally used, including around 
Northwestern Lake and along the area's minor drainages such as Buck Creek. Although a few 
took up farming, most continued to practice traditional subsistence activities at traditional places 
such as the Underwood In Lieu Site (Griffin and Churchill 2001). 

The Underwood town site, located about six miles southeast of the project area and along the 
Columbia River, was among the earliest of the pioneer settlements in this portion of the 
Columbia River Gorge. Amos Underwood was a contemporary of the Joslyns who a11'ived in the 
region in 1852 and mml'ied ChiefChenowith's daughter, Ellen. In 1861, Amos and Ellen 
Underwood built a log house at the site of the present town bearing their name, as well as a dock 
and pier to accommodate sternwheelers. Amos' brothel' Edward Underwood also settled here 
and his house reportedly served as an Indian gathering place, especially in the fall during the 
salmon runs on the White Salmon River (Thun 1959). The Underwood brothers platted a town 
site in 1904, in anticipation of growth related to the construction ofthe Spokane, Portland, & 
Seattle Railway beginning the following year (McCoy 2003). 

The upper drainage of the Little White Salmon River Valley, including the location ofthe 
proposed alternate site for the Operations and Maintenance facility along Willard Road, was not 
homesteaded until the 1880s and 1890s, when the more desirable lower-elevation lands had 
already been taken (Thun 1959). There were a reported 35 homesteads from Cooks to the 
present day Oklahoma park at the head of the river (Nielsen 1959). A review oflate-nineteenth 
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century General Land Office maps (BLM 2009a) dated 1876 does not depict any settlement or 
other features of historic interest in or near the project area. 

The history of the White Salmon and Little White Salmon region has a long association with the 
logging industry. Initially, the Menominee Lumber Company cut the easily-accessible timber 
into logs that could be floated down the White Salmon River. Oxen and horses were used to 
drag the timber, which traveled across several constmcted rollaway dams before reaching the 
Columbia River, where they were rafted for towing to the Hood River mill (McCoy 1987). Wind 
River Lumber Company succeeded Menominee, using their dams along the White Salmon as 
they removed virgin timber from the Buck Creek, Mill Creek and Underwood Mountain areas 
(McCoy 1987). It was at this time that the upland forests ofthe project area were probably first 
harvested. 

As of 1896, there were seven sawmills operating in Skamania County, the most notable of these 
being the Oregon Lumber Company's along the Little White Salmon River (Price 1896). After 
the logging of Underwood Mountain was complete, the Oregon Lumber Company established 
the Mill A sawmill and headquarters along the west side of the Little White Salmon River, and 
another sawmill at Chenowith Flat on the east side of the Little White Salmon River at what was 
known as Mill B (less than one mile to the south of the proposed Maintenance Yard Alternative 
Location at Willard Road) (AttwellI975, McCoy 1987). There were flumes on both sides of the 
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river that calTied the lumber to the Columbia (Atwell 1975). When the supply of timber became 
more difficult to access, the company closed the mill in 1907, and moved it to Oregon (McCoy 
1987, Nielsen 1959, Thun 1959). 

Broughton Lumber Company was established around 1916 by Harold Broughton and D.M. 
Stevenson, who operated a mill at Willard along the Little White Salmon River. Using water 
diverted from the Little White Salmon River, Broughton Lumber Company transported the 
timber via a flume connecting the mill at Willard to the Columbia River, and then rafted the logs 
across the river to Oregon for railroad transport. The flume originally consisted of a 4.5-mile 
long segment from Willard to Drano Lake, and was consttucted by the Drano Flume Company 
ar01md 1913. In 1923, Broughton purchased the Drano Flume Company and expanded their 
operation by building an additional 4.5 miles of flume from Drano Lake eastward along the 
Columbia River to a new resaw and planing mill located along the railroad near Underwood 
(McCoy 1987, Thomas 2007). Following its completion, boards could travel the nine -mile long 
flume to the planning mill in less than an hour. 

From 1923 to about 1940, Broughton Lumber Company consttucted and operated a railroad for 
transport oflogs to the primaty mill. Two steam engines were used and a maximum of nine 
miles of track that were laid to haul timber from the woods to the mill at Willard, but the tracks 
had no pelmanent location, as they were moved and re-laid as necessary. The Broughton 
Lumber Company operation closed in 1986, and portions of the flume from Willard to the 
Columbia River were dismantled by the company sholily thereafter (Thomas 2007). 
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The logging activity that cleared extensive areas on Underwood Mountain in the early-twentieth 
century opened up these lands for orchard use at the same time. Settlement occu11'ed quickly as a 
result of the "Apple Boom," the period between 1905 and 1920 when vast orchards were planted 
along the White Salmon Valley, on Underwood Mountain, and elsewhere tlu'oughout the region. 
In 1908, the completion of the railway across the north shore of the Columbia River contributed 
to this influx of residents. White Salmon emerged as a main trading center by 1910, and fruit 
packing plants were established along the railway (McCoy 1987 and 2003). 

Land patents were filed relatively late, from 1905 to 1910, for the high elevation ridgelines that 
characterize most of the project area (BLM 2009b). The c011'elation of the land patent dates with 
the regional orchard boom and railroad completion date in the project area is suggestive of 
prospective claims either for orchards or as investments for lumber resources. It has not been 
detenuined how many of the early-twentieth century claimants actually resided on their parcels. 
A 1929 USGS Hood River topographic quadrangle depicts the presence of one residential 
structure, an access road, and a trail within the project area. 

Orchard growers at Underwood initially attempted to i11'igate their crops with water pumped 
from the White Salmon River, but when the pump house was washed away by a flood, they 
attempted to take water out of Little Buck Creek using a gravity flume until the flume bumed. 
Irrigation was not restored, and some orchard growers and farmers lost their land by foreclosure 
due to inability to pay taxes. A hard fi'eeze in 1919 killed many apple trees, and several growers 
switched to winter pear crops (Thun 1959). Commercial orchards generally failed in the White 
Salmon Valley due to dry land and lack of organized i11'igation, severe winters, and a ShOli 
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growing season at higher. elevations. Many orchards were simply abandoned and reclaimed by 
second-growth timber (McCoy 1987 and 2003). 

Improvements in transpOliation along the nOlih shore of the Columbia River occurred after the 
1919 opening of the North Bank Highway, especially when the five tunnels west of Underwood 
were completed in 1937. The Hood River to White Salmon Bridge was opened in 1924 (McCoy 
2003), further connecting the economies of the two towns. 

3.1 0.2.2 Cultural Resources Overview 

Tribal Consultation and Traditional Cultural Resources 

Based on the archival review, no specific traditional cultural propeliies or sacred sites are 
documented within the project area. Given that this infOlmation is culturally sensitive, however, 
the reviewed records are not likely to contain specific references to traditional or sacred sites that 
could occur within the project area and tribal consultation is required to address their potential 
presence (Parker 1993). BPA will conduct the govemment-to-government tribal consultation for 
this project as per Section 106 of the NHPA. 

To incorporate tribal involvement at an early stage in the process, the Applicant has initiated 
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contact with the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation. The Applicant invited 
the participation of both the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Department and two local 
resident tribal members to assist with the identification of potential sensitive, traditional, and/or 
sacred resources. 

Through the Yakama Nation's Cultural Resources Department, the Applicant has requested 
participation of tribal members for the archaeological field inventory, has sponsored a field trip 
to the project area, and .has attempted to solicit concerns with regard to potential cultural 
resources of importance to the tribe. The Applicant contacted the Yakama Nation Cultural 
Resources Department to review their confidential data sources and to report any potential areas 
of sensitivity, as appropriate, so that these areas can be avoided and protected early in the 
planning process. A field investigation by Yakama Nation cultural resources specialists occurred 
in December 2009. The Yakama Nation's findings, currently in preparation, will supplement the 
information contained in this EIS. 

Separate from Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Department, the Applicant has invited the 
participation oftwo local residents, also members of the Yakama Nation, who have long
standing ties to the area. Chief Wilbur Slockish of the Klickitat Tribe and Chief Johnny Jackson 
of the Cascades Tribe met with URS archaeologists prior to the November 2009 field inventory 
and jointly toured the project site. Both individuals stated that based on their knowledge ofthis 
area, the proj ect area was not specifically used by their ancestors 01' contemporary Indians. 
Neither individual identified any traditional cultural properties or other sensitive or sacred sites 
within the project site. 
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Previously-Recorded Cultural Resources in the Project Vicinity 

The DAHP maintains a state-wide database of previously-recorded cultural resource sites, 
historic register propeliies, and completed inventories. The locations of the cultural resource 
sites (e.g., archaeological sites) are managed as restricted access information. The locations of 
historic register propeliies (e.g., buildings and structures listed on the state or national register) 
are non-restricted information. 

The DAHP database does not have any record of previous inventories within the project area. 
Prior inventory coverage in the general vicinity depicts a few small, scattered inventories in 
upland areas near Underwood Mountain, inostly related to development review projects in the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. A limited linear inventory for a proposed timber 
sale occurred adjacent to and north of the APE and did not identify any resources (Stilson 2005). 
In general, few inventories have been completed in the vicinity; those that have been completed 
are limited in scope and do not allow for comparisons or predictions to be made about the types 
of resources that could be found in the project area. Intensive inventory coverage has only 
occurred along the White Salmon River drainage several miles to the east of the project area, 
where numerous pre-contact and historic period sites have been identified. 

One cultural resource was previously-recorded within the project area, consisting of the 
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Broughton Lumber Company flume (4SGPS96). The flume fonnerly paralleled Willard Road at 
the western boundary of the alternative location for the Maintenance and Operations facility. 
The flume was dismantled and removed from this area following the 1986 closure ofthe mill 
along the Columbia River. Although sections ofthe historic flume are still present elsewhere, 
none remain in the project area. This site therefore reflects a former alignment rather thao extant 
physical remains. 

Within a one-mile radius of the project area are two additional sites: a mortar and peeled cedar 
found about O.S mile west of the Maintenance Yard at Willard, and an early-twentieth century 
debris scatter associated with an old homesite, found about one mile nOlih of the APE within a 
similar forested, upland setting. No historic register propeliies (e.g., buildings and structures) are 
found within the project area or within 1.S miles of the project area based on the DAHP 
database. 

In general, the density of cultural resources is greatest along the White Salmon River to the east, 
with scattered resources also found along the nOlih shore of the Columbia River. Most 
archaeological research in the area has focused on riverine sites found along the Columbia River, 
and, more recently, along the lower White Salmon River. Fewer non-riverine archaeological 
sites have been documented in the general area, with several archaeological sites, mostly historic 
period, found in the Underwood Heights vicinity, several miles from the project area. It is 
unclear whether the higher site density documented along the White Salmon River is reflective 
of more intensive survey coverage, more intensive use of this area, or both, as compared to the 
Little White Salmon River. However, it appears unlikely that the higher elevation project area 
would have the same density of sites as the riverine areas along the Columbia and White Salmon 
rivers. 
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3.10.2.3 Project Site Inventory 

A preliminary cultural resources inventory of the project site was conducted in 2003, based on 
the project design at that time (Ballentyne 2003). Because the proposed project area was 
subsequently revised and expanded, a new survey was completed in 2009 (URS 2010). A wider 
survey corridor of 6S0 feet for the turbine strings necessarily overlapped the 2003 inventory's 
300-foot wide survey corridor. Much of the project area was therefore inventoried on two 
separate occasions, six years apmi. The two survey areas are shown on Figure 3.10-2. 

The 2009 URS inventory of the project area consisted of a pedestrian survey ofthe 384-acre 
APE where direct impacts to cultural resources could occur. Prior to the field inventory, oral 
interviews were conducted with the landowner and local tribal infonnants, and historic maps and 
historic and modern aerial photos were reviewed to identify potential resources within the project 
area. 

Field Methods 

An intensive pedestrian survey of the APE was conducted for this project in November 2009 for 
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the cumulative 384-acre APE. Transects were spaced no greater than 100 feet (30 meters); most 
were at 65-foot (20-meter) intervals or less. Survey methods depended on the project component 
being surveyed and the steepness of the slopes, as well as the presence of any hazards such as 
burning slash piles. Slopes greater than 30 percent were usually not inventoried. In several 
areas, survey coverage extended beyond the APE, depending on the topography. Ground 
visibility at the time of the inventory was variable; areas that had been most recently harvested 
provided excellent visibility, while forested areas were found to have dense accumulations of 
duff, slash, and dense vegetation that obscured the ground surface. Soil exposures provided by 
animal bun'ows, cut banks, roadways, and root casts were inspected closely. 

Promontories associated with the proposed turbine strings were examined for potential rock 
cairns, rings, walls, or other alignments that could indicate sensitivity. Large old-growth stumps 
were examined for evidence of scarification, and large boulders were examined for evidence of 
petroglyphs, pictographs, or processing activities. The inventory was especially vigilant in 
looking for historic features such as residences, camps, roads, railroad alignments, flumes, or 
other evidence of historic logging and homesteading activities. 
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Figure 3.10-2 
Job No. 33758687 Cultural Resources Survey Locations 

Limited subsurface probing was conducted for this project at the location of an historic period 
archaeological resource, referred to as the Haran Farmstead, recorded at the time of the 2009 
field inventory. This resource is located within one of the turbine strings, and is characterized by 
several rock features and a small artifact scatter related to an abandoned early-twentieth century 
residence and fruit orchard. The subsurface probing investigation employed close-interval 
systematic, as well as intuitive, sampling methods. Shovel probes were placed at close intervals 
around each of the recorded rock features to determine whether any associated archaeological 
deposits could be identified. Wider-spaced, systematic (20 to 30-meter interval) probes were 
placed within the lower-probability former orchard fields and within expansive areas found 
between several the rock features, where no surface artifacts were observed, to determine the 
presence or absence of buried resources. 

A total of 52 shovel probes were excavated. The probes measured 30-cm in diameter and were 
generally excavated at 5 to 30-meter intervals to an average depth of 50 cm. Sediment was 

. passed through alternating screen mesh sizes, both 114-inch and lI8-inch mesh sizes were 
utilized. All artifacts were replaced within the excavated probe after documentation; none were 
collected. 

Prior to subsurface probing, a metal detector was used to aid in the identification of metal 
artifacts obscured by the layer of duff that is present across much of the site due to its forested 
setting. The metal detector was used intensively around each of the recorded rock features. 
Systematic transects of 10 to 30 meters were walked in lower probability areas such as the 
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former orchard field. Shovel scrapes, or simple removal of snow and duff to expose the ground 
surface soil, were utilized as an additional method to improve surface visibility. Shovel scrapes 
were placed at 30-meter intervals within the former orchard lands, where probability is 
considered low, in order to provide additional validity to the surface reconnaissance. 

Beyond the Haran Farmstead, no additional exploratory probing was conducted elsewhere in the 
project area. The majority of the potentially higher sensitivity landfOlms such as the ridgelines 
and promontories either had excellent ground surface visibility due to recent timber harvesting 
activities, andlor had exposed basalt rock with little potential for subsurface soils. Much of the 
project area is characterized by steep topography where exploratory subsurface testing is neither 
warranted nor practicable. Although Little Buck Creek crosses the project area within a 
proposed Overhead Transmission Line conidor, this area was found to be a small stream 
crossing surrounded by steep terrain with no areas likely to contain potential cultural resources. 

Inventory Results 

The 2003 draft survey repOli, which was never finalized or submitted for agency review, 
preliminarily noted two separate resources, including an historic rock wall feature and a small, 
disturbed historic artifact scatter of glass, ceramics, and tin cans within a roadway (Ballentyne 
2003). As patt of the 2009 inventory, one historic period archaeological site, the Haran 
Fatmstead, was identified within one of the turbine string c011'idors, and incOlporates the rock 
wall feature identified in 2003. The historic atiifact scatter previously documented in 2003 was 
not relocated during the 2009 inventory, and appeared to have been buried or obliterated by later 
road improvements in this satne area (URS 2010). 
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The Haran Farmstead, documented in 2009, consists of several rock features and a sparse historic 
artifact scatter associated with a former rural homesite related to James A. Haran, who had a 
small plum orchard here around the 1920s. A total of nine archaeological features were 
recorded, including two rock walls21 (probable propelty or field clearing boundaries), two 
structural rock foundations (probable residence and milking parlor), and several rock features of 
indeterminate function but possibly remnants of appurtenances such as privy, pump house or 
food storage structures. One small concentration of fewer than 20 historic artifacts, including 
aqua and colorless glass fragments, galvanized metal water pipes, crockery and porcelain 
fragments, and tin cans, also was observed. Approximately 100 to 150 artifacts, mostly metal 
fragments and tin cans, were found scattered across the site during a pedestrian survey 
supplemented by use of a metal detector. 

In December 2009, URS archaeologists conducted exploratory subsurface sampling across the 
site to define the site boundaries and to detelmine the presence or absence of associated buried 
deposits. About 20 attifacts were encountered during the subsurface probing investigation, 
limited to wire nails, a water pipe, several small colorless glass fragments, and metal can or non
diagnostic metal fragments. 

The NRHP eligibility of the Haran Farmstead is addressed in the Cultural Resources Inventory 
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Report. Each of the four criteria of eligibility is applied, and aspects of integrity are addressed. 
The Haran F annstead is recommended as ineligible for the NRHP, due primarily to insufficient 
association and altered key aspects of integrity, which limit its potential to be considered "under 
Criterion A (association with important events), Criterion B (association with important people), 
and Criterion C (having impOliant characteristics of style). For Criterion D (infonnatiort 
potential), the results ofthe inventory and exploratory subsurface probing indicate there is 
inadequate data potential to warrant eligibility. URS's recommendation for ineligibility is 
pending agency review and concurrence. 

Summary 

One historic period cultural resource was recorded within the APE: the Haran Farmstead 
archaeological site, which consists of rock features and a sparse atiifact scatter related to a circa 
1920s orchard and residence. Systematic subsurface probes were placed within this site and did 
not identifY significant, buried deposits. The site is recommended as ineligible for the NRHP. 

Additional historic fatmsteads or other sites within the project area are not indicated by the 
results of archival research, which included review of historic maps and aerial photos. Field 
inventory confirmed that no aboveground resources, such as buildings, railroads, or flumes, are 
found in the project area. 

A preliminary review of the ethnographic and ethnohistoric literature did not document this area 
as having any specific association for traditional resources, though uplands such as these could 

21 The Haran Farmstead as recorded in 2009 incorporates the rock wall observed during the 
2003 inventory. The other resource identified during the 2003 inventory, a small concentration of 
historic artifacts found within an existing access road, was not located in 2009. 
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have been used at least transiently, for example, for plant resource gathering or spiritual 
purposes. The Applicant has initiated participation of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the 
Yakama Nation in order to identify any potentially sensitive resources or traditional cultural 
propeliies in the project area. Two local tribal members with long-standing ties to the area 
toured the project area and did not identifY any cultural resources or concerns. A review by 
Cultural Resources Department of the Yakama Nation is pending. The 2003 and 2009 
inventories did not observe any pre-contact Native American site types, such as lithic scatters, 
petroglyphs, or peeled cedars during the inventory. 

Only one water source was observed during the field inventory: the outlet of Little Buck Creek, 
downstream ofthe eatihen dam that was constlUcted in 1947 to create the "Cedar Swamp" fire 
pond (located outside the APE). This small watercourse is surrounded by steep terrain and is not 
likely to have significant, associated archaeological resources. 

Promontories associated with the proposed turbine string, especially Chemawa Hill and others 
with panoramic views of the sUlTounding area, were inspected closely for potential rock cairns, 
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rings, walls, or other alignments that could indicate sensitivity. No such features were observed. 
It appears that even if such resources had been present, the historic and modern logging practices 
would have obscured this type of resource. 

Although the project area was logged at least 100 years ago, no features such as camps, historic 
roads, railroad features, or other evidence clearly related to the historic use of the area was 
observed. Large old-growth stumps are occasionally encountered, but most are in an advanced 
state of decay and springboard notches were not observed. No evidence for historic road 
alignments was observed during the inventory; existing roadways are mechanically-graded, 
usually rocked and graveled, modern-use alignments that hick historic distinction. As no old
growth forest remains in this area, potential sensitivity for scarified, peeled trees is not indicated. 

Much of the CU11'ent APE examined in the Cultural Resources Inventory Report conducted in 
2009 was surveyed in 2003. This overlapping of inventory coverage, nearly six years apat1, at 
different times of the year, and with the surrounding forest in different stages of harvest, 
provides additional support for a general absence of cultural resources to be found in the APE. 

3.10.3 IMPACTS 
3.10.3.1 Proposed Action 
Construction 

The proposed project has the potential to affect one historic period archaeological site, the Haran 
Farmstead, through ground disturbance during construction ofthe new project road and turbine 
and transformer pads. The degree of impact would depend on the final location of the road and 
turbines. The Cultural Resources Inventory Rep0l1 recommended this site as ineligible for the 
NRHP subject to agency review and conCU11'ence. If the Haran Farmstead is determined through 
agency concurrence to be ineligible for the NRHP, then no ft111her management would be 
required and the project would not be considered to have an impact on significant cultural 
resources. If the Haran Fa11'llstead is determined to be eligible for the NRHP, then the Applicant 
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would consider avoidance andlor mitigation alternatives so that a finding of no effect or no 
adverse effect would be achieved. 

Construction also would have the potential to impact other, cU11'ently undiscovered cultural or 
historic resources. Based on the extensive inventories conducted, the likelihood of encountering 
additional sites.is low. 

Effects on traditional cultural properties or other sensitive or sacred resources that might be of 
concern cannot be determined until consultation with the tribes is concluded. This consultation 
is not expected to be completed until after the Draft EIS is issued. 

Operation 

The ongoing maintenance of the access road or emergency procedures such as fire suppression 
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activities have the potential to cause additional impact to the Haran Farmstead or other, currently 
undiscovered resources. 

Project Decommissioning 

Project decommissioning could have impacts similar to those during initial construction, 
including ground disturbance from turbine, transfonner and pad removal. As with construction, 
the degree of impact would depend on the final location of the road and turbines, and on the 
determination ofNRHP eligibility for the Haran Farmstead. 

3.10.3.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the project would not be built, and no impacts to historic or 
cultural resources would take place. 

3.10.4 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, minimize, and compensate for 
potential cultural resource impacts during construction and operation of the propose project to 
the extent feasible. 

• Implement avoidance and data recovery if the Haran Farmstead (a historic period cultural 
resource recorded within the APE) is determined to be eligible for nomination to the 
NRHP. The Haran Fatmstead archaeological site, which consists of rock features and a 
sparse artifact scatter related to a circa 1920s orchard and residence. If the Haran Farmstead is 
determined to be eligible for nomination to the NRHP, then avoidance and mitigation measures 
such as data recovery would be considered to achieve a finding of no adverse effect for the 
project. Though none have been identified to date within the project area, propeliies considered 
as significant for reasons other than research potential, such as traditional cultural properties, 
may require mitigation measures other than data recovery that would be detelmined in 
consultation with the Tribe and agencies. 
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• Utilize BMPs to minimize impacts to any additional cultural or historic resources that 
may be encountered during construction of the proposed project. These BMPs include 
preparation and use of an Inadvertent Discovery Plan, which would establish procedures 
to deal with unanticipated discovery of cultural resources before and during construction. 
The plan, among other provisions, will require immediate work stoppage and appropriate 
notification in the event of discovery of previously unknown cultural materials. The plan 
also will specify protocols for the treatment of human remains that fulfill the 
requirements of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act in the event 
that human remains and/or funerary items are encountered during construction 01' 

operation of the project. 
• Design the locations of road, turbine, and transfo11ller to avoid and minimize impacts 
during construction regular maintenance operations. 
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3.1 0.5 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

With the use of appropriate mitigation measures, the proposed project is not expected to produce 
any unavoidable impacts to historic or cultural resources. 
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3.11 TRANSPORTATION 

This section discusses the existing network of roadways and rail, river, and ail' transportation in 
the project vicinity, as well as the potential impact ofthe proposed project on transportation. 

3.11.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.11.1.1 Roadway Transportation 
Existing Roadways 

In the Columbia River Gorge, the two major roadways extending generally from east to west 
along the Columbia River are State Route (SR) 14 on the Washington side of the Columbia River 
and Interstate 84 on the Oregon side of the Columbia River. Other major roadways, such as 
State Routes 141 and 142 in Washington and State Routes 35 and 197 in Oregon, intersect these 
two highways generally in the vicinity of cities and communities located in the Gorge. 
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SR 14 between Interstate 5 in the Vancouver, Washington area and the project site is generally 
very narrow with 12-foot lanes and 2- to 4-foot paved shoulders. It also has many hills, and 
curves with tight corners in several places. East of the project site on SR 14, there is one low and 
very narrow tunnel east of the town of Lyle, Washington, and also a very nml'OW bridge east of 
The Dalles at approximately milepost (MP) 86. Between Cook-Underwood Road and SR 97 
(Goldendale), SR 14 is generally nalTOW with 12-foot lanes and 2- to 4-foot paved shoulders. It 
also has some tight low-recommended-speed corners and a number of hills. Between SR 97 and 
the junction with SR 395/1-82, SR 14 is generally nalTOW with 12-foot lanes and 2- to 4-foot 
paved shoulders. 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fmm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

210 



Existing access to the project site is provided by various county roads that extend northward 
from SR 14, along with existing private logging roads (see Figures 3.11-1 and 3.11-2). Key 
roads in the immediate project vicinity include: 

• Cook-Underwood Road. Cook-Underwood Road has two 12-foot lanes and paved shoulders 
that are 1 foot or less in width. In general, the side slope begins at the fog line. This road is under 
the jurisdiction of Skamania County and generally is in good condition. There are cun'entiy no 
over-size or over-weight load restrictions in force. The Skamania County Comprehensive Plan 
lists Cook-Underwood Road as Federal Functional Classification "Major Rural Collector." 
·WiIlard Road. Willard Road has two 12-foot lanes and paved shoulders that are 1 foot or less in 
width. This road is under the jurisdiction of Skamania County and generally is in good condition. 
There are cUlTently no over-size 01' over-weight load restrictions in force. The Skamania County 
Comprehensive Plan lists Willard Road as Federal Functional Classification "Rural Local 
Access." 
• West Pit Road. West Pit Road is a private jogging road that connects to a network of existing 
private logging roads located on S.D.S. Co., LLC and Broughton Lumber Company propelty. 
West Pit Road varies in width from 20 to 26 feet. It is a dirt road covered in light pit run. This 
road has portions that generally are in poor condition; however, during summer 2009, various 
roadway improvements were made and segments of the road were widened for logging purposes. 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Average annual daily traffic (AADT) values for SR 14 are shown in Table 3.11-1. Peak hour 
directional volumes were developed based on typical rural highway traffic patterns and 
proximity of business centers. Typical rural highway traffic patterns conservatively assume AM 
peak hour volumes to be approximately 7 percent of the total daily volumes, and PM peak hour 
volumes to be approximately 10 percent of the total daily volumes, with a directional split of 
70/30. PM peak hour volumes are traditionally considered to by the highest during a given day. 
Since no current traffic data is available for Cook-Underwood Road at either the west or east 
junctions with SR 14, existing traffic volumes are based on typical patterns for small rural towns. 
Estimated 2009, 2011, and 2012 peak hour traffic volumes at the west and the east junctions of 
Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 are presented in Table 3.11-2. Traffic volumes for 2011 and 
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Figure }.11-1 Project Roadway Access from the East 

33758687 125.cdr 
Figure 3.11-2 
33758687 125.cdr 
Figure 3.11-2 
Project Roadway Access from the West 2012 were based on an expected average weighted 
growth rate of approximately one percent per year. 
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Table 3.11-1 
Annual Daily Traffic at West and East Junctions of SR 14 and Cook-Underwood Road 

Location 
Average Annual Daily Traffic (all vehicles) 
2008 2009 (est)a 
SR 14 - west junction w Cook-Underwood Road 3,000 3,100 
SR 14 east junction w Cook-Underwood Road 3,300 3,400 

Source: WSDOT (2008) 

a. A growth rate was developed for the project vicinity using historic data from annual traffic 
reports between 1996 and 2008. During several years between 1996 and 2008, there was no 
recorded historical growth in this area. Using this data, an average weighted growth rate of 
approximately 1 percent pel' year was determined. 

Table 3.11-2 
Estimated 2009, 2011, and 2012 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
at West and East Junctions ofSR 14 and Cook-Underwood Road 

Location 
West Junction of Cook-Underwood 
Road with SR 14 
East Junction of Cook-Underwood 
Road with SR 14 
20092009 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Eastbound SR 1416090170100 
Westbound SR 14 70 220 70 240 
Southbonnd Cook-
Underwood Road 10 10 10 10 
2011 2011 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Eastbound SR 14 160 100 180 110 
Westbound SR 14 70 230 80 260 
Southbound Cook-
Underwood Road 10 10 10 10 
20122012 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Eastbound SR 14 170 100 180 110 
Westbound SR 14 70 240 80 260 
Southbound Cook-
Undelwood Road 10 10 10 10 

AM Peak Hour is 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 
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PM Peak Hour if 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 

Existing Level of Service 

Level of service (LOS) is an estimate of operational perfotmance based on delay to motor 
vehicles. The Highway Capacity Manual (TRB 2000), which is generally used when 
detelmining LOS, defines LOS using a letter scale from A to F. LOS A is defined as minimal or 
no delay to vehicles and LOS F is defined as extreme delays to vehicles. LOS C or better is 
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typically considered acceptable for rural intersections and is the LOS threshold of acceptable 
traffic flow for Skamania County. Table 3.11-3 presents the LOS delay criteria for two-waystop
control intersections. 

Table 3.11-3 
Level of Service Criteria for Two-Way-Stop-Control Intersections 

Level of Service Expected Traffic Delay 
A < 10 seconds 
B> 10 - 15 seconds 
C> 15 - 25 seconds 
D > 25 - 35 seconds 
E> 35 - 50 seconds 
F> 50 seconds 

Source: TRB (2000) 

Existing LOS was estimated for SR 14 and Cook-Underwood Road, using estimated 2009 traffic 
volumes and the software package Highway Capacity Software Plus, which uses algorithms 
based on the Highway Capacity Manual (TRB 2000). Based on this analysis, the longest delays 
occur at Cook-Underwood Road during the PM peak hour; however, these delays are relatively 
shott (see Table 3.11-4). Up to approximately 10 seconds of delay is experienced by some 
vehicles at the west junction of Cook-Underwood Road 'with SR 14 during the PM peak hour. 
Slightly more than 10 seconds of delay is experienced by some vehicles at the east junction of 
Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 during the PM peak hour. These delays translate to LOS A 
conditions at the west junction and LOS B at the east junction. Delays during the AM peak hour 
at Cook-Underwood Road and during both peak hours at SR 14 are all less than 10 seconds, 
which translates to LOS A. 

Table 3.11-4 
2009 Level of Service Summary at West and East Junctions of 
SR 14 and Cook-Underwood Road 

Roadway and 
Turning Movement Peak Hour 
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West Junction East Junction 
Delay (sec/veh) LOS Delay (sec/veh) LOS 
SRI4AM7.6A7.6A 
Eastbound Left Turn PM 7.9 A 8.0 A 
Cook-Underwood Road AM 9.4 A 9.4 A 
Southbound LeftlRight 
Turn PM 10.0 A 10.2 B 

Delay = Average pel' vehicle 

Existing Traffic Safety 

Traffic safety was analyzed along SR 14 between the towns of Stevenson and Bingen for 2006 to 
2008. Collision Data Summaries were obtained from WSDOT. SR 14 is functionally classified 
as a rural collector roadway. SR 14 between Stevenson and Bingen is located within the 
Southwest Region of the state of Washington. During this three-year period, a total of 158 
collisions occurred between the west city limits of Stevenson at MP 43.91, and the east city 
limits of Bingen at MP 66.88. 
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Between 2006 and 2008, a total of 17 collisions occUlTed within the Stevenson city limits, and 
another 17 occurred within the Bingen city limits. Only one collision occurred at the west 
junction of Cook-Underwood Road and SR 14 (MP 56.28), and three collisions occuned at the 
east junction of Cook-Underwood Road and SR 14 (MP 63.32). Four collisions occuned at the 
intersection of Maple Street and SR 14 within the city of Bingen (MP 66.47). The majority of 
collisions occurred within Skamania County between MP 44.66 and MP 63.48. Several 
collisions also occurred within Klickitat County between MP 63.48 and MP 64.71, and within 
the White Salmon city limits between MP 64.71 and MP 65.50. 

The number of collisions that occur along a given roadway is generally expressed in terms of a 
rate, where collision occunence is indexed to the number of vehicles traveling on a particular 
length of the given roadway. The collision rate is based on the number of collisions pel' . 
millionvehicle-miles (MVM) traveled. Table 3.11-5 shows collision rates for each year as well as 
multi-year rates for the three year periodfor SR 14 between Stevenson and Bingen, in addition to 
collision rates for the city of Bingen. 

The multi-year collision rate along SR 14 between Stevenson and Bingen is 1.43 collisions pel' 
MVM. The 2007 average collision rate for all Washington state rural collector roadways was 

1.65 collisions per MVM and for 2008, 1.63 collisions per MVM. The average collision rate for 
all Washington rural collector roadways within the Southwest Region during 2007 was 1.72 
collisions per MVM, and during 2008, 1.87 collisions per MVM. The multi-year collision rate 
on SR 14 between Stevenson and Bingen is lower than both the 2007 and 2008 average 
Washington State and Southwest Region collision rates. 
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Table 3.11-5 
Collision Numbers and Rates for Years 2006 through 2008 

Number of Segment LengthAADT Collision Rate 
Location Collisions MP Range (miles) (veh/day) (CollisionsIMVM) 
2006 Data 

Stevenson to Bingen 
Bingen City Limits 
48 
5 
43.91 to 66.88 
66.50 to 66.88 
2007 Data 
22.97 
1.38 
4,500 
7,600 
1.27 
1.31 
Stevenson to Bingen 
Bingen City Limits 
61 
4 
43.91 to 66.88 
66.50 to 66.88 
2008 Data 
22.97 
1.38 
4,400 
6,700 
1.65 
1.19 
Stevenson to Bingen 
Bingen City Limits 
49 
8 
43.91 to 66.88 
66.50 to 66.88 
Multi-Year Data 
22.97 
1.38 
4,200 
6,300 
1.39 
2.52 
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Stevenson to Bingen 
Bingen City Limits 
158 
17 
43.91 to 66.88 
66.50 to 66.88 
22.97 
1.38 
4,400 
6,900 
1.43 
1.63 

AADT - average annual daily traffic 
MVM million-vehicle-miles 

The multi-year collision rate for the city of Bingen is 1.63 collisions per MVM. The multi-year 
collision rate for the city of Bingen is equal to or close to both the 2007 and 2008 Washington 
State collision rates and is lower than both the 2007 and 2008 average Southwest Region 
collision rates. No average collision rate data is available for year 2006. . 
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Transportation Plans and Programmed Transportation Improvements 

Skamania County. The TranspOltation Element of the Comprehensive Plan represents the 
County's policy plan for the next 20 years and specifically considers the location and condition 
of the existing traffic circulation system, the projected transportation needs, and plans to address 
future transportation needs while maintaining established LOS standards. This plan is 
implemented tln'ough the Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program and Annual 
ConstlUction Program. The most recent Six Year TranspOltation Improvement Program was 
approved in April 2009, and lists one improvement to Cook-Underwood Road: a resurfacing 
project between MP 0 and MP 3. This improvement is listed for years 4-6 of the program, 01' 

between 2012 and 2014. 

Washington State Depaltment of Transpoltation Statewide Transportation Improvement 
Program. This is a list of funded transpOltation improvement projects. The TranspOltation 
Improvement Program for 2009-2012 presents a list of regionally significant projects for the 
upcoming tln'ee years (WSDOT 2009a). A search of the project database for Clark, Skamania 
and Klickitat Counties showed no projects scheduled for any of the roads in the immediate 
project vicinity. The only planned transportation improvement project near the project site is 
resurfacing 1.0 mile of Wind River Road. 

WSDOT also is planning to improve SR 14 between Camas and Washougal, east of Vancouver. 
The project will widen SR 14 from two lanes to four lanes from the end ofthe West Camas 
Slough Bridge to Union Street (SR 500). Included in the project will be construction of a new 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

216 



bridge parallel to the existing bridge on the east end of Lady Island, and construction ofa split
diamond interchange at Union Street and 2nd Street. The project is planned to go to bid in 201 0, 
and construction is scheduled to be completed in 2012 (WSDOT 2009b). 

Skamania County and Klickitat County Regional Transportation Plans. These Regional 
Transportation Plans were developed by the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation 
Council, in coordination with other jurisdictions and WSDOT (SWRTC 2009a and 2009b). 
Regional transportation plans are intended to develop regional solutions to transportation needs. 
Both plans emphasize maintenance and preservation as priorities. Improvements are 
recommended to address identified deficiencies. Recommended improvements in these plans 
include several projects to upgrade portions of SR 14. However, funding is not provided through 
this planning process and these projects are not cUlTently included in the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Program. 

3.11.1.2 Rail Transportation 

The Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway operates a rail mainline that runs parallel to SR 14 to 
the south of the project site. This line is a major link that ties the important industrial areas of 
Vancouver, BC; POllland, Oregon; and Seattle/Tacoma, Washington to the nOllh-centralstates of 
the United States and eastern railroads via Chicago. In the project vicinity, SDS cU1Tently has 
two rail spurs from the Burlington Northern Santa Fe mainline to an existing SDS facility located 
along the Columbia River in Bingen, Washington. One spur telminates near Maple Street and is 
approximately 800 feet long. The second spur terminates at a plywood facility in the area and is 
approximately 2,000 feet long. 
3-221 

3.11.1.3 River TranspOllation 

River transpOllation in the project vicinity includes barge and boat shipping transport on the 
Columbia River, which is located about two miles south of the project site and runs 
predominantly east to west towards the Pacific Ocean. The Columbia River is a major 
tlu·oughway used for transpOlling commodities such as grain, wheat, and lumber down river from 
the interior Pacific Northwest to pOllS such as the Ports of Longview and Vancouver for shipping 
to various U.S. and international destinations. The Columbia River also is used to ship goods 
upriver to destinations in the interior Pacific Northwest. Although there are many hydroelectric 
dams and associated lockage facilities along the Columbia River, the only such facility between 
the Pacific Ocean and the project site is Bonneville Dam,. at about river mile 146 on the 
Columbia River. 

Barges moving upriver from the Ports of Longview or Vancouver are transported to the 
Bonneville Dam using tug boats. The barges and tugs bypass the Bonneville Dam via the 
lockage facility at the Dam. The Bonneville lockage facility accommodates commercial, 
government, and recreational vessels. The heaviest lockage traffic on average occurs during the 
month of August. Vessel traffic is typically heaviest on Thursdays, Fridays, Saturdays, and 
Sundays. River vessels then continue upriver past the SDS facility in Bingen. At this SDS 
facility, there is a dock and crane suitable for unloading heavy materials and other equipment. 
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3.11.1.4 Ail' Transportation 

Ail' transpOliation in the regional area includes the Portland International Airport approximately 
60 miles southwest of the proposed project site, and several other smaller public and private local 
airpolis within a 10-mile radius. 

3.11.2 IMPACTS 

To detelmine potential transportation impacts, the Skamania County Public Works Depmiment 
Manager, the County Engineer, and the Maintenance Superintendent were consulted. Potential 
impacts to potential project access routes were considered, and levels of service were estimated 
for the construction and operation periods. Impacts were considered high if they would result in 
a decrease in LOS to below the Skamania County standard of LOS C at a given intersection after 
mitigation. Impacts would be moderate if the project would result in a modest change to traffic 
volumes, patterns, 01' LOS. Impacts would be low if the project would result in no noticeable 
change to traffic volumes; patterns, 01' LOS. Potential impacts to rail, river, and air 
transpOliation also were evaluated to detelmine whether there would be significant increases in 
uses 01' interference with their operations. 

3.11.2.1 Proposed Action 
Construction 

Impacts to Project Vicinity Roadways 

During project construction, various types of construction vehicles would access the project site. 
Most project construction vehicles would be expected to travel to the general project vicinity via 
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SR 14 since it is the most convenient major highway leading to the area. From SR 14, the 
construction access route would follow Cook-Underwood Road to Willard Road, anq then use a 
ShOli segment of newly-constructed roadway to access West Pit Road (see Figure 3.11-2). From 
West Pit Road, construction vehicles would use a network of existing, improved, and new 
private logging roads at the site to access areas where project facilities would be built (see Figure 
3.11-3). 

Project construction would last for approximately one year, and would involve transport of large 
wind energy components, such as the towel' sections, the nacelle and turbines, and blades, to the 
project site during a two to three month period. All wind energy components initially would be 
delivered ji'om their manufacturing points to one of two ports in Washington state - either the 
POli of Longview 01' the Port of Vancouver. From these Ports, the project components would be 
transported to the project site. Potential methods for transporting these materials to the project 
site include: 

• Using specialized trucks that would use existing State, County, City, and private 
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roadways to deliver the components directly to the project site; 
• By train via the existing Burlington Northem Santa Fe rail lines that run parallel to SR 14 

. to deliver the components to an existing SDS facility in Bingen, Washington, and then 
using specialized trucks to deliver these components to the project site; and 
• By barge and tug boat up the Columbia River and through the lockage facility at the 
Bonneville Dam to SDS' s existing facility in Bingen and then via specialized tlucks to 
the project site. 

Potential impacts associated with specialized trucks are discussed in this subsection of the 
analysis; the rail and river transport options are discussed later in this section. The specialized 
trucks used for transporting wind energy components could have loads as high as 17.5 feet tall 
measured from the ground to the highest point of the load, as wide as 14.5 feet, ancl/or as long as 
150 feet. While most of these trucks would not exceed the WSDOT legal load limit, some trucks 
could have a gross vehicle weight in excess of 105,500 pounds. Trucks with loads in excess of 
the legal load limit could degrade the condition of the existing roadways along the proposed haul 
route, and may require additional axles in order to distribute the weight of the load. Permits 
would be required for all oversized and overweight vehicles. 

Most specialized trucks delivering components directly from either of the Ports to the project site 
would be expected to use SR 14 to the west junction of Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 at 
MP 56.28 (see Figure 3.11-2). These ttucks would encounter restrictions on SR 14 that are 
summarized in Table 3.11-6, and could require additional traffic control measures. However, SR 

. 14 would not require improvements to accommodate the trucks the transpOlt of wind energy 
components. 
Comments: These "specialized trucks" would be traveling in the National Scenic Area, on two 
tane roads that are used by a lot of tourists. Of course there would be impacts to local, tourist, 
and other truck traffic! Whatwe don't know from this DElS is how horrible these impacts 
would actually be. And, we don't know how they would degrade tlte roads aud who would be 
responsible for fixing tltese roads. 
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Figure 3.11-3 

Source: GeoDataScape. Project Site Roadway Network 

Due to the road constraints discussed in Section 3.11.1.1 and identified in Table 3.11-6, the use 
of specialized trucks on SR 14 may not be physically possible for some extremely large or wide 
loads. An altemate route would be for trucks to use 1-84 through Oregon to the Boardman 
junction, then along SR 730 to the junction ofI-82 with SR 395, across the Columbia River back 
into Washington State and then to SR 14. Trucks traveling on SR 14 in this direction, between 
the junction ofI-82/SR 395 and Cook-Underwood Road, would be constrained by one very 
nmTOW tunnel with a height restriction of 13 feet 3 inches measured veltically from the edge of 
the roadway. There also are several additional Columbia River crossings west of the 1-82/SR 
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395 crossing, but each has weight restrictions that would prohibit the transport of wind energy 
components. These crossings include the Bridge ofthe Gods, the Hood River Bridge, SR 197, 
and SR 97. 

Table 3.11-6 Road and Bridge Restrictions for Oversize Motor Vehicles on SR 14 (all 
restrictions apply in both directions) 

Milepost Heighta Width Length 
18.89 to 34.68 
(west of project) 
Loads over 10' wide require 1 front 
and 1 rear pilot cars 
19 to 56 
(west of project) 
Loads over 14' wide require 2 
front and 1 rear pilot cars 
19to 83.53 
(west and east of 
project) 
Loads over 125'
trailer/load length 
prohibited 
56.28 to 63.25 
(west of project) 
All over-height (14') loads must 
contact WSDOT Goldendale Office 
Detour via Cook-Underwood Road 

. must be approved by Skamania 
County 
No loads over 12' wide allowed 
Loads between 8.5 and 10' 
wide require 2 front and 1 rear 
pilot cars 
65 to 65 Hood River 
Bridge Crossing 
(east of project) 
No over-width loads allowed 
76.77 to 76.91 
(east of project) 
All over-height (14') loads must 
contact WSDOT Goldendale Office 
Loads over 10' wide require 2 
front and 1 rear pilot cars 

a. Heights are measured from the ground to the highest point on the load. 
For wind energy components transpOlied either by rail or barge as discussed below, these 
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components would be delivered from either of the POits to the existing SDS facility in Bingen, 
Washington, and then loaded onto specialized trucks at this facility. The trucks would then 
transport the components to the project site. The route for these trucks would include 
approximately 0.25 mile of Maple Street in Bingen, Washington. Maple Street was recently 
constructed and is in good condition. Maple Street has two 12-foot lanes, a wide concrete 
sidewalk on the east side, and a paved shoulder on the west side. There are cunently no oversize 
or overweight restrictions for this road. 

Specialized trucks leaving the SDS facility would then follow SR 14 to the east junction of SR 
14 and Cook -Underwood Road at MP 63.32. This pOition of SR 14 has a restriction on loads 
over 125 feet in length. Special provisions and/or petmitting may be required to transport the 
turbine blades (the longest components) to the junction of SR 14 and Cook-Underwood Road at 
MP 63.32 from the junction ofSR 197 (MP 83.50). 
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Improvements to County and private roads between SR 14 and the project site would be 
necessary to support the long and heavy loads that would be required for the delivery of the wind 
energy components. These improvements would include widening and rebuilding sections of the 
existing roadway network, as well as placing asphalt on some roads that would be. used for 
hauling equipment and project components to the project site. All existing county roadways 
requiring improvements prior to hauling would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
the WSDOT Design Manual (WSDOT 2007) and A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways 
and Streets (AASHTO 2004). 

Cook-Underwood Road contains a bridge that crosses the Little White Salmon River near its 
northenunost point at approximate MP 5.5. Specialized trucks would be required to meet 
Skamania County provisions for oversized and overweight loads. Cook-Underwood Road would 
require no improvements to accommodate the transport of wind energy components. However, 
specialized trucks transporting wind energy blades, the longest single wind energy component, 
eastbound on SR 14 onto Cook-Underwood Road at MP 56.28 or westbound onto Cook
Underwood Road at MP 63.32 would require a 135-foot inside TInning radius, and a 20-foot 
allowance for "tip swing." 

In addition, temporary widening of the intersection of Cook-Underwood Road and Willard Road 
would be required to accommodate the required truck tuming radii for westbound trucks 
transpOiting wind energy blades to the project site. Widening could include removal of some 
trees and vegetation, and engineered fill sections and embankment cut sections. The engineered 
fill and embankment cut sections would not require paving, but would require an all-weather 
driving surface. The exact amount of right of way or easement that might be required from 
adjacent property owners would depend on the turbines chosen, and would be detetmined during 
final design. Following construction, the area would be re-vegetated. No other improvements 
would be required along Willard Road to accommodate the transpOit of wind energy components 

A new direct connection across property owned by SDS would be required between Willard 
Road and West Pit Road for transport oflarger project components to the project site. The 
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intersection of Willard Road and West Pit Road would be designed to accommodate the required 
truck turning radii. In addition, West Pit Road would require additional permanent widening to 
accommodate transport of wind energy components to the project site. West Pit Road would be 
improved to provide a minimum drivable section width of25 feet (width of finished road), with 
an additional 5 feet of shoulder on either side, with allowance for side slope and drainage. The 
one existing culvelt, which was upgraded during the summer of2009, may need some additional 
lengthening if the roadway is widened over the culvert. Widening could include removal of trees 
and vegetation, and engineered till sections and embankment cut sections. The engineered fill 
and embankment cut sections would not require paving, but would require an all-weather driving 
surface. 

Roadway Construction at the Project Site 

To provide access to all ofthe proposed wind tower locations, approximately 7.9 miles of 
existing roads would be improved and about 2.4 miles of new private access roads would be 
constructed at the project site (see Figure 3.11-3). All roadway improvements and new 
construction at the proposed project site would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
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the standards for the applicable road classifications as set forth in the Skamania County Private 
Road Guidelines and Development Assistance Manual, as adopted by the County Resolution in 
2008. 

New gravel roadways would extend toward and run along the turbine strings. Roads extending 
towards the turbine strings would be designed for a minimum drivable section width of 25 feet 
with allowance for side slope and drainage. Roads running along or between the turbine strings 
would be designed for a minimum drivable section width of25 feet with an additional5-foot 
section on both sides to accommodate drainage and clearance for the project crane that would be 
on site to assemble the tower sections, the nacelles, and blades. All newly constructed roads 
would be constructed with an all-weather driving surface. 

During construction, parking would be located at the construction staging area and along the 
proposed project site access roads. Parking along turbine string roads would be primarily for 
those employees working on foundations, electrical infrastructure, and turbines. Vehicles would 
park in areas that would be already temporarily or permanently disturbed from other construction 
activities. No additional ground disturbance would occur solely for construction parking 
requirements. 

Impacts to Traffic Volumes and LOS 

During project construction, there would be an increase in traffic activity in and around the 
project site due to the construction workforce, equipment deliveries, and empty trucks returning 
to SR 14. Traffic delays could occur on project area roads due to the maneuvering of large 
vehicles can·ying heavy and/or long loads. In addition, it is expected that approximately 265 
personnel would be on site at the same time while multiple construction disciplines conduct work 
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concUll'ently. Between 65 and 75 percent of the construction labor force would most likely be 
hired from the cities of Portland and Vancouver; of these, most are expected to commute daily to 
and from the project site. The remaining 25 to 35 percent of the work force would most likely be 
residents of Skamania, Klickitat, and Hood River counties. 

Traffic volumes during construction were estimated for the west and east junctions of Cook
Underwood Road with SR 14. The estimated traffic volumes assume that all construction 
vehicles related to project construction would travel through either the east or the west junction 
Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14; if other routes were used, the actual impacts to these 
junctions would be less. 

Table 3.11-7 compares estimated traffic volumes without the proposed project to estimated 
traffic volumes with the proposed project during the peak construction period. As shown in this 
table, it is expected that at the peak of construction (a period of three to five months) during the 
AM peak hour, approximately 210 construction vehicles would travel through either junction of 
SR 14 and Cook-Undetwood Road. During the PM peak hour, approximately 10 construction 
vehicles would be expected to travel through this same junction. Also during this construction 
peak, an increase of up to 275 vehicles total would be southbound on Cook-Underwood Road 
from the project site during the PM peak hour. 
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Table 3.11-7 
Estimated 2011 Traffic Volumes 
during Peak Construction Period 

Location West Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
with SR 14 
East Junction of Cook-Undetwood Road 
with SR 14 
2011 Without Project 2011 With Project 2011 Without Project 2011 With Project 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Eastbound 
SR 14 160 100 370105180110 390115 
Westbound 
SR 147023016024080260170270 
Southbound 
Cook-
Underwood 
Road 
101020285101020285 

AM Peak Hour is 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 

PM Peak Hour if 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 
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Peak-hour LOS analyses were completed for both the west and east junctions of SR 14 and 
Cook-Underwood Road using estimated 2011 traffic volumes, including non-project traffic and 
traffic related to construction. The analysis assumed that 65 to 75 percent of construction traffic 
trips would travel to and from west of the project site on SR 14, and 25 to 35 percent of 
construction traffic trips would travel to and from east ofthe project site on SR 14. Many of 
these trips would occur outside of the peak periods, depending on their origin location and start 
time. Analyses results are presented in Table 3.l1-8. 

Table 3.11-8 
Level of Service during Construction 

Location Peak Hour 
Estimated 2009 
LOS 
Estimated 2011 LOS 
Without Project With Project 
Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 
Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 
Delay 
(sec/veh) LOS 
West Junction of Cook-Underwood Road' 
SR 14 
Eastbound Left Tum 
AM 7.6 A 7.6 A 8.4 A 
PM 7.9 A 8.0 A 8.0A 
Cook-Underwood Road 
Southbound LeftlRight Turn 
AM 9.4 A 9.4 A 14.7 B 
PM 10.0A 10.1 B 14.1 B 
East Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
SR 14 
Eastbound Left Turn 
AM 7.6 A 7.6 A 8.4 A 
PM 8.0 A 8.0 A 8.1 A 
Cook-Underwood Road 
Southbound LeftlRight Tum 
AM 9.4 A 9.5 A 15.1 B 
PM 10.2 B 10.3 B 14.7 B 

Delay = Average per vehicle 

Based on this analysis, estimated 2011 traffic volumes, including construction vehicles, would 
have minimal impact on the LOS at either junction of SR 14, which would maintain LOS A. For 
vehicles tuming left or right from Cook-Underwood Road at either the west or the east junctions 
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of Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14, delays would increase up to approximately six seconds 
per vehicle over estimated 2011 conditions. The southbound approach on Cook-Underwood 
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Road at the west jlllction with SR 14 would experience degradation in LOS from A to B during 
the AM hour over estimated 2011 operations. The southbound approach on Cook-Underwood 
Road at the east junction with SR 14 would experience degradation in LOS from A to B during 
the AM peak hour over estimated 2011 operations. LOS B operations would be maintained at 
both the west and east junctions of Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 during the PM peak hour 
with no change in LOS over year 2011. 

Traffic Hazards 

Traffic hazards associated with construction projects generally relate to accidents. Construction 
of the project would require that many construction vehicles, including trucks with oversized and 
overweight loads, share the existing roadway network with the general pUblic. As a result, some 
accidents could occur that would be directly attributable to construction traffic. This increase is 
expected to be temporary and minimal. Prior to project construction, coordination would be 
required between the owner, contractor, the Cities of Bingen and White Salmon, Skamania 
County, and WSDOT to ensure the highest level of safety possible for both the traveling public 
and the construction vehicles. This coordination would be particularly impoltant during the 
summer months when the cities of Bingen and White Salmon experience an increase in traffic 
volume from recreational activities in the sUlTounding area. 

SR 14 in the vicinity of the proposed project site is a two-lane undivided rural highway with 
limited access. Access points in the proposed project vicinity do not include roadway 
charmelization for turning movements. PM peak traffic volumes at both the east and west 
intersections of SR 14 with Cook-Underwood Road would increase from an estimated 10 
vehicles without the project to an estimated 285 vehicles with the project (see Table 3.11-7). 
While traffic delay would increase by approximately four seconds (see Table 3.11-8), LOS at 
both intersections in the PM peak would remain at LOS B. Construction worker traffic (workers 
travelling to and from the job site) is anticipated to have minor effects on traffic safety. Potential 
moderate impacts to travel safety could occur due to the tmning movements of oversized and 
overweight trucks onto and off of Cook-Underwood Road during the peak construction period. 

Impacts to Railroad Transportation 

Some wind energy components also may be transpOited fl:om either the POit of Longview 01' POit 
of Vancouver by rail to the existing SDS facility in Bingen, Washington. Wind energy 
components on rail cars can be up to 14.5 feet in width, up to approximately 15 feet in height, 
and as long as 150 feet. The wind energy components likely would be transpOited on standard 01' 

heavy-duty 89-foot long flat rail cars. These components would be off-loaded at the SDS facility 
to a staging location to be determined and loaded onto specialized trucks for transpOit to the 
project site. . 
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Although the Burlington Northem Santa Fe rail line between Vancouver, Washington and the 
SDS facility could accommodate most wind energy components, this rail line may not be able to 
accommodate loads with widths in excess of 14 feet. This may preclude transport by rail of the 
wide bottom sections of the wind turbine towers; however, the nacelles, turbines, blades, and 
upper sections of the wind turbine towers still could be transported by rail. Because rail 
transport would only be used for components that could safely be transported by rail and would 
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be accomplished within existing railroad schedules, impacts to rail transpOliation are expected to 
be minimal to low. 

Impacts to River Transportation 

Potential impacts to river transportation would occur only if wind energy components were 
transported by barge from either the Port of Longview or Port of Vancouver to the SDS facility 
in Bingen, Washington. The wind energy components would be transpOlied from the POlis 
upriver to the Bonneville Dam using by barges and tugboats. The barges and tugboats would 
bypass the Bonneville Dam via the lockage facility, and continue upriver to the existing SDS 
facility in Bingen, Washington. The wind energy components would be off-loaded at the SDS 
facility to a staging location to bc determined and loaded onto specialized tl1lcks for transpOli to 
the proposed project site. 

Comment: What types of "specialized trucks" are we talking about here? How much do they 
weigh? What is this "staging location" ami where is it located? Surely SDS knows where they 
call or canllot off-load any barged equipment! 

There would be no oversized or overweight restrictions using barges at either of the Ports, on the 
Columbia River, or at the lockage facility at the Bonneville Dam. Coordination with the 
Bonneville Dam Project Office would be required to determine optimal times for lockage use. 
Because there would be no interference with river operations and shipping of project materials 
would be accomplished within existing lockage schedules, construction impacts to river 
transportation are expected to be minimal to low. 

Impacts to Air Transportation 

Temporary construction equipment such as cranes and derricks that would be used for the 
construction of the proposed towers could pose a hazard to aviation safety during the 
construction period, depending on their height. A "Detennination of No Hazard to Air 
Navigation" likely would need to be obtained. for celiain taller wind energy components, such as 
the wind turbines, that would be constructed at the project site. It is not expected that local or 
regional airpOlis would be used for transporting construction equipment or material, and no air 
transpOliation impacts would be anticipated. 

Operation 
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Project operation would generate small volumes of additional traffic associated with workers 
commuting to the project and occasional service delivery trips. Project operation workers would 
generate approximately 30 daily trips, with service delivery trips ranging from zero to usually no 
more than four daily trips. Although the project will operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 
using an automated system, the operations crew would typically work eight-hour days Monday 
through Friday. The distribution of operational traffic trips is expected to be the same as for 
construction trips. 

Impacts to Project Vicinity Roadways 

Vehicles trips generated during project operation would consist primarily of employees 
commuting to and from the site in their personal vehicles. The number of additional trips, and 
the types of vehicles used, are not expected to exceed State or County roadway legal load limits. 
These vehicles would not contribute to roadway degradation. 
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Impacts to Traffic Volumes and LOS 

Peak-hour traffic volumes were estimated for operations at both the west and east junctions of 
SR 14 and Cook-Undelwood Road. These estimates include 2012 baseline traffic volumes and 
the project-generated traffic volumes. Like the analysis of traffic volumes during construction, 
the estimated traffic volumes assume that all vehicles during project operation would travel -
through either the east or the west junction Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14; if other routes 
were used, the actual impacts to these junctions would be less. Table 3.11-9 compares estimated 
traffic volumes without the proposed project to estimated traffic volumes with the proposed 
project during full operation of the project. 

Table 3.11-9 
Estimated 2012 Traffic Volumes during Operation 
at Junctions of Cook-Un del wood Road and SR 14 

Location 
West Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
with SR 14 
East Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
with SR 14 
2012 Without Project 2012 With Project 2012 Without Project 2012 With Project 
AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak AM Peak PM Peak 
Eastbound 
SR 14170100180100180110190110 
Westbound 
SR 14 70 240 75 240 80 260 85 260 
Southbound 
Cook-
Underwood 
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Road 
10 10 102510 10 1025 

AM Peak Hom is 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM 

PM Peak Hom if 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM 

Peak-hour LOS analyses were completed for both the west and east junctions of SR 14 and 
Cook-Underwood Road, based on the estimated 2012 traffic volumes. The results indicate that 

. operations would have a minimal impact on the LOS for either the west or the east junctions of 
Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14. Delays would increase slightly-less than one second per 
vehicle-for vehicles tmning left or right from Cook-Undetwood Road at either the west or the 
east junctions of Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 over estimated 2012 operations. LOS A 
and B operations would be maintained during the AM and PM peak hours at both the west and 
east junctions of Cook-Underwood Road with SR 14 with no change in LOS over year 2012. 
Analyses results are presented in Table 3.11-10. 
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Table 3.11-10 
Level of Service during Operation 

Location Peak Hour 
Estimated 2009 
LOS 
Estimated 2012 LOS 
Without Project With Project 
Delay(sec/veh) LOS 
Delay(sec/veh) LOS 
Delay(sec/veh) LOS 
West Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
SR 14 
Eastbound Left Tum 
AM 7.6 A 7.6A 7.6 A 
PM7.9 A 8.0 A 8.0A 
Cook-Underwood Road 
Southbound LeftlRight T\jm 
AM 9.4 A 9.4 A 9.7 A 
PM 10.0 A 10.2 B 10.4 B 
East Junction of Cook-Underwood Road 
SR 14 
Eastbound Left Tum 
AM7.6A 7.6A 7.6A 
PM 8.0 A 8.0A 8.0A 
Cook-Underwood Road 
Southbound LeftlRight Tum 
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AM 9.4 A 9.5 A 9.8 A 
PM 10.2 B 10.3 B 10.6 B 

Delay = Average pel' vehicle 

During operations, employees would park at the Operations and Maintenance facility parking lot. 
There would be approximately 10 vehicles each day, including employee and delivery vehicles. 
A maximum of approximately 20 vehicles are expected to be parked in the Operations and 
Maintenance facility parking lot at anyone time. A visitor kiosk is also planned at the 
Operations and Maintenance facility that would provide tourists with a safe place to view and 
learn about wind turbines. The parking lot would be sized to accommodate these uses. 

Traffic Hazards 

Because ofthe low volumes and infrequent trips, project operation is not expected to increase 
traffic hazards or accident occurrences. 

Impacts to Railroad and River Transportation 

Once construction is complete and the project is operational, it is expected that there would not 
be any use of railroad or river transportation for the proposed proj ect. Because .there thus would 
be no interference with railroad or river operations, there would be no expected impacts to 
railroad and river transportation during project operation. 

Impacts to Ail' Transportation 

The proposed wind turbines would not be expected to conflict with a11'iving 01' departing aircraft 
from either the public or private airports within the project vicinity. All towers would meet 
Federal Aviation Administration regulations regarding lighting. A "Determination of No Hazard 
to Air Navigation" would be obtained for the proposed project. The Federal Aviation 
Administration would need to be notified of any alterations to the wind turbine towers that could 
affect airspace. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
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preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during construction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include 01' parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
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resolve all major transportation issues presently anticipated, including impacts to traffic volumes 
and LOS standards. If impacts to transportation are anticipated to occur as a result of site 
restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation measures will be proposed as part of the 
plan. 

3.11.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the project would not be constructed and therefore no 
additional auto 01' truck trips would be added due to the project. No impacts upon any type of 
transportation (road, rail, ail', 01' river) would occur. 

3.11.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, reduce, 01' compensate for potential 
project impacts to transportation. 

• Prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to direct and obligate the contractor 
to implement procedures to minimize traffic impacts in consultation with both WSDOT and 
Skamania County. The plan should be submitted to EFSEC for approval 
and include requirements for coordination of project-related construction traffic and WSDOT 
planned construction projects, along with requirements for coordination of project-related 
construction traffic and Skamania County, City of Bingen, and City of White Salmon summer 
recreational traffic. 
• Comply with State and County permitting requirements for over-size and over-weight vehicles. 
• Notify land owners in the project vicinity prior to construction of transportation routes that 
would be used for construction equipment and labor. 
• Place approved State' and/or County advanced warning construction signs prior to and during 
construction. 
• Use certified flaggers when necessary to direct traffic when over-size and over-weight trucks 
either enter 01' exit public roads, to minimize risk of accidents. 
• Avoid restricting traffic flow for more than 20 minutes during the constluction phase. 
• Use pilot cars both in front of and behind all trucks transporting over-size 01' over-weight loads 
on all public roadways. For all loads over 10 feet wide traveling on SR 14 from east of the 
proposed project site between MP 76.77 and MP 76.91, use three pilot cars, two in 
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front and one in the real'. The two front pilot cars would be required to maintain a minimum 500 
feet of separation. The lead pilot cal' would warn oncoming traffic of the over-size load, and the 
pilot car immediately in front of the over-size load would be responsible for stopping all 
oncoming traffic. 
• Design and build all access road improvements or new construction according to WSDOT and 
Washington State access management standards. 
• Conduct pre- and post-haul construction visual assessments of roadway surface conditions to 
identify weak or deteriorated areas along the haul route that may require repair as a result of 
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project-related traffic. Following the end of construction, repair all pavement sections affected by 
project-related traffic as needed to pre-construction 
conditions or better . 
• Perform all snow removal from project access roads in a safe manner that does not degrade 
roadway conditions. 

3.11.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

No major unavoidable adverse impacts to traffic and transportation have been identified. 
Construction of the project is anticipated to have very minor impacts to LOS standards, and to 
have a potential very minor impact on traffic safety. Operation of the project is anticipated to 
have little to no impact to transpOliation. 
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3.12 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

This section describes impacts to public services and utilities. The project area and site are 
served by a variety of public services and utilities. Public services discussed include fire 
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protection, law enforcement, emergency medical services and schools. Utilities discussed 
include telephone, electric, sewer, water and solid waste disposal. 

3.12.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.12.1.1 Public Services 
Fire Protection 

As discussed in Section 3.6.1.2, Public Health and Safety, fire protection services are provided 
by two city fire departments (North Bonneville and Stevenson) and seven Skamania County fire 
districts provide fire protection to Skamania County residents. DNR also provides fire 
suppression services to forested areas in Skamania County, and would be the first responder to a 
fire emergency at the project site (J. Weeks, personal communication). 

Law Enforcement 

As discussed in Section 3.6.1.3, Public Health and Safety, the Skamania County Sheriffs Office 
would provide law enforcement services to the project. Sheriffs Office headquarters are located 
in Stevenson, approximately 15miles southwest of the project site. The response time from 
Sheriffs Office headquarters to the project site is approximately 20 minutes. 

Additionally, the Washington State Patrol patrols SR 14, which is south ofthe site. Construction 
and equipment delivery vehicles would travel on SR 14. Roads extending north of SR 14 are 
county roads, and are patrolled by the Sheriff s Office. 

Emergency Medical Services 

As discussed in Section 3.6.1.4, Public Health and Safety, two ambulance companies would 
respond to an emergency at the Project site: Skamania County Emergency Medical Service and 
Skyline Ambulance. Skamania County Emergency Medical Services is the functioning entity of 
Skamania County Hospital District No.1, which provides ambulance service to the residents of 
Skamania County. Skyline Ambulance is based at Skyline Hospital in White Salmon, and is 
equipped with three ambulance vehicles. 

The two hospitals closest to the project are Skyline Hospital in White Salmon (7 miles southeast 
of the project) and Providence Hood River Memorial Hospital in the City of Hood River (8 miles 
southeast of the project). 

3-235 

Schools 

The public school closest to the project site is the Mill A School, which is approximately 2 miles 
southwest of the site. The next closest public schools are in the community of Carson, 
approximately 10 miles west of the site. School buses may drive through neighborhoods near the 
project site, including Willard and Mill A, which are located approximately 2.25 and 1.5 miles 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fann DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

232 



respectively from the site. 

Mill A School District No. 31 provides public educational services to the population in the 
district (ESD 2008). Mill A School currently enrolls 81 students in grades K through 8 in the 
southeastern comer of Skamania County adjacent to the project site. High school students living 
within the boundaries of the Mill A School District attend Stevenson High School in the 
Stevenson-Carson School District No. 303, which borders Mill A School District No. 31 on the 
west: Table 3.12-4 shows that over the last few years, enrollment in these five districts has not 
changed more than five percentage points, on average. 

Table 3.12-1 
Enrollment Trends 
in the Whistling Ridge Energy Project Vicinity 

Mill A School District 
Mount Pleasant School District 
Skamania School District 
Stevenson-Carson School District 
Washougal School District 
Fall 2004 79 65 64 1,0492,870 
Fall 2005 76 63 72 1,069 3,015 
Fall 2006 66 5670 1,0583,057 
Fall 2007 69 56 68 1,0203,054 
Annual Average 
Rate of Growth, 
2004-2007 . 
-4.4% -4.8% 2.0% -0.9% 2.1 % 

Source: Washington State aSPI (2008). 

There are no higher education facilities near the project area. The higher education facilities 
closest to the site are located in Vancouver, Washington. 

3.12.1.2 Utilities 

The site area is served by the following utilities: 

• Telephone: Embarq 
• Electric: Skamania County Public Utility District (PUD) 
• Sewer: Individual septic systems 
• Water: Individual wells 
• Solid Waste Pickup: Skamania County 
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Embarq provides telephone service to the area surrounding the site (D. Cox, personal 
communication). The Skamania County Public Utility District (PUD) is a customer-owned utility 
that provides electricity service to Skamania County. The PUD's primary source of power is 
obtained from BPA, which markets power generated by the federal hydroelectric facilities along 
the Columbia River. The PUD's backup power source is the Condit Dam. The PUD has . 
expressed interest in using the project as a source of backup power when the Condit Dam is 
removed. 

The homes and businesses in Mill A and Willard do not have sewer service or water service, and 
are served by individual wells and septic systems. 

Skamania County provides solid waste pick-up service to residences and businesses in the 
County, including those neal' the project site (Skamania County PUD office staff, personal 
communication). The majority of solid waste from Skamania County is delivered to the 
Roosevelt Regional Landfill in Klickitat County (WSSWIC 2009). The landfill began operations 
in 1990, and as of 2000 had in excess of 140 million tons of remaining permitted capacity. The 
landfill site contains more than 2,000 acres in which additional capacity could likely be 
pelmitted (Klickitat County 2000). 

3.12.2 IMPACTS 
3.12.2.1 Proposed Action 

The potential impacts of the proposed project on public services and utilities include those from 
construction and operation. 

Construction 

The use of consttUction workers from outside the immediate area could result in a minor and 
temporary increase in the demand for public services including police departments, providers of 
emergency medical services, and local fire departments. 

The impact of project consttUction on local schools would be at most minor and temporary, as 
few out-of-area consttUction workers are likely to be accompanied by families for this temporary 
consttUction project. 

ConsttUction-related impacts to local utilities providing telephone, electric 01' solid waste pickup 
are also expected to be minor and temporary. Most workers would not be in the area for long 
enough to obtain these services; those who stayed in temporary housing in the area would not 
remain for more than a few months. 

The presence of consttUction vehicles on area roads would not impact the response times for 
emergency providers. Construction trucks would represent additional volume on area roads, but 
transportation LOS would remain at LOS A 01' B (delays of less than 15 seconds), and thus 
would not cause substantial delays to emergency response vehicles. ConsttUction activities 
themselves would take place entirely within land'managed for commercial forestry by the 
Applicant, and would not impact local emergency providers. 
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Fire Protection 

The project site is generally forest land. The only structures proposed on the forest lands are the 
towers, associated transformers and substation, and the Operations and Maintenance facility. 
Project construction could temporarily increase the risk of fire at the project site and in the 
broader project area. A~ the landowner, S.D.S Co., LLC has the ability to respond to fires on 
their forest land with dozers and water trucks. 

Fire response on forest lands is provided by DNR. They have resources in the area and respond 
to all wildland fires. DNR would likely respond to a structure fire in the woods, as would 
Underwood Fire District and Mill A Volunteers. Mill A Volunteers is not a recognized fire 
district with a tax base but a volunteer fire company; the group has joint responder agreements 
with Underwood and DNR. 

Underwood Fire District is the nearest local fire district and has submitted a comment (scoping 
comment # 1 08) to EFSEC regarding their ability to respond to fires and provide services. The 
Underwood fire chief commented: 

"The area designated for the energy project is outside our district; DNR is the official service 
provider for these areas. The Project may have a generally positive impact on the ability of our 
department and DNR to offer fire protection 
services to the area because new roads, extensions, and improved existing roads will provide 
better access for all first responders. If necessary, Fire District 3 can provide service coverage to 
the Project area without any reduction in service capacity to our constituency. We do not have a 
contract to provide service to the area. The project does not present any challenges or 
requirements for which we are not already prepared to respond." 

There are two potential locations for the Operations and Maintenance facility site, one on-site 
next to the substation and the alternative site along West Pit Road near the intersection with 
Willard Road. The alternative site would have a shOlter emergency response time than the on
site option. 

Law Enforcement 

Construction activities associated with the project would increase traffic volume on roadways 
sun'ounding the project site, as a result of both commuting construction workers and the 
transportation of materials. This increased volume would likely occur in mid-summer to fall 
when vacationers use the roadways. It is possible that the number of accidents and calls for 
service along major roadways (e.g., SR 14 and I-84) would increase for approximately six 
months, after which most ofthe on-site work would be done. 

The demand for traffic enforcement activities would peak when construction employment peaks 
at approximately 265 employees for approximately one month. Out-of-area workers are not 
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expected to move their families into the project area because each construction phase requiring 
workers with specialized skills would be completed within three and one-half months or less. 
They would likely either commute (from the POliland-Vancouver area) or stay in temporary 
housing for the period oftime needed to complete their tasks. As described in Section 4.4 
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Socioeconomics of the Application for Site Celiification, this analysis assumes thatlls many as 
40 non-local workers could be employed at the project site during the peak construction month 
(this includes potential out-of-state workers) and would likely stay in temporary housing. 
There likely would be additional calls for response during the construction phase, primarily 
because of increased traffic and accident potential. However, because the construction period is 
ShOli (approximately one year), the increased service calls are not anticipated to be sufficient in 
number to require additional law enforcement staff resources in the project area. See Section 
3.11, Transportation, for fUliher discussion oftraffic safety hazards. 

Commellt: There is 110 real, data-based socio-ecollomic analysis in the DEIS. SDS alld BPA 
have failed to do allY analysis Oil the socio-ecollomic cumulative impacts to Skamania County 
as a result 0/ this proposed project. During the public scopillg period, SDS Lumber presented 
that a total 0/ FIVE permallellt jobs (some technical alld others as watch personnel) would 
result/rom this project. As/ar as I can determille,pilfagillg 1000+ acres/or jive jobs is not a 
good retlll'll on 0111' envirollmelltal investment! / 

Emergency Medical Services 

During project construction, the local demand for emergency medical services could increase 
slightly due to construction accidents that could occur at the project site or project vicinity. 
Project construction workers would be exposed to hazards caused by equipment failure, natural 
disaster, or human mistake that would require the services of local emergency response units to 
provide initial treatment and transportation to a local medical facility and the services of 
emergency rooms in the receiving facility. The specific level of demand for emergency medical 
service response is unknown. 

With adequate safety measures in place, and considering the size of the construction workforce 
(which would temporarily reach apeak of265 workers for one month) it is expected that project 
construction would generate few serious injury accidents requiring emergency medical services 
response. The two local hospitals (Skyline Hospital in White Salmon and Providence Hood 
River Memorial Hospital in Hood River) have capacity for additional patients and there are 
ambulances available to service the project site. 

It is expected that an average of31 and a peak of 40 construction workers'would temporarily 
migrate to the local labor market from either outside the immediate tri-county area of Skamania, 
Klickitat and Hood River region or from out of state. However, because the duration of their 
stay in the project area would be short (approximately four months), it is unlikely that these 
temporary workers would create a noticeable increase in demand for emergency medical services 
during project construction. 
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Schools 

An average of21 (40 at peak) specialized non-local construction workers from out of the area 
would work on the project. However, the anticipated maximum duration of employment for 
each craft is three to three and one-half months, and few workers are anticipated to move their 
families to the area. Further, much of the construction will take place during the summer months 
when school is not in session. Consequently, construction is expected to cause little to no 
additional enrollment. The Mill A and White Salmon School Districts have the capacity to 
handle any influx. The White Salmon Valley School District commented during scoping: 

"Economically this project has the potential to benefit the community and the school district by 
adding revenues without creating additional demands for services or impacts on the school 
system." 
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Construction traffic is not expected to lower transportation LOS below LOS A or B (delay less 
than 15 seconds), and consequently there would be little or no impact on school busses in the 
area. 

Utilities 

Water Supply. During the approximately one-year construction period, approximately 1.7 
million gallons of water would be consumed for road compaction, dust control, wetting concrete, 
and other construction purposes. The construction contractor would supply water used during 
construction. Water would be delivered to the project site via water trucks and obtained from a 
local source with a valid water right. This impact would be negligible considering the temporary 
nature of the impact and the availability of adequate water supplies. 

Wastewater. No impacts to community wastewater disposal systems are antiCipated because the 
project would not be connected to a sewer system during construction. Sanitary wastes would be 
collected in portable toilets during construction. Disposal of sanitary wastes would be managed 
through a contract with a portable toilet vendor. The contractor would incorporate applicable 
state capacity requirements based on the construction worker population on the project site at any 
given time. Collected wastes would be managed and disposed of by the contracted vendor. 

Solid Waste. During construction, the primary wastes generated would be solid construction 
debris such as scrap metal, cable, wire, wood pallets, plastic packaging materials and cardboard. 
The total volume of construction wastes is expected to be less than ten tons. This waste would 
be accumulated on site in drop boxes until hauled away to a licensed transfer station or landfill 
by either the construction contractor or the Skamania County Solid Waste Division. 

The majority of solid waste from Skamania County is delivered to the Roosevelt Regional 
Landfill in Klickitat County (WSSWIC 2009). The landfill began operations in 1990, and as of 
2000 had in excess of 140 million tons of remaining pennitted capacity. The landfill site 
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contains more than 2,000 acres, in which additional capacity could likely be permitted (Klickitat 
County 2000). 

Operation 

Project operation would create a potential positive impact on public services and utilities. The 
project's assessed value could be as much as $87.5 million, and this would generate 
approximately $731,500 per year in property tax revenue and $50,000 in sales tax revenue. 
Assuming that an annual tax revenue of $731 ,500 would be distributed in the same manner as 
cutTent property tax distributions, funds receiving the most revenue would be the State School 
Fund ($185,281), School District 405 Maintenance and Operations ($149,461), the County Road 
fund ($115,035), and the Cunent Expense fund ($111,086). The sales tax revenue would be split 
between Washington State (approximately $46,000) and Washington Counties, primarily 
Skamania and Klickitat Counties ($4,000). Section 3.13.2 Impacts provides additional 
information on revenue. Although impacts are expected to be minimal, a portion of these funds 
could nevel1heless be used to upgrade existing public services and utilities in Klickitat County. 
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The project would have eight to nine on-site employees during operation. Given this small 
number, and considering the use of on-site services and emergency response plans, the project is 
expected to have minimal adverse impact on local public services and utilities. 

Fire Protection 

Fire protection would continue to be provided by S.D.S. Co., LLC, DNR, Underwood Fire 
District and Mill A Volunteers. Potential for fire during operations would be lower than during 
the construction period, and the remaining fire risk could be mitigated through appropriate 
operational practices. DNR has stated that resources for fire protection and suppression services 
are adequate to serve the project during construction and operation (J. Weeks, personal 
communication). 

Wildfires in the project area are relatively rare, and DNR continually monitors fire conditions. 

Turbine fires are possible; however, with the types of modern wind turbines proposed for the 
project, turbine malfunctions leading to fires in the nacelle are extremely rare. The turbine 
control system detects overheating in turbine machinery, and intemal fires would be detected by 
these sensors, causing the machine to shut down immediately and send an alarm signal to the 
central supervisory control and data acquisition system, which would notify operators of the 
alarm by cell phone or pager. 

Law Enforcement 

The Sheriffs Office resources are generally adequate to serve the project during construction 
and operation, given that on-site security is provided by a separate party (D. Cox, personal 
communication). Whistling Ridge Energy LtC would likely contract locally for private security. 
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Emergency Services 

The project would not result in a decrease in response times for area service providers during 
operation. The project's eight to nine permanent employees would not represent a substantial 
increase in traffic volumes on area 1'oads that would impact emergency response, nor would 
project facilities result in additional traffic controls. 

Schools 

The addition of eight to nine employees, even if all were from outside the local area and had 
families, would represent a minimal impact to local schools, especially since they would likely 
live in more than one school district. 

Utilities 

Upon completion, the project and either of the proposed sites for the Operations and 
Maintenance Facility would be served by the following utility systems: 

• Telephone. Embarq and Sprint. Both providers have adequate capacity to serve the site. 
• Electric service. Skamania County PUDIBP A connection. Electricity would be used at 
the Operations and Maintenance building. The PUD has adequate capacity to serve the 
site. The impact would be the same at either alternative location for the facility; 
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however, the alternative site at West Pit Road would be closer to existing PUD lines. No 
new BP A infrastructure would be needed for the electrical transmission interconnection 
system beyond the proposed interconnection and substation. 
• Drinking water. Estimated water use during operation would be less than 5,000 gallons 
per day, primarily for showers, kitchen, and bathroom for Operations and Maintenance 
staff. Since the staff would work eight-hour shifts Monday through Friday, total water 
use is likely to be equivalent or less than a single-family home. Watei' would'be supplied 
by an on-site well. A well using less than 5,000 gallons of water a day would be exempt 
from permit requirements in RCW 90.44.040. The well would be installed by a well 
contractor licensed pursuant to Chapter 173-162 WAC, and in compliance with the 
requirements and standards of Chapter 173-160 WAC. The well would be installed 
consistent with Skamania County Community Development Depatiment and Ecology 
requirements for the new wells. 
• Wastewater. Sewer service would be provided through an on-site septic system. The 
Operations and Maintenance facility would use less than 5,000 gallons per day of water, 
and since sewer flows are determined by indoor water use, total sewer flow is also likely 
to be equivalent or less than a single-family home. There is adequate space on either the 
project site or the alternative Operations and Maintenance site for construction of a septic 
field of sufficient size to serve this demand. The septic system would be built by a septic 
tank installer licensed by Skamania County, in accordance with all requirements ofthe 
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Washington Department of Health and the Skamania County Community Development 
Depatiment Environmental Health Division. 
• Non-hazardous waste. Solid waste pickup would be provided by Skamania County 
through Allied Waste, which has one of three garbage collection franchises for the 
County. The Roosevelt Regional Land Fill has adequate space for any routine nonhazardous 
waste from the project. . 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the project is 
suspended or terminated during constlUction or before it has completed its useful operating life. 
The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identify, evaluate, and 
resolve all major environmental and public health and safety issues presently anticipated, 
including potential impacts on public services and utilities. If impacts to public services or 
utilities are anticipated to occur as a result of site restoration and project decommissioning, 
mitigation measures will be proposed as part of the plan. 

3-242 

3.12.2.2 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative the project would not be built. There would be no impacts to 
public services and utilities. 

3.12.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, reduce, or compensate for potential 
project impacts to public services and utilities during constlUction or operation of the proposed 
project. 

• Mitigate potential impacts to public services and utilities by using tax revenues generated 
by the proj ect. 
• Provide all local police, fire, and emergency medical agencies with emergency response 
infOlmation for the project, including employee contact information, procedures for 
rescue operations to the nacelles, and location of rescue basket. The Applicant would 
provide applicable emergency response information to local agencies prior to project 
constlUction and would review and update employee contact infOlmation annually and 
provide any changes to the appropriate agencies. 
• Utilize fire precautions for staying abreast of fire conditions in the project area by 
contacting DNR. A Fire Protection and Prevention Plan would be developed .for EFSEC 
approval and implemented, in coordination with the Skamania County Fire Marshall and 
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appropriate agencies. Both the wind turbine generators and the substation would be 
equipped with lightning protection systems. As seen in Table 3.6-5, Public Health and 
Safety, sources for potential fire and explosion along with measures to mitigate the risk 
of either occurring, are outlined. 
• Maintain the use of a full-time security plan during project construction to reduce the 
potential need for increased police services to the project site. These law enforcement 
mitigation measures are outlined in Section 3.6.3, Public Health and Safety. 
• Prepare emergency plans to protect the public health, safety, and environment on and off 
the project site in the case of a major natural disaster or industrial accident relating to or 
affecting the project. The construction specifications would require that the contractors 
prepare and implement a Construction Health and Safety Program that included an 
emergency plan. The Construction Health and Safety Program would include the 
following provisions: 
- Construction Injury and Illness Prevention Plan 
- Construction Written Safety Program 
- Construction Personnel Protective Devices 
- Construction On-Site Fire Suppression Prevention 
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- Construction Off-Site Fire Suppression SUppOlt 
• Install the well supplying the Operations and Maintenance facility, at either of the two 
sites under consideration, by a well contractor licensed pursuant to Chapter 173-162 
WAC, and in compliance with the requirements and standards of Chapter 173-160 WAC. 
The well would be installed consistent with Skamania County Community Development 
Depm1ment and Ecology requirements for the new wells. 
• Coordinate and comply with the Skamania County Community Development Department 
Environmental Health Division, and would comply with all County and State septic tank 
and subsurface disposal field design, installation, and maintenance requirements 

3.12.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The project would have no unavoidable adverse impacts to public services and utilities. The 
small amount of additional services and utilities that would be needed would be offset by the 
increased tax revenue. 

Comment: When SDS first proposed this project, MI'. Jason Spadaro, SDS's presidellt held a 
couple of community meetillgs ill Ihe area. I attended one of these meetillgs alld took notes. 
These are my lIotes from the Mill-A meetillg held 011 Aug. 11''', 2007: My notes from the SDS 
August 111\ 2007 presentation on the MiIl-A Wind Generation project called 
"Saddleback": Audiellce questiolls are italicized. 

Jason Spadaro, SDS president gave the presentation and he had a representative from 
Puget Sound Energy, Brian Lentz (sp?) their partner in this project. 
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Jason/Slmmania County has too much federal land base so it won't benefit from wind 
energy as much as other counties. [Why can't wind turbines be on Federal lands? There 
are cattle, sheep, miners, etc., using Federal lauds! Why not wind turbines?] 

Some questions that came to my mind as he spoke: 

? What about migration routes for animals? Danger from blades? (Wasco just this week, 
of 27 August, had a fatality from a broken blade.) 

? View shed? Visibility? 

? Water issues? 

? Transmission lines-how will the generated electricity get to market? Power stations? 

Jamie Tolfree, Skamania County Commission for District 3, said that the county will get 
less timber dollars in the next 5 years; down by 30% by 2011. 

Jason/We want to keep the power local. But he makes no promises. Jason said that tax 
rates for MiII-A residents could be lower. Jobs would be produced. 

? But, would tax rates actually go down for MiII-A residents only? Or would the tax rate 
decline (if there is one) be spread out over the whole county and its residents? 

? Costs to public? 

? Are there any EPA regs for wind turbine noise? 

? Are there tax credits givell to start lip wiiu/ ellergy compallies? 

Jason spoke of "turbine flicker" where sunlight flickers as it the sun shines through the 
blades. [It can be very annoying as anyone who has ever had outside branches "flickering" 
in the afternoon sun, can attest to!] 

? FAA requirements? 

? Affect 011 bats, owls, lIight-flyillg allimals? 

Jason has 4 years of data on sensitive, threatened, or endangered species for the project 
area. According to him, this is not an area where they would be in great numbers. [I think 
the Jason's survey may not be accurate!] The turbines are 80 meters tall (approx. 240 
feet.) 

Jason stated that BPA's transmission lines go through the property and that they would 
hook up with those lines. There are two types of transmission lines up there, 115 KV and 
230 KV. Clyde Leach, one of three Skamania County Public Utility District . 
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Commissioners, said that he would like to see SDS's project connect to the 115 KV line in 
order to improve PUD's service. [There are, apparently, transmission problems on the 115 
KV line and there are power fluctuations.] Leach also said that the demand for turbines 
for wind energy production has created a backlog of in turbine production. Jason said that 
they are worldng on a 2010 timeline. 

Roads/Jason-will necessitate year-round roads. Some will have to be upgraded. County 
roads may require upgrades and "we've tall,ed to the county about this." (Too bad the 
county hasn't talked to the rest of us!) 

? Who would pay for these upgrades? Environmental reviews? SEPA? 

Johanna asked about lightning strikes and possible fires. Jason/The towers are grounded 
and there is a 50 foot radius gravel area around each tower. [The fire issue is a very big 
concern for residents in Mill-A.] 

Mildred Boucher asked if the view shedfrom 1-84 would be affected. JasonlThe turbines 
could possibly be seen from Mosier. 

LeeLynn asked how much would the local schools get. What would be the benefit to the 
coullty? Jason/State schools would get $171,000. We want economic benefit for Willard 
and Mill-A, but there's no tax mechanism to benefit these schools directly. The project 
area is actually in the White Salmon school district. 

? How are utilities taxed? What basis? 

One member of the public suggested that SDS subdivide their land around MiIl-A and 
Underwood so people could build more houses. Lots of loud disagreement from the 
group!! 

JasonlWe could help you form a fire district and then we could pay into your fire district. 
BUT everybody else would also have to pay into the fire district-which they dou't do now. 
Afireman ill the audience spoke up: Could expand Umlerwoodfire district except that 
Underwood has hit their levy limit. 

JohallllalWhat killd of people are you goillg to Ileed to upkeep the towers? JasonlThis is 
specialized worl,. A concrete 50 - 60 jobs during construction and 5 -10 people to keep 
things going once the project is done. In Dayton, there are 83 towers and it takes 15 people 
to upkeep them. The technicians have to have knowledge about hydraulics and not be 
afraid of heights, etc. 

? Can SDS provide sclto!arshipsfor traillees? Apparelltly there is a college program in The 
Dalles specifically geared toward wind power work. 

? What is the guarantee that those 50 - 60 jobs will be local? 
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? How much of your project is beillg subsidized? JasonlWe would get a production credit of 
1.98 cents/kwh for ten years. [This is a pretty good subsidy considering we pay less than 5 
cents/kwh!] 

JasonlThe substation and a maintenance building would be within a fenced area and would 
not be visible. 

NeallWhat type ofpermittillg process do YOll have to do? JasonlWe have a pre-application 
conference with the county at the end of this month and next month. This project may 
require an EIS. May have to have scoping meetings. We estimate that the talks with the 
county could last 2 - 3 months. We're looking at 6 - 8 months on the low end and at least 
two public meetings. There might already be a record of certain environmental studies and 
we might not need to do a SEPA or NEP A. 

Jason is delusional if he thinl{s that this project would not require a SEP A or an EIS! It is 
interesting that Jason has been talking to Simmania county but there has been no public 
record of any meetings and this subject has not been on the commissioners' agendas. 

Commellt cOlltillued: There are 110 illdicatiolls ill this preselltatioll that Skamallia schools 
would get allY bellefits from this proposal. The $171,000 that Jasoll Spadaro talks about 
would go to the STATE school system to be distributed to all the school systems; the project 
area is actually in the White Salmoll-Billgen, WA school district. There would 1I0t be, 
apparelltly, allY bemfitsfor the localfire district, either. Also, Jasoll did llOt speak to the 
amoullt of tax revellue that Skamania Coullty would actually getfrom this proposal. The 
COUllty'S yearly budget is approximately $50,000,000, with less thall $3,000,000 comillg from 
property ta.>.:es. Since we dOIl't have the data as to how much property tax this proposed willd 
farm would generate, there cml really be 110 data-based cost-benefit allalysis dOlle 011 this 
proposal alld allY assumed bellefits to Skamallia COUllty. 
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3.13 SOCIOECONOMICS 

This section describes the potential impact of the proposed project on local socioeconomic 
resources. For the purpose of this analysis, the region is defined as the tri-county area that 
includes Skamania and Klickitat Counties in Washington State and Hood River County in 
Oregon State. The project area is defined as the aJ'ea within approximately three miles of the 
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project site. 

3.13.1 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.13.1.1 Demographics 
Region 

Table 3.13-1 shows the April 1,2009 population for Skamania and Klickitat Counties, and the 
July 1, 2008 population for Hood River, Oregon. A greater percentage of all three counties live 
outside of incorporated areas. The incorporated cities closest to the project site are White 
Salmon, Washington, with 2,200 residents, and Hood River, Oregon, with 6,865 residents. The 
metropolitan area closest to the project site is the Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton metropolitan 
area, with a population of2.2 million people. Table 3.13-1 also shows the population 
distribution for the region and the sUlTounding communities. 

Minority residents represent 23 percent of the White Salmon population and 31 percent of the 
Hood River population. The minority population is primarily HispaniclLatino. The tri-county 
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area including Skamania, Klickitat, and Hood River Counties is predominantly white, non
Hispanic. Hood River County has the highest minority percentage (31 percent) of population, 
followed by Klickitat County (16 percent) and Skamania County (11 percent). The State of 
Washington population includes 24 percent· minority residents. Oregon's population includes 20 
percent minority. 

In 2000, 17 percent of the population of White Salmon and Hood River were living below the 
poverty22 level. This same meaSID'e was 13 percent for Skamania County, 17 percent for 
Klickitat County, and 14 percent for Hood River County the same year. These percentages are 
higher than statewide averages for Washington and Oregon. 

Comment: This in/ormatioll 011 minority populations shows a lIeed/or a/ull Ellvironmental 
Justice portion to this DElS. BPA, as a Federal agency is certainly required to prepare a 
environmentaljustice analysis/or this DElS. Why hasn't it been done? Just talking about 
environmental justice is not doing the research to see Itow /'lIral communities and residents 
are being impacted by tlte proliferation o/wind/arms in tlte West;' it is not analyzing the 
cumulative impacts o/transmissiolliines and otlter energy production/acilities on tlte health 
and welfare o/these rural communities. Environmentaljustice must also apply to the 
environment and tlte flora ami fauna that occupy it. What are tlte environmental cumulative 
impacts to flora and/auna? This is anotlter /atalflaw o/tltis inadequate DElS. I will address 
Environmental Justice in a separate comment memo. 

Table 3-13~1 Population Distribution in the ProjectVicinity 

Jurisdiction Population, April 1, 2000 Population, 2009 
Skamania County 9,872 10,800 
Unincorporated 8,079 8,465 
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Incorporated 1,7932,335 
NOlih Bonneville 593 880 
Stevenson 1,200 1,455 
Klickitat County 19,161 20,200 
Unincorporated 12,536 13,550· 
Incorporated 6,625 6,650 
Bingen 672 685 
Goldendale 3,760 3,745 
White Salmon 2,193 2,200 
Hood River County (Oregon) 20,411 21,725 
Unincorporated 13,465 13,745 
Incorporated 6,946 7,980 
Cascade Locks 1,115 1,055 
Hood River 5,831 6,925 
Washington State 5,894,1436,668,200 
Unincorporated 2,374,593 2,552,500 
Incorporated 3,519,550 4,115,700 
Oregon State 3,421,399 3,823,465 
Unincorporated 1,141,038 1,158,198 
Incorporated 2,280,361 2,665,267 

Notes: 2000 estimates are April 1 estimates; 2009 estimates are April 1 for Washington State and 
counties, and July 
1 for Oregon state and Hood River County. 
Sources: WOFM (2009), PSUPRC (2009). 

Skamania County's population is expected to grow from 10,800 in 2009 to 11,720 in 2015, an 
annual average growth rate of 1.4 percent. Klickitat County's population is expected to grow 
from 20,200 in 2009 to 23,049 in 2015, an annual average growth rate of2.2 percent. The 

22 The Census Bureau uses a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition 
to detel1nine who is in pove1iy. If a family's total income is less than the family's threshold, then 
that family and every individual in it is considered in poverty. The official poveliy thresholds do 
not vary geographically, but are updated annually for inflation. The poverty threshold in 2000 for 
a family offour with two related children tmder age 18 was $17,463 (US Census 2009). 
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growth rates for both Skamania County and Washington State are expected to slow by 0.3-0.4 
percentage points during 2015 to 2025. The population growth rate for Klickitat County is 
expected to slow from 2.2 to 1.1 percent for 2015 to 2025. Skamania County is expected to have 
12,915 residents by 2025 and Klickitat County is expected to have 25,831 residents by 2025. 
Hood River County is expected to grow 1.3 percent annually on average, during 2009-2015 and 
2015-2025. 

Project Area 
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In 2008 the three census block groups within 3 miles of the project site had 3,347 residents. 
Approximately 12 percent were minority. Nine percent lived below the poverty level in 2000; 
fewer than for the region generally. 

3.13.1.2 Housing 
Region 

In 2008 there were 5,409 housing units in Skamania County, 9,985 housing units in Klickitat 
County and 3,050 housing units in Hood River County. Occupancy rates in 2008 were 83 
percent in Skamania County, 89 percent in Klickitat County and 90 percent in Hood River 
County, representing 909 vacant units in Skamania County, 1,078 vacant units in Klickitat 
County and 892 vacant units in Hood River County. In 2000, median gross rents were 13 
percent lower in Skamania County and 25 percent lower in Klickitat County than for Washington 
as a whole. Median gross rent in Hood River County was 13 percent lower than in Oregon as a 
whole in 2000. 

Project Area 

The existing residences closest to the project site are approximately 0.48 mile and 0.8 mile from 
the proposed turbine locations. A new homesite location has been applied for, which would be 
located approximately 2,000 feet (0.38 mile) from the site's south propeliy line. It is unknown if 
the applicant for this permit has secured all approvals or has proceeded with construction plans. 
One of two altemative Operations and Maintenance facility sites is located approximately 0.9 
mile west of the project site on West Pit Road. The nearest residence to this potential site is 
approximately 0.25 mile away. The other altemative Operations and Maintenance facility site is 
located on the project site adjacent to and nOlih of the substation, farther from residential areas. 

The unincorporated community of Willard is located approximately 2.25 miles northwest of the 
project site. The unincorporated community of Mill A also is located near the project site, 
approximately 1.5 miles west of the site. The homes near the project site are in a rural setting, 
primarily single family and between 30 and 50 years old. 

Temporary Housing 

Over 1,000 hotel rooms and 39 recreational vehicle (RV) or tent campsites exist within 25 miles 
of the project site (Table 3.13-2). Assuming an average occupancy rates of70 percent, a 
minimum of325 hotels rooms or RV/tent campsites are available at anyone time. 

3-247 

Table 3.13-2 
Temporary Lodging Units 

Type of Lodging Units within 25 Miles of Project Site 
Hotel or Motel 1,043 
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RV Camping 21 
Tent Camping 16 
CabinorRV2 
Total Units 1,082 
Units Available Assuming 70% Occupancy 325 

Source: Woodall (2008), TravelWashington (2008). 

3.13.1.3 Employment 
Region 

In Skamania County, there were approximately 3,254 jobs in 2007 (BEA 2009), representing a 
gain of 138 jobs over 2006 levels. The principal sources of employment in Skamania County 
were local govemment, accommodation and food services, federal govemment, and 
manufacturing (Golubcow 2006a and 2006b). "Place of work eamings" (wages, salaries and 
proprietors' eamings) accounted for only one-quarter of total personal income in the county, with 
income from property (dividends, interest and rent) and transfer payments (mainly Social 
Security) making up the balance. The annual unemployment rate in Skamania County was 6.6 
percent in 2007 and 8.4 percent in 2008, higher than for Washington State (4.5 percent in 2007 
and 5.5 percent in 2008). 

In Klickitat County, there were approximately 9,839 jobs in 2007 (BEA 2009). Of these jobs, 
SDS and Broughton Lumber Company employ a work force of up to 325 employees during their 
busiest production times, which is equivalent to three percent of total jobs in Klickitat County.23 
The principal sources of employment were local govemment, retail trade, and professional and 
technical services. Place of work eamings accounted for about 46 percent oftotal personal 
income in the county, with income from property and transfer payments making up the balance. 
The unemployrrient rate in 2007 was 6.7 percent, and in 2008 was 8.2 pei·cent. These 
unemployment rates were higher than for Washington State as a whole. 

There were 15,787 jobs in Hood River County in 2007 (BEA 2009), representing the highest 
employment of the three counties in the region. Place of work eamings accounted for 59 percent 
oftotal personal income in the county, with income from property and transfer payments making 
up the balance. The principal sources of employment were manufacturing, health care and social 
assistance, local govemment, and retail trade. The unemployment rate in Hood River County 
was 4.6 percent in 2007. In comparison, the annual unemployment rate for Oregon as a whole 
was 5.1 percent in 2000 and 5.2 percent in 2007. 

Table 3.13-3 shows unemployment rates in the region for 2000, 2007 and 2008. Hood River 
County has the lowest unemployment rate of the three counties in the region. The most recent 

23 Located in Bingen, SDS jobs are reported as part of Klickitat County statistics even though 
logging operations occur in both Skamania and Klickitat Counties. . 
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available annual unemployment rate in Hood River County (2007) is roughly two percentage 
points lower than the same measures for Klickitat and Skamania Counties and 0.6 percentage 
point lower than for Oregon as a whole. 

Table 3.13-3 
Unemployment Trends 

Geographic Area 
Unemployed 
2000 Annual 2007 Annual 
Annual2008 (Washington 
areas) and December 2008 
(Oregon Areasa 
No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 
Skamania County 290 6.0 340 6.6 450 8.4 
Klickitat County 700 7.56506.78208.2 
Hood River County 757 6.6 592 4.6 712 5.7 
Washington State 151,340 5.0154,7204.5 192,0005.5 
Oregon State 93,196 5.1100,517 5.2158,369 8.0 

Sources: WESD (2008), OED (2009). 

a. The most recent annual statistics for Washington are for 2008 and are shown in this column. 
The most recent annual statistics for Oregon are for 2007. This column shows (for the Oregon 
areas) the most recent unemployment rate available for both Oregon and Hood River County, 
which is the December 2008 monthly unemployment rate. The annual rates, however, do not 
show the impact of the economic recession, which began to be felt at the end of2008. These 
effects can be partially seen by comparing monthly unemployment rates between 2008 and 2009 
(through August, the latest month available) which are shown in Table 3.13-4. Table 3.13-4 
shows that in August 2009, Skamania County's unemployment rate was 3.1 percentage points 
higher than for the same month in 2008. The .comparable figures are 2.9 percentage points for 
Klickitat County and 3.3 percent for Hood River County. 

Table 3.13-4 Monthly Unemployment Rates, 2008 and 2009 

Skamania County Klickitat County Hood River County 
Month 2008 2009 2008 2009 2008 2009 
January 8.914.59.2 12.7 5.5 8.5 
February 9.5 14.28.912.3 5.2 8.9 
March 8.5 15.1 7.0 12.9 5.09.6 
April 7.8 14.2 7.3 12.1 4.69.6 
May7.111.9 7.2 9.9 5.110.6 
June 7.812.06.5 10.3 5.6 9.2 
July 7.4 11.77.28.25.4 7.9 
August 8.3 11.4 6.2 9.1 6.29.5 
September 6.2 N/A 5.4 N/A 4.7 N/A 
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October 7.0 N/A 5.9 N/A 4.2 N/A 
November 9.0 N/A 7.3 N/A 5.4 N/A 
December 11.7 N/A 9.6 N/A 6.3 N/A 

Source: BLS (2009). 
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Project Area 

The project site is used for long-telm timber production. Although the number of jobs in the 
project area is unknown, approximately 400 homes or businesses exist within three miles of the 
project site, and approximately one-third of these homes or businesses are located in Willard. 

Minority and Low-Income Populations 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, states that each federal agency shall identify and 
address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and.activities on minority and low income populations. The 
Order further stipulates that the agencies conduct their programs and activities in a manner that 
does not have the effect of excluding persons from participation in, denying persons the benefits 
of, or subjecting persons to discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin. 

As stated above, the 2000 Census indicated that Skamania County had a minority population that 
consisted primarily of Hispanic/Latino persons which accounted for only II percent of the total 
population in that county. Additionally, ofthe total population make-up for Skamania County, 
13 percent were living below the poverty level as indicated by the 2000 Census. 

Comment: So, where is the Environmental Justice analysis for the region and the cumulative 
impacts to the regionjrom the energy production activities of BPA ([luI SDS Lumber and all 
the other energy producers in the regioll? Environmental Justice not only addresses impacts 
to populations but it addresses environmental impacts. Why are wiiulfarms beillg located ill 
low populatioll, /"IIral areas whell the energy they produce mainly benefits large, urban areas 
that are 1I0t evell located ill the regioll? Where is the ellvironmental justice ill usillg alld 
abusillg rU1'«1 areas that produce food, cleall water, (lIId other resources for ellergy production 
for urball areas? There is 110 ellvirollmentaljustice ill this! 

3.13.1.4 Public Finance and Fiscal Conditions 

Due to the location of the proposed project within Skamania County and Washington State, these 
two jurisdictions would be the primary beneficiaries of tax revenues related to project 
construction and operation. Washington State and Skamania County collect several types of 
taxes: 

• Payroll taxes. Washington State collects payroll taxes for workers' industrial insurance, 
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unemployment compensation, and other pUlposes. While Counties do not directly benefit 
from payroll taxes, these revenues have a direct beneficial impact to Skamania County 
residents. 
• Business and occupation taxes. Business and occupation taxes, which are paid on the 
gross receipts of business activities, are the second-largest revenue source for 
Washington State. Skamania County does not levy a business tax, so although it does not 
benefit directly from Business and occupation taxes paid by businesses within Skamania 
County, the state as a whole would benefit. 
• Retail sales and use tax. In Washington State, the first 0.5 percent of retail sales tax goes 
to the local county. 
• Property tax. Skamania County collects propeliy taxes for taxing districts within the 
County. The project site is within Taxing District 109, for which the total assessment 
rate is $8.0268391$1,000 assessed value. This revenue is split between the County, 
Washington State, and the local taxing district. 
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In 2008, Skamania County stalied with a beginning fund balance of$25.6 million, and accrued 
revenues of $13.7 million that year. The largest revenue fund categories were intergovernmental 
revenues (43 percent), general property taxes (21 percent) and charges and fees for services (10 
percent). Expenditures in 2008 were $19.4 million. The largest expenditure categories were law 
and justice services (26 percent), general govemment (20 percent), transportation (19 percent) 
and natural resource (10 percent) (Table 3.13-5). 

Dollars in each of the revenue and expenditure categories are distributed among the General 
Fund, Special Revenue Fund, Debt Service Fund, Capital Project Fund and Entelprise Fund. 
Approximately 54 percent of all revenue dollars are in the General Fund, and 39 percent of the 
revenue dollars are in the Special Revenue Fund. Most of the expenditure dollars were in the 
General Fund (57 percent) and the Special Revenue Fund (37 percent). 

The project site is within Taxing District 109, for which the total millage rate24 is 
$8.026839/$1,000 assessed value. The millage rate is broken down in Table 3.13-6. 

Table 3.13-5 Skamania County Revenues and Expenditures, 2008 

Category Amount 
General Property Taxes 2,814,374 
Sales & Use Taxes 362,938 
Other Local Taxes 614,543 
Licenses & Permits 182,553 
Charges & Fees for Services 1,331,765 
Interest & Investment Eamings 1,228,335 
Fines & Forfeits 478,440 
Rents, Insurance Premium, Intemal Contributions, Miscellaneous 840,764 
Intergovemmental Revenues 5,855,309 
Total Revenues 13,709,021 
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Beginning Fund Balance 25,623,475 
Law & Justice Services 5,081,012 
Fire & Emergency Services 764,603 
Health & Human Services 1,649,067 
Transportation 3,612,827 
Natural Resources 1,858,521 
General Govemment 3,933,882 
Utilities 744,672 
Capital 1,744,959 
Debt Service-Interest 25,000 
Total Expenditures 19,414,543 

Source: WSA (2009). 

24The millage rate is the amount per $1,000 of property assessed value that is used to calculate 
taxes on 
property. 
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Table 3.13-6 
Breakdown of Taxing District No. 109 Millage Rate 

Category Amount 
CU11'ent Expense 1.218965 
Mental Health 0.012500 
Developmental 0.012500 
Veteran's Relief 0.011250 
County Road 1.262288 
Hospital and EMS District 0.643625 
State Treasurer (State School Fund) 2.033112 
Cemetery District 0.074757 
Library District 0.338660 
Excess Levy: School District 405 (Klickitat County), Maintenance and Operations 1.640058 
Excess Levy: School District 405 (Klickitat County), Capital Projects 0.163270 
Excess Levy: School District 405 (Klickitat County), Bond 0.281641 
Public Utility District 0.334213 
Total 8.026839 

Source: L. Moore (personal communication). 

3.13.2 IMPACTS 
3.13.2.1 Proposed Action 
Impacts of the proposed project are divided between construction and operation. 

Construction 
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Business and Economic Impacts 

Design and constlUction of the proposed project is expected to begin in 2011. Operation is 
expected to commence by 2012. During the estimated one-year constlUction period (excluding 
engineering, design, specifications, and survey), approximately 330 full-time and part-time 
workers would be employed at some point during constlUction. Some of these jobs would not 
last the entire constlUction period. The on-site constlUction work force would peak at 
approximately 265 workers over the constlUction period and average 143 workers over the 12 
months (Table 3.13-7). 
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Table 3.13-7 
Estimated Quarterly ConstlUction Personnel 

Month Before Commercial Operation 
Estimated Number of 
Constmction Personnel On Site 
1415 
13 15 
1290 
11 90 
10190 
9190 
8265 
7215 
6165 
5190 
4100 
3100 
2100 
125 
025 
Cleanup 25 
Average (months 1 - 12) 143 
Peak (months 1-12)265 

Source: A. Barkley (personal communication) 

An estimated 65 to 75 percent of the constlUction labor force would likely be hired from outside 
the tri-county area, and 25 to 35 percent would be residents of the tri-county area including 
Skamania, Klickitat, and Hood River counties (A. Barkley, personal communication).25 (This 
estimate is based on the relative size of the labor force in the tri-county area compared to larger 
labor forces in metropolitan areas that are farther away.) This would translate to 66 to 93 (peak) 
and 36 to 50 (average) workers from the tri-county area and 172 to 199 (peak) and 93 to 107 
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(average) workers from outside the tri-county area, primarily the Portland-Vancouver 
metropolitan area. At peak, the construction workforce would represent 32 to 45 percent of the 
estimate size ofthe construction workforce in Skamania County in 2007 (BEA 2009). 

The total cost of construction is $150 million. Total payroll costs, including fringe benefits and 
other labor overhead costs, are projected to be approximately $18 million, of which 
approximately $4.5 million (25 percent) is expected to be eamed in the tri-county area (A. 
Barkley, personal communication), based on the assumption by the Applicant that approximately 
one-quarter of the construction workforce would already live in the tri-county area. 

Non-labor costs are estimated to be $132 million. Construction materials, services and 
equipment leasing associated with consti'uction are projected to total approximately $13.2 
million (10 percent of total non-labor costs) (A. Barkley, personal communication). The 
Applicant estimates that most of this spending would take place in the tri-county area. 

25This information, along with estimated average and peak workforce size and number of full
time and part-time jobs related directly to project construction, are project-specific estimates 
provided by the Applicant. 
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Spending by suppliers, local project workers and households would benefit the retail trade and 
services sector, as well as other sectors ofthe local economy. To estimate the value of these 
indirect and induced impacts, assumptions specific to project construction were provided by the 
proposed project owner (A. Barkley, personal communication), and were used as inputs to the 
IMPLAN regional input/output model. These assumptions are as follows and were also 
mentioned above: 

• Local non-labor construction expenditures would be approximately $13.2 million 
• Labor income eamed by local residents would be approximately $4.5 million 
• Approximately one-quarter of the workforce (36 workers, taken as a percentage of the average 
workforce size of 143 workers) would be current residents of the local area 

Based on these assumptions and using IMPLAN modeling software, indirect and induced value 
added from construction is estimated to be approximately $3.9 million.26 Project construction 
would result in 71 indirect and induced jobs (Table 3.13-8). Total direct, indirect and induced 
value added would be an estimated $8.5 million. Total employment (direct, indirect and induced) 
would be an estimated 107 full-time and part-time jobs. These effects would continue throughout 
the construction period. 

Table 3.13-8 
Employment Impacts of Construction 

Sector 
Number of 
Direct Jobs 

Repar - Whistling Ridge Wind Fann DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

255 



Number of 
Indirect 
Jobs 
Number of 
Induced 
Jobs 
Total Number 
of Jobs 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fish & Hunting 0 1 0 2 
Mining 0 0 0 0 
Utilities 0 0 0 0 
Construction 35 1 0 36 
Manufacturing 0 35 11 46 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 0 0 
Transportation & Warehousing 0 0 6 6 
Retail trade 0 1 2 3 
Information 0 5 5 10 
Finance & insurance 0 1 2 3 
Real estate & rental 0 1 0 1 
Totala 35 45 26 107 

Source: IMPLAN (2008). 
North American Industry Classification System categories that are 0 are not shown. 

a. Totals may not add due to rounding. 
26 Value added is the difference between the proposed project's total output and the cost of the 
proposed 

. project's inputs. For the construction industiy in the tri-county area, value added is comprised' 
primarily of 
employee compensation (IMP LAN 2008). Value added is a measure of the contribution to output 
in the 
tri-county area made by project construction. 
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Economic effects would occur beyond the tri-county area in the fonn of jobs, income and 
spending. These effects would occur due to spending (attributable to project construction) that 
would occur outside the tri-county area. Although these effects were not quantified as part of 
this analysis, 65 percent to 75 percent of the construction workforce would live in areas outside 
the tri-county area; therefore, spending would likely increase in the areas where these employees 
reside. Also, non-labor construction procurements that occur in areas outside the tri-county area 
(estimated to be approximately $119 million) would result in economic benefits. Areas that 
benefit could include the metropolitan area closest to the proposed project (Portland-Vancouver) 
as well as other areas in the Northwest and the nation as a whole. 
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Comment: So, Skamania County wouldn't really benefit. It's the metro areas that would get 
the lions share of benefit. What are these "other areas in the Northwest"? How would the 
nation benefit from wind turbines scattered along the NSA? SDS cannot make such a blanket 
statement about the nation benefiting, without a lot of supporting environmental and 
economic data-data that is not included in the DEIS. 

Population and Housing Impacts 

Up to an estimated 15 percent ofthe construction workforce would be specialized craftsmen 
originating outside of Washington and Oregon (A. Barkley, personal communication). These 
workers would likely have relatively short assignments, and few would be expected to bring their 
families to the area. The remaining 85 percent of non-local workers would likely come from the 
POltland-Vancouver area. Assuming as a worst-case scenario that one-third of the workers from 
the POltland-Vancouver metropolitan area would stay in temporary lodging near the project site 
Monday through Friday, and the specialized, temporary staff also would require lodging, the 
population that would require housing in the tri-county area is expected to range from 75 
workers to 85 workers during peak construction. These construction workers would be expected 
to seek temporary accommodation in the general vicinity of the project site, and to use motels, 
trailers, campers, and other forms of transient housing. Given that 325 ofthe approximately 
1,082 hotel rooms or RV campsites within 25 miles of the project site would be available at any 
one time, the out -of-area workers would not cause a substantial impact to the availability of 
transient accommodation in the project vicinity. The construction phase of the proposed project 
is not expected to affect median housing values, median gross rents, or new housing 
construction. 

Fiscal Impacts 

Overall fiscal impacts of project construction are expected to be positive, based primarily on 
increased employment and spending in the local economy. 

Sales Tax Revenue. The total cost of construction is estimated to be approximately $150 
million. Non-local procurements would include wind power generation equipment purchased 
from various domestic and foreign suppliers. Depending on legislation currently under 
consideration in the state legislature, state sales and use tax may be levied only on procurements 
that are not directly related to electricity generation. Should the state sales tax exemption for 
wind power be extended, capital equipment such as turbines, transformers, transmission cables; 
and substation equipment would not be taxable. 

Local procurements are estimated to be 10 percent of total procurements ($13.2 million) (A. 
Barkley, personal communication). An estimated 90 percent oflocal procurements would be 
directly related to electricity generation, and would not be subject to sales tax should the state 
sales tax exemption for wind power be extended. Taxable sales due to project construction is 
therefore estimated to be approximately $1.32 million, resulting in $92,400 in sales and use tax 
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revenue using the sales tax rate (7.0 percent) for the project site, which is located in 
unincorporated Skamania County. 

Most of the sales tax revenue due to project construction would accrue to Skamania County 
because the project site is located in Skamania County. However, iftaxable construction 
supplies are purchased in another Washington State county (Klickitat County, for example), and 
not shipped to the project site, the county in which the purchase occurred would receive the 
county portion of the sales tax revenue on that purchase. Of the total estimated $92,400 in sales 
tax revenue, Washington State would receive $85,800 and Skamania County (or the counties 
where materials or supplies are purchased and not shipped to the site) would receive $6,600. 

If a portion of taxable construction materials 01' supplies are purchased in Hood River County, 
the owner must pay use tax to Washington State, in which case the tax would go to Washington 
State (6.5 percent) and Skamania County (0.5 percent). Sales tax revenue would not accrue to 
Hood River County. Klickitat County could receive a pOliion ofthe sales tax revenue, but as 
stated above, the majority of the county portion is expected to go to Skamania County. 

In addition to the $92,400, the proposed project would result in modest increases in sales tax 
revenues dne to local purchases by construction workers. 

Property Values and Propeliy Tax Revenue. Construction activities are not likely to adversely 
affect propeliy values in residential and commercial areas near the project site because the 
construction period would be relatively short. Construction of the proposed project would not 
affect property tax revenues. 

County Expenditures. Construction ofthe proposed project would require that many 
construction vehicles, including trucks with over-size and over-weight loads, share the existing 
roadway network with the general publi~. Skamania County could experience a small increase 
in traffic-related costs due to the need for pelmitting and control measures related to these 
vehicles, particularly for the over-size loads. Some accidents could occur that would be directly 
attributable to construction traffic, but any increase is expected to be minimal. 

The Connty could experience minor to negligible increases in the cost of public services such as 
fire suppression, law enforcement, govemmental services, parks and recreation, and hospital 
costs during construction due to the additional traffic and the temporary population. These are 
not expected to be significant in the context of the County as a whole. 

Operation 

Business and Economic Impacts 

Operation of the proposed project would result in a positive economic impact to Skamania 
County, the tri-county area, and the State of Washington due to increased tax revenues, 
employment, and local expenditures. 

Project operation would reqnire eight to nine full-time or pali-time Operations and Maintenance 
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employees. Approximately 75 percent of employees (7 employees) would originate from the 
tricounty area (A. Barkley, personal communication). An additional temporary workforce with 
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appropriate skills would be utilized during major maintenance or other non-routine operational 
work. Efforts would be made to hire local individuals to staffthe proposed project as much as 
practicable. 

The estimated gross payroll, including fringe benefits and other payroll overhead for the 
operational workforce would be $1.5 million, or an average amluallabor cost of$167,000 to 
$188,000 per employee. Subtracting approximately 25 percent to estimate benefits and overhead, 
the implicit wage would be within 10 percentage points of the 2007 standard industrial wage for 
constlUction workers in Skamania County (IMPLAN 2009). 

In addition to the direct employees, project operation would result in indirect and induced 
employment, for an estimated total of 12 permanent jobs resulting from the proposed project 
(Table 3.13-9). 

Table 3.13-9 
Employment Impacts of Operation 

Sector 
Number of Jobs 
Direct Indirect Induced Total 
Ag, Forestry, Fish & 
Hunting 0 0 0 0 
Mining 0 000 
Utilities 7 0 0 7 
ConstlUction 0 0 0 0 
Manufacturing 0 0 2 2 
Wholesale Trade 0 0 0 0 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 0 01 1 
Retail trade 0 0 0 0 
Information 0 0 1 1 
Finance & insurance 0 0 0 0 
Real estate & rental 0 0 0 0 
Totala 7 1 4 11 

Source: IMPLAN (2009). 
N0l1h American Industry Classification System categories that are 0 are not shown. 

a. Totals may not add due to rounding 
Using IMP LAN regional economic modeling software for the power generation and supply 
industry in Skamania, Klickitat, and Hood River Counties, a wind power facility employing nine 
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full-time workers would have a gross annual operating cost valued at approximately $3.75 
million. This would include direct purchases from suppliers (including fuels, maintenance 
supplies and services, retail goods and professional services). 

An alternative methodology for calculating job impacts is used by the Renewable Energy Policy 
Project, which estimates that every megawatt of installed wind capacity creates about 4.8 job
years of employment, including both direct and indirect jobs (REPP 2009). Using this 
methodology, the proposed project, which would produce approximately 75 MW of electricity, 
would result in 360 job-years or 12 jobs per year for the 30 year life of the proposed project. 
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As stated in Chapter 1, the ptU])ose of the Project is to help meet the future need for energy 
resources while at the same time enabling SDS to further diversify its business through a 
technically and economically feasible project. When SDS statted in 1946, there were 26 
employees in its original crew. This number grew to a high of 450 employees during the 1970s 
when logging and lumber production were at a peak. Production has since slowed tremendously, 
as the supply of timber from national forests has sharply declined due to enviroumental 
legislation. For this reason, many of the mills in Skamania County have closed down. SDS was 
able to survive the crises and changes of the last 30 years and no longer relies on timber from 
national forests. SDS has scaled back operations, yet today SDS is one of the largest employers 
in Klickitat County, employing 325 people during busiest production times. 

SDS has remained viable during changes in the market through expartding and diversifying its 
enterprises to include marine in 1984 and power produced in its steam-operated power plant, 
which creates energy from wood waste, a renewable, organic resource. The the Project is 
intended to provide another means of diversifying the holdings of SDS to ensure a continuation 
of a resource-based work force in Skamania County, and to create new construction and 
operation jobs at a time when jobs in Washington State are being lost. As shown in Table 3.139, 
the proposed project would create twelve new full-time jobs in Skamania County, 

Commellt: It is 1I0t EFSEC's job to "provide (lllOther means of diversifying the holdillgs of 
SDS" by c01ldoning or approvillg this proposed windfarm! Throughout this DEIS, SDS has 
inserted the eco1lomic benefits to itself a/lll its busilless model. There is very short shrift given 
to the envirollmental impacts alld cumulative impacts from this proposal and all the other 
energy production actions tit at are ollgoillg in the regioll. This does 1I0t make for (Ill adequate 
DEIS! 

Population and Housing Effects 

Of the nine petmanent employees for the proposed project, seven are assumed to originate from 
the hi-county area, and two would be assumed to migrate to the area from other locations. 
Assuming an average household size of2.6 persons, the popUlation in the area could increase by 
approximately five people, and two households. At the most recent average housing vacancy 
rate available for Skamania County (16.8 percent), more than 900 housing units would be 
available in Skamania County alone. Thus operation ofthe proposed project would not impact 
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housing availability or cost. 

The proposed project would not displace any minority or low-income populations. The proposed 
project would be constructed on private land currently used for forest production, and no 
residents would be displaced. 

Fiscal Impacts 

Property Values. Local communities near proposed wind turbine locations have expressed 
concem that constructing wind turbines would detract from views, which would in tum decrease 
their propelty values. A number of studies have been performed to determine the impact of wind 
power projects on property values. These include the following: 

• The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory prepared The Impact of Wind Power Projects on 
Residential Property Values in the United States: A Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis in December 
2009 (Hoen et al. 2009). Researchers collected data on almost 7,500 sales of single-family 
homes within 10 miles of 24 existing wind facilities in nine different US states. None ofthe 
models uncovered conclusive evidence of the existence of any widespread propelty value effects 
that might be present in communities surrounding wind energy facilities. Neither the view of the 
wind facilities nor the 

3-258 

distance of homes to those facilities was found to have any consistent, measurable, and 

significant effect on the selling prices of those homes (Hoen et al. 2009). 
• In 2006, ECONorthwest prepared Economic Impacts of the Kittitas Valley Wind Project (the 
Kittitas Study) for the Economic Development Group of Kittitas County, Washington. This 
report involved a survey of tax assessors in counties (other than Kittitas County) with wind 
projects to determine the potential effects of wind farms on propelty values. The Kittitas Study 
also conducted a review of the available academic literature for additional information on 
propelty value effects. The finding was that views of wind turbines will not negatively impact 
property values (ECONorthwest 2006). 
• The Renewable Energy Policy Project prepared The Effect of Wind Development on Local 
Propelties (REPP 2003). For this study, the project compiled a database that included every wind 
development that came on-line after 1998 with 10 MW installed capacity or greater. For all 
projects for which sufficient data was available, REPP conducted a statistical analysis to 
determine how propelty values changed over time in the viewshed and in the comparable 
community. The statistical analysis provided no evidence that wind development has harmed 
property values within the viewshed (REPP 2003). 
• Responses to comments published as part of the 2009 Deselt Claim Wind Power Project Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement state "the Final EIS referenced a 2003 report 
published by Kittitas County that summarized the existing literature on the effect of wind power 
projects on propelty values." The response states that the study, which was prepared by 
HuckelllWeinman Associates, concluded that wind power facilities have not diminished the 
value of surrounding propet1ies (EFSEC 2009). 
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• A literature review to assess the question of whether wind turbines in rural communities have 
the potential to affect residential property values was completed as part ofthe Lower Snake" 
River Wind Energy Project Draft EIS (Ecology & Environment 2009). The Draft EIS reported 
that in 2008 Hoen and Wiser found (1) no statistical evidence that homes near wind facilities are 
stigmatized by those facilities, (2) no statistical evidence that homes with a view of wind turbines 
have different values than homes without such views, and (3) rio statistical evidence that homes 
within 0.25,0.5 and 1 mile of the turbines sell for different values than those located further 
away. In 2006, while assessing the impacts of a 20 turbine, 30 MW windfarm's visibility on 
residential property values in Madison County, New York, Hoen found no statistically 
significant relationship between either proximity to or visibility of the windfarm and the sale 
price of homes (Ecology & Environment 2009, Hoen 2006). 

In summary, the results of these studies and literature reviews are that no statistical evidence 
exists that wind development has a harmful effect on propeliy values within the viewshed. 
Therefore, property value impacts are not expected" as a result of the proposed project. 

Sales Tax Revenues. Sales, use and other indirect business taxes to state and local governments 
attributable to project operation are estimated at approximately $50,000 per year. This estimate 
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is the sum of the estimated sales and use tax revenue from (1) the procurement of supplies and 
materials for the purpose of project operations, and (2) new employee spending in the area. The 
sales tax revenue would be split between Washington State (approximately $46,000) and 
Washington counties, primarily Skamania and Klickitat counties ($4,000). 

The portion of non-labor annual operating cost that is not directly related to electricity 
production (10 percent of $2.3 million, or approximately $230,000) would be taxable (A. 
Barkley, personal communication). Applying the Skamania County sales and use tax rate (7.0 
percent) to this amount results in an estimated $15,800 in taXl'evenue. 

New employee spending is estimating by taking the total labor income (direct, indirect and 
induced) from the IMPLAN operations model (approximately $977,000 per year) and assuming 
that 70 percent of this amount is disposable income and 70 percent of disposable income is spent 
in local Washington counties. Based on these assumptions, related sales and use tax revenue 
would be approximately $34,000. 

With the proposed project, the project site would continue to be managed as commercial forest, 
excluding the area containing the turbine strings and roads. The project site covers 1,152 acres. 
Table 1-1 shows that the maximum area developed for the wind turbine foundations, connecting 
roadways and transmission lines would be 384 acres (approximately 33 percent ofthe 1,152-acre 
site). As specific locations are determined for turbines and other project components, the 384acre 
area would be reduced. The areas that would experience pelmanent impacts and temporary 
construction impacts of the proposed project total approximately 108 acres (approximately nine 
percent of the 1,152-acre site). The 56-acre area that would be removed from timber production 
for the life of the proposed project is approximately five percent of the total project site. The 
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opportunity cost oftaking this land out of timber production would include tax revenues for 
Skamania County and Washington State, and would be countered by the sales tax revenues 
resulting from wind energy sales. 

Property Tax Revenue. The proposed project would have an estimated value of$87.5 million, 
which would represent an increase of6.5 percent in assessed value in the County. Using the 
average 2008 propeliy tax rate for Skamania County of$8.361$1,000 assessed value (WDOR 
2009), the increase in property tax revenue to the County would be $731,500. This would 
represent an annual revenue increase of7.6 percent compared to the $9.6 million in propeliy tax 
collected in calendar year 2007. Although Washington State limits property tax increases to one 
percent of the previous year's levy, new constlUction does not apply, and would be added on 
after the one percent is added, using the previous year's propeliy tax rate (V. Torres, personal 
communication). The increase in propeliy tax revenue would begin one year after construction 
is complete, and continue for the life ofthe proposed project. However, to the extent the wind 
turbines depreciate over time, the assessed value oflhe turbines and therefore the property tax 
revenue also would decrease. . 

Comment: Skamania County collects less than $3,000,000 per year in property tax. What 
does the $9.6 million in property tax, above, refer to? What is the turbine depreciation over 
time? How much would the property tax revenue decrease over the 30 year predicted lifespan 
of the turbines and the project? 

Additional property tax revenue would be distributed to a variety of County departments. 
Assuming that annual tax revenues of$731,500 would be distributed in the same manner as 
current property tax distributions, funds receiving the most revenue would be the State School 
Fund ($185,281), School District 405 Maintenance and Operations ($149,461), the County Road 
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Comment: Skamania County's school districts are #2 and 303. Whose district are they 
talking about when they talk about School District 405? Is that White Salmon and Binger, in 
Klickitat? 

fund ($115,035), and the CUlTent Expense fund ($111,086). A pOliion of the State School Fund 
would be retmned to Skamania County tor Skamania County schools. 

Propeliy tax revenues would be higher to the extent that increased wages and economic activity 
in the County resulted in higher valued propeliies. 

A different methodology was used by the National Wind Coordinating Committee, which 
estimates an increase of$lO to $14 in property taxes for each $1,000 investment (NWCC 2009). 
Using this approach, the $17.7 million dollars spent locally (labor and non-labor cost) would 
result in approximately $177,000 to $250,000 in additional property taxes. This estimate is 
lower than the forecast given above; however, the NWCC estimate is based on industry averages, 
while the first estimate is based on project-specific data. . 
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County Services. The addition of five residents would cause a negligible increase in demand for 
and cost of public services. These would also be outweighed by the substantial economic 
benefits of the proposed project to the County. 

Comment: Although a previous table pmports to show 12 permanent jobs resulting/rom this 
proposed wind/arm, in the statement above "the addition o/five residents" would appeal' to 
support the lIumber o/permallellt jobs as just FIVE, (IS stated by MI'. Sp(ldaro, SDS's 
president and cllie/propoller /01' this project, ill several meetings. Which lIumber is correct? 
Why the discrepallcy? 

Minority and Low-Income Populations. Environmental justice addresses whether the Proposed 
Action would disproportionately impact disadvantaged populations such as low-income and 
minority residents. The population in the study area (Skamania and Klickitat Counties, 
Washington; and Hood River County, Oregon) is predominantly white (non-HispaniclLatino) 
and a review of data from the 2000 Census did not identify any specific geographic 
concentrations of minority groups. The Proposed Action would not be expected to 
disproportionately affect any low-income populations, based on per capita income infonnation at 
the Census Tract level. Therefore, there would be no dispropOliionately high or adverse effects 
to minority or low income groups. 

Project Decommissioning 

In compliance with WAC 463-72, Site Restoration and Preservation, the Applicant will provide 
EFSEC with an initial site restoration plan at least ninety days prior to the beginning of site 
preparation. The plan will address site restoration that would occur at the conclusion of the 
proposed project's operating life (estimated to be 30 years), and restoration in the event the 
proposed project is suspended or telminated during construction or before it has completed its 
useful operating life. The plan will include or parallel a decommissioning plan for the proposed 
project. 

The initial site restoration plan will be prepared in sufficient detail to identifY, evaluate, and 
resolve all major socioeconomic issues presently anticipated, including potential impacts to 
population, housing and employment. If socioeconomic impacts are anticipated to occur as a 
result of site restoration and project decommissioning, mitigation measures will be proposed as 
pati of the plan. 

3.13.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the wind power project would not be built. Socioeconomic 
conditions in the area would continue in their present condition. 
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3.13.3 MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are identified to avoid, reduce, or compensate for potential 
project impacts to any socioeconomic factors during construction or operation of the proposed 
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project. 

• Impact to the local economy and social structure of the proposed project is expected to be 
beneficial, in the fOlm of additional jobs, increased sales, and increased tax revenues. 
Temporary increases in population during construction are likely to be minor in view of the 
availability of housing, transient accommodations, and other public services in the region . 
• Ensure that the applicant uses the local labor pool to the greatest extent possible; 
construction contractors would be required to advertise positions locally and to employ local 
workers to the greatest extent possible. 

3.13.4 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

The proposed project would result in beneficial impacts, primarily from employment during 
- construction and operation. Minimal adverse impacts are expected. 
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3.14 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 

"Cumulative impacts" are the impacts on the environment which result from the incremental 
impact of an action, such as this Proposed Action, when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time (40 C.F.R. 1508.7). 

This section describes existing development in the vicinity ofthe proposed project, as well as 
cunent and reasonably foreseeable future development plmmed for the area, and analyzes and 
describes potential cumulative impacts. The past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions provide the context to assess the cumulative impacts of these, actions in combination with 
the Proposed Action. 

Comment: Cumulative impacts mUllyses are not done on a project by project basis. They are 
done on a regional basis, especially when there are regional impacts ft'om these types of 
proposals! BPA is a regionill provider of energy amI therefore must do a regional cumulative 
impacts report detailing the cumulative environmental impacts of all its activitiesl Certainly 
SDS Lumber is also obliged to do a cumulative impacts and effects analysis of ALL its 
regional activities, too. SDS has a quarry in White Bingen tll(lt recently had some 
environmental issues. SDS is proposing a huge condo development on the shores of the 
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Columbia River, in the National Scenic Area, that would result, ifit comes to pass, in a large 
increase in population and a commensurate increase in local resources depletion. SDS has 
stated that it wants to also build a resort in Cascade Locks, OR, in the heart of the NSA. 
Another impact on local resources such as water and air quality, the Columbia River, quality 
of life, tra/lsportation, etc. SDS and BPA have failed to follow the CEQ's Considering 
Cumulative Effects: Under the National Environmental PolicvAct Handbook in analyzing 
cumulative regional impacts and this is a very disastrollsfataljlaw in this increasingly 
inadequate DEIS. 

3.14.1 EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

The nature and extent of existing development in the vicinity of the proposed project is largely 
described earlier in this chapter in the sections for each environmental resource. The general 
project area is characterized by agriculture, commercial forestry, rural residential development, 
and a small number of commercial enterprises. 

The proposed project site is located approximately two miles nOlih of the Columbia River and 
directly north of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The National Scenic Area 
extends along the Columbia River for about 85 miles and includes 292,500 acres in parts of three 
Oregon and three Washington counties. Although both the project site and the proposed access 
road are located completely outside the Scenic Area, the proposed project area does extend south 
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to the northern boundary of the Scenic Area. The Gifford Pinchot National Forest is located 
north of the project site. 

On the Washington side of the Columbia River, land use is predominantly commercial forestry 
and residential in numerous small, unincorporated communities. There are approximately 400 
residences and businesses within three miles of the project site (Figure 3.8-1). There is some 
limited agdculture, mostly pear and apple orchards recently augmented with some wine grape 
vineyards, located within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. On the Oregon side 
of the Columbia River, land use within the Scenic Area is predominantly commercial timber 
production and residential. South ofthe Scenic Area, land uses include commercial forestry, 
agriculture, and some residential. The primary Oregon orchard crops are pears, apples, and 
chenies. 

POliions of the Project would be visible to drivers along 1-84, which is located on the Oregon 
side of the Columbia River. For the purpose of assessing cumulative impacts to visual resources, 
views of other wind projects from 1-84 were considered. 1-84 extends for a distance of 
approximately 127 miles from Cascade Locks, Oregon (southwest of the project site on the 
Oregon side of the Columbia River) to the intersection with 1-82, which leads north to the Tri
Cities. There are ten existing wind projects along this segment, all located within a distance of 
approximately 70 miles east of the Project site (to approximately Arlington, Oregon).27 These 
ten projects could potentially be viewed by drivers along 1-84 within a driving time of 
approximately one to 1.5 hours. 
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From Arlington, I-84 continues on in an easterly and the southeasterly direction, terminating at 
Pendleton, Oregon. There are no existing wind energy projects in this area. Fatiher east, there 
are wind energy generation projects southeast of the Tri-Cities, and west and southwest of Walla 
Walla (in both Washington and Oregon), more than 80 additional miles east-nOliheast. These 
were considered too remote for this analysis. 

All of the ten existing wind energy proj ects are located east of the Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area (Figure 3.14-1). Four are located nOlih of the Columbia River in 
Washington, and six are located south of the river in Oregon. In contrast to the steep terrain and 
forested vegetation of the Project site, the ten operating wind projects located to the east are on 
lands with rolling hills, open vistas, and little or no vegetation. The projects that were 
considered include: 

• Windy Point, 137 MW wind project west of Maryhill, Washington 
• Biglow Canyon I, 125 MW wind project in Shennan County, Oregon 
• Klondike (I - IIIA), 499-MW wind project in Sherman County, Oregon 
• Hay Canyon, 101-MW wind project in Sherman County, Oregon 
27 See map at http://www.nwcouncil.orglmaps/powerlDefault.asp. 
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• Goodnoe Hills, 94-MW wind project nOlih ofthe Columbia River between Goldendale 
and Roosevelt, Washington 
• Big Horn, 199-MW wind project in Klickitat County, Washington 
• White Creek, 205-MW wind project near Roosevelt, Washington 
• Leaning Juniper, 101-MW wind project near Arlington, Oregon 
• Rattlesnake Road, 1 03-MW wind project near Arlington, Oregon 
• Wheat Field, 97-MW wind project near Arlington, Oregon 

3.14.2 REASONABLY FORSEEABLE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

Reasonably foreseeable future development generally includes those actions currently underway, 
fOlmally proposed or planned, or highly likely to occur based on available information. Various 
sources, including searches in the fall of 2009 ofthe web sites of the surrounding Skamania, 
Klickitat and Hood River Counties, Columbia River Gorge Commission, WSDOT, Oregon 
Depatiment of TranspOliation, EFSEC, the Oregon Depatiment of Energy, and the POliS of 
Skamania County, Klickitat County, The Dalles, and Cascade Locks, were made to obtain 
infolmation about any current and potential future development in the project vicinity. 
Reasonably foreseeable development that may occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Action could 
include both other wind projects and roadway projects. (See Figure 3.14-1 for the general 
locations ofthis potential development.) 
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Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area 
Figure 3.14-1 
Job No. 33758687 Existing and Proposed Development 

In addition to the potential for cumulative visual impacts, two proposed projects in the project 
vicinity were identified as having a potential for other cumulative impacts with the Project. 
These proj ects are: 

• Middle Mountain Wind Project. Hood River County is proposing this 9-MW project, which 
would be located approximately 10 miles south of Hood River28. Six wind turbines are proposed 
in a single line on Middle Mountain. The project would be located approximately 15 miles south 
of the Project. The County has completed visual simulations, and a project informational meeting 
is scheduled for January 12,2010. The County plans to continue its feasibility analysis in the 
coming months. Studies of impacts to biological resources have not been conducted. 
·1-84 Bridge Replacements. Oregon Depmiment of Transportation is repairing or replacing 21 
bridges on I -84 tlU'ough the Columbia River Gorge with new bridges29. Several of these projects 
are located near Hood River and these improvements are grouped as follows: 
-1-84 Cascade Locks to Hood River. The bridges in this bundle span the junction ofthe Hood and 
Columbia rivers. Construction began in July 2008 and will be completed in fall 201030. 
-I-84 Exit 64 (Hood River). This bundle includes replacing the overpass bridge on Interstate 84 
at exit 64 in Hood River and improving the interchange and Button Bridge Road beneath the 
overpass. Design work started in fall 2008 and will be completed by fall 2009. Construction is 
scheduled from early 2010 to late 201131. 
-I-84 Hood River to The Dalles. These five bridges are located at the east end of the Columbia 
River Gorge. Construction on the Mosier Creek bridge replacement began in August 2008 and 
will be completed in fall 201032. Design work on the remaining bridges is complete and 
construction is scheduled from spring 2009 until early 2012. Repairs to the I-84 bridges at 
Hostetler Way in The Dalles and over Rock Creek in Mosier were completed in summer 2007. 

28 See: http://www.co.hood-river.or.us/verticallSites/%7B4BB5BFDA-3709-449E-
9BI6B62AOAODD6E4% 
7D/uploads/% 7B909769CE-99FO-4 7B5-9CAF -77015BF9D737% 7D .PDF, and 
http://www.co.hood-river.or.us/index.asp?Type=B _ BASIC&SEC={2AE779FB-D681-4AA8-
8835B50BBAA8252D} . 

29 See: http://www.oregon.gov/ODOTIHWYIREGIONI/ColumbiaGorge/ 

30 See: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOTIHWYIREGIONI/ColumbiaGorge/CascadeLockst02ndStreetHoo 
dRiver. pdf. 

31 See: 
http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWYIREGIONI/ColumbiaGorge/B224 ]IP _90109_ ODOT.pdf. 

32 See: 
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http://www.oregon.gov/ODOTIHWYIREGIONl/ColumbiaGorge/CascadeLockst02ndStreetHoo 
dRiver.pdf. 
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3.14.3 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The following subsections describe the cumulative effects that the Proposed Action, in 
combination with the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions identified above, 
would have on the various environmental resources discussed in this EIS. Cumulative impacts 
from the combination of these actions could occur for each of the environmental resources. 
However, the contribution of the Proposed Action to these cumulative impacts would vary, with 
the grcatest contribution occlJn'ing in cumulative impacts on visualrcsources as constructing and 
operating the ProjeGt would add a view of an additional wind power project to travelers in the 
Gorge. In addition to the existing projects east of the project area, long-distance travelers in 
either direction along 1-84 could see some elements of the Project, for approximately 12.5 miles 
traveling west and 6.5 miles traveling east. Travelers along SR 14 would not see the Proposed 
Action, which would be blocked by the bluff to the nOlih of the road. As discussed in more 
depth below in Section 3.14.3.10, the visual impact of the Project along 1-84 would be variable, 
with the number ofturbine strings visible changing with topography. In many places only a few 
turbines would be visible, and the area where the most turbines would be visible (directly across 
the Columbia River fi'om White Salmon and Bingen) would also be the area where the viewer 
would be the farthest from the project area (Figure 3.9-1). This would constitute a small 
cumulative impact when considered in combination with views of other wind projects located 
from 35 to 70 miles to the east. 

Low levels of adverse cumulative impacts have been identified for energy and natural resources 
from the use of steel, concrete and vehicle fuel for construction, and for transportation (traffic 
safety and increased risk of accidents during construction periods of the Project and the 1-84 
bridge replacement projects, if they should overlap). Simultaneous construction projects may 
create a beneficial cumulative socioeconomic impact to local communities. Finally, by 
introducing up to 75 MW of clean renewable energy into the regional electrical grid, the project 
will positively contribute to efforts to combat the cumulative impacts of climate change, and also 
contribute to efforts to improve air quality in the Columbia River Gorge vicinity. 

Commellts: This is IIOt cumulative impacts allalysis,folks. Table 5-3, Primary amI special 
met/wdsfo/' allalyzillg cumulative impacts, ill the CEQ NEPA COllsiderillg Cumulative 
Impacts Halldbook (alld I have provided EFSEC with a copy of this halldbook ill my previous 
testimoIlY), lists these primary methods as follows: Questiollllaires, illterviews, alld pallels; 
checklists; matl'ices; lIetworks alld system diagrams; modelillg; trellds allalysis [my 
commellt: this is a very importallt part of allY cumulative impacts allalysis]; overlay mappillg 
alld GIS; cal'lyillg capacity alia lysis [my comment: this is a crucial alld extremely importallt 
allalysis alld SDS alld BPA have failed to do this allalysis alld it is a FATAL FLAW of the 
DEIS]; ecosystem allalysis [my commellt: VERY IMPORTANT alld has Ilot beell dOlle ill this 
DEIS]; economic impact allalysis [my COmfflellt: this has IIOt beell done. It illvolves 
establishillg the regioll ofillfluence, modeling the economic effects, alld determillillg the 
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significance of the effects.}; social impact allalysis [my commellt: Social impact allalysis 
addresses cumulative effects related to the sustaillability of humall commullities by (1) 
focusing 011 key social variables such as poplilatioll characteristics, commullity alld 
institlltiollal structures, political alld social resources, illdividual alld fmllily changes, alld 
community resources, and (2) projectingfuture effects llsing social allalysis tecJllliqiles such 
as lillear trelld projectiolls, population multiplier methods, scenarios, expert testimollY, alld 
simulatiollmodelillg. SDS amI BPA have not done these allalysesfor this proposal alld this is 
yet allother installce ofafatalflaw ill this DEIS. BPA at least should kllow better thall to try 
to avoid these types of allalyses! 

All potential cumulative impacts are discussed below. 

3.14.3.1 Emih 

Past and present commercial logging of the site and sU1l'Ounding area, agriculture, and 
construction of rural residences have resulted in cumulative impacts to geology and soils, 
primarily through increased erosion and soil disturbance and compaction. As the reasonably 
foreseeable future actions are developed, these actions likely would contribute to cumulative 
impacts. Reasonably foreseeable use of the Project site for both the proposed the Project and for 
a continuation of commercial forestry could increase the potential for soil erosion, and contribute 
to these cumulative impacts for the life of the project. 

3.14.3.2 Air Quality 

While past and present development and activities have resulted in some deterioration of air 
quality in the project vicinity, the cumulative effect of these activities on air quality has been 
fairly negligible. Overall, the air quality in the region is considered good, as evidenced by 
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) reports on air quality for The Dalles, 
Oregon, the closest city with an air monitoring station. ODEQ repotis air quality data using an 
air quality index based on particulate matter 2.5 micrometers diameter and smaller (PM2.5). 
ODEQ's 2008 report for The Dalles shows 339 days with good air quality, 25 days with 
moderate air quality, and no days with unhealthy air quality (ODEQ 2009). 

While air quality in the project area is generally good, haze is a well-documented problem in the 
Columbia Gorge and the causes are being studied by the Southwest Clean Air Agency. In a 2008 
Repoti, the agency found that haze was largely caused by winter stagnations that trap pollutants 
and fog (SWCAA 2008). In the summer, winds flow predominantly from the west, transporting 
emissions from the Portland metropolitan area into the Gorge. Wildfires also contribute to the 
haze when smoke is blown into the Gorge. There is no single source that is primarily responsible 
for haze; however, man-made sources are important contributors (ODEQ 2008). The most 
significant man-made sources contributing to haze in the Gorge include: power plant emissions; 
woodstoves; motor vehicles; non-road emissions (e.g. ships, trains, trucks); and agricultural 
sources of ammonia. 
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Construction of reasonably foreseeable future actions would be expected to generate dust and 
emissions during construction activities that could cumulatively contribute to air quality 
degradation. Construction of the terrestrial portions ofthe Proposed Action also would generate 
dust and emissions that likely would incrementally contribute, though slightly and only for a 
Shmi time,' to cumulative air quality impacts in the general project vicinity. 

Climate Change. Past and present actions in the project vicinity, the region and across the globe 
have contributed to climate change and global warming. The past and present actions include, 
without limitation, the post-settlement conversion of native landscapes to residential, commercial 
and forestry uses, the introduction of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases from fossil fuel 
emission sources, patiicularly from automobiles and fossil fuel electrical generation sources, and 
in general, post-industrial manufacturing processes and land uses. Locally, residential, 
agricultural and commercial development is expected to continue a trend that permanently 
removes forests and replaces them with land uses that contribute to climate change. 

"Climate change" refers to changes in the Earth's global climate, including the rise in average 
surface temperature known as global warming. At this time, while there is nearly complete 
scientific consensus conceming the anthropogenic causes of global climate change, and also 
consensus on its deleterious impacts on the natural and human environment, there is uncertainty 
regarding the specific, localized effects of projected global warming upon regional temperature, 
precipitation and ocean conditions. The Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
recently acknowledged that due to its impacts on climate change and related hUlllan health 
effects, carbon dioxide is considered an air quality pollutant requiring a regulat01Y response.33 

Footnote 33: In December, 2009"Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Lisa 
Jackson announced that the agency had finalized its finding that greenhouse gases, including 
carbon dioxide, pose a threat to human health and welfare. The ruling allows the EPA to begin 
regulating greenhouse-gas emissions from power plants, factories and major industrial polluters, 
although the precise details of that regulation have yet to be worked out. "The threat is real," said 
Jackson. "If we don't act to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions, the planet we will leave to the 
future will be very different than the one we know today." 
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The effects of global warming on the overall hydrology of the Columbia River Basin are difficult 
to separate from the natural variability resulting from cycles such as El Nifio and the Pacific 
Decadal Oscillation. Further, forecasted changes to water supply or runoff volumes for the key 
Columbia River Basin drainages are more susceptible to shorter climatic cycles, such as El Nifio 
and the Pacific Decadal Oscillation, than longer-term trends attributable to global wanning. The 
variability seen in the Columbia River Basin over the last 80 years is greater than the variability 
experienced in the last 10-15 years. Therefore, even though the precise effects of global 
warming on the Columbia River Basin cannot be accurately detelmined at this time, estimated 
changes are within historic variations. Although precise forecasting of the future effects of 
global watming on the Columbia River Basin may not be possible at this time, it is possible to 
consider how the development of the Project will affect emissions of greenhouse gases such as 
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carbon dioxide. 

Comment: The U.S. Forest Service's Pacific NW Experimental Station, loc(ited in our own 
Skamania County, at the old Wind River NurselY site (the oldest nursery in the Pacific NW, 
dating back to 1909), has put together a CD set on global climate change amI its effects on the 
Pacific NW. One of their conclusions is that we will get more rain and less snow pack, 
something which will definitely affect BPA 's energy production and local quality of life . 

. There will be impacts on fISh ami otlter wildlife. One of tlte things tlU/t their research did not 
address was any changes in wind pattems resulting from global climate change. This is the 
FUTURE part of cumulative impacts analysis and should be done for this DEIS! 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions, including continued use of fossil-fuel-burning 
automobiles, industrial processes, and electrical power generation are likely to continue, with 
cumulative impacts to air quality and acceleration of climate change through the continuing 
introduction of greenhouse gas emissions into the atmosphere. Power generated from wind 
displaces power generated by carbon dioxide emitting sources. In addition to wind energy 
generation being a non-emitting source, wind energy also is integrated into the hydropower 
system to reduce reliance on other thelmal energy sources (i.e., coal, natural gas, or nuclear). 
Because the current mix of power sources in the Northwest relies heavily on thelmal sources, 
electricity sourced from the wholesale market would likely have a significant greenhouse gas 
component, with attendant deleterious cumulative impacts. Integrating power generated by wind 
turbines into the hydropower system reduces reliance on other energy alternatives and avoids the 
need to procure 75 MW of electric power with a significant greenhouse gas component. 
Consequently, the Proposed Action will have a positive cumulative impact on efforts to combat 
air quality deterioration and climate change. 

Comment: Although BPA staies that it does 1I0t OWII allY gas plants, it will need to rely on 
backups, perhaps even lIatural gas-powered plallts, to back up its energy productioll. The 
more ellergy BPA is asked to produce the more power plants (or other types of mach in elY that 
will produce oll-demalld, quick backup) will have to be olllille to ensurejlexibility alld 
capability in the power grid. This is NOT a "positive cumulative impact" that would "combat 
air quality deterioratioll and climate change"! Cumulative impacts are 1I0t done 011 a project 
by project basis. They must be 011 a regiomt/ basis, especially when there is a regiollal ellergy 
producer, BPA, involved. Also, BPA is in tlte process of trying to build bigger ami bigger 
transmissioll lilies in order to produce and cany more ellergy production. These transmission 
lilies have envirollmelltal effects and cumulative effects. There is 1I0thillg ill the DEIS tit at 
addresses the ellvirollmelltal impacts alld effects of past, present, amlfuture transmissioll 
lilies. 

3.14.3.3 Water Resources 
Creeks and Streams 

Past and present development and activities have cumulatively caused various adverse impacts to 
creeks and streams in the general project vicinity. POliions of some of these water bodies have 
been channelized or filled. Others have been affected by pollutants from stormwater runoff, 
wastewater discharges, and other sources. Reasonably foreseeable future actions, including 
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continued commercial forestry practices and the additional development of lUral residences 
could also contribute to these cumulative impacts. 

Roadway constlUction and maintenance in the project area and vicinity could increase 
stOlmwater lUnoff, and increase sedimentation and turbidity if construction equipment crosses 
drainage ways. The Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to adverse cumulative 
impacts to creeks and streams in the general project vicinity. In particular, the Proposed Action 
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would potentially add to cumulative impacts to Little Buck Creek on the east side of the project 
and possibly to Lapham Creek near the proposed site ofthe Operations and Maintenance Facility 
during project constlUction from constlUction site stormwater lUnoffthat would result in 
temporarily increased sedimentation and turbidity. The Proposed Action and other cumulative 
projects also would have a longer-term adverse cumulative impact to these creeks through the 
addition of increased impervious areas, which would increase the amOlmt of stonnwater runoff to 
these creeks, however the increase in impervious surfaces for the Proposed Action are expected 
to be minimal and largely limited to the wind turbine foundations and the Operations and 
Maintenance building. Lapham Creek drains into the Little White Salmon River, which drains 
into the Columbia River. Implementation of stormwater detention and other stOlmwater 
management practices for the Proposed Action would serve to minimize and possibly avoid 
project contributions to these cumulative impacts, including contributions to cumulative impacts 
to other water bodies in the area, such as the Columbia River. 

Groundwater Resources 

Cumulative impacts to groundwater from past and present development and activities in the 
general project vicinity have included groundwater withdrawals for wells. The reasonably 
foreseeable future actions would cumulatively affect groundwater for additional wells, including 
the proposed groundwater use of up to 5,000 gallons per day for the Operations and Maintenance 
Facility. The Proposed Action could contribute to the cumulative effect of potential groundwater 
contamination; however the potential for spills or contamination would be no larger than existing 
commercial forestry or agricultural operations. 

3.14.3.4 Vegetation and Wetlands 
Vegetation and Habitat 

Past and present land development, timber harvest, and agricultural uses have resulted in a 
cumulatively significant change in the composition of vegetation and habitat types in the project 
vicinity. In general, land development and agricultural uses have resulted in conversion of 
forested areas to non-forested areas, and timber harvests have resulted in a mosaic of forest ages, 
with average stand age declining over time from relatively short stand rotations. Changes in 
stand structure and complexity, patch size, and species distribution also have occurred. Few 
large, old-growth conifers or late-successional stands exist in the general project vicinity. 
Accordingly, past and present uses have resulted in cumulative habitat conversion and an 
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ongoing pattem of habitat fragmentation. Reasonably foreseeable future actions, such as 
ongoing land development and timber harvests, would continue this trend. . 

Project construction would take place in the context ofthe existing use of the project vicinity 
generally for commercial forestry, which includes regular cycles of clearcutting and 
reforestation. Nonetheless, by removing trees and other vegetation in the wind project area for 
the life ofthe project, development ofthe Proposed Action would contribute incrementally, 
though in a relatively minor way, to these cumulative impacts. 
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Special-Status Plant Species 

Plant species listed as threatened or endangered and other special-status plant species have been 
cumulatively affected by past and present development and activities through habitat loss and 
direct effects to individual species. This trend wil1like1y continue as future development occurs 
in areas where these species are present. However, the Proposed Action would not contribute to 
this adverse cumulative impact because, as described in Section 3.4.1.4, the Proposed Action 
would not affect any threatened or endangered or other special-status plant species. 

Comment: Ifeellike I'm banging my head against a brick wall ... One more time: 
Cumulative impacts are not analyzed on a project by project basis, especially when cumulative 
impacts are regional. Aml,just because "threatened or endangered and other special-status 
species have been cumulatively impacted by past and presellt development" does 1I0t mean that 
we should cOlltillue practices that will impact them in the FUTURE! Cumulative impacts 
analyses measure past;present, and future direct alld ill direct impacts and tlteir 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. 

Wetlands 

Incremental losses and degradation of wetlands over time have cumulatively depleted wetland· 
resources in the United States. In the project vicinity, wetlands likely were previously impacted 
by construction of a variety of activities, including development of roads and railroads, 
agricultural activities, and past timber harvests. Reasonably foreseeable future actions may also 
affect wetlands in the project vicinity, but it is expected that these future projects would be 
required to avoid, minimize, and compensate for any potential impacts to wetlands from filling 
or other activities as part of project Section 404 permitting requirements. Regardless, because 
construction and operation of the proposed wind project would not impact wetlands, 
implementation of the Proposed Action wouid not contribute to cumulative impacts to wetlands. 

Noxious Weeds 

Past and present activities in the project vicinity have led to a cumulatively significant spread of 
noxious weeds in the vicinity, and noxious weed spread could continue with reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. Although mitigation measures have been identified to minimize the 
spread of noxious weeds by the Proposed Action, it is likely that noxious weed impacts would 
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nonetheless still occur under the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action thus would contribute 
incrementally, though in a relatively minor way, to this cumulative impact. 

3.14.3.5 Habitat and Wildlife 
Terrestrial Wildlife Species 

Past and present development and other activities have had a cumulative adverse impact on 
terrestrial wildlife species and their habitat in the general project vicinity. The clearing and 
conversion of land for home sites, utility infrastructure, and other uses since approximately the 
19th century has resulted in the cumulative loss of wildlife habitat. Wildlife habitat also has been 
cumulatively modified through activities such as logging and other silvicultural activities, which 
have altered and fragmented habitat. This habitat loss and modification has resulted in the 
displacement of wildlife species. While these changes to existing habitat have been cumulatively 

. detrimental to some species of wildlife, some changes that have resulted in conversion from one 
habitat type to another (as opposed to conversion to human uses) have been cumulatively 
beneficial to other wildlife species. Wildlife species also have been directly affected by hunting 
and trapping activities, as well as incidental harm and killing from other human activities in the 
area. Reasonably foreseeable future actions involving highway improvements, residential, 
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commercial, agricultural and other development and logging would be expected to incrementally 
add to these cumulative impacts. 

The Proposed Action would impact terrestrial wildlife habitat through permanent improvement 
of approximately 56 acres now in grass/forb, field/shrub, managed coniferous or mixed 
deciduous-coniferous forest from within the wind project area (See Table 1-3 and Section 3.3). 
Some terrestrial wildlife species may also be disturbed by project construction activities or avoid 
the project area temporarily during construction. The Proposed Action thus would contribute 
incrementally, though in a relatively minor way, to the cumulative impact on terrestrial wildlife 
species and their habitat. 

Commellt: What does "permallellt improvement mean, exactly?!? What is thefactual basis 
for this statemellt? Where is tlte cumulative impact allalysis supportillg tlte statemellt that 
"The proposed actions thus would cOlltribute INCREMENTALLY, THOUGH IN A 
RELATIVELY MINOR WAY, to the cUlllulative impact 011 terrestrial wildlife species alld tlteir 
habitat"?!? Agaill, cumulative allalysis is NOT dOlle 011 a project by project basis whell there 
are regiollal impacts to be considered. It is these types of statemellts that litter this velY 
illadequate DEIS throughout its mallY pages. There is 110 cumulative data or cumulative 
impacts effects alia lyses that have beell done to support these jlag/'(/Iltly ullfoullded statemellts 
yet they are included ill this data-deficiellt, weak, meager DEIS as if they are factual 
statements. FATAL FLAW. 

Bird and Bat Species 

Past and present development and other activities have had a cumulative adverse impact on 
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wildlife species, including birds and bats, with permanent alteration and loss of their habitat in 
the general project vicinity. The clearing and conversion ofland for home sites, utility 
infrastructure, and other uses since approximately the 19th century has resulted in the cumulative 
loss of habitat for birds and bats. Habitat for birds and bats has also been cumulatively modified 
tJu'ough activities such as logging and other silvicultural activities, which have altered and 
fragmented habitat. This habitat loss and modification has resulted in the displacement and 
mortality of these wildlife species. Further, as discussed below, past and present residential and 
other development has a continuing impact on these species, through building, window, 
transmission line and telecommunication facility strikes, vehicular strikes, and the predation of 
these species by domestic cats. Reasonably foreseeable future actions, including non-wind 
energy generation uses, are expected to have a continuing negative impact on these species. 

As documented elsewhere in this DEIS in Section 3.4 Biology, the Proposed Action would 
impact bird and bat species. Because of the variability in species, habitat, and flight patterns on a. 
regional basis, it is difficult to assess potential cumulative impacts of "full build-out" 
development of wind power on birds and bats over a large geographic area. However, the 
National Academy of Sciences National Research Council estimated the best and worse case 
fatality estimates for birds and bats based on a regional "full-build" scenario in 2020 for the Mid
Atlantic Highlands (NRC 2007). This study is considered the most thorough, objective and "best 
available science" on the topic of cumulative impacts from wind energy projects, and made use 
of a real world example (although from a different region of the country from Whistling Ridge). 
This study concluded that it is unlikely that the predicted level of fatalities would result in 
measurable impacts to migratory populations of most species, although for rare and local 
populations, the cumulative impacts when cOlnbined with all other man-made sources of 
mOltality could affect population viability. 

The reference in this study to "all other man-made sources of mortality" in the National Research 
Council study highlights one of the numerous caveats and difficulties inherent to such a study: 
collisions with turbines are only one element of man-made cumulative effects on bird and bat 
populations in a given region. Examples of other man-made impacts include collisions with 
buildings, transmission lines and vehicles, habitat loss, and predation by domestic cats. Erickson 
et. a1. (2005) concluded that these sources of mOltality are likely much larger than the potential 
impacts of wind power development. Other unceltainties included: . 

Commellt: There comes a poillt whell tlte carryillg capacity of a regioll is met amI tlte 
cumulative impacts thresltold is met. Whell tltat time comes, alld it should be determilled 
through thorough cumulative impacts alld effects a1lalyses, thell it is time to say "NO" to 
further cumulative impacts on tlte regioll. Whell all the cumulative impacts are takell illto 
accoullt there might come a point when no further development call take place because the 
cumulative impact threshold has been reached andfurther developmellt would detrimentally 
and permallently affect the envirollment. 
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• While estimation of bird fatalities caused by wind energy projects is possible, data on bat 
fatalities is currently sparse, and typically is not species-specific. 
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• Estimates of turbine fatalities from past projects, especially those from the 1980s through 
the 1990s, are based on a variety of methodologies and do not include corrections for 
observer bias and potential removal of carcasses by scavengers . 
• Factors such as the turbine height and design, rotor velocity, number and dispersion of 
turbines, location oftm'bines in the landscape, and operational schedule ofturbines may 
influence fatalities. Turbine technology is continually changing and it cannot be predicted what 
technology will be available in the future. 

A similar cumulative impact study on avian and bats was performed by West, Inc. for the 
Klickitat County Planning Department (West, Inc. 2008). West's study reviewed 17 wind
energy facilities totaling 2,464 MW that were in operation in the CPE of Eastern Washington and 
Oregon, and an additional 30 potential wind-energy facilities that were planned or being 
constructed within the CPE as ofmid-2008. At the time of their study, West found that there 
was approximately 6,665 MW of existing or proposed wind-energy facilities in the CPE. For the 
purpose of their analysis, West assumed that 6,700 MW of wind power would be present in the 
CPE. However, past experience indicates that not all pelmitted projects are built, so these 
figures likely overestimate what will actually be constructed. Klickitat County added this study 
to the Klickitat County energy Overlay Zone Environmental Impact Statement originally issued 
in September 2004. This study is included in this EIS as Appendix C-Il.34 

Like the National Research Council study, for the purpose of their cumulative analysis, West 
assumed that for cumulative impacts to occur, there must be a potential for a long-term reduction 
in the size of a population of birds or bats. 

West's general approach to the cumulative effects analysis was to summarize results of fatality 
monitoring studies at operational wind-energy facilities within the CPE, and then use those 
results to estimate impacts for all constructed and proposed wind-energy facilities within the 
same ecoregion. At the time of the West study, most wind energy development in northern 
Oregon and southern Washington had been within an area historically characterized by open, 
arid shrub-steppe and grassland-steppe habitats. West found that the current predominant land 
use of the CPE is dryland agriculture and rangeland, with low precipitation (6 to 12 inches per 
year). Habitat and land use throughout the entire CPE are similar. 

West's cumulative effects analysis relies heavily on data from II wind-energy facilities in the 
CPE where fatality monitoring has occurred. Most of the operating facilities have had or will. 
have some sort of avian and bat post -construction casualty monitoring associated with them, and 
post-construction fatality monitoring data are available from 11 operational wind energy 
facilities in the CPE. For each of the individual study areas from which fatality results are 

34 A similar, but somewhat more limited cumulative impact study was prepared for the 
Shepherd's Flat 
Wind Energy Facility in 2007. (Included in this EIS as Appendix C-12) 
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available, the predominant land use was a mosaic of agriculture (mainly dryland wheat farming) 
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and grassland or slnub-steppe rangeland used for livestock grazing. 

West estimated the population losses for birds (excluding raptors), raptors, upland game birds, 
waterfowl, waterbirds, and shorebirds, passerines, sensitive bird species, and bats. Their study 
estimated 69.5 percent of losses would be to passerines, of which homed lark fatalities made up 
nearly half. Fatalities to other avian and bat populations were estimated to be substantially less. 
None of the estimated fatalities were anticipated to cause a significant loss in population, and no 
cumulative impacts were anticipated. 

In comparison to the CPE, the site proposed for the Project is more mountainous, receives more 
precipitation (an average of 84.06 inches per year as measured at the Skamania fish Hatchery), 
and is mOre forested than the CPE. Due to the difference in habitat types between the Project 
site and the CPE, the results of the direct impact analysis for the Project cannot be directly 
applied to the results of West's cumulative effects analysis for the CPE. However, West's 
cumulative effects analysis is relevant in considering the added impacts of the Proposed Action 
to the overall cumulative biological impacts of all wind energy projects in the region. 

As described in Section 3.4 Biological Resources, operation of the Project would result in 
unavoidable mOltality to birds and bats through turbine collisions, but there likely would not be 
enough mortality to negatively affect the population viability of any single species. Operation of 
the Middle Mountain wind project also would presumably cause some mortality to birds and 
bats. Raptors, including bald eagles, golden eagles, northem goshawks and others could travel 
the 12 air miles between the two wind projects, and the two projects would be considered prot of 
the same regional population of raptors. The Proposed Action thus would contribute 
incrementally, though in a relatively minor way, to the cumulative impact on bird and bat species 
in the region. 

Finally, the evaluation of cumulative impacts for wind energy generation facilities should be 
considered in the context of other mortality threats to these species, which have been estimated 
in recent research as many times larger than those from wind energy generation (Erickson et al. 
2005; 2008). Moreover, the cumulative impacts analysis for wind energy generation facilities 
does not account for potential mOltality to birds and bats caused by climate change, and the 
beneficial biological impact of renewable energy in avoiding these impacts. For example, one 
study from 2009 estimated that, based on performance in the United States and Europe, wind 
fanTIs arid nuclear power stations are responsible each for between 0.3 and 0.4 bird fatalities per 
gigawatt-hour (OWh) of electricity while fossil-fueled power stations are responsible for about 
5.2 fatalities per OWh (SovacooI2009). 

Comment: Ok. So, cumulatively, all of these activities actually kill how many birds in total? 
What is the cumulative impact of all this killing on bird populations? Many birds are 
pollinators. Eighty percent of our agriculture (FOOD!) is dependent on pollinators, birds (l1Id 
bees, etc. What effects do windfarms have on pollinator mortality? How does any killing of 
pollinators by windfarms affect agriculture ami 0111' food supply? Tlte cumulative effects of 
any pollinator mortalities lire not addressed in the DEIS and should be. 

Fish Species 
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Past and present development and other activities have had an adverse impact on fish species, 
including the alteration and loss of their habitat in the general project vicinity. Negative impacts 
to fish and other aquatic resources from past and present, as well as reasonably foreseeable future 
development in the region include the alteration of streams and rivers by the introduction of 
hydroelectric generation dams, loss of riparian habitat, increased sediment loading, increased 
stream temperatures, pollution from herbicide and insecticide use, changes in peak and low 
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stream flows, fragmentation offish habitat, decreases in streambank stability, altered 
nutrient supply, and stormwater runoff from roads and bridges. The proposed work on the 1-84 
bridges may cause temporary increases in impacts from construction activities. These impacts 
are anticipated to continue into the foreseeable future. 

Typically, wind energy generation projects in the region tend to be located in upland areas and 
generally well away from fish habitat, which is also true of the proposed project. Therefore, wind 
energy projects in the region in general, and the proposed project in particular, would not 
contribute to direct cumulative impacts to fish species. 

Comment: This statement "wind energy projects in the region ill gelleral, and the proposed 
project in particular, would not contribute to direct cumulative impacts to fish species" is all 
unsupported over-generalization with 110 science or common sellse applied. The DEIS has 110 

collective science data to support this assertion. However, there are most probably direct 
cumulative impacts [BPA's OWllflSh projects show this] to fISh species caused by BPA's 
ellergy productioll activities and the wimlfarm projects along the Columbia River, sillce they 
do contribute to BPA's energy production activities, must also contribute to the direct 
cumulative adverse impacts 011 fish species. Where is the cumulative impacts analysis 011 

direct and indirect cumulative impacts to fish species in the region? 

Potential indirect cumulative impacts to fish species can occur through a somewhat complex 
relationship among wind projects interconnected to BPA transmission system, Columbia River 
hydro operations, and operation of this hydroelectric generation system to meet Clean Water Act 
(CW A) and ESA requirements for listed fish species. There are cUl1'ently over 2,000 MW of 
wind energy connected to the transmission grid within BPA's Balancing Area, and several 
thousand more MW of wind power are expected to be developed and connected to the grid in the 
next few years.35 The majority of these projects are concentrated in the geographic area east of 
the Columbia River Gorge, and the overall amount of wind power on BPA's transmission system 
largely depends on wind velocities in this particular area. Accordingly, the amount of wind 
power on BPA's system can fluctuate widely and relatively quickly, depending on whether wind 
speeds in this area are low (meaning very little wind power is being generated in this area) or 
high (meaning wind projects in this area are generating close to or at full capacity). 

Within BPA's Balancing Area, there must be a match between generation and loads at all times. 
BP A has historically reserved capability in the hydroelectric system to provide balancing 
services for wind power output swings when needed. However, the increasingly large 
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proportioni:ll share of wind power on BPA's system and the natural fluctuation of this power 
have combined to result in large, unscheduled swings in wind generation of up to several 
hundred megawatts within a single hour that cannot be handled by reserved capability alone. In 
such situations, BP A must immediately decrease generation in the BP A Balancing Area to 
maintain the constant balance of generation and load needed to keep the system stable. Using the 
hydroelectric system to decrease generation in these situations is often not available because: 

(1) reservoir space at the hydro projects is being maintained for required flood protection 
(meaning that additional water cannot be stored); and/or (2) additional water cannot be spilled, 
rather than run through turbines, at the hydro projects due to CWA limits on the level of total 
dissolved gases in the river and potential impacts on ESA-listed fish species il'om higher levels 
of total dissolved gases. For these reasons, BPA currently is working with wind project 
developers and operators to develop measures for temporarily reducing sources of wind 
generation within the BPA Balancing Area when necessary. As part of a comprehensive review 
of wind project interconnections and their effects that was conducted in winter 2008, BPA has 
established 35 BP A. Factsheet: How BPA Supports Wind Power in the Pacific Northwest. 
DOEIBP 4002. March 2009. 

3-277 

transmission operation protocols under which BP A's dispatch system automatically instructs 
wind project operators to reduce their generation to specified levels if necessary for reliability 
and ESA or CWA compliance. BPA has issued Dispatcher Standing Order (DSO) 216 to 
document these protocols, and is continuing to refine and clarify this DSO as more is learned 
about wind project operations relative to BPA's transmission system (visit 
http://www.transmission.bpa.gov/wind/op_controls/default.cfm for more information). These 

. measures ensure that wind power on BPA's transmission system does not cumulatively impact 
Columbia River hydro operations necessary for listed fish species. 

The proposed project would be subject to DSO 216, which would avoid any contribution from 
the proposed project to indirect cumulative impacts to fish species. In addition, because the 
proposed project is located at the west end of the Columbia River Gorge rather than the east end 
(i.e., approximately 60 miles to the west ofthe Columbia Plateau wind generation vicinity), wind 
pattems in the project vicinity can vary significantly at any given point in time from those in the 
area where the majority of existing and proposed wind projects are located. This difference adds 
diversity in wind energy production and further reduces the potential for any contribution of the 
proposed project to indirect cumulative impacts to fish species during periods of time when 
generation needs to be decreased to maintain transmission system stability. The added diversity 
should assist BP A in implementing regulation requirements on the hydro system. Overall, the 
proposed project would not be expected to contribute, either directly or indirectly, to cumulative 
impacts to fish species. 

Comment: There is 110 way that the proponent can know that since the proposed windfarm 
would be subject to DSO 216 and that this authority would "avoid any contribution from the 
proposed project to indirect cumulative impacts to fISh species"!! In the NEPA booklet, 
Considering Cumulative Impacts, p. 8, Table 1.2, Principles of cumulative effects analysis, the 
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#2 statement states "Cumulative effects are the total effect. ineluding both direct and indirect 
effects [my underline emphasis}, on a given resource, ecosystem, and human community of all 
actions takell {my underline emphasis}, no matter who (federal, 1l0nfederal, or private) has 
taken the actions. Individual effects from disparate activities [my underline emphasis} may 
add up or interact to cause additional effects not apparent when looking at the individual 
effects one at a time [my underline emphasis} . . The additional effects contributed by 
actions unrelated to the proposed action must be included in analysis of 
cumulative effects." Not only do all tlte current and future wind farms Itave to 
be included in tlte cumulative impacts analysis, but also to be included are any 
other development proposals in the affected region. For example, the proposed 
Cascade Locks, OR off-reservation casino that would contribute cumulative 
impacts on the Columbl'a River and the human and wildlife habitats. For 
example, the proposed SDS Lumber Broughton(W A) condominium development 
that would potentially introduce 1000-1500 new inhabitants on tlte sit ores oftlte 
Columbia River, inhabitants who would most certainly impact the Columbia 
River, for as we all know all treated sewage [tltis is not drinking water, folks!] 
goes into tlte Columbia River, as does everything that comes from our septic 
fields. For example, SDS has proposed a resort in. Cascade Locks, OR, 
contributing more sewage water and resource depletion into tlte Columbia River 
waters, a river that is already considered one of the most toxic and needs to be 
cleaned up, not dirtied up some more. For example, SDS has a 50 lot 
subdivision proposal in Carson, WA, a unincOlporated area which has no 
sewage treatment plant, and has approximately 2600 residents who all use septic 
fields. Everything flows downhill, as we all know, and it all ends up in the poor 
Columbia River. So, I would say that the wind farm proponent It as failed, 
miserably, to do any cumulative impacts analyses tltat take into account direct 
and indirect impacts from a variety of activities that MUST be considered for tltis 
DEIS. 

Certainly, and I consider a fatal flaw of the DEIS, neither BPA or SDS Lumber 
have defined a BASELINE CONDITION for the resources, ecosystems, and 
human communities that would be impacted by the proposed project and all 
other projects that contribute to cumulative impacts. 

3.14.3.6 Energy and Natural Resources 

Past and present land development, timber harvest, and agricultural uses have resulted in a 
cumulative use of energy and depletion of energy resources in the project vicinity. The the 
Project would have a positive effect on energy, in that it would produce more energy than that 
used to build and operate the facility. The project would consume a limited amount of natural 
resources for construction, including steel, concrete, and fuel for machinery. The amount of 
these resources used would be insignificant compared to available supply. The Middle Mountain 
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wind project would be similar in the balance between consumption of energy and generation of 
renewable energy to the Project although both the energy payback and the amount of resources 
consumed would be smaller, since the Middle Mountain project would have only six turbines, 
and is anticipated at 9 MW to be approximately 12 percent of the size of the Project. The I-84 
bridge improvements would consume steel, concrete and fuel. The combined consumption of 
these natural resources is small compared to available supply. The Proposed Action thus would 
contribute incrementally, though in a relatively minor way, to the cumulative impact on use of 
natural resources in the region. 

3.14.3.7 Public Health and Safety 

Past development of high voltage transmission lines across the project site has created a low 
level of EMF exposure. The project will include 34.5-kV collector lines and systems, primarily 
located underground. There will be a new substation located adjacent to BPA's existing North 
Bonneville to Midway 230-kV transmission line, and a new interconuection from the substation 
to'the 230-kV transmission line. Adding additional overhead and underground cables would 
cumulatively increase the overall level of EMF exposure. The electric and magnetic fields 

3-278 

generated by the collector lines and underground systems under the Proposed Action, which are 
described in Section 3.6, Environmental Health, would contribute to the cumulative levels of 
EMF in the project vicinity, though only slightly because of cable shielding and undergrounding, 
the minor nature of these project elements, and the distance to existing residences. 

During construction of the Project, there would be a slight increase in risk of traffic or worker 
accidents during the construction period. This impact would take place in the background of 
existing land use patterns based on commercial forestry, agriculture, and residential 
development. Effects of construction of the Middle Mountain wind project and I -84 bridge 
replacements would most likely be similar, though the impact of the Middle Mountain project 
would be smaller, given the smaller size of the project. Given the anticipated low number of 
incidents and the available capacity of the local emergency responders and hospitals to respond 
to those incidents, the cumulative impact would be relatively minor, and would be reduced once 
construction is completed. 

3.14.3.8 Noise 

Past and present development activities have introduced noise sources to the vicinity, including 
residential construction and development, commercial forestry operations, motor vehicles, 
machinery and domestic livestock and pets. Implementation of the cumulative actions identified 
in Sections 3.14.1 and 3.14.2 would be expected to generate various levels of noise through the 
project vicinity, as would the Proposed Action. Depending on the proximity and timing of these 
actions, there could be cumulative noise impacts if actions are undeliaken simultaneously and in 
relative close relation to each other. For most of the cumulative actions, it is expected that they 
would not result in cumulative noise impacts due to temporal or spatial separation. However, 
given the expected timing of the I -84 bridge improvement projects in the vicinity of the proposed 
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project, it is possible, however not expected, that receptors in the area could be exposed to 
cumulative noise impacts during the construction ofthese roadway projects in combination with 
the Proposed Action. . 

Operation ofthe Proposed Action would result in elevated noise levels fi'om the movement of the 
turbines, maintenance activities, and operation related traffic. The operation noise levels would 
vary with the speed of the turbines. While the noise levels are not predicted to exceed regulated 
noise levels, the Proposed Action ~ould contribute in minor ways to cumulative increases in 
noise levels in the project vicinity. These contributions would be lessened tln'ough the 
application of mitigation ,111easures described in Section 3.7 Noise. 

3.14.3.9 Land Use and Recreation 

The cumulative past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions identified in Sections 3.14.1 and 
3.14.2 have resulted in changes to land use and would be expected to continue the incremental 
growth of developed land uses in the project vicinity. The Proposed Action would be consistent 
with existing land use planning and zoning designations for project facilities, and would not 
result in any inconsistencies with existing or planned adjacent land uses. The Proposed Action 
also would have little or no effect on existing land use patterns. The land use impact of the 
Middle Mountain wind project has not been studied but is unlikely to be inconsistent with local 
land use codes, to cause changes to local land use patterns, or to create cumulative impacts. 
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The the Project would have little to no impact on recreation resources, and this is most likely the 
case for the Middle Mountain wind project as well. The 1-84 bridge replacements may have a 
beneficial impact to recreation users, as roadway improvements may improve access to 
recreational resources in the area. Given the abundant recreational resources in the area and the 
low level of impacts, the Proposed Action's contribution to cumulative impacts to recreation 
would be minor. 

3.14.3.10 Visual Resources 

While parts of the Gifford Pinchot National Forest near the project area remain undeveloped, 
past and present development activities have changed the visual landscape in the immediate 
project vicinity by introducing manmade features and altering natural forms. These uses include 
residential, commercial and agricultural development, the construction of highways, bridges and 
roads, electrical transmission towers and hydroelectric dams, and telecommunication facilities. 
Ongoing human activities in the vicinity also contribute to continuing cumulative visual impacts, 
primarily views of clear-cutting and agricultural openings in natural vegetation patterns. 
Reasonably foreseeable future actions would be expected to continue this trend, as the past and 
present patterns of land use are I)xpected to continue. 

During project construction, the Project would contribute to cumulative visual impacts through 
visible construction activities, although some viewers interested in viewing project construction 
may consider the project's contribution to be a positive impact. After construction is complete, 
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the presence of the proposed wind turbines would contribute to cumulative visual impacts on 
nearby residents and motorists passing by on county roads, SR 14 and 1-84. 

The visual impacts of the Project would not be higher than low to moderate at any of the 
viewpoints examined. In considering the two specific reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
Hood River County estimated that the proposed Middle Mountain project would be visible as far 
away as 9.32 miles from that project36. The two projects are approximately 12 air miles apart, 
and there may therefore be a few locations where both projects would be visible, though these 
would be background views at the limit of visibility. The visual impact of the 1-84 bridge 
improvements would be limited to the period of construction. Oregon Department of 
Transpoliation states that "New bridge designs will complement the aesthetic appeal of the 
Gorge and reflect the allure of the adjacent Historic Columbia River Highway." Thus, these 
new bridges may result in a positive impact to visual resources37. 

Past and present development of wind energy projects has also taken place at other locations in 
the Columbia River Gorge. The visual effect of these projects on the regional landscape and the 
experience of viewers is also a consideration, since long-distance drivers passing tlU'ough the 
Gorge would recall seeing wind energy development in the Columbia Gorge. To assess this 
impact, the visibility of the ten wind projects east of the project area was modeled, using the 
following assumptions: 

36 See: http://www.co.hood-river.or.us/verticaIlSites/%7B4BBSBFDA-3709-449E-
9B16B62AOAODD6E4% 
7D/uploads/% 7B909769CE-99FO-4 7BS-9CAF-770 lSBF9D737% 7D .PDF. 

37 See:http://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/HWY/REGIONlIColumbiaGorge/. 
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• Visibility was modeled to 20 miles. This distance is considered very conservative and 
was chosen to accommodate recreation users with binoculars 
• Visibility was modeled using bare-eatih surfaces without vegetation. In reality, many 
views will be blocked by trees, particularly in the project vicinity. 
• Visibility was modeled from single points representing the approximate location of each 
project taken from the Northwest Power and Conservation Council's on-line NOlihwest Power 
Generation Map38. 
• This visibility analysis documents visibility of even single elements of wind energy facilities, 
such as distant and fleeting views of wind energy nacelles andlor turbine blade tips, and does not 
differentiate these sightings from a more prominent view of entire turbines 01' generation 
facilities. 
• The visibility analysis also does not account for the overall visual or aesthetic context of 
landscapes that are not in a pristine condition, most particulat'ly the presence of existing 
electrical transmission lines which dominate the viewscape in many areas analyzed. Overall, 
these assumptions almost celiainly represent a significant overstatement ofthe visibility of these 
facilities, and their cumulative impacts to the landscape. 
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For a motorist driving east on 1-84, wind energy projects first become visible near Wishram, 
approximately 35 miles to the east of the Project area. From the point, wind projects are visible 
(using the assumptions stated) for approximately 52 of the following 64 miles (Figure 3.14-2). 

Construction ofthe Project would add some additional views of wind turbines in addition to the 
past and present wind power development projects and existing electrical transmission facilities. 
Travelers on 1-84 through the Gorge would be able to see the Project for a time while traveling 
near Hood River. Travelers along 1-84 could each see at least some part or elements of the 
project, for approximately 12:5 miles traveling west and 6.5 miles traveling east39. At normal 
highway speeds this would result in an additional visual impact for between 7 and 12 minutes. 
Travelers along SR 14 would not see the Proposed Action, which would be blocked by the bluff 
to the north of the road. 

,The visual impact of the Project along 1-84 would be variable, with the number of turbine strings 
and turbine equipment elements visible changing with topography. In many places only a few 
turbines would be visible, and the area where the most turbines would be visible (directly across 
the Columbia River from White Salmon and Bingen) would also be the area where the viewer 
would be the fatihest from the project area (See Figure 3.9-1). 

38 See: http://www.nwcouncil.orgimaps/powerlDefault.asp 

39 The project area is within view for approximately 17 miles, however in each direction the 
curvature of 
the road and the location ofthe project mean that the project would be behind drivers and 
passengers for some of that distance. 
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The maximum impact of the Project along 1-84 can be pictured by refel1"ing to Figures 3.9-10 
(Viewpoint 13) or 3.9-8 (Viewpoint 11), which show viewpoints located on 1-84. From 
Viewpoint II, for instance, a traveler proceeding west would see a maximum of25 turbine hubs 
and 70 blade tips, all at a distance of 14 kilometers (8.9 miles), or far background distance. From 
Viewpoint 13, a traveler proceeding east would see a maximum of 12 turbine hubs atld 25 blade 
tips, at a distance of around 5.5 kilometers (3.4 miles) or middle-ground distance. As discussed 
in Section 3.9, however, these numbers overstate the visual impact, for the following reasons: 

• The number of hubs and blade tips visible is calculated using bare-earth surface models. 
In reality, views of many turbines will be blocked by trees. 
• All turbine blades will not be visible when the blades are rotating. 
• Atmospheric haze, when present, will reduce the visibility of the turbines, especially at 
background distances. For westbound travelers, the Project would be the last wind power project 
visible, and for eastbound travelers it would be the first. Building the project would therefore add 
a small cumulative visual impact for long-distance travelers. 
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Figure 3.14-2 
Job No. 33758687 Existing Wind Projects Visibility from 1-84 

A similar cumulative impact could occur, probably on a more consistent basis, for residents of 
and frequent visitors to the local area. While residents of White Salmon, for example, might not 
see turbines from both Whistling Ridge and Middle Mountain on a daily basis, they would likely 
experience repetitive views of wind turbines (or portions of wind turbines) through their local 
travels over a period of weeks, months or years. The "significance" of these perceptions would 
be individual in nature and inherently subjective, and is considered in the context of an altered 
landscape that includes hydroelectric generation facilities, transmission towers and lines, roads, 
bridges, highways and other land uses. Consequently, some local residents and frequent visitors 
might perceive what they individually consider to be a substantial change to the overall character 
of the local landscape. Although the geographical and topographical setting of the Project 
(including north-south trending ridge lines) limits its regional visibility, such a response would 
be more likely with the development of multiple wind projects. 

3.14.3.11 Historic and Cultural Resources 

Cultural and historic resources in the project vicinity have been and are being affected because of 
past, present, and cutTent development and activities. These cumulative impacts include the 
redevelopment ofland used for pioneer settlements, such as the Underwood town site north of 
the project area, and natural degradation of wooden flumes that were used in the late 1800s and 
early 1900s to transport logs to the Columbia River. Although the Proposed Action would not 
affect any known upland archaeological or historic resources, there is the potential for the 
Proposed Action to impact previously undiscovered cultural resources or artifacts. Mitigation 
measures are identified in Section 3.10, Historic and Cultural Resources, to lessen or avoid the 
potential for this impact. However, if the Proposed Action does impact previously undiscovered 
cultural resources or artifacts, it would contribute incrementally to the adverse cumulative impact 
to cultural resources in the area. 

3.14.3.12 Transportation 

The cumulative actions identified in Sections 3.14.1 and 3.14.2 have resulted in increases in 
traffic and would be expected to continue the incremental growth of traffic in the project vicinity. 
The Proposed Action would contribute to cumulative traffic levels in the project vicinity, but 
generally only during the construction phase of the Proposed Action. Construction of the Project 
is scheduled for a one-year period beginning in 2011. Construction of the 1-84 bridges would 
take place in 2009, 2010 and 201140, with the majority of construction taking place in 2010. 
There could be some potential cumulative traffic congestion for travelers along 1-84 during 
periods when both construction projects were active. However, workers traveling to the 
Whistling Ridge site could use SR 14 as an altemative route. 
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40 See: 
http://www.ol"egon.gov/ODOTIHWYIREG10Nl/ColumbiaGorge/May2009GorgewideNewslette 
r.pdf, especially the construction schedule snapshot on page 2. 
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3.14.3.13 Public Services and Utilities 

Past and present development and activities have resulted in an incremental increase in demand 
for public services and utilities. The Proposed Action would not be expected to adversely affect 
the overall capacity or ability to serve of any utility in the area, ana thus would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts to utilities. By providing a potential backup or alternative power source for 
the Skamania County Public Utility District (PUD), the Proposed Action may contribute to a 
positive impact on utilities. 

Construction of the Project, and the use of construction workers from outside the immediate area, 
could result in a minor and temporary increase in the demand for public services including police 
departments, providers of emergency medical services, and local fire departments, and would 
contribute to a cumulative increase in demand when added to the construction of the Middle 
Mountain wind project and 1-84 bridge improvement projects. The temporary increased demand 
for services during the construction period caused by the average of 143 workers (265 during the 
peak month) would be substantially reduced during operation for the permanent workforce of 
nine full-time workers. 

3.14.3.14 Socioeconomics 

During construction,_ the Proposed Action would contribute incrementally to a positive 
cumulative impact on the economy of the local community by providing additional employment 
and increased need for goods and services. While the Proposed Action and other cumulative 
actions would increase the number of constlUction workers in the project vicinity, there appears 
to be sufficient vacant rental dwellings and available temporary housing, hotel/motel, camping, 
and RV units in the general project vicinity to accommodate the potentially overlapping 
construction schedules of the Proposed Action and some of the possibly conCUlTent cumulative 
actions such as the construction of the Middle Mountain wind project and the 1-84 bridge . 
improvement projects. 

During operation, the Proposed Action would employ nine full-time workers. The operational 
workforce would have a minor cumulative affect on population, employment, and housing in the 
project vicinity. The fiscal impact of the project would be highly positive, as the project's 
assessed value of up to $87.5 million would generate approximately $800,000 per year in tax 
distributions to municipal, county, and other local jurisdictions. Operation of the Proposed 
Action would be expected to have a major contribution to cumulative financial benefits to 
Klickitat and Skamania counties. 

3.14.4 REFERENCES 

Repar ~ Whistling Ridge Wind Farm DEIS Comments 
27 August 2010 

289 



Erickson, Wallace P., Gregory D. Johnson, and David P. Young Jr. 2005. A Summary and 
Comparison of Bird Mortality from Anthropogenic Causes with an Emphasis on Collisions. 
USDA Forest Service General Technical Report PSW -GTR -191. 

National Research Council (NRC). 2007. Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects. 
National Academies Press. 

3-285 

Sovacool, Benjamin K. 2009. Contextualizing avian mortality: A preliminary appraisal of bird 
and bat fatalities from wind, fossil fuel, and nuclear electricity. Energy Policy 37 No. 6:2241-
2248. June. 

West, Inc. 2008. Final Report, Avian and Bat Cumulative Impacts Associated with Wind 
Energy Development in the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion of Eastern Washington and Oregon. 
Prepared for Klickitat County Planning Department. October 30. 

Young, David P., JI'. and Victoria K. Poulton. 2007. Avian and Bat Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis, Shepherd's Flat Wind Project, Gillam and Mon'ow Counties, Oregon. Prepared 
for Lifeline Renewable Energy, Inc. March. 

3.15 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND 
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The Proposed Action under consideration does not pose short -term impacts that would 
significantly alter the long-term productivity of the affected environment. The turbines and 
associated facilities would take less than 5 percent of the arable land in the 1,152-acre study area 
out of production, and the remainder of the land could still be used for commercial forestry. 
After decommissioning ofthe project, all ofthe land could revelt to its previous uses. Little 
change in the long-term environmental productivity of the land would have been caused. 

3.16 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources occur when a non-renewable resource such as minerals or 
petroleum-based fuels is used for the construction or operation of a Proposed Action. An 
i11'etrievable commitment of resources occurs when a federal agency gives up all rights or 
protections for a particular resource that it has ownership of or jurisdiction over, whether it be 
land, trees, water, animal or plant species, or some other resource. 

The Proposed Action would .include the use of steel, gravel, wood, and other non-renewable 
material to construct the wind turbines, access roads, electrical power line, operations and 
maintenance facilities, and substations. Materials would come from outside sources or from 
local borrow pits. Petroleum-based fuels for vehicles and equipment would also be required. 
Development of the proposed action would result in the i11'etrievable commitment of a small 
amount of commercial forestry land. These commitments are irretrievable rather than 
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irreversible because the project could be decommissioned in the future and previous land uses 
restored. In addition, many materials used to construct and operate the project could be recycled 
upon decommissioning .. 

3.17 INTENTIONAL DESTRUCTIVE ACTS 

BP A, like other utilities and govemment agencies, experiences incidents of criminal activity such 
as vandalism, theft and burglary. Some of these incidents cause significant operational and 
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financial impacts to the agency. Between 2007 and 2009, BPA experienced approximately 128 
incidents of burglary, theft and vandalism. These incidents cost the agency approximately 
$1,624,110. The BPA Security and Emergency Response Office works closely with Federal 
Law Enforcement Agencies and, local and state police to ensure all incidents are appropriately 
reported, investigated and prosecuted. This effort has resulted in the retum of BP A propeliy and 
in cOUli ordered restitution to be paid by the convicted parties. 

Issues concerning international terrorist activity, domestic ten'orism and sabotage remain a 
significant concem for BP A and other critical infrastructure operators. BP A maintains close 
liaison with Federal Law Enforcement Agencies, Depmiment of Homeland Security, and Local 
jurisdictions to ensure effective communication of information and intelligence. 

The impacts from vandalism and theft, though expensive, do not generally cause a disruption of 
service to the area. Stealing equipment from electrical substations, however, can be extremely 
dangerous. In fact, nationwide, many would-be thieves have been electrocuted while attempting 
to steal equipment from energized facilities. On Oct. 11, 2006, a man in La Center, Washington, 
was electrocuted while apparently attempting to steal copper from an electrical substation. 

Federal and other utilities use physical deterrents such as fencing, cameras, and warning signs to 
help prevent theft, vandalism and unauthorized access to facilities. In addition, through its Crime 
Witness Program, BPA offers up to $25,000 for information that leads to the arrest and 
conviction of individuals committing crimes against BP A facilities. Anyone having such 
infOlmation can call BP A's Crime Witness Hotline at (800) 437-2744. The line is confidential, 
and rewards are issued in such a way that the caller's identity remains confidential. 

Acts of sabotage or terrorism on electrical facilities in the Pacific Northwest are rare, though 
some have occurred. These acts generally focused on attempts to destroy large transmission line 
steel towers. For example, in 1999, a large transmission line steel tower in Bend, Oregon was 
toppled. 

Depending on the size and voltage of the line, destroying towers or other equipment could cause 
electrical service to be disrupted to utility customers and end users. The effects of these acts 
would be as varied as those from the occasional sudden stolm, accident or blackout and would 
depend on the particular configuration ofthe transmission system in the area. While in some 
situations these acts would have no noticeable effect on electrical service, in other situations, 
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service could be disrupted in the local area, or if the damaged equipment was part of the main 
transmission system, a much larger area could be left without power. 

When a loss of electricity occurs, all services provided by electrical energy cease. Illumination is 
lost. Lighting used by residential, commercial, industrial and municipal customers for safe 
movement and security is affected. Residential consumers lose heat. Electricity for cooking and 
refrigeration is also lost, so residential, commercial, and industrial customers cannot prepare or 
preserve food and perishables. Residential, commercial, and industrial customers experience 
comfort/safety and temperature impacts, increases in smoke and pollen, and changes in humidity, 
due to loss of ventilation. Mechanical drives stop, causing impacts as elevators, food preparation 
machines, and appliances for cleaning, hygiene, and grooming are unavailable to residential 
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customers. Commercial and industrial customers also lose service for elevators, food preparation, 
cleaning, office equipment, heavy equipment, and fuel pumps. 

In addition, roadways experience gridlock where traffic signals fail to operate. Mass transit that 
depends on electricity, such as light rail systems, can be impacted. Sewage transportation and 
treatment can be disrupted. 

A special problem is the loss of industrial continuous process heat. Electricity loss also affects 
alarm systems, communication systems, cash registers, and equipment for fire and police 
departments. Loss of power to hospitals and people on life-support systems can be life
threatening. 

Overhead transmission conductors and the structures that carry them are mostly on unfenced 
utility rights-of-way. The conductors use the air as insulati,on. The structures and tension 
between conductors make sure they are high enough above ground to meet safety standards. 
Structures are constructed on footings in the ground and are difficult to dislodge. 

While the likelihood for sabotage or ten'orist acts on the Proposed Action or alternatives is 
difficult to predict given the characteristics of the project, it is unlikely that such acts would 
occur. If such an act did occur, it could have a significant impact on the transmission system or 
electrical service because the North Bonneville-Midway 230-kV transmission line is an integral 
part ofBPA's transmission system; however, any impacts from sabotage or tel1'0rist acts likely 
could be quickly isolated. The Depatiment of Energy, public and private utilities, and energy 
resource developers include the security measures mentioned above and others to help prevent 
such acts and to respond quickly if human or natural disasters occur. 

3.18 ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in some adverse impacts that cannot fully 
be avoided even with implementation of mitigation measures. However, most of these impacts 
would occur during the construction phase of the Proposed Action and thus would be temporary. 
For the proposed wind project, the unavoidable adverse impacts include: 
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• Short-term earth-disturbing activities of 108 acres during construction (56 acres of 
permanent disturbance and 52 acres of temporary disturbance). These impacts, while 
unavoidable, would take place in landscape of managed timber lands which has for many 
years and will continue to be a fragmented environment with ongoing disturbance. 
During construction, direct mortality to birds could occur tluough nest disturbance. 
• Short-term potential for landslide and erosion during construction and operations. 
• ShOlt-term impacts to air quality similar to that of existing logging operations during 
construction. 
• ShOlt-term and localized impacts to water resources during construction and operation of 
the project. 

3-288 

• Short-term and minimal risk of unintentional or accidental fire or explosion or discharge to the 
environment during both construction and operations. 
• Short-tenll and minimal delays in traffic in some areas during construction. 
• Short-term and minimal risk of accident during construction. 
• Short -telm accidental fire, release of hazardous materials, or injury could occur during 
construction, operation, or decommissioning of the project. 
• Short -telm noise impacts during construction is exempt so long as it occurs during daytime 
hours, and operation noise is predicted to be less than the nighttime threshold of 
50 dBA Leq per Washington State and Skamania County regulations. 
• Long-tenll visual impact to surrounding areas where turbines were visible, including some 
areas inside the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 
• Long-term mOltality to birds and bats through turbine collisions. 
• Long-tenn yet minor unavoidable adverse impacts to energy or natural resources tluough the 
consumption of fossil fuels for construction and maintenance of the Proposed Action. 
• Long-term socioeconomic impacts are considered to be beneficial as The Project would provide 
employment during construction and operation. Additionally, increased tax revenues would 
offset the impacts to public services and utilities. 

• Pelmanent loss, temporary disturbance and fragmentation of existing habitat for a number 
of wildlife species. 

Comment: Without a socio-economic impacts allalysis, the statemellt "Long-term 
socioeconomic impacts are cOllsidered to be beneficial" is baseless amlllot supported by allY 
data or (tlwlysis. There is 1I0thillg ill the DEIS to show just how milch Skamallia Coullty 
would belle fit, or 1I0t,jrom this proposed willdjal'/Il. What is clear,jrom previous statements, 
is that Klickitat Coullty stallds to reap most ojthe benefits jor their school district. 

Under the No Action alternative, although many of the potential impacts of the Proposed Action 
would not occur, the existing project area would continue to be utilized for commercial forestry 
operations. Additionally, BPA's North Bonneville-Midway 230-kV and the Underwood Tap to 
Bonneville Powerhouse I-North Camas 115-kV transmission lines would continue to remain in 
place and would be subject to impacts related to the need for ongoing repairs and maintenance of 
these existing transmission lines. 
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Comment: The proponentfor this project is being very trlithful here. There are 
"many ... potential impacts of the Proposed Action ... " that would "not occur" if this wind farm 
proposal was denied by EFSEC!! This would be a good thing for the environment amlfor our 
community. BPA has failed to do a cumulative impact analysis of the existing transmission 
lines for the DEIS and this is afatalflaw. BPA has also failed to do a cumulative impact 
analysis of their FUTURE actiolls in regard to these e;l:isting transmission lines and BPA 's 
proposals to put in NEW, and BIGGER transmission lines. [I will address this in another 
document.j This is just one very important reasoll why this Whistling Ridge windfarm 
proposal should be denied. BPA is afederal agency and is subject to NEPA alld its 
cum Illative impacts analyses. BPA has, fatally for the DEIS, not dOlle its job. This DEIS 
should be sent back to BPA and SDSforfurther analysis and data-gathering. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSES MATTER! 

/e-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 
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/ BEFORE THE HEARlNG EXAMINER 
FOR SKAMANIA COUNTY 

RECEIVED 
SKAMANIA COUNTV 

rl:o' 1 ~ iUU9 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

In the Matter of the Appeals of ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NO. SEP-08-35 

Friends of the Columbia Gorge, 
Save our Scenic Area, Gifford Pinchot Tasl{ 
Force, and Columbia Riverkeeper 

Of a SEPA bNS. 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS"AND 
DECISION 

SUMMARY OF DECISION 
The appeals ofthe Oct.ober 8, 2008 betermination .ofNonsignifieance issued for the . 
C.ounty's proposed z.oning text and map amendments are GRANTED. 

SUMMARY OF RECORD 
Backgr.ound 
Skamania County seeks t.o amend the text and maps ofits z.oning code (Title 21 Skamania 
County Code) consistent with its adopted Comprehensive Plan and subarea plans. The CQunty 
issued a Detennination ofNQnsignificance fQr the proposed amendments (knQwn as the Planning 
CQmmission RecQnunended braft) on OctQber 8, 2008. Save .our Scenic Area, and a group .of 
organizati.ons including Friends .of the Columbia Gorge, Giff.ord PinchQt Task Force, and 
CQlumbia Riverkeeper filed appeals .of the DeterminatiQn QfN.onsignificance .on Oct.ober 22, 
2008. 

'Hearing Date 
The Hearing Examiner for Skamania C.ounty held an open record hearing .on the appeals .on 
January 21 and 22, 2009. . 

Testim.ony 
.The follQwing individuals presented testimony under .oath at the .open record appeal hearing: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Karen Witherspoon, Director .of CQmmunity DevelQpment, Skamania CQunty 
Heather WatsQn, Assistant Plauner, Skamania CQunty 
Dean Apostol, Landscape Architect l 

K. Shawn Smallw.ood, Ph.D., ECQlQgisf 
Richard James, E-C.oustic S.olutiQns, Acoustical Enginee? 
Nhla Pierpont, M.D., PhD., Physician4 

. 

Nathan Baker, Staff Att.orney, Friends of the C.olumbia Gorge 

I Please refer to Exhibit G.l for Mr. Apostol's qualifications. 
2 Please refer to Exhibits G.4 and C.2l fur Mr. Smallwood's qualifications. 
3 Please refer to Exhibit 7.1 for Mr. James' qualifications. 
4 Please refer to Exhibit L 1 for Dr. Pierpont's qualifications. 
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Legal Counsel 
• Attorney J. Richard Aramburu represented Appellant Save our Scenic Area 
• Attorney Richard A. Poulin represented Appellants Friends of the Columbia Gorge, 

Gifford Pinchot Task Force, and Columbia Rivetkeeper 
• ,Attorney Peter Banks, Skamania County Prosecutor, represented Skamania County 

Exhibits 
The documents listed on Appendix A to this Decision (Exhibit List) were admitted into the 
record. Additional documents were filedon January 26,2009, after the Hearing Examiner had 
closed the record to new evidence. The Hearing Examiner did not consider the January 26 
documents and they are not admitted into the record. 

In addition to the documents identified in Appendix A, the Hearing Examiner considered the 
following legal memoranda: 

• Pre-Hearing Brief of Appellants Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Inc.; Gifford Pinchot 
Task Force; and Columbia Riverkeeper (December 9, 2008) 

• Opening Brief of Save our Scenic Area (December 9, 2008) 
• Response Brief of Skamania County (January 2, 2009) 
• Reply Brief of Appellants Friends of the Columbia Gorge, Inc;; Gifford Pinchot Task 

Force; and Columbia Riverkeeper (January 15, 2009)' 
• Citations to Exhibits of Appellants Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge, Inc.; Gifford Pinchot 

Task Force; and Columbia Riverkeeper (January 29, 2009) 
• SOSA's Exhibits Citations and References (January 29, 2009) 

The Hearing Examiner also considered the 2007 Comprehensive Plan, the Carson Community 
Subarea Plan, the Swift Subarea Plan, the West End Community Comprehensive Subarea Plan, 
and the Skamania County Code. 

Upon consideration of the testimony aiJd exhibits admitted at the open record hearing, the 
Hearing Examiner enters the following Findings and Conclusions:' , 

'FINDINGS 

General 
1. Skamania County seeks to amend the text and maps of its zoning code (Title 21 

Skamania County Code) consistent with its adopted Comprehensive Plan and subarea 
plans. The amendments would apply to all lands within unincorporated Skamania County 
that are not designated as Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area (hereafter, 
"National Scenic Area" or "Scenic Area").s The 'Scenic Area generally includes the 
southern portion of Skamania County, although there are "islands" of urban area 
(includihgunincorporated land) that are not within the Scenic Area. Thus, the prop-osed 

, Land uses within the National Scenic Area are governed. by Title 22 ofthe Skamania County Code (Columbia 
River Gorge National Scenic Area Ordinance). 
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amendments would apply to some parcels that, while not designated as Scenic Area, are 
surrounded by Scenic Area lands. AR-50; Testimony of Ms. Witherspoon; County Exhibit 
2. 

2. In the testimony and written materials there are references to two proposed drafts of Title 
21-the (1) Board-Initiated Draft and the (2) Planning Commission Recommended Draft. 
The Board-Initiated Draft was the fIrst draft of the proposed amendments. The Planning 
Commission Recommended Draft contains the changes to the fIrst draft that were 
recommended by the Planning Commission after considering public comment. The 
changes are substantial. The draft of Title 21 that is under review is the Planning 
Commission Recommended Draft, found in the record at AR-72 to 226.6 AR-51. 

3. According to the 2007 Comprehensive Plan, Skamania County is approximately 
1,070,080 acres in area. It is the only county in Washington State that spans the crest of 
the Cascade Mountains. Approximately 80 percent of the County (855,000 acres) is 
within the Gifford Pinchot National Forest. Approximately fIve percent of the County 
(59,876 acres) is owned by the State ofWashington.7 Approximately 85,000 acres ofthe 
remaining land is within the National Scenic Area. 2007 Comprehensive Plan, pages 17-
18.' . 

4: The planning documents in effect for the portions of Skamania County outside ofthe 
National Scenic Area include the 2007 Compn,hensive Plan, the Swift Subarea Plan, the 

. West End Community Subarea Plan, and the Carson Community Subarea Plan. With 
r~spect to those lands governed only by the 2007 Comprehensive Plan (i.e., not within a 
subarea), there are three land use designations: Rural I (2,758 acres), Rural II (13,440 
acres), and Conservancy (817,826 acres). AR-57. The zoning classifications cUlTently in 
effect for those designations include the following: Residential 1, 2, 5, and 10, Rural 
Estate, Community Commercial,Commercial Recreation, Industrial, Resource 
Production 10 and 20, Natural, and Unmapped. sce 21.24.021. In addition, there are two 
zoning classifIcations applicable to the Northwestern Lake area - Residential 2 and 
Residentia15. sec 21.55. 

5. The Swift Subarea includes approximately 92,191 acres, and the Comprehensive Plan 
indicates that approximately 34,000 of the acres are privately owned.8 There are six land 
use designations within the Swift Subarea, including Swift Recreational, Swift 
Commercial Resource Lands, Swift Forest Lands 20, Mountain Recreational 20, . 

6 Tho proposed zoning map is found at AR-232. 
1 The County provided slightly different nnrubers in its brief - a total land area of 1,073,370 acres, with 932,034 
acres consisting of state or federal public lands and the remaining 141,336 acres (13 percent) privately owned. 
Response BriefofSkamania County, page 1. These numbers dOilotaffect the outcome of the decision. 
8 There is some discrepancy between the total acreage reported in the Environmental Checklist and the total acreage 
reported in the Comprehensive Plan. The total acreage in this rmding is based on the Environmental Checklist. It is 
not clear whether the acreage of privately owned land has also changed from what is reported in the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
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Mountain Recreational 1 0, and Mountain Recreational 5. 2007 Comprehensive Plan, 
page 18; Swift Subar(1Q Plan, pages 14 - 21; AR-57. 

6. The West End Subarea includes approximately 60,000 acres,· and the Comfrehensive 
Plan indicates that approximately 31,000 of the acres are privately owned. There are 
seven land use designations within the West End Subarea, including Rural Lands 2, Rural 
Lands 5, Rural Lands 10, Forest Lands 20, Commercial Resource Lands, Neighborhood 
Commercial, and Community Commercial. 2007 Comprehensive Plan, page 18; West 
End Subarea Plan, Figure 3-1; AR-57. 

7. The Carson Subarea includes approximately 2,000 acres. There are four land use 
designations within the Carson Subarea, including High Density Residential, Rural 
Residential, Rural Estate, and Business Center. AR-57; Carson Subarea Plan, pages 2-
5. 

8. Much of Skamania County is classified as "Unmapped~', meaning that no zoning has been 
assigned. 1O Within unmapped areas, "all uses which have not been declared a nuisance by 
statute, resolution, ordinance, or court of jurisdiction are allowable." SCC 21.64.020. 
Land uses within unmapped areas are not subject to the standards or conditions ofthe 
zoning code. Id 

9. .The unmapped lands in Skamania County are mostly commercial forestland or Gifi'ord 
PinchotNational Forest. According to County Ordinance No. 2008-01, at least 15,000 
acres of the unmapped lands are privately owned. Exhibit H.4; Testimony of Ms. 
Witherspoon. . 

10. Skamania County has had a moratorium in effect since July 10, 2007 (date of adoption of 
most recent Comprehensive Plan) on the following- development activities on unmapped 
lands: 

• The acceptance and processing of any building, mechanical or plumbing permits on 
any parcel ofland that is 20 acres or larger that WilS created by deed since January I, 
2006 

• The acceptance and processing of land divisions 
• The acceptance and processing of SEP A checklists related to forest practice 

conversions 

9 There is some discrepancy between the total acreage reported in the Environmental Checklist and the total acreage 
reported in the Comprj)lJ~nsive Plan. The total acreage in tbis finding is based on the Environmental Checklist.IHs 
not clear whether the acreage of privately owned land has also changed from what is reported in the Comprehensiv~ 
Plan. 
10 Prior to 2007, the County's Comprehensive Plan only addressed the southem portion of Skamania County. 2007 
Comprehensive Pian, pages 10 and 21 . 
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Exhibit H.4. The reasons for the moratorium include that much of the unmapped land is 
on rugged terrain that is not served by County roads or electricity, and that many areas 

. are prime habitat for federal or state listed species of fish and wildlife. Exhibit H. 4. 

11. The Planning Commission Recommended Draft (and associated zoning map) would 

12. 

accomplish the following: . 

• Zone all previously unmapped land, including the land under federal ownership. 
• For the land outside ofthe subareas, eliminate the Resource Production 10 and 20 

zones and add Business Park, Forest Lands 20, and Commercial Resource Lands 40 
zones. 

• Zone the Swift Subarea consistent with the Swift Subarea Plan (zoning designations: 
Mountain Recreational 5, 10, and 10, Swift Forest Lands 20, Swift Commercial . 
Resource Lands 40, and Swift Recreation). 

• Zone the West End Subarea consistent with the West End Subarea Plan (zoning 
designations: Rillal Lands 2, 5, and 10, West End Forest Lands 20, West End 
Commercial Resource Lands 40, and Neighborhood Commercial). 

• Add a new section to the zoning code (SeC 21.70.170) on alternate energy systems, 
which would apply to the installation of any alternate energy facility located within 
unincorporated Skamania County, except for the General and Special Management 
Areas of the National Scenic Area (AR-203). 

A list of all of the proposed zoning designations and the acreage allocated to each is set 
forth in the Environmental Checklist at AR-56 t9 57. AR-50, 51, 56, and 57; County 
Exhibit 2. 

The proposed Alternate Energy Systems section contains standards relating to the 
following facilities: 

• Rooftop Wind Energy Systemsll 

Key provisions: 
• One per structure 
• Maximum height: 15 feet above ~aximum for structure' 

• Small-Scale Wind Energy Facilities12 

Key provisions: 
• No limit on number 
• Maximum height: 65 to 80 feet 
• Minimum property line setback: 1.1 times the height 

• Large-Scale Wind Energy Facilities13 

'-.-
Il The proposed definition for rooftop wind energy system is "a small wfud energy system that is installed onto a 
structure supplying power directly to that structure." AR-82. 
12 The proposed defmition for small-scale wind energy facilities is "Wind turbines which will be used primarily to 
reduce on-site consumption of utility power to fanns, homes, or businesses." AR-83 (SCC 21.08.010). 
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13. 

• 
• 
• 

Key provisions: 
• No limit on number 
• Maximum height: 500 feet 
• Minimum property line setback (exterior): 50 feet plus height of structure 
• Minimum setback from residential structures or zones: one-half mile 

Large"Scale Solar Facilities 14 

Geothermal Resources l5 

Bio-Energy Facilitiesl6 

Key provision: 
. • Minimum setback from residential structures or zones: one-half mile 

AR-203 10 214 (SeC 21. 70.170). 

The current zoning ordinance does not contain any standards relating to alternate energy 
systems, although geothermal energy facilities .are identified as conditional uses in the R-
1, R-2, R-5, R-I0, Rural Estate, and Resource Production zones. sec 21.28.030, 
21.32.031, 21.36.031, 21.40.030, 21.44.030, and 21.56.030. The County would regulate 
wind power facilities as "utilities" under the existing code. Testimony of Ms. 
Witherspoon. Public Facilities and Utilitiesl

? are allowed in the residential and Rural 
Estate zones. Semi-Public Facilitiesl8 are conditionally allowed in the residential and 
Rural Estate zones, and Semi-Public Facilities and Utilities are conditionally allowed in 
the Resource Production zones. sec 21.28.020 and -.030, 21.32.020 and-.031, 
21.36.020 and -.031,21.40.020 {md.030, 21.44.020 and -.030, and 21.56.030. T/le 
Hearing Examiner was not able to locate any use classification relating to private utility 
systems. 

14. Un<!er the Planning Commission Recommended Draft, rooftop wind turbines would be 
allowed outright in the residential zones, and small-scale wind energy facilities would be 

" The proposed definition for large-scale wind energy facility is "An electricity-generating facility consisting of 
wind turbines or other such devices and their related or supporting facilities that produce electric power from wind 
to be sold and used off-site." AR-79 (SeC 21.0B.010). 
14 The proposed defmition for large-scale solar faciiities is "photovoltaic energy systems andIor solar thermal 
technology energy systems that use reflective materials that concentrate the sun's heat energy to drive a generator 
that produces electricity." AR-79 (SeC 21.0B.OJO). 
"The proposed definition of geothermal energy facilities·is "A facility used to produce electricity by extracting and 
converting the natural thermal energy from the earth." AR-78 (SeC 21. OB. 010). There are no standards for 
Oeothermal Resources other than compliance with RCW 78.60; . 
16 The proposed defmition for bio-energy is "Includes a range of biomass feedstock and technologies for conversion 

- of these materials into useful energy." AR-76 (SeC 21. 08. OJO). . 
17 "Facilities which are ownl'..~,operated, and maintained by public entities which provide a public service required ~. 
by local governing bodies and slate laws." sec 21. OB. OJO (70). 

18 "Facilities intended for public use which may be owned and operated by a private entity." sec 21. 08. OJO (73). 
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allowed in the residential zones with administrative review. 19 In addition, "public, semi
public and/or private facilities and/or utility systems" would be aIlowed outright in the 
residential zones. Although the proposed definitions for "public facilities and utility 
systems" and "semi-public facilities and utility systems" include "electrical transmission, 
distribution and generation facilities", the electrical generation facilities that faIl under 
more restrictive definitions (such as wind turbines) would not be regulated as a "public, 
semi-public and/or private facilities and/or utility systems." Thus, a large-scale wind 
energy facility would not be aIlowed outright in a residential zone?O AR -81, 82, 99, 100, 
102, 103, 105, 106, 108, 109; Testimony of Ms. Witherspoon. 

15. Although alternative energy systems would be regulilted under the Alternative Energy 
Systems section of the zoning code, it is not clear how certain traditional electricity 
generating facilities, such as coal-fired plants, would be regulated. The Planning 
Commission Recommended Draft does not contain use categories or specific standards 
for such facilities. If categorized as "public, semi-public and/or private facilities and/or 
utilities" they would be allowed outright in most zones. See generally AR-76-84; 
Opening Brief of Save our Scenic Area, page 10. 

16. Under the Planning Commission Recommended Draft, large-scale wind energy facilities 
and bio-energyfacilities (the most controversial uses) would not be allowed outright in 
any zone.21 Instead, they would be conditionallises in the following zones: 

• Industrial 
• Forest Lands 20 (large-scale wind energy only) 
• Commercial Resource Lands 40 
• Carson Industrial Zone (large-scale wind energy only) 
• West End ForestLands 20 (large-scale wind energy only) 
• West End Commercial Resource Lands 40 
• Swift Forest Lands 20 (large-scale wind energy only) 
• Swift Commercial Resource Lands 40 

"Small-scale wind energy facilities would not be allowed within the High Density Residential Zone of the Carson 
subarea. AR-I39. 
20 To avoid confusion, the flearing Examiner urges the County to,clarity this issue in the fmal versionofthe zoning 
code. Appellant SOSA made much ofthe fact that the language "electrical transmission; distribution and generation 
facilities" could be read as including wind-energy and other alternative energy facilities. However, the Hearing 
Examiner considers this to be a language problem (albeit a significant language problem) rather than an 
envirorunental review problem. It is clear that the County intends to regulate wind-energy and other alternative 
energy facUities in accordance with the stricter standards established for those facilities, and it is the Hearing 
Examiner's opinion that no reviewing ofliciallooking at the larger statutory scheme could reasonably interpret 

-; otherwise. Consequently, the Hearing Examiner will not evaluate the envirolill\ental impacts of the proposed zoning 
code on'the false assumption that large-scale wind energy facilities would be allowed outright in the residential 
zones. . 
21 Under the prior Board-Initiated Draft, large-scale wind energy facilities would have been adminislrative review 
uses in some zones, and allowed outrightin others. See e.g., AR-I2I, 128, and 148. 
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AR-122, 125, 128, 148, 161, 163, 179, 182. None ofthe zones identified above would 
allow residential uses. 

17. Although the 2007 Comprehensive Plan specifies that the Hearing Examiner "may deny a 
conditional use permit if he or she fmds the \lse is inappropriate for the area" (2007. 
Comprehensive Plan, Policy LU.6.1, page 31), the proposed criteria for conditional use· 
pennit approval do not appear to give the Hearing Examiner discretion to deny a 
conditional use permit. Proposed SCC 21.16.070(A) states, "If the Hearing Examiner 
detennines that the use is not compatible with permitted or existing uses in the specific 
area of the proposed use then the proposed use may be approved or approved with 
conditions to make it compatible with the area." AR-88 (emphasis added). The quoted 
language is a change from the current SCC 21.16.070, which states, "Ifthe Hearing 
Examiner determines that the use is not compatible with permitted or existing uses in the 
specific area of the proposed use then the proposed use shall be denied." SCC . 
21.16.070(A}. . 

18. The 2007 Comprehensive Plan does not contemplate the type of energy facilities 
described in the Planning Commission Recommended Draft. With respect to the . 
Conservancy designation, which includes the majority of the County'and which could be 
implemented by the ResidentiiU 10, Forest Lands 20, Commercial Resource Lands 40, 
and Natural zones (see 2007 Comprehensive Plan, Figure 2-2, and AR-97 to 98), the 
Comprehensive Plan lists only the following utility uses as being appropriate within the 
designation: ''Public facilities and utilities, such as parks, public water access, libraries, 
schools, utility substations, and telecommunication facilities." 2007 Comprehensive PUm, 
page 26. 

19. Ms. Karen Witherspoon, Director of Community Development for Skamania County, 
was the Responsible Official for State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) review of the 
code amendments. Ms. Witherspoon issued a Determination of Non significance (DNS) 

. for the Plartning Commission Recommended Draft on October 8,2008.22 AR 47-48. 

20. On October 7, 2008, the County mailed notice of the DNS to numerous agencies, tribes, 
and interested parties, including the Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife, the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources, the United States Forest Service, the. 
Washington Department of Ecology, and the Columbia River Gorge Commission. AR-64-
68. The County published the DNS in the Skamania County Pioneer on October 8, 2008. 
AR-69-70. 

21. No agency submitted comments directly in response to the October 8, 2008 DNS. 
Testimony of Ms. Witherspoon; However, on June 5, 2008 the Washington Department of 

22 Ms. Witherspoon had issued a DNS for the Board-Initiated Draft also, and the DNS was appealed by some of the 
Appellants in this case. Ms. Witherspoon withdrew the DNS in response to the changes recommended by the 
Planning Commission. See AR-50. 

Findings, Cone/usions, and Decision 
Hearing Examiner for Skamania County 
SEP-08-35 

Page8of28 



22. 

23. 

Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) subinitted a comment letter on the original Board-Initiated 
Draft that contained the following language: 

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

Exhibit C.12. No cumulative effects analysis has been conducted for the proposed zoning 
code amendments, although some of the specific language changes requested by WDFW 
(i.e., not allowing large-scale energy uses outright on commercial resource lands) have 
been incorporated into the Planning Commission Recommended Draft. Exhibit c'12; AR-. . 

128. 

The County did not consider the June 5, 2008 WDFW letter in the environmental review 
of the PI(lIl11ing Commission Recommended Draft because of the timing of the submittal. 
In compiling its environmental review record the County made a distinction between 
those comments submitted in response to the October 8, 2008 DNS, the comments 
submitted in response to the DNS for the prior Board-Initiated Draft, and the comments 
submitted to the Planning Commission on the ordinance itself. Ms. Witherspoon testified 
that WDFW submitted a laterletter (also neit inclpdedin the environmental review 
record) that did not include a request for a cumulative effects analysis. Testimony of Ms. 
Witherspoon. 

Save our Scenic Area filed an appeal of the DNS on October 22,2008. AR-30 through. 
40. The appeal was timely under the 14-day deadline specified in the DNS. AR-47 to 48. 
The appeal alleged that the proposal (mainly, the portions relating to wind turbines) 
would have probable, significant, adverse impacts on the following: 

• Birds and animals, 
• Noise, 
• Geology, soils, aild topography, 
• Fii:e and hazard, 
• Relationship to existing land use plans, 
• Land use and housing, 
e· Light and glare, 
• Aesthetics and scenic resources, 
• Special areas (i.e., Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area), 
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• Recreation, 
• Transportation, 
• Water Supply and Aquifers, and 
• Human health. 

In addition, Save our Scenic Area alleged that the County did not actually consider 
environmental factors prior to issuing the DNS, that the proposal would result in 
cumulative impacts, and that the proposal would set a precedent for further actions with 
significant environmental effects. Save our Sceriic Area requested that the Hearing 
Examiner reverse the issuance of the DNS and order the County to prepare an 
EnvironInental Impact Statement (EIS). AR-35 through 40. 

24. The organizations Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge, Gifford Pinchot Task Force, and 
Columbia Riverkeeper jointly filed an appeal of the Determination of Nonsignificance on 
October 22,2008. AR-3 through 24. The appealwas timely under the 14-day deadline 

• 'specified in the DNS. AR-47 to 48. The appeal alleged the following (paraphrased): 

• An ElS must be prepared for non-project actions that may lead to significant 
adverse impacts.' 

• The County improperly relied on the Klickitat County FElS .. 
o The County failed to consider cumulative impacts, and the precedent set by the 

proposal. . 
• The County failed to consult with other agencies. 
• The County failed to consider impacts to special and sensitive areas, Wildlife, rare 

plants, native plant communities, and wll;ter resources. 
•. The County failed to ensure consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, Critical 

Areas Ordinance, and federal wildlife laws. 
• The County did not analyze the impacts of the Northwestern Lake Recreational 

zones, or the impacts of increased residential development. 
• The County did not consider or adequately protect against impacts to cultural 

resources and recreation, noise impacts, fire risk, transportation impacts, and 
impacts associated with new energy transmission infrastructure. 

AR-6 through 23. 

25. The County stipulated to all Appellants' standing to challenge the DNS. There are 
declarations in the record from members andlor staff of Friends bfihe Columbia Gorge, 
Columbia Riverkeeper, and Gifford Pirichot Task Force, some of whom reside in 
Skamania COuilty, that their interests would be adversely affected by the proposed zoning 
code amendments. According to the declarations, members of the Appellant 
organizations pursue recreational and wildlife viewing activities in or near the areas that 
would be affected by the zonnigordinance. Argument olMr. Banks; Exhibits FA through 
F.9. 
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26. In response to the appeals, the County argued that the scope and impact of the zoning 
amendments is smaller than argued by the Appellants because most of Skamania County . 
consists of public land, that the court decision King County v. Boundary Review Board, 
122 Wn.2d 648 (1993) is not applicable, that the State of Washington has preempted 
local control over wind power projects, and that the proposed amendments would be an 
improvement over the existing regulatory scheme. Response Brief of Skamania County. 

27. In the Environmental Checklist for the Planning Commission Recommended Draft, the 
County discloses, in general terms, the presence of mountainous terrain, water features, 
threatened and endangered species, bird migration routes, ane! unstable soils within the 
County, but claims that the proposal would have no impact on those and other elements 
ofthe environment because it is a non-project action. In the supplemental sheet for non
project (lctions, the County does not identify or analyze the impacts associated with the 
type of development that might result from the proposed amendments, but indicates that 
the impacts of future development would be determined and mitigated on a project
specific basis based on County regulations. AR-50 to 62. 

28. . Assistant Planner Heather Watson prepared the September 30, 2008 Environmental 
Checklist, in consultation with Ms. Witherspoon and other County staff. As background 
research, Ms. Watson reviewed the Planning Commission Recommended Draft of the 
zoning code amendments, a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) issued by 
Klickitat County for its Energy Overlay Zone CAR-71), 23 the August 2003 Wind Power 
Guidelines promulgated by the Washington Department ofFish arid Wildlife CAR 351-
359), and some SEPA checklists and threshold detenninations issued by other 
jurisdictions for legislative actions. Although Ms. Watson was aware that the County had 
been approached regarding a possible wind energy development, she did not consider the 
project in preparing the Environmental Checklist because no application had been filed. 
Testimony of Ms. Watson. 

29. Although both Ms. Witherspoon and Ms. Watson reviewed the Klickitat County FElS 
prior to issuance of the DNS, neither provided testimony or other evidence identifying 
which specific portions of the FEIS or supporting studies were persuasive in making the 
detennination. In addition, neither provided evidence suggesting that Skamania County 
and Klickitat County have similar environmental conditions. See generally, Testimony of 
Ms. Wlthei'Spoon and Ms. Watson. Although the checklist notes, "The Eastern portion of 
Skamania County that abuts Klickitat COUnty was included in studies prepared for this 
[the Klickitat County] ElS" (AR-50), no specific references to the studies, or conclusions 
drawn from the studies, were provided.24 In addition, the assumptions used by Klickitat 

23 Klickitat County is immediately east of Skamania County. 
24 By chance, the Hearing Examiner found a reference to eastern Skamania County in the Avlffn Study Report 
attached to the Klickitat County FEIS (AR-71, Appendix B). The study iridicates that two avian sampling points 
were in southeast Skamania County, in the general vicinity of the panhandle that extends south oftheKlickitat 
County line. The area represented by the sampling points is an extremely small fraction of Skamania County as a 
whole. AR-71, Appendix B, Figure 1. 
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County in evaluating the environmental impacts of the Energy Overlay Zone are not 
reflected in the proposed zoning text. For example, the Planning Commission 
Recommended Draft would allow a maximum wind turbine height of 500 feet, whereas 
the Visual impact analysis conducted by Klickitat County was based on a height of 100 
feet. AR-205; AR-71, page 3-108. The 500-foot height limit was not based on 
environmental factors; its purpose was to ensure that the type of turbines currently in 
existence would be conforming. Testimony of Ms .. Witherspoon. 

30. Prior to adoption of its Energy Overlay Zone, Klickitat County, like Skamania County, 
did not have ordinances that specifically addressed energy development. Energy facilities 
were'reviewed on a case-by-case basis through the conditional use permit process, which, . 
the FEIS notes, "has led to a lack of consistent policy for energy facility siting." AR-71, 
page 1-3 to 1-4. Klickitat County issued a Detennination of Significance (DS) for the 
non-project action on June 6, 2002, and issued the FElS in September of 2004. Exhibit 
H2;AR-71. . . 

31. In the FEIS, Klickitat County predicted that the Energy Overlay Zone might encourage 
greater energy development within the Overlay boundaries, and discourage energy 
development outside of the Overlay boundaries "because of the greater uncertainty in the 
permitting process". AR-7I, page 1-6. The prediction turned out to be accurate. The 
development of wind power facilitieS in Klickitat County has far exceeded the projections 
contained in the FElS. Whereas the FElS assumed that four wind power projects (1,000 
MW generating capacity total) would be developed in Klickitat County between 2004 
and 2024, as of January'30, 2008 there were 12 wind power facilities in Klickitat County 
(1500+ MW) that were pennitted and/or constructed or had pennits pending.25 These 
facilities are depiCted on a Klickitat County Wind Projects Map. Exhibit E.2. During the 
past year, applications for two wind facilities in addition to those depicted on the map 
have been filed.26 Exhibits E.3, E.4, and E.5; AR-7I, page 1-2. 

32. Skamania County is a member of the Mid-Columbia Economic Development District 
(MCEDD), and Skamania County Commissioner Paul Pearce serves on the MCEDD 
Board of Directors as the Chair of the Executive Committee. The counties that constitute 
MCEDD, in addition to Skamania County, include Klickitat County (W A), Shennan . 
County (OR), Wasco County (OR), and Hood River County (OR). Exhibit H 10, page 1; 
Exhibit HI3. 

33. The mission ofMCEDD is "to promote the creation offamily-wage jobs, the 
diversification of the economic base, and the gr()wth, development and retention of 
business and industry within the five-county district." Exhibit Hlo, page 2. One of 

County line. The area represented by the sampling points is an extremely small fraction of Skamania County as a 
whole. AR-71, Appendix B, Figure I. "_._. 
" Although the map depicting the wind power facilities is dated January 30, 2008, it includes some projects that did 
not receive SEPA Ihreshold delenninations until April of2008. Exhibit E.2, Exhibit 6.3, Exhibit 6.4. 
26 It should be noted that one of those projects -the Goodnoe II Project- included approximately 320 acres of land 
owned by the Washington Department ofNalUral Resources. Exhibit E.5. 
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MCEDD's projects has been to establish the Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable 
Energy Zone (CGBREZ), "This self-declared zone was created to reduce the region's 
dependency on federal subsidies, bring economic vitality to the region, establish a 
national model for energy selfcsufficiency, and provide a model of self-reliance for other 
rural economies in the 21 st Century, Exhibit H,lO. page 9; see also Exhibit D,6. 

34, Skamania County has demonstrated its support of the CGBREZ, and its interest in wind 
power in particular, in several ways, On December 18, 2007, the Skamania County Board 
of Commissioners passed Resolution 2007-59, which "endorses the creation of the 
Columbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy Zone," Exhibit H,9. In the preamble to the 
resolution, the Commissioners identifY the cotmties within the zone as possessing "world 
class renewable energy assets including wind, sun, biomass, water and geothennal" and 
as desiring to develop renewable energy projects, Exhibit H,9. On September 30, 2008, 

, the Skamania County Board of Commissioners passed Resolution 2008-51, which 
endorses several policies and actions relating to the CGBREZ, such as streamlining 
government pennitting, encouraging investment in new energy technologies, and 
expanding regional transmission capacity for renewable energy projects. Exhibit H,l2; 
Exhibit H,ll. On December 23, 2008, the Board "discussed the need for the County to 
pay for Skamania County Economic Development Director to attend an upcoming 
conference of the American Wind Energy Association", Exhibit H,l4, 

35, Skamania County contains areas that have been. mapped by the U,S, Department of ' 
Energy National Renewable Energy Laboratory as Wind Power Class 4 ("good") or 
better. The wind power classifications range from Class I to Class 7, with Class I 
referring to "poor" resource potential (wind speeds not exceeding 12,5 miles per hour at 
50 meters), and Class 7 referring to "superb" resource potential (wind speeds of 19.7 . 
miles per hour or greater). Exhibits D.l and D,2, 

36, To facilitate potential wind energy projects, there are existing high-voltage Bonneville 
Power Administration electric transmission lines in the southern portion of Skamania 
County and on the west side of Swift Reservoir, Exhibits H,l, D,l, and D,2. 

37. Skamania County has not yet received an application'to develop a large-scale wind 
energy facility, However, SDS Lumber has approached Skamania County on multiple 
occasions over the past several years to discuss a possible large-scale wind energy project 
(Saddleback Project) on its property within the County. Ms. Witherspoon met with 
representatives of SDS and entities such as the Bonneviile Power Administration on two 
or three occasions for "pre-application meetings" to discuss the pennitting requirements 
for the project. Multiple pre-application meetings have been held because of changeS in 
the development team. The project, if developed, would consist of at least 40 wind 
turbines. Although the last fonnal pre-application meeting was approximately two years 

'~go, individuals associated with the project have been involved in the County:scode 
update process and the president of SDS was present at the subject appeal hearing, 
Testimony of Ms. Witherspoon. 
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38. The BOIUleville Power Administration (BPA) has produced a map entitled "Current and 
Proposed Wind Project Interconnections to BPA Transmission Facilities" (Exhibit D.4). 
This map depicts the SDS Saddleback project as a proposed wind generation facility of 
70 megawatts (MW). The project location is in the southeast comer of Skamania County. 
Exhibit D.4. 

39. Although no party was able to identifY any specific wind power projects located or 
proposed on National Forest iand, United States Forest Service regulations do not 
preclude the development of wind energy facilities. Wind energy uses are governed by 

. the Forest Service's special use regulations set forth in 36 CFR 251, subpart B. 
Applications for wind energy facilities are processed in accordance with 36 CFR 251.54, 
Forest Service Manual 2726 ("Energy Generation and Transmission"), and Forest Service 
Handbook 2709.11 ("Special Use Administration"). In September of20P7, the Forest 
Service proposed amendments to·the manual and handbook to specifically address wind 
energy uses. 72 Federal Register 184; Exhibit D-9, page 4-29; see also Testimony of Mr. 
Apostol . . , 

40. '. Although under SEP A each project is reviewed on an individual basis, there appears to be 
a general consensus among reviewing officials that large-scale wind energy facilities 
generate the type of impacts that are appropriately reviewed through an environmental 
impact statement. Exhibits E.3, E.5, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4; Testimony of Ms. Witherspoon. 
A typical large-scale wind energy facility jncludes numerous turbines that are arranged in . 
"strings", electrical collector and/or transmission lines connecting the turbines to each 
other and to the electrical grid, access roads to each of the turbines, electrical substations, 
and support structures. The following examples of wind energy proposals in the region 
illustrate the scale of development associated with large-scale wind energy facilities: 

Lakeview Light & Power Project (Harvest Wind) in Klickitat County (as described 
in DS issued April 25, 2008): 

• 55 turbines with a maximum height of 41 0 feet each 
• New 3.l-mile long electrical transmission line 
• New substation occupying two acres 
• An operations building 
• Approximately 20 miles of new access roads 
• 98.6 acres ofland impacted (46.6 acres of temporary construction impact 

and 52 acres oflong-terrn'impact) 
Exhibit 6.3. 

Pacific Wind Development Project (Juniper Canyon) in Klickitat County (as 
described in DS issued April 11 , 2008):' 

• 167 turbines with a maximum height of 492 feet each 
• Two new substations occupying a total of 15 acres 
• Unpaved access roads connecting the turbines and other facilities 
Exhibit 6.4. 

Findings, Conclusions, and Decision 
Hearing Examiner/or Skamania County 
SEP-08-3S . 

Page 14 0/28 

I 
\ , 

I 
! 

I , 
i 
i 

i 
i 

I 



Windy Point Partners, LLC Project (Windy Point II) in Klickitat County (as described 
in DS issued July 9, 2008): 

• 61 turbines 
• Possible new substation 
• Approximately 17 miles of new access roads 
• 76 acres of land pennanently disturbed 
Exhibit 6.1. 

Northwest Wind Partners, LLC Project (Goodnoe II) in Klickitat County on private 
and DNR land (as described in DS issued JulY 11,2008): 

• 17 turbines (added to an existing facility) 
• Electrical transmission lines 
• 15 acres ofland pennanently disturbed" 
Exhibit 6.2. 

Stateline Wind Project in Walla Walla County, Washington and Umatilla County, 
Oregon (as described in Federal Register, June 5, 2000): 

• 250 to 450 245-foot-tal1 turbines, arranged in several strings and spaced 200 
to 300 feet apart 

• New substation occupying one to two acres 
• Eight to ten miles of new overhead transmission lines 
• New access roads 
• Operations bllilding 
• Watertank 
Exhibit 5.4. 

41. The National Academy of Sciences prepared a report, Enviromnental Impacts of Wind
Energy Projects, whiCh "provides analyses to help to understand and evaluate the positive 
and negative enviromnental effects of wind-energy facilities." Exhibit 4.4, Executive 
Summary, page 1, The study addresses both the ecological and the hmnan impacts of 
wind energy. Exhibit 4.4, Chapters 3 and 4. The study also includes recohunendations for 
improving wind-energy planlling and regulation. Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 5, page 181. With " 
respect to planning, the recommendations of the National Academy of Sciences include 
the following: 

• Standardized studies should be conducted before siting and construction and after 
construction of wind-energy facilities to evaluate the potential and realized ecological 
impacts of wind development. Pre-siting studies should" evaluate the potential for 
impacts to occur and the possible cumulative impacts in the context of other sites 
bejl!g developed or proposed. Exhibit 4.4, Executive Summmy, page 9. ~_ 

• Regulatory reviews of individual wind-energy projects should be preceded by 
coordinated, anticipatory planning whenever possible .... This planlling could be 
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impleniented at scales ranging from state and regional levels to local !evels. Exhibit 
4.4, Executive Summary, pages 12-13. 

Visual impacts 
42. Skamania County contains unique and exceptional scenic resources, including the 

National Scenic Area in the southern portion of the County, Mt. St. Helens National 
Monument in the northwest corner ofthe County, and the base ofMt. Adams near the 
northeast corner of the County. Photographs depicting some of Skamania County's scenic 
resources are provided in Exhibit B.5 and Exhibit B.l (see page 1-6). 2007 
Comprehensive Plan, pages 13 and 35; Exhibits H.3, B.5 and B.l. 

43. The Swift Subarea is one of the areas that, under the Planning Commission 
Recommended Draft, couId be developed with large-scale wind energy facilities. The 
Swift Subarea Plan describes the area as "mountainous with sweeping vistas", and as 
being one of the gateways into th~ Mt. St. Helens National Volcanic Monument, "which 
is a popular recreation and sightseeing location bringing thousands of tourists through the 
Swift Subarea every year." Swift Subarea Plan, pages 7 and 9. 

44. Based onU.S. Department of Energy National Renewable Energy Laboratory mapping, 
Skamania County's best wind resources are found on ridgelines that lie transect to the 
Columbia River Gorge. The ridges may be visib~e from key.viewpoints. Some are near 
the National Scenic Area boundary. Exhibits D.l and D.2; Exhibit B.5; Testimony of Mr. 
Apostol. 

45. Wind turbines ofthe maximum height permitted under the Planning Commission 
Recommended Draft (500 feet) have the potential to dramatically alter the landscape. To 
put the massive scale in perspective, the tallest building in Portland is 546 feet tall. Even 
a turbine that is only 300 feet tall could have a blade sweep diameter comparable to the 
length of a Boeing 747 Sumbo Jet. Exhibit B.5; !estimonyof Mr. Apostol. 

46. The visual impact associated with wind turbines is based not only on the scale of the 
structures, but on the amount oflandthat must be cleared to accommodate them. In a 
forested area, the clearing requIred for a string of turbines can be substantial (in the 
eXaInple provided in Exhibit B.5, four acres per turbine). With respect to aesthetic 
impacts, complex, ecologically fragile, and scenic landscapes are the poorest locations for 

. large wind turbines, and open, level, simple landscapes (such as might be found in 
established agricultural areas) are the best locations for large wind turbines. Exhibit B.5; 
Exhibit B. 4; Testimony of MI'. Apostol. . 

47. Landscape aesthetics have measurable, objective standards. It is possible to map 
aesthetically sensitive areas and use such information when making zoning decisions. Mr. 
Dean Apostol, the Appellants'· landscape architellt, tecommended mapping as one means 
for the County to minimize aesthetic impacts. He also recommended that the County 
adopt aesthetic standards. Testimony of Mr. Apostol; Exhibit B.5. 
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48. The National Forest Service (NFS) has developed a Scenery Management System for the 
inventory and analysis of the aesthetic values of national forests. The Scenery 
Management System is described in an NFS publication entitled "Landscape Aesthetics
A Handbook for Scenery Management" (Exhibit B.I). The Handbook provides a multi
step process for mapping scenic resources. The concepts and processes contained in the 
Handbook are not limited to national forests; some jurisdictions use the Handbook to 
evaluate scenic impacts. ExhibitB.1; Testimony of Mr. Apostol. 

49. The American Wind Energy Association (A WEA) has prepared a Wind Energy Siting 
Handbook that provides information regarding the regulatory and environmental issues 
associated with the development of wind energy facilities. In its handbook, the A WEA 
notes that government agencies with approval authority over wind farms often require a 
formal assessment of the, visual compatibility of a wind farm, such as the extent to which 
the wind farm adversely affects the aesthetics of vistas known to be important to the 
community. According to the A WEA, a visual impact assessment should include a 
characterization of baseline conditions, photo simulations, and specific investigation of 
the potential visual impacts based on identified changes from the baseline condition. 
Exhibit D.9, pages 5-28 to 5-31; see also Exhibit B.4. 

50. The use of aesthetic criteria to control land uses is not new to Skamania County; the 
Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area Ordinance (Title 22 of the Skamania County 
Code) contains aesthetic criteria. All development applications for the National Scenic 
Area must include "a list of all key viewing areas from which the proposal would be 
visible." sec 22. 06. 060(A)(1)(e). The key viewing areas, which are defined by 
ordinance, include Cook-Underwood Road, I-84, the Columbia River, tlw,Pacific Crest. 
Trail, and numerous other locations. see 22.04.010(91). Those developmentsvisible 
from key viewing areas must comply with certain standards, including that the 
development must be "visually subordinate,,27 to its setting as seen from the viewing 
areas. sec 22.18.030; see also Exhibit B.4. 

51. With respect to large-scale wind energy facilities, the Planning Commission 
Recommended Draft does not contain standards or criteria relating to aesthetic impacts, 
nor does it require a visibility analysis as an application requirement. AR- 205 to 212. 

52. Based on Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping prepared by a consultat)t with 
significant prior experience with the National Scenic Area (see Exhibit B.2), 415-foot-tall 
wind turbines in the southeast portion of Skamania County, but outside of the National 
Scenic Area, would be visible to a six-foot-tall obserVer from Cook-Underwood Road 
within the National Scenic Area and from Interstate 84 (1-84) on the Oregon side of the 
Gorge,28 With respect tq the western portion of the study area, the visibility would be 

27 "Visually subordinate l]1eans a description ofthe relative visibility of a structure or use where that structure of'use, 
does not noticeably contrast with the surronnding landscape, as viewed from a specified vantage point, generally a 
key viewing area. As opposed to structures that are fully screened, strUctures that are visually subordinate may be 
r,artially visible. They are not visually dominailt in relation to their surroundings .... " SCC 22.04.010(181). 
• Within the study area, 1-84 passes through the Hood River Urban Area. Exhibit B.3. 
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greatest significant from Cook-Underwood Road (Le., only in the northernmost portion of 
the study area would turbines not be visible), but not as significant from 1-84 (Le., only in' 
the southernmost portion of the study area, adjacent to the NSA boundary, would turbines 
be visible). With respect to the eastern portion ofthe study area, which generally 
conesponds to the panhandle lying south of Klickitat County, turbines would be visible 
from 1-84 at nearly all locations, and would be visible from Cook-Underwood Road at 
locations near the NSA boundary. Exhibit B.3. 

53. A viewshed analysis was prepared specifically for the Saddlebackproject, which, if 
developed, would be located in the southeast portion of Skamania County. According to 
the submitted site plan, 44 wind turbines would be located along some north-south 
ridgelines located immediately north of the Scenic Area boundary.29 The turbines would 
be visible for several miles, and would be particularly visible from areas to the west and 
north of the project and from the south side of the Columbia River Gorge (1-84 and 
environs). Views from Cook-Underwood Road would also be affected. Exhibits 2.2a, 
2.2b, and 2.2c. 

Wildlife Impacts 
54. Wind turbines typically kill at least some birds and bats. Bird fatalities are generally 

caused by collision with the turbines or associated infrastructure. Bat fatalities can be 
caused by collision or by "barotrauma" from air pressure changes near the turbines.3o The 
extent of the impact depends on factors such as the type of species present and how they 
use the landscape, the type of habitat that is.provided (forested areas are more sensitive), 
and design features such as the height of the turbines. Testimony o/Mr. Smallwood; 
Exhibit G.14; see generally, Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 3. 

55. Klickitat County had an Avian Study Report (WEST, 2003) prepared as part of its FEIS. 
The purpose of this study was to "provide data on avian use of potential wind power 
deyelopmentareas in Klickitat County." AR-71, Appendix B, page 1. In addition to data 
on avian use, the study included predictions of the number of collisions per turbine by 
avian group for each of six study regions. AR-71, Appendix B, page 3. Two of the avian . 
sampling points were in southeast Skamania County, in the general vicinity ofthe 
panhandle that extends south ofthe.K1ickitat County line. AR-71, Appendix B, Figure 1 . 

. However, the study did not include collision predictions with respect to the Skamania 
County sites. AR-7l, Appendix B, page 3 and Figure 1. 

56. Overall, the WEST study predicted relatively low avian fatality rates throughout Klickitat 
County, with the highest rate of rapt or fatalities west of U.S. 97 and withiri 1.5 miles of 
the Columbia River (0.058 per year per turbine), the lowest rate of raptor fatalities east of 

29 It should be noted that because no fonnal application has been submitted to the County, the site plan submitted by 
the Appellants might not represent the layout ultimately reviewed. ." .... 
30 Pulmonary barotrauma is lung damage due to the expansion of air in the lungs that is not accommodated by 
eXhalation. In a study of bat fatalities from a wind energy facility in Alberta, Canada, more than 90 percent of the 
bats exhibited internal hemorrhaging and pubnonary lesions consistent with barotrauma, and approximately half 
showed no sign of external injury sucl) as would be caused by direct collision. Exhibit C.14. 
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Rock Creek and greater than 1.5 miles from the Columbia River. The prediction for 
passerines was the same for all study areas, at 1.6 fatalities per year per turbine. The 
prediction for all birds combined was similar for the study areas, with annual fatalities 
per turbine ranging from 1.624 east of Rock Creek and more than 1.5 miles from the 
Columbia River and 1.725 east of Rock Creek and less than 1.5 miles from the Columbia 
River. AR-71, Appendix B, Table 32. 

57. The Appellant's wildlife expert, Dr. Kenneth Smallwood, is uniquely qualified to testify 
on the issue of the effects of wind turbines and other types of infrastructure on wildlife. 
He has a Ph.D in ecology, and has served as a consultant to the California Energy 
Commission, conducting research on bird behavior in the Altamont Pass Wind Resources 
Area. He has published 56 peer-reviewed articles, including three specifically relating to 
Altamont Pass. Exhibit G.4. Mr. Smallwood submitted that the Klickitat County FEIS 
underestimates the potential impact of wind turbines on birds. Mr. Smallwood reviewed 
the avian and bat fatality rates of the Big Hom Wind Energy Project, a B3-turbine' 
facility that was recently constructed in Klickitat County. During the environmental 
review process, the developer of the Big Hom facility predicted low futality rates for 
birds and bats, based in part on the results of the Klickitat County PElS ,31 The project 
was then constructed and avian and bat mortality was monitored for a year. Mr. 
Smallwood evaluated the monitoring results, and developed estimates of actual bird and 
bat mortality. With respect to raptors, he found that the number of deaths was 12 to 16 
times higher than the number predicted in the preliminary studies. With respect to bats, 
he found that the number of deaths was more than two times higher than ()riginally 
predicted, Exhibits C.19 and C.22, ' 

58. Although the WEST study underestimated the avian mortality associated wind power 
facilities, it provided some general conclusions that are relevant to the appeals: 

• Avian mortality would be reduced by siting turbines where lowest avian use occurs 
• Avian mortality would be reduced by siting turbines away from riparian areas 
• Avian mortality would be reduced by siting turbines in agricultural areas rather than 

in native landscapes 
• Impacts to raptors would be reduced by avoiding siting turbines at the crests and 

edges of hilltops, where raptors use the uplift created by the cliff face. "A requirement 
to consider avoiding wind turbine placement within 50 meters of hilltop rim edges is 
recommended to be included in the Energy Overlay Comprehensive Plan.'~ 

AR-71, page 3-64. 

31 The estimates associated with'tho.Big Hom facility correlate fairly closely with the estimates contained in the' '-
Klickitat County FEIS. In the Avian Study Report, WEST estimated that the number of raptor deaths Jler turbine per 
year would range from 0.022 to 0,058 depending on geographic location. The preliminary Big Hom studies 
estimated that the number of raptors killed per year by the entire project would be Ibree to four, or 0.022 to 0.03 
raplors per turbine. AR-7 J, Appendix B, Table 32; ExhiM C-J9, 
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59, Skamania County is predominately forested, Forested areas support more special-status 
species that would be vulnerable to turbine collision, Exhibit C.21, page 15; Testimony of 
Mr, Smallwood 

60, Skamania County's planning documents acknowledge that at least portions ofthe County 
provide habitat for protected species, For example, according to the Swift Subarea Plan, 
the Swift area may contain, or provide habitat for the following bird and bat species that 

61. 

. are federally listed as Endangered, Threatened, or Species of Concern: Bald Eagle, 
Northern Spotted Owl, Pacific Townsend's Big-Eared Bat, and Peregrine Falcon, Swift 
Subarea Plan, page B, No evidence was presented that the County considered the 
presence of protected species when detennining which zones should allow large-scale 
wind energy development. 

Turbine collision is not the only impact to wildlife associated with large-scale wind 
energy facilities, The infrastructure associated with wind turbine development (roads, 
transmission lines) has potential to adversely affect wildlife by fragmenting habitat. 
Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 3, pages 105-1 OB. The Planning Commission Recommended Draft 
lind proposed zoning map do not restrict energy uses to areas where infrastructure is 
available or could be developed with minimal environmental impact. Although energy 
uses such as large-scale wind energy facilities would be conditionally allowed in 
substantial portions of the County, the existing road and electricity infrastructure is 
extremely limited or nonexistent in some areas, Exhibit H 4; County Exhibit 2, 

62, Pine Creek, located within the Swift Subarea, provides spawning grounds for bull trout, a 
federally listed species, The U,S, Fish and Wildlife Service considers the Pine Creek bull 
trout population to be "especially important in achieving recovery' for this species," 
Exhibit C.17; Swift Subarea Plan, page B, Pine Creek is "especially vulnerable to land 
management activities on account of its steep slopes and. highly erosive volcanic soils," 
Exhibit C.l7, page 2; see also Exhibit C.l6, 

63, There are map-based tools that can be used on a 'countywide level to detennine where 
energy facilities and other development would minimize impacts to wildlife, For 
example, Mr, Smallwood has developed an indicators approach for assessing the impacts 
of wind power development on bird species at any location in California, Exhibit C-2l, 
pages 4-5. 

64, The Planning Commission Reconimended Draft contains measures to protect wildlife 
from impacts associated with large-scale wind energy development. These include the 
following (paraphrased): 

• Take "reasonable efforts" to preserve existing trees, vegetation, and water resources 
• Flag construction limits '0 

• Design wind energy structures to discoui:age bird nesting, by using tubular rather than 
lattice supports, avoiding use of external ladders and platfonns, avoiding use of guy 
wires, and using bird deterrent devices on guy wires 
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• Control weeds to avoid creating raptor habitat 
• Use anti-perching devices on transmission lines 
• Set back turbines at least 2,500 feet from known nesting sites of stateandlor federally 

threatened or endangered raptor species and at least 1,500 feet from wetlands 
identified on the National Wetlands Inventory maps 

• . Monitor raptor nest activity prior to commencing construction 
• Survey avian use of the site prior to finalizing site design 
• Remoye animal carcasses to avoid attracting foragers 
• Should consult with WDFW before making final siting decisions 
• Restore temporarily disturbed areas 

AR-209 to 210. The measures do npt include minimum slltbacks from ridgelines.32 

65. Although all development within the County would be subject to the critical areas code, 
the County did not present any evidence that it evaluated the presence of critical areas 
prior to establishing zoning districts or allowed uses. within the zones. Testimony of Ms. 
Witherspoon. 

66. The 2007 Comprehensive Plan contains policies that support protecting wildlife on a 
planning level rather than on a project-specific basis. These jnclude the following: 

Policy EA.2: Develop strategies for preserving, protecting orrestoring important 
habit~tinUld corridors, particularly if they are at risk of significant degradation. : 
Some strategies may include ... promoting land use plans and development that 
avoid impacts on habitat.. .. . 

Policy EAA: Coordinate with other jurisdictions and agencies to protect 
environmentally critical habitats, particularly ecosystems and watersheds that 
span jurisdictional boundaries. . 

2007 Comprehensive Plan, page 46. 

Air quality 
67. According to the Klickitat County FEIS, biomass involves combustion of an organic fuel 

(such as wood), and consequently the emissions from such facilities include nitrogen 
oxides, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, greenhouse gases, and toxic 
air poUutants (i.e,; toluene, formaldehyde, etc.). AR-71, page 3-9. The FEIS notes that 
both biomass and natural gas-fired plants could affect visibility within the National 
Scenic Area, even though the Scenic Area is not within the overlay, and recommends the 
use of state-of-the-art air pollution technologies to mitigate impacts. AR-71, page 1-7. 

-------------------~ 

32 The County Critical Areas Ordinanc~;;,ould also not require a minimum setback from the edge of a bluff or 
mountain ridge. Development on slopes steep enough to be classified as a Landslide Hazard Area requires 
preparation of a geotechoical report. No minimum setback is specified. SCC 21A. 06. 020. 
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68. The United States Forest Service (USFS) monitors air quality within the Scenic Area, as 
well as within national forests in the Pacific Northwest region, through chemical analysis 
oflichen tissue. Based on study conducted between 1993 and 2001, the USFS found that 
mean concentrations of sulfur, nitrogen, lead, cadmium, copper, and zinc within the 
Scenic Area were significantly higher than means within the national forests, and were 
comparable to levels found within urban areas. Exhibit A. 3. Cultural resources such as 
rock art might be adversely affected by the air pollution. Exhibits A.I and A.5. Other 
ecological effects associated with nitrogen deposition are described in Exhibit AA. 
Exhibit A.4. 

69. The visibility within the Columbia Gorge Nationai Scenic Area"is poor compared to the 
conditions within many national parks and scenic areas in the western U.S., and is 
comparable to conditions within locations in California and in northwest Washington. 
Exhibit A.I, pages 3 and 4. 

70. The Planning Commission Recommended Draft includes the following air 
quality/pollution control standard relating to bio-energy facilities: "All applicable air 
e~ission permits shall be obtained and all conditions complied with." AR-2I4. 

Noise/Health 
71. The Planning Commission Recommended Draft contains the following standards with 

respect to the noise generated by large-scale wind energy facilities: 
" . 

i. The owner/operator shall operate the project in compliance with applicable 
Washington State Environmental Noise Levels, Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

ii. Applicants shall provide documentation of expected noise generation levels. 

AR-207. The Washington noise standards are based on the land use classification of both 
the noise source and the noise receiver. When the receiver is a residential property, the 
daytime noise limit ranges from 55 to 60 dBAll depending on the classification of the 
noise source. At night, the maximum ranges from 45"to 50 dBA. WAC 173-60-040. 

" , 

72. Mr. Richard James, an acoustical engineer, provided credible testimony that wind 
turbines generate a type of noise that is not adequately measured by the dBA scale used 
in the Washington noise standards. The dBA scale is designed to detect noises audible to 

. humans. Wind turbines generate low-frequency noise (20 Hz or lower) that might cause 
the body to resonate even if it is not audible. Such effects are measurable on the C
weighted scale (dBC). Testimony oiMr. James. 

73.' Wind turbines have unique sound characteristics due to the interaction of the blades with 
the air around the towers. As described in one of the articles submitted by the Appellants: 

" "dBA" means the sound pressure level in decibels measured using the "A" weighting network on a sound level 
meter." WAC 173-60-020. 
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74. 

75. 

76. 

"The interaction ofthe blades with air turbulences around the towers create low 
frequency and infrasound components, which modulate the broadband noise34 and create 
fluctuations of sound level. The low frequency fluctuations of the noise is described as 
'swishing' or 'whooshing' sound, creating an additional disturbance due to the periodic 
and rhythmic characteristic." Exhibin.12, page 11. Mountainous conditions can 
exacerbate the noise effects of wind turbines. Testimony of Mr. James. 

Mr. James recommended a minimum distance of 1.2 miles between turbines and 
residences, based on health effects research conducted by Dr. Nina Pierpont. Testimony 
of Mr. James. 

Dr. Pierpont, a pediatrician, interviewed by telephone 23 inembers of ten families, and 
through those interviews obtained information on a total of37 people (she obtained 
information on young children from their parents). The ten families were not from the 
same town or situated around the same wind farm; some families lived in Canada and 
others lived in various Western European countries. Only one family lived in the United 
States. The families lived distances ranging from 0.19 mile to 0.93 mile from minimum 
328-foot-tall, modem (i.e., constructed 2004 or later) wind turbines. Six of the ten 
families lived less than one-half mile from the turbines. Based on the interviews, Dr. 
Pierpont found that most study members experienced sleep disturbance, and at least half 
experienced a variety of other systems such as headaches, dizziness, and memory 
problems, which symptoms improved when the member was away.from the turbines.35 

Dr. Pierpont calls the constellation of symptoms "Wind Turbine Syndrome." Her theory 
is that the low-frequency noise or vibration associated with wind turbines stimulates 
receptors for the balance system in a discordant fashion. Dr. Pierpont recommends that 
wind turbines be set back a distance of at least 1.2 miles from residences.36 Exhibit 8.3 
(see in particular, pages 8, 12,20, 22, 23, 26, 60, and 61). 

Dr. Pierpont's research has several limitations. The study was based on an extremely 
small number of families, and the only families that were included in the study were 
those in which a member reported severe effects and the family considered the problem 
to be serious enough to take action to reduce turbine exposure (such as moving to a new 
location). Dr. Pierpont did not physically examine any of the participants; the information 
obtained was based on medical histories taken by telephone. Exhibit 8.3, page 18; 
Testimony of Dr. Pierpont. The study was not epidemiological in nature; it does not show 
how prevalent any ofthe symptoms were within the larger community. Individuals 
outside of the selected families who lived near turbines but did not experience symptoms 
were not interviewed. Testimony of Or. Pierpont; Exhibit 8.3, page 51. Wind Turbine 

34 "Broadband noise is characterized by a continuous distribution of sound pressure with fr~quencies greater than 
100 Hz." Exhibit 1.12, page 4. "-... 
"Mr. Banks objected to the hearsay nature of Dr. Pierpont's testimony on this issue. 
" All of Dr. J?ierpont's subjects lived less than a mile from wind turbines. The recommendation of 1.2 miles is based 
on surveys conducted by Robyn Phipps of New Zealand. Exhibit 8.3, page, B. Robyn Phipps is not a medical doctor. 
Exhibit B.1, page 2. 
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Syndrome (or the same grouf, of symptoms) is not described in any medical journal or 
other professional literature. 1 Exhibit 8.3, page 15; Testimony of Dr. Pierpont. . 

77. The National Academy of Sciences does not consider noise produced by wind turbines to 
be a "major concern" for people living more than a half-mile from the turbines. Exhibit 
4.4, Chapter 4, page 159. However, it notes that "industry standards ... for assessing and 
documenting noise levels emitted may not be adequate for nighttinie conditions and 
projects in mountainous terrain. This work on understanding the effect of atmospheric 
stability conditions and on site-specific terrain conditions and their effects on noise needs 
to be accounted for in noise standards. In addition, studies on human simsitivityto very 
low frequencies are recommended." Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 4, page 176. 

Shadow Flicker 
78. Shadow flicker is the phenomenon in which the blades of a wind turbine, as they rotate in 

. sunny conditions, "cast moving shadows on the ground resulting in alternating changes in 
light intensity." Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 4; page 160. 

79. According to one article, for individuals with photosensitive epilepsy (one in 4,000 
people), "flicker from turbines that interrupt or reflect sunlight at frequencies greater than 
3 Hz poses a substantial risk of inducing photosensitive seizures." Exhibit 2.1, page 4. 
However, modem large wind turbines do not generate shadow flicker at frequencies 
greater than 3 Hz. Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 4, page 161 {"Flicker frequency due to a turbine 
is on the order of the rotor frequency (i.e., 0.6 -1.0 Hz)"); see also Exhibit 2.1, page 4. 

80. Although shadow flicker might still be considered annoying even if not'an actual health 
hazard, shadow flicker only occurs during a limited pOltion ofthe day, and only during 
certain conditions. As described in the National Academy of Sciences pUblication on 
.wind-energy projects, "Even in the worst situations, shadow flicker only lasts for a short 
time each day - rarely more than half an hour. Moreover, flicker is observed only for a 
few weeks in the winter season." Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 4, page 161. 

81. Shadow Flicker can be easily modeled on a project-specific basis, and shadow flicker 
modeling was performed for the Wild Horse Wind Power Project in Kittitas County. 
Exhibit 4.4, Chapter 4, page 161. As described in the FElS for the project, the shadow 
flicker frequency for each turbine would be less than one-fifth the frequency reported to 
trigger seizures, and the project would not have a shadow flicker impact on residences 
due to distance and intervening terrain. Exhibit 5,2, page 3.15-1. With respect to an off
site alternative location with potential shadow flicker impacts (potential exposure ranging 
from six minutes to two hours), micro-siting of some of the turbines was identified as a 
potential mitigation measure. Exhibit 5.2, page 3.15-2. 

" "Other than articles on the internet, there is currently no published research on wind turbine associated 
symptoms." Exhibit 8.3, page 15. 
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CONCLUSIONS 
Jurisdiction: 
The Hearing Examiner is granted authority to conduct hearings and make decisions on appeals of 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEP A) threshold determinations pursuant to Skamania County 
Code (SCC) 2.80.060(A)(13). 

Standards for Review of a SEP A Threshold Determination: 
SEP A requires an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to be prepared "on proposals for 
legislation and other major actions having a probable significant, adverse environmental impact." 
RCW 43.2IC.031. 

• "Significant" as used in SEPA means areasonable likelihood of more than a moderate 
adverse impact on environmental policy. Significance involves context and intensity and 
does not lend itselfto a formula or a quantifiable test. WAC 197-11-794. Several marginal 
impacts when considered together may result in a significant adverse impact. WAC 197-

. 11-330(3)(c). '0 

• "Probable" as used in SEPA means likely or reasonably likely to occur. Probable is used 
to distinguish likely impacts from those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but 
are remote or speculative. WAC 197-111-782. 

In King County v. Boundary Review Board, 122 Wn.2d648 (1993), the Washington Supreme 
Court clarified that the term "probable" does not mean that an impact must be "inevitable" 
before an ErS may be required. In that case, the City of Black Diamond had issued a DNS for a 
proposed annexation of ullin corpora ted King County land. The land was "largely uninhabited" 
(lei. at 656), and while some of the owners identified preferred future land uses, none presented a 
formal development proposal to the City. In response to argument that 'any future development of 
the propertY is too speculative to warrant full enviromnental review, the Court held, "a proposed 
action is not insulated from full enviromnental review simply because there are no existing 
specific proposals to develop the land in question or because there are no immediate land use 
changes which will flow from the proposed action. Instead, an EIS should be prepared where the 
responsible agency determines that significant adverse enviromnental impacts are probable 
following the government action." lei. at 664. The Court explained its reasoning as follows: 

lei. 

One ofSEPA's purposes is to provide consideration of environmental factors at the 
earliest possible stage to allow decisions to be based on complete disclosure of 
environmental consequences. Decision-making based on complete disclosure would be 
thwarted if full environmental review could be evaded simply because no land-use 
changes would occur as a direct result of a proposed government action. Even a boundary 
change, like the one in this case, may begin a process of government action which can 
"snowball" and acquire virtually unstoppable administrative inertia. 

In determining an impact's significance, the responsible official must take into account that: 
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(a). The same proposal may have a significant adverse impact in one location but not in 
another location; 

(b). The absolute quantitative effects of a proposal are also important, and may result in a 
significant adverse impact regardless of the nature of the. existing environment; 

(c). Several marginal impacts when considered together may result in a significant 
adverse impact; For some proposals, it may be impossible to forecast the 
environmental impacts with precision, ofteh because some variables cannot be 
predicted or values cannot be quantified. 

(d). A proposal may to a significant degree: 

i. Adyersely affect environmentally sensitive or special areas, such as loss or 
destruction of historic, scientific, and cultural resources, parks, prime 
farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or wilderness; 

ii. . Adversely affect endangered or threatened species or their habitat; 
iii. Conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements for the protection of 

the envirorunent; and 
iv. Establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects, involves 

unique and unknown risks to the environment, or niay affect public heiUth or 
safety. 

WAC 197-11-330(3). 

, A threshold determination "shall not balance whether the beneficial aspects of a proposal 
outweigh its adverse impacts, but rather, shall consider whether a proposal has any probable 
significant adverse envirorunental impacts." WAC 197-11-330(5). Thus, in King County v. 
Boundary Review Bom:d, the Court rejected the argument that an EIS need not be prepared for 
the annexation proposal because development could also take place under county jurisdiction, 
stating, "The specter of adverse environmental effects in the absence of government action ... is 
itself not ajustification for evading full environmental review." King County v. Boundary 
Review Board, 122 Wn.2d at 666. Even proposals designed to improve the environment might 
have significant adverse environmental impacts. WAC 197-11-330(5). 

The lead agency must make its threshold determination "based upon information reasonably 
sufficient to evaluate the environmental impact of a proposal." WAC 197-11-
335. 

If a DNS is issued, the agency has the burden of demonstrating "that environmental factors . . 

were considered in a manner sufficient to be a prima facie compliance with the procedural 
dictates ofSEPA" Lassila v. City o/Wenatchee, 89 Wn.2d 804, 814 (1978). To uphold the 
DNS, the reviewing body "must be presented with a record sufficient to demonstrate that 
ACTUAL consideration was given to the environmental impact of the proposed action or 
recommendation." Id (emphasis in original). -

Clear error is the standard of review applicable to substantive decisions under SEP A 
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Cougar MI. Assocs. v. King County, III Wn.2d 742, 747, 765 P.2d 264 (1988). The. 
determination by the govennnental agency is clearly erroneous only if the reviewing tribunal is , 
left with "the defmite and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed." fd. at 747 
(quoting Polygon Corp. v. Seattle, 90 Wn.2d 59,69,578 P.2d 1309 (J978)).ln deciding this 
appeal, the Hearing Examiner must accord the County's SEPA determination "substantial 
weight." RCW 43.21 C. 090. The burden of proof is on the Appellants to show that the threshold 
determination was clearly erroneous. 

Conclusions Based on Findings: 
1. The County has not demonstrated that it has considered environmental factors to the 

extent required by SEPA. Most significantly, the County did not consider County
specific environmental studies prior to developing the zoning text and map amendments 
and did not consider the types of development that might result from the amendments. 
The County was not able to articulate a strong rationale for some the' proposed alternative 
energy development standards, even though such standards have the potential to create 
environmental impacts. Findings 12, 27, 28, 29, and 65. 

2. The Appellants have demonstrated, consistent with King County v. Boundary Review 
Board, that development with significant adverse environmental impacts' is probable after 
adoption of the pr9Posed zoning amendments. 

A. The zoning amendments would facilitate the development of large-scale wind 
energy and other alternative energy facilities on or near lands known for their 
unique scenic resources and habitat value. Some of the alternative energy uses are 
not identified in the Comprehensive Pl!\ll or the existing zoning code. Findings 3, 
11,12,13, 14, 16, 18, 42, and 43. 

B. The potential significant, adverse environmental impacts oflarge-scale wind 
energy facilities are many and well documented. The Hearing Examiner finds 
most compelling the evidence regarding aesthetic and wildlife impacts. These 
impacts can and should be evaluated on a planning level rather than when 
individual projects are proposed. With full environmental analysis, the County 
might decide to refine the zoning map or development regulations to avoid 
environmental impacts. Findings 40 - 66. 

C. Although based on the evidence submitted the Hearing Examiner is not convinced 
that an adverse impact to public health is probable if wind turbines are allowed to 
be sited less than 1.2 miles from residences, wind turbines do generate,noise and 
the impact should be evaluated prior to adopting a setback standard. Findings 71-
77. 

D. The significant, adverse environmental impacts associated with wind energy 
facilities are not ameliorated by the conditional use permit requirement. Under the 
proposed zoning amendments, a conditional use cannot be denied. Finding 17. 
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3. 

E. 

F. 

The significant, adverse environmental impacts associated with wind energy 
facilities would not be fully addressed by project-specific environmental impact 
statements. Because project proposals are tied to specific parcels of land, the 
ability to consider alternative locations that might reduce environmental impacts 
is limited. . 

Development of wind energy facilities is probable after the zoning action due to 
the County's unique windresources, the County Commissioners' expressed 
interest in and support of alternative energy development, and the fact that a 
developer has ·already approached the County with a potential wind power project. 
Findings 31-38 . 

. The significance ofthe County action is not diminished by the fact that only a small 
fraction of the County located outside of the scenic area and the incorporated areas is' 
privately owned. Even five percent of the County's total acreage (an amount less .than the 
actual private ownership)' is a significant amount ofland?8 Further, no evidence or legal 
authority was presented to suggest that the County's regulations would not apply to the 
60,000 acres ofland owned by the State of Washington. Klickitat County, for example, is 
processing permit applications for wind energy facilities located on Washington QNR 
land. Finding 40. Finally, even if the County does not have jurisdiction to regulate public 
lands within its boundaries39

, the County's regulations might be influential to state and 
federal decision makers when evaluating.requests for. alternative ·energy facilities. For 
example, 36 CFR251.S6 states that special use approvals on National Forest land "may 
be conditioned to require State, county, or other Federal agency licenses, permits, 
certificates, or other approval documents, such as a Federal Communication Commission 
license, a Federal Energy Regulatory Commission license, a State water right, or a county 
building permit." 36 CFR 251.56(a)(2). 

4. Contr\U'Y to the County's assertion, the proposed wind energy regulations would not be 
preempted by the Washington Energy Facilities Site Locations Act (EFSLA) (Chapter 
80.50 RCW) automatically. The EFSLA establishes a certification process that is 
mandatory for development of certaln types of energy facilities (e.g., natural gas 
transmission pipelines in excess of 14 inches in diameter and 15 miles in length; 
stationary thermal power plants with generating capacity of350,000 KW or more; 
facilities capable of processing more than 25,000 barrels per day of petroleum into 
refined products) but that is voluntary for the development of energy facilities that 
exclusively use alternative energy resources, such as wind, solar, geothermal, and 
biomass energy. RCW 80.50.060; RCW 80.50.020(7), (11), (15), and (18). When 
certification under the EFSLA is sought, the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
holds a public hearing "to determine whether or not the proposed site is consistent and in 
compliance with city, county, or regional land use plans or zoning ordinances." RCW 

38 In Ullockv. Bremerton, 17 Wn. App. 573 (1977) the court reviewed an EIS prepared for a rezone offive acres. 
39 In South Dakota Mining Assoc. v. Lawrence Co., 155 F.3111005 (1998), the court determined that federal laws 
allowing mining on National Forest land preempted a county ordinance prohibiting mining. 
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80.50.090. If the site is not consistent with the local ordinances, then the Council must 
detennine whether to recommend to the governor that the state preempt the local 
ordinances. WAC 463-28-060. Even if the Council recommends preemption, it must 
include conditions in the draft certification agreement that considers local interests and 
the purposes of the ordinances that are preempted. WAC 463-28-070. The governor 
ultimately decides whether to approve the certification agreement. RCW 80.50.100. 
Because state preemption must be applied for, is discretionary, and is granted only after 
consideration oflocal ordinances, RCW 80.50 does not provide a rationale for avoiding 
full environmental review of the County's alternative energy regulations. 

5. The Appellants have met their burden of proving that the County's issuance of a DNS 
was in error. 

DECISION 
Based upon the preceding Findings and Conclusions, the appeals of the October 8, 2008 
Detennination of Non significance issued for the County's proposed zoning text and map 
amendments are granted. The Detennination of Non significance is reversed, and remanded 
to the County for preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for the zoning text 
and map amendments. 

Dated February 19,2009. 

Toweill Rice Taylor 
Hearing Examiners for Skamania County 
By: 

~~ eAnna C. Toweill 
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County Exhibits 

Appendix A 
Exhibit List 

Note: Citations to County Exhibit 1 items are to the "Administrative Record" (AR) page 
number only. 

1. Record for Skamania County SEP A on Planning Commission Recommended 
Draft Zoning Text and Map Revisions and Minor Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendments, File No. SEP-08-35 (April, 2008 to November 3, 2008), which 
includes the following: 

912/08 

412008 

2. 

Keeyes, Kahn, & Hennesy, 

SEP-08-35, 

Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone - ).'EIS Documents Incorpornted by 
Reference 1 of2; Klickitat County Energy Overlay Zone - FEIS Documents 

Reference 2 of2 

WAnoise 

Full-size color map entitled "PC Recommended Draft Skamania County 
Zoning Map 

Appellant Save our Scenic Area Exhibits 

72-232 

Note: Citations toSOSA Exhibits are to the numbers as listed. Exhibits 8.1,8.2 and 8.3 
were admitted into the record but not assigned exhibit numbers ai the hearing. Numbers 
are assigned/or the first time here. 

J.1 NINA PIERPONT, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Curriculum Vitae 

-. 



Author; Nina Pierpont, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated July 5, 2006 

1.2 PIERPONT LETTER TO SCHWARTZ, GENOUILLE, FRANCE 
Author; Nina Pierpont, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated February 23, 2008 

1.3 NOISY WJND AND HOT AIR 
Author; Nina Pierpont, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated May 7, 2005. 
Malone Telegram (New York) 

1.4 HEALTH EFFECTS OF WIND TURBINE NOISE 
Author; Nina Pierpont, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated March 2, 2006 
www.ninapieroont.co.!l 

1.5 WIND TURBINE SYNDROME 
Testhnony before the New York State Legislatore Energy Committee explaining Wind Turbine Syndrome 
and wind torbine siting. 
Author; Nina PieqlOnt, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated March 7, 2006 

1.6 LOCATION, LOCATION, LOCATION 
Aufuor: The Noise Association, UK Noise Association, 2nd Floor, Broken Wharf House, 2 Broken Wharf, 
London EC4V 3DT, U.K. . 
Dated July 2006 
www.ukna.org.uk 

1.7 NOISE RADIATION FROM WIND TURBINES INSTALLED NEAR HOMES; EFFECTS ON 
HEALTH 
Authors; Barbara J. Frey, BA, MA, and Peter J. Hadden, BSc, FRICS 
Dated February 2007 
www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com 

1.8 EFFECTS OF THE WJND PROFILE AT NIGHT ON WIND TURBINE SOUND 
Author; G.P. van den Berg 
Dated 2003 (Submitted to Elsevier Ltd Jan 2003, accepted Sept 2003) 
www.elsevier.comllocate/jsvi(Journal of Sound and Vibration); www.sciencedirect.com; 
g.p.van.den.berg@phys.rug.n1 

1.9 INDUSTRIAL WIND TURBINES, INFRASOUND AND VlBRO·ACOUSTIC DISEASE (V AD) 
Authors; Professor Mariana Alves-Pereira, School of Health Sciences, Lusofona University, PortogaJ and 
Dept. of Environmental Sciences and Engineering, New University of Lisbon, Portogal; Nuno Castelo 
Branco, MD, Surgical Pathologist and President, Scientific Board, Center for Human Performance. 
Dated May 31, 2007 
vibroacollstlc.disease@gmail.com 

1.I 0 INFRASOUND AND LOW FREQUENCY NOISE DOSE RESPONSES; CONTRIBUTIONS 
Authors: Professor Mariana Alves-Pereira, School of Health Sciences, Lusofona University, Portogal and 
Dept. of Environmental Sciences and Engineering, New University of Lisbon, Portogal; Nuno Castelo 
Branco, MD, Surgical Pathologist and President, Scientific Board, Center for Human Performance. 
Dated 28-31 August 2007 
INTER·NOISE 2007, Istanbul, Turkey (International conference) 

1.11 WHO HAS HEARD THE WIND 



Author: Jules Smith 
Dated 2006 (Copyright LightningStrike Stodios) 
www.lightoingstrikestudios.com 

1.12 WIND FARM NOISE AND REGULATIONS IN THE EASTERN UNITED STATES from the 
Second Intemational Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyon, France, 2007 
Author(s): Hilkat Soysal and Oguz Soysal, Department of Physics and Engineering, Frostburg State 
University, Frostburg MD 
Dated September 20-21, 2007 
renewable@frostburg.edu 

1.13 WIND TURBINES, NOISE AND HEALTH 
Author(s): Dr .. Amanda Harry, M.B., Ch.B, P.G.Dip.E.N.T. 
Dated February 2007 

2.1 WIND TURBINES, FLICKER, AND PHOTOSENSITNE EPILEPSY: CHARACTERlZING THE 
FLASHING THA T MAY PRECIPITATE SEIZURES AND OPTIMIZING GUIDELINES TO PREVENT 
THEM 
Author(s): Graham Harding, Neurosciences Institote Aston University, Binningham, U.K.; Pamela 
Harding, Neurosciences Institote Aston University; and Arnold Wilkins, Department of Psychology, 
University of Essex, Colchester, U.K. 
Dated February 2008 
Blackwell Publishing, Inc. International League Against Epilepsy. 

2.2 Scenic Analysis 

a. Diagram showing wind turbine placement. 

b. Color diagram showing wind torbine placement and visibility from the National Scenic Area. 

c. Visual simulation based on the torbine location map provided by SDS Lumber and the actoal 
torbine height specification, demonstrating the visual impacts and providing help in understanding 
the visibility of project. 

2.3 Topographical Map of Skamania County area 

3.1 FRANCE'S NATIONAL ACADEMY OF MEDICINE CALLS FOR 1.5 KM SETBACK FOR ALL 
INDUSTRIAL WIND TURBINES FROM RESIDENCES 
Translation of publication notice for "Repercussions of wind torbine operations on human health" 
Author: Dr. Chantal Gueniot 
Dated March 29, 2006 . 

3.2 HEALTH, HAZARD AND QUALITY OF LIFE NEAR WIND POWER INSTALLATIONS; HOW 
CLOSE IS TOO CLOSE? . 
Author: Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD 
Dated March 2, 2005 
Malone Telegram, New York 

4.1 WIND TURBINE STh'DROME: NOISE, SHADOW, FLICKER AND HEALTH 
Author: Nina Pierpont, M.D., Ph.D., FAAP 
Dated August 1,2006 
4.2 SUMMARY REPORT: LITERATURE SEARCH ON THE POTENTIAL HEALTH IMPACTS 

. ASSOCIATED WITH WIND-TO-ENERGY TURBINE OPERATIONS 
Author: Robert C. Frey, Ph.D, Chief, Health Assessment Section; John R. Kollman, R.S., Toxicologist, 
Health Assessment Section, Ohio Health Department. 



Dated March, 2008 
Health Assessment Section, Bureau of Enviromnental Health, Ohio Department of Health 

4.3 IMPACT OF WIND FARMS ON PUBLIC HEALTH 
Author: Kansas Legislative Research Department 
Dated July 18, 2007 (Revised) 
kslegres@klrd.state.ks.us, http://www.kslegislature.orglklrd 

4.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF W1ND-ENERGY PROJECTS 
Author: The National Academy of Sciences Committee on Enviromnental Impacts of Wind-Energy 
Projects (Board on Enviromnental Studies and Toxicology). . 
Dated 2007 
National Academies Press, 500 Fifth Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 2000 I; www.nap.edu, 
http://books.nap.edulcatalog.php?record id=11935 

4.5 PROVISIONS OF THE PROPOSED STATE ENERGY PLAN ON INDUSTRIAL WIND-ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT 
Letter from Congressman Alan B. Mollohan, 1st Dis!., WV, to the director ofthe West Virginia Division of 
Energy. 
Author: Congressman Alan B. Mollohan, First District, West Virginia 
Dated October 31,2007 

. Alan B. Molloham, Congress of the United States, House of Representatives, 2302 Rayburn HOB,' 
Washington DC 20515-4801 . 

5.1 KITIITAS VALLEY WIND POWER PROJECT - FEIS Table of Contents' at 
http://www.efsec.wa.govlkittitaswindIFElSlkvfeis.shtml 

5.2 WILD HORSE WIND POWER PROJECT - EIS at 
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/wUdhorse/feis/whfeis.shtrnl 

5.3 DESERT CLAIM WIND POWER PROJECT - FEIS Table of Contents at 
http://www.efsec.wa.govlDesert''/020ClairulFEISIFEIS.shtrnI' 

5.4 STATELINE WIND ENERGY PROJECT - Federal Register: June 5, 2000 (Volume 65, Nmnber 108) 

5.5 KLICKITAT COUNTY ENERGY OVERLAY ZONE - FEIS available at 
http://www.klickitatcounty.orglplanningiContentROne.asp?fContentIdSelected-2119658607&fCategoryld 
Selected-948111261 

6.1 WINDY POINT IT WIND PROJECT - DS within scopingnotice of 7/9/08 at 
http://www.klickitatcounty.orgfplanningIFilesHtrnlfWPSN.pdf. 

6.2 GOODNOE II WIND PROJECT -DS within scoping notice at 
httn:llwww.klickitatcounty.orgfplanningIFilesHtrnllGoodnoe%20II%20Wind%20Project%20Scoping%20 
Notice.pdf 

6.3 HARVEST WIND - DS within scoping notice of 4124/08 at 
http://www.klickitatcounty.orgiplaliningfContentROne.asp?fContentIdSelected=549483787&fCategoryldS 
elected-948111261 .. 

, Appellant SOSA offered the entire E1S but only provided the Table of Contents at the liearing. The 
Hearing Examiner did not visit the website and did not consider the remainder of the document. 
2 See Footnote 1. 

. ! 



6.4 Jl,JNIPER CANYON - DS within scoping notice at 
. http://www.klickitatcol/nty.orgfplanningIFilesHtmtlJuniper"1020Canyon%20Scoping%20Notice.pdf 

7.1 Resume of Rick James, E-Coustics Solutions 

8.1 Evidence of Dr. Robyn Phipps, In the Matter ofthe Moturimu Wind Farm, March 2007 
http://www.wind-watch.orgldocuments/writ ofprohibition-contentluploads/phipps-moturimutestimony.pdf 

8.2 Visual and Noise Effects Reported by Residents Living Close to Manawato Wind Farms: Preliminary 
Survey Results, by Dr. Robyu Phipps at al. 

8.3 Wind Turbine Syudrom, A Report on a Natural Experiment, by Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD (10-17-08 
draft) 

Appellants Friends of the Columbia Gorge et aI. Exhibits 
Note: Citations to these exhibits are to the letter/number combinations as listed. The "F" 
series documents are admitted/or standing purposes only. 

Ex. Document Descriotion Date 
A.I Air Quality Issues in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, USDA Forest Se",ice, Apr. 

Pacific Northwest Region, Air Resource Management Program, available at 1999 
http://www.fs.fed.uslr6/aq/gorgis.pdf. 

A.2 Excerpts from the Management Plan for the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area Adopted 
pertaining to the protection and enhancement of air quality, available at May 
http://www.gorgecommission.org/managementplan.cfrn . 200,0 

A.3 Air Quality Biomonitoring in the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area by the US Forest Sep.27, 
Service, 1993-2001, Geiser, L. H. and B. Bachman, USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest 2001· 
Region, Air Resource Management Program, available at 
http://ocid.nacse.org/airlichenPDF/AQ CRGNSA.pdf 

A.4 Ecological effects of nitrogen deposition m the western United States, Fenn, M.E., Baron, J.S., Apr. 
Allen, E.B., et al. BIoScience, vol. 53, no. 4, pp. 404-20, available at 2003 
http://www.cdphe.state,co.us!ao!rmno/exhibith.pdf 

A.5 Winter Deposition of Nitrogen and Sulfur in the Eastern Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Feb. 3, 
Area, Mark E. Fenn and Timothy J. ·Blubaugh, USDAForest Service, Pacific Southwest 2005 
Research Station, available at 
htto://www.fs.fed.uslosw/orogramslatdeo!col river/ergnsa final reoort.odf 

B.l Landscape Aesthetics: A Handbook for Scenery Management, Forest Service, USDA Dec. 
(appendices omitted from exhibit), available at 1995 
http:www.urbanforestrysouth.org/resourcesllibraryllandscape-aesthetics-ah-701-complete-
document/at downloadlfile name 

B.2 Declaration of Margo Blosser Sep.2, 
2008 

B.3 Maps "fwind turbine locations in southeast Skamania County visible from 1-84 and Cook ~ep .. 2, 
Undenvood Road, Gorge GIS 2008 

B.4 Declaration of Dean Apostol Jan. 14, 
2009 

B.5 "Skamania County Alternative Energy Code Project" PowerPoint Presentation, Dean Apostol Jan. 14, 
. 2009 

C.I Development ofa practicalmodelmg framework for estimating the impact of wind technOlogy Nov. 
on bird popUlations, Morrison, M.L. and K.H. Pollock, National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 1997 
Golden, Colorado, available at 
http://www.nrel.gov/windlpdfsI23088.pdf 

C.2 Avian risk and fatality protocol, Morrison, M.L. and K.H. Pollock, National Renewable Energy 1998 
Laboratory, Golden, Colorado, available at 

I 
I 

- i 



http://www.nrel.gov/docslfY990stil24997.Ddf 
C.3 Sample map of designated critical wildlife habitat circles surrounding Northern spotted owl site May, 

centers in a portion of Skamania County (Township 3N, Range 9E), Washington Department of 2000 
Natural Resources 

C.4 Excerpts from Chapter 22-16 of the Washhlgton Administrative Code relevant to the protection July 2001 
of Northern spotted owls (So'ix oeeidenlalis eaurina) in Skamania County , 

C,5 The Butterflies of Cascadia: A FiOid Guide to AU the 'Species of Washington, Oregon and 2002 
Surrounding Territories, Robert Michael Pyle 

C.6 Interim Guidance on Avoiding and Minimizing Wildlife Impacts from Wind Turbines, U,S, May 13, 
Fish and Wildlife Service, available at 2003 
http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/wind.pdf 

C,7 Wind Turbine Interactions with Birds and Bats: A Summary of Research Results and Nov, 
Remaining Questions, National Wind Coordinatmg Committee, available at 2004 
http://www,nationalwind.org/publications/wildlifelwildlife factsheet.pdf 

C,8 Relationships between Bats and Wind Turbines in Pennsylvania and West Virginia, An 2005 
Assessment of Fatality Search Protocols, Patterns of Fatality, and Behavioral Interactions with 
Wind Turbines: A Summary of Findings from the Bats and Wind Energy Cooperative's 2004 
Field Season, Bats and Wind Energy Coooperative, available at 
http://www.batcon.orglwindIBWEC2004Reportsummary,pdf 

C,9 Memo to Wind Energy Production and Wildlife ConserVation Planners, Tuttle, M,D" available Jan, 2005 
at 
http://www,protectpendleton.com/nbw batmerno,htm 

C.lO Wind Power: Impacts on Wildlife and Government Responsibilities for RegUlating Sep, 
Development and Protecting Wildlife, US Government Accountability Office, available at 2005 
http://www.gao.gov/new.itemsld05906.udf . 

C.ll Assessing Impacts of Wind-Energy Development on Nocturnally Active Birds and Bats: A Nov, 
Guidance Document, Kunz, T,H, Arnett, B.A" Cooper, B,M., et-al. Journal a/Wildlife 2007 
Managmenl, 71(8):2449-2486, available at 
http://www.nationalwind.org/pdflNoctumal MM Final-JWM.pdf 

C.l2 Letter from Ted Labbe and Michael Ritter, Washington Department ofFish and Wildlife, to June 5, 
Karen Witherspoon, Skamania County Planning Department, regarding comments on 2008 2008 
draft Skamania County zoning update 

C.13 American Society ofMarumalogists unanimous resolution: Effects of wind-energy facilities on June 21-
bats and other wildlife, available at 25,2008 
http://www.wind-watch.orgldocnments/wp-contentluploadslasm-windenergyresolution.pdf 

C,14 Barotrauma is a Significant Cause of Bat Fatalities at Wind Turbines, Baerwald, B.F" Aug, 26, ' 
-D'Amours, G,H" Klug, B.J, Barclay, R,M.R., Current Biology, Vol 18, R695-R696. 2008 

C.l5 Declaration ofK. Shawn Smallwood Sep.2, 
2008 

C.l6 Review of Habitat Assessment Report for Forest Road 25 and Loowit Lane, Steve Manlow, May 5, 
Wasliington Department ofFish and Wildlife . 2005 

C,17 Potential development north of Swift Reservoir in Skamania County, known as the North Dec, 8, 
County Area, Ken S. Berg, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005 

C.l8 Oregon Columbia Plateau Ecoregion Wind Energy Siting and PerrnittingGuidelines Sept, 29, 
2008 

C.19 Avian and Bat Mortality at the Big Hom Wind Enery Project, Klickitat County, Washington, K. Oct. 18, 
Shawn Smallwood 2008 

C,20 How 100 much wind power may hurt salmon, Dan Tilkin, KA TU 2 Portland, available at Nov, 21, 
hltp:l/www,katu,com/outdoorslfeaturedl33967994,html ... _ . 2008 

C,21 Second Declaration ofK. Shawn Smallwood Dec.8, 
2008 

D,l Washington wind power and speed maps, Northwest Sustainable Energy for Economic June 
Development, available ,at 2002 
http://www,windpowerrnaps.org/windmaps/states.asp#washington 

D,2 Washington - Wind Power Resource Estimates map, National Renewable Energy Labol1ltorv, June 7, 



U.S. Department of Energy, available at. 
http://wdfw.wa.govihab/engineer/major "'projectslgraphics/wind "'power _resaurce _estimates_rna 

I p.ipg 
D.3 Permitting of Wind Energy Facilities: A Handbaok; N~tianal Wind Coordinating Committee, 

available at 
http://www.nationalwind.ofJ!/oublications/siting/oermitting2002.udf 

DA Current and Proposed Wind Project Interconoections to BPA Transmission Facilities, 
. Bonoeville Power Administration, available at 
http://www.transmissian.bpa.govlPlanProjlWindidacumentsiWindmap _ extemal_ 03242008_8-
5xl1.pdf 

D.5 Excel}lts from Klickitat County's Energy Overlay Zone Final EIS 

D.6 Agenda and materials, Colwnbia Gorge Bi-State Renewable Energy Zone Leadership Meeting, 
Mid-Columbia Economic Development District 

D.7 Rose v. Chaikin, 187 N.J. Super. 210, 453 A.2d 1378 (1982). 

D.8 Burch v. Nedpower Mt. Storm, LLC, 220 W. Va. 443, 647 S.E.2d 879 (2007) 

D.9 Wind Energy Siting Handbook, American Wind Energy Association, available at 
http://www.awea.o~g!sitinghandbookl 

E.I Memorandum regarding Cascade Wind Project Update for March 2008, Adam Bless, Oregon 
Department of Energy . 

E.2 Map of approved and proposed wind projects in Klickitat county 

E.3 Windy Point II Wind Farm Project EOZ Application 

EA Notice of Community Meeting, Windy Point II Windp.ower Project, Klickitat County 

E.5 Detennination of Significance and Request far Comments on Scope ofEIS, Goodnoe II project, 
EOZ2008-05 and SEP2008.31, Klickitat County . 

F.I· Declaration of Chris Lloyd 

F.2 Declaration of Renee Tkach 

F.3 Declaration af Kevin Gonnan . 

FA Second Declaration of Chris Lloyd 

F.5 Second Declaration of Kevin Gonnan 

F.6 Second Declaration of Renee Tkach 

F.7 Declaration of Mary Repar 

F.8 Declaration of Brett VandenHeuvel 

F.9 Declaration of Emily Platt 

G.I Resume/CV of Dean Apostol 
. 

G.2 Resume/CV of Margo Blosser 

G.3 Resume/CV of Carl Dugger 

GA Resume/CV ofK. Shawn Smallwood 
. 

2002 

Aug. 
2002 

Mar. 27, 
2008 

Sep. 
2004 
Oct. 19, 
2007 
Nov. 10, 
1982 
Jlllle 8, 
2007 
Feb. 
2008 
March 
13,2008 
Apr.30, 
2008 
May 23, 
2008 
May 27, 
2008 
July 14, 
2008 
Aug.31, 
2008 
Sep.2, 
2008 
Sep.2, 
2008 
Dec.8, 
2008 
Dec.8, 
2008 
Dec.8, 
2008 
Dec.8, 
2008 
Dec. 9, 
2008 
Dec.9, 
2008 
Aug. 
2008 
Sep. 
2008 
Sep. 
2008 
Sep. 
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200S 
H.I BPA Transmission Lines by kV, Bonneville Power Administration, available at Apr. 17, 

http://www.bpa.gov/corporatelpubsIEX A BPA Service Area.pdf 1995 
H.2 Detemtinalion of Significance and Request for Comments on Scope ofEIS, Klickitat Count -June 6, 

(regarding the possible amendment ofthe County's comprehensive plan and development 2002 
regulations to provide for the development of energy resources) 

H.3 Gifford Pinchot National Forest Vicinity Map, Gifford Pinchot National Forest, USDA Forest July 30, 
Service, available at . 200S 
http://www.fs.fed.us/gpnfi04maps/documents/gpnf-forest-vicinity-map: 
200S0730 IIxl7 OOO.pdf 

HA Skamania County Ordinance 200S-0 I, available at Jan. S, 
http://w\vw.skamaniacounty.orgiOrdinances_200S/0rd%20200S- 200S 
01 %20Moratorium%20Extension%20Unzoned%20Land.htrn 

H.5 Comments on Skamania County Proposed Zoning Amendments, Nathan Baker, Friends ofthe Oct. 22, 
Columbia Gorge 200S 

H.6 Comments on Skamania County Proposed Title 21 Zoning Amendments, Richard F. Till, Oct. 22, 
Friends ofthe Columbia Gorge 200S 

H.7 MCEDD Rural Cluster Project: Renewable Energy Cluster, Mid-Columbia Economic N/A 
Development District, available at 
http://www.oregonclusters.org/Docs/MCEDD%20Ren%20Energy''1020cluster.doc 

H.S Minutes for the December IS, 2007 Meeting, Board ofSkamama County Commissioners, Dec. IS, 
available at 2007 
http://www.skamaniacounty.org/Minutes Files 20071Minutes%20 12-IS-07.htrn 

H.9 Skamania County Resolution 2007-59, available at Dec. IS, 
http://www.skamaniacounty.orgiResolutions_2007IRes%20200759%20Renewable%20Energy. 2007 
htrn 

H.IO Annual Performance Report, July 1,2007 to June 30, 200S, Mid-Columbia Economic June 30, 
Development District, available at . . 200S 
http://www.mcedd.orgidocumentsIFY200SMCEDDAnnualoReport.pdf 

H.1l Minutes for the September 30, 200S Meeting, Board of Skamania County Commissioners, Sep.30, 
available at 200S 
http://www.skamaniacounty.org/Minutes Files 200SlMinutes%2009-30-0S.htrn 

-

H.I2 Skamania County Resolution 200S-51 Sep. 30,· 
200S 

H.13 Skamania County Commission home page, available at Jan. 5, 
http://www.skamarilacounty.orgicommissionersl.hlm 2009 

H.14 Minutes for the week of December 23, 200S, Board of Skamania County Commissioners, Dec. 23, 

I 
I 

available at 200S· 
http://www.skamaniacounty.org/Minutes Files 200SlMinutes%2012-23-0S.hlm 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Peter Cornelison [peterc@gorge.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 5:48 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge harms the scenic Columbia Gorge & Hood River 

WR-OEIS 
)ublic Comment #390 

I wish to make comments on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

I live in Hood River, OR and I am concerned this project will cause visual pollution of our 
viewshed, which is one reason tourists visit here. 

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

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

TheDEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic. Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Peter Cornelison 
1003 5th St. 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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WR-DEIS 
~ublic Comment #416 

Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

The DE IS 
Skamania 
than any 

. proposed 
boundary 

D. Deloff [darfd@aol.comJ 
Wednesday, August 25,20108:14 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the Underwood, WA area, near the 
and Klickitat county lines is likely to have different and· greater wildlife impacts 
other wind energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is 
along a forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the 
of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

The proposed project could cause significant negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant 
habitat, and would degrade the outstanding scenic beauty of the Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

I am also concerned that the DE IS is fundamentally flawed because it fails to provide a 
credible alternatives analysis. Only two alternatives are meaningfully considered in the 
DE IS (the proposal and the no-action alternative). This is inadequate. 

In addition, the DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative impacts of this 
project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy projects and other 
development projects in the region. 

Furthermore, the DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, 
even though most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within 
the National Scenic Area. 

And I believe that the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama Nation to 
ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

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

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

D. Deloff 
4430 SW 202nd Ave 
Aloha, OR 97007 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Narey [narey733@comcast.net] 
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 11 :26 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Jublic Comment #428 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. As you read the letters and 
impact statements that will be sent to you regarding this wind power project, the same ideas 
that have been covered before will be mentioned again, no doubt. But what I wish to have you 
connect with is how much we take for granted the beauty of this place and the life inhabiting 
it that makes it impact our senses. 

In our endeavor to make ourselves warm and happy, we hastily provide less than satisfactory 
power alternatives and arrive at an ugly display that destroys the beauty inherent in the 
plac~. It becomes a heartless displacement of animal and plant life as well as ruining 
natural geological formations that render peace and joy of heart to all who pass by to 
witness them. For some reason we are obsessed with destruction rather than with preservation 
of the Gorge for generations to come. Support a healthy scenic Gorge by presenting a true 
draft environmental impact statement that covers all the bases as well as the heights. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simUlations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of·cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 
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Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments 
into the record. 

Mary Narey 
1930 Hampden Lane NE, #12 
SPC 12 
Salem, OR 97305-3229 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Torrence [PauI,Torrence@nau.eduJ 
Thursday, August 26,20106:03 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
)ublic Comment #433 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. It is vital that we develp 
alternate and renewable-enrgy sources, but it is just as vital that we do not repeat the same 
kinds of mistakes we have committed with dirty energy; namely, destroying the natural world, 
its ecosystems, and beauty in order to develop more energy. 

This project has not been well analyzed in the DEIS. Another more critical look is required. 
In addition,this proposal is likely to have different and greater wildlife impacts than any 
other wind energy facility proposed in the State of Washington, because it is proposed along 
a forested ridgeline in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains and on the boundary of the 
Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. The proposed project would cause significant 
negative impacts to sensitive wildlife and plant habitat, and would degrade the outstanding 
scenic beauty of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail and Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area. 

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the S0-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Paul Torrence 
16282 Water Gap Rd 
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Williams, OR 97544 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTC) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

joan Bailey Uoan@trilliumhollow,orgj 
Thursday, August 26,20106:31 AM 
EFSEC (UTe) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
)ub/ic Comment #435 

We do need to use all different ways to generate energy and wind energy is one of several 
options. It is not an option for the Columbia Gorge as planned for by Whistling Ridge. The 
loss it would incur does not justify building it. 

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

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. " 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

joan Bailey 
9'6131 NW Leahy Rd 
Apt 2139 
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portland, OR 97229 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Goeckermann [misterg@wizzards.net] 
Thursday, August 26,20108:03 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
'ublic Comment #442 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

STOP THIS TRAVESTY I THIS RUINATION IS CRIMINAL ! ! 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

John Goeckermann 
Hugo Road 
Grants Pass, OR 97526 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Duane Hunting [dhunting@zgf.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 20108:47 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic comment #444 

I am writing to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. This area is some of the 
most beautiful landscape in the country. Its beauty can not be sacrificed just for first 
choice location of an energy company. Remember the gulf oil spill - repair after the fact is 
never available. 

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

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

A wholistic energy assessment should the first thing on the review program for any proposed 
development - not just first cost and/or specific company investment return profit figures. 
The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DEIS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out of scale. 
Additional viewpoints need to be 'considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River 
Highway. The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, 
even though most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within 
the National Scenic Area. 

In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama Nation to ensure 
the protection of cultural resources. In the early 1990's the Department of Energy made 
similar misjudgements when first attempt to site the Environmental Molecular Sciences 
Laboratory (EMSL) at the edge of the Columbia River in Richland, WA and then were forced to 
relocate the facility after excavation was started dur to the discovery of native american 
grave sites. This was a mUlti-million dollar expense. We should not put this project in the 
same potential position without serious research and thought regarding its appropriate siting 

. location. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 
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Thank you for extending the public comment period and allowing me to submit these comments 
into the record. 

Duane Hunting 
6703 SW 13th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

James Thomas Uethomasco@sbcglobal.net] 
Thursday, August 26, 20109:03 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Is Bad for the Gorge Economy 

WR- DEIS 
'ublic Comment #446 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county·lines. 

As a native and resident of the Gorge, I find the proposed construction crazy. The wind 
blows all over Eastern Washington and Oregon, so there is no shortage of alternative sites. 
Further, tourism in now the only real hope for towns like Hood River, White Salmon and The 
Dalles. To destroy the natural beauty that draws toursists is to doom the only real growth 
engine this region has. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the ·National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DEIS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

James Thomas 
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33 woods end road 
New canaan, CT 06840 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John & Carol Howard Uhskyline@comcast.netj 
Thursday, August 26,20109:12 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #447 

I am firmly opposed to the proposed Whistling Ridge wind energy project. These unslightly 
towers do not belong at the very edge of a National Scenic Area. We mustn't let one 
individual's greed and ambition ruin a national treasure. If California must have the power 
generated by these wind turbines, then they should be located in California or at the very 
least, way out in eastern Oregon or Washington where their visual and environmental impact is 
less egregious. 

Please do not permit this project to go forward. We hike often in the eastern end of the 
Columbia Gorge -- it is a wonderful area. The presence of huge wind turbines would ruin the 
experience completely! 

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

John & Carol Howard 
6276 Preakness Drive 
West Linn, OR 97668 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Victor Roberge [vroberge@gorge.netJ 
Thursday. August 26. 2010 9:40 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
opposed to the wind project 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #448 

I am totally opposed to this wind project in the gorge. The Whistling Ridge project is a disaster. Proposed 
to be located seven miles northwest of White Salmon, Friends of the Gorge writes "the proposed 
wind turbines would cover more than 1,000 acres of highly visible ridgelines and would be seen from 
several designated key viewing areas in the Gorge including Interstate 84, the Historic Columbia 
River Highway, Columbia River, Cook-Underwood Road, and Panorama Point. The project would also 
be highly visible from communities and cities such. as Mill A, Underwood, Hood River, and White 
Salmon." In addition, the project is proposed in a forest zone where three special-status wildlife 
species are documented presently including the northern spotted owl, western gray, and northern 
goshawk. 

Please do not allow this project to continue. 

victor roberge 
1600 jeanette rd 
hood river ore. 97031 
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.Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

krisnbz@juno.com 
Thursday, August 26,201010:56 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 

WR-DEIS 
'ublic Comment #452 

Subject: Concern about Whistling Ridge Project and its negative impact on the Gorge 

I am writing to express my concern about the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, Washington area (near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines). 

I have reviewed some of the materials related to the project, and I am concerned about the 
extent of wildlife impacts. The proposed project may result in greater wildlife impacts than 
other wind energy facilities in Washington because of its location along a forested ridgeline 
in the foothills of the Cascade Mountains. This project is proposed to sit on the boundary 
of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, and it is not clear why that location has 
been selected. The project would directly impact the beauty and appeal of the Lewis and Clark 
National Trail and the Columbia River Gorge Scenic Area - one of the treasures of Washington 
and Oregon heritage. The proposed project would cause significant negative impacts to 
sensitive wildlife and plant habitat. The proposal fails to provide a credible alternatives 
analysis. Additional time is required for proper review. The EFSEC and BPA need to consider 
other alternatives, as well as other sites for wind energy. Additional planning is required 
for other configurations, deleting turbines to reduce impacts. 

The DEIS proposal fails to present adequate and.credible analysis of the impacts of this 
project over time and fails to consider an overall plan which recognizes other existing and 
potential futre wind energy projects. The photo simulations are poorly accomplished. 

Please allow the time to consider other viewpoints, including views from the Historic 
Columbia River Highway and the Native tribes that may be impacted by the proposed projects. 

Thank you for extending the public comment period. 

Respectfully, 

M. Kristin Price 
Camas, Washington 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richard Westcott [bugsnkoi@netzero.comJ 
Thursday, August 26,201012:20 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-OEIS 
'ublic Comment #458 

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

Surely there are plenty of places to site wind turbines so that they don't besmirch the 
wonderful vistas to/in/from the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area. It's a scenic area; 
wind turbines are anything but scenic! 

Richard Westcott 
2057 Mockingbird Dr. S 
Salem, OR 97302 
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Michelle. Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

rwold@middlebury.edu 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 2:57 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #470 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
that be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Rachel Wold 
6726 West Mercer Way 
Mercer Island, WA 98646 
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p . WR-DEts 
Attempted Suppl'ession of Expert Comments and Visual Resourcc Allnlysisl{~tlc Comment #4 
Whistling Ridge DEIS Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Rohbins 73 

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council 
905 Plum Street SE 
P.O. Box 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

August 26, 2010 

Re: Whistling Ridge DEIS 

Dear EFSEC Council Members/BPA Representatives: 

RECEIVED 
AUG 272010 

ENERGY FACILITY SIrE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL 

NOTE: This communication is organized into two parts. Part One summarizes 
our concern about undue political pressure applied to prevent federal agencies 
from commenting on this DEIS. Part Two is an analysis of the Visual Resources 
Section of the DEIS. 

PART ONE 

We had not planned on commenting on the visual impact in detail; 
however, we recently discovered that significant political pressure has 
been exercised by a member(s?) of the Skamania Board of County 
Commissioners (BOCC) activating, it appears, US Senate and House 
Representatives as well. This pressure was designed to prevent the USFS 
and the Department of the Interior from submitting any further comment 
and to retract previously submitted comments regarding the DEIS. In 
Skamania County Resolution 2010-51 the BOCC "demand, in the strongest 
possible terms, that Interior's comment be immediately retracted and removedji-om the 
public record on this matter" is, we believe, a direct attempt to undermine 
EFSEC's/BPA's capacities and responsibilities to examine all relevant 
information regarding the environmental impact of this proposed project. 

We have attached the above·mentioned resolution and our letters to the 
BOCC and Secretary Salazar of the U.S. Department of the Interior 
regarding the same, dated August 23, 2010. Furthermore, we Include a 
number of email strings below, to demonstrate some of what 
causes us to question the fairness of this purported "public 
process. .. These emaits are copies obtained via a Public 
Information Request at Skamania County, WA, of Commissioner 
Paul Pearce's email communications in the public domain. 
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Attempted Suppression of EXJlert COlllments and Visual Resource Analysis for 
Whistling Ridge DElS Keith 31'own, Ph.D. and TCI'csa Robbins 

Public Informalion Reque,1 dala 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Jason Spadaro Uasons@Sds!umber.com} 
Friday, May 28, 20102:57 PM 
Paul Pearce 
Page Phillips 

SUbJect: Re: e-mail from Posner ra USFS 

Chief of the USFS? 111at's good timing. It is a mission critical task to 110t only get the USFS to back oft'but to 
very importuntty take a position like BPA dis ill their EIS that the boundary is the boundary. If they don't, and 
they continue to muddy the public record, the USFS is giving Friends of the Gorge all appeal issue ul1der NEPA 
that will delay the project for years in federal courts, They are acting contrary to the Administration and the 
State's renewable energy objectives and supporting greater !tann to the environment. 'ntis scenic issue ..... ofthe 
project next to the NSA is absolutely a project critical issue. We have not been able to find enviro groups 
willing to show courage to stand lip and oppose friends of gorge on the general issue ofsC"enery vs clean energy 
when considering the altemative of dead, oil poisoned ecosystems. I'm still trying to find such a group if any 
of you know of one. 

What are the prospects of political engagement on this issue???? 

Pmd i think you were going to ask if Brian might be able to attend and testi(y at the public hearings. Were you 
able to havc that conversation? 

Jason Spadaro 
SDS Lumber Company 
541·490·5013 

Sent via mobile device 

On!\.[ay 28, 2010, at 2:16 PM, "Paul Pearce" <pcarce({l1co.skmnania.wa.lls> wrote: 

I have a meeting with the Chief on the 7th. 

Paul Pearce 
Skamania County Commissioner 
CI360.607.7388 

Sent from my iPhone 

On l\.[ay 28, 2010, at 3:06 P}"·l, "Jason Spadaro" <iasons@sd~lmnbcr.com> wrote: 

Hi Puge 
FYI, here we go again ..... below is a portioll of an email frollt EFSEC to one of the 
Whistling Ridge project consultants. 11te USPS is already raising issues over the 
visual analysis and project impact to the National Scenic Area. 

Jasolt Spadaro 
SDS Lumber Company 
541·490·5013 

Sent via mobile device 
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Attempted Suppressioll of Expert Comments and Visual Resource Annlysis for 
Whistling Ridge nEls Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Rohhins 

Begin forwarded message: 

Subject: e·maH fl'0111 Posnel' I'e USFS 

I received a call from lynn Olrver, US For€stServl ce, lynn has some questions 
on the visual resource analysis that was done for WR. One of hfs questions was 
whether or not a landscape Architect was consulted during development of 
thIs SflCtfon. He would also like to know who dId the analysIs and what their 
quaUficationsare. 

Generally, he expressed concerns about the quality of the analysis and whether 
or not It took Into account the spedal characteristics of the Gorge. 

Stephen Posner 

Energy FadHty SIte Evaluation Council 

11,i, c·nni! ;;,,\ «n)' ;~ta"0IJ1'1,L' "'r~"iu lfRS (\'I1w<lti('n«'1lfi.:kr~ill ihfm,nlh'fl1),,' Imy t.e pr''1fitl''')' ~ ('ri\!I"gN. U'y<"-'f<-(t;\·t d,;, nl<"'~ ill 
«TN Of ore IK'I rile intmJ(,iH(IPi"~. }C() ;!H'-l1J Il"t fdatu. ,li;tfil:n~e. ,ii'de>;ccr '~'e "'I)' .,frhi> ;"f''''llllti~1l anJycu ;h,-.JIJ ok>tf(l,'lhe f-Jnl1] o,,~ 
<'ny ;,tt»;]mtf,r, ,,{ h'P"'" 
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Attelllpted Suppression of Expert COllllllents nlld Visunl Resoul'ce Analysis for 
Whistling Ridge I)J~IS Keith Ikown, Ph.D. and Tel'esa Robbins 

When information begins with a USFS (Lynn Oliver) phone call requesting 
information from EFSEC's project manager (Stephen Posner) and an email 
is sent to a project consultant supposedly now working for EFSEC (we 
believe this may be Katy Cheny as the URS disclaimer is below the first forwarded 
email and Katy is the project lead) and that is forwarded to the Applicant 
(SDS-Jason Spadaro) who sends it to Senator Murray's staffer (Page 
Phillips) and Skamania County Commissioner (Paul Pearce), and then this 
string of communication results in the set up of a meeting ... 
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Attempted Suppression of Expert COlllments and Visual Resource Analysis for 
Whistling Ridge OElS Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Robbins 

Public Information Request data 

From: Parker (Love), Kelly [KeUy.Parker@maH.house.govJ 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Thursday, June 10, 2010 1:52 PM 
pageyhillips@murray.senale.gov;Pincheira, Kimberly (Cantwell) 
Jason Spadaro; Paul Pearce 

Subject: FW: Request for meeting with Mary Wagner 

Jason and Paul, 
I've reached out to Mary Wagner with Brian's encouragement to set up a meeting ASAP. 
As soon as we hear back, I'll send you an update. 

Kelly Parker (Love) 
District Director 
Congressman Brian Baird 
750 Anderson #6 Vancouver, WA 98661 
(360) 695-6292 

From: Kathy Anderson [malfto:kanderson03@fs.fed,lIs] 
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2010 1:50 PM 
To: Parker (love), Kelly 
Cc: Alan J Matecko 
Subject: Re: Request for meeting with Mary Wagner 

Thanks Kelly, I'll by and get back to you tomorrow. It appears that the meeting would be held here In Portland, is that 
correct? 

Kathy Anderson 
Leg!slative Affairs Coordinator 
Forest Service, Reg!on 6 
333 S.W. First Ave 
P.O. Box 3623 
Portland, Oregon 97208-3623 
e-mail: kanderson03@fs.fed us 
Phone: 503.808.2220 Fax: 503.808.2229 
.** ..... ri** .. · .... ·~· .. UH· ......... u.u** •• uu ...... ,**.u ....... 

"Parker(low), Kelty" <Kelly P«Mr@mlli!hMWooY> 

oeIl0i20IOOl:43PM 

To <kaMMsOll0'3@fsfe<.l,us> 

co <page oMlipS@murray.senategOY>,<kimberly blake@,eant""ellserratl,)go'l>, "Parker 
(love), Kelly" <Kelly,P;'lrhr@ma;!hmwg@ 

SUbjed. Req\Hlst for meetlng y,ith MatyWagfler 

The Congressman has asked me to provide assistance to Skamania County Commissioner Paul 
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Attelllpted Suppression of EXPl'l't COllllllents and Visual Rcsoul'ce Analysis for 
\Vhistling Ridge DEIS Keith Ikown, Ph.D. and Teresa Rohbins 

Pearce who Is requesting a meeting with Regional Forester Mary Wagner to be held as soon as 
possible. 

The purpose of the meeting is to update Mary Wagner on the status of the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project sited in Skamania County. 

While the project Is outside the National Scenic Area on privately held commercial timber land, the 
Forest Service has in the past. formally submiUed concerns about the project because several of the 
50 turbines would be visually seen from inside the NSA. 

Commissioner Pearce would like Mary to know about the status of the project, the current review 
process and its economic benefil to Skamania County. 

It Is reasonable to expect the Commissioner would request that the USFS not write an officlalleUer of 
objection as the project is reviewed by EFSEC (Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council) and BPA. 
Commissioner Pearce would bring Jason Spadaro to the meeting and would Invite staff from Baird 

and Murray's office to aUend (Kelly Love Parker and Page Phillips). I believe 30 minutes would be 
sufficient. 

Could you check Mary Wagner's schedule and see If there are dates available In the next week? 

I appreciate Its short notice but time Is critical as the public comment period begins June 16th 

I believe the Commissioner would be very flexible In his schedule to accommodate her schedule. 

Best to you, 

Kelly 

Kelly Parker (Love) 

District Director 

Congressman Brian Baird 

750 Anderson #B Vancouver, WA 98661 

(350) 695-6292 

2 

This proposed meeting actually took place, on June 15, 2010, with stated 
agenda items designed to pressure the USFS to withhold valid comments 
regarding this project and its impact. We can't help but fear the deck is 
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Whistling Hidf~c BEIS Keith Brown, Ph.D. and Teresa Rohhins 

being stacked against a fair and objective review of environmental impacts. 
Below is an email and attached Draft Meeting Agenda, as found on 
Skamania County Commissioner Paul Pearce's email from Jason Spadero, 
dated June 14, 2010: (Please take articular notice to Agenda Items :!I. & !D 

Public Information Request data 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Paul, 

Jason Spadaro Uasons@sdslumber.comJ 
Monday, June 14, 2010 11:10 PM 
Paul Pearce 
FW: 
USFS meeting agenda june 15, 2010.doc 

Here's a draft. I'll finalize in morning. Let me know If you have any comments. I'll bring copies for you if this meets 
your approval 

Jason S. Spadaro 
President 
SOS lumber Company 
PO Box 266 
Bingen, WA 98605 

lasons@sdslumber.com 
www.sdslumber.com 

direct 509-493--6103 
eel! 541-490-5013 
fax 509-493-2535 
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Attempted Suppression of Expert Comments and Visual Resource Analysis for 
Whistling Ridge DElS Keith Brown, I'h,D, and T(~I'eSa Robbins 

June 14, 2010 

Skamania County meeting with USFS Regional Forester 

regarding Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project 

Attendees: 

MaryWagner, USFS Regional Forester 

lenise Lago, USFS 

Dan Harkenrider, USFS 

Paul Pearce, Skamania County Commissioner 

Jason Spadaro, Whistling Ridge Energy/50s lumber Company 

Curt Smltch, Thompson Smltch (working with 5DS lumber) 

Page Phillips, Office of Senator Patty Murray 

Kellv love Parker, Office of Congressman Brian Baird 

Steven Sparks, Office of Congressman Brian Baird 

Office of Senator Marla Cantwell (by telephone) 

Agenda: 

1. 

Sac. 3. Purposes (Sec. 6448) 

The purposes of sections 544 to 544p of this title are· 
(1) to establish a national scenic area to protect and prOYkie for the enhancement of 
the scenic, cultural, recreational, and nalural resources of the Columbia River 
Gorge; and 

(2) to protect and support the economy of the Columbia RNer Gorge area by 
enoouraglng grov.th to OCCtJr In existing urban areas and by aUO'hing future 
eronomic development In a manner that Is ronsistent Ytith paragraph (1) 
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2. 

800.17. Savings provisions (Sec. 6440) 

(<I) Nothing in sections 544 to 544p of this tilla shall· 
(1) affect or modify any treaty or other rights of any Indian tribe; 

(2) except as provided In section 13(0), authorize the appropriation or use of watsr by any 
Federal, State, or local agency, Indian tribe, or any other entity or individual; 

(3) except as provided in section 13{c), affect the rights or jurisdictions of the United 
States, the States, Indian tribes or other entities over waters of any river or stream or (IIer 
any ground 'Miter resource or affect Of interfere with transportation activities on any such 
river or stream; 

(4) except as provided in section 13(0), atter, establish, or affect the respective tights of 
the United States, the Siates, Indian tribes, or any person Vvith respect to any \..ater or 
water·related right; 

(5) alter, amend, repeal, Interpret, modify, or be In conflict >Mth any Interstate compact 
made by theSlales before November 1 7, 1 986; 

(6) affect or modify the ab~ity of the Bonneville Power Administration 10 operate, maintain, 
and f1)j(jify existing transmission facilities; 

(7) affect lands held In trust by the Secretary of the Interior for Indian tribes or Individual 
members of Indian tribes or other lands acquired by the Army Corps of Engineers and 
administered by the Secretary of the Interior for the benefrt of Indian tribes end individual 
members of Indian tribes; 

(8) affect the taws, rules and regulations pertaining to hunting and fishing under existing 
State and Federal laws and Indian treaties; 

(9) require any revision or amendment of any forest plan adopted pursuant to the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976 (Act of October 22, 1976, Public law 94·588, as 
amended (16 U.s'C. 1600etseq.»: or 

(10) establish protective perimeters Of buffer zones around the scenic area or each 
special managenwnt area. The fact that activities or uses inconsistent Yoith the 
management ditectives for the scenic area Of speclal management areas can be seen or 
heard from these areas shall not, of itself, prectude such actNities or uses up to the 
boundaries of Ute scenic area or special management areas. 

3, History of USFS correspondence on WhIstling RIdge Energy Project In contradIction to the above 
(all correspondence attached): 

• May 6, 2009/etter to Allen J. Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
• May 19, 2009 letter to Allen J. Fiksdal, EFSEC Manager 
• May 20, 2009/etter from Congressman Brian Baird to RegIonal Forester Mary Wagner 

• June 17, 2009 letter from Regional Forester Mary Wagner to Congressman Brian Baird 
• May 28, 2010 telephone caU to EFSEC staff by lynn Oliver 
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4. Any comments by the USFSare an attempt to extend the scope and reach of the National Scenic 

Area, constituting hostility toward regional economic development In timber dependent 

CountIes and setting dangerous precedence against economic development In Counties 

adjacent to the CRGNSA. 

• Where Is the USFS authority to issue these comments? 

• Where does the Scenic Area authority and right to restrict economic development in 

neighboring Counties end? 

• Does the Forest Service comment on all other industrIal activities in Urban Exempt Areas 

and areas outside the boundary that are visible from the CRGNSA? Including activities 

In Portland, Vancouver. camas, etc? Or Is It just clean energy In SkamanIa county that 

the USFS opposes? 

• See map showing all lands that wiJJ be excluded from wind energy development if wind 

turbines visible (rom within the National Scenic Area are denied. Note that thousands 

of megawatts of existing wInd energy development In operation would not have been 

allowed. 

5. Conclusion 

• No part of the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project Hes within the Columbia Gorge 

National Scenic Area. 

• No improvements requiring National Scenic Area land Use Permits are required for the 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

• The Columbia River Gorge Commission and U.S. Forest Service lack jurisdiction to 

comment on a proposed land use action located entirely outsIde of the National Scenic 

Area boundary In SkamanIa County. 

• Commenting on the project will be prejudicial to Skamania County, the project applicant 

and the wind energy Industry, potentially denying Skamania County opportunity for 

economic development and diversification and supporting project delaying appeals by 

project opponents. 
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Whistling Ridge DEiS Keith Browll, Ph,D, and Tcresa Rohhins 

The attempt at pressure did not end with the meeting as evidenced in the 
following email dated June 17, 2010 which now also references National 
Park Service's comment letter: 

Public Information Request data 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jason Spadaro {jasoos@sdslumber.com} 
Thursday, June 17, 2010 5:53 PM 
Paul Pearce 
Phillips, Page; KeHy.Parker@maiLhouse.gov;DeVaney, Jon; 
kimberlyylncheJra@cantweU.senate.gov 
Whistling Ridge 
Appendix%20B.pdf 

I don't mean to sound like a broken record but page three of the attached SEPA seoping notes documents more USFS 
comments that are sitting in the SEPAjNEPA record on Whistling Ridge. These comments, combined with Harkenrlder's, 
and Regional Forester MarvWagner's response to Congressman Baird's letter enable Friends of the Gorge appeal of the 
project E15, delaying the project and threatening el!glblUtyfor renewable energy Incentives. 

Paul, are you comfortable forwarding thIs to Mary Wagner as further evidence of the mess her staff has created? 

The National Park Service comment letter has the same effect. 

Thank you everyone for helping and working on this Issue. It is appreciated. 

Best, 
Jason Spadaro 
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Attempted Suppression of Expert COlllments and Visual Resource Analysis for 
Whistling Ridge DEIS Keith Brown, I'h,D, and Teresa Robbins 

PART TWO 

We feel the pressure exerted may have resulted in the USFS not doing as 
in-depth an analysis of the deficiencies of the DEIS and thus, our Visual 
Resources analysis will focus on how the USFS comments presented 
during the scoping process remain valid, yet unaddressed, 

The first page of the USFS 2009 scoping letter (attached) alerts the risk of 
significant impacts ... 

"The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the risk of significant impacts to 
protected scenic resources if the proposed energy project is built as currently 
planned This letter is not meant to imply that the project outside of the Scenic Area is 
regulated by the Scenic Area Act. In a letter dated May 8, 2008, the Columbia River 
Gorge Commission provided technical assistance in response to a request by the 
Oregon Department of Energy regarding a similar project in Oregon. In that lettel; 
the Gorge Commission explained that the National Scenic Area Act specifically 
prohibits the implementation of a buffir around the boundaries of the Scenic Area. 
However, the letter also explains how Scenic Area resources would be afficted by the 
project and how they could be protected. By requesting comments on the project, I 
assume that EFSEC would similarly benefit from scenic resources technical expertise 
in this matter. 

Diana Ross, CRGNSA landscape architect, provided me the following analysis of 
the Aesthetics portion of the application starting on page 4.2-27. My comments are 
based on the findings of that portion of the application and the recommendations 
made by my staff " 

Starting on page 3-155, the DEIS uses the same methodology and visual 
simulations, though fewer viewpoints than in the SDS application. It 
appears to completely ignore the risks of significant impacts and 
recommendations identified in the USFS scoping letter. It simply depicts 
the same inaccurate and misleading conclusions presented in the SDS 
application. 

We ask, as Lynn Oliver of the USFS asked, "Was a qualified landscape 
architect consulted in the preparation of the DE/S?" None appear 
in the List of Preparers (pages 6-1 to 6-7). We must conclude one was not. 
The quality of this DEIS would have been substantially improved had the 
recommendations of Diana Ross, CRGNSA landscape architect been 
utilized. Her analysis of the application and our comments regarding 
relevant points of the DEIS foJ/ow: 

12 



Attempted Suppression of Expert Comments nnd Visual Resource Analysis for 
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"1) Key Viewing Areas (KVAs) 
As mentioned in the application, the efficts to scenic resources in the Scenic Area 
are assessed by analyzing the effects of a project on lands visible fi'om 26 selected 
public vantage points fi'om which the public views the landscape. It was not 
foreseen at the time the Act was passed that any development outside of the Scenic 
Area would be seen fi'om these viewpoints. However, it is clear fi'om the 
application that several Scenic Area Viewsheds (the land seen fi'om these vantage 
points) will be afficted 

9 of the 21 viewpoints analyzed are also Key Viewing areas (#6 & 9 were missing). " 

DEIS table (page 3·177) shows that Key Viewing Areas #6 (SR·14) and #9 
(Tom McCall Point) are still missing and that #10 (Panorama Point) has 
been deleted. Why were these not included in the DEIS7 Clearly, 
they are required in order to accurately analyze the visual impact 
of this proposed project. 

"2) Methodology and Summary of Scenic Impacts 
There are many unknowns in the summary of methods on page 4.2-30-31 of the 
application. For example, the methods section did not disclose the heights used for 
the turbines or whether the software placed and sized the turbines or whether this 
was done in Photo Shop as an art project. " 

The height of the turbines used is disclosed. The methods of creating the 
visual simulations including the use of "Photoshop" are described (pages 
3·160 & 161). The simulations created using these methods are 
seriously flawed and do not represent an accurate visual 
depiction of what the viewer will experience. This is documented in 
the August 19, 2010 Dean Apostol, Landscape Architect memo on the DEIS 
presented to BPA and EFSEC ... 

"III short, the images provided are too few alld otherwise limited to be able to accurately 
assess the potential visual impacts of the proposal. 

The images included in the DEIS vmy greatly ill scale. For example, the turbines appear much 
larger in the simulation for viewpoint 3, a distance of 7.6 kilometers, than they do for 
viewpoint I, a distance of 6.4 kilometers. How can this be? The turbines should appear 
larger in the closer view. The answer must be that the reproduced image provided, no matter 
what focal length was used, does not J'ejlect the distance. This is also evident in comparing 
viewpoints II and 12, which are similar view angles. The turbines in the simulation for 
viewpoint 12 appear smaller and farther away than those for viewpoint 11, even though the 
former is 3 kilometers nearer according to the data provided on the image. " 
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The USFS 2009 scoping analysis continues ... 
"There are also several questions concerning the methods used to 1) choose 
viewpoints, 2) define visual quality and viewer sensitivity, and 3) represent and 
make conclusions about impact. 

1) Choosing viewpoints in the Scenic Area should be based on Key Viewing 
Areas. Several of these were missingfrom the discussion (SR-14, Tom McCall 
Point) and others are linear viewpoints where only one or no views were 
picked in the NSA (Columbia River, Hwy 35, 1-84, Historic Columbia River 
Highway). Therefore, it is unclear whether the impacts to NSA scenic 
resources were adequately captured. " 

As pointed out earlier, SR-14 and Tom McCall viewpoints are still missing 
and Panorama Point has been deleted in the DEIS. It is abundantly 
clear from Dean Apostol's WRE DEIS analysis (2010) that the 
impacts to the NSA were not adequately captured in the DEIS. 

"Figures 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 are usefid in assessing the potential visibility of proposed turbines 
pam within the National Scenic area alld elsewhere. But they fail to 1I0te the fidl extellt to 
which the turbines would be exposed to key viewing areas. The analysis treats the scenic 
impact problem as a viewpoint impact as opposed to a view corridor impact, but several of 
the affected KVAs are corridors, not points. These corridors include designated scenic roads 
and the Columbia River. The DEIS should be revised to analyze the distance along the elltire 
length of these KVAs porn which the project would be visible and to simulate views pam 
multiple points along these KVAs in order to identifY where the greatest impacts are likely to 
occur. 
As it stands, the viewpoints chosen for analysis may not be h'ltly representative: 1-84, the 
Columbia River and the Historic Columbia River Highway all have multiple possible view 
locations that may experience greater impacts than the single locations chosen by the 
applicant. Each of these view corridors come within 3 miles of the project, yet all sample 
viewpoints are more than 4 miles from the project. Additional views along these three KVAs 
should be analyzed. For example, a simulation pam the Historic Columbia River Highway 
at Mitchell Point directly across the Columbia River pam the project is critical. " 

Mitchell Point is a significant view point and should have been, but is not 
considered in the DEIS, and according to the letter (received by SPA 
August 3, 2010) from the Friends of the Historic Columbia River Highway: 

"The Mitchell Point overlook is even more visually sensitive than 1-84, both because 
it is higher in elevation and it is a place where people stop, get out of their cars and 
take photos. It is closer to the proposed project than Viento State Park, Koberg State 
Park and the single location on the Hood River to Mosier section of the Historic 
Columbia River Highway State Trail that were analyzed. This site must be analyzed 
for visual impact from the proposed project. " 
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Continuing, the USFS scoping analysis (2009) pOints out ... 

"2) The NSA is a nationally known and protected landscape of high quality and 
high sensitivity. All KVA scenic analyses should reflect this. The results of the 
applicant's analysis are heavily weighted on the assignment of existing scenic 
quality and viewer sensitivity. These methods were not tracked and do not 
represent the reality of the Scenic Area. " 

The visual sensitivity assessment is heavily influenced by what 
appears to be an arbitrary decision. 

Quoting from the DEIS: "Moderate levels of sensitivity were assigned to areas 
where turbines would be visible Fom 0.5 mile to 5 miles within the primary view of 
residences and roadways "(page 3-159). 

This is not based on any scientific studies presented. It is, in our 
opinion, self-serving and results in a measurement scale 
purposely designed to create faulty conclusions the proponent 
wants to support... namely that any turbine sited further than 0.5 mile 
will not have a high level of viewer sensitivity. This is not analyzing the 
facts to determine the impact, but skewing the measurement 
tools and analysis to achieve the desired results for the 
proponent. 

The visual contrast method, as thoroughly discussed in the Dean Apostol 
comment (2010), is a more objective method and would be less susceptible 
to manipulation by such arbitrary decisions. The analysis should be 
redone using the visual contrast method rather than the Federal 
Highway Administration Process that was used. 

"In my opinion, the FHWA method is not a suitable method for evaluating the visual impacts 
of wind energy projects in general, and this project in particular. This system was designed 
to be used only for assessing impacts from highway related development". 

"... visual collfrast is a usefit! way of measuring impacts regardless of whether a resource 
management objective has been established, because it relies on simple and time tested 
analytical standards" 

This visual contrast method was indeed recommended in the USFS 
scoping comments (2009), but once again ignored in the preparation of 
the DEIS ... 
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"3) The conclusions made on the summmy chart would more accurately be made 
using degree of contrast with the naturalland~cape both during the day and at night, 
and distance of the viewer fi"om the project area. This assumes that the most 
visually impacted viewpoints have been found and that the simulations accurately 
depict the degree of contrast. The impact summaries starting on page 4.2-68 discuss 
these contrasts but the ratings do not reflect the discussion. For example the text for 
viewpoint #1 states that "the presence of the turbines would reduce the scene's 
degree of intactness by introducing a large number of highly visible engineered 
vertical elements" but the impact rating is low to moderate. " 

Rather than adjusting the rating to reflect the discussion in the original 
application, the sentence referenced just above regarding viewpoint #1 was 
deleted from the DEIS. A discussion was added in an attempt to justify the 
proponents desired low to moderate ratings. The "average scenic value"(DEIS 
3-168) within the NSA is high scenic value in contrast to most other 
landscapes outside the NSA, not moderate. 

"The American Society of Landscape Architects included the Columbia River Gorge as 
one of the 100 most outstanding landscapes in the United States, ranking it along with 
Yosemite, Yellowstone and other national icons." (Apostol 2010). 

The USFS scoping comments (2009) continues", 
"The Summary of Existing Scenic Quality and Project Visual Impacts on page 4.2-
67 did not rate any viewpoint as having a high level of impact defined as: turbines 
"highly visible in areas with a high number of sensitive viewers" and greatly 
altering levels of vividness, unity, and intactness. Viento State Park was rated as 
highest impact (moderate to high) but the photo print did not show any turbines 
(Figure 4.2-17). 

The Summary of Existing Scenic Quality and Project Visual Impacts in the 
DEIS (page 3-177), incredulously does not rate the anticipated visual 
impact on any viewpoint as high, The same flawed methods were used in 
the DEIS as in the SDS application. None of the needed changes 
suggested by the USFS were addressed. 

The Viento State Park photomontage in the DEIS (Figure 3.9-11), still does 
not show a single turbine. The same "photo prints" used in the SDS 
application are used in the DE/S. Despite a year to prepare the DE/S, no 
new photos or photomontages were utilized nor were the former photos 
even corrected. 
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As Dean Apostol (2010) points out: 
"This is a veJY misleading photomontage. The image is ve,y faint, and the size does not 
correspond to the relatively short view distance of 6.4 kilometers (4 miles). The wireframe 
view indicates that the 18 turbines seen from this viewpoint would be very high contrast and 
would have high impacts, similar to those discussed under Viewpoint 11. All 18 turbines 
break the skyline, there are overlapping rotors and a jumbled, chaotic composition. The 
turbines located at the high point in the center of the image are particularly sh'ong impact. 
The turbines would be framed by Dog Mountain, seen on the left side of the photo, and a 
portion of Underwood Bluff, seen on the right side of the photo (Figure 3.9-11). These are 
very natural, highly intact landforms, exacerbating the collfrast that the turbines would 
introduce. Rvisting development prohibitions on these landforllls, which lie within the 
National Scenic Area, are at the highest protection level, allowing no visual contrast. This 
illustrates the high sensitivity of the viewshed. " 

Pointing out further limitations with the pictures, the USFS scoping 
comments (2009) continue ... 

" It is generally vety difficult to fully depict the visual effect of viewing the 
landscape in a small photo and because of these limitations, pictures with clouds at 
the skyline should not be used". In addition, many non-NSA viewpoints and non
KVA viewpoints were added making it difficult to assess the effects in the Scenic 
Area. The scenic impacts both at night and during the day would be better depicted 
using photos of existing turbines in the Gorge. The existing development east of the 
Scenic Area provides a better indication of the impact on the scenic resource than 
represented in these visualizations. The visualizations are important for finding the 
number and location of the visible turbines, but have limited utility for assessing 
scenic impact. " 

The exact same small photos used in the application with clouds are used 
in the DE/S, disregarding the comments of the USFS. We agree with Dean 
Apostol's (2010) statement: 

"The photomontage images in the DE1S are flawed. The scale and distance appeal' to be 
inconsistent. Atmospheric conditions on some photos are hazy. Use of a white cloud 
background reduces apparent color contrast of turbines skylined on visually prominent 
ridges. " 

This should have been addressed in the preparation of the DE/S. It must 
be addressed with more realistic depictions of the turbines both 
during the day and at night in a revised DEIS. The public will be 
more accurately informed and then could make relevant comment. 
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We agree with the findings of Dean Apostol (2010) ... 
"The visual impact analysis provided in the DEIS is Jaulty and incomplete. In addition, the 
DEIS's conclusions that visual sensitivity is only low to moderate and that impacts would 
be low to moderate fi'om most viewpoints (Table 3.9-2) are not supported by the Jacts, The 
project as presented would have substantial adverse impacts to scenic resources. " 

Finally the USFS scoping comments (2009) made the following 
recommendations, which were either ignored or not adequately addressed. 

"3) Recommendations 
In order to assure that the scenic resource impact is adequately analyzed, I 
recommend the following improvements to the scenic resource impact assessment: 

• Include a discussion or summmy of the most visible turbines, 
• Include photographs of existing energy projects visible in the NSA, 
• Do not use visual simulations (at a small scale with clouds in the 

picture) to depict the visual impact of visible turbines, 
• Make certain that the most visible viewpoints have been covered, 

especially with respect to the linear viewpoints, and 
• Make certain to include the night-time efficts in your analysis. " 

Instead the DEIS: 

Does not include "photographs of existing energy projects visible in the 
NSA" 

~ "visual simulations (at a small scale with clouds in the picture) to 
depict the visual impact of visible turbines" 

Leaves out the two specifically USFS requested viewpoints SR·14 (#6), Tom 
McCall Point (#9) and eliminates Panorama Point (#10) 

Does not "include the night·time effects" in the analysis. 

The USFS scoping comments (2009) concludes with the following: 

"In order to prevent the scenic impact of the turbines visible fi'om the Scenic Area 
Key Viewing Areas, I also recommend that the applicant eliminate turbine 
locations found to be visible from Scenic Area KVAs. I am hopeful that close 
attention to these impacts will result in a solution which will fit the unique area 
that this project will potentially benefit. " 
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The SDS applicant has steadfastly refused to even consider any alteration 
or adjustment to the proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project, totally 
ignoring expert feedback and recommendations, while actively seeking to 
suppress the inclusion of additional expert comment, as well as the 
removal of previously submitted comment. 

We believe the attempt to suppress the USFS and the Department of the 
Interior is motivated due to the validity of these expert comments ... 
comments that point out fatal flaws in both the application and the DE/S. 

It saddens us that EFSEC and BPA have attached your names to this 
poorly constructed and inaccurate document. Having done so has reduced 
our trust in and your credibility as regulatory agencies. Our analysis of 
both the Noise and Visual Resources sections of this DE/S cause us, 
justifiably, to fear that the poor methodologies and resulting assessments 
may be replete throughout the DEIS. Please, do the right thing and redo 
this DEIS with the use of expert and independent feedback, appropriate 
methodologies, accurate and realistic representations and objective 
assessment. 

Keith Brown, Ph.D. 4 /:J~ /' I 

Teresa Robbins (ffi?::J/L ~ 
211 Malfait Tracts Road 
Washougal, WA 98671 

Attachments: 
Skamania County Board of County Commissioners Resolution 2010-51. 

United States Department of the Interior Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
letter to BPA dated July 19,2010. 

United States Department of the Interior National Parks Service letter to Congressmen 
Brian Baird and Doc Hastings dated April 15,2010. 

Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins letter to Skamania County Board of County 
Commissioners re: Resolution 2010-51 dated August 23, 2010. 

Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins letter to Secretmy Salazar Department of the Interior 
re: Efforts to Stifle Comments by the Department of the Interior dated August 23, 2010. 

Dan Harkenrider USFS Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area letter to Allen 
Fiksdal EFSEC dated May 6, 2009. 
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RESOLUTION 2010-51 

(A Resolution Demanding Retraction of the Department of Interior Comments on the 
Draft Environmental hnpact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Wind Energy Project and 
explanation of its Actions in Commenting without Authority or Imisdiction against the 

Secretary's and Administration Policy) 

WHEREAS, Whistling Ridge Energy Project filed an Application for Site Certification to the 
Washington Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council ("EFSEC") on March 1 0,2009 for the 
Whistling Ridge Energy Project; and 

WHEREAS, EFSEC is lead agency pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act, and 
Bonneville Power Administration ("BP A") is federal lead agency pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act; and 

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

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

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

Nothing in [this Act1 shall . .. establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the 
scenic area or each special management area. The fact that activities or uses inconsistent 
with the management directives for the scenic area or special management areas can be 
seen or heard from these areas shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to 
the boundaries of the scenic area or special management areas."; and 

WHEREAS, The National Trail System Act, 16 USC §§ 1241 -1251 authorizes Congress to 
designate National Scenic and Historic Trails but does not, by mandate or implication, authorize 
Interior to regulate or restdct pdvate lands or to even negatively comment on or oppose private -
projects proposed on private lands nearby, or visible from, designated trail sections; and 
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WHEREAS, Skamania County recently received a copy of the U.S. Department of the Interior 
("Interior") DElS comment letter dated July 19, 2010, wherein Interior raises concerns about 
visibility of the proposed project from the Scenic Area and the nationally designated Lewis and 
Clark National Historic Trail and suggests elimination of Whistling Ridge wind turbines that are 
visible from both the Scenic Area and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail; and 

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

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

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

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

The Board fInds: Consistent with our concerns raised above regarding National Trail Systems 
Act authority, that Interior's recommendation of restricting private land development in view of 
the Scenic Area is in direct violation of the critically important Scenic Area Act compromises 
and Savings Provisions the intent of which was to allow local counties economic development 
opportunity for their continued survival. 
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The Board finds: Interior's comments and recommendations have serious policy implications 
not only for renewable energy development but also for other non-wind energy related projects 
that are visible from the Scenic Area and National Historic Trails, such as electrical 
transmissions systems, dams, rail transportation, interstate commerce and traffic, as well as 
residential, commercial and industrial development in Skamania and other Counties near the 
Scenic Area and/or Counties ,ocated near similarly designated trails under the National Trails 
System Act. 

The Board fmds: Interiors comments contradict both the Secretary's publicly stated policy as it 
pertains to renewable energy as well as contradicting the clear energy policy direction of the 
current Administration. 

The Board finds: Finally, in addition to the comment concerning the Scenic Area and the 
Interstate Highway corridor, Interior provided specific comments related to purported 
groundwater issues-issues raised by local citizen neighbor opponents at the NBP AlSBP A 
comment hearing. Skamania County has regulatory responsibility for groundwater issues, and 
will work with BFSEC to address the citizen comment. This is not a federal issue. Interior has 
no authority to insert itself into this uniquely local issue, and its decision to do so demonstrates 
its lack of regard for Skamania County's authority: strongly suggesting inappropriate 
collaboration with Whistling Ridge project opponents. 

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

ATTEST: 

A~ oveda~d) Y: J 

~) / 2--.. 
nania County Prosecuting Attorney 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
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9043.1 
INREPL Y REFER TO; 

ER10/492 

Electronically Filed 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201 
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026 

Andrew M. Montano 
Environmental Project Manager 
Bonneville Power Administration - KEC-4 
P.O. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Montano: 

TAKE PRIDE' 
INAMERICA 

July 19, 2010 

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

Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail 

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

The Lewis and Clark NHT was established by Congress in an amendment to the National 
Trails System Act in 1978. 16 U.S.C. § l244(a). As administrator of the trail, the 
National Park Service (NPS) is charged under this Act with the identification and 
protection of the historic route, remnants, and artifacts of the trail for public use and 
enjoyment. 

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



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

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

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

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

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

SPECI FIC CO M M ENTS 

Water Resources Section 3.3 

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



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

Reference 

Helsel, D.R. and Hirsch, R.M., 2002, Statistical methods in water resources: U.S. 
Geological Survey-Techniques of Water-Resources Investigations Book 4, Chapter 
A3, SlOp. Available on the internet at: http://pubs.usgs.gov/twri/twri4a3/ 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. If you have any 
questions concerning the NPS comments, please contact Dan Wiley at (402) 661-1830 or 
at Dan Wiley@nps.gov, or Lee Kreutzer at (801) 741-1013 (x1l8) or at 
Lee KreutzerCti!nps.gov. If you have any questions concerning the USGS comments, 
please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental Document Reviews, 
at (303) 236-5050 (x229) or at gdlecain@usgs.gov. If you have any other questions, 
please contact me at (503) 326-2489. 

Sincerely, 
~ 

Preston A. Sleeger 
Regional Environmental Officer 



United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Pacific Wesl Region 

909 Pirst Avenue, Pifth Ploor 
Seattle, Washington 98104-1060 

,'< RFPI Y REFfR TO 

ER-09/423 

April 15,2010 

The Honorable Brian Baird 
United States House of Representatives 
2350 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 I 5-4703 

The Honorable Doc Hastings 
United States House of Representatives 
1203 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515·4704 

Dear Congressmen Baird and Hastings: 

The National Park Service (NPS) was recently made aware of your letter dated November 18, 
2009, concerning the Whistling Ridge Energy Project (Project), through Friends of the Columbia 
Gorge and the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail office. We apologize for the delay in 
responding, as we have been unable to locate any record indicating that we received the letter. 

Your letter expresses concern that NPS, through its May 18, 2009 comments on the Project, is 
acting outside ofNPS jurisdiction to obstruct the Project. The NPS takes your concerns very 
seriously. NPS recognizes the limitations on its authorities outside ofNPS-administered lands. In 
our letter dated May 18, 2009, NPS made recommendations, not demands, which would help to 
protect the viewshed from the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (NHT) corridor. NPS 
noted certain advantages to developing the overall wind farm at the proposed location but 
recommended decreasing the number of turbines in one corridor to alleviate some of the visual 
impacts. We recognize that NPS is not the action agency for this Project. Nonetheless. NPS has 
a responsibility under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370f, 
to provide comments within NPS' special expertise with respect to environmental impacts. See 
40 C.F.R. Part 1503. 

As administrator of the Lewis and Clark NHT, the NPS is obligated to protect the natural. 
cultural, historic, and scenic resources of the trail for public use and enjoyment by present and 
future generations. Therefore, we believe we have an obligation to the American people to 
provide comments on this project as it moves through the NEPA process, and offer suggestions 
to the project proponent that will help minimize significant impacts to the trail. We fully support 



the development of renewable energy generation in an environmentally-sensitive manner that is 
cognizant of surrounding natural, cultural, historic, and scenic resources. 

While we do not intend to retract our May 18, 2009 letter, per your recommendation, we hope 
this letter offers sufficient clarification. If you have any further questions or concerns, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Rory D. Westberg 
Deputy Regional Director, Planning and Resource Management 
Office: (206) 220-4020 
FAX: (206) 220·4159 
Rory Westberg@nps.gov 



Skamania County Commissioners 
P.O. Box 790 
Stevenson, W A 98648 

RE: Skamania County Resolution 2010-51 

Dear Commissioners: 

August 23, 2010 

We were unaware of this action when we last saw you on August 17th or we would have 
approached you at that time. 

We write to express our concern and dismay regarding Resolution 2010-51. It is certainly within 
the purview of the DOCC to seek suppOtt for a project you believe will benefit the county. It is 
NOT, in our opinion, your right to suppress opinions of experts uniquely qualified to comment 
and provide valid perspective on the impact Whistling Ridge Energy Project would have on the 
National Scenic Area and Historic Trails. To "demand, in the strongest possible terms, that 
Interior's comment be immediately retracted and removed from the public record on this 
matter" is, we believe, a direct attempt to undermine EFSEC's capacity to examine all relevant 
information regarding the environmental impact of this project. 

To quote the May 6, 2009 scoping comment letter of Daniel T. Harkenrider, Area Manager for 
the Columbia Gorge National Scenic Area, "In a letter dated May 8, 2008, the Columbia River 
Gorge Commission provided technical assistance in response to a request by the Oregon 
Department of Energy regarding a similar project in Oregon. In that letter, the Gorge 
Commission explained that the National Scenic Area Act specifically prohibits the 
implementation of a buffer around the boundaries of the Scenic Area. However, the letter also 
explains how Scenic Area resources would be affected by the project and how they could be 
protected. By !'equesting comments on the project, I assume that EFSEC would similarly 
benefit from scenic resources technical expertise in this matter." (emphasis added) 

This process, to work effectively and be valid, must necessarily seek and examine comment from 
all perspectives. Dependent upon a variety of opinion, it particularly benefits from the technical 
expertise that can be provided by personnel of agencies such as the Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance of the Department of Interior and the Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area. 

You have sought and received support for this project from Congressman Baird. You did not 
object to this support and ask it be retracted because he holds federal office. You did not ask to 
retract the support voiced by Klickitat county officials. You did not ask to retract the support 
voiced by White Salmon officials. 

BOCC support of this patticular project has been steadfast, but your actions have discounted any 
environmental impact. This is evidenced in the disregard of requests to do an Ers during the 
Title 21 revision public hearings; the placement of a "permanent hold" on Title 21 zoning after 
the Hearing Examiner ruled that an EIS be completed by the county before proceeding; and 
finally, removing from the Hearing Examiner, responsibilities to hear appeals of SEPA 
determinations, thus forcing residents to go to court (at great personal expense) for any future 



appeal. And now, through this resolution, the BOCC seeks to remove valid expelt concerns 
about the environmental impact of this project. 

The BOCC has every right to disagree and present counter-evidence, but no right to squelch or 
disallow others' opinions. You have the opportunity to present an analysis of the draft EIS. 
Have you identified any deficiencies? There are valid deficiencies identified by the Depmtment 
of Interior, and previously depicted during the scoping process by the USPS Columbia Gorge 
National Scenic Area Landscape Architect. We, too, have identified and documented numerous 
deficiencies. And it is all of our rights to express them. 

Suppression will result in skewed decisions not based on full perspectives and facts. Better 
decisions are made when a broad spectrum of information is provided. 

Respectfully, 

Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins 
211 Malfait Tracts Rd. 
Washougal, WA 98671 
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Secretary Ken Salazar 
Department of the Interior 
1849 C StreetN.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

August 23, 2010 

RE: Whistling Ridge Energy Project in Skamania County, Washington and 
efforts to stifle comment by the US Department ofthe Interior 

Dear Secretaty Salazar: 

On August 3, 2010 the Skamania Board of County Commissioners passed 
Resolution 2010-51 (see attached) in which they " ... demand, in the 
strongest possible terms, that Interior's comment be immediately retracted 
and removedfrom the public record ... ". This is a blatant attempt to prevent 
appropriate special expeliise from weighing in and being duly considered (as 
required by the NEP A process) with respect to the environmental impacts of 
the above listed project. This resolution refers specifically to the July 19, 
2010 letter fi'om the Department of the Interior Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance (POliland, Oregon) written to Andrew M. Montano 
of the Bonneville Power Administration (see attached). 

Member(s) of the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) have activated 
considerable political pressure to attempt to thwati federal agency expelis' 
(Department of Interior as well as the United States Forest Service) 
capacities to provide vital and valid comment regarding this project. 
UnfOliunately, this BOCC has a demonstrated history of attempting to 
sidetrack appropriate environmental analysis (see attached letter to Boee 
from Keith Brown and Teresa Robbins). 

FUlihermore, on November 18, 2009, Congressmen Brian Baird and Doc 
Hastings requested retraction of comments provided by the Department of 
Interior National Park Service (NPS) in relation to the same project (see 
attached). We concur with the NPS response: "We fully support the 
development of renewable energy generation in an environmentally-sensitive 
manner that is cognizant of surrounding natural, cultural, historic, and 
scenic resources" and that "NPS has a responsibility under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} ... to provide comments within NPS' 
special expertise with respect to environmental impacts." Also, "... we 
believe we have an obligation to the American people to provide comments 



on this project as it moves through the NEP A process, and offer suggestions 
to the project proponent that will help minimize significant impacts to the 
trail" (Lewis and Clark, NHT). 

The draft EIS comment period closes August 27,2010 for this project. We 
ask that you strongly confirm these agencies' right and responsibility to 
comment, as well as provide them any necessary support to achieve this. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Keith Brown and 
Teresa Robbins 
211 Malfait Tracts Road 
Washougal, WA 98671 

Attachments: 
• Department ofInterior Letter Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

(P01iland Oregon Office) July 19,2010 (to Montano, Bonneville Power 
Administration) 

• Resolution 2010-51 by Skamania County Commissioners -August 3, 2010 
• Letter to Skamania County Commissioners from Keith Brown and Teresa 

Robbins - August 23,2010 
• Depmiment ofInterior Letter National Park Service Pacific West Region 

(Seattle Washington) April 15, 2010 (response to Congressmen Brian Baird 
and Doc Hastings) 
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United States 
Department of 
Agl'iculture 

Allen J. Fiksdal 
EFSEC Manager 

Forest 
Service 

Columbia River Gorge 
National Scenic Area 

Energy Facility Site Evaluation Counsel 
905 Plum Street SE 
POBox 43172 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Deal' Mr. Fiksdal: 

902 Wasco Ave., Suite 200 
Hood River, OR 97031 
541-308-1700 
FAJ{ 541-386-1916 

File Code: 2370 
Date: May 6, 2009 

It is my understanding that your office is accepting agency comment on the proposed Whistling 
Ridge Energy Project application for site certification. The Forest Service is submitting the 
following comment with respect to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area--one of 
America's natural wonders known worldwide for its scenic beauty and the variety and quality of 
its recreational 0ppOitunities. Since the Scenic Area was created by Congress in 1986, new 
developments occur within a controlled framework that protects the resources that make the 
Scenic Area special. I understand that only a small portion of the proposal is located within the 
boundaries of the Scenic Area. This letter concerns impacts that will result fi'om wind turbines 
visible from within the Scenic Area. 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the risk of significant impacts to protected scenic 
resources if the proposed energy project is built as currently planned. This letter is not meant to 
imply that the project outside of the Scenic Area is regulated by the Scenic Area Act. In a letter 
dated May 8, 2008, the Columbia River Gorge Connnission provided technical assistance in 
response to a request by the Oregon Department of Energy regarding a similar project in Oregon. 
In that letter, the Gorge Connnission explained that the National Scenic Area Act specifically 
prohibits the implementation of a buffer around the boundaries of the Scenic Area. However, the 
letter also explains how Scenic Area resources would be affected by the project and how they 
could be protected. By requesting comments on the project, I assume that EFSEC would 
similarly benefit from scenic resources technical expertise in this matter. 

Diana Ross, CRGNSA landscape architect, provided me the following analysis of the Aesthetics 
pOition ofthe application statting on page 4.2-27. My comments are based on the findings of 
that portion of the application and the recommendations made by my staff: 

1) Key Viewing Areas fKVAs) 

As mentioned in the application, the effects to scenic resources in the Scenic Area are 
assessed by analyzing the effects of a project on lands visible fi'om 26 selected public 
vantage points from which the public views the landscape. It was not foreseen at the time the 
Act was passed that any development outside ofthe Scenic Area would be seen from these 
viewpoints. However, it is clear from the application that several Scenic Area Viewsheds 
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(the land seen from these vantage points) will be affected. 

9 of the 21 viewpoints analyzed are also Key Viewing areas (#6 & 9 were missing). 

• I-SR 141 
• 4 & 22- Cook-Underwood Road 
• 10-Panorama Point 
• 11-1-84 Westbound 
• 12-Koberg State Park (Colnmbia River) 
• 13-1-84 Eastbound 
• 14-Viento State Park (Columbia River) 
• 19-Histol"ic Columbia River Highway 

2) Methodology and Summary of Scenic ImJlacts 
There are many unknowns in the summaty of methods on page 4.2-30-31 of the application. 
For example, the methods section did not disclose the heights used for the turbines or 
whether the software placed and sized the turbines or whether this was done in Photo Shop as 
an art project. 

There are also several questions concerning the methods used to I) choose viewpoints, 
2) defme visual quality and viewer sensitivity, and 3) represent and make conclusions about 
impact. 

1) Choosing viewpoints in the Scenic Area should be based on Key Viewing Areas. 
Several of these were missing from the discussion (SR-14, Tom McCall Point) and others 
are linear viewpoints where only one or no views were picked in the NSA (Columbia 
River, Hwy 35, 1-84, Historic Columbia River Highway). Therefore, it is unclear 
whether the impacts to NSA scenic resources were adequately captured. 

2) The NSA is a nationally known and protected landscape of high quality and high 
sensitivity. All KV A scenic analyses should reflect this. The results of the applicant's 
analysis are heavily weighted on the assignment of existing scenic quality and viewer 
sensitivity. These methods were not tracked and do not represent the reality of the Scenic 
Area. 

3) The conclusions made on the summary chart would more accurately be made using 
degree of contrast with the natural landscape both during the day and at night, and 
distance of the viewer from the project area. This assumes that the most visually 
impacted viewpoints have been found and that the simulations accurately depict the 
degree of contrast. The impact summat"ies statiing on page 4.2-68 discuss these contrasts 
but the ratings do not reflect the discussion. For example the text for viewpoint #1 states 
that "the presence of the turbines would reduce the scene's degree of intactness by 
introducing a large number of highly visible engineered vertical elements" but the impact 
rating is low to moderate. 

The Summary of Existing Scenic Quality and Project Visual Impacts on page 4.2-67 did 
not rate any viewpoint as having a high level of impact defined as: turbines "highly 
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Turbine 

At-A5 

A7 

A8 

A9-AI3 

Bl-B8 

B9 

BIO 

visible in areas with a high number of sensitive viewers" and greatly altering levels of 
vividness, unity, and intactness. Viento State Park was rated as highest impact (moderate 
to high) but the photo print did not show any turbines (Figure 4.2-17). It is generally 
vety difficult to fully depict the visual effect of viewing the landscape in a small photo 
and because of these limitations, pictures with clouds at the skyline should not be used. 
In addition, many non-NSA viewpoints and non-KV A viewpoints were added making it 
difficult to assess the effects in the Scenic Area. The scenic impacts both at night and 
during the day would be better depicted using photos of existing turbines in the Gorge. 
The existing development east of the Scenic Area provides a better indication ofthe 
impact on the scenic resource than represented in these visualizations. The visualizations 
are important for finding the number and location of the visible turbines, but have limited 
utility for assessing scenic impact. 

The following table summarizes the visible turbines and the viewpoints from which they 
are visible. The highlighting indicates turbines seen from 4 KV As or more. (It would be 
helpful if such a table were included in the applicant's analysis): 

Key Viewing Area (According to the Applicant) 

SR-141 Cook- Panorama Pt. 1-84 1-84 Viento Koberg HCRB 
Undelwood (2) W E (Columbia) (Columbia) 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

Bll-Bl4 X X X 

Bl5 X X X X X 

BI6 X X X X 

Bl7 

B20 X X X 

CI X X X X 

C2-C5 X X X X X 

Dl-D3 X X X 

EI-E2 X X X 

FI-F3 X 
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3) Recommendations 

In order to assure that the scenic resource impact is adequately analyzed, I recommend the 
following improvements to the scenic resource impact assessment: 

• Include a discussion or summary of the most visible turbines, 

• Include photographs of existing energy projects visible in the NSA, 

• Do not use visual simulations (at a small scale with clouds in the picture) to depict 
the visual impact of visible turbines, 

• Make certain that the most visible viewpoints have been covered, especially with 
respect to the linear viewpoints, and 

$ Make celtain to include the night-time effects in your analysis. 

In order to prevent the scenic impact of the turbines visible from the Scenic Area Key 
Viewing Areas, I also recommend that the applicant eliminate turbine locations found to be 
visible from Scenic Area KVAs. I am hopeful that close attention to these impacts will 
result in a solution which will fit the unique area that this project will potentially benefit. 

Sincerely, 

lsi Daniel T. Harkenrider 

DANIEL T. HARKENRIDER 
Area Manager 

cc: Jill Arens 
Columbia River Gorge Commission 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Wirt T. Maxey [wirt_maxey@msn.com] 
Thursday, August 26, 20105:06 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments on Whistling Ridge Energy Project DEIS 
Title 22 memo.3.1.docm 

Attach are comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS. Please include in the record. 

Thank You 
Wirt T. Maxey 
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To: Washington State Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council; 

Bonneville Power Administration. 

From: Wirt T. Maxey 

Re: Comments about the Proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Date: July 15, 2010 

THE PROPOSED WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY PROJECT IS 

ILLEGAL UNDER TITLE 22 OF THE SKAMANIA COUNTY CODE 

Background Facts: 

Whistling Ridge Energy LLC is proposing a wind farm in an area 

of Skamania County which is located just outside the boundaries of 

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. (NSA) The 

proposed wind turbines are 430+/- feet tall and must be equipped 

with. strobe lights at the top to satisfy FAA regulations. Cook 

Underwood Road is a designated "Key Viewing Area" within the NSA, 

located in Skamania County. Many, if not all, of the proposed turbines 



and the strobe lights thereon will be highly visible from the Cook 

Underwood Road Key Viewing Area, as well as from numerous points 

throughout the NSA. 

Issue: Is the proposed project legal under Title 22 of the Skamania 

County Code (Title 22)? 

Summary: Although the National Scenic Area Act prohibits the 

creation of buffer zones 1, there are no provisions in The Act which 

prevent Skamania County, or any other governmental entity with 

jurisdiction, from protecting the NSA from scenic intrusions originating 

from outside the Scenic Area. For example, Oregon has recognized 

this principal. The Oregon EFSC provides that before issuing a site 

certificate the Council must determine by a preponderance of 

evidence that there will be no significant adverse impacts to the 

1 "SEC. 17 SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 
(a) Nothing in sections 544 to 544P of this title shall-
(10) establish protective perimeters or buffer zones around the scenic area or each special 
management area. The fact that activities or uses inconsistent with the management directives 
for the scenic area or special management areas can be seen or heard (rom these areas shall 
not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundaries of the scenic area or special 
management areas. 16 USC 5440 (a)(10)." 

2 



scenic, aesthetic, recreational, and wildlife resources of the Columbia 

River Gorge. OAR 345-022-0000(1 )(a). 

Title 22 includes numerous provisions demonstrating that 

Skamania County, like Oregon, has protected the NSA Key Viewing 

Areas within Skamania County from scenic intrusions originating from 

both inside and outside the Scenic Area. 

Conclusion: Title 22 protects the "Viewshed" of Cook Underwood 

Road, and requires that any development which can be seen from 

Cook Underwood Road be "Visually Subordinate" to its setting as 

seen from Cook Underwood Road. Because the proposed Whistling 

Ridge Energy Project cannot meet the test of visual subordination the 

project is illegal. The proposed project violates both the letter and the 

spirit of Title 22. 

Analysis: This comment is directed to sections 3.8.2 (Applicable 

Land Use Regulations) of the DEIS. Section 3.8.2 of the DEIS briefly 

3 



mentions Title 22 and incorrectly assumes that, because the 

Whistling Ridge project is located outside the NSA boundaries, Title 

22 is not applicable. 

Section 22.02.050 of Title 22 provides, in pertinent part, that ''This 

title applies to all lands in that portion of Skamania County lying within' 

the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area ... and to no other 

lands within the county ... " The Cook Underwood Road Key Viewing 

Area lies within the National Scenic Area. Thus, Title 22 applies to the 

Cook Underwood Road Key Viewing Area. 

"Viewshed" is defined in Section 22.04.010 as "a landscape unit 

seen from a key viewing area."2 

"Development" is defined in Section 22.04.010 to mean "any 

land division or structure, including but not limited to new construction 

2 "Landscape Unit" is an undefmed term and must therefore be given its' ordinary and common meaning, 
which would include any structure which is visible from a key viewing area. 

4 



of buildings and structures, and mining, dredging, filling, grading, 

paving and excavation." 

Section 22.04.010U) of Title 22 designates Cook Underwood 

Road as a "Key Viewing Area". 

Section 22.18.030 entitled "ADDITIONAL STANDARDS 

GOVERNING NEW DEVELOPMENTS VISIBLE FROM KEY 

VIEWING AREAS" provides extensive standards for developments, 

such as the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, which are visible from 

key viewing areas. Section 22.18.030A provides that "The provisions 

in this section shall apply to proposed developments on sites 

topographically visible from key viewing areas". Thus, to the extent 

any of the turbines and/or their strobe lights are visible from 

Cook Underwood Road, (or any other key viewing area) the 

requirements of Section 22.18.030 must be met. 

5 



In order to meet the requirements of Section 22.18.0308, the 

portion of the Whistling Ridge Project which is visible from Cook 

Underwood Road must be "visually subordinate to its setting as seen 

from" Cook Underwood Road. Visually Subordinate is defined in 

Section 22.04.010 as follows: 

"Visually Subordinate" means a description of the relative 
visibility of a structure or use where that structure or use 
does not noticeably contrast with the surrounding 
landscape. as viewed from a specified vantage point. 
generally a key viewing area. As opposed to structures 
that are fully screened, structures that are visually 
subordinate may be partially visible. They are not visually 
dominant in relation to their surroundings. Visually 
subordinate forest practices in the SMA shall repeat form, 
line, color, or texture common to the natural landscape, 
while changes in their qualities of size, amount, intensity, 
direction, pattern, etc., shall not dominate the natural 
landscape setting". (Emphasis added). 

Clearly, the proposed wind turbines and their strobe lights which are 

visible from Cook Underwood Road can not pass the test of visual 

subordination. 

Additionally, Section 22.18.030L of Title 22 provides that 

"Exterior lighting shall be directed downward and sided, hooded and 

6 



shielded such that it is not highly visible from key viewing areas". 

Section O. provides that "The silhouette of new buildings shall remain 

below the skyline of a bluff, cliff or ridge as seen from key viewing 

areas". Clearly, the proposed Whistling Ridge project cannot pass 

these tests. 

The project's proponents are likely to point to the language in 

Section 22.02.050 of Title 22 stating that "This title applies to all lands 

in that portion of Skamania County lying within the Columbia River 

Gorge National Scenic Area ... and to no other lands within the 

county .. . "and argue that, based on the italicized language, Title 22 is 

not applicable to the proposed project because it lies (in some cases 

approximately just 60+/- feet) outside the NSA. While it may be true 

that the project lies outside the NSA,3 it is undeniable that Cook 

Underwood Road does lie within of the NSA. It is also 

undeniable that some or all of the turbines and their strobe 

lights will be highly visible from Cook Underwood Road and 

3 The proposed project is so close to the NSA, that an on the ground survey should be required to insure no 
encroachment. 

7 



therefore lie within the view shed of Cook Underwood Road. 

Application of Title 22 to the Cook Underwood Road "Key 

Viewing Area" results in the proposed project being illegal. 

because the proposed project would impact the Cook 

Underwood Road view shed in a manner that is prohibited by 

Title 22. 

Section 22.02.050 merely states that lands lying outside the NSA 

boundaries are not entitled to scenic protection and in no way 

whatsoever states or implies that Key Viewing Areas within the NSA 

are not protected from scenic intrusions originating outside the 

boundaries of the NSA. 

The project's proponents may also point to section 

22.02.120(A)(10) of Title 22 and argue that, since Title 22 does not 

create "buffer zones", Title 22 does not apply to the project. Section 

22.02.120(A)( 10) provides: 

A. Nothing in this Title shall: 
10. Establish protective perimeters or buffer zones' outside 

8 



of the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. 

"Buffer Zone" is a defined term in Title 22, therefore in order to 

interpret section 22.02.120(A)(10) it is necessary to consider and 

apply the statutory definition of "buffer zone". Section 22.04.010 (18) 

of Title 22 provides: 

18. BUFFER or BUFFER ZONE means an area adjacent to a 
water resource or other sensitive area that is established and 
managed to protect sensitive natural resources from human 
disturbance. In instances that involve a wetland, stream or 
pond, the buffer zone includes all or a portion of the riparian 
area.(emphasis added) 

Reading section 22.02.120(A)(10) in conjunction with the statutory 

definition of "buffer zone" makes it plain that the prohibition against 

buffer zones in no way detracts from the protection given to key 

viewing area viewsheds elsewhere in Title 22. Rather, it· merelv 

provides that nothing in Title 22 shall be interpreted to protect 

areas outside the NSA from "human disturbance". WRE is legally 

entitled to disturb the project areas outside the NSA however they 

wish (subject to Skamania County Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 

9 



limitations), so long as the project doesn't impinge on the protection 

granted Key Viewing areas elsewhere in Title 22. 

If title 22 had been intended to limit the protection granted key 

viewing areas to intrusions originating from within the NSA, then the 

definitional and other sections referenced herein would have been so 

written and so limited and SCC 22.02.120(A)(10) would read 

something like; ... 'Establish protective perimeters or buffer zones 

outside the. NSA, or prohibit visual intrusions on key viewing areas 

which originate from outside the boundaries of the NSA. ' 

Alternatively, the definition of "buffer zone" would have been written 

differently to specifically negate the scenic protections granted key 

viewing area viewsheds else'iVhere in Title 22. 

Although the National Scenic Area Act prohibits the creation of 

buffer zones, there are no provisions in The Act which prevent 

Skamania County, or any other governmentaL entity with jurisdiction, 

from protecting the NSA from scenic intrusions originating from 

outside the Scenic Area. For example, Oregon has recognized this 

10 



principal. . The Oregon EFSC provides that before issuing a site 

certificate the Council must determine by a preponderance of 

evidence that there will be no significant adverse impacts to the 

scenic, aesthetic, recreational, and wildlife resources of the Columbia 

River Gorge. OAR 345-022-0000(1 )(a). 

Title 22 includes numerous provisions demonstrating that this 

Ordinance protects the NSA Key Viewing Areas within Skamania 

County from scenic intrusions originating from both inside and outside 

the Scenic Area. Title 22 clearly asserts jurisdiction over visual 

impacts seen from Cook Underwood Road which originate from 

outside the NSA boundaries and clearly prohibits intrusions on the 

Cook Underwood Road view shed which originate from outside the 

NSA. 

Viewshed is defined in Section 22.04.010 as "a landscape unit 

seen from a key viewing area". (emphasis added) This definition is 

11 



not limited to landscape units which originate from within' the NSA 

boundaries. 

Section 22.04.010 provides that "Development means any land 

division or structure, including but not limited to new construction of 

buildings and structures, and mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving 

and excavation,"(emphasis added) Section 22,04.010 does not 

define development to mean "any land division or structure. including 

but not limited to new construction of buildings and structures. and 

mining. dredging. filling. grading, paving and excavation within the 

National Scenic Area BoundarV' The definition or the term 

"development" is not limited to developments which are located 

within the NSA boundaries. 

Section 22.18.030A provides that "The provisions in this section 

shall apply to proposed developments on sites topographically visible 

from key viewing areas". Section 22.18.030A does not state " ... shall 

apply to proposed developments on sites within the National Scenic 

12 



Area Boundary topographically visible from key viewing areas". The 

protection afforded the Cook Underwood key viewing area view shed 

bv Section 22.18.030, is not limited to protection form visual impacts 

of development located within the NSA boundaries. 

Section 22.18.0300. provides similar support for the conclusion 

that Title 22 protects the Cook Underwood Road key· viewing area 

from scenic impacts originating from outside the NSA boundaries. 

Section O. provides that "The silhouette of new buildings shall remain 

below the skyline of a bluff, cliff or ridge as seen from key viewing 

areas".(emphasis added) This section does not state that "The 

silhouette of new buildings within the National Scenic Area 

Boundary shall remain below the skyline of a bluff cliff or ridge as 

seen from key viewing areas". 

"Skyline" is defined by Section 22.04.010 as follows: " Skyline 

means the line that represents the place at which a landform, such as 

a cliff, bluff of ridge, meets the sky, as viewed from a specified 

13 



vantage point, only a key viewing area... "Once again, this definition 

is not limited to skylines within the NSA. 

As well, as a matter of fact, the only "skyline of a bluff, cliff or 

ridge" within Skamania County which can be seen from the Cook 

Underwood Road Key Viewing Area is from looking in a Northerly 

direction, towards the proposed project. Cook Underwood Road itself 

is located on the Underwood bluff and to the south the topography 

slopes downward to the Columbia River. Oregon lies on the other 

side of the river. 

Pursuant to well established rules of statutory construction, if 

Title 22 had been intended to protect the view shed of the Cook 

Underwood Road Key Viewing Area (or any other key viewing area) 

only from visual impacts originating from within the boundaries of the 

NSA, the Ordinance would have specifically done so by including that 

limitation in the definitional sections discussed above. Since no such 

limitations exists in Title 22. it is clear that the View Shed of 

14 



Cook Underwood Road is protected by the express provisions of 

Title 22 from visual impacts originating from both within and 

outside of the NSA boundaries. 

Title 22 includes numerous provisions demonstrating that 

Skamania County, like Oregon, has protected the NSA Key 

Viewing Areas within Skamania County from scenic intrusions 

originating from both inside and outside the Scenic Area. 

THE PROPOSED WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY PROJECT IS 

ILLEGAL UNDER TITLE 22, BECAUSE IT CANNOT PASS THE 

. TEST OF VISUAL SUBORDINATION. 

Respectfully Submitted 

Wirt T. Maxey 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jessica Walz Uessica@gptaskforce.org] 
Thursday, August 26,20105:21 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments on DEIS for Whistling Ridge Energy Facility 
Whistling Ridge Project DEIS Comments. doc 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #476 

Please accept the attached comments on behalf of the Gifford Pinchot Task Force in regards to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. If you have any questions or co~cerns regarding the attached 
comments please call Jessica at 503 221-2102 ext. 101 or bye-mail Jessica@gptaskforce.org. 

Thank you, 

Jessica Walz 

Jessica Walt: 
Conservation Program Director 
Gifford Pinchot Task Force 
917 SW Oak St., Suite 410 
Portland, OR 97205 
Phone: 503-221-2102 ext. 101 
Fax: 503-221-2146 
jessica@zplaskfol'ce.orz 
Web: Www.8plaskforce.org 
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GIFFORD PINCHOT TASK FORCE 
917 SW Oak Street, Suite 410 Portland, OR 97205 Phone: (503) 221-2102 Fax: (503) 221-2146 

May, 18,2009 

Andrew M. MOntani 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Bonneville Power Administration 
P.O. Box 3621 KEC-4 
905 NE 11 th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 92708-3621 

Stephen Posner, 
Energy Facility Site Manager 
Washington EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Third Floor 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 

Re: Whistling Ridge Energy Project, Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Submitted VIA E-mail to efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Dear Responsible Official: 

I am writing on behalf of the Gifford Pinchot Task Force (GP Task Force) to comment on 

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. The 

Task Force suppOlis the biological diversity and communities of the NOlihwest tluough 

conservation a!1d restoration of forests, rivers, fish, and wildlife. The GP Task Force is a non

profit organization with over 4,000 members in the Pacific NOlihwest. One of our primary 

campaigns focuses on protection and restoration of public lands and the preservation of critical 

habitat for endangered and threatened wildlife. Although we are supportive of finding altemative 
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ways of producing energy, we are concemed by the clearing of the forest landscape necessary for 

this project as well as the potential for interference with bird and wildlife migration, nesting, and 

foraging. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan. 

The project is likely to cause significant adverBe impacts to the natural resources of the 

area because of the considerable forest land clearing that must be undertaken for the 50 + wind 

turbines that will be sited in this location. Some of the effects include direct impacts to wildlife 

habitat, wildlife displacement, avian death, fragmentation of wildlife migration corridors, and 

severe edge effects to intact interior forest habitat. 

Clearing traditionally forested land close to an intact forest boundary (i.e the Gifford 

Pinchot National Forest (GPNF)) can create severe edge effects including increased disease 

incursion on the edge environments, noxious weed invasion, significant changes in 

microclimates, increase risk of fire, and increase nest predation for birds nesting in traditionally 

interior habitat. The most glaring failure of this DEIS is the lack of adequate data on potential 

effects this land clearing will have on barred owl and spotted owl competition. This project will 

clear forest land near historic activity centers for spotted owl and within the White Salmon 

spotted owl special emphasis areas (SOSEA). Although the DEIS discusses these areas and 

claims that destruction of the forested landscape will have little if any effect on spotted owl 

(DEIS, Page 3-49 - 3-56) it d?es not discuss or analyze the effects this large clearing can have 

on increased competition on spotted owl habitat on the edges ofthis cleared land. 

Barred owls are known to be a more dominant species and can easily force spotted owl to 

move from nesting sites. Barred owls are more adept at using edge forests and second growth 
-

forest and will aggressive defend territories. By forcing barred owl into other locations through 

loss of their current foothold habitats in this area and creating environments more suitable for 

barred owl encroachment will create unsuitable spotted owl habitat and force spotted owls out of 

current occupied territory. By failing to analyze this effect ofloss of forest habitat the DEIS fails 

to properly assess the true effects of this project on spotted owl. 



The DEIS also fails to properly assess this area for wildlife migration cOl1'idors. While 

the DEIS does specifically look at some species of concerns like the western gray squi11'el and 

indicates that other wildlife were present in the area (DEIS, Page 3-69) it fails to properly assess 

the loss ofthis habitat or any potential use as migration corridor from the Gorge to the·Gifford 

Pinchot National Forest. Clearing these areas will significantly affect use of the area by large 

mammals like bear and cougar as migration routes and will significantly alter use by deer and elk 

especially if forge is not available for the ungulate species. The private forest lands along the 

edge of the GPNF are impOltant as migration travel ways from the gorge to the forests. These 

areas have traditionally been frequented by the large elk herds of south Mount St. Helens, deer, 

and a variety of predators including black bears and cougar. Clearing these forest lands is forcing 

more .of these animals into dangerous urban areas to meet their migratory needs. The DEIS fails 

to properly assess direct and indirect impacts to wildlife because it neglects to analyze an 

impOltant need of many predator and herd species: migration corridors. 

Birds suffer direct impacts from wind turbines. Establishing a wind turbine facility in an 

important migratory passageway such as the Gorge could significantly increase the risk to the 

population. The DEIS does measure the risk to Bald and Golden Eagles as relatively low (DEIS, 

3-77) however wind facilities have notoriously killed more birds then predicted in their DEIS. 

Siting turbines in. canyons and on ridge lines increases the risk of fatalities for migrating birds. 

Studies done in Montana and California have found greater increases in bird fatalities along 

migratory passways when siting occurred at low and high points. (Harmata et. al (2000), 

Smallwood and Thelander (2005), and Thayer (2007)). The siting ofturbines in the locations as 

planned are likely to have a higher impact then what is estimated in the DEIS. 

One of the most prolific threats to our national forest is the change in use offorested 

acreage surrounding national forest lands. The clearing of the land so near one of our national 

forest for a wind project only increases this tln·eat. Significant impacts can result from the loss of 

forest habitat including: direct impacts to wildlife, sediment in streams due to increase in roads, 

as well as climate change effects. The Gifford Pinchot National Forest is the 4th largest carbon 

storage forest in the country and the loss of its sUll'ounding forested habitat puts this valuable 

forest at risk of increased fires, microclimate changes, soil decimation, and many other tln·eats. 



The DEIS fails to look at the direct and indirect impacts this wind project can and will have on 

the surrounding forest environrilents including on the GPNF. 

We applaud the DEIS for incorporating an extensive section on visual impacts, however 

one of the major flaws of the DEIS is a failure to include much analysis of the visual impacts 

from hiking trails or viewpoints from within the Gifford Pinchot National Forest. The Gifford 

Pinchot National Forest is used extensively throughout the year as a destination for hikers, 

bikers, mount climbers, cross country skiers and other outdoor enthusiasts. One ofthe main 

draws is its views including views of Mount Hood from across the Gorge, the Gorge itself, as 

well as areas sun'otmding the GPNF. One of the potential impacts to the view shed is looking 

toward the nOltheast to Mount Adams and to the southeast to Mount Hood. We would like 

additional visual analysis done from areas on the GPNF which include visual simulations of the 

views from that area to be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Roads also have a tremendous impact on the environment. Roads wash sediment into 

streams, they fragment habitat, and they can fail causing more damage to stream environments. 

Very little to no analysis is given to the environment affects of increasing the road mileage on 

the area (DEIS, Page 3-226-3-227). The Final Environmental Impact Statement should include 

the analysis of sediment from gravel as well as paved road leaching into streams. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Whistling Ridge Project. 

If you have any questions or concerns please do not hesitate to contact me at (503) 221-2102 ext. 

101 or jessica@gptaskforce.org. 

Thank You, 

Jessica Walz 

Conservation Director 

Gifford Pinchot Task Force 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

keenan69webber@yahoo.com 
Thursday, August 26,20105:39 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #478 

I would like to voice my strong support for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. This wind 
farm will give the Skamania County economy the boost it needs. We are too dependent on timber 
harvests and federal timber payments. Too many residents are stuck in low-income brackets 
while unemployment ranks far above the state average. Fortunately, Skamania has another 
natural resource to develop: wind. Bringing another industry here is exactly what our county 
needs. It will stimulate local spending, create jobs, and provide new tax revenues. How can 
that be a bad thing? Skamania County needs to diversify its resources and revenue, and 
Whistling Ridge can make that happen. I hope the Council approves the SDS application and 
that the project advances quickly. 

Sincerely, 
Jim & Keenan Webber 
PO Box 237 
Carson, WA 98610 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

rbhillmick@aol,com 
Thursday, August 26, 2010 5:49 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
SDS wind turbines in the Columbia River Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #479 

Please don't allow SDS to put the wind turbines in the natural beauty of the Columbia River Gorge. 
We have been working with visitors to the Gorge for 27 years at Lost Lake, Mt. Hood National Forest 
and they come from all over the world to see the Gorge. Please consider how poorly it will effect our 
wildlife and views. Please PLEASE don't allow it. Thank You, Roy & Barbara Hillmick 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Heidi Venture [heidiventure@gmail.comJ 
Thursday, August 26,20105:57 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Letter from a Columbia Gorge Wildflower Lover 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #481 

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

The area where this project would be built is home to many species of wildflowers, birds and 
mammals. There can be no doubt that they will be adversely affected by the destruction of 
habitat that wind turbines require. The Columbia Gorge Region is home to over 7ee species of 
wildflowers, many of which grow only here. 

I'm also concerned about birds. The nearby wind project in Klickitat County is killing 
hundreds of birds and bats every year. And it isn't even an area where there are lots of 
birds. The ridge top project could very well be even more destructive to birds. 

Lastly, the Columbia Gorge Scenic area includes the skyline, at least the quality of the 
scenic area does. This project will have a horrible impact on the scenic beauty of this area. 
There is no place .like it in our country. It's worth protecting. 

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

Heidi Venture 
713 Katie's Lane 
Hood River, OR 97e31 
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Michelle. Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

dwmacbevor@aol.com 
Thursday, August 26,20107:05 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #483 

The Whistling Ridge Energy Project helps the state utilities reach. the goals set by 
Initiative 937. It on industrial timber lands and the project plans are compatible with the 
State Forest Practices Act and County Planning Regulations. This is a west side wind 
project which is the most feasible and most cost-effective option for bringing 15% new 
renewable energy on the grid by 2020. SDS Lumber has developed a good plan for join us of its 
timber-lands to generate clear energy. This is a unique match that helps stabilize a major 
employer from cyclical financial cycles of the lumber market. The are has been used as an 
industrial timber lands for over 100 years. Environmental studies show that the impacts are 
minimal. 

I urge you to approve the EFSEC Certificate for this project. 

Sincerely, 
David McClain 
9023 sw 176 Ave 
Beaverton, OR 97007 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Don Stephens [shreddad@gmail.com] 
Thursday, August 26,20108:00 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

I am writing to comment on the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

I spend many spring, summer and fall evenings in White Salmon near Pucker Huddle Road viewing 
sunsets over Underwood Mountain. I strongly oppose use of this site for wind energy 
production. It does not belong here in the most scenic area of the Gorge. 

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

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy. 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant,. even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Don Stephens 
90S SE Cora 
Portland, OR 97202 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ellynne Kutschera [ekutsche@pdx.eduj 
Thursday, August 26,201010:21 PM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #488 

I am writing about the DE IS for the Whistling Ridge Energy project, proposed in the 
Underwood, WA area, near the Skamania and Klickitat county lines. 

I am concerned because this project appears to have questionable use while impacting wildlife' 
and the Gorge area in a significantly negative way. The Columbia River Gorge National Scenic 
Area still needs to be preserved in as high a quality state as possible, not only because it 
is a treasure but because in-tact ecosystems ,are of increasing value in the face of ever 
continuing development. 

I sincerely hope alternatives will be seriously considered, and am supporting the following 
concerns: 

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The.photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Ellynne Kutschera 
751 NE Wendy Lane 
Gresham, OR 
Gresham, O'R 97030 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Metzger [k7px@q.com] 
Friday, August 27,20106:12 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DE/S 
Public Comment #493 

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

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

I am a strong supporter of solar and wind energy development, but I am also a strong 
supporter of preserving our natural heritage, The Columbia River Gorge is a scenic treasure 
ever bit as important to preserve and protect as the Grand Canyon, or Yellowstone Park, or 
Niagara Falls. 

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

The DE IS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be conSidered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DEIS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from designated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Paul Metzger 
5105 SW Evelyn St 
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Portland, OR 97219 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Metzger [k7px@q.com] 
Friday, August 27,20106:12 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #494 

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

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

I am a strong supporter of solar and wind energy development, but I am also a strong 
supporter of preserving our natural heritage. The Columbia River Gorge is a scenic treasure 
ever bit as important to preserve and protect as the Grand Canyon, or Yellowstone Park, or 
Niagara Falls. 

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

The DEIS has other flaws. The DE IS fails to adequately analyze the potential cumulative 
impacts of this project when considered with other existing and likely future wind energy 
projects and other development projects in the region. The photo simulations in the DE IS are 
inadequate and misleading. Some of them have cloudy backgrounds, thus not adequately 
representing the full extent of the impacts, and other simulations are out scale. Additional 
viewpoints need to be considered, including views from the Historic Columbia River Highway. 
The DE IS erroneously concludes that the scenic impacts would not be significant, even though 
most of the turbines would be visible from deSignated key viewing areas within the National 
Scenic Area. In addition, the BPA and EFSEC have not adequately consulted with the Yakama 
Nation to ensure the protection of cultural resources. 

Lastly, EFSEC and BPA need to fix the flaws in the DEIS, issue a revised or supplemental 
DEIS, and make substantial revisions to the EIS to fully inform the public about the true 
environmental impacts of the project. If another DE IS is issued the 50-turbine layout should 
be rejected. 

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

Paul Metzger 
5105 SW Evelyn St 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alison Bryan [alisonb@gorge.netJ 
Friday, August 27,20107:55 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #495 

To those .charged with making a decision on the proposed Wind turbine project on Whistling Ridge: 

We support wind energy projects, 

however: 

Not near houses 
. Not where they are visible to the National Scenic area. 
Not in the middle of a forest where animals become endangered. 

Perhaps the Broughton Lumber Company would be able to trade the proposed site for one fuliher removed from 
houses and the Gorge. 

Alison and John Bryan 
4150 Post Canyon Drive 
Hood River, OR 97031 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Friday, August 27, 2010 9:06 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments-Whistling Ridge--Repar-1 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #497 

Attachments: Comments_DEI S _BPAJ nadequate _27 Aug201 O. doc; BPA_ Wind_Power _Efforts_March_ 
2010.pdf; BalancingArea.pdf 

Importance: High 

Dear EFSEC, 
Attached, please find one of my comment memos and attachments on the Whistling Ridge wind 
farm proposal. Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Ufe is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. " 
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Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 
Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

BPA 
Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
Portland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bRa.gov/comment 

Re: Comments on the Whistling Ridge DEIS--BPA's inadequate input on 
areas that should be covered by the DEIS--such as cumulative impacts on 
ecosystems, fish and other wildlife; transmission lines; land use issues; 
etc. 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

In this process of evaluating the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Whistling Ridge wind farm proposed project, the Bonneville Power Administration 
(BPA) has been a strangely absent co-proponent. SDS has been front and center as a 
strong proponent of this wind farm proposal, the first-ever that might be situated in the 
middle of the Northwest forest. But, BPA and their technical expertise and knowledge do 
not appear to be adequately presented in this DEIS. Why not? BP A is a Federal agency 
and they are subject to all the rules and regulations of the National Environmental Policy 
Act but in this DEIS their input is strangely silent and non-existent, especially in some 
very critical areas that require in-depth analysis and discussion. The public should be 
able to address all aspects of this proposal. 

For example, BPA seems to be proposing a lot of different transmission projects 
throughout WA and other states; one such project is their 1-5 Conidor Reinforcement 
Project. [1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project EIS (DOEIEIS-0436i 

1 The 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project Environmental Impact Statement will eva In ate the 
environmental impacts of BPA's proposed 500-ldlovolt transmission line and snbstations. 

What is the scope of the analysis in the Draft ErS? 

The ElS will evaluate environmental impacts potentially created from the construction, operation and 
maintenance ofa new 500-kV transmission line and substations. See Where the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement 
Project Could be Located for EIS project area maps. In the ErS, BPA will identifY environmental impacts 

lmb9576
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that could be created by the project. The EIS will also propose mitigation measures that could avoid or 
reduce potential impacts. Impacts and any mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce impacts would 
be analyzed for each environmental resource. All components of the project would be addressed, including 
the following: . 

• Towers, 
• Conductors·, 

• Counterpoise, 
• Fiber Optic Cable, 

• Right-of-Way Clearing, 

• Access Roads, 

• Staging Areas, 

• Gates, 
• Substation Facilities 

Specifically, the Draft EIS will include the following chapters: 

• Summary 
• Purpose and Need for Action 
• Alternatives 
• Affected Environment 
• Enviromnental Consequences 
• Consultation, Permit and Review Requirements 
• EIS Preparers 
• List of Agencies, Organizations and Persons Sent the EIS 
• References 
• Glossary and Acronyms 
• Index 

What alternatives will be analyzed in the 1-5 Corridor Reinforcement Project EIS? 

Alternatives that will be considered in the EIS include the following: 

• Action alternatives that propose building a new transmission line on specific routes and building 
substations at specific locations. The number of action alternatives will be detennined after the 
scoping process is complete and public cOllllllents and additional technical studies are analyzed; 
and 

• A No Action altemalive that will analyze the impacts of not building a new transmission line and 
substations. 

What impacts and issues will be addressed iu the 1-5 Corridor Reiuforcemeut Project EIS? 

BPA is asking for cOllllllents on the proposal and suggestions about topics to consider in the EIS. Typical 
issues that BPA has considered on similar projects are listed below. Each project is unique and BPA wants 
to know if you are aware of issues in the project area that are not on this preliminary list. 

The EIS will evaluate direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to: 

• Land Use 
• Cultural Resources 
• Aesthetics 



http://www.bpa.gov/corporate/i-5-eis/what-included.cfm] These projects do not appear 
to be connected through one, all-encompassing DEIS that would address the cumulative 
impacts and effects of BP A' s past, present, and future building of bigger and bigger 
transmission lines throughout our region. I'm not sure whether BPA thinks that none of 
us will notice and not connect the transmission lines! But I noticed and I'm sure a lot of 
other people have, too. 

Cumulative impacts and effects analyses, under NEPA, are not done on a project 
by project basis. They are done on a regional and/or geographical area. BP A is the 
regional energy producer for WA, OR, ID and parts of Montana. See altached PDF file 
BPA _ Willd_ Power_Efforts _ March_ 201 O.P(if. BP A has not adequately addressed the 
impacts of all their regional transmission projects that are allegedly supposed to carryall 
the energy that is or will be produced by beau coup wind farms in WA, OR, and other 
parts of the West, and also by the proposed Whistling Ridge wind fann project. See 
altaclted PDF file BalallcillgArea.pdj. 

BP A needs bigger and bigger transmission lines because they have to do 
something to integrate and balance all the wind energy that is being produced. They do 
not have adequate transmission capability for all of these wind farms. The question one 
may ask then is: Why are so many wind fanns being subsidized into existence so that 
BP A has to build 200 foot tall new transmission lines all over the West?? Isn't there a 
better way? Can't we do more to conserve energy, use more efficiencies in existing 
technologies in order to save and conserve energy so that we won't have to build more, 
and more transmission lines, more backup gas plants to balance wind energy inefficiency, 
and wind fatms in our rural at'eas? Are our rural areas being used up, being subjected to 
enviromnental injustices, being degraded through their industrialization-just to .supply 
more and more energy to metropolitan urban areas, areas that cannot seem to get enough 
energy?? If we produce it, they will suck it up. It is time to turn off the energy tap fi'om 
the NW. Let us all learn to live within our energy means. 

In reading the Whistling Ridge DEIS, I couldn't help but notice BPA's absence 
throughout the document. After some research, I came across BPA's 1-5 Conidor 
Reinforcement Project DEIS (DOEIEIS-0436). See footnote 1 for full text. What 
quickly became obvious to me, after reading about this 1-5 project to build a 500-kilovot 
transmission line and substations, was that the Whistling Ridge DEIS didn't have any of 

• Sensitive Plants and Animals and their Habitats 
• Fish and Water Resources 
• Erosion and Soils 
• Socioeconomics and Public Services 
• Electric and Magnetic Fields 
• Noise 
• Public Health and Safety 
• Air Quality 
• Recreation 
• Environmental Justice 



the information, as far as I was able to (not) find, about the existing transmission lines 
that would be used by the wind farm project and whether new ones would be proposed at 
some future date, the substation that is being proposed and what effects it would have on 
the environment, etc. The 1-5 EIS "will evaluate environmental impacts potentially 
created from the construction, operation and maintenance of a new 500-kV transmission 
line and substations." Why aren't the BPA transmission lines that Whistling Ridge 
would use not evaluated in the Whistling Ridge DEIS? The 1-5 EIS continues, "All 
components ofthe project would be addressed, including the following: 

• Towers, 

• Conductors, 
• Counterpoise, 

• Fiber Optic Cable, · . Right-of-Way Clearing, 
• Access Roads, 

• Staging Areas, 
• Gates, 

• Substation Facilities." 

I don't even know what counterpoise is but I sure would like to know its 
meaning! What are staging areas? Why aren't all these "components" addressed by BPA 
in the Whistling Ridge DEIS? Cumulative impacts are measured in the past, present, and 
future and BP A has built transmission lines in the past, present, and will in the future. 
Cumulative impacts have to be done on a regional basis, not on a project basis. Why 
hasn't BP A done cumulative impacts analyses for their transmission lines and 
substations? For their towers and conductors? For their access roads? For their staging 
areas? Gates? Substation facilities? So many questions, so few answers. 

In the 1-5 BPA proposal, the following talks about "No Action Alternative": "A 
No Action alternative that will analyze the impacts of not building a new transmission 

. line and substations." So, why doesn't the Whistling Ridge DEIS have a BPA analysis . . 

about the impacts of not building any new transmission lines, or using the old 
transmission line, or substations? Why isn't the "No Action Alternative" addressed more 
fully and thoughtfully in the DEIS? SDS Lumber, the co-proponent, made a 
lackadaisical effort to address the "No Action Alternative" (probably because they don't 
want one!) but I sensed that their hemi wasn't in it. However, BP A is a Federal agency 
and we all know that they have no heart, so I do expect them to whole-heartedly address, 
in excruciating technical detail, what the impacts of a "No Action Alternative" would be. 

Further, the 1-5 EIS goes on to say that it" ... will evaluate direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts to: 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Land Use 
Cultural Resources 
Aesthetics 
Sensitive Plants and Animals and their Habitats 



• Fish !\nd Water Resources 
• Erosion and Soils 
• Socioeconomics and Public Services 
• Electric and Magnetic Fields 
• Noise 
• Public Health and Safety 
• Air Quality 
• Recreation 
• Environmental Justice." 

From the Whistling Ridge DEIS, it is very apparent that BPA did not address any 
of these issues as they pertain to transmission lines and substations, technology that BP A 
should know something about! They should. Their own BalancingArea.pdf (see 
attachment), states the following impacts to fish: 

"BPA's Balancing Area: Balancing Fish, Water, and Wind 

Potential cumulative impacts to fish and other aquatic resources from past, present, and 
future development in the region include the loss of riparian habitat, increased sediment 
loading, increased stream temperatures, pollution from herbicide and insecticide use, 
changes in peak and low stream flows, fragmentation of fish habitat, decreases in 
stream bank stability, and altered nutrient supply. Since wind projects in the region are 
typically located in upland areas and generally well away from fish habitat, these projects 
are not expected to have a significant contribution to direct cumulative impacts to fish 
species. 

However, the interconnection of existing and proposed wind-powel'ed generation 
projects in the region to the BP A transmission system does poses the potential for 
cumulative impacts to listed Columbia River fish species through a somewhat 
complex relationship among the wind projects, general Columbia River 
hydrosystem operations (see map below), and operation ofthe hydrosystem to meet 
Clean Water Act (CWA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements for listed 
fish species." [my bold emphasis 1 

So, there is a cumulative impacts issue for fish. This is not adequately addressed 
in the Whistling Ridge DEIS, and it is apparent from this document that BP A has 
knowledge about the issue and could have addressed it in the DEIS. SDS is not the lone 
proponent on this wind fatm project and cumulative impacts are )1ot done on a single 
project basis. ALL ofBPA's regional infrastructure has cumulative impacts on fish and 
it should be part and parcel of this wind fatm DEIS. 

Other areas not addressed in the Whistling Ridge DEIS are electric and magnetic 
fields from transmission lines. Why didn't BPA address this issue in the DEIS? Are 
there health effects for humans and wildlife from transmission lines? If bigger and taller 
transmission lines are built are there bigger electric and magnetic fields? Can 
transmission lines cause forest fires? What are the environmental impacts of 



transmission lines? Habitat fragmentation? How much pesticide is used on an annual 
basis to keep the transmission area free of vegetation and pests? What are the 
environmental effects ofthis pesticide use? Etc., etc., etc. 

I've got a lot of questions about BP A's pOliion of this DEIS and my questions 
have not been adequately addressed or answered. 

All of the above direct and indirect cumulative impacts should have been 
addressed by BPA in the Whistling Ridge DEIS, especially as they pe11riin to the 
technical aspects of regional energy production. And, BP A is a regional energy producer. 

BPA has not, as they are obligated to do through Federal regulations, actively 
participated in this NEP A process for the Whistling Ridge wind f81m proposal. The 
DEIS is fatally flawed and incomplete because of their lack of technical input about the 
cumulative impacts and effects of this project on our environment and ecosystems. BPA 
needs to be an active participant in this process and so far they have totally abrogated 
their regulatory obligations under NEP A. The Whistling Ridge wind f81m DEIS is 
incomplete and should be redone with BPA's input. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

le-signature/Mary J'. Repar 
27 August 2010 



BONNEV L L E pow E R ADM NISTRAT o N 

BPA's wind power efforts surge forward 
As the nation seeks new sources of clean electricity, 

wind has emerged as the most mature and promising 

new resource. It is free of CO, emissions, relatively cost 
effective compared to oiher new generating resources 

and is, thus far, the most viable non-hydro renewable 
resource available on a large scale. Its assimilation into 

the U.S. and Pacific Northwest generation resource base 
is advancing rapidly, thanks to concerted efforts to 

meet and overcome challenges to dealing with wind's 

variability. 

Others, primarily independent companies, are developing 

wind resources. The Bonneville Power Administration's 
major role is to provide the reliable transmission that 

delivers electricity from wind farms, often located in 

remote areas, to the region's communities. Bringing a 

variable and difficult to predict energy resource, such 

as wind, onto the power grid in large amounts is one 

of the great engineering and economic challenges in 

the power industry today. BPA is maintaining a remarkable 

pace of connecting wind power onto its transmission 

system and has among the highest levels of wind power 

in its transmission system compared to load of any grid 

balancing authority in the country. 

Growth rate fuels progress 
All but one of the states in BPA's service territory have 
enacted renewable electric generation standards for 
their retail util"ies. These requirements, coupled with 
those of other Western states, have set off a "gold 
rush" of wind developers to the region. 

The growth rate of wind interconnections is astounding. 
In 2009 alone, the amount of wind power integrated into 
BPA's transmission system went from 1,500 megawatts 
to more than 2,500 megawatts. It is now above 
2,700 megawatts. In the next two years, BPA expects 
a near doubling of wind on its system. By 2013, 
BPA may have more than 6,000 MW of wind power on 
its system. 

As wind power continues to grow, the energy industry 
faces 'dramatic change. This is an exciting time for the 
industry, and BPA is helping lead the nation into a new 
age of renewable power. 

BPA and the region's wind community have been 
working aggressively to adapt to wind power's rapid 
growth. In 2009, the agency released an accelerated 
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18-month work plan for wind integration activities. 

BPA's Wind Integration Team is tackling fNe projects 

to better manage large amounts of wind power in 

BPA's balancing authority area. All of these projects, 

summarized below, are on or ahead of schedule. 

Making it work 
Given the challenges, how can 6,000 megawatts 

of wind, and perhaps more ultimately, successfully 

operate in a balancing area with just under 

11,000 megawatts of peak load? BPA is focusing 

its efforts in four areas to make it work. 

III Building transmission to support wind integration. 

III Using eXisting transmission capacity in new ways. 

III Exploring new sources of generation capacity 

reseNes. 

III Developing partnerships with other utilities and 

the wind power community. 

Building transmission to 
support wind integration 
The region needs new transmission to meet growing 

demand for energy, particularly renewable energy 

Because BPA owns and operates three-quarters of the 

region's high-voltage transmission, the agency plays a 

vital role in facilitating the development of renewable 

energy. Simply put, wind and other resources will not 

be developed unless transmission is available to get 

those resources to market. This is particularly challenging 

because, on average, wind projects in the BPA seNice 

territory only operate at about 30 percent of their capacity. 

To determine transmission needed to support 

additional wind generation, as well as to shore up 

reliability, BPA initiated a new process called Network 

Open Season in 2008 to better manage the queue of 

customers seeking BPA's transmission seNices. 

Previously, many potential developers had sought to 

reseNe transmission for plants still in the planning stage 

or plants that might never be built. The result was a 

long and unmanageable queue. Under Network Open 

Season, BPA offers firm network transmission seNice 

to customers who request it, but the customers must 

make a financial commitment for that service. This 

winnows out the speculative requests for transmission. 

In 2009, BPA confirmed financial commitments for 

6,410 megawatts of transmission seNice requests. 

Three-quarters of the requested seNice capacity were 

for wind generation. 

BPA was able to accommodate more than 20 percent 

of the requests with existing capacity. It was also able 

to offer a new "conditional firm seNice" to provide still 

more transmission seNice from existing capacity of the 

system. Conditional firm allows some curtailment of 

seNice under certain conditions. This allowed BPA to 

make the most efficient use of its existing system 

before proposing new construction. 

Network Open Season did show, however, that BPA 

needs to move forward with four new transmission 

BPA wind initiatives are 
stretching the capability of 

the existing system. 

projects. Together, these projects would bring 

1,800 megawatts of new wind generation to the region. 

BPA is ahead of schedule on the construction of the 

first project and is conducting environmental work on 

the others. The feasibility of these projects was 

enhanced by access to increased borrowing authority 

granted BPA under the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act. BPA will pay this money back with 

interest to U.S. taxpayers, but the expanded borrowing 

authority provides increased capital for critical projects. 

BPA is completing its second Network Open Season 

and plans to conduct the process annually. 

Changing grid management for 
wind power integration 
BPA's Wind Integration Team is developing new 

processes and systems to wring as much efficiency as 

possible out of existing transmission and generating 

reseNe assets. Basically, BPA is stretching the 

capability of the existing system through efficiencies 

from operational improvements. If these initiatives 

succeed and are implemented over the long term, 
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Most of the wind power in the Northwest is clustering in the heart of BPA's grid. 

they could make a significant dent in the amount of 
balancing reserves needed to support a tripling of the 
wind generation interconnected to BPA's system. 

, New protocols manage extreme 
wind ramps 
BPA has seen unscheduled wind generation swings of 
more than 1,000 megawatts in less than an hour on its 
system. New operating protocols introduced in 2009 
help manage sudden fluctuations in wind generation. 
When wind picks up and unscheduled generation 
threatens to deplete BPA's balancing reserves, BPA 
dispatch now automatically sends an electronic signal 
to wind plants to reduce their generation to scheduled 
levels. So far, BPA dispatchers have applied the protocols 
several times a month. Likewise, when large decreases 

3 

in scheduled wind generation deplete BPA's ability 
to provide balancing energy, BPA revises the wind 
schedules downward, and receiving utilities must 
make up the difference with their own resources. 

Shorter scheduling intervals 
Historically, utilities schedule power deliveries by the 
hour. As a pilot project, BPA is allowing within-hour 
changes to power schedules for wind projects that are 
exceeding their hourly schedule, Intra-hour scheduling 
can help wind generators avoid curtailment of excess 
generation and could make it possible for them to sell 
excess power that otherwise might be limited. This 
has the potential to help reduce reserve requirements 
and generation imbalance charges. BPA is evaluating 
possible expansion of this project. 



The challenge. 

Wind is a variab·le power resource that Is hard to 
predict. That's a challenge because, unless 
generation matches demand second by second, 
the transmission system will destabilize. If the 
system becomes unbalanced,blackouts can 
result. Think of it In terms of a computer. We use 
surge protectors to prevent a sudden increase in . 
electricity. Some sensitive electronic equipment also 
incorporates voltage sag protectors. Without these 
protections, equipment can suffer the equivalent of 
a '!black out." 

To maintain system balance in the high-voltage grid, 
utilities use balancing reseNes, or generation held 
available to manage fluctuations between pOwer load 

and power generation. In the Northwest, the hydro 
system has historically provided all the balancing 
reseNes we need, because hydro generation·can 
be increased or decrea.sed quickly. Bu!.lhe hydro 
system has limits. To support continued large-seale 
wind power growth, we are learningto operate the 
existing system in new ways. 

As with mostcoastal climates,Northwest winds· 
. are not steady. They tend to ramp up or down 

quickly and often unexpectedly. System operators 
are inventing new techniques t6 maintain the 
constant balance needed betweenpowerlbads 
and generation levels. Some solutions already 
have been put in practice; others are on the way . 

.. BPA Balancing Authority Load & Total Wind Generation 
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BPA now operates the hydro system to 'respond to and baJance both variations in pQwer loads 'and 
unexpected changes - up ~!1d down - if) wind power output. -



New wind forecasting applications 
Wind output is difficult to predict, making it hard to 
schedule accurately. This uncertainty increases the 
amount of reserves BPA must hold to keep loads and 
generation in balance. BPA has installed 14 anemometers 
throughout the region to better predict wind availability 
and is using the data to develop a more accurate wind 
power forecast system for the Columbia Basin. 

Dynamic transfer 
Dynamic transfer is one of the most important 
techniques to reliably and cost-effectively integrate 
large amounts of variable renewable generation 
resources. This technique would allow a dispatcher 
in one balancing authority to control and take 
responsibility for supplying balancing reserves for a 
generator located in another balancing authority. 
A study identifying available dynamic transfer 
capacity on 11 key transmission paths completed in 
February 2010 found moderate amounts of available 
dynamic transfer capability. BPA is making this 
capability available to its customers on a pilot basis. 

Managing large wind fleets 
is proving most efficient when 

handled across large 
geographic areas, 

Customer-supplied imbalance reserves 
Also known as self-supply, this project would allow 
wind generators in the BPA balancing authority area to 

. supply their own imbalance reserves rather than relying 
on BPA for such services. BPA plans to launch this 
project on a pilot basis in October 201 0, once the 
necessary technical adjustments are in place on both 
BPA and participating wind project systems. Wind 
project owners likely will use the Joint Initiative's 
Dynamic Scheduling System to facilitate supplying 
their reserves. 

There are more than 30 discrete balancing authorities 
in the Western Electricity Coordinating Council 

(see box, page 6.). The result is numerous system 
operators, each of whom has individual requirements 
to maintain a constant balance between load and 
generation. This fragmentation is a challenge for the 
development of wind power in the Northwest, because 
wind generated in one balancing authority often serves 
consumers in another balancing authority that may be 
located across several intervening balancing authorities. 

Exploring generation 
capacity reserves 
Wind project operators in BPA's balancing authority pay 
for integration services for their projects, so that the 
consumers who pay to purchase wind power both 
receive the benefits of wind power and pay the costs 
of the resource. For 2010--2011, the rate reftects the 
costs of generation imbalance reserves provided from 
federal hydropower resources. 

As the wind resource grows, even with efficiencies, new 
resources likely will be needed to provide balancing 
services for variable renewable resources. In 
preparation, BPA has begun to explore options for 
adding flexibility capacity. 

Key terms 

Balancing Authority: A balancing authority 
is an entity that is responsible for maintaining a 
constant balance between power load and 

. power generation In a geographic area. It is 
usually a utility or other transmission provider 
such as a regional transmission organization. 
There are 14. balancing authorities in the Pacific 
Northwest. BPA's balancing authority area 
includes primarily rural portions of Oregon and 
Washington, plus small portions of northern 

- Idaho and northwest Montana. 

Balancing Reserves: Generation held 
availableto be ready to use if needed to maintain 
the balance between poWer load and power 
generation as loads fluctuate and/or as real-time 
generation differs from scheduled generation. 



Part of a much larger picture 

Most of the Northwest's wind generation is in rural 
portions of eastern Oregon and Washington, 
while most consumers of wind power are in larger 
metropolitan areas in balancing authorities managed 
by other utilities. Worldwide, managing large wind 
fieets is proving most efficient when hilndled in unified 
systems that cover large geographic areas with 
millions of people and many, diverse power sourceS, 
suth as in Spain and Texas. 

Utilities in the Northwest are working together to ~ 

realize similar benefits across their smaller balancing 
authorities. BPA is among many Western utilities 
participating in a Joint Initiative of ColumbiaGrid, 
WestConnect and the Northern Tier Transmission 
Group - entities managing and coordinating some 
transmiSsion issues among utilities - to develop 

common approaches to wind integration. For 
example, the Joint Initiative is creating~ a common 
system for dyIlamically scheduling control of a wind 
generator from a resident balancing authority to 
another balancing authority where the wind power 
is being consumed. 

Onastilliarger scale, utilities throughout the 
Western Interconnection - the interconnected 
power system of the Western United States, British 
Columbia, Alberta and small parts of Mexico- are 
working to redesign transmission and power· resource 
planning and adapt the way the grid works to help ~ 

meet state and national renewable powerobjectives. 
The Western ElectricityCoordinating Council, the 
reliability organization for the Western Interconnection, 
is leading this effort. 

Northwest Utility 
Control Areas 
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BPA is the balancing 
authority responsible 
for maintaining a 
constant batance between 
the power load and 
power generation in 
the. ar~a shown in teal. 
(A balancing8uthorily is 
also known as a control 
area.) Most of the wind 
power on line and 
planned for the Pacific 

~ Northwest is clustered 
in BPA's balancing 
authorityaJ the eastern 
end of the Columbia ~ 
River Gorge. -However, 
80 percent of the wind 
power in BPA's balancing 
authority area serves 
loads in other utilities' 
-.balancing aLithorities. 



Energy storage technologies could be a valuable 
source of such flexibility to the degree they can absorb 
excess wind energy when it is not needed and return 
it to the grid during periods of greater demand. For 
example, BPA is working with the Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory on its study of various options 
including pumped storage, compressed air storage, 
batteries and flywheels. PNNL is also examining 
residential applications such as hot water heaters 

. as potential sources of energy storage for the grid. 

BPA is working with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation on the potential for 
pumped hydro storage in the Northwest. This represents 
a new application of an existing but evolving 
technology that could help fill the need for more 

BPA has begun to 
explore options for adding 

flexibility capacity, 

frequent uses of ramping generation to respond to 
wind variability . 

Follow our progress 
To follow BPA's wind integration work or participate in 
its efforts, go to www.bpa.gov/go/wind, contact 
Eric King at evking@bpa.gov or call BPA at 
1-800-622-4519. 

BPA Balancing Authority - Total Wind Generation and Wind Basepoint 
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Potential cumulative impacts to fish and other aquatic resources from past, present, and future development in the region include the 
loss of riparian habitat, increased sediment loading, increased stream temperatures, pollution from herbicide and insecticide use, 
changes in peak and low stream flows, fragmentation offish habitat, decreases in stream bank stability, and altered nutrient supply. 
Since wind projects in the region are typically located in upland areas and generally well away from fish habitat, these projects are not 
expected to have a significant contribution to direct cumulative impacts to fish species. 

However, the interconnection of existing and proposed wind-powered generation projects in the region to the BPA transmission 
system does poses the potential for cumulative impacts to listed Columbia River fish species through a somewhat complex 
relationship among the wind projects, general Columbia River hydrosystem operations (see map below), and operation of the 
hydro system to meet Clean Water Act (CWA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA) requirements for listed fish species. 

Many ofthe region's wind generators are located within what is known as the BPA Balancing Area. In BPA's balancing area, like in 
all balancing areas, there must be a match between generation and load at all times. Within BP A's Balancing Area, most existing and 
proposed wind projects are concentrated in one geographic area, located to the east of the Columbia River Gorge. Because of this 
concentration, the amount of wind power on BPA's transmission system tends to vary with the sometimes widely fluctuating wind 
velocities (and hence wind project output) in this area. That is, when wind speeds are low in this area, there is very little wind power 
generated, and the amount of wind power on BPA's system is low. Conversely, when wind speeds are high, the wind projects are 
generating close to or at full capacity, and the amount on BPA's system is high. 

The proportion of wind power on BP A's transmission system has grown quickly and dramatically in recent years, and even greater 
future growth is expected. As of January 2010, there were more than 2,700 MW of total wind generation interconnected to the BPA 
system. In addition, BPA expects to have up to 6,000 MW of total wind generation interconnected to the system by 2013. 



The combination of an increasingly large proportional share of wind power on BPA's system and the natural fluctuation of this power 
results in large, unscheduled swings in wind generation of up to several hundred megawatts within a single hour. To address this 
situation, BP A currently reserves capacity in the hydrosystem to provide balancing services for these swings when needed. 

The potential for impacts to Columbia River fish arises when the electrical output from wind generators in the region exceeds their 
hourly generation schedules. In such situations, BP A must immediately decrease generation elsewhere in the system to maintain the 
constant balance of generation and load needed to keep the system stable. This can be accomplished in one of three ways. First, BP A 
can reduce overall Columbia River water flows and generation by releasing less water from Columbia River hydroprojects and putting 
the water into storage. Secmid, BP A can decrease hydroproject generation by spilling water at the dams rather than running it through 
the dam turbines. Third, BP A can reduce other sources of generation within the BP A Balancing Area. 

During certain times and conditions, the first option of reducing flows is not available because reservoir space is being maintained for 
required flood protection at the hydro projects. At these times, river flows are already high due to spring runoff or other required 
drafts to maintain flood control space. Because of these flood control requirements, there simply is no space at the reservoirs in whic)l 
to store additional water to decrease generation during these periods. 

Likewise, the second option - spilling water at the dams - is not available during certain times and conditions because this spilling 
results in elevated levels of total dissolved gases developing in the river. As the amount of water spilled increases, so does the level of 
total dissolved gases. The CWA standards for total dissolved gases, which were established to protect fish, limit the level of dissolved 
gas saturation permissible in the river when migrating salmon are present. Naturally occurring levels of gas in the Columbia and 
Snake rivers varies between 105 and 120 percent of equilibrium total gas saturation pressure (ambient atmospheric pressure). The 
state standard for saturation in these rivers is limited to 110 percent of saturation at any point of sample collection without a state 
waiver. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has obtained a state waiver from Oregon and Washington that allows the level of gas in 
the rivers to be 120 percent. Running the river to this level, but no higher, to avoid CW A violations has become a fundamental 
component of how spill and resultant fish passage has been managed at hydroelectric power generation facilities. 

Another issue with the second option is the increased potential to actually harm ESA-listed fish species. Higher levels of gas 
supersaturation associated with increased spilling increases the risk ofESA-listed fish species being affected by gas bubble trauma 
from excessive uncompensated gas pressure which they cannot avoid. Species, life-stage, size and genetics are all important factors in 
determining the tolerance of fish to supersaturated waters. Acute mortality will occur when gas bubbles are present in the heart in 
sufficient quantity to prevent the movement of blood. Various sublethal effects have also been reported to significantly impact 



mortality, most importantly blindness, decreased tolerance to stress, loss oflateral sense, and secondary infections. Permanent affects 
to individuals and large-scale mortality in populations may occur after only short-term exposure to high levels of gas, especially in 
environments where compensating pressures do not exist. Avoiding such impacts to ESA-listed fish species is also a fundamental 
component of how spill and resultant fish passage has been managed at hydroelectric power generation facilities. 

Because of these issues with the first and second options, BP A currently is working towards implementing the third option. 
Accordingly, BP A is working with wind project developers and operators to develop measures for temporarily reducing sources of 
wind generation within the BPA Balancing Area when necessary. As part ofa comprehensive review of wind project interconnections 
and their effects that was conducted in winter 2008, BP A has estabiished transmission operation protocols under which BP A's 
dispatch system automatically instructs wind project operators to reduce their generation to specified levels if necessary for reliability 
and ESA or CW A compliance. BP A has issued Dispatcher Standing Order (DSO) 216 to document these protocols, and is continuing 
to refine and clarify this DSO as more is learned about wind project operations relative to BP A's transmission system (visit 
http://www.transmissionbpa.gov/windlop_controls/dejault.cftn for more information). These measures ensure that wind power on 
BPA's transmission system does not cumulatively impact Columbia River hydro operations necessary for listed fish species. 



,'Federal Columbia River Power System (purple dams) as seeu on the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 



Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

dmalen@barnhartcrane.com 
Friday, August 27,20109:50 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
I support Whistling Ridge 

Hello Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council, 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #498 

Wind power is our future. It goes with hydro power hand in glove. Fosil power is affordable 
now, but as sources of coal and gas decline, and as global demand for them increases, these 
electricity generating fuels will make fosil power by far the most expensive source. Not in 
ten years, but in five. The sates with the highest percentage of wind power will be the most 
prepared for that high cost future. 
I\'ve been on the turbine roads at Whistling Ridge (and Coyote Crest). The sites are 
challenging, but the wind resource is strong. The developers have solid plans for high 
quality projects. It\'s time to get wind power generation a little closer to the people who 
use it. 
Thank you, 
Dave Malen 

Sincerely, 
Dave Malen 
19216 SE 9th Circle 
Camas, WA 98607 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Annette Lange Hildebrand [nettielh@yahoo.comj 
Friday, August 27, 2010 9:50 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Whistling Ridge Negatively Impacts Columbia Gorge 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #499 

I am so saddened by even the thought of Whistling Ridge Energy Project in the Underwood 
Washington area. 
The impact would last a life time, not only to the world acclaimed scenery that is beyond 
price, but to the sensitive habitat and wildlife as well. 

There is a need for wind and solar energy, yes. 
However, there are other areas, especially in Sherman County and other areas in NE Oregon, 
beyond the scenic area of the Columbia River. 
There are places that migrating birds are not passing through as well. 
Please, please reconsider the location of this project. 

Thank you for allowing me to submit these comments into the record. 

Sincerely, 
Annette Lange Hildebrand 
10455 SW N.Dakota St. #5 
Tigard, Or 97223 

Annette Lange Hildebrand 
10010 SW Conestoga Dr. 
Apt 130 
Beaverton, OR 97008 
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Michelle, Kayce (UTe) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

repar [repar@saw.netJ 
Friday, August 27,201010:12 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Comments-Whistling Ridge DEIS-EJ-Repar-3 

WR-DEIS 
Public Comment #501 

Attachments: Comments_DEIS _Environmental Justice_27 Aug201 O.doc; 
NEPA_eLguidance_nepa_epa0498.pdf; EJ_presidentialorder_12898.pdf 

Importance: High 

Dear EFSEC, 
Attached, please find my comments on Environmental Justice, for the Whistling Ridge DEIS, 
with attachments. Thank you. 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2 
Stevenson, WA 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 
E-mail: repar@saw.net 
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments that take our 
breath away. II 
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27 August 2010 

EFSEC 
905 Plum Street SE 

Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, W A 98648 
Tel: 509.427.7153 

BPA 

Olympia, WA 98504-3172 
e-mail: efsec@commerce.wa.gov 

Public Affairs Office - DKE -7 
P.O. Box 14428 
POliland, OR 97293-4428 
Toll-free comment line: 800.622.4519 
FAX: 503.230.3285 
503.230.4145 
www.bpa.gov/comment 

Re: Inadequacy of the Environmental Justice analyses for the proposed 
BP A arid SDS Lumber Whistling Ridge wind farm project located in rural 
Skamania County; and, cumulative impacts of environmental injustice on 
the rural environment and inhabitants, both human and wildlife 

Dear EFSEC and BP A, 

An area which I thought got very short shrift and not enough in-depth analysis, in 
the DEIS, was the subject of Environmental Justice (EJ). To me, a lay person, EJ means 
that the exploitation of the environment (including wildlife, ecosystems, habitats, etc.) 
and humans should not be allowed by individuals, entities, and agencies, in order to 
benefit themselves. BPA and SDS are both entities, one Federal, the other private. BPA 
certainly must adhere to Execlltive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to address 
Environmental Justice in Minority populations and Low-Income Population." 

In doing my research on the EJ issue, I came across the following statement from 
the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (see attachment, entitled 
NEP A _ eL nepa _ epa0498. pdf); although this is EPA-specific, I believe it also pertains 
to another Federal agency, BPA: 'On February 11,1994, President Clinton issued 
Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations." This Executive Order is designed to focus 
the attention of federal agencies on the human health and environmental conditions 
in minority communities and low-income communities. It requires federal agencies to 
adopt strategies to address environmental justice concerns within the context of 
agency operations. In an accompanying Presidential memorandum, the President 
emphasizes existing laws, including the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
should provide opportunities for federal agencies to address environmental hazards 
in minority communities and low-income communities. In April of 1995, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released the document titled "Environmental 
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Justice Strategy: Executive Order 12898." The document defines the approaches by 
which EPA will ensure that disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects on minority communities and low-income communities are 
identified and addressed. It establishes Agency-wide goals for American Indian, 
Alaska Native, and other indigenous peoples (e.g., Native Hawaiian). It also establishes 
Agency-wide goals for environmental protection, and lists actions the EPA would take to 
incorporate environmental justice into its mission." [my bold emphasis] 

There is a section in the Executive Order 12898 (see attachment 
EJ jlresidential order _12898.pdt) on EJ, "Sec. 4-4. Subsistence Consumption ofFish 
and Wildlife, 4-401. Consumption Pattems. In order to assist in identifying the need for 
ensuring protection of populations with differential patte1'l1s of subsistence consumption 
of fish and wildlife, Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall collect, 
maintain, and analyze infonnation on the consumption pattems of populations who 
principally rely on fish and/or wildlife for subsistence. Federal agencies shall 
communicate to the public the risks ofthose consumption pattems" which is pertinent to 
the DEIS and I believe was NOT adequately addressed. BPA must have a lot of 
infOlmation on the Indian tribes, who "principally rely on fish and/or wildlife for 
subsistence" so they didn't they include it in the EJ section of the DEIS? There are. 
cumulative impacts to wildlife and humans from BP A' s energy generation. Where are 
the cumulative impacts and effects analyses in the DEIS? 

Another section deals with discrimination, "6-602. Execl/tive Order No. 12250. 
This Executive order is intended to supplement but not supersede Executive Order No. 
12250, which requires consistent and effective implementation of various laws 
prohibiting discriminatory practices in programs receiving Federal financial assistance. 
Nothing herein shall limit the effect or mandate of Executive Order No. 12250." Well, I 
think that rural areas are being discriminated against by being littered with Federally 
subsidized wind farms whose impermeable surfaces and hundreds of miles of 
environment-destroying, prairie criss-crossing maintenance roads are highly destructive 
to the rural environment. Why aren't these wind farms located in urban areas, areas 
which they primarily serve with their energy production? 

The "No Action" Altemative for the Whistling Ridge DEIS was also not 
adequately explored in the EJ section. In Morongo Band of Mission Indians v. Federal 
Aviation Administration, 161 R.3d. 569,98 Cal. Daily Op. Servo 8560 (9th Cir. 
11123/1998)1, it states "NEPA's regulations require agencies to "[r]igol'ously explore 

1 Morongo Band of Mission Indians V. Federal Aviation Administration, 161 F.3d 569, 98 Cal. Daily Op. 
Servo 8560 (9th Cir. 11123/1998) 

[I] U.S. Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit 

[2] No. 98-70033 

[3] 161 F.3d 569, 98 Cal. Daily Op. Servo 8560, 1998.C09.42034 http://www.versuslaw.com 

[4] November 23, 1998 
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and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives." 40 C.F.R. S 1502.14. "The 
'existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact 
statement inadequate.' [my bold emphasis j Where is the rigorous exploration of the 
"No Action" alternative in the DEIS? It does not exist. That is one big reason why DEIS 
should NOT be written by the proponents of projects-they tend to be heavily biased 
toward having their project built! 

In the EPA document (see attachment) that I have already cited, there is the 
following statement: "EISs are required to be broad in scope, addressing the full 
range ofpotentiai effects of the proposed action on human health ami the 
environment. Regulations established by both the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) and EPA require that socioeconomic impacts associated with significant 
physical environmental impacts be addressed in the EIS." [my bold and italic 
empiUlsisj." There is certainly no "full range of potential effects of the proposed action· 
on human health and the environment" analysis in the DEIS. Health effects that might or 
would occur-audio, visual, environmental-are downplayed in the EIS and information 
that is contradictory is not included. What are the benefits and detriments of siting 
hundreds if not thousands of wind farms in rural environments? What are the impacts to 
the rural communities and their way of life? What are the impacts to water resources? 
To air quality? Wind farm proponents talk about turbines as if they are do not change air 
quality, but propellers whirling around do change the chemical composition of air. 
Where is the analysis to look at this air quality issue? Wind turbines can change the flow 
of wind in the area where they are located. How do wind turbines changing local wind 
patterns affect the local area? How does it affect crops? Rainfall? Rural areas have 

[5] MORONGO BAND OF MISSION INDIANS, PETITIONER, v. FEDERAL AVIATION 
ADMINISTRATION; WILLIAM WITHYCOMBE, REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, FAA, 
RESPONDENTS. 

[15] SUMMARY 

[16] OPINION 

[17] The Morongo Band of Mission Indians ("Morongo Band" or "Tribe") petitions for review of a 
Record of Decision ("ROD") ofthe Federal Aviation Administration ("FAA"), implementing the Los 
Angeles Intemational AirpOlt ("LAX") East Anival Enhancement Project ("AEP"). The Morongo Band 
raises claims under the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"), 42 U.S.C. SS 4321-4370d, sectioll 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act ("NHPA"), 16 U.S.C. S 470f, section 4(f) of the 
Transportation Act, 49 U.S.C. S 303( c), and various FAA regulatiolls. 
[48] NEPA's regulations require agencies to "[r]igorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
altematives." 40 C. F.R. S 1502.14. "The' existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an 
environmental impact statement inadequate.' " Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1307 (9th Cir. 
1994) (quoting Idaho Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992». An agency, 
however, is "entitled to identifY some parameters and criteria -- related to Plan standards -- for generating 
altematives to which it would devote serious consideration. Without such criteria, an agency could generate 
countless altematives." Id. (quoting Mumma, 956 F.2d at 1522). The "touchstone for our inquiry is whether 
an EIS's selection and Discussion of altematives fosters informed decision-making and informed public 
participation." City of Angoon v. Hodel, 803 F.2d 1016,1020 (9th Cir. 1986) (internal quotations and 
citation omitted). 
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water resources that are used by many urban areas. Ifthese water resources are used and 
abused, we will all suffer. 

In conclusion, the environmental justice section ofthe Whistling Ridge DEIS, p. 
3-250+, is not adequately address by BPA, a Federal agency. Nor is it adequately 
addressed by SDS, the co-proponent of this wind farm project. Rural areas are being 
disproportionately impacted by these Federally-subsidized wind farms, and thorough, 
data-rich, regional cumulative impacts analyses have not been done, to date, by BPA or 
SDS. Environmental justice practices demand a complete analysis of cumulative impacts 
on human health and the environment. BPA should, as a Federal agency, know this and 
should have done its Federally-mandated environmental justice analysis of the 
cumulative impacts and effects of its actions on rural communities in its region of energy 
production. 

Ie-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 
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The President 

Presidential Documents 

Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1994 

Federal Actions To Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations 

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the 
laws of the United States of America, It is hereby ordered as follows: 

Section l-l,Implementation. 
1-101. Agency Responsibilities. To the greatest extent practicable and per

mitted by law. and consistent witb the principles set forth in the report 
on the National Performance Review. each Federal agency shan make achiev
Ing environmental Justice part of Its mission by identifying and addressing. 
as appropriate. disproportionately high and adverse human health ,or environ
mental effects of its programs. policies, and activities on minority populations 
and low-Income populations in the United States and its territories and 
possessions. the District of Columbia. the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 
and the Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands. 

1-102. Creation of an Interagency Working Group on Environmental justice. 
(3) Within 3 months of the date of this order, the Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency ("Administrator") or the Administrator's 
designee shall convene an interagency Federal Working Group on Environ
mental Justice ("Working Group"). The Working Group shall comprise the 
heads of the following executive agencies and offices. or their designees: 
(a) Department of Defense; (b) Department of Health and Human Services; 
(c) Department of Housing and Urban Development; (d) Department of Labor; 
(e) Department of Agriculture; (I) Department of Transportation; (g) Depart
ment of Justice; (h) Department of the Interior; (i) Department of Commerce; 
OJ Department of Energy; (k) Environmental Protection Agency; (1) Office 
of Management and Budget; (m) Office of Science and Technology Policy; 
(n) Office of the Deputy Assistant to the President for Environmental Policy; 
(0) Office of the Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy; (p) National 
Economic Council; (q) Council of Economic Advisers; and (r) such other 
Government officials as the President may designate. The Working Group 
shall report to the President through the Deputy Assistant to the President 
for Environmental Policy and the Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Policy. 

(b) The Working Group shall: (I) provide guidance to Federal agencies 
on criteria for identifying disproportionately high and adverse human health 
or environmental effects on minority populations and low-income popu
lations; 

(2) coordinate with, provide guidance to. and serve as a clearinghouse 
for, each Federal agency as It develops an environmental justice strategy 
as required by section 1-103 of this order, in order to ensure that the 
administration, interpretation and enforcement of programs, activities and 
policies are undertaken in a consistent manner; 

(3) assist in coordinating research by, and stimulating cooperation among. 
the Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Health and Human 
Services. the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and other 
agencies conducting research or other activities in accordance with section 
3-3 of this order; 

(4) assist in coordinating data collection. required by this order; 

(5) examine existing data and studies on environmental justice; 
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(6) hold public meetings as required in section 5-502(d) of this order; 
and 

(7) develop Interagency model projects on environmental justice that 
evidence cooperation among Federal agencies. 

1-103. Development of Agency Strategies. (a) Except as provided In section 
6-605 of this order, each Federal agency shall develop an agency-wide 
environmental justice strategy, as set forth in subsections (b)-eel of this 
section that identifies and addresses disproportionately high and adverse 
human health Of environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities 
on minority populations and low-income populations. The environmental 
justice strategy shall list programs, policies, planning and public participation 
processes, enforcement, and/or rulemakings related to human health or the 
environment that should be revised to, at a minimum: (I) promote enforce
ment of all health and environmental statutes in areas with minority popu
lations and low-income populations; (2) ensure greater public participation; 
(3) improve research and data collection relating to the health of and environ
ment of minority populations and low-income populations; and (4) identify 
differential patterns of consumption of natural resources among minority 
populations and low-income populations. In addition, the environmental 
justice strategy shall include, where appropriate, a timetable for undertaking 
identified revisions and consideration of economic and social implications 
of the revisions. 

(b) Within 4 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall 
identify an internal administrative process for developing its environmental 
justice strategy, and shall inform the Working Group of the process. 

(c) Within 6 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency shall 
provide the Working Group with an outline of its proposed environmental 
justice strategy. 

(d) Within 10 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency 
shal! provide the Working Group with Its proposed environmental justice 
strategy. 

(e) Within 12 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency 
shall finalize its environmental justice strategy and provide a copy and 
written description of its strategy to the Working Group. During the 12 
month period from the date of this order, each Federal agency, as part 
of its environmental justice strategy, shall identify several specific projects 
that can be promptly undertaken to address particular concerns identified 
during the development of the proposed environmental justice strategy, and 
a schedule for Implementing those projects. 

(I) Within 24 months of the date of this order, each Federal agency 
shall report to the Working Group on its progress in implementing its 
agency-wide environmental justice strategy. 

(g) Federal agencies shal! provide additional periodic reports to the Work
Ing Group as requested by the Working Group. 

1-104. Reports to the President. Within 14 months of the date of this 
order, the Working Group shall submit to the President, through the Office 
of the Deputy Assistant to the President for Environmental Policy and the 
Office of the Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy, a report that 
describes the Implementation of this order, and includes the final envlron
mental justice strategies described In section 1-103{e) of this order. 
Sec. 2-2. Federal Agency Responsibilities for Federal Programs. Each Federal 
agency shall conduct its programs, policies, and activities that substantially 
affect human health or the environment, in a manner that ensures that 
such programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding 
persons (including populations) from participation In, denying persons (in
cluding populations) the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including popu
lations) to discrimination under, such programs, policies, and activities, 
because of their race. color. or national origin. 
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Sec, 3-3.Research. Data Collection, and Analysis. 
3-301. Human Health and Environmental Research and Analysis. (a) EnvI

ronmental human health research, whenever practicable and appropriate, 
shall Include diverse. segments of the population in epidemiological and 
clinical studies, including segments at high risk from environmental hazards, 
such as minority populations, low-income populations and workers who 
may be exposed to substantial environmental hazards. 

(b) Environmental human health analyses, whenever practicable and appro
priate, shall Identify multiple and cumulative exposures. 

(c) Federal agenCies shall provide minority populations and low-income 
popUlations the opportunity to comment on the development and design 
of research strategies undertaken pursuant to this order. 

3-302. Human Health and Environmental Data Collection and AnalYSis. 
To the extent permitted by existing law, Including the Privacy Act,· as 
amended (5 U.S.C. section 552a): (a) each Federal agency, whenever prac
ticable and appropriate, shall collect, maintain, and analyze information 
assessing and comparing environmental and human health risks borne by 
popUlations identified by race, national origin, or Income. To the extent 
practical and appropriate, Federal agencies shall use this information to 
determine whether their programs, policies, and activities have disproportion
ately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority 
popUlations and low-income populations; 

(b) In connection with the development and implementation of agency 
strategies In section 1-103 of this order, each Federal agency, whenever 
practicable and appropriate, shall collect, maintain and analyze information 
on the race, national origin, Income level, and other readily accessible and 
appropriate information for areas surrounding facilities or sites expected 
to have a substantial environmental, human health, or economic effect on 
the surrounding popUlations, when such facilities or sites become the subject 
of a substantial Federal environmental administrative or judicial actioo. 
Such information shall be made available to the public, unless prohibited 
bylaw; and 

(c) Each Federal agency, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall col
lect, maintain, and analyze information on the race, national origin, income 
level, and other readily accessible and appropriate information for areas 
surrounding Federal facilities that are: (1) subject to the reporting require
ments under the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act, 
42 U.S.C. section 11001-11050 as mandated in Executive Order No. 12856; 
and (2) expected to have a substantial environmental, human health, or 
economic effect on surrounding populations. Such information shall be made 
available to the public, unless prohibited by law. 

(d) In carrying out the responsibilities in this section, each Federal agency, 
whenever practicable and appropriate, shall share information and eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of efforts through the use of existing data systems 
and cooperative agreements among Federal agencies and with State, local, 
and tribal governments. 
Sec. 4-4. Subsistence Consumption of Fish and Wildlife. 

4-401. Consumption Patterns. In order to assist in Identifying the need 
for ensuring protection of populations with differential patterns of subsistence 
consumption of fish and wildlife, Federal agencies, whenever practicable 
and appropriate, shall collect, maintain, and analyze information on the 
consumption patterns of populations who principally rely on fish and/or 
wildlife for subsistence. Federal agencies shall communicate to the public 
the risks of those consumption patterns. 

4-402. Guidance. Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, 
shall work in a coordinated manner to publish guidance reflecting the latest 
scientific information available concerning methods for evaluating the human 
health risks associated with the consumption of pollutant-bearing fish or 
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wildlife. Agencies shall consider such guidance in developing their policies 
and rules. 
Sec, 5-5, Public Participation and Access to Information. (a) The public 
may submit recommendations to Federal agencies relating to the incorpora
tion of environmental justice principles into Federal agency programs or 
policies. Each Federal agency shall convey such recommendations to the 
Working Group. 

(b) Each Federal agency may, whenever practicable and appropriate, trans
late crucial public documents, notices, and hearings relating to human health 
or the environment for limited English speaking populations. 

(c) Each Federal agency shall work to ensure that public documents, 
notices, and hearings relating to human health or the environment are COD

cise, understandable, and readily accessible to the pUblic. 

(d) The Working Group shall hold public meetings, as appropriate, for 
the purpose of fact-finding, receiving pUblic comments, and conducting in
qUiries concerning environmental Justice. The Working Group shall prepare 
for public review a summary of the comments and recommendations dis
cussed at the public meetings. 
Sec. 6-6. General Provisions. 

6-601. Responsibility for Agency Implementation. The head of each Federal 
agency shall be responsible for ensuring compliance with this order. Each 
Federal agency shall conduct internal reviews and take such other steps 
as may be necessary to monitor compliance with this order. 

6-602, Executive Order No. 12250. This Executive order is intended to 
supplement but not supersede Executive Order No. 12250, which requires 
consistent and effective Implementation of various laws prohibiting discrimi
natory practices in programs receiving Federal financial assistance. Nothing 
herein shall limit the effect or mandate of Executive Order No. 12250. 

6-603, Executive Order No. 12875. This Executive order is not intended 
to limit the effect or mandate of Executive Order No. 12875. 

6-604, Scope. For purposes of this order, Federal agency means any agency 
on the Working Group, and such other agencies as may be designated 
by the President, that conducts any Federal program or activity that substan
tially affects human health or the environment. Independent agencies are 
requested to comply with the proVisions of this order. 

6-605. Petitions for Exemptions. The head of a Federal agency may petition 
the President for an exemption from the requirements of this order on 
the grounds that all or some of the petitioning agency's programs or activities 
should not be subject to the requirements of this order. 

6-606. Native American Programs. Each Federal agency responsibility set 
forth under this order shall apply equally to Native American programs. 
In addition, the Department of the Interior, in coordination with the Working 
Group, and, after consultation with tribal leaders, shall coordinate steps 
to be taken pursuant to this order that address Federally-recognized Indian 
Tribes, , 

6-607, Costs. Unless otherwise provided by law, Federal agencies shall 
assume the financial costs of complying with this order. 

6-608, General. Federal agencies shall Implement this order consistent 
with, and to the extent permitted by, existing law. 

6-609, Judicial Review. This order Is intended only to Improve the internal 
management of the executive branch and is not intended to, nor does it 
create any right, benefit. or trust responsibility, substantive or procedural, 
enforceable at law or equity by a party against the United States, its agencies, 
its officers, or any person. This order shall not be construed to create 
any right to Judicial review Involving the compliance or noncompliance 
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(FR Citation 59 FR 7629] 

of the United States, its agencies, its officers, or any other person with 
this order. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
February 11, 1994. 
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1.0 PURPOSE 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive 
Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations." This Executive Order is designed to focus the 
attention offederal agencies on the human health and 
environmental conditions in minority communities and 
low-income communities. It requires federal agencies to 
adopt strategies to address environmental justice concerns 
within the context of agency operations. In an 
accompanying Presidential memorandum, the President 
emphasizes existing laws, including the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) should provide 
oppOitunities for federal agencies to address environmental 
hazards in minority communities and low-income 
communities. In April of 1995, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) released the document titled 
"Environmental Justice Strategy: Executive Order 12898." 
The document defines the approaches by which EPA will 



ensure that disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority communities 
and low-income communities are identified and addressed. 
It establishes Agency-wide goals for American Indian, 
Alaska Native, and other indigenous peoples (e.g., Native 
Hawaiian). It also establishes Agency-wide goals for 
environmental protection, and lists actions the EPA would 
take to incorporate environmental justice into its mission. 

In August 1997, the EPA Office of Environmental Justice 
released the "Environmental Justice Implementation Plan." 
The Implementation Plan supplements the EPA 
environmental justice strategy. It provides estimated time 
frames for undertaking revisions, identiJYing the lead 
agents and determining the measures of success for each 
action item. Several EPA offices are developing more 
specific plans and guidance to implement Executive Order 
12898 and this Agency-wide strategy. 

This document serves as a guidance to incorporate 
environmental justice goals into EPA's preparation of 
environmental impact statements (EISs) and environmental 
assessments (EAs) under NEPA. The National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. §4321 et 
seq.) serves as the. Nation's basic environmental protection 
chmiel'. A primary purpose ofNEPA is to ensure that 
federal agencies consider the environmental consequences 
of their actions and decisions as they conduct their 
respective missions. For "major Federal actions 
significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment," the federal agency must prepare a detailed 
environmental impact statement (EIS) that assesses the 
proposed action and all reasonable alternatives. EISs are 
required to be broad in scope, addressing the full range of 
potential effects ofthe proposed action on human health 
and the enviromnent. Regulations established by both the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and EPA require 
that socioeconomic impacts associated with significant 
physical environmental impacts be addressed in the EIS. 

Environmental assessments have also become very 
important components of the NEP A process. Originally 
intended to serve as a mechanism for determining whether 
an agency's action was significant, thereby meriting an EIS, 
EAs are important analyses on their own. As a matter of 
policy, EAs completed by EPA regularly address 



socioecOliomic effects associated with environmental 
impacts of Agency actions. 

The purpose of this guidance is to assist EPA staff 
responsible for developing EPA NEPA compliance 
documentation, including EISs and EAs, in addressing a 
specific concern -- that of environmental justice. Because 
analyzing and addressing environmental justice may assist 
in determining the distributional effects of environmental 
impacts on certain populations, it is entirely consistent with 
the NEP A process. This guidance is intended to: 

• heighten awareness of EPA staffin addressing 
environmental justice issues within NEP A analyses and 
considering the full potential for disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority populations and low-income populations; 

• present basic procedures for identifYing and describing 
junctures in the NEPA process where environmental justice 
issues may be encountered; 

• present procedures for addressing disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to evaluate alternative actions, and; 

• present methods for communicating with the affected 
population throughout the NEP A process. 

As seen throughout this guidance document, environmental 
justice issues can be and should be analyzed and addressed 
using many ofthe same tools currently intrinsic to the 
NEP A process. 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 What is Environmental Justice? 

Environmental Justice has been defined by a variety of 
organizations interested in the topic. EPA's Office of 
Environmental Justice offers the following definition: 

"The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income 
with respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmentallalVs, regulations, and 
policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, 



including racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group should 
bear a disproportionate share of the negative 
environmental consequences resultingji'om industrial, 
municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of 
federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. " 

The goal of this "fair treatment" is not to shift risks among 
populations, but to identify potential disproportionately 
high and adverse effects and identify alternatives that may 
mitigate these impacts. 

1.1.2 Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order 12898 and its accompanying 
memorandum have the primary purpose of ensuring that 
"each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental 
justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, 
and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations ... "ill The Executive Order also explicitly 
called for the application of equal consideration for Native 
American programs. To meet these goals, the Order 
specified that each agency develop an agency-wide 
environmental justice strategy. 

The Presidential Memorandum that accompanied the 
Executive Order calls for a variety of actions. Four specific 
actions were directed at NEP A-related activities, including: 

I. Each federal agency must analyze environmental effects, 
including human health, economic, and social effects, of 
federal actions, including effects on minority communities 
and low-income communities, when such analysis is 
required by NEP A. 

2. Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in EAs, EISs, 
or Records of Decision (RODs), whenever feasible, should 
address significant and adverse environmental effects of 
proposed federal actions on minority communities and low
income communities. 

3. Each federal agency must provide oppOliunities for 
community input in the NEPA process, including 
identifying potential effects and mitigation measures in 
consultation with affected communities and improving 



accessibility of public meetings, official documents, and 
notices to affected communities. 

4. In reviewing other agencies' proposed actions under 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA must ensure that the 
agencies have fully analyzed environmental effects on 
minority communities and low-income communities, 
including human health, social, and economic effects. 

As noted earlier, the purpose ofthis guidance is to assist 
EPA personnel in identiJYing and evaluating 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects in minority communities and low
income communities within the context ofNEPA 
documents prepared by EPA for actions which EPA 
complies with the procedural requirements ofNEPA (e.g., 
research and development activities, facilities construction, 
wastewater treatment construction grants, EPA-issued 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits for new sources, and programs under the EPA 
Voluntary NEPA Compliance Policy), including instances 
where EPA satisfies its NEPA compliance obligation as a 
cooperating agency. It is also meant to improve the affected 
communities' access to the NEPA process. 

1.2 PrincipleslPhiiosophy of this Guidance 

This guidance highlights important ways in which EPA
prepared NEPA documentation may help to identiJY and 
address EJ concerns. The rationale and associated 
implications ofthe guidance will be described in the 

. remainder of this document. This section provides a 
summary listing of the major implications. 

EPA officials should be vigilant in identiJYing where EPA 
actions may have disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects on minority and/or 
low-income communities. 

Identification should occur as early as possible, preferably 
during any initial screening exercise. The screening 
exercise should identiJY the presence of minority or low
income communities and whether such communities are 
likely to experience adverse environmental or human health 
effects as a result of proposed EPA actions. 



The sensitivity to environmental justice concerns should 
sharpen the focus of the analysis. While the analytical tools 
to be used are similar, the analysis should focus both on the 
overall affected area and population and on smaller areas 
andlor communities within the affected area. 

It is desirable that EPA NEP A analysts tasked with 
identifYing and addressing environmental justice i~sues 
work as a team. This team should be comprised of an 
interdisciplinary staff that includes individuals familial' 
with environmental justice issues, public pmticipation 
mechanisms and outreach strategies, Native American 
concerns and issues and who are experienced in the risk 
assessment process. Additionally, the team should consult 
with EPA's Regional Environmental Justice coordinators 
(refer to Appendix A), who are valuable resources in 
identifYing local community groups among other functions. 

Where proposed actions may affect tribal lands 01' resources 
(e.g., treaty-p,rotected resourcesill, cultural resources andlor 
sacred sites~ EPA will request that the affected Indian 
Tribe® seek to patticipate as a cooperating agency (40 
CFR 1508.5). Where differences occur regarding the 
preferred alternative or mitigation measures that will affect 
tribal lands or resources, the affected Indian Tribe may 
request that a dispute resolution process be initiated to 
resolve the conflict between the tribe and the Agency. 

Environmental justice concerns may lead to more focused 
analyses, identifying significant effects that may otherwise 
have been diluted by examination of a larger population or 
area. Environmental justice concerns should always trigger 
the serious evaluation of alternatives as well as mitigation 
options. 

IdentifYing the "affected community" is particularly 
impOltant. The effects of tlie proposed action will often 
vary depending on the distance of the affected cOllllnunity 
from the action and the type of effect created by the action 
(e.g., airborne or waterborne pollution, increased traffic, 
etc.). Effects on the cOllllnunity should be discussed in 
terms of reasonable increments fi'om the site of the action. 

Community involvement is particularly impOltant in cases 
involving potential environmental justice issues. Early and 
sustained communications with the affected community 



throughout the NEP A process is an essential component of 
environmental justice. 

For meaningful community involvement to be achieved in 
circumstances where environmental justice is an issue, 
technical assistance supplied by EPA should be available to 
the community to assist in their full participation (e.g., 
interpretation of scientific documents, development of 
alternatives or mitigation measlll'es). 

EISs and RODs, and EAs and FONSIs (Finding of No 
Significant Impact) should document the analyses used to 
identify the presence or absence of disproportionately high 
and adverse effects and present the results of those 
analyses. The ROD and the FONSI should document the 
conclusion ofthese analyses (i.e., whether the action will or 
will not have a disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on minority andlor low-income communities) and describe 
any mitigation that will be undertaken to avoid 01' minimize 
such effects. 

1.2.1 EPA Actions Requiring NEPA Compliance 

EPA is required to comply with NEPA for its research and 
development activities, facilities construction, wastewater 
treatment construction grants under Title II of the Clean 
Water Act and under certain Appropriations Acts, and 
EPA-issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permits for new sources subject to new 
sOlll'ce performance standards. The Agency is exempted by 
statute for actions taken under the Clean Air Act and for 
most Clean Water Act programs. The Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), requires EPA to comply only with the 
substantive, not the procedural, requirements of other 
environmental laws for on-site responses. In the case of 
other EPA programs, the courts have found EPA 
procedures to be "functionally equivalent" to the NEP A 
process and therefore these EPA programs are exempt from 
NEPA procedural requirements. Also, EPA voluntarily 
prepares EISs for a mlmber of actions pursuant to a long
standing statement of Agency policy. 

Exhibit 1 identifies EPA's major program areas and 
indicates which actions are sllbject to NEPA, which 
Congress has exempted from NEP A, which have been 



found to be functionally equivalent to NEP A, and which 
receive NEPA-like analyses. This guidance is applicable 
solely to EPA programs and actions subject to NEP A and 
not those identified as "functionally equivalent" in Exhibit 
I. However, this should not preclude its use as reference 
where "functionally equivalent" programs or actions 
processes may benefit from the information contained 
therein. 

1.2.2 EPA Review of Proposed Actions Under Clean Air 
Act §309 

As a result of §309 ofthe Clean Air Act, EPA has a key 
role in the overall implementation ofNEPA. Specifically, 
§309 mandates that EPA "review and comment in writing 
on the environmental impact of any matter relating to 
duties and responsibilities granted pursuant to this chapter 
or other provisions of the authority of the Administrator, 
contained in any (l) legislation proposed by any federal 
depaIiment or agency, (2) newly authorized federal projects 
for construction and any major federal agency action (other 
than a project for construction) to which Section 
4332(2)(C) ofthis title applies [subject to Section 
I02(2)(C) ofNEPA], and (3) proposed regulations 
published by any department or agency of the Federal 
government. Such written comment shall be made public at 
the conclusion of any such review" (42 U.S.C. §7609(a)). 

In conducting §309 reviews, EPA is fUliher directed by the 
Presidential Memorandum that accompanied Executive 
Order 12898 to ensure that agencies fully analyze 
enviromnental effects oftheir proposed actions on minority 
and low-income communities, including human health, 
social, and economic effects. As a result of both §309 and 
the Presidential Memorandum, EPA is able to assist other 
federal agencies in evaluating proposed actions that are 
subject to NEP A by identifying possible environmental 
justice concerns that may result from such actions and by 
offering alternative solutions and mitigation measures for 
unavoidable impacts. 

Although mention is made here of EPA's responsibilities 
under §309, this document is not intended to provide 
guidance for §309 reviews. EPA's §309 guidance should be 
used for that purpose. This guidance supplements the 
Council on Environmental Quality's "Environmental 



Justice Guidance Under the National Environmental Policy 
Act" and is tailored to EPA's conduct in actions for which 
EPA must comply with NEP A and where EPA has 
jurisdiction as a cooperating agency. It does not pl:ovide 
guidance related to other federal agencies' actions or for 
EPA's review of other federal agencies' EISs. 

1.3 Organization ofthis Guidance 

The remainder of this guidance is organized as follows: 
Chapter 2 describes key environmental justice terms and 
factors and the application ofthe key definitions and 
factors in the context of standard NEPA analyses; Chapter 
3 describes key steps in the NEP A process, including both 
EISs and EAs, where analyses of environmental justice 
concerns should be incorporated; Chapter 4 discusses 
public participation approaches of direct relevance to 
minority andlor low-income communities; and Chapter 5 
provides a brief overview of methodological tools that can 
be used to identify and assess potential disproportionately 
high and adverse effects. 

2.0 KEY TERMS AND FACTORS FOR 
CONSIDERATION IN EVALUATING 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE CONCERNS 

The purpose ofthis section is to introduce key terms and 
concepts to heighten the EPA analyst's awareness of how 
disproportionately high and adverse effects may be 
identified. The discussion is based on guidance prepared by 
a task force of the Interagency Working Group on 
Environmental Justice (IWG). The IWG was created by 
Executive Order 12898 and is comprised of the heads (or 
representatives) of 17 departments and agencies. 

The identification and analysis of disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmentai effects on 
minority communities and low-income communities should 
occur throughout the NEP A process, from the initial phases 
ofthe screening analysis through the consideration and 
c.ommunication of all alternatives and associated mitigation 
techniques. 

In conducting an EPA NEPA analysis that is sensitive to 
environmental justice concerns, the inter-disciplinary team 



of EPA NEPA analysts should have an understanding of 
key terms central to environmental justice and should 
understand what factors need to be considered to ensure 
that all relevant concerns are identified and evaluated in a 
direct and explicit manner. The team should include experts 
familial' with available and appropriate public participation 
procedures and strategies and, where such concerns may 
arise, individuals familial' with the unique concerns of 
Native American Tribes and populations. Developing a 
keen sensitivity to potential environmental justice concerns 
and modiJYing the scope of the analysis can have a 
dramatic impact on whether environmental justice concerns 
are identified and addressed adequately and appropriately. 
Therefore, the EPA NEP A analyst must be sensitive to 
what issues and factors to look for to avoid the possibility 
that disproportionately high and adverse effects may be 
inadvertently missed, incorrectly characterized, or 
inappropriately minimized. So as to avoid potential 
oversights of environmental justice concerns, the EPA 
NEP A analyst should work closely with the affected 
community in drafting an EIS or EA, and where the 
community's concerns warrant, EPA should formalize this 
interaction (e.g., commnnity advisory boards). 

Appendix A includes the Conncil on Environmental 
Quality's (CEQ's) "Environmental Justice Guidance Under 
the National Environmental Policy Act" which incorporates 
the IWG-developed guidance on key terms in Executive 
Order 12898 that are pertinent to environmental justice 
analyses. That guidance was developed to assist federal 
agencies in conducting analyses of disproportionately high 
and adverse effects of their programs, policies, and 
activities. The guidance is not static but provides for 
informed judgment in evelY case; this means that EPA 
NEPA analysts will need to make careful decisions to 
ensure that environmental justice concerns are identified 
and addressed. 

The remainder of this chapter is organized into two 
sections. The first section addresses terms that should be 
considered in identiJYing the existence of minority 
communities or low-income communities. The second 
section identifies factors that often are associated with 
disprop0l1ionately high and adverse effects, including 
cumulative and indirect impacts, on minority 01' low-



income members of the larger community. Methodological 
approaches for conducting analyses appear in Chapter 5. 

2.1 Defining Minority and/or Low-Income Population 

The purpose of this section is to assist the analyst in 
determining whether there is a minority community or low
income community that may be addressed in the scope of 
EPA's NEPA analysis. 

2.1.1 Minority and Minority Population 

The first part of the guidance on minority population 
provided by the IWG provides a numeric measure: over 50 
percent of the affected area. The remainder of the guidance 
calls for the analyst to use his or her best judgment in 
evaluating the potential for EJ concerns. It is important that 
the EPA NEPA analyst consider both the circumstances of 
any groups residing within the affected area, as well as the 
percentage ofthe affected community that is composed of 
minority peoples. 

Within its guidance, the IWG explains that a minority 
population may be present ifthe minority population 
percentage ofthe affected area is "meaningfully greater" 
than the minority population percentage in the general 
population or other "appropriate unit of geographic 
analysis." The term "affected area," although not defined by 
the guidance, should be interpreted as that area which the 
proposed project will or may have an effect on. The IWG 
guidance also advises agencies not to "artificially dilute or 
inflate" the affected minority population when selecting the 
appropriate unit of geographic analysis. Clearly, a key 
element here is the selection of the appropriate level of 
geographic analysis; that is, selecting a comparison 
population to which the population in the affected area will 
be compared to identiJY if there are "meaningfully greater" 
percentages. The selection ofthe appropriate unit of 
geographic analysis may be a governing body's jurisdiction, 
a neighborhood census tract, 01' other similar unit. This is 
done to prevent artificial dilution or inflation of the affected 
minority popu lation. In an EPA NEP A analyses, the analyst 
should use the potentially affected population under various 
alternatives as a benchmark for comparison wherever 
possible. In addition, a simple demographic comparison to 
the next larger geographic area or political jurisdiction 



should be presented to place population characteristics in 
context and allow the analyst to judge whether alternatives 
adequately distinguish among populations. For example, all 
preliminary locations for a project could fall in minority 
neighborhoods, therefore, a comparison among them would 
not reveal any population differences. Consequently, an 
additional alternative would be necessary to allow any 
disproportionately high and adverse effects to be identified. 

The fact that census data can only be disaggregated to 
certain prescribed levels (e.g., census tracts, census blocks) 
suggests that pockets of minority or low-income 
communities, including those that may be experiencing 
dispropOltionately high and adverse effects, may be missed 
in a traditional census tract-based analysis. Additional 
caution is called for in using census data due to the 
possibility of distOltion of population breakdowns, 
particularly in areas of dense Hispanic or Native American 
populations. In addition to identifying the proportion of the 
population of individual census tracts that are composed of 
minority individuals, analysts should attempt to identify 
whether high concentration "pockets" of minority 
populations are evidenced in specific geographic areas. 

The IWG guidance also advises agencies to consider both 
groups of individuals living in geographic proximity to one 
another, or a geographically dispersed/transient set of 
individuals, where either type of group "experiences 
common conditions" of environmental exposure or effect 
within the guidance provided for minority population. This 
can result fi'om cultural practices, educational backgrounds, 
or the median age of community residents (e.g., 
disproportionate numbers of elderly residents, children, or 
women of child bearing age may be more susceptible to 
environmental risks). 

A factor that should be considered in assessing the presence 
of a minority community is that a minority group 
comprising a relatively small percentage ofthe total 
population surrounding the project may experience a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect. This can result 
due to the group's use of, or dependence on, potentially 
affected natural resources, or due to the group's daily or 
cumulative exposure to environmental pollutants as a result 
of their close proximity to the source. The data may show 
that a distinct minority popUlation may be below the 



thresholds defined in the IWG key terms guidance on 
minority population. However, as a result of particular 
cultural practices, that population may experience 
dispropmtionately high and adverse effects. For example, 
the construction of a new treatment plant that will 
discharge to a river or stream used by subsistence anglers 
may affect that portion of the total population. Also, 
potential effects to on- or off-reservation tribal resources 
(e.g., treaty-protected. resources, cultural resources andlor 
sacred sites) may disproportionately affect the local Native 
American community and implicate the federal trust 
responsibility to tribes.ill . 

The EPA NEP A analyst should look at each situation on a 
case-by-case basis to determine if there may be 
dispropmtionately high and adverse effects on a minority 
population. 

The EPA NEPA analyst should make every effmt to 
identify the presence of distinct minority communities 
residing both within, and in close proximity to, the 
proposed project, and to identify those minority groups 
which utilize or are dependent upon natural resources that 
could be potentially affected by the proposed action. Non
traditional data gathering techniques, including outreach to 
community-based organizations and tribal governments 
early in the screening process, may be the best approach for 
identifying distinct minority communities andlor tribal 
interests within the study area. See Chapter 4 for a 
discussion of public outreach techniques. 

2.1.2 Low-Income Population 

This guidance recommends that pursuant to the CEQ 
guidance, low-income populations in an affected area (that 
area in which the proposed project will or may have an 
effect) should be identified with the annual statistical 
poverty thresholds from the Bureau ofthe Census' Current 
Population Repmts, Series P-60 on Income and Povelty. In 
conjunction with census data, the EPA NEPA analyst 
should also consider state and regional low-income and 
povelty definitions as appropriate. In identifying low
income populations, agencies may consider as a community 
a group of individuals living in geographic proximity to 
one another or set of individuals (such as migrant workers 
01' Native Americans) where either type of group 



experiences common conditions of environmental 
exposure. 

As with the identification of minority communities, the 
level of aggregation of available data is an issue of concern 
when seeking to determine whether one or more low
income communities may be affected by a project. Also, as 
with minority communities, "pockets" of low-income 
individuals may be masked by aggregated data. The level 
of aggregation of data, as well as how current the available 
data are, should be taken into adcount by the EPA NEP A 
analyst. 

Determining the existence and location oflow-income and 
minority communities within the reaches of a projects' 
influence can be a difficult task. Several means of gathering 
this information are available; however, it is up to the EPA 
NEPA analyst to ascertain which techniques will best suit 
the project at hand. Further, the EPA NEPA analyst must 
be flexible and open to consider additional avenues which 
may be unique to select projects or geographic areas. The 
use of national decennial census data in depicting low
income/poverty and minority statistics is one of the most 
COimnon methods used. While the census provides valuable 
information for the EPA NEPA analyst, there are often 

. many gaps associated with the information. Therefore, it 
may be necessary for the EPA NEP A analyst to validate 
this information with the use of additional sources. The 
additional methods available in locating the populations of 
interest include contacting local resources, government 
agencies, commercial database firms, and the use of 
10cationaVdistributionai tools. (Please see Chapter 5 
regarding the use of locational/distributional tools.) 

Local resources should be sought for local and up-to-date 
knowledge of a given area and its inhabitants as well as a 
lead to other sources of infonnation. Examples oflocal 
resources include: community and public outreach groups, 
community leaders, and state universities (i.e., economic 
departments). 

State government agencies such as the Department of 
Economic Development, Planning and Development 
Department, State Minority Business Office, and State 
Enterprise Zone Offices are also valuable resources to 
contact. For example, if an area is designated as an 



"enterprise zone", unique economic and demographic data 
may exist in that particular area, access to which could 
enhance the EPA NEPA analyst's ability to assess the 
economic situation of a given area. 

Local resources and state governments can both be 
contacted for information regarding factors that are 
characteristic oflow-income communities and which may 
assist in identifying these communities. These factors may 
include: limited access to health care, an inadequate, 
overburdened or aged infrastructure, and particular 
dependence of the community, or components ofthe 
community, on subsistence living (e.g., subsistence fishing, 
hunting, gathering or farming). In some cases, these factors 
can be evaluated directly fi'om traditional information 
sources. For example, the age and condition of water 
treatment facilities and presence of lead service lines 
should be available from municipal utilities. Outreach to 
community groups may be the most reliable data collection 
method in other cases, such as those where the degree to 
which the cultural and dietary habits of low-income or 
minority families and their economic condition dictate 
subsistence living. Consequently, where the community 
median household income may exceed that ofthe poveJiy 
line, conditions generally associated with low-income 
communities may be present, resulting in cumulative 
effects that may meet the threshold for environmental 
justice concerns. 

Commercial database firms are often capable of tailoring 
census data information of human communities and 
income/poverty level to specified areas of geographic 
detail. For example, by manipulating specified census 
bureau tract data with customized buffer areas, statistics 
can be generated to accommodate current growth estimates 
from local government agencies or planning departments. 
Locational/distributional tools are also capable of 
determining the locations of certain human communities. 
Examples include maps, aerial photographs, and 
geographical information systems (GIS). Further 
explanations of these tools are presented in Chapter 5. 

2.2 Considering Effects 

This section discusses the term "disproportionately high 
and adverse human health or environmental effects" and 



provides an overview of some factors that should be 
considered in assessing the presence of such effects. It also 
addresses how the concept of environmental justice plays in 
conducting cumulative and indirect impact analyses in 
suppOilofNEPA. 

2.2.1 Disproportionately High and Adverse Effects 

DispropOilionately high and adverse effects encompass 
both human health and environmental effects. The IWG's 
guidance suggests the need for the analyst to exercise 
informed judgments as to what constitutes 
"disproportionate" as well as "high and adverse." This, iu 
turn, suggests some level of comparative analysis with the 
conditions faced by an appropriate comparison population. 
As noted in Section 2.1.1, alternatives need to be drawn so 
that the potentially affected populations under various 
alternatives are distinctive and allow disproportionality to 
be assessed. 

2.2.2 Cumnlative and Indirect Effects 

EPA NEP A analyses must consider the cumulative effects 
on a community by addressing the full range of 
consequences of a proposed action as well as other 
environmental stresses which may be affecting the 
community. Cumulative impacts are defined in 40 CFR 
1508.7, as "the incremental impact(s)ofthe action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
fuhll'e actions .... " For example, when considering a project 
that will have a permitted discharge to the surrounding 
surface waters, it may be of concern to populations who 
rely on subsistence living patterns (i.e., fishing) and already 
receive public water through lead service lines; the 
cumulative effects associated with both the discharge and 
the lead service lines must be taken into account. In such 
cases, mitigation measures need to be developed and 
analyzed to reduce an adverse cumulative effect. In 
addition, minority popUlations and low-income populations 
are often located ill areas or environments that may already 
suffer from prior degradation. EPA analysts need to place 
special emphasis on other sources of environmental stress 
within the region, including those that have historically 
existed, those that currently exist, and those that are 
projected for the future. Common variables of concern may 
include: 



• Number/concentration of point and nonpoint release 
sources, including both permitted and non-permitted. 

• Presence of listed or highly ranked toxic pollutants with 
high exposure potential (e.g., presence oftoxic pollutants 
included within EPA's 33/50 program). 

• Muliiple exposure sources and/Ol' paths for the same 
pollutant. 

• Historical exposure sources and/or pathways. 

• Potential for aggravated susceptibility due to existing ail' 
pollution (in urban areas), lead poisoning, existence of 
abandoned toxic sites. 

• Frequency of impacts. 

Source data, including historical, existing, and projected 
sources, yielding projected effects in concert with that from 
the resulting proposed action should be analyzed with 
respect to minority or low-income receptors. As noted 
above, these include cultural, health and occupation-related 
variables such as: 

• Health data reflective ofthe community (e.g., abnormal 
cancer rates, infant and childhood mOliality, low bilth 
weight rate, blood-lead levels). 

• Occupational exposures to environmental stresses which 
may exceed those experienced by the general population. 

• Diets, or differential patterns of consumption of natural 
resourcesilil, which may suggest increased exposures to 
environmental pathways presenting potential health risk. 

The EPA NEPA analyst may have difficulty in determining 
the point at which stress levels become too great, exceeding 
risk thresholds. This lack of a definitive threshold should 
encourage the EPA NEP A analyst to compare the 
cumulative effects of mUltiple actions with appropriate 
community, regional, state, or national goals, standards, 
etc. to detelmine whether the total effect is significant. 

With respect to naturall'esoUl'ces, analysts should look to 
the community's dependence on natural resources for its 



economic base (e.g., tourism and cash crops) as well as the 
cultural values that the community and/or Indian Tribe may 
place on a natural resource at risk. Further, it is essential for 
the EPA NEPA analyst to consider the cumulative impacts 
from the perspective of these specific resources or 
ecosystems which are vital to the communities of interest. 

Several methods for determining cumulative effects are 
described within CEQ's January 1997 handbook entitled, 
"Considering Effects Under the National Environmental 
Policy Act." The EPA NEPA analyst may wish to consider 
these methods in assessing cumulative effects on low
income and/or minority communities. 

In the process of determining future actions, for example, it 
is essential for the EPA NEP A analyst to apply judgment 
and experience, to go beyond the number of projects that 
are funded in the area, and predict which of the actions in 
the early planning stage have realistic potential to move 
forwal·d. The EPA NEP A analyst should use the best 
available information from similar projects in the region 
and also consult with local government planning agencies 
which may have master development plans in the region. In 
addition, private land-owners and organizations may be 
willing to disclose their future land use plans. 

Although cumulative effects analyses commonly involve 
assumptions and unceltainties, exhausting all applicable 
analyses will provide the greatest likelihood of accurately 
depicting the possibility of disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on low-income and/or minority 
communities. Analysts should be as resourceful as possible 
in addition to seeking information from traditional sources. 
Decisions should be supported by the best data currently 
available and/or the best data gathering techniques in 
conjunction with all appropriate analyses. 

EISs and EAs must also address indirect impacts [40 CFR 
1502.16(b), 1508.8(b) 1508.9], which are characterized as 
those that are caused by the action and are reasonably 
foreseeable, but that occur later in time and/or at a distance. 
Indirect effects include growth effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern ofland use; population density 
and/or changes to infrastructure; or growth rates and related 
effects to the air, water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems. 



Increased urbanization may occur around a new facility due 
to increased employment or due to transportation system 
upgrades. This may result in dispropOliionately high and 
adverse effects to low-income communities due to 
increased air pollution, lower housing values, and reduced 
access to fishing/farming locations. In addition, recreational 
lands and water may be indirectly affected by government 
actions. In the case of activities potentially affecting Native 
Americans, potential impacts, both direct and indirect, can 
occur to sacred sites andlor other natural resources used for 
cultural purposes. For example, the loss of a sacred site, 01' 

other impacts to larger areas of religious and spiritual 
impOliance may be so absolute that religious use ofthe site 
abruptly ceases--a direct impact. However, discontinued 
use may result in other indirect impacts. Proposed actions 
may also result in business failures, and associated 
unemployment, erosion of tax bases, and reduced public 
services. These types of effects may be exacerbated for 
low-income communities and minority communities due to 
an inability to relocate, to travel long distances to find 
alternative means of employment, or to attract new industry 
01' commerce. 

The potential for indirect impacts to affect a community is 
best understood when the analytical team is thoroughly 
familiar with the local community. It is impOliant that the 
EPA NEP A analyst gain a full understanding of potential 
cultural impacts to the community. This is best 
accomplished through direct communication using 
effective public participation and consultation. A 
discussion of public pmiicipation approaches appears in 
Chapter 4. 

2.2.3 Environmental Exposnre 

Executive Order 12898 provides that environmental human 
health research, whenever practicable and appropriate, shall 
include diverse segments ofthe population in 
epidemiological and clinical studies, including segments at 
high risk from enviromnental hazards, such as minority and 
low-income populations and workers who may be exposed 
to substantial environmental hazards. The Executive Order 
fUliher states that environmental human health analyses, 
whenever practicable and appropriate, shall identifY 
mUltiple and cumulative exposures. 



In addressing the term "environmental hazard" for the 
purpose of research, data collection and analysis provisions 
in the Executive Order, the IWGKey Terms guidance states 
that it is "a chemical, biological, physical or radiological 
agent, situation, or source that has the potential for 
deleterious effects to the environment and/or human 
health." The IWG points out that the factors that may be 
important in defining a substantia/ill environmental hazard 
are the likelihood, seriousness, and the magnitude of the 
impact. The IWG Key Terms provides guidance for 
"multiple environmental exposlll'e" and "cumulative 
environmental exposure." 

The EPA NEPA analyst should include individuals who are 
familial' with collecting and analyzing data that assesses the 
potential environmental and human health risks potentially 
borne by minority and low-income communities as a result 
of the project 01' activity. EPA NEPA analysts gain a better 
understanding of potential environmental risks to the 
community by directly using effective public participation 
and consultation techniques. An assessment of such . 
potential risks should then be used to determine whether 
disprop0l1ionately high and adverse effects may be borne 
by minority communities or low-income communities. 

2.3 Summary of Factors to Consider in Environmental 
Justice Analyses 

This section provides an overview of many of the factors 
that should be considered when identifying and evaluating 
environmental justice concerns. Given the SUbjective nature 
of some ofthe elements that are important to environmental 
justice analyses, some consideration of the factors or 
characteristics that may lead to disproportionately high and 
adverse effects to a community may prove to be useful 
when conducting such analyses. EPA's Office of 
Enviromnental Justice points out that an understanding of 
the underlying factors that contribute to environmental 
justice concerns allows for a more thorough identification 
of the concerns and the development of more effective 
mitigation measlll'es. 

In focusing the identification of environmental justice 
concerns, the EPA NEPA analyst may approach the 
analysis of enviromnental justice from three vantage points: 
1) whether there exists a potential for disproportionate risk; 



2) whether communities have been sufficiently involved in 
the decision-making process; and 3) whether communities 
currently suffer, or have historically suffered, from 
environmental and health risks or hazards. The factors 
listed in this section are provided within the context of 
these three approaches for identifYing potential 
environmental justice concerns and provide the EPA NEPA 
analyst with a starting point in determining what factors to 
consider in an environmental justice assessment. However, 
almost every situation will have its own nuances. As such, 
the EPA NEPA analyst should be prepared to apply these 
factors flexibly to fit a specific situation, just as the IWG 
guidance provided above may require judgments to ensure 
that communities are defined in a fair manner (See Exhibit 
3 for Summary of Factors). 

~hibit 3. SUMMARY OF FACTORS TOCONSIDERlN ENVIRONMENTAL .. 
JUSTICE ANALYSIS 

_._ _ _ _~ _ _ __ 0 _ _ _ _. _ ~_ _ ~ 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH POTENTIAL EXPOSURE TOlAND RISKS FROM 
ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS 

The general factors that should be considered include DEMOGRAPHIC factors, 
GEOGRAPHIC factors, ECONOMIC factors, and HUMAN HEALTH and RISK 
factors. Foreach of these,specific variables for consideration are listed .... 

DEMOGRAPIITC FACTORS 

Demographic factors are one ofthe key components of enviromnentaljustice. Race, 
ethnicity, and low-income status are some ofthe primary considerations of the 
environmental justice movement. However, numerous other demographic factors also 
may play vital roles in an environmental justice assessment. These include, but are not 
limited to: .. 

Population Age 

I 
Older or younger populations may be more susceptible to risks, when 
taking into account special health concerns of the elderly and 

j 
potential for greater exposure in younger populations (e.g., ingestiop. 
of soil). In addition, children's immature bodily defense systems may 
make them more sllsceptible to toxic effects.. . . .. 

Population : High population density may promote a synergistic effect between 
Density I industrial pollutants and typical urban pollutants (e.g., ground level 

. ozone), especially if industry is located in close proximity (5 miles or 
! less) to high density populations. Low population density may lead 
I the NEP A analyst to underestimate the actual environmental harm to 

~ ,-. 
J the affeeted population whenconducting a risk assessment. . 

Population. If documents are technically complex and not adequately explained 
Literacy communities with lower levels of education may encounter difficulty 

- - in its ability to under~tand or sufficiently identifY and interpret risk 
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~ ~~ 

jland other factors. 

Population I i Rapid or severe changes in population or economic growth rate may 
Economic I result in potential impacts to existing community or public services 
Growth i and infrastructure. Changes in growth rate may include: (I) an 

i increase in low-income or minority population(s) in an area (e.g., 
I migration), (2) high biIth rates, and (3) cumulative impacts due to 
mUltiple sO~lrces of pOPt.llation increases. ~ ~ 

GEOGRAPHIC FACTORS 

Celtain communities may be at high risk from environmental hazards or exposed to 
substantial environmental hazards due to geographic factors that isolate them from other 
surrounding communities or that tend to allow pollutants to accumulate in the 
envh~omnent surrolmding thecgmmunity.Such factorsJnclude, ~llt are not litnited to: 

Climate Weather patterns (e.g., prevailing winds) that may concentrate 
! pollutants in a celtain area, allow pollutants to migrate, increase 

I 

certain exposure pathways (such as respiration), or cause pollutants 
to behave in a manner that differs from that expected under normal 
weather conditions. 

--- - - ~ 

Geomorphic 

I 
Mountains, hills, or other surface features, natural or human in 

Features origin, that may affect pollutant dispersal and may focus or funnel 
pollutallts in patticular directions or to particular locations. ~ 

.~ 

Hydrophic ~ I Presence of surface water andlor aquifers that may provide drinking 

Features.~ ~ water, subsistence fisheries, cultural significance and use, and 
recreational use. 
-" .. --- - ,-- ---,-,-. ---", -" 

ECONOMIC FACTORS 

Economic factors can be divided into two categories: the economic condition of the 
individuals in the community in question, and the overall economic base of the 
community. The economic condition ofthe individuals in the population, ifpoor, may 
exacerbate risk factors and may preclude avoidance of risk factors. The economic 
condition ofthe community at large may result in situations that preclude the local 
government's ability to adequately protect the population or may promote the acceptance 
of disproportionately high and adverse effects. Such factors include, but are not limited 
to: 

Individual This includes such issues as whether affordable or free quality health 
Economic ! care is available and, whether any cultural barriers exist to seeking 
Conditions ! health care. Many low-income andlor minority communities lack 

I adequate levels and quality of health care, often due to lack of 
Income Levell I resources or lack of access to health care facilities. 
Health Care 
Access , ___ 7 

~. 

Infrastl'llcture I Consideration should be given to whether existing infrastructure 
Conditions I provides sufficient protection from adverse impacts (e.g., protection 

...... ~ of domestic water supply, especially if the community relies on ...... 



" - '''~ 

I public or non-public drinking wells or surface water; adequacy of 
I sewage facilities) and the effect that new facilities may have on the 
I ability of existing inl1-astl'llcture to be reliable and provide adequate 
protection. In many low-income and/or minority communities, 
I historic allocation of resources has resulted in inadequate 
I infrastructure development and maintenance. 

., 

'This in~l~des subsist~n~e living situ~tions (e.g.,~ubsistence' fishing, Life-Support 
Resources hunting, gathering, farming), diet, and other differential patterns of 

consumption of natural resources. If a community is reliant on 
consumption of natural resources, such as subsistence fishing, an 
additional exposure pathway may be associated with the community 
that is not relevant to the population at large. Similarly, dietary 

, practices within a community or ethnic group, such as a diet low in 

"~ 
certain vitamins and minerals, may increase risk factors for that 

group,. "','" " ,"" ,"" 
Distribution of Consideration of the distribution of costs to pay for envii'onmental 
Costs projects to the extent that regulations and programs are paid for by 

user fees on necessary goods and services (e.g., sewer and water 
bills, garbage services, electric bills, gasoline taxes). These have a 
substantial negative effect on low-income families who must pay a 
disproportionate fraction of their income for these goods and 
services, the addition of user fees for another plant or facility may 
add to the disparatetreatment of those individuals. 

Communit)'. Reliance on polluting industries for jobs and economic development. 
Economic Base fthe community is reliant on polluting industries for jobs and tax 

evenue, there may be reluctance to take actions that would avoid 
Industrial 'isk to health and the environment at a cost to the industry. In 

addition, minority or low-income communities may not enjoy other 
benefits in propol1ion to the risks or impactsthey bear. 

Brownfields J Communities with low revenues may be unable to finance economic 
rehabilitation efforts that would improve the physical environment of 
a community.," 

Natural Reliance on natural resources for economic base (e.g., tourism, crops; 
Resources use of resources to create salable items, such as woven baskets 

i among Native i\mericans; subsistence and commercial, fisheries). 

Other I Other indirect effects which a low-income or minority population, 
, due to economic disadvantage, may not be able to avoid, that will 
have a synergistic effect with other risk factors (e.g., vehicle 
pollution, lead-based paint poisoning, existence of abandoned toxic 

__ "oJ sites, dilapidated housing stock). 

HUMAN HEALTH AND 

RISK FACTORS 



Evaluation of human health and risk factors relevant to environmental justice concerns 
may prove to be complicated when detailed technical analyses ofrisk factOl's and 
interaction of toxic chemicals are undeliaken. However, the following include, but are 
not limited to, factOl's which allow for consideration of whether more detailed risk 

· assessments or analyses specific to minority or 10w-incOlne populations are appropriate: 

Emissions ! Number of point and nonpoint SOUl'ces of emissions including 
I permitted and non-permitted (violations) releases . 

Toxics . J Presence of ()r exposure to highly toxic pollutants. . .. 

Exposures ,IMultiple exposUl'e sources andlor paths for the same pollutant. . 

Pollutants ! Exposure to multiple pollutants. 

Pesticides I~posur~ to pesticides by wOl'kers and to the misuse of pesticides. 

Locations IIExPosUl'e through multiple locations (e.g., workplace, home, school, 
Jtambient). ... .. . . . .. .. .' .. 

Concentrations IIExposure to emissions from concentrated locations of the same type 
Jlof industry (orindustries).. . . . . .' 

Health Data IIHealth data for population in question (e.g., abnormal levels of 
1 cancers, asthma, emphysema, birth defects, low bitih weight, infant 
i and childhood mortality blood-lead levels asbestosis). This data 
I could indicate historical hazards and health risks which, in concert 
I with the effects of the proposed action could cumulatively or 

. Endirectly raise environmental justice issues. 

IRe~carch Gaps . I Rese~rch gaps (e.g., subsistence consumption, demographics dietary 
· . . _ . __ Jeffects, synergistic effects of chemicals). .. 

~ata Conection--.JiData collection/analysis reliability and validity. 

FACTORS RELATED TO CULTURAL AND ETHNIC DIFFERENCES AND 
COMMUNICATIONS CONCERNS 

When determining whether communities have been afforded 0ppOliunity for meaningful 
involvement, broad factors for consideration include the following. Other considerations 
for public participation are discussed in Chapter 4 of the "Guidance on Environmental 
Justice in EPA's NEP A Compliance Analyses. " -. .. . ... ..... . .. .• . . ." 

r'bI" A",", I Wh,,"", ,"mm,.,~ m=~, h,w ""'"' w <h, d,,','oo-_., 
process (i.e., whether the community is fairly represented on 
commissions, boards, etc., and whether the community is fairly made 

• h". ..-Jlmvare oftheir role in th~ decision-ma~ing process) ... · . . .... 
Cultural ! Cultural expectations and understanding of the decision-making 
Expectations I process. . . .... 
Meauingful Access to meaningful and understandable information, such as clear 

presentation of what a facility produces, what pollutants it releases, 
Information .J how these are managed, and the potential risk to the population .. 

Job Security Potential for fear within the community that patiicipating in the 
, __ -------.l process may jeopardize job security .. 
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'" 
~' 'm; li """l' mre ~;,;" ""id,m1l0, 0.00 td '" ,;w. to 11" 
! clarity and accuracy of presentations to the community and whether 
I ?on-written.materials, such as videos, have been considered for use 
~ m presentatIons. .. . . .' '.. . ." ... 

Erallslations I Consideration of non-English translations, both written and oral 
I during community presentations or public meetings. 

Community I Consideration should be given to whether representatives were 
Representation I selected by community decree or by outside sources without proper 

consultation with the community. . .. .. 

Community 

I 

Whether identification of minority andlor low-income communities 
Identification took into account all potentially-impacted communities. If 

communities were geographically defined rather than culturally 
defined, certain communities that are impacted, given other cultUl'al 
I ~51rs, Illay be unfair1~ excluded. . . ' . . . 

l ~= 

Indigenous In addition, when projects or activities may affect tribal lands or 
Populations resources or Native American communities, the NEP A analytical 

team should include one or more analysts familial' with Native 
American issues and culture, and the Agency should formally request 
the affected Indian Tribe(s) to seek pm1icipation as a cooperating 
agency. Specific factors to .consider in such situations include, but are 
not limited to: . 

The trust responsibility to and treaties, statutes and executive orders 
with federally-recognized Indian Tribes. 

I Effect of insufficient financial and technical resources for the 
I develoJlment and implementation of tribal environmental programs. 
-" ""- ,- '" -- ,- -- , ,- - ,- -

FACTORS RELATED TO HISTORICAL AND POLICY ISSUES 

Environmental justice assessments may require looking at historical conditions, existing 
conditions, and the impact of future actions. Many of the factors discussed above, such as 
cumulative risk, will necessarily address this question, but certain other factors may also 
require consideration, including: 

Ind ustrial I Concentration of industries that may create a high risk of exposure to 
Concentration ; environmental hazards for the community's economic base. Factors 

I that may lead to such a result include governmentlindustry 
arrangements that may reduce available public funding for adequate 
I protection of low-income or minority populations (e.g., tax breaks J provided to certain industries to encourage the location of such 
industries to a certain area). . ' 

Inconsisten t I Non-uniformity in enforcement and site-selection standards across 
Standards communities including methods for pursuing enforcement targeting, 

I compliance actions and compliance initiatives. . 

Research Gaps J~esearch gaps and 'past data collection practices and validity. For 



- - -- - . 

example, data relevant to low-income communities may not be 
adequately collected and analyzed given the potential for inadequate 
reSOlll'CeS withinthe_communitytocollect andanalyze data. _. ___ ._ 

Program Gaps Program gaps between tribal, state, and federal programs (such as 
asbestos worker protection programs) that may have subjected 
communities to high risk of exposure to environmental hazards. Such 
gaps include the lack of explicit Congressional authorization for 
tribal participation in and delegation/authorization of ce11ain EPA 
programs and the sufficiency offunding and technical assistance for 
the developme.nt of tribal envil'()nmental pl'()grams. 

Non-Inclusive Decision-making and documentation processes that were non-
Processes scientific, andlor non-inclusive in nature (e.g., selection of 

community representatives by potentially-affected industry rather 
thanby communitydecree). 

Past Practices ' Adequacy of past resource allocation practices. 
-

I Past ~ndpresent cultu~al diversity orl~ck thereof on decision-making Cultural 
Diversity _ boards, within agencies, commissions, etc. __ 

Obligations Adherence to prior agreements, such as treaties, statutes and 
executive orders with tribes. EPA should be particularly careful not 
to diminish tribal resources, including cultural and natural resources 
and treaty rights, without tribal concurrence and EPA should ensure 
the prot.;:ction of such resources from environmental harm. 

3.0 INCORPORATING ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE INTO THE NEPA PROCESS 

3.1 Overview of the NEP A Process 

A general framework for implementing NEPA 
requirements is presented in regulations (40 CFR P311s 
1500 through 1508) promulgated by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ). Federal agencies, in turn, 
have developed their own rules for NEPA compliance that 
are consistent with the CEQ regulations while addressing 
the specific missions and program activities of each 
agency. EPA's regulations are found at 40 CFR P311 6. 
Over the past 25 years, the NEP A ll'amework for 
environmental review of proposed federal actions has been 
substantially refined, based on further congressional 
directives, action by CEQ, and an extensive body of case 
law. 

As stated in Section 1.0, an EIS is required for major 
federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment. The basic analytical planning process 



for Erss required under NEP A and its implementing 
regulations for assessing the environmental impacts that 
may result from a government action includes: 

I. Definition: Define the purpose and need for the action. 

2. Screening: Preliminary delineation of potential impacts. 

3. Scoping: Outline proposed action; define objectives; 
define scope; identify decisions that need to be made; focus 
resources; initiate public participation. 

4. Affected Resources: Define the resources that may be 
affected ifthe action meets the proposed objectives. 

5. Alternatives: Identify and define practical alternatives 
for meeting objectives. 

6. Mitigation: Identify possible mitigation measures to 
minimize or avoid potential impacts. 

7. Consequences: Predict the environmental impacts and 
other consequences of the proposed action and alternatives. 

8. Decisions: Make decisions regarding a course of action, 
including mitigation measures developed to address 
environmental effects tlu'eatened by proposed actions. 

9. Monitoring: Observing, recording, and documenting 
mitigation measures to evaluate their effectiveness. 

CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1502) dictate the process 
that federal agencies must follow for all EISs, except where 
compliance with the regulations would be inconsistent with 
statutOlY requirements or where agency procedures allow 
for exceptions for national security reasons. Public 
participation and involvement is required throughout the 
NEP A process, beginning with scoping. 

Proposed actions predicted to present less significant 
impacts often are analyzed in environmental assessments 
(EAs). As mentioned in Section 1.0, EAs are important 
analytical tools, originally intended to aid in the 
determination of significance of the effects of a proposed 
action. Compared to EISs, there are fewer detailed 
regulatory requirements for EAs as to content, format or 



public participation. The scale ofEAs usually depends on 
the relative significance of the projected impacts. 

Environmental justice issues encompass a broad range of 
impacts covered by NEPA, including impacts on the 
natural or physical envil"Onment and interrelated social and 
economic effects. The CEQ implementing regulations 
define "effects" or "impacts" to include those that are 
"ecological...aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social 
or health, whether direct, indirect or cumulative." In 
preparing.EISs, NEPA requires EPA to consider both 
impacts on the natural or physical environment and 
interrelated social and economic impacts. In analyzing 
social and economic impacts, unique cultural aspects 
should also be reviewed. EPA, as a matter of policy, will 
consider interrelated social and economic impacts in EAs. 
This serves as a base to fUliher the goals of the Executive 
Order. Envil"Onmental justice concerns may arise from 
impacts on the natural or physical environment, such as 
human health or ecological impacts on minority 
populations and low-income populations, or from inter
related social or economic impacts. 

Moreover, EISs and EAs should document the extent to 
which environmental justice issues have been identified 
and addressed. The initial step in the analysis of potential 
effects is to assess whether there indeed will be potential 
physical or natural environmental impacts. If it is 
determined by the analytical team that there will be no 
environmental effects, and thus no dispropOliionately high 
and adverse effects, then this finding should be documented 
and no further analysis of effects is necessary. 

If preliminary analysis indicates that there is a potential for 
environmental effects, then a more detailed assessment is 
conducted to estimate the level of those effects. There are 
occasions in which "grey areas" may be encountered. The 
EPA NEPA analyst may be unsure as to whether the 
environmental effects are de minimis, meaning when there 
are very small effects, or something greater than de minimis 
yet less than significant natural or physical impacts 
demanding an EIS. This guidance suggests that when the 
EPA NEP A analyst is unsure whether these environmental 
impacts are de minimis or something more than de minimis 
but less than significant, the EA should include an analysis 
of interrelated social and economic effects (and, as 



described in Section 3.2 below, there now should be an 
EIS-like scoping process if the screening analysis indicates 
that there may be disprop0l1ionately high and adverse 
effects on minority andlor low-income communities). The 
EA should include socioeconomic analyses scaled 
according to the severity of the impacts. 

Following an EIS or EA, the Agency must announce its 
decision in a Record of Decision (ROD) or a FONS!. The 
ROD, and where appropriate the FONSls, should document 
the conclusion 'of the findings presented in the EIS or EA 
(i.e., whether the action will or will not have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority 
andlor low-income communities) and include a description 
of those mitigation measures that the Agency is committing 
to implement to reduce 01' avoid environmental 
consequences associated with the proposed action. 

3.2 Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns into 
this Process 

One of the most important means by which EPA can ensure 
that disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority 
andlor low-income communities are identified and 
analyzed, is to "institutionalize" the process of 
identification and analysis. The next sections ofthis 
Chapter describe the screening-level analysis that begins 
the process, and how environmental justice considerations 
Can be integrated into later steps and activities required 
under CEQ and EPA regulations. 

As noted in Chapter I, one effect of incOlporating 
envil'onmentaljustice considerations into NEPA analyses 
will be to more sharply focus these analyses. To do this, it 
is necessalY to assess the distribution of environmental 
impacts demographically andlor geographically, as well as 
to assess the overall impacts to the affected communities. 
As described in Chapter 5, the analytical tools commonly 
used for analyzing potential impacts may have to be 
modified to allow this more refined focus. Overall, the 
evaluation of environmental justice concerns raises a 
number of issues related to "significance" and to other 
NEP A procedures. The discussion below describes several 
issues that are relevant to the determination of significance 
and the consequent level of analysis; also included are 
discussions of how consideration of such issues should 



affect the determination and subsequent analyses. The 
analytical team should keep in mind that the presence of 
disproportionately high and adverse effects mayor may not 
necessarily change the final decision, but will change the 
focus of the analysis and may result in additional mitigation 
measures. 

3.2.1 Environmental Justice Screening Analysis 

In preparing for any proposed action, one of the first 
actions is a preliminary delineation of potential impacts and 
of the potentially affected area. A screening for 
enviromnental justice concerns should be incorporated into 
this initial NEP A screening analysis. This section describes 
a two-step screening process, the results of which then 
guide subsequent actions related to environmental justice. 

The first step in identifYing potential environmental justice 
concerns should be a screening-level analysis to determine 
the existence of a low-income and/or minority population. 
Depending on the outcome, it may then be necessary to 
enhance public patiicipation to gain a fuller understanding 
of the potential environmental justice issues (see Chapter 
4), initiate development of alternatives and mitigation 
options, andlor initiate analyses to identifY and assess 
dispropOliionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects (see Chapter 5). In addition, if the 
proposed project may affect tribal lands or resources, then 
EPA, in keeping with federal and EPA policies of 
govermnent-to-government relations, will formally request 
that affected Indian Tribe(s) seek to participate as a 
cooperating agency. 

The screening analysis should occur as soon as the 
proposed action is well understood, around the time 
planning for scoping begins for EISs and planning begins 
for EAs. Although neither the impacts nor the full area to 
be affected may be fully understood at this point, it is . 
usually possible to make fair approximations. In the 
screening analysis, two questions should be addressed, as 
described below. 

Question 1 

Does the potentially affected community include minority 
and/or IOlV-income populations?ill 



If yes, this shoqld trigger both an enhanced outreach effort 
to assure that low-income and minority populations are 
engaged in public participation and analysis designed to 
identify and assess the impacts. Also, a positive response to 
this question should increase the team's sensitivity to the 
potential for cumulative impacts. 

In general, census and other data should be used to 
characterize the population within the affected area, in 
terms of minority (i.e., racial or ethnic), economic, and 
educational demographics. However, it should be noted 
that census data have been shown to be unreliable in some 
cases, in part because the level of aggregation may not 
offer a fine enough mesh to identify the existence of such 
communities. Also, census data are based on self-reporting. 
These data are not always consistent and are prone to 
undercounting minority populations and low-income 
populations due to a perceived reluctance for certain 
populations to divulge information (see Section 2.1.1). This 
is a screening-level analysis, so extensive efforts to validate 
census data should not be necessary at this stage, unless 
there is substantial uncertainty in (a) the answer to the 
screening question 01' (b) the ability to delineate the 
affected area at this early stage. Because the applicability of 
the census data can only be detelmined on a case-by-case 
basis, the EPA NEP A analyst should supplement this 
information with data from other sources. For example, 
additional information can be obtained from: local 
resources through questions, interviews, and research; 
geographical mapping system (GIS) or other similar 
overlay mapping systems; and economic impact analyses. 

Environmental effects are often realized in inverse 
propOllion to the distance from the location or site of the 
proposed action (i.e., the closer the population is to the 
action, the greater the potential iinpacts). As a result, an 
effOll should be made to correlate the demographic analysis 
to the area most likely to bear environmental effects. On 
the other hand, depending on the resource affected, and the 
users of that resource, proximity to the site may not 
cOlTelate with the likelihood of disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority communities or low-income 
communities. 

It also is important during the initial screening stages to 
locate all minority communities or low-income 



communities within the region surrounding a proposed 
location. The analytical teams should keep in mind that 
sometimes distinct minority communities or low-income 
communities may be geographically located within another 
minority community or low-income community. In some 
cases, a minority community or low-income community 
that is surrounded by another minority community or low
income community may bear disproportionately high and 
adverse effects compared to the surrounding communities. 
In addition, the EPA NEPA analyst should be sensitive to 
situations where the affected community represents the 
majority population over the extended area. For example, 
locations along the United States-Mexico border include 
entire counties where minority populations represent a 
majority ofthe population in the county. These areas are 
predominantly Latino, although when the county 
population is compared to the population of the entire state, 
the proportion represents a much smaller percentage ofthe 
population. Similarly, counties in the Mississippi Delta 
region represent areas where African Americans comprise a 
majority of the total population. 

Question 2 

Are the environmental impacts likely to fall 
disproportionately on minority and/or low-income 
members of the cOlllll1unity and/or tribal resources? 

A positive response should trigger both an enhanced 
outreach effOit to assure that low income and minority 
populations are engaged in public participation and an 
analysis designed to identiJY impacts on both the larger 
population and on minority andlor low-income members of 
the population. A positive response could result from any 
of several factors, including the following: 

Within a potentially affected area, minority andlor low
income populations could be unevenly distributed, thus 
subject to different levels or intensity of impacts than the 
larger population. This pattern should cause concern for 
cumulative impacts. An example would be subsistence 
dependence on an affected resource by members of a 
community. 

The impacts may affect a cultural, historical, or protected 
(e.g., treaty) resource of value to an Indian Tribe or a 



minority population, even when the population is not 
concentrated in the vicinity. 

Ifthe answer to both screening questions is "no," then the 
environmental justice screening analysis should be 
documented in scoping notices and in EISs/EAs and 
RODs/FONSIs. In addition, certain unique cultural, 
geographic, or economic factors may exist within an area 
that could warrant additional investigation. Also, later 
information and analyses may show that the screening 
analysis was mistaken. Indeed, analysts should re-examine 
the screening questions (and the key factors identified in 
Chapter 2) at key steps in the NEPA process (e.g., 
following scoping, in drafting the EIS/EA, in soliciting 
comments on draft EISs, in responding to comments, and in 
preparing RODs and FONSIs). 

3.2.2 Environmental Justice and the Determination of 
Significance 

CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.27) detail factors that 
should be considered in making a determination of whether 
a proposed action is significant, thereby requiring a 
"detailed statement" (i.e., an EIS). Economic or social 
effects alone do not trigger an EIS [40 CFR 1508.14]. 

According to CEQ's Guidance for Considering 
Environmental Justice under the National Environmental 
Policy Act, the "".Executive Order does not change the 
prevailing legal thresholds and statutory interpretations 
under NEPA and existing case law. For example, for an 
EIS to be required, there must be a sufficient impact on the 
environment to be "significant' within the meaning of 
NEPA. Agency consideration of impacts on low-income 
populations, minority populations or Indian tribes may lead 
to the identification of disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects that are significant 
and that otherwise would be overlooked." CEQ requires 
that significance be evaluated in terms of "intensity" or 
"severity of impact." Here too, the narrowed focus could 
affect the determination. Several factors that affect the 
evaluation of intensity are relevant to situations involving 
environmental justice issues. These include the degree of 
scientific controversy, uncertainty (since distributional 
analysis is relatively new in the NEPA context and this 



introduces an element of uncertainty in impact assessment), 
and cumulative significance ofl'elated actions. 

Environmental jnstice concerns should sensitize EPA 
NEPA analysts to the need to focus analyses on relevant 
contexts. Focusing the analysis may show that potential 
impacts, which are not significant in the NEP A context, are 
particularly disproportionate or particularly severe on 
minority and/or low-income communities. As mentioned 
previously, disprop0l1ionately high and adverse effects 
should trigger the serious consideration of alternatives and 
mitigation actions in coordination with extensive 
community outreach eff0l1s. 

3.2.3 Scoping and Planning 

Scoping consists of identifying and defining the range of 
actions, alternatives and impacts that will be considered in 
an environmental impact statement (40 CFR 1508.25). 
During the scoping phase of the EIS process, EPA must 
consider connected, cumulative and similar actions to the 
proposed action, identify alternatives to the proposed action 
that may mitigate or avoid potential enviromnental 
consequences, and assess potential impacts (direct, indirect, 
and cumulative). A similar planning process is used for 
EAs. 

The identification of environmental justice concerns and 
. the incorporation of these concerns into the scoping 
analysis can have implications for the nature and extent of 
the scoping analysis, the EIS and/or the EA.12l Indian Tribe 
representation in the process should be sought in a manner 
that is consistent with the government-to-government 
relationship between the United States and tribal 
governments, the federal government's trust responsibility 
to federally-recognized tribes, and treaty rights. This will 
help to ensure that the NEP A process is fully utilized to 
address concerns identified by tribes and to enhance 
protection oftribal environments and resources. As defined 
by treaties, statutes, and executive orders, the federal trust 
responsibility may include the protection of tribal 
sovereignty, properties, natural and cultural resources, and 
tribal cultural practices. 

3.2.3.1 Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns into 
EA Development 



If the environmental justice screening analysis does not 
identify minority communities or low-income communities, 
and suggests no dispropOliionately high and adverse effects 
on those communities andlor on tribal resources, then the 
EA and FONSI should describe the analysis and note the 
conclusion. 

Ifthe initial screening analysis identifies an affected 
community that is minority andlor low-income or identifies 
a disproportionately high and adverse effect upon a 
minority community, and/or on tribal resources, or on a 
low-income community, then a smaller scale scoping 
analysis (than that undeliaken for an EIS) should be 
conducted and some level of public participation should be 
designed and implemented to solicit community 
involvement and input, and to develop alternatives and 
mitigation measures. Mitigation measures should be 
developed and alternatives should be crafted so as to allow 
an evaluation of the relative disproportionality of impacts 
across reasonable alternatives. The EA also should include 
a comparative socioeconomic analysis that is scaled and 
tailored to evaluate the potential effects to the minority 
and/or low-income community (i.e., in the case of 
environmental justice concerns, the EA should include 
socioeconomic analyses scaled according to the severity of 
the impacts). 

3.2.3.2 Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in 
. EIS Scoping 

If the environmental effects ofa project are deemed 
significant, the scoping notices (including the notice of 
intent for the EIS) should include a description of the 
results of the environmental justice screening analysis; If 
the results of the screening analysis are negative (i.e., any 
potentially affected population is not a minority community 
or low-income community and the effects are not likely to 
fall disproportionately on a minority andlor low-income 
community, andlor on tribal resources), then the scoping 
notice should state this finding and request additional 
information on whether there may be disproportionately 
high and adverse effects that were overlooked during the 
screening analysis. 

If the environmental justice screening analysis concludes 
that there is a potential for dispropOliionately high and 



adverse effects, then the EPA NEP A analyst should ensure 
tliat the EIS scoping process raises environmental justice 
concerns and that sufficient data and information are 
generated to evaluate these potential effects. Prior to the 
full-scale scoping process, public outreach strategies should 
be developed and implemented. The public participation 
process should be used to define and evaluate 
environmental justice concerns by: 

Consulting with community leaders and members of the 
surrounding communities to seek their assistance in 
identiJYing all minority andlor low-income communities 
that may be affected by the proposed action. 

Consulting with officials in tribal, state and/or local 
government agencies over the environmental and human 
health concerns within the region and who may be familiar 
with the demographics of the affected populations. Where 
environments ofIndian tribes may be affected, agencies 
must consider pertinent treaty, statutory or executive order 
rights and consult with tribal governments in a manner 
consistent with the government-to-government relationship. 

Soliciting information from the local community on 
potential environmental justice issues through public 
participation eff0l1s (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of 
public participation) . 

• Soliciting public comment on environmental issues 
through formal public notice and comment procedures 
tailored to the community (see Chapter 4) . 

• If the proposed activity is deemed significant to warrant 
the development of an EIS, or if the community has raised 
significant concerns to be addressed in an EA, EPA should 
establish a community advisory board to work with EPA in 
the development ofthe respective NEPA documents. 

The public participation efforts designed as part of the 
scoping effort for an EIS should clearly describe any 
environmental justice concerns identified by EPA, and 
should specifically ask the public to suggest alternatives 
and mitigation measures aimed at reducing or avoiding 
disproportionately high and adverse effects. The Agency 
also should design comparative socioeconomic, 
environmental and health analyses of all reasonable 



alternatives and mitigation measures that are tailored andlor 
scaled to evaluate the impacts to the affected minority 
andlor low-income community andlor tribal resources. 

3.2.4 Identification of Affected Resources 

CEQ regulations state that an EIS is required only when 
there is a significant impact on the physical or natural 
environment. Notwithstanding, early in the EA andlor EIS 
process, the EPA NEP A analyst should identify the 
physical environment and all natural resources that could 
be potentially affected by the proposed action and by 
alternative actions. The EPA NEP A analyst should develop 
a full understanding of baseline demographic, 
socioeconomic, and environmental conditions so that a 
comprehensive assessment of the types of impacts that may 
be imposed upon all human and natural resources (e.g., air, 
water, soils, wildlife) can be conducted and an 
understanding of how these impacts may translate into 
human health concerns can be developed. For a detailed 
discussion on how effects to human health and natural 
resources might be determined, please reference Section 
2.2. 

To account for potential environmental justice concerns, 
EPA NEP A analysts should be sensitive to identifying 
whether affected resources are used by a minority or low
income community. In addition, analyses of potential 
effects on all surrounding resources should be focused 
narrowly or specifically toward how potential effects to 
these resources may translate into disproportionately high 
or adverse human health andlor environmental effects on 
minority andlor low income communities. 

The EPA NEP A analyst should use all means available to 
identify pat1icular natural resources that, if affected by the 
proposed action, could have a disproportionately high and 
adverse effect on minority andlor low-income 
communities. In pat1icular, natural resources that support 
subsistence living (e.g., hunting, fishing, gathering) should 
be identified. In addition, Indian Tribes may have treaty
protected resources on or off reservation lands and may 
hold some natural resources sacred due to religious beliefs 
andlor social!ceremonial ties. Alternatives and mitigation 
measures should be explicitly solicited from the affected 
community early in the process, such as during scoping. 



Throughout the process, but especially beginning in this 
phase, the Agency should provide affected communities 
with technical assistance to ensure that the communities 
thoroughly understand the proposed action and have 
meaningful participation and input. All resources that could 
be affected should be thoroughly developed and 
documented. A discussion of all findings should be shared 
with potentially affected communities during public 
pmticipation phases of the NEP A process to ensure full 
disclosure and to solicit additional public comment and 
input. 

3.2.5 Identification of Alternatives 

NEPA and the CEQ regulations require the identification 
and development of a reasonable array of alternatives. In 
addition, CEQ requires that all reasonable alternatives, 
including a "no action" alternative, must be analyzed 
rigorously and objectively. The selection of potential 
alternatives should begin early in the evaluation and, in 
fact, should be patt ofthe scoping process. In addition, if 
environmental justice issues are identified, then alternatives 
should be drawn so as to allow an assessment ofthe 
disproportionate nature of the effects, as well as the 
magnitude of the effects, on the communities of concern. 

An evaluation of potential environmental justice issues 
should be conducted for all reasonable alternatives. In 
addition, for each alternative that may result in potential 
environmental justice concerns, mitigation measures aimed 
specifically at those impacts should be identified and 
analyzed. The results of all analyses of environmental 
justice issues, including study results that identifY no 
environmental justice issues, should be described fully in 
scoping documents, EISs and EAs. All results should be 
fully disclosed during public participation procedures, and 
public comment and input on the analyses and conclusions 
should be solicited. Chapter 2 provides an overview ofthe 
factors that should be evaluated to identifY and define 
potential environmental justice concerns. These factors will 
also be helpful in understanding the need for mitigation or 
additional alternatives and identifying mitigation or 
alternative options. 

The EPA NEPA analyst should keep in mind that the goal 
of identifYing and developing alternatives for mitigating 



disproportionately high and adverse effects is not to 
distribute the impacts proportionally or divert them to a 
non-minority or higher-income community. Instead, 
alternatives should be developed that mitigate or avoid 
effects to both the population at large and any 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or 
low-income communities. In other words, the goal of 
developing reasonable alternatives is not to move the 
impacts around, but to identify viable alternative actions 
that meet program goals and avoid or reduce the 
environmental, socioeconomic, human health andlor 
ecological effects associated with the preferred action. 
Generally, the types of alternatives that may potentially 
lead to the avoidance or reduction of effects include: a) the 
identification of alternate locations or sites where impacts 
to susceptible populations or environments will be avoided; 
b) altering the timing of planned activities or periodic 
emissions to account for seasonal dependencies on natural 
resources; c) the adoption of pollution prevention practices 
and policies to reduce or mitigate emissions andlor impacts; 
d) reducing the size or intensity of an action; and e) taking 
no action. 

3.2.6 Prediction of Environmental Consequences 

CEQ regulations require government agencies to identify, 
predict and describe reasonably foreseeable beneficial as 
well as adverse changes to existing conditions that may 
result from implementing either the proposed action or 
alternative actions. Impacts across alternatives must be 
compared. The prediction and description of potential 
disprop011ionately high and adverse effects must begin 
during the screening and scoping stages ofthe process, as 
noted above. Throughout the NEP A process, environmental 
justice concerns should be identified, disclosed, and 
discussed with affected connnunities. 

In preparing an EIS or EA, ecological and human health 
risk assessments are conducted to identify and evaluate 
potential environmental and human health impacts that may 
be imposed. In addition, interrelated socioeconomic 
impacts that would result from a proposed action and 
alternatives are analyzed. Chapter 5 provides an overview 
of the types of analyses and analytical tools that may be 
used to analyze these issues and approaches that may be 
appropriate to assess disproportionately high and adverse 



effects. Again, throughout the development and public 
disclosure of EPA NEPA analyses and findings, full 
discussions of the analytical process undertaken to identify 
environmental justice concerns and all findings and 
conclusions should be disclosed to and discussed with all 
affected and interested parties. 

In evaluating the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternative actions in an £IS, CEQ regulations 
(40 CFR 1508.25) require EPA to consider: tln'ee types of 
actions (connected actions, cumulative actions, and similar 
actions); three types of alternatives (no action, other 
reasonable course(s) of actions, and mitigation measures 
not in the proposed action); and three types of impacts 
(direct, indirect, and cumulative). Environmental justice 
concerns should be identified and analyzed within the 
context of all actions, alternatives and impacts. Exhibit 4 
provides examples of how environmental justice issues 
could arise and/or be considered for each of these variables. 

3.2.7 Mitigation Measures 

Regulations require that mitigation measures be developed 
to address environmental effects, including cumulative 
impacts, threatened by proposed actions (40 CFR 
1502.l4(f) and 1502.16(h)). In addition, mitigation 
measures should be developed specifically to address 
potential disprop0l1ionately high and adverse effects to 
minority and/or low-income communities. When 
identifying and developing potential mitigation measures to 
address environmental justice concerns, members of the 
affected communities should be consulted. Enhanced 
public participation efforts should also be conducted to 
ensure that effective mitigation measures are identified and 
that the effects of any potential mitigation measures are 
fully analyzed and compared (see Chapter 4). Mitigation 
measures may include a variety of approaches for 
addressing potential effects and balancing the needs and 
concerns of the affected community with the requirements 
of the action or activity. For example, potential mitigation 
measures for addressing disproportionately high and 
adverse effects could include: 

1. Reducing pollutant loadings through changes in 
processes or technologies. 



2. Reducing or eliminating other sources of pollutants or 
impacts to reduce cumulative effects. 

3. Planning for and addressing indirect impacts prior to 
project initiation (e.g., planning for alternative public 
transportation alternatives ifthe project may result in 
increased population growth). 

4. Providing assistance to an affected community to ensure 
that it receives at least its fair'(Le., proportional) share of 
the anticipated benefits of the proposed action (e.g., 
through job training, community infrastructure 
improvements). 

5. Relocating affected communities, upon request or with 
concurrence from the affected individuals. 

6. Establishment of a community oversight committee to 
monitor progress and identifY potential community 
concerns. 

7. Changing the timing of impact-causing actions (e.g., 
noise, pollutant loadings) to reduce effects on minority 
communities or low-income communities. 

8. Conducting medical monitoring on affected communities 
and providing treatment or other responses ifnecessmy. 

If mitigation measures are determined to be necessmy to 
reduce disprop0l1ionately high and adverse effects on 
minority and/or low-income communities, and/or tribal 
resources, then the measures should be committed to in the 
FONSI or ROD. This provides an additional avenue for 
public notice and involvement. Other steps that can be 
considered to ensure that mitigation measures are effective 
and are implemented include the fol1owing: 

• Establishing the mitigation measure as a requirement in 
the permit or authorizing document. 

• Requiring financing at the outset of the project for both 
implementing the measure and monitoring its effectiveness. 
Ensure clearly defined monitoring guidelines are in place. 

• Requiring monitoring reporting, which should be made 
available to the public. 



• Identifying clear consequences and penalties for failure to 
implement effective mitigation measures. 

3.2.8 Decisions 

The two NEP A decision documents identified in CEQ 
regulations are: I) a ROD following an EIS and, 2) a 
FONSI following an EA. All EPA NEP A decision 
documents should include a concise summary of all steps 
undertaken to identify environmental justice concerns and 
the i'esults of those steps. In cases where environmental 
justice concerns are identified, the decision documents 
should fully discuss these concerns, explain all alternatives 
and mitigation options that were analyzed, and explain how 
environmental justice concerns factored into the decision. 
In cases where effects to tribal lands 01' resources have been 
identified and the Indian Tribe and EPA disagree as to the 
preferred alternative or mitigation measures, the Indian 
Tribe may request that the EPA initiate a dispute resolution 
process to resolve this conflict. In addition, public 
participation efforts related to environmental justice 
concerns should be documented in the decision document. 
Finally, mitigation measures that are evaluated, disclosed to 
the public, and chosen in conjunction with the alternative to 
be implemented should be identified and discussed. If no 
concerns are identified, this finding should be stated along 
with the basis of EPA's conclusion. 

4.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Adequate public patticipation is crucial to incorporating 
environmental justice considerations into EPA's NEP A 
actions, both to enhance the quality ofthe analyses and to 
ensure that potentially affected patties are not overlooked 
and excluded from the process. Public participation under 
NEPA involves two-way communications, with EPA 
receiving information, comments, and advice, as well as 
disseminating information on possible approaches, 
analyses, and decisions. This is particularly important when 
there are potential environmental justice issues involved. 
To sMliciently and adequately address potential 
environmental justice concerns and communicate with 
potentially affected communities, the EPA NEPA analyst 
should include one or more persons who are familiar with 
environmental justice issues and appropriate 
communications strategies. It is important that EPA take 



steps to encourage and facilitate more active participation 
by low-.income communities and minority communities in 
its NEPA process. This goal can be accomplished through 
careful identification oftm'get audiences and aggressive 
community outreach beyond the traditional forms. 

There are established procedures for public participation in 
NEP A actions and decision-making processes (as in other 
federal actions). However, these procedures have not . 
always been successful in informing or gaining 
participation by minority communities and low-income 
communities. Although they may be most affected, they 
may be the least informed, simply because ofthe means of 
communications used; this can be for any number of 
obvious reasons, such as language, culture, educational 
level or geographic location. In most cases, relatively 
simple approaches--well within the purview of "standard" 
public participation techniques--can overcome most 
barriers to informing and seeking involvement of interested 
or affected cOlmnunities. This in turn can ensure that 
federal decisions are consistent with Executive Order 
12898 and enhance the actual and perceived fairness of 
federal actions. 

The first subsection below briefly describes public 
pmticipation that is required during the NEP A process by 
CEQ and EPA regulations. The next subsection then 
identifies a number ofthe special concerns and unique 
issues that may arise in addressing environmental justice 
issues, and identifies several mechanisms that may be used 
in EPA's NEP A process to address those special concerns 
and issues. 

4.1 Public Participation Under NEPA 

Public participation is one of the hallmarks ofNEP A, and 
is reflected in CEQ's and EPA's NEP A regulations. 
According to 40 CFR 6.400(a), "EPA shall make diligent 
efforts to involve the public in the environmental review 
process .... " There are several clearly defined steps in public 
participation under NEPA, and these are described below. 

Scoping. CEQ regulations require "scoping" following the 
publication of a notice of intent to prepare an EIS, but 
before the EIS is prepared. CEQ regulations define scoping 
as "an early and open process for determining the scope of 



issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant 
issues related to a proposed action" (40 CFR 1501.7). In 
general, scoping has three broad purposes: identifYing 
public and agency concerns with a proposed action, 
defining issues and alternatives to be examined in detail, 
and saving time by ensuring that relevant issues are 
identified early and drive the analyses (see 40 CFR 
1500.4(g), 1500.5(d». A public meeting is held during 
scoping, with notice ofthe meeting made in the Federal 
Register, local newspapers, and utilizing other means of 
announcing public meetings, depending on case-specific 
circumstances. 

Scoping for EAs is not addressed in either CEQ or EPA 
regulations. In practice, EA scoping can range from a 
process more or less identical to that used for EISs, to 
relatively minimal involvement of outside parties. 

CEQ has indicated that the scoping process ends "once the 
issues and alternatives to be addressed in the EIS have been 
clearly identified," usually "during the final stages of 
preparing the draft EIS ... " (CEQ "Guidance Regarding 
NEPA Regulations"). It is emphasized that public 
pmticipation does not end here, but continues throughout 
the NEPA process, as described below, and even beyond. 

Public review ofEISs aud EAs. As with scoping, CEQ 
and EPA NEPA regulations clearly specifY the means by 
which the public is involved in reviewing draft and final 
EISs. EPA regulations require at least one public meeting 
on all draft EISs (40 CFR 6.400(c», The meeting is 
generally announced in the Federal Register and in local 
newspapers and by other means. Regulations also provide 
other means of soliciting comments and information. 
Comments must be solicited ii'om other appropriate federal, 
tribal, state, and local agencies, and from the public, 
specifically including a request for comments fi'om "those 
persons or organizations who may be interested 01' 

affected" (40 CFR 1 503.1 (a)(4». 

EPA then has to consider and address all comments 
received on the draft EIS in preparing the final EIS, and 
final EISs must include responses to comments. As with 
draft EISs, final EISs are noticed in the Federal Register 
and elsewhere. Again, interested parties may submit 
comments on final EISs prior to EPA's final decisions. 



EAs must be made available to the public (40 CFR 1506.6: 
C.E.Q. 40 Questions, #38). A combination of methods may 
be used to provide notice of availability; the methods 
should be tailored to the needs of patticulai' cases. 
Traditionally there has been limited public involvement 
before and during EA preparation by EPA unless there is a 
question of significance (i.e., some qnestion as to whether 
an EIS is necessary) or some particular public interest. 

Public review of RODs and FONSIs. Records of Decision 
on EISs must be disseminated to all those who commented 
on the draft or final EIS (40 CFR 6.400(e)). No public 
review is required prior to or after issuance of the ROD. 
Findings of No Significant Impact on EAs, in contrast, 
must be made available forpublic review before they 
become effective (40 CFR 6.400(d)), and this involves at 
least local notice and advertising. The FONSI and 
"attendant publication" must state that comments 
disagreeing with the decision may be submitted, and any 
such comments must be considered by EPA (40 CFR 
6.400(d)). 

4.2 Mechanisms to Enhance Participation 

The public participation provision in Executive Order 
12898 and its accompanying memorandum are designed to 
ensure that there is adequate and effective communication 
between federal decision makers and affected low-income 
communities and minority communities. This is consistent 
with the NEP A mandate to involve the public. The 
involvement of low-income communities and/or minority 
communities, however, presents some challenges to what 
has come to be the "normal" pattern of formal public 
patticipation under NEPA. III order to establish trust with 
all types of stakeholders, interaction with the affected 
community should: 

• Encourage active community participation. 

• Recognize community knowledge. 

• Utilize cross-cultural formats and exchanges. 

In all cases where EPA's initial screening indicates that 
there is a potential for disproportionately high and adverse 
effects on low-income and/or minority communities, the 



Agency should make a concerted effort to identify 
stakeholders in the affected community and include the 
following groups and organizations in theil' outreach 
efforts: 

• Environmental organizations and agencies 

• Minoi'ity businesses, associations and trade organizations 

• Civic associations and public interest groups 

• Grassroots/community-based social service organizations 

• Federal elected officials and agencies 

• Homeowners' or tenants' associations, neighborhood 
watch groups and resident organizations 

• Labor unions and organizations 

• State and local elected officials and agencies 

• News media, the Internet and other electronic media 

• Tribal governments and Tribal organizations 

• Religious groups and organizations 

• Libraries, vocational and other schools, colleges and 
universities 

• Medical community 

• Legal aid providers 

• Rural cooperatives 

• Civil rights organizations 

• Senior citizen's groups 

Other sources of advice are ethnic and cultural-based 
environmental justice networks (e.g., Indigenous 
Environmental Network, Southwest Network for 
Environmental and EconomicJustice, Southern Organizing 
Committee). The People a/Color Environmental Groups 



DirectorfiPl is a valuable major source of information on 
such local groups and individuals. Similarly, Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities, Tribal Colleges and 
Universities or other higher education institutions located 
in areas with or serving predominantly minority or low
income areas, may be able to assist EPA in designing (and 
participating in) public participation strategies. Exhibit 5 
identifies a number ofpm1icular communications 
challenges and possible approaches to overcoming these 
challenges in addressing environmental justice issues. 
These should be supplemented by case-specific advice--on 
challenges and on solutions--that are solicited from local 
experts and others familiar with both the proposed action 
and the affected community. 

Exhibit 5. Communications Issues of Particular Concern in Low-Income andlor 

- MinorityCommnnities 

Challenge . j Possible Approaches to Overcoming 

Language or I' Provide assistance to hearing or sight impaired individuals 

Communication barriers ' Provide simultaneous translation of meetings 

, Use local translators where possible 

, Translate key documents in entirety (notices, summaries, 
etc.) 

, Establish "comment line" (e.g., 800 number) for callers to 
leave recorded comments 

, Advertise meetings/process in alternative-language medium 

, Design communication strategy to reach all segments of 

I population 

, Use facilitate4 meeting rather than conventional stand-up 
comments to encourage comments -

Distance to meeting or ' Arrange for "comment line" (e.g., 800 number) to provide 
inconvenient access (e.g., remote access to meeting or to allow callers to leave recorded 
rural or cross-town) comments 

'Arrange for telephone tie-in from several locations (e.g., 
I from several schools, religious centers) 

----.J 



I
i. Hold series of shorter meetings (down to 1-2 hours each) in 
mUltiple locations 

• Arrange for alternative transportation (possibly through 
proponent) 

I· Ensure location is accessible to public transportation and 

I 
identify itinerary in notices 

, • Use local cable-channel broadcast with telephone call-in 

• Have proponent provide transportation vouchers 

• Seek advice oflocal groups/individuals 

• Arrange for satellite link-up (perhaps funded by proponent) 
fc~~~~C~~~~----, , . -- M_ - - ,,-

Unfamiliar surroundings I" Use schools or other local facilities including religious 
(government buildings, centers, churches, temples, mosques· 
luxury hotel, etc.) 

Outside normal EPA 
communications loops 
(Le., Federal Register, 
newspapers) 

• Have several smaller decentralized meetings, including 
I open-air meetings (possibly with tent backup) in season 

• Seek advice from local groups/individuals 

I. Use local facilitator 

, 

• Establish "comment line" (e.g., 800 number) foi· callers to 
leave recorded comments or to participate from remote 
locations -

• Use pro-active approach to identify stakeholder (both groups 

I 
and affected individuals). Consult with local advocates/public 
interest groups to identify outreach mechanisms and refer to 
the People of Color Environmental Groups Directory. 

.' Disseminate information through alternative media 
I (neighborhood organization newsletters, religious centers, 
! fliers, local cable access channel, local radio broadcasts, etc.). 

I 
I· Co-sponsor public meetings with local community groups to 
I nurture trust and credibility. 

j
. Make announcements to those on the mailing list; make 
follow-up phone calls to encourage attendance. 

I 
.1: Direct·consultation with tribalgovernmellts and public 



d Jlmeetings at tribal facilities or on/near tribal lands. 

Format of Meetings • Use town hall type meetings. 

; • Avoid "panel of experts" 

• Use small fOC~IS-groUp seminars or workshops. 

, 
• Use community "experts" and comments as part of 
communication strategy 

, • Seek advice of local groups. 

• Use a trained facilitator who is sensitive to environmental 
ustice issues. 

~ 

Schedule conflicts (Le., • Conduct personal interviews using audio or video recording 
conflict with working devices 
hours, working days) 

• Hold after-hours and/or weekend meetings or sessions 

• Hold meetings on successive days 

• Hold mUltiple shorter meetings at diverse times/days 

• Establish "comment line" (e.g., 800 number) for callers to 

J 
leave recorded comments 

• Arrange for child-care (possibly funded by proponent) 
~ ..................• ~ 

Technically complex I • Provide sufficient background explanations beyond the 
issues usual means 

" Use plain language in meetings and printed material , 

• Seek advice oflocal groups/individuals 

• Provide hands-on demonstrations/participation (e.g., tours of 
similar facilities/locations) 

• Use visual presentations (e.g.,pictures, videos) 

• Provide two-way communication - Q & A 

• Use background summary rep0l1s, fact sheets, and abstracts 

I'; Provide technical and/or financial assistance to community, 
J local organization, and/or tribal government to review, .. 



"" 

~al~ate, and comment on the NEP A documents a~d pro~ide 
" meaningful input throughout the NEPA process." " 

Trust j. Clearly present goals ofNEPA, the proposed action, the 
public involvement process, and what is expected to be gained 
from the process 

• Do not oversell: present uncertainties and limitations 

• Goals should be wl'itten and in clear language 

• Present experiences and track record, successes andfailures 

EPA-anticipated impacts and community perceptions of 
those impacts (and their fairness) can be very different, so 
both must be considered. When perceptions are the 
concern, an effOlt to involve and inform the community can 
go a long way toward building confidence that EPA's 
analyses and actions are well-intended and balanced. When 
actual impacts (i.e., disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects) are the concern, the 
participation can serve to educate the Agency and help 
identify the means to identify alternatives and/or mitigate 
the impacts. 

Although EPA and CEQ public participation regulations 
focus primarily on public meetings, there are other 
mechanisms that can also facilitate public input. Once 
community leaders and stakeholders have been identified 
and a dialogue established, a mailing list should be 
assembled so that information can be sent to this group, as 
well as formal announcements of a public meeting. 

Another mechanism for providing information to the public 
is the establishment of information repositories which are 
accessible to members of the affected community. 
Locations can include libraries, churches, community 
centers, etc. Technical documents should contain a 
summary wl~tten to the lay public and translated, if 
necessary, into the dominant language of the affected 
community. 

Meaningful public participation is based on the proposition 
that people should have a say in decisions which affect 
their lives in a significant way. Thus, for the public 
patticipation process to be effective, it must: 



• Seek out and facilitate the involvement ofthose 
potentially affected; 

• Contain the implicit commitment by decision makers to 
seriously consider the input of the public; and 

• Communicate to participants how their advice was or was 
not utilized. 

Minority communities and low-income communities are no 
different than any other in that there are nearly as many 
opinions as there are people. Thus, it is important not to 
focus exclusively on one mechanism (or one person or one 
group) for disseminating or soliciting information. Rather, 
it is impOltant to use as many avenues as possible to solicit 
participation and to disseminate information. For example, 
when there are formal or informal representatives that 
purpOlt to speak for a wider population, it is always 
advisable to seek divergent opinions. 

Dr. Robert Bullard, Director of the School of Arts and 
Sciences at Clark Atlanta University, provides a framework 
for public participation when addressing environmental 
justice concerns during the NEPA process. Dr. Bullard 
points out that effective public invo lvement strategies have 
foUl' common characteristics: inclusiveness, representation, 
parity, and communication. Inclusiveness refers to the 
assurance that all affected communities and stakeholders 
are represented and involved in the decision-making 
process. In terms of representation, he points out that it is 
crucial that the persons who are representing a specific 
community or stakeholder group truly reflect that 
community's, stakeholder's, and constituent's views, values, 
and norms. Parity involves all stakeholder groups having 
equal opportunity and capacity to provide input and full 
pmticipation, as well as an equal voice in the decision
making process. Dr. Bullard further points out that an 
effective communications strategy accounts for different 
groups weighing and acting upon government actions and 
policies differently. An effective communications strategy 
recognizes, respects, and values cultural diversity of 
commt\nities and stakeholders that represent a specific race, 
ethnic group, gender, age, geographic region, and a host of 
other characteristics. 



As mentioned above, a recommended approach to ensure 
adequate public participation by minority andlor low
income communities when the screening analysis indicates 
there may be disproportionately high and adverse effects is 
to include a person familiar with environmental justice 
public participation issues on the "project review team." 
CEQ "Guidance Regarding NEPA Regulations" 
recommends that an interagency project review team be 
used when appropriate, with the team functioning as a 
source of information, a coordination mechanism, and an 
expert review team. When environmental justice issues 
must be faced, the review team should consult with the 
local community (including but not limited to organized 
groups concerned with environmental justice) during and 
following scoping, and should provide specialized expeltise 
to EIS preparers. 

The following are additional mechanisms for enhancing 
participation in the NEPA process: I) allow public review 
of RODs; 2) government-to-government consultation with 
tribal governments, including formal requests for Indian 
Tribes to seek participation as cooperating agencies; 3) 
Community Advisory Boards for the development of 
NEPA documents; 4) community consultants; and 5) 
technical assistance to affected communities to enhance 
understanding of proposed action, technical documents, and 
full range of potential alternatives and mitigation measures. 

In general, the effort expended in actively soliciting 
community involvement after the initial screening process 
should reflect the potential significance of the effects. As 
noted above, however, there should be some effOlt to 
communicate with stakeholders in all cases, including EAs, 
where the screening analysis identifies potential 
dispropOltionately high and adverse effects. Although the 
health or enviromnental impacts analyzed in EAs may not 
be "significant," from the NEP A standpoint, they may be 
perceived as significant by affected patties. Although this 
concern would not trigger an EIS, it should trigger more 
EIS-like scoping and public patticipation prior to and 
following EA preparation. To the extent practicable and 
consistent with regulations, an EIS-like public patticipation 
process should be undeltaken for EAs when. social or 
economic impacts will be or are perceived to be substantial, 
even when the impacts are not expected to be significant. 



5.0 METHODS AND TOOLS FOR IDENTIFYING 
AND ASSESSING 

DISPROPORTIONATELY HIGH AND ADVERSE 
EFFECTS 

A fundamental step for incorporating environmental justice 
concems into EPA NEP A compliance activities is 
identifying minority and/or low-income communities that 
may bear dispropoliionately high and adverse effects as a 
result of a proposed action. Once these minority and/or 
low-income communities are identified and located, the 
potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects to 
these communities must be assessed. It is important to 
tmderstand where such communities are located and how 
the lives and livelihoods of members of these communities 
may be impacted by proposed and alternative actions. 
Minority communities and low-income communities are 
likely to be dependent upon their surrounding environment 
(e.g., subsistence living), more susceptible to pollution and 
environmental degradation (e.g., reduced access to health 
care), and are often less mobile or transient than other 
populations (e.g., unable to relocate to avoid potential 
impacts). Each of these factors can contribute to minority 
and/or low-income communities bearing disproportionately 
high and adverse effects. Therefore, developing an 
understanding of where these communities are located and 
how they may be particularly impacted by government 
actions should be a fundamental aspect of the EA and EIS 
development process. 

Currently, EAs and EISs generally evaluate and compare 
potential environmental, ecological, economic and/or 
human health risk impacts among and between broadly 
defined affected areas and populations. Potential impacts to 
smaller populations, individual communities, 
neighborhoods, census tracts, or environments (e.g., single 
lake or watershed within a larger affected area) are not 
generally isolated, or disassociated from total impacts. 

Minority and/or low-income communities are often 
concentrated in small geographical areas within the larger 
geographically andlor economically defined population 
center targeted for study. Minority communities and low
income communities may comprise a very small percentage 
of the total population andlor geographical area. Therefore, 



the assumptions and inputs used in conjunction with 
traditional analytical tools for studying potential impacts 
under NEPA, and the results of the analyses, may not fully 
reflect the impacts that may be borne by these smaller 
communities or populations. An analysis of 
disprop011ionate impacts will develop an understanding of 
how the total potential impacts vary across individual 
communities. This allows analysts to identifY and 
understand what portion of the total impacts may be borne 
by minority or low-income communities, to assess whether 
they are disprop011ionately high and adverse, and to 
develop alternatives and mitigation measures if necessary. 

As described in Chapter 3, the first step in identifYing the 
potential for environmental justice concerns is to 
characterize the population affected by the proposed action 
in terms of racial and ethnic composition and in terms of 
relative income distribution. The composition of the 
population should then be compared to the characteristics 
of the population (e.g., percentage of minority populations 
residing near a proposed project versus the percentage of 
minority populations located within a single or multiple
county area surrounding the proposed project). Populations 
surrounding the proposed project should be characterized in 
tel'ms of income distribution levels, as well as in terms of 
racial and ethnic diversity.' 

Many of the potential effects that may be borne by minority 
andlor low-income communities may be analyzed or 
assessed using the same analytical tools that are currently 
used in the development ofEAs and EISs. However, once a 
potential environmental justice issue is identified, these 
tools may need to be modified or more likely, the scope of 
the analyses may need to be narrowed to focus on a smaller 
affected area 01' population. 

Several types of analytical tools are cUl'rently available and 
are being refined andlor modified to assist analysts and 
decision makers in identifYing potential environmental 
justice concerns and assessing potentially 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and 
low-income communities. The following sections provide 
an overview of some of the available tools and the types of 
analyses that may be useful for identifYing and assessing 
disproportionately high and adverse effects (by evaluating 
both total effects and effects on a smaller scale). It is not an 



exhaustive listing of available tools, since many tools for 
identitying and assessing environmental justice concerns 
are still being developed, and it is not meant to promote or 
endorse one type of tool or analysis over any other. The 
application of any tool is dependent upon the type of study, 
the particular attributes of the area under study, and the 
data available to unde11ake the study. 

5.1 Locationalillistl'ibutionai Tools 

Maps, aerial photographs, and geographical information 
systems (GIS) can be used to locate geographical areas 
where potential environmental justice issues may exist. 
Local maps and aerial photographs may provide a "snap 
shot," or general overview, of the locations of minority or 
low-income populations or communities and the proximity 
of the proposed project to these populations or 
communities. They also can identity key natural resources 
that may be affected. Although such tools are relatively 
simplistic, they may be useful for identitying distinct 
communities within a geographical area surrounding a 
candidate site, and for identitying clusters offacilities or 
sites that may contribute to cumulative impacts to a given 
region or community. By consulting maps or photographs 
that depict the locations of minority or low-income 
communities, as well as maps ofthe same geographical 
area that depict the locations of hazardous waste facilities, 
Superfund sites, Toxics Release Inventory facility sites, 
andlor wastewater discharges, analysts and EPA decision 
makers can gain a general understanding ofthe spatial 
relationships between the proposed project and the 
surrounding communities. These tools can assist the EPA 
NEPA analyst in identitying existing sources of 
environmental pollution and their proximity to minority 
and/or low-income communities. 

By consulting maps or photographs that depict the locations 
of minority or low-income communities, as well as maps of 
the same geographical area that depict the locations of 
hazardous waste facilities, Superfund sites, Toxics Release 
Inventory facility sites, andlor wastewater discharges, 
analysts and EPA decision makers can gain a general 
understanding of the spatial relationships between the 
proposed project and the surrounding communities. Aerial 
photographs can be used to effectively depict the 
boundaries of an identified community and the spatial 



relationship that exists between the community and natural 
resources and known pollutant sources. 

Geographic information systems provide a much more 
powerful tool for identifYing and locating populations of 
concern. GIS technologies are useful for characterizing 
environmental justice issues by identifYing the locations of 
minority communities that potentially may be affected by 
proposed actions and providing a visual understanding of 
how potential impacts may be distributed within a 
geographical area. GIS provides the technology for 
displaying and overlaying locational information and 
population and site characterization infOlmation on one or 
more maps. GIS allows for the visual display of vast 
amounts of spatially oriented information. In addition, GIS 
systems can be used to display alternative "what if" 
scenarios and provide for relatively quick and easy general 
comparisons of the potential impacts presented by 
alternative locations. 

Several EPA Headquarters and Regional offices are using 
andlor investigating the use of GIS technologies for 
identifYing and analyzing environmental justice issues. GIS 
systems such as ARCINFO and Landview II are geographic 
references or computerized atlases. These systems can 
create maps using digitized geographical boundary files 
such as the U.S. Census Bureau TIGER/Line '92 files, and 
other commercially available digitized boundary files (e.g., 
zip code boundaries, county boundaries, water body 
boundaries) to display locational information and 
geographical areas. GIS systems also can incorporate, and 
graphically display on computer-generated maps, other 
population and demographic information that is available in 
digitized format. Landview II includes 1990 demographic 
and economic data from the Bureau of Census, including 
population and housing characteristics and summary 
information on income, education levels, employment, 
race, and age. The census data are available in two 
databases, STFIA and STF3A, which contain digitized data 
files. The census databases are then spatially linked to the 
TIGER files that contain geographic and political 
boundaries. Each county in the census database is divided 
into several census tracts that are subdivided into census 
blocks. The blocks are aggregated into block groups 
containing between 250 to 550 housing units. This level of 
data aggregation allows the user to identifY locations of 



relatively small, homogeneous communities and to 
visualize, on the computer screen, the relative proximity of 
these communities to the proposed project and mitigation 
activities. 

GIS allows users to easily display, on a single map, general 
locational and demographic information (e.g., zip code 
boundaries, proposed facility site locations, pollutant 
concentrations, income level, ethnic background, 
population density). GIS also will allow a user to display 
data in terms of policy or decision criteria. For example, 
income distribution data for individual census tracts may be 
segregated by percent of population below the poverty level 
(e.g., census blocks shaded differently to correspond to 
areas where 0 - 25 percent of the population is below the 
poverty level, 25 - 50 percent is below the poverty level, 
etc.). GIS also can integrate additional census infOlmation 
on education, employment, race, and age to produce 
graphic depictions of all of this information on a single map 
to obtain a comprehensive profile ofthe communities 
surrounding the pl'Oposed project. More than one project 
can be displayed on it single map to allow for a comparison 
of population characteristics surrounding the pl'Oposed 
project. Again, the fnaps generated by the GIS are useful 
tools for identifying minority and/or low-income 
communities that should be targeted for futlher study due 
to potential environmental justice concerns. 

Although the availability of census demographic 
information in digitized format can significantly enhance 
NEPA analytical capabilities, and can be particularly useful 
for environmental justice analyses, the EPA NEPA analyst 
should keep in mind that there are limitations associated 
with the accuracy of census information due to the manner 
in which the data are collected and tabulated. Census data 
are useful for screening analyses, but results should always 
be validated through public participation mechanisms, 
other data sources, or by touring the community and talking 
with local officials and community leaders. 

Many other types of information pertinent to NEPA project 
evaluations also are available for use in GIS systems. For 
example, EPA has made available portions ofthe Toxics 
Release Inventory (TRI) database (including facility 
locations), the Biennial Reporting System (BRS) database, 
the Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS), the 



CERCLA hlfonnation System (CERCLIS), and the Permit 
Compliance System (PCS), in digitized data files for use in 
GIS applications. DOT's chemicals in transit information is 
also available for GIS applications. 

To enhance the applicability of GIS technologies to NEP A 
assessments, including the assessment of potential 
cumulative impacts from existing and proposed projects, 
the geographical and demographic information provided in 
Census databases can be integrated with other available 
EPA information (e.g., facilities located within pat1icular 
zip codes or counties that reported releases or emissions of 
a particular chemical in TRI reports, locations ofNPL sites, 
etc.) and integrated with other NEPA factors using 
digitized data sets on soils, power lines, roads, streams, 
sources of electricity, locations of tlu'eatened and· 
endangered species, and existing archaeological sites. 
These additional data sets are readily available from the 
U.S. Forest Service, the U.S. Geological Survey, the 
Department of Commerce, and state and local government 
agencies. Additional maps depicting community-specific 
issues (e.g., locations of subsistence farmers and locations 
of water bodies supporting subsistence fishing activities) 
also can be compiled, digitized and incorporated into a GIS 
system to further depict and analyze more specific 
environmental justice issues and concerns. 

Other GIS, or computer mapping, systems that may 
enhance NEPA analyses of environmental justice concerns 
include CAMEO (Computer-Aided Management of 
Emergency Operations), ALOHA (Aerial Locations of 
Hazardous Atmospheres) and AILESP (American Indian 
Lands Environmental Support Project). CAMEO includes 
chemical-specific information, facility-specific information 
from EPA's Chemical Inventory database and TRI 
database, and transp0l1ation information. CAMEO 
integrates MARPLOT, a mapping application tool that 
generates maps from U.S. Bureau of Census TIGER files. 
ALOHA is a modeling tool for estimating the movement 
and dispersion of gases and estimating pollutant 
concentrations downwind from the source of a potential 
spill or emission. ALOHA files can be saved and used in a 
format compatible with CAMEO. AILESP includes 
permitted facilities on or near Indian lands from various 
EPA databases (e.g., AIRS, BRS, NCDB, PCS, RCRIS, 
TRI, CERCLIS), pounds of chemicals released, 1994 spill 



and one time release data, pesticide use by county, toxic 
weighting factors for TRI chemicals, two year inspection 
and compliance information, 1990 population and census 
statistics, and stream reaches with fish advisories, 
contaminated sediments and contaminated fish tissue. 

5.2 Ecological and Human Health Risk Assessments 

Executive Order 12898 provides for agencies to determine 
if a proposed action will result in disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority or low-income populations. 
Due to the fact that the characteristics of these populations 
may differ significantly fi'om the characteristics ofthe 
larger affected population, analyses should address both the 
minority or low-income population and the comparison 
populations. See Chapter 2 for a discussion of the 
environmental and socioeconomic factors that should be 
considered in identifying and assessing disproportionately 
high and adverse effects. ' 

EPA has a formal risk analysis process which consists of 
two related, but separate, processes: risk assessment and 
risk management. Risk assessment characterizes the 
likelihood for a chemical or substance to cause adverse 
health effects to humans and can provide a means for 
assessing the possible impacts on a population, if exposure 
occurs. Risk assessment provides an estimate of the 
probability that human exposure to a chemical agent will 
result in an adverse health effect to the exposed individual, 
or an estimate ofthe incidence of the effect upon an 
exposed population. Risk management is the process 
whereby it is decided what actions are appropriate, given an 
estimate of potential risks and due consideration to other 
relevant factors. Information developed in the risk 
assessment process is used to guide decision makers in 
determining the appropriate action to take within the risk 
management process. When making risk management 
decisions in the context of environmental justice concerns, 
a number of factors should be considered along with human 
health risk calculations or evaluations. These include social 
concerns, economic concerns, and acceptance of the 
proposed action by the affected communities. Within the 
context of risk management, there is an opportunity to 
consider relevant environmental justice issues. In the risk 
management process, decisions are made regarding 
acceptable levels of exposure and risk. 



Risk assessment, as conducted by EPA, conforms to the 
Agency's published guidelines that include four distinct 
parts: Hazard Identification, Dose-Response Analysis, 
Exposure Assessment, and Risk Characterization. These 
four parts provide the analytical tools for identifying 
disproportionately high and adverse effects. During the risk 
management process, criteria must be developed to guide 
the weighing of information. These criteria provide the 
basis for risk-based decisions with regard to 
dispropOltionately high and adverse effects. For example, 
risk assessments usually do not account for exposure traits 
ofracial and ethnic groups or accurately account for actual 
environmental harm to human health where the population 
density is low (e.g., rural communities, Indian Country). 
Human activity patterns governed by customs, social class, 
and ethnic and racial cultures may be introduced and 
considered during the risk management process to allow for 
the identification of disproportionately high and adverse 
effects. 

To ensure that environmental justice concerns are 
considered within the risk management process, risk 
assessments should be conducted to determine exposure 
pathways and potential effects and the affected community 
should be involved in the development and implementation 
ofthe process. This can then be overlaid with information 
obtained from locational analyses using GIS and census 
data during the risk management process to identiJy 
minority or low-income populations that are located within 
the identified exposure pathways. Racial, ethnic, and 
cultural information can then be used to further refine the 
risk management process to account for disproportionately 
high and adverse effects. 

To enhance the analysis of dispropOltionately high and 
adverse effects within EPA's health assessment studies, 
several efforts are underway to make relevant health and 
exposure information available to these studies. EPA's 
Office of Research and Development is currently 
developing the National Human Exposure Assessment 
Survey (NHEXAS). This survey is designed to generate a 
human exposure database to address some ofthe 
geographic and demographic questions relevant to 
environmental justice issues.NHEXAS will address 
exposure concerns by providing information on the 
magnitude, extent, and causes of human exposure. 



EPA's Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation is 
currently developing an environmental justice database that 
will integrate health effects data from the National Health 
and Nutrition Examination Survey III (NHANES-III), 
demographic data from the 1990 Census, environmental 
data fi'om air monitoring stations, and the Toxic Release 
Inventory database. This database integration will assist 
EPA staff in developing disease correlations with air 
exposure data in high impact populations. 

Ecological assessments conducted as components ofEAs 
and EISs generally involve identifYing the natural resources 
(e.g., air, water, soils) that will be used by proposed project 
or activity and the potentially affected environments (e.g., 
watersheds, wetlands, wildlife habitats) that may be 
impacted by the proposed project (including alternatives). 
After a general cataloging and description of the 
surrounding environmental and ecological resources is 
compiled, the potential changes and impacts of the 
proposed action and alternative actions are assessed. Often, 
these analyses do not fully substantiate the beneficial or 
adverse effects on the surrounding geographical area or 
communities within the area. Instead, impacts may be 
described generally, with an assumption that they are 
distributed equally across all communities or residents 
within the affected region or area. As a consequence, the 
analysis may overlook or ignore environmental justice 
concerns. If adverse impacts are not quantified, then special 
consideration should be given to whether potential impacts 
could be borne by minority communities or low-income 
communities residing within the larger area and, if 
necessary, separate analyses should be designed and 
conducted to assess this. As discussed above, GIS systems 
can sometimes be used to identifY such populations and to 
characterize the enviromuents where the populations reside. 
In addition, county and state planning agencies and housing 
authorities may be useful sources of information for 
characterizing the unique aspects and vulnerabilities of 
these populations .. 

If enviromuental, ecological, or human health impacts to 
the affected geographical area are quantified, the 
distribution of such impacts should be assessed. The study 
should attempt to estimate the proportion of impacts borne 
by low-income and/or minority populations within the area 
of a project's impact compared to the general population in 



and around the project, or the project's region of influence. 
While traditional risk modeling may not always be used in 
the NEP A process, impact assessments and risk 
management tools should be tailored to reflect the 
characteristics of these communities and study assumptions 
should reflect the characteristics ofthe individuals residing 
in low-income communities and minority-populated 
communities (i.e., model assumptions should reflect the 
general health ofthese individuals and their general living 
conditions and unique locations relative to pollutant 
sources). When tailoring risk management tools to consider 
the distribution of impacts to low-income and/or minority 
communities, differential patterns of subsistence 
consumption of natural resources should be considered, 
including differences in rates of consumption for fish, 
vegetation, water, and wildlife among ethnic groups and 
among cultures. Further, it should be recognized that land 
and water resources not predominantly used by the general 
popUlation may be important sources of consumption, 
economy, cultural use, and/or recreation for minority 
and/or low-income communities. Degradation of these 
resources may result in direct and disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority and/or low-income 
communities. 

5.3 Socioeconomic Analyses 

The analysis and understanding of potential socioeconomic 
impacts is also important. CEQ regulations note that 
economic or social effects alone do not trigger an EIS (40 
CFR §1508.14). However, if environmental justice 
concerns are identified during the screening analysis or 
during the development of an EA, the potential interrelated 
socioeconomic impacts to both the total affected population 
(or a "control" population) and to the low-income andlor 
minority communities of concern should be evaluated, to 
the extent practicable. Cultural or Social Impact 
Assessments are additional tools that can be used for 
analyzing specific socioeconomic impacts to a community 
that shares a common cultural or spiritual environment. 

In the development ofEAs and EISs, deterministic models 
are generally used to predict potential impacts that a 
particular action may have upon particular economic 
indicators (e.g., the level of employment and changes to 
income distribution or propeIiy values) for the community 



surrounding the proposed project. Standard models provide 
for analyses ofthe potential effects that an action may have 
upon the local economy in both the shOJi term, due to 
transient or temporary activities (e.g., construction, facility 
planning and startup activities), and the long term, due to 
sustained impacts to the area (e.g., permanent employment 
oppOJ'tunities, reduction in housing quality, degradation of 
existing environment). Generally, NEPA modeling 
activities measure potential shifts in indicators such as 
income distribution and employment levels across general 
income distribution categories (e.g., percentage change in 
annual income to portion of affected population earning 
less than $15,000, between $15,000 to $20,000, etc.). 
Standard socioeconomic models also can be used to predict 
impacts that proposed actions and alternatives may have 
upon available housing stock, housing quality, and property 
values. 

Generally, standard socioeconomic models are employed to 
predict shifts and changes in particular socioeconomic 
indicators such as employment, income levels, and housing 
quality upon a large geographical area or population center, 
often a standard, pre-defined economic trade area. The data 
and information provided as inputs to the model and 
assumptions made in employing the model (including 
economic conditions and multipliers) broadly characterize 
the entire population of the large geographical area or 
population center sUlTounding the proposed project. The 
results of these modeling efforts may include potential 
impacts to various categories within the overall population 
characterized by income level OJ' by housing category. 
However, these models generally do not allow (or at least 
have not been used so as to allow) for a distributional 
analysis of potential impacts to specific communities, 
individual populations, or to small geographical areas. 

To predict or characterize more accurately the potential 
disproportionately high and adverse effects to minority or 
low-income communities and account for potential 
environmental justice concerns, standard socioeconomic 
models currently used for EAs and EISs may have to be 
modified or specifically tailored to account for an array of 
. new variables, such as subsistence living, treaty-protected 
resources, cultural use of natural resources, sacred sites, 
dependence on public transit, community cohesion, and a 
relatively unskilled labor base. Environmental justice issues 



and concerns may be integrated into some traditional 
socioeconomic analyses by first employing scoping 
activities and screening tools to identify potential minority 
andlor low-income communities prior to the employment 
of specific modeling techniques. It then may be possible to 
tailor modeling assumptions and input data on specific 
populations or targeted communities, rather than apply 
standard modeling techniques to large economic trade areas 
or standard metropolitan areas and using average input 
parameters that may not reflect adequately the 
characteristics of minority or low-income communities 
(i.e., alter model assumptions to characterize the population 
affected by the environmental justice concern, rather then 
characterize the average individual in the entire study area). 
As noted above, Census databases contain demographic 
information (e.g., income levels, race, age, employment 
levels) at the census tract and census block levels. Other 
potential sources of information include tribal, state and 
local planning agencies, and state housing, commerce, and 
welfare agencies. EPA analysts should keep in mind that 
some information on the characteristics of local 
communities and environments may be available only from 
community leaders, local government offices, and/or 
members ofthe community. Some information may be 
available from transcripts of public concerns raised at 
hearings for other government projects within the same 
region. In some cases, analysts may need to conduct 
interviews oflocal community leaders and members of the 
targeted population. 

One option for modifying or tailoring socioeconomic 
analyses to identify and evaluate environmental justice 
concerns is to develop index or ranking systems for 
identifying and scoring potential disproportionately high 
and adverse effects to minority and/or low-income 
communities. Such an index or ranking system could be 
applied to specifically defined or targeted areas and used as 
a screening tool to identify environmental justice concerns 
in connnunities surrounding one 01' more candidate 
locations. Candidate locations that result in high index 
scores or rankings can either be dropped fl'om 
consideration, targeted for additional and more thorough 
socioeconomic and risk analyses to investigate further 
potential disproportionately high and adverse effects, or 
development of additional alternative actions 01' projects 
designed to mitigate identified impacts. 



An environmental justice screening index may be as simple 
as defining several levels 01' categories of potential impacts 
(e.g., changes in employment levels, changes in income 
levels, and changes in overall health levels) or defining and 
scoring several socioeconomic indicators (e.g., dependence 
on subsistence farming or fishing, percent of population 
below pove11y level, average property value) and weighing 
each category of impact as to its imp0l1ance to contributing 
to environmental justice issues. Decision criteria (e.g., 
undertake further detailed social impact analyses, drop 
candidate location from consideration) could then be set for 
different ranges of index scores or rankings. The index also 
may combine preliminary information on potential 
economic impacts with information on other potential 
impacts (e.g., environmental degradation, air emissions) to 
assign decision criteria for additional targeted analyses or 
studies. 

EPA Region 6(Jl) developed a relatively sophisticated 
ranking scheme to determine whether an environmental 
justice indicator exists. The fonllula provides a means for 
determining whether an environmental justice situation 
exists and includes factors such as population exposed, 
degree of impact and degree of vulnerability. 

Region 6 evaluates sites using an environmental justice 
formula and ranks facilities or actions on a scale of 0 to 
100. Regional officials point out that although higher 
scores can indicate greater potential environmental justice 
concerns, the population density, percent minority 
population, and percent of economically depressed 
household data are the more impo11ant analytical factors. 
When evaluated independently, they often provide greater 
insight into potential environmental justice concerns and 
can be used alone to rank sites. Also, the user should 
realize that even a location with all index ranking of zero 
can have significant enviromnentaljustice concerns. For 
example, an unpopulated area will rank a zero, but if owned 
andlor used by minority andlor low-income groups, the site 
may have significant environmental justice imp0l1ance. 
Recent examples of EPA's use of the EJ index include the 
draft EIS for Eagle Pass Mine, in Maverick County, Texas, 
and the Supplemental Draft EIS for Expansion of the Oak 
Hill Surface Lignite Mine into the DIll Area, Rusk County, 
Texas. Utilizing the EJ index on a scale of 1 to 100 wherein 



higher values indicate more concern, neither EIS warranted 
a closer examination into EJ issues. 

APPENDIX A 

Council on Environmental Quality Guidance for 
Addressing Environmental Justice 

Under the National Environmental Policy Act 

(not included on this Internet version of EPA IS guidance) 

APPENDIXB 

Regional Contacts 

Regiolli 

Rhona Julien, EJ Coordinator (617) 565-9454 

Betsy Higgins-Congram, EPA Environmental Review 
Coordinator (617) 565-3422 

James Sappier, Indian Program Coordinator (617) 565-
3935 

Susan Coin, NEPA Coordinator (617) 565-3577 

Regioll2 

Melva Hayden, EJ Coordinator (212) 637-5027 

Robert Hargrove, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(212) 637-3495 

Christine Yost, Indian Program Coordinator (212) 637-
3564 

Bob Hargrove, NEPA Coordinator (212) 637-3504 

Region 3 

Reginald Harris, EJ Coordinator (215) 566-2988 

John Forren, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(215) 566-2721 



Roy Denmark, NEPA Coordinator (215) 566-2782 

Region 4 

Connie Raines, EJ Coordinator (404) 562-9671 

Heinz Mueller, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(404) 347-7292 

Mark Robertson, Indian Program Coordinator (404) 462-
9639 

Heinz Mueller, NEPA Coordinator (404) 562-9611 

Region 5 

Karla Johnson, EJ Coordinator (312) 886-5993 

Mike McMullen, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(312) 886-7342 

Ketutis "Casey" Ambutas, Indian Program Coordinator 
(312) 353-1394 

Mike McMullen, NEPA Coordinator (312) 886-7342 

Region 6 

Shirley Augerson, EJ Coordinator (214) 665-7401 

Mike Jansky, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(214) 665-7451 

Ernest Woods, Indian Program Coordinator (214) 665-7454 

Mike Jansky, NEPA Coordinator (214) 665-7451 

Region 7 

Althea Moses, EJ Coordinator (913) 551-7649 

Ralph Langenneier, EPA Environmental Review 
Coordinator (913) 551-7367 

Kim Olsen, Indian Program Coordinator (913) 551-7539 



Ralph Langermeier, NEPA Coordinator (913) 551-7367 

RegionS 

Elisabeth Evans, EJ Coordinator (303) 312-6053 

Carol Campbell, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(303) 312-6705 

Sadie Hoskie, Indian Program Coordinator (303) 312-6343 

Carol L. Campbell, NEPA Coordinator (303) 312-6897 

Carol Campbell, NEPA Coordinator (Montana) (303) 312-
6705 

Regioll 9 

Willard Chin, EJ Coordinator (415) 744-1204 

Dave Farrel. EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(415) 744-1584 

Clarence Tenley, Indian Program Coordinator (415) 744-
1607 

Dave Farrel, NEPA Coordinator (415) 744-1584 

Region 10 

Joyce Crosson-Kelly, EJ Coordinator (206) 553-4029 

Ruth Sigueza, EPA Environmental Review Coordinator 
(206) 553-2143 

Kathleen Veit, Indian Program Coordinator (206) 553-1983 

Ruth Siguenza, NEPA Coordinator (206) 553-2143 

Headquarters 

EJ Coordinators 

Angela Chung, OA (202) 260-4724 

Will Wilson, OAR (919) 541-2551 



Mary O'Lone, OGC (202) 260-2301 

Marylouise M. Uhlig, OPPTS (202) 260-2906 

Janice C. Bryant, OPPE (202) 260-2730 

Janice Berry-Chen, ORO (202) 260-6188 

Sherry Milan, OECA (202) 564-2619 

Doretta Reaves, OCEPA (202) 260-3534 

Rosezella Canty, OCR (202) 260-4567 

Leo Cox, OW (202) 260-3475 

Dana Brewington, OSWER (202) 260-0221 

Lawrence Martin, ORD (202) 260-0673 
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1. 0 Throughout this guidance, the term "disproportionately 
high and adverse effects"is used interchangeably with the 
longer phrase _"disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects on minority populations 
and low-income populations." This is done purely for 
editorial ease. 



2. The term 'treaty-protected resources,' as it is used in the 
guidance, includes those resources that are protected by 
treaty, statute andlor executive order. 

3. On May 24, 1996, the President issued Executive Order 
13007 on Indian Sacred Sites to 1) accommodate access to 
and ceremonial use ofIndian sacred sites, and; 2) avoid 
adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred 
sites. 

4. For consistency throughout the document, the guidance 
will use the term "Indian Tribe" when referring to federally 
recognized tribes and "indigenous population" or 
"community" when generally referring to Native American, 
American Indian, Alaska Native, and/or Native Hawaiian 
peoples. Under environmental justice, the Agency's policy 
is to interact with both the tribal government on a 
government-to-government basis, as well as with any 
affected or interested indigenous person(s) as public 
stakeholders. 

5. A distinction must be made between Native American 
communities that live within their own governmental 
jurisdictions and those that do not. The CEQ regulations 
recognize the government-to-government relationship 
between the federal government and tribal governments, 
and encourage federal agencies to involve tribal 
governments in the NEP A process when a proposed project 
may affect a tribe or tribal lands. See sections 1501.2 
[Apply NEPA Early In The Process]; 1501.7(a)(1) 
[Scoping]; 1502.16 [Environmental Consequences]; 
1503.I(a)(2)(ii) [Inviting Comments]; 1506.6(b)(3)(ii) 
[public Involvement]; and 1508.5 [Cooperating Agency]. 
Native American programs include those Federal programs 
which are to be guided, as appropriate, by the government
to-government relationship, the Federal trust responsibility 
to federally recognized Indian Tribes, and the role oftribes 
as governments within the Federal system. 

NEPA Compliance Coordinators should consult with the 
regional Indian Program Coordinator and should request 
that the Indian Tribes seek patticipation as a cooperating 
agency when a tribal government, land, resources, or 
interest may be affected by a project. While such cases may 
or may not trigger an environmental justice review, EPA 
must act consistent with the federal government's trust 



responsibility to federally recognized Indian Tribes. Each 
case should be decided individually; if questions arise 
please consult with the American Indian Environmental 
Office and the Office of Federal Activities. 

6. 0 The IWG key terms guidance describes differential 
patterns of consumption of natural resources as relating to 
"subsistence and differential patterns of subsistence, and 
means differences in rates and lor patterns offish, water, 
vegetation andlor wildlife consumption among minority 
populations or low-income populations, as compared to the 
general population." 

7. 0 It should be noted that the factors the IWG is providing 
for'assessing environmental hazard were not necessarily 
developed in the context ofNEPA analyses. These factors 
are, however, similar to the factors used in determining 
"significant" physical 01' natural environmental effects 
underNEPA. 

8. Guidance on the terms "minority population" and "Iow
income population" is contained in Appendix A. 

9. See CEQ "Environmental Justice Guidance Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act" page 10, Helpful 
Information to Inform the Public During the Scoping 
Process. 

10. Environmental Justice Resource Center. People of 
Color Environmental Groups: 1994 - 95 Directory. 
Prepared by Dr. Robert D. Bullard, Clark Atlanta 
University, Atlanta, Georgia. 1994. 

11. 0 U.S. EPA Region 6, Office of Planning and Analysis. 
"Computer Assisted Environmental Justice Index 
Methodology." July, 1994. 
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Will Bloch [wilibloch@gorge.netJ 
Friday, August 27,201010:10 AM 
EFSEC (UTC) 
Draft EIS reo Whistling Ridge Energy Project 
Whistling Ridge comments.doc 

WR-OEIS 
Public Comment #502 

Attached please find my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the EFSEC and BPA 
regarding the Whistling Ridge Energy Project. 

Thank you. 

Will Bloch 
willbloch@gorge.net 
509-493-3572 
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BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON ENERGY FACILITY SITE 
EVALUATION COUNCIL (WEFSEC) 

In the Matter of Application 
No. 2009-1 

Whistling Ridge Energy LLC 

Whistling Ridge Energy Project 

Commenter Details 

Comments by 
Will Bloch, 
private citizen 

I am a retired biochemist and my wife (Dell Rhodes) is a retired 
psychology professor, both residing at 75 El Camino Real, White Salmon, 
WA, 98672 (509-493-3572; willbloch@gorge.net; Dell.Rhodes@reed.edu). 
One of Dell's academic specialties was cognitive neuroscience; this fact is 
relevant to the analysis below. We have lived at this address for about 9 
years, having chosen to retire here in order to be close to the extraordinary 
natural environment in the Columbia Gorge and on the sun-ounding ridges 
and peaks. A photo simulation of the wind-farm visual effect at the top of 
Strawberry Mountain, immediately above our house, (accessible at the 
Whistling Ridge Project website, though not included in the Draft EIS 
document) shows considerable,impact. However, the farm would not be 
visible from our residence. As retirees, we have absolutely no economic 
dependence, direct or indirect, on the outcome ofthe current site evaluation. 

Summary Recommendation and Justification 

We urge that the WEFSEC not allow this project to proceed at the 
present time. Our principal reason is that the May 2010 Draft EIS is 
fundamentally and legally deficient in applying well known principles of 
perceptual psychology to the assessment of the visual and auditory impacts 
of the proposed wind farm. Furthermore, the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project would create an essentially permanent, pgtentially radical, change in 
the scenic features which motivated the establishment of the Columbia River 
Gorge National Scenic Area (CRGNSA), recognized nationally and 
internationally to contain one of the great landscapes of the world. As the 
WEFSEC cun-ently lacks any rules for factoring cumulative effects into their 
siting decisions, approval ofthis major commercial assault on Gorge scenery 
would almost certainly prejudice in favor of approval of any future wind-
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fann proposals flanking the Gorge, if only out of respect for due process 
(avoidance of arbitrariness). The result would be the effective gutting ofthe 
CRGNSA by non-legislative means. Although dismantling of the CRGNSA 
has been a long-tenn goal of local conservatives, including many political 
leaders in Skamania and Klickitat Counties, it seems almost certain that such 
an outcome would distress a ~ignificant majority of local residents, as well 
as many other Washington residents and even more Gorge-lovers 
worldwide. 

Standing of Visual-Resource Impact in Influencing This Decision 

From the mere fact that the WEFSEC devoted a significant fraction of 
the Draft EIS to Visual Resources and commissioned an ambitious photo 
simulation of the predicted effect of the wind turbines on approximately 20 
views in and flanking the Gorge, it would appear that the WEFSEC 
recognizes the importance of visual impact to its evaluation. However, 
project proponents, and Jason Spadaro in particular, have kept up a steady 
public drumbeat to the effect that scenic impact is irrelevant because the 
project lies outside the CR.GNSA. This position is a spectacular example of 
the Fallacy ofthe False Inverse, which should be familiar to anyone with a 
legal, mathematical, or philosophical background. The Fallacy goes like this: 
it is a true statement that ifthe proJect lay within the CRGNSA boundaries, 
it would be subject to view-impact regulation; therefore it is true that since 
the project lies outside the CRGNSA boundaries, it is not subject to view
impact regulation [the second conditional statement is the logical inverse of 
the first one]. The problem with this deduction is that the rules of logic 
dictate that the inverse of a true conditional statement is not necessarily true. 

The following common-place example helps one understand why the 
inverse of a true statement may be false. It is true that all Ford cars have four 
wheels on the road. The inverse of this statement is the following: cars that 
are not Fords do not have four wheels on the road. The latter is clearly false, 
because Chevys, Cadillacs, VW's all have foUl' wheels on the road. Back to 
the present case: the proponents' position is not only fallacious as a matter of 
logic; it is wrong legally. The lawful authority ofthe WEFSEC to detennine 
the impact of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project on scenic values inside 
and outside of the CRGNSA exists independently of the authority ofthe 
Gorge Commission in this matter. Both the Gorge Commission and the 
WEFSEC "have four wheels on the road". The standards that the WEFSEC 
applies in order to minimize wind-farm visual impact may not be the same 

2 



as the CRGNSA rules, but that does not make them any less pennissible or 
necessary. Quite independently of what the Gorge Commission does, the 
WEFSEC is empowered and charged to apply to an energy project any sort 
of scenic criteria it determines to be in the public interest. The WEFSEC 
should not be deflected from its public responsibility by illogic in the 
propaganda campaign of project proponents. 

As the WEFSEC is tasked with considering all impacts of energy 
projects within the state, it must consider the possibility that the most 
important impact may be to visual resources in cases where the baseline 
value of the latter is very high. As the Draft EIS points out, view impact is 
more subjective than most other impacts; but that does not make it any'iess 
important. The CRGNSA is an entity created by the US Congress in 
recognition ofthe immense scenic values in the Gorge. Public awareness of 
and support for Gorge scenic values certainly is even stronger today than it 
was when the CRGNSA was established. These facts obligate the WEFSEC 
to high-prioritize the preservation of visual resources in this case. 

Deficiencies in the Draft EIS Section on Visual Resources 

There appear to be at least three weaknesses to this section ofthe 
document. 

(1) In outlining the theoretical components of visual-impact analysis, the 
Draft EIS does not consider three elements of perceptual psychology which 
will aggravate the visual impact of any wind farm, especially in the Gorge. 

(a) In evaluating scenery the mind pays special attention to skylines: 
the shapes and complexity of the profiles of ridges and peaks. Anything 
which intell'Upts a smooth contour is immediately homed in on to assess 
whether it is a natural or unusual feature. This attentional focus probably is 
hard wired [possible adaptive value: spotting predators/prey on the horizon] 

. and not subject to habituation or extinction. From this perspective, nothing 
could be more jarring than a row of wind turbines atop a ridge; they 
completely interrupt the visual flow of the ridge line. We shall not get used 
to the interruption over time. The same row of structures against the 
background ofa hillside would be less conspicuous. However, according to 
conventional wisdom, wind fanns in mountainous country must be on top of 
the ridges, where they also have the greatest potential to distract. 

(b) The text states that at higher rotation velocities (i.e., in stlung 
winds), turbine blades would become blurred essentially to the point of 
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invisiblity, reducing visual impact. This assessment ignores some hard-wired 
brain circuitry, which is primed to seek out and focus on motion [possible 
adaptive value: spotting moving predators/prey against a complex, 
camouflaging visual 15ackground]. Modern turbines have relatively low 
maximum velocities, slow enough that viewers will find their attention 
drawn toward their rotation even in strong winds. That is certainly my 
experience with the wind farms along US 97 east of Maryhill. If! detect"any 
motion, my mind wants to watch the turbines, not the road. The same 
attentional concern has led many cities to ban dynamic billboards as traffic 
hazards. [It also should be pointed out that the prediction of visual bluning 
is engineering nonsense. At such a high velocity, the rotors would self
destruct.] 

(c) Psychologists understand well an optical illusion which we all 
have experienced, the so-called "moon illusion". As the moon rises above or 
approaches the horizon, the mind amplifies its apparent size in the visual 
field. If you take a digital photo of a moonrise or moonset and compare the 
resulting image to what you think you are seeing, the discrepancy can be 
quite a shock. A basic mental process, like the two phenomena described 
above, underlies the moon illusion and will make wind turbines on the 
horizon look larger than they really are. As a result, the photo simulations 
used in the Draft EIS to evaluate wind-turbine visual impact systematically 
underestimate the perceived size of the turbines to human viewers. 

There is nothing soft about the science describing the three perceptual 
phenomena above. Research psychologists know how to quantify them and 
easily could verify their importance in the present context by perfOlming the 
appropriate experiments at existing wind fatms. 

(2) The Draft EIS uses two arguments to downplay the significance of wind
farm visual impact, arguments so arbitrary and lacking in common sense as 
to make one wonder whether the EIS sponsors, the WEFSEC and the BP A, 
already have their minds made up to approve the project. 

(a) It is suggested that since the Whistling Ridge area has only about 
140 sunny days a year and sunny days are the only ones when the turbines 

. will present a visual contrast to the background sky, the net visual impact of 
the facility will be minimal. This is nonsense ,for any number of reasons. The 
sunny days are concentrated in the summer. That is when there are the most 
daylight hours in which to enjoy the views. That is when the Gorge' 
population is swollen by visitors, many of whom have come explicitly to 
enjoy the views. That is when residents spend the most time outdoors, much 
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of it including enjoyment of the views. Therefore that is when the most 
Gorge-viewing person-hours occur. Most of us spend little time savoring the 
view when the Gorge presents a thousand shades of gray, and experience 
heightened expectations that clear weather will allow us to enjoy the natural 
environment. View pollution is most likely to bring us down when we want 
the outdoors to recharge our spiritual batteries, in good weather. 

(b) It is suggested that because the local scenery near Whistling Ridge 
already is significantly degraded by high-tension power lines and towers and 
by clear-cuts, the additional visual impact of wind turbines will be mitigated 
by the high background visual degradation. This is essentially the classic 
argument of polluters that since the environment already is degraded by 
others, they should have their own license to pollute. Now we don't like to 
look at clear-cuts and power lines any more than the next guy does. 
However, we've also learned over the decades that clear-cuts grow out 
remarkably rapidly to the point that their view is not as jalTing as that of a 
fresh clear-cut; relative to a fresh clear-cut, turbines are forever. 
Furthermore, we've been indoctrinated that a clear-cut simply models the 
natural phenomenon of a lightning-caused bum, so looking at a clear-cut 
induces a warm and fuzzy feeling inside. As feir power lines and towers, they 
do not project nearly as far into the sky as wind turbines will; and they do 
not move. The lines they trace in the sky are much thinner than a wind 
tower. Their color tends to blend with the background; the bright white of 
wind towers is intended explicitly to be seen. Most ofthem do not occupy 
ridge lines. 

(3) The visual-impact meat of the Draft EIS is contained in the marvelous set 
of photo simulations of representative views of the proposed wind farm. 
This dataset has one advantage and one disadvantage compared to the 
parallel presentation of the simulation data in the Whistling Ridge website 
put up by Broughton/SDS. The accompanying cartoon versions ofthe 
pictures greatly improve one's interpretation ofthe photos. On the other 
hand, the Draft EIS includes and discusses only 13 ofthe views, whereas the 
website shows 21 different views. [Neither presentation accounts for the 
missing views numbered 6 and 9 in the series, stimulating inevitable 
speculation about what those perspectives showed.] 

The creator and editor of such a photo dataset have tremendous power 
over the impressions it fosters, through selection of the exact scenes 
photographed and through selection ofthe subset of photos to be analyzed. 
There is some sign of both kinds of biasing in the complete dataset and in 
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the Draft EIS. For example, the images of views #7 (Mill A), #17 
(Providence Hospital), #20 (OR 35), and #21(Kollock-Knapp and Scoggins 
Roads) include foreground (power lines, buildings, or trees) which tends to 
obscure and de-emphasize the wind-farm view. Selection of a different 
viewing spot in the same vicinity would have increased dramatically the 
subjective impression of visual impact. The Mill A case is especially 
obvious, because the Draft EIS commentary employs the considerable 
baseline visual pollution of a power line in the foreground to decrease the 
significance of scenery degradation by the wind farm. Now most views of 
Whistling Ridge from the Mill A community do not include power lines or 
towers in the foreground. A photo simulation from a more typical Mill A 
front yard would have to lead to a conclusion oflarge to extreme, not "low 
to moderate", Viewer Sensitivity. This biased scene selection must be 
particularly galling to Mill A residents because this community undoubtedly 
would feel the greatest impact of visual and sound pollution by the 
Whistling Ridge Project. 

The editor ofthe May 2010 Draft EIS also chose not to present and 
analyze views #2 (Strawberry Mountain), #21 (Kollock-Knapp and Scoggins 
Roads), and #22 (Cook-Underwood and King Roads), even though these 
images, available on the WIUstling Ridge Project website, show some of the 
greatest wind-farm visual impacts in the entire dataset. These examples 
reinforce the impression that the sponsors ofthe EIS already know what 
conclusions they want to reach. 

Visual Pollution: How Much Is Too Much? 

Despite any bias which might have influenced design and analysis of 
the photo-simulation dataset, the May 10 Draft EIS concludes that 7 of the 
13 views analyzed showed "moderate" Viewer Sensitivity; 5 showed "low
to-moderate" or "moderate-to-Iow" Viewer Sensitivity; only one, #19 
(Columbia River Highway) showed "low" Viewer Sensitivity. Obviously 
these findings are not expected to define the bounds of view degradation 
which the wind farm might cause throughout the affected area; for example, 
there are no views from within structures through windows facing Whistling 
Ridge, from the Columbia River itself or from within the Mark Hatfield 
Wilderness. [The framing of a scene by a window can induce a particularly 
strong version ofthe moon illusion, and in any case eliminates a lot of visual 
background which might de-emphasize a wind-farm image.] Instead, these 
are representative findings from which one can infer that the turbines would 
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impact to varying degrees the views from a large fraction ofthe local land 
and water surface, in all directions. 

The Draft EIS concludes that degradation of Visual Resources is not 
significant enough to affect the acceptability of the Whistling Ridge Energy 
Project, despite the fact that the US Congress has designated this area one of 
great scenic value; apparently "moderate" impact is not a serious concern. A 
poll of area inhabitants on both sides of the Columbia (especially the older 
ones) probably would show that many of them treasure their views of the 
River and the Cascades as much as they do the outdoor activities which also 
draw many to settli~ in the area. How much Viewer Sensitivity would one 
have to show in order to conclude that wind-project visual pollution might 
suffice to sink this project? The Draft EIS does not discuss a threshold level 
of visual pollution, avoiding any need to defend such an evaluation and 
rendering completely arbitraty any decision on this point. Hence, all a critic 
can do is to invoke the Golden Rule. How much Viewer Sensitivity of visual 
pollution seen from your front yard would it take for you to conclude that 
the impact is unacceptable? When is "moderate" not enough? 

How should the WEFSEC react to this concern in a way which does 
not sink all wind-farm proposals? Simply keep wind farms away from areas 
generally recognized as having extreme scenic value. This criterion leaves 
much of central and eastern Washington still suitable for wind farms. 

Sound Pollution 

Why I use the term, "sound pollution", rather than "noise pollution", 
will become evident in a moment. The Draft EIS section on Noise is so 
detailed, technical, and data-driven that my first impression was to drop an 
original concern that this might be a crucial environmental issue, at least for 
the residents of Mill A and Willard, the communities most impacted by the 
entire proposed array of about 50 wind turbines. However, this reaction was 
reversed by the section's discussion ofthe "beats" which can be heard as a 
result of positive and negative interference within a group oftm'bines, of 
low-level periodic sounds from the passage of each turbine's rotor blades 
past the wind tower. These beats can be louder than the point-source noise 
and can contain rhythmic complexity-not present in the latter. 
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My basic concern is the mental phenomenon of the "dripping faucet", 
or "ticking clock". Sometimes, especially at night, our sensitivity to tiny 
sounds is enhanced [probable adaptive value: detection of predators creeping 
through the underbrush]. Once awakened, the mind can so focus on 
intelmittent sound, fainter than ambient noise, that sleep becomes 
impossible. Some irregularity or complexity in a periodic faint sound 
probably enhances the attentional effect that awakens us; having become 
sensitized to an intelmittent sound, the mind keeps waiting for the next 
event. This form of auditory alertness is hard to overcome voluntarily. 
Indeed, effOlis to overcome it often seem to amplify the offending sound. 

Here we have an aural phenomenon which audio engineers would 
dismiss as insignificant because the physical magnitude of the triggering 
noise is so low, in both absolute and relative terms. FUlihermore, it varies 
widely among individuals and even for a given individual on different 
nights, probably depending in large part on other sources of discomfort 
which disrupt deep sleep. Finally, if it arises from audio interference among 
nearby wind towers, it will vary widely among different residences in a 
single community. However, the resulting sleep deprivation can devastate 
human physical and mental health. I experienced the phenomenon recently 
with a motel-room electric clock, cleverly designed to emit an artificial 
ticking sound with a one-second period. I had to unplug the clock to get back 
to sleep. My wife, normally much more sensitive to sleep interruption than I, 
slept through the whole episode and claimed the next morning not to hear 
the ticking (which, indeed, was much less evident to me in daylight). 

If the WEFSEC needs any more prompting to take sound pollution 
seriously, it should check out an article in the July 31, 2010 edition of the 
NY Times Online by William Yardley ("Turbines Too Loud for You? Here, 
Take $5000"). It describes the difficulty Oregon citizens near lone, OR have 
had with wind-tower noise, aggravated by the absence of an effective 
enforcement mechanism for state noise laws. Washington State should not 
allow residents' lives to be blighted by nearby new wind developments
what amounts to an arbitrary and often uncompensated taking. Ifnecessary, 
new wind developments in Washington should be placed on hold until the 
nature of sound pollution is more fully understood and rules are established 
to protect the neighbors of wind farms. 

How should the WEFSEC react to this concern in a way which does 
not sink all wind-farm proposals? Start by avoiding sites close to 
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communities and preference sites where there is no serious objection from 
the neighbors. These conditions probably are met for many wind farms on 
agricultural land in central and eastern Washington, where population 
density is very low and the few wind-fatm neighbors welcome the 
compensation for site leases. More technical evaluation of wind-turbine 
"beat" acoustics also is advisable, especially to determine for sure whether 
there is any reason for concern in the areas of Willard and Mill A with 
maximum population density, on the order of a mile distant from the wind 
fatm. It also would be valuable to know how wind direction and velocity 
affect propagation of this kind of sound, as Willard and Mill A are upwind 
during the most common wind conditions. 

Environmental Justice 

The section of the May 2010 Draft EIS on environmental justice is 
completely inadequate. The section starts by correctly stating that federal 
regulation requires that an EIS consider disproportionate impacts on ethnic 
minorities and low-income populations. It then proceeds to ignore the low
income patt of the criterion and dismiss the possibility of environmental 
injustice because no significant minority populations exist in the vicinity of 
the proposed project. The separate Socioeconomic section treats the entire 
three-county area affected in any way by the project, ignoring the 
unevenness of income distribution (and project impact) across the area. 

However, it is clear that Willard and Mill A will feel any 
environmental impact of the Whistling Ridge Project much more than any 
other community or neighborhood, thanks to a combination of nearness to 
the turbines, exposure to the largest number of turbines, dependence on the 
road needed to supply the construction site, and population density. 
Furthermore, it is quite likely that an economic study of Mill A and Willard 
would show that these communities quality for low-income designation. In 
fact, at least one such survey has been done for a local utility district; the 
sampled fraction of the Mill A population was found to be low-income 
relative to the average for Skamania County, itselflow-income by state 
standards. The WEFSEC needs to conduct an economic survey of the entire 
Willard and Mill A populations. 

Placed in a broader socio-economic context, if Willard or Mill A 
qualifies as a low-income community, the economic imbalance of this 
project would be spectacular. The holding company backing the Whistling 
Ridge project is owned by the richest family in the Gorge. The real impetus 
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for the project is not any passion for green energy, but the need for 
SDSlBroughton, by far the largest private land-holder in the Gorge, to get 
some decent economic return from its large unproductive acreage. The 
richest folks around could end up feeding on the environmental discomfort 
of some of the least well-off ones. Because it owns the proposed wind-farm 
site, it does not even have to offer locals any financial compensation. 

I do not want to be misinterpreted here. There is nothing wrong with 
economic success or the accmal of family wealth and political influence 
over decades of living and working in the area, in a trajectory which has 
included considerable public service and philanthropy as welL Many Gorge 
residents owe their livelihood and, to some degree, their quality oflife to the 
Stevenson family. SDSlBroughton may have evolved to the status of "too 
big to fail", as far as the local economy goes. Counterbalancing this 
corporate economic and political power, Washington State (through the 
agency of the WEFSEC) is the major entity with the power and mandate to 
assure that an economically disadvantaged subset of the population does not 
pay the principal price for rescuing SDSlBroughton from any current 
economic difficulties or unwise investment decisions. 

Impact of the Construction Process 

The Draft EIS concentrates on the effects of the completed project. Its 
treatment of the impact ofthe constmction process o~n the surrounding 
communities, especially the economically disadvantaged communities of 
Mill A and Willard, is inadequate. The constmction process would require 
the tmcking of a very large number of very large loads to the wind-farm site, 
over narrow, winding Cook-Underwood Road, which the residents of Mill 
A, Willard, and Underwood use to get to work, school, shopping, and public 
services. The same route is used by outsiders to get to work at the Willard 
fisheries facility. It is quite likely that segments of the affected road would 
be closed (in both directions) to non-constmction traffic as wind-tower 
components move over them. The traffic obstmction would extend beyond 
the Cook-Underwood Road. The tmcks must get to the Cook-Underwood 
Road from 184 (probably via Boardman) or from a Bingen staging area 
supplied by river barge or train. So many tmckloads are needed to complete 
a project ofthis magnitude that the dismption could go on for a long time. 
Some local residents live close enough to the economic edge that many 
months of impaired transpOliation could spell financial disaster for them. 

10 



The special transportation requirements of this project are so extreme 
that the EIS should be revised to include a detailed quantitative breakdown 
which allows the public to understand how intensively (and for how long) 
public use ofthe Cook-Underwood Road and the affected section ofWA14 
will be reduced: how many loads per day, how many loads (and days) total, 
how much closure time is needed for each load over each critical segment of 
the route. The CUlTent version of Section 3.11 of the Draft EIS suggests that 
local road closures will not exceed 20 minutes at a time and that traffic 
disruption from component shipping will last no more than 3 months. 
However, no supporting data are provided for these estimates. 

A complete EIS also would need to make clear (a) what hours ofthe 
day would be used for component movement over roads [presumably night
time transport would be ruled out by noise regulations in Underwood]; and 
(b) how large the backups in local traffic could be during component transit. 
The public also needs to know (a) whether (or where) traffic in both 
directions would have to be stopped as a ttuck passed; and (b) whether 
empty trucks, themselves quite large, also would require the halting of 
oncoming traffic. 

The traffic issue is just one more example of what is wrong about 
siting a wind farm so close to population centers, aggravated in this case by 
the marginal state of the affected local arterials. This problem would be 
much less serious for a wind farm located in the wide open spaces of central 
and eastem Washington. 

No NIMBY Here; Need for Statewide or Region-wide Planning 

A significant part of the well financed propaganda campaign in favor 
of the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has been the claim that opponents 
represent well-offlocals who refuse to accept any environmental burden to 
go with their enjoyment of a high standard of living: chardonnay liberals. 
The term, "Not In My Back Yard", or NIMBY, often is used to tar 
opponents with an image of affluent self-indulgence. 

The image simply does not work here, and not just because project 
opponents in Willard and Mill A do not meet any American standard of 
being "well off'. It also ignores the fact that a majority of project opponents 
live outside the area, simply because the Gorge population is rather small. 
People all over the country and the world care deeply about the Gorge and 
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would hate to see such massive man-made structures as windmills degrade 
its scenery. Establishment of the CRGNSA made clear that the Gorge is not 
"my" backyard or the domain exclusively of its residents; it is the nation's 
and even the world's backyard. In asking the WEFSEC to keep this 
perception in mind, critics ofthe Whistling Ridge Energy Project are serving 
a public interest. Finally, "NIMBY" does not apply in this case because in 
many pacts of the Northwest, largely in the under-populated rural center and 
east, hosting a wind farm is not thought by the locals to impose 
environmental costs. The scenery is not distinguished and is so completely 
agricultural that there barely are any remnants of the original natural 
landscape and plantscape. The rural population is so dispersed that wind 
farms can be sited well away from any communities. Why should the 
WEFSEC approve a facility in an area where there is strong opposition and 
reasonable concem about environmental impacts, when there is so much 
publicly acceptable acreage, also close to electric transmission lines, 
elsewhere in the state? 

An inescapable consequence of the current politicking is that the 
WEFSEC should develop a pro-active energy plan, preferably in 
collaboration with the appropriate Oregon govemmental agency, instead of 
reacting to each separate siting proposal as though it existed in isolation. 
The whole process could become a lot less adversarial and political, and do a 
much better job of meeting state/regional needs, ifall reasonable sites for 
various forms of electricity generation were identified and prioritized. 
Energy planning would include (1) energy demand projections over time and 
space and (2) capacity estimates for acceptable sites, in order to understand 
how much environmental compromise might be needed over time. Planning 
should be regional rather than state-by-state, simply because demand for 
electricity generated anywhere in this area is distributed across at least two 
states. 

Planning also should test scenarios for the maturation oflarge-scale 
photovoltaic electricity generation. Continuation of the recent and ongoing 
increase in solar-panel manufacturing capacity and reduction in solar-panel 
price should create a situation soon (on the time scale of wind-project 
lifetime) in which photovoltaic electricity generation is fully competitive 
with wind generation. Photovoltaic fanns, perfect for the large amount of 
agriculturally underproductive or unproductive land in central and eastem 
Washington and Oregon, would avoid or minimize both the long-distance 
visual pollution and the potential sound pollution of wind fanns. They are 
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silent. They do not have to occupy ridgelines. They will not trigger the moon 
illusion. Even with automated tracking, solar panels do not move at a 
perceptible rate. They do not have to possess long-range visibility in order to 
protect aircraft. Wind power almost certainly is a transitional technology, 
fated to give way to photovoltaic generation in the long haul, if only (but not 
just only) because the easily distributed nature of photovoltaic generation 
eliminates any need for additional transmission capacity. 

Integrated, long-term, energy planning also is the only way for the 
WEFSEC to avoid authorizing so many local wind projects that the scenery 
along the entire Gorge is irrevocably disrupted by an army of wind towers. 
Once you have approved a pioneering project like Whistling Ridge, it 
becomes difficult to deny the next one without risking legal attack on the 
grounds that you are behaving arbitrarily and politically. However, with a 
fully researched and vetted state or regional plan in place, the objective 
grounds for suppOlting or rejecting any future proposal become clear in 
advance. 

Long-term energy planning also is the best way to silence the current 
rash of ad hominem and false attack ads which accuse project opponents of 
being against green energy. An implicit message of such ads is that any state 
politician or agency supporting a go-slow approach also will be accused of 
being against green energy. It is very hard for even dedicated and competent 
public servants to make the best choices for the region when they risk 
political attack if they buck the bucks. 

Of course there will be political conservatives and individual 
developers who will challenge energy planning, or indeed any governmental 
limitation on what they do on their own property. These same people do not 
seem to object to the federal and state green-energy subsidies currently 
needed to render their projects profitable, and probably will resist moves to 
reduce/eliminate the subsidies as energy prices rise and equipment prices 
fall, even though the subsidies clearly are intended only to lubricate the 
transition to green power in a political environment which still favors fossil 
fuels and nuclear energy even more. 

Need for Technical Input from Cognitive Psychologists 

One recurring theme of the preceding analysis is that modem 
perceptual psychology, a vital and rapidly evolving field, can inform our 
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understanding of environmental impacts. At least in the cases of view and 
sound pollution, the analytical treatments in the May 2010 Draft EIS simply 
ignore accepted scientific wisdom, much of it not even that new. Such an 
omission, of course, increases the legal vulnerability of the envil'Onmental
assessment process. 

As part of its need to de-politicize environmental assessment, the 
WEFSEC should commission a panel of consultants trained in contemporary 
psychology to seek consensus positions on relevant cognitive issues like 
those raised here. 
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From: Talburt, Tammy (UTC) on behalf of EFSEC (UTC)
To: Rachel Tamigniaux
Subject: FW: Comments-Whistling Ridge DEIS-Solar storms and power grid-Repar-7 #4
Date: Thursday, September 23, 2010 11:19:38 AM
Attachments: Comments_Solar storms and the power grid_27Aug2010.doc

 
 
From: repar [mailto:repar@saw.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 27, 2010 4:47 PM
To: EFSEC (UTC)
Subject: Comments-Whistling Ridge DEIS-Solar storms and power grid-Repar-7
 
Dear EFSEC,
Attached, please find my comments and questions about the effects of solar
storms on the power grid.  Thank you.
 
Mary J. Repar
6971 E. Loop Rd. #2
Stevenson, WA   98648
Tel:  509.427.7153
E-mail:  repar@saw.net
"Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take but by the moments
that take our breath away."
 

mailto:Ttalburt@utc.wa.gov
mailto:EFSEC@utc.wa.gov
mailto:RTamigniaux@entrix.com

Mary J. Repar
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27 August 2010
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e-mail:  efsec@commerce.wa.gov

Portland, OR   97293-4428








Toll-free comment line:  800.622.4519








FAX:  503.230.3285








503. 230. 4145







www.bpa.gov/comment

Re:  Comments on solar storms and their effects on the power grid and transmission lines—and the inadequacy of information on the subject in the Whistling Ridge DEIS

Dear EFSEC and BPA,



I am greatly concerned that there is not a section in the DEIS that give us information on transmission lines and how they are susceptible to solar storms.  There is enough literature and data widely available, see my References #1 and #2, below that could have been used to fill this information gap in the DEIS.


The more transmission lines are built, the greater their exposure to solar storms.  If BPA is (and we all know that they are) proposing to build more and more transmission lines in our region, and if these lines are bigger than existing infrastructure, I think that should be part and parcel of this DEIS discussion.  More transmission lines vulnerable to solar storms put us all at risk of blackouts.



I don’t know enough technical details about this issue but I would like to know more and I think the DEIS should contain this information and answer questions about power grid vulnerabilities.  The DEIS does not contain this information.  Therefore, the DEIS is incomplete.


Sincerely,


/e-signature/Mary J. Repar


27 August 2010

Reference #1/ http://www.solarstorms.org/Spower.html

		






		



		






		






		








		

		

		

		The US power grid is a complex electrical apparatus that has well-known sensitivities to space weather disturbances. Recent changes in its design and utilization have significantly reduced its operating margins to supply us with on-demand electricity. This means there is less flexibility available with which to deal with power shortages and blackouts.

Space weather events can damage equipment over wide geographic regions so that recovery delays become substantially longer and more costly.

		





The 23rd Cycle - Chapter 4 - Describes in detail the state of the US power grid, and the forces which are driving it to be far more vulnerable to solar storms than at any time in the past. 

"As North America has evolved into a unified power-sharing network of regions, each buying and selling a diminishing asset, US domestic power has become more vulnerable to solar storms buffeting the power grid in the more fragile northern-tier states and Canada. So long as one region continues to have a surplus at a time when another region needs a hundred megawatts, power is 'wheeled' through 1000-mile power lines to keep supply and demand balanced across the grid. In 1972, a typical utility might need to conduct only a few of these electromagnetic transactions each week. Now, it is common for thousands to be carried out, often by computer, in much the same way that stocks are traded on Wall Street...

The electrical power grid is composed of many elements, and you can think of it as a set of rivers flowing overhead. Large rivers carry the electricity from distant generation stations (Dams, Hydroelectric Facilities and Nuclear Plants) on supply lines of 138,000 volts or higher. These are carried as three cables (2 'hot' and one defining the 'ground' in a 3-phase system) suspended atop 100-foot tall towers that you will see out in many rural areas. These supply cables terminate at regional substations where the high voltages are converted into lower voltages from 69,000 volts to 13,800 volts. These lines then enter your neighborhoods atop your local telephone poles where a neighborhood transformer steps this voltage down to 220 and supplies a dozen or so individual houses. 

When space weather disturbances cause 'Geomagnetically Induced Currents' , these GICs can enter a transformer through its Earth ground connection. The added DC current to the transformer causes the relationship between the AC voltage and current to change at the source of the electricity, not just where it is delivered to your electrical appliance. Because of the way that GIC currents affect the transformer, it only takes a hundred amperes of GIC current or less to cause a transformer to overload during one-half of its 60-cycle operation. As the transformer switches 60 times a second between being saturated and unsaturated, the normal hum of a transformer becomes a raucous, crackling whine. Regions of opposed magnetism as big as your fist in the core steel plates crash about and vibrate the 100-ton transformer nearly as big as a house in a process that physicists call magnetostriction.

The impact that magnetostriction has upon specific transformers is that it generates hot spots inside the transformer where temperatures can increase very rapidly to hundreds of degrees in only a few minutes. Temperature spikes like these can persist for the duration of the magnetic storm which, itself, can last for hours at a time. During the March 1989 storm, a transformer at a nuclear plant in New Jersey was damaged beyond repair as its insulation gave way after years of cumulative GIC damage. Allegheny Power happened to be monitoring a transformer that they knew to be flaky. When the next geomagnetic storm hit in 1992. They saw the transformer reply in minutes, and send temperatures in part of its tank to more than 340 F (171 C). Other transformers have spiked fevers as high as 750 F (400 C). Insulation damage is a cumulative process over the course of many GICs, and it is easy to see how cumulative solar storm and geomagnetic effects were overlooked in the past.


Outright transformer failures are much more frequent in geographic regions where GICs are common. The Northeastern US with the highest rate of detected geomagnetic activity led the pack with 60% more failures. Not only that, but the average working lifetimes of transformers is also shorter in regions with greater geomagnetic storm activity. The rise and fall of these transformer failures even follows a solar activity pattern of roughly 11 years.


If your power plant is located over a rock stratum with low resistance, any geomagnetic disturbance will cause a bigger change in the voltages it induces in your local ground, and the bigger this change in ground voltage, the stronger will be the GIC currents that flow into your transformers. Typical daily GICs can run at about 5-10 amperes, but severe geomagnetic storms can cause 100-200 amperes to flow. 


A conservative estimate of the damage done by GICs to transformers by Minnesota Power and Electric was $100 million during a solar-maximum period. This includes the replacement of damaged transformers, and the impact of shortened operating lifetimes due to GIC activity. 


Large transformers cost $10 million, and can require a year or more to replace if spares are not available. During a transformer failure, an affected utility company will have to purchase replacement power from other utilities for as much as $400,000 per day or more. Oak Ridge National Laboratories, meanwhile, estimated that a solar storm event only slightly stronger than the one that caused the Quebec blackout in 1989 would have involved the Northeast United States in a cascading blackout. The experts figured that about $6 billion in damages and lost wages would have resulted from such a widespread involvement. The North American Electric Reliability Council (NAERC) placed the March 1989 and October 1991 storm events in a category equivalent to Hurricane Hugo or the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake in San Francisco. But, many consultants for the power industry dispute NAERC's estimate saying that it is much too low. The $6 billion may not properly include collateral impacts such as lost wages and productivity, spoiled food and a myriad of other human costs that could easily run the losses into the tens of billions of dollars."

Congressional Testimony (See Reference #2 at the end of this document)  - On October 30, 2003 the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards convened a session 'What is Space Weather and who should forecast it?'. The following is an excerpt of the testimony by John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech Corporation:

"While electricity customers receive power from the local distribution system (typical operating voltage of 15kV with step down to 120/240 volt), the backbone of the system is the high voltage transmission network. The primary AC transmission network voltages in the U.S. are at 230kV, 345kV, 500kV and 765kV. These transmission lines and their associated transformers serve as the long distance heavy hauling arteries of electricity production in the U.S. A single 765kV transmission line can carry over 2000 MW of power, nearly 200 times what a typical 15kV distribution line which is the overhead line commonly used for residential distribution. Space Weather or geomagnetic disturbances directly attack this same high voltage transmission circulatory system and because both have continental footprints, these disturbances can rapidly erode reliability of these infrastructures and can therefore threaten widespread blackout for extreme disturbance events. The U.S. electric power grid is the world's most extensive, Figure 1 provides a map of the approximate location of the nearly 80,000 miles of 345kV, 500kV and 765kV transmission lines in the contiguous U.S....

In spite of the best efforts, failures still can occur; for example, a lighting strike can still cause on occasion a high voltage transmission line to trip. Very high winds, for example, due to a tornado can cause the failure of a line or several lines on a common corridor. However, most of these events generally occur in isolation and power grids are operated at all times to withstand the largest creditable single contingency failure without causing a cascading collapse of the network itself. Space Weather differs from ordinary weather in that it has a big footprint and attacks the system across many points simultaneously, causing at times of severe events multi-point failures on the network that can threaten the integrity of the network. Therefore, geomagnetic storms may be one of the most important hazards and is certainly the least understood threat that could be posed to the reliable operation of these networks...

There were several noteworthy cases of transformer internal heating associated with the March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid- Atlantic Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear plant in southern New Jersey, the internal heating was so severe that complete failure of the transformer resulted. Figure 7 provides a few pictures of the transformer and internal winding damage (conductor melting and insulation burns) due to the GIC exposure. In this case the entire nuclear plant was unable to operate until the large 500kV 1200MVA transformer was replaced. Fortunately a spare from a canceled nuclear plant in Washington State was available and restoration of the plant occurred in 40 days. Transformers of this type are of custom design and in most cases new replacement transformers of this type generally take up to a year for delivery. Failures of key apparatus, such as this, raise concerns about the ability to rapidly restore power in a region once a blackout and failure has occurred...

We are looking at the potential of blackouts that could exceed even that of the very large blackout that occurred just a few months ago [August 14, 2003]. And there is no part of the U.S. power grid that is immune to this. It is just a matter of where does this intense phenomenon geographically lay down? How big is the footprint? And we know these footprints can be very, very large. And literally, we could impact over 100 million population in the worst case scenarios."

2002-Department of Energy - National Transmission Grid Study "Over the past 10 years, competition has been introduced into wholesale electricity markets with the goal of reducing costs to consumers. Today, wholesale electricity sales save consumers nearly $13 billion annually. However, the Nation’s outdated transmission system was not designed to support today’s regional, competitive electricity markets. Investment in the transmission system has not kept pace with the growth in generation and the increasing demand for electricity. Transmission bottlenecks threaten reliability and cost consumers hundreds of millions of dollars each year. "

The Changing Structure of the Electrical Power Power Grid ca 2000 - This study by the Department of Energy describes the impact that deregulation will have on the operation of the Grid. 

National Security Telecommunications Advisory Committee - Provides a detailed assessment of the many risks that our power grid faces. "The Electric Power Risk Assessment" subgroup found no evidence of power outages attributed to deliberate electronic intrusion into utility control systems. The greatest risk facing the electric power infrastructure of the United States remains physical damage and destruction. Compared to the threat posed by natural disasters and physical attacks on electric power infrastructure elements, electronic intrusion represents an emerging, but still relatively minor, threat. However, changes within the electric power industry and in technology are increasing the risk posed by electronic intrusion. "

2004 - Penn State Study of Power Grid Failure - The team's topological analysis of the grid structure reveals that, although the system has been designed to withstand the random loss of generators or substations, its integrity may depend on protecting a few key elements.

"Our analysis indicates that major disruption can result from loss of as few as two percent of the grid's substations," says Albert, whose research team includes Istvan Albert, research associate in the Bioinformatics Consulting Center at Penn State, and Gary L. Nakarado at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. 

One implication of the research is that identification of strategic points in the grid system can enhance defense against interruptions, whether by equipment failure, natural disasters or human activity. Major blackouts caused by failures in the grid, such as the one that affected the northeastern part of the country during the summer of 2003, incur tremendous economic, public-health and security risks.

The study, titled "Structural Vulnerability of the North American Power Grid," was published in a recent issue of the journal Physical Review E. The researchers constructed a model of the entire transmission grid with over 14,000 "nodes," including generators, transmission substations, and distribution substations, and over 19,000 "edges," corresponding to the high-voltage transmission lines that carry power between the nodes. They measured the importance of each substation node based on its "load," or the number of shortest paths between other nodes that pass through it. 

Blackouts

Electrical power blackouts and 'sags' cost the US about $80 billion every year in lost services, industrial capacity and Gross Domestic Product. Blackouts caused by space weather events are potentially more devastating than a major hurricane landfall. The space weather 'Storm of the Century' could cause hardships more severe than anything we have thus far experienced.

Congressional Testimony - On October 30, 2003 the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards convened a session 'What is Space Weather and who should forecast it?'. The following is an excerpt of the testimony by John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech Corporation:  " Some of the first reports of operational impacts to power systems date back to the early 1940's and the level of impacts have been progressively become more frequent and significant as growth and development of technology has occurred in this infrastructure. In more contemporary times, major power system impacts in the U.S. have occurred in storms in 1957, 1958, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1979, 1982, 1983, and 1989 and several times in 1991. Smaller scale impacts can and do occur even more frequently; these include anomalous operating events that may result in the unexpected tripping of a key element of the system or even permanent damage to apparatus such as large power transformers... [my bold emphasis]


The most important of these impacts was the storm-caused chain of events resulted in the blackout of the Hydro-Quebec power system. At 2:42 am EST, all operations across Quebec, Canada were normal. At 2:43 am EST, a large impulse in the Earth's magnetic field erupted along the U.S./ Canadian border. GICs immediately started to flow in the southern portions of the Hydro-Quebec grid. In reaction to the GIC, voltage on the network began to sag as the storm increased in magnitude; automatic voltage compensating devices in the network rapidly turned ``on'' to correct this voltage imbalance. Unfortunately these compensators themselves were vulnerable to the harmonics generated in the network's transformers, and mis-operation of relays to protect these devices caused the entire fleet of 7 compensators on the network to shut down within 60 seconds of the beginning of the storm impulse. When the compensators shut down, the network collapse followed within a matter of seconds, putting over 6 million inhabitants of the province in the dark. Going from normal conditions to a complete province-wide blackout occurred in an elapsed time of just 90 seconds. The power system operators had no time to understand what was happening, let alone to take any meaningful human action to intervene and save the grid... 


While power grid reliability concerns are of paramount importance, the long duration of the storm and associated GICs in transformers on the network caused internal transformer heating to the point of failure. There were several noteworthy cases of transformer internal heating associated with the March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid- Atlantic Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear plant in southern New Jersey, the internal heating was so severe that complete failure of the transformer resulted...


However, just empirical evidence alone suggests that power grids in North America that were challenged to collapse for storms of 400 to 600 nT/min over a decade ago, are not likely to survive the plausible but rare disturbances of 2000 to 5000 nT/min that long-term observational evidence indicates have occurred before and therefore may be likely to occur again...


All mass transit systems shutdown as they depend on electricity for many of their functions. Traffic signal systems on most major streets and highways stopped and as a result most major thoroughfares became the equivalent of 8 lane parking lots in the early hours of the blackout. Only a few major power facilities are continuously manned, and since blackouts are possible at any hour, the odds are that 75 percent of the time the normal utility day crews are not on the job when these events occur. Attempting to recall workers that are trapped on the wrong side of these transportation snares is highly problematic... 


Because of the possible large geographic laydown of a severe storm event and resulting power grid collapse, the ability to provide meaningful emergency aid and response to an impacted population that may be in excess of 100 million people will be a difficult challenge. Potable water and replenishment of foods may need to come from boundary regions that are unaffected and these unaffected regions could be very remote to portions of the impacted U.S. population centers. As previously suggested adverse terrestrial weather conditions could cause further complications in restoration and resupply logistics."


Lawrence Berkeley Labs Study, In 2005, Kristina Hamachi-LaCommare and Joe Eto for the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Electric Transmission and Distribution completed a study of the costs to the US from a variety of chronic electrical 'sags' and short-term losses of service. - "The study estimates the total cost to the U.S. of power interruptions at about $80 billion per year. Of this, $57 billion (73 percent) is from losses in the commercial sector and $20 billion (25 percent) in the industrial sector. “The reason for the commercial sector’s high share of these cost is the large number of commercial sector customers, which includes small as well as large businesses, and the high cost per outage per customer,” 


August 14, 2003 Blackout - ICF Consulting produced an assessment of the economic impact of this recent electrical blackout that affected 50 million people in 8 states . "Specifically, for this analysis, we assume that the initial outage of 61,800 MW lasted for 4 hours and then half of that was restored, with the other half (30,900 MW) being the shortfall for another 10 hours. Given that the next announcement from NERC was issued approximately 18 hours after the start of the outage, we assume that another one-half of the unserved 30,900 MW was restored after 14 hours and the remaining loss of 15,450 MW lasted for the subsequent 4 hours. This gives a total of 18 hours for the first phase of the blackout. Using similar arguments for the remaining period of the blackout, we assume more than 13,000 MW of customer load was lost for another 14 hours after which 6,600 MW was the shortfall for another 10 hours. Finally, on the third day of this blackout, 2,000 MW was the loss for 20 hours and another 1,000 MW was the shortfall for the final 10 hours of this blackout. This gives a total outage period of 72 hours. Using this scenario and the average electricity price for the affected region from August 2002, the economic cost of this outage is estimated to be between $7 and $10 billion for the national economy. "


Investigation of August 2003 Blackout - The North American Energy Reliability Council conducted an investigation of how the blackout happened, and its detailed impacts. A space weather storm would share many elements in common with this event, except that the electrical equipment damage would be far more wide spread. Their findings are summarized in Section 5 of this document.


The following blackouts are not known to have been caused by space weather:


September 23, 2002, - A massive power failure disrupted central Chile, including the capital city of Santiago. Some 3,500 passengers had to be rescued from stalled Metro trains in Santiago. 


April 29, 2003, a power failure hit the airport in Melbourne, Australia, disrupting operations for 90 minutes.


November 24, 2002 - Buenos Aires and La Plata, Argentina, were hit by a huge power failure.


January 31, 2003 - An 'unusual' power failure hits Cambridge, Ontario. 


August 6, 2003 - Buenos Aires was hit again by another sudden blackout . Power company officials blamed that outage on the collapse of three power lines


August 18, 2003 - 4.5 million people in Georgia lost electricity; the Tblisi metro ground to a halt and the water supply was cut off. 


August 23, 2003 - Finland's capital Helsinki and suburbs, including the international airport at Vantaa, were blacked out. Saturday evening's revelers at Helsinki's Linnanmäki amusement park had to be rescued when the blackout left them dangling in rides in midair. Even Radio Suomi, which relies on emergency generators, went off the air when both its generators and backup battery power failed. 


August 28, 2003 - the BBC reported that at the height of London's evening rush hour, a massive power outage struck the city and southeast England. 1800 trains stopped, including 60 percent of the London Underground, an event that Britain's Network Rail called "unprecedented."


September 1, 2003 - At 10 o'clock the city and five other Malaysian states were struck by a massive blackout. Workers in the Petronas Towers, the world's tallest buildings, were trapped in elevators and with signal lights out, traffic in downtown Kuala Lumpur ground to a virtual halt. 


September 2, 2003 - Cancun, Mexico, which was swarming with tourists and advance teams for the following week's World Trade Organization meeting, also found itself plunged into a blackout. The power failure struck Quintana Roo state on the Yucatan peninsula and two neighboring states. Power was out for six hours and affected 3 million people.


September 23, 2003 - Eastern Denmark and southern Sweden, including the cities of Copenhagen and Malmo, lost power in what was described as a "very unusual" blackout. Four million people were affected, including passengers stranded on board trains and at Copenhagen's busy international airport. Factories on the island of Zealand and in southern Sweden stopped production and the Oresund Bridge linking Denmark to Sweden was closed to traffic. [International Herald Tribune]


September 28, 2003, - A massive power failure struck Italy, leaving 57 million people without electricity. A simultaneous blackout plunged Geneva, Switzerland, into darkness. The blackout cut off electricity to Vatican City and Pope John Paul II had to rely on emergency generators to power amplifiers in order to deliver his Sunday sermon. Thirty-thousand passengers were stranded on trains throughout the country. The blackout was later blamed on a tree hitting a high voltage transmission line in Switzerland.


Reference #2, Congressional Testimony on Solar Storms and Power Grids

[108th Congress House Hearings]


[From the U.S. Government Printing Office via GPO Access]
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The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room 2318 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Vernon J.  Ehlers [Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.
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Purpose


On October 30, 2003 at 10:00 a.m., the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards will hold a hearing to examine the space weather activities at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) Space Environment Center. The Space Environment Center (SEC) provides real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar and geophysical events. These events can: cause damage to communication satellites, electric transmission lines and electric transformers; interfere in ground-based communications with airline pilots; be fatal to astronauts on space flights and in the International Space Station; and potentially harm airplane passengers flying polar routes. SEC forecasts are used by the U.S. military, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), NOAA itself, and by the industries mentioned above. For example, just last Wednesday (October 22), the SEC released two-day advanced warnings about an unusually large solar storm, which allowed electrical utilities, airlines, and spacecraft managers to take preventive action to minimize disruption of service due to the storm. (See attachment.)


The Air Force Weather Agency works closely with NOAA’s SEC on the collection of space weather data through satellite and ground-based sensors and provides warnings tailored for specific military needs. The Air Force relies on the SEC for data analysis and overall forecasting.  The Air Force and NOAA each contribute to the cost of sensors to monitor space weather, and NASA provides many of the satellites on which the sensors are carried.


In the House Fiscal Year (FY) 2004 Commerce, Justice and State (CJS) appropriations bill, SEC funding levels are below the Administration’s request. The Senate CJS Appropriations Committee report includes the suggestion that the Air Force or NASA should take on the duties of predicting space weather and contains no funding for SEC. Thus, budget constraints could force the closure or reduction of these vital and unique services provided by NOAA’s SEC. The Subcommittee wants to better understand the potential impact of the loss of SEC services.


The Subcommittee plans to explore several overarching questions, including:


1. LWhy do we need to understand and forecast space weather events?


2. LWhat unique capabilities and expertise does NOAA’s SEC provide? To what extent could the Air Force or NASA perform these duties?


3. LWhat are the implications of closure or reduced activities of NOAA’s SEC to the government and private sector?


Witnesses:


Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Boulder, Colorado. Dr.  Hildner will provide an overview of the SEC, the services it provides and its collaborations with other federal agencies.


Col. Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force Weather Agency, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska. Colonel Benson will explain the mission of Air Force Space Weather Operations Center and the way the Air Force and NOAA work together on space weather prediction.


Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). Dr. Grunsfeld will discuss the effects of space weather on NASA operations.


Mr. John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech Corporation, Duluth, Minnesota. Mr. Kappenman will discuss the effects of space weather events on electric power grid systems and how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would affect this industry. Mr. Kappenman was formerly with Minnesota Power.


Captain Hank Krakowski, Vice President of Corporate Safety, Quality Assurance, and Security, United Airlines, Chicago, Illinois. Captain Krakowski will discuss how space weather events affect the airline industry, including air traffic control communications and human health concerns. He also will discuss how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would affect United Airlines operations.


Dr. Robert Hedinger, Executive Vice President, Loral Skynet, Bedminster, New Jersey. Dr. Hedinger will explain the implications of space weather events for communications satellites and how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would affect the commercial satellite sector.


Background


What Is Space Weather?


Space weather refers to conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, which can cause disturbances in the outer layers of the Earth’s atmosphere. Highly energized particles from the sun disrupt the upper layers of the Earth’s atmosphere, causing geomagnetic storms that result in increased radiation and rapid changes in the direction and intensity of the Earth’s magnetic field. These conditions can influence the performance and reliability of space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger human life or health. Government and private sector organizations concerned with communications, satellite operations, electric power grids, human space flight, and navigation use space weather information.


History of NOAA’s Space Environment Center


NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC), located in Boulder, Colorado, began in the 1940’s as a program to study short-wave radio propagation at the National Bureau of Standards (now known as the National Institute of Standards and Technology, or NIST). As the SEC expanded its scope to study the effects of solar weather on the Earth’s atmosphere, the center moved into the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research in NOAA, where it is currently located. The SEC consists of three divisions: research and development, space weather operations, and systems. The SEC has 54 NOAA staff and two Air Force liaisons in its Boulder office. In a 2002 report, the National Academy Sciences, called the work of the SEC “crucial.”

NOAA’s SEC collects, provides, and archives space environment data from its polar-orbiting and geostationary satellites, from other federal agencies, and through international data exchange. Forecasters at SEC provide space weather forecasts and warnings to users in government and industry and to the general public, while the Air Force and private sector users take these forecasts and tailor them for their organizations’ specific needs. SEC’s space weather operations division is the national and international warning center for disturbances in the space environment that can affect people and equipment. The effects of these disturbances are described in more detail below. The research and development division is home to the leading experts in space weather. They conduct research in solar-terrestrial physics, develop techniques for forecasting solar and geophysical disturbances, provide real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar and geophysical events, and prepare data to be archived by NOAA’s National Geophysical Data Center.


Air Force Space Forecast Center


NOAA’s SEC works closely with the U.S. Air Force’s Space Forecast Center at Offutt Air Force Base in Nebraska, which provides space weather forecast services to U.S. military customers. The total budget for Air Force space weather efforts was $15.3 million in FY 2003. The Air Force provides two personnel who work at the SEC to ensure that this vital space weather information is fed smoothly to the Air Force, which then tailors it for military purposes. For example, NOAA’s SEC may issue a warning that a geomagnetic storm will occur in the Earth’s atmosphere at a certain time. The Air Force will use this information to make recommendations about military satellites that should be turned or powered down, or military operations that should be suspended until the storm passes.


NASA Operations


NASA requires information about space weather to make decisions regarding the space shuttle and International Space Station (ISS) operations. For example, astronauts conducting space walks could be killed if they were exposed to high levels of radiation. Additionally, astronauts inside the ISS may have to take special precautions during a solar storm. In fulfilling its research mission, NASA flies many of the sensors used to collect space weather data on its research satellites.  National Space Weather Program (NSWP)


Previous reviews of the space weather program have concluded that NOAA should continue to run the civilian space weather forecasting operation.


For example, in 1997, an interagency working group developed “The National Space Weather Program Implementation Plan,” under which NOAA was to continue to run civilian space weather programs and the Air Force was to continue to run such programs for the military. The interagency group included NOAA, the National Science Foundation, the Department of Defense, NASA, the Department of Energy, the Department of the Interior, and the Department of Transportation.


Similarly, in its 2002 report, “The Sun to the Earth—and Beyond: 


A Decadal Research Strategy in Solar and Space Physics,” the National Academy of Sciences recommended that NOAA not only continue to forecast space weather but that NOAA should do more to coordinate the development of the sensors that are used to make its forecasts.  Specifically, the Academy recommended that NOAA and NASA initiate a plan to transition solar monitoring sensors from their current location primarily on research satellites to operational satellite programs.


The SEC Budget Situation


The Space Environment Center is funded through NOAA’s Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR). In FY 2003, the SEC received $5.2 million (a reduction of $2 million below FY 2002 levels). For FY 2004, the Administration requested $8 million for NOAA’s SEC. At this time, the FY 2004 appropriations process is ongoing in Congress. The House Commerce, Justice, State (CJS) bill, passed in July, provides $5.2 million for the SEC (same level as FY 2003). The Senate CJS bill, reported out by the full committee, recommends no funding for SEC and suggests that the Air Force or NASA should assume the responsibility of forecasting space weather. Funding for some of the sensors and satellites that provide data to the SEC is already provided by other agencies, such as NASA and the Air Force, but NOAA’s SEC is the national center for data collection and forecasting of space weather events.


<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT>


Why Do We Need Space Weather Forecasts From NOAA’s SEC?


Electric Power Grids


The first recorded evidence of space weather effects on technology 


was in 1859, when a major failure of telegraph systems in New England and Europe coincided with a large solar flare. More recently, on March 13, 1989, geomagnetically induced currents in Canadian transmission lines set off a cascade of broken circuits, causing loss of power for the entire Hydro-Quebec power grid. The blackout affected six million customers and cost Hydro-Quebec more than $10 million.


In 1998, a similar geomagnetic storm was headed for Earth. This time, thanks to data from new sensors and improved forecast models, NOAA’s SEC forecasters were able to alert electric power customers 40 minutes before the storm hit the Earth. In response, electric power utilities diverted power and increased safety margins on certain parts of the grid to avoid stress on the power system.


Satellite Operations


In addition to electric power grid operations, human activities 


dependent on satellites are affected by space weather. This includes everything from communications to satellite-television. Research done at NOAA’s SEC has helped provide the government and other satellite operators with data on storms to help understand whether a failed satellite was due to mechanical problems or space weather.  Additionally, the satellite industry uses space weather forecasts to determine the timing of rocket launches to avoid sending a multi-million dollar satellite into orbit at the peak of a solar storm.


Communications Satellites


Solar storms cause disturbances in the Earth’s ionosphere that can 


affect the orbital path of low-orbit spacecraft, creating operational and tracking problems and sometimes shortening the useful life of a satellite. For example, in May 1998 loss of telephone pager service to 45 million customers was caused by a solar storm. During the Gulf War in 1991 military forces reported high frequency radio communications interruptions due to ionization storms, and in January 1994 an extended period of high electron levels caused failure of two Canadian communications satellites, which interrupted telephone, television, and radio service for several hours.


Airline Industry


Airlines are concerned about space weather because it can disrupt 


satellite and ground-based communication systems, which allow air traffic controllers to talk directly to pilots. Federal regulations require airlines to maintain communication capability with their aircraft at all times. Additionally, navigation systems can be affected by space weather events. Finally, because of the curvature of the Earth, planes flying from North America to Asia generally make flights over the North Pole, where passengers can be susceptible to higher doses of solar radiation than traditional non-polar flights. United Airlines reports that for the 21-month period from January 2002 through September 2003 there were approximately 140 flights that were or could have been affected by space weather events.


Questions for Witnesses


Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)


1. Please provide an overview of NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC). What research programs are performed at the center? What operational services are provided by the center?


2. Please describe the different types of solar weather events and specifically explain the time it takes for them to travel to the Earth. What is the lead-time we currently have for reacting to or mitigating the effects of solar weather? Please provide historical examples of when space weather events have affected human activities.


3. Who are the users of SEC products and information?


4. Please describe the relationship between the SEC, NASA, and the Air Force Weather Agency, including a specific explanation of the role of each agency in understanding and predicting space weather.


5. If the FY04 final appropriation for the SEC was the $5.2 million recommended in the House bill, what would be the impact on SEC services?


Col. Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force Weather Agency


1. Please provide an overview of the Air Force Space Weather Services provided through the Air Force Weather Agency.


2. Please describe the relationship between NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC), NASA, and the Air Force Weather Agency, including a specific explanation of the role of each agency in understanding and predicting space weather.


3. Who are the users of Air Force space weather products and information?


4. Are there any technical barriers to the Air Force Weather Agency taking on the duties of the SEC if it were no longer funded through NOAA? Given that the Air Force’s capabilities are designed for military purposes, how would you have to adapt your practices to provide SEC-like services to the civilian sector?


5. What would be the impacts on the Air Force and overall military operations if SEC no longer existed? Please provide specific examples when possible.


Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)


1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect NASA operations, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


2. How does NASA use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on NASA operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


4. What would be the impact to NASA if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts to you? Please provide specific examples when possible.


5. Are there any technical barriers to NASA taking on the duties of the SEC if it were no longer funded through NOAA?  Given that NASA’s mission is research oriented, how would you have to adapt your practices to provide SEC operational services?


Mr. John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech 


Corporation


1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect electric power grid systems, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on electric power grid systems to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


4. What would be the impact to your organization and the electric power grid industry if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts to you? Please provide specific examples when possible.


Captain Hank Krakowski, Vice President of Corporate Safety, Quality 


Assurance and Security, United Airlines


1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect airline operations, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on airline operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


4. What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible.


Dr. Robert Hedinger, Executive Vice President, Loral Skynet


1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect satellite operations, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on satellite operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


4. What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible.


Chairman Ehlers. This hearing will come to order. Good morning. Welcome to the oversight hearing entitled: “What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It?” And if you don’t know what it is, you can go out and look outside and you will get some idea of what space weather is. Well, I wanted to make it clear, since I have been asked this, that the solar storm that is currently underway did not start the fires in California.


As a physicist, I must admit that when we began to plan for this hearing last month, I did not think it would conjure much attention outside of the scientific community. However, thanks to Divine Intervention, we now have major solar storm activity to coincide with the hearing. We certainly hope that the lights will stay on and our webcast capabilities will not be diminished during the course of this hearing.


The purpose of the hearing is to examine the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s, better known as NOAA, Space Environment Center. This center, abbreviated SEC, but not to be confused with buying and selling stocks, provides real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar storms. The SEC is located with other NOAA labs in Boulder, Colorado in the District of Mr. Udall, the Subcommittee Ranking Member sitting directly to my right.


Many of us may think of solar eruptions as a curiosity or as the source of the beautiful Aurora Borealis often observed by residents in the northern U.S. However, as highlighted by recent media attention, these solar events can have serious repercussions for Earth-based technological systems. They cause geomagnetic storms in the Earth’s atmosphere that can disrupt communication systems, cause surges on electric power grids, and be harmful to airline passengers and astronauts. NOAA’s SEC provides vital space weather forecasts for civilian industries concerned with these effects. Additionally, SEC forecasts are used by the Air Force to provide tailored recommendations for military users concerned with space weather. For example, I believe the current space storm was predicted a good two days before it began.


Despite its important role in protecting the Nation’s technological systems from geomagnetic storms, some here in Congress have proposed to reduce or eliminate funding for NOAA’s SEC. In the House fiscal year 2004 appropriations bill for NOAA, SEC funding levels are 35 percent below the Administration’s request of $8 million. Of even greater concern, the Senate Appropriations Committee bill contains no funding for SEC and includes the suggestion, without any justification, that the Air Force or the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, better known as NASA, should take on the duties of predicting space weather.


Today, we will hear from representatives of NOAA, the Air Force, and NASA about the roles of each agency in monitoring and forecasting space weather. Then we will hear from representatives of three industries that rely on SEC forecasts: the electric power grid industry, the airline industry, and the communications satellite industry. These experts will help us to better understand the impact of space weather on the Earth and its surroundings and to examine the question of who should be responsible for forecasting it.


Before we hear from our Ranking Member and our witnesses, I wanted to show a short movie clip of the most recent solar flare to set the mood for today’s hearing. So we will now show that. I am not quite sure how that is going to show up in the transcript of the hearing, but we will take a quick look.


[Video]


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you very much. If I might mention 


yesterday, just out of curiosity, I went to the site, the solar site, and looked at one of the images. I took my little ruler and measured the diameter of the sun and the size of the flare compared to the sun. Then did a quick mental calculation. I can’t guarantee this is accurate, and I probably shouldn’t even say it, but my quick mental calculation indicated that the size of the flare, as apparent from that particular picture, was approximately 60 Earth diameters. That gives some startling idea of the scale of this. If the Earth had been there, it would have been an insignificant dot compared to the size of the flare. And that indicates the strength of the storms that we deal with.


Before I will recognize my Ranking Member, I also want to mention that we are going to have problems with the House schedule today. I understand that we are likely to have a vote in approximately 20 minutes, and unfortunately, we are very Pavlovian here; when the bells ring, we go vote. We will simply have to suspend the hearing while we go vote. We may well be interrupted by other votes later, but we will try to proceed as expeditiously as we can.


The Chair now recognizes Mark Udall, the Ranking Minority Member on the Environment, Technology, and Standards Subcommittee for his opening statement.


[The prepared statement of Chairman Ehlers follows:]


Prepared Statement of Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers


Good morning! Welcome to this oversight hearing entitled, “What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It?” As a physicist, I must admit that, when we began to plan for this hearing last month, I did not think it would garner much attention outside the scientific community. However, thanks to divine intervention, we now have major solar storm activity to coincide with the hearing. We hope the lights will stay on, and our webcast capabilities will not be impacted.


The purpose of the hearing is to examine the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (better known as NOAA) Space Environment Center. This center, abbreviated SEC, provides real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar storms. The SEC is located with other NOAA labs in Boulder, Colorado, in the district of Mr. Udall, the Subcommittee Ranking Member.


Many of us may think of solar eruptions as a curiosity, or as the source of the beautiful Aurora Borealis often observed by residents in the northern U.S. However, as highlighted by recent media attention, these solar events can have serious repercussions for Earth-based technological systems. They cause geomagnetic storms in the Earth’s atmosphere that can disrupt communication systems, cause surges on electric power grids, and be harmful to airline passengers and astronauts. NOAA’s SEC provides vital space weather forecasts for civilian industries concerned with these effects. Additionally, SEC forecasts are used by the Air Force to provide tailored recommendations for military users concerned with space weather.


Despite its important role in protecting the Nation’s technological systems from geomagnetic storms, some here in Congress have proposed to reduce or eliminate funding for NOAA’s SEC. In the House Fiscal Year 2004 appropriations bill for NOAA, SEC funding levels are 35 percent below the Administration’s request of eight million dollars. Of even greater concern, the Senate Appropriations Committee bill contains no funding for SEC and includes the suggestion, without any justification, that the Air Force or NASA should take on the duties of predicting space weather.


Today we will hear from representatives of NOAA, the Air Force and NASA about the roles of each agency in monitoring and forecasting space weather. Then we will hear from representatives of three industries that rely on SEC forecasts—the electric power grid industry, the airline industry, and the communications satellite industry. These experts will help us to better understand the impact of space weather on the Earth and to examine the question of who should be responsible for forecasting it.


Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning to the panel and all of you who have assembled here to attend this important hearing. I want to begin by thanking the Chairman for holding this hearing. And of course, I have to thank him, also, for his impeccable timing. He managed to arrange for the sun spot activity last week to occur and then the solar flare this week has really given us a firsthand understanding of the importance of space weather and the need for the space weather forecasting services provided by NOAA’s Space Environment Center, the SEC. And I would think, Mr. Chairman, this SEC is at least as important as the other SEC, particularly over the long-term as we have learned more about space weather.


Sunspots, geomagnetic storms, and solar flares, the phenomena of space weather, used to be a topic solely in the province of space scientists. While we have experienced the effects of these phenomena in the past, we had no ability to monitor or forecast these storms or to anticipate their likely effects. Some of you here know about the large solar flare that was generated in 1859, September of 1859, which shorted out telegraph wires in the U.S. and in Europe. And caused numerous fires.


Today, because of the importance of communications, electricity, and transportation to our daily lives, a similar storm would have devastating impacts in the absence of space weather forecasting. Satellites, transformers and transmission lines, and the billion dollar infrastructure that supports these essential services, are all vulnerable to space weather events. The SEC’s forecasts enable government and private sector operators to take actions to minimize disruptions in service and damage to critical infrastructure.


The SEC’s annual budget, really of a mere $8 million, seems modest when we evaluate it in the context of the Nation’s investment in space weather monitoring and research and in comparison to the billions of dollars of infrastructure and services that are vulnerable to space weather events.


After investing millions of dollars and many years of research on space weather, we are now able to monitor solar storms and forecast their nature and intensity. Eliminating the SEC or drastically cutting its budget does not save money; it actually wastes taxpayer investments in research by cutting off the service that is currently delivering real benefits. Cutting the SEC’s budget reverses, in my opinion, and I believe the opinion of many people here and people around the country, our progress in space weather forecasting, putting billions of dollars of infrastructure and services at risk.


This committee, in my opinion, should endorse the Administration’s fiscal year 2004 budget request enthusiastically for those reasons. We should also continue to support research to improve space weather forecasting and to expand our knowledge of space weather and its potential impacts.


While the space weather forecasting discipline is still in its infancy, we still—it is no less essential than terrestrial weather forecasting. If we do not continue to invest in space weather forecasting, we will not only enjoy gazing at the Northern Lights, but we will risk experiencing widespread blackouts. Let us keep the lights on, the planes flying, and the communications flowing by fully investing in the Space Environment Center and its vital research and forecasting activities.


Mr. Chairman, I am also aware of a number of people with interests in space weather who wish to contribute to the record for this hearing. Therefore, I would ask unanimous consent that the record for this hearing be open—held open for 10 days to enable trade groups, private citizens, academics, and industry representatives to submit material to the record.


Chairman Ehlers. So ordered.


Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


In conclusion, the witnesses we have here today will help 


us to better understand the phenomena and potential impacts of space weather events on our government activities and on our economy. We have an excellent panel of witnesses for our hearing today. I want to thank you all for taking your time to appear before the Subcommittee this morning, and I do look forward to your testimony.


With that, Mr. Chairman, I would yield back any time I have remaining.


[The prepared statement of Mr. Udall follows:]


Prepared Statement of Representative Mark Udall


Good morning.


First, I would like to express my thanks to the Chairman for 


holding this hearing and to congratulate him on his timing. I don’t know how you managed to arrange for the sun spot activity last week, Mr. Chairman, but the solar flare that reached Earth this past week illustrates the importance of space weather and the need for the space weather forecasting services provided by NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC).


Sun spots, geomagnetic storms, and solar flares—the phenomena of space weather—used to be a topic solely in the province of space scientists. While we have experienced the effects of these phenomena in the past, we had no ability to monitor or forecast these storms or to anticipate their likely effects. For example, a large solar flare generated in September of 1859 shorted out telegraph wires in the U.S.  and in Europe causing numerous fires.


Today, because of the importance of communications, electricity, and transportation to our daily lives, a similar storm would have devastating impacts in the absence of space weather forecasting.  Satellites, transformers, and transmission lines—and the billion dollar infrastructure that supports these essential services are all vulnerable to space weather events. The SEC’s forecasts enable government and private sector operators to take actions to minimize disruptions in service and damage to critical infrastructure.


The SEC’s annual budget of $8 million seems modest when we evaluate it in the context of the Nation’s investment in space weather monitoring and research and in comparison to the billions of dollars of infrastructure and services that are vulnerable to space weather events.


After investing millions of dollars and many years of research on space weather, we are now able to monitor solar storms and forecast their nature and intensity. Eliminating the SEC or drastically cutting its budget does not save money. It wastes taxpayer investments in research by cutting off the service that is currently delivering real benefits. Cutting the SEC’s budget reverses our progress in space weather forecasting, putting billions of dollars of infrastructure and services at risk.


This Committee should endorse the Administration’s FY04 budget request, enthusiastically. We should continue to support research to improve space weather forecasting and to expand our knowledge of space weather and its potential impacts.


While space weather forecasting is still in its infancy, it is no less essential than terrestrial weather forecasting. If we do not continue to invest in space weather forecasting, we will not only enjoy gazing at the Northern lights, but we will also risk experiencing widespread blackouts. Let’s keep the lights on, the planes flying and communications flowing by fully funding the Space Environment Center and its vital research and forecasting activities.


Mr. Chairman, I am also aware of a number of people with interests in space weather who wish to contribute to the record for this hearing.  Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that the record for this hearing be held open for ten days to enable trade groups, private citizens, academics and industry representatives to submit material to the record.


The witnesses we have here today will help us to better understand the phenomena and potential impacts of space weather events on our governmental activities and on our economy. We have an excellent panel of witnesses for our hearing today. I thank you all for appearing before the Subcommittee this morning and I look forward to your testimony.


Chairman Ehlers. All right. If there is no objection, all additional opening statements submitted by the Subcommittee Members will be added to the record. Without objection, so ordered.


At this time, I would like to introduce our witnesses. We will begin with a special introduction by our Ranking Member, Mr. Udall.


Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


I want to take this time to acknowledge Dr. Hildner, who is 


here from my hometown of Boulder. Dr. Hildner is the Director of NOAA’s Space Environment Center, the SEC, we have been mentioning. It is located in Boulder, as I mentioned. Dr.  Hildner is a solar physicist who has worked for the High Altitude Observatory at NCAR, which is also based in Colorado, and at NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center in Alabama where he was the head of its Solar Physics Branch. He was an experimental scientist for Skylab and the Solar Maximum Mission during the 1970’s. Dr. Hildner’s scientific specialty is coronal and interplanetary physics about which he has published dozens of papers. Last year, the National Academy of Sciences called the work of the SEC “crucial.” Under Dr. Hildner’s steady watch, the Center continues to do its crucial work very well, though recent budget cuts have made his job, and the jobs of NOAA’s SEC staff more difficult.


I look forward to hearing from Dr. Hildner today as he helps us understand the importance of the Space Environment Center.


Welcome, Dr. Hildner.


Chairman Ehlers. And with that background, he can tell me 


later whether my mental calculation was correct.


Next, it is my pleasure to introduce Colonel Charles L.  Benson, Junior. He is the Commander of the Air Force Weather Agency at Offutt Air Force Base in Nebraska. Following him is Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, better known, of course, by its acronym, NASA. The next witness to be introduced by the honorable gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Gutknecht.


Mr. Gutknecht. Well, thank you, Chairman Ehlers.


And I just want to welcome the panel. And Chairman Ehlers 


and I have had the opportunity to go out and visit the NOAA center out in Boulder, and we were duly impressed with the work that is done.


But it is my honor today to introduce John Kappenman from Metatech Corporation in Duluth, Minnesota. For those of you who have never had the chance to go to Duluth, Minnesota, it is one of the most beautiful cities, not only in Minnesota, but, I think, in the country. And if you don’t get a chance to go to Duluth and visit the city, or go fishing in the beautiful waters of Lake Superior, at least you can go to my website and you can see a very large lake trout, which I caught there about two months ago. And I am very proud of that picture. And it is on the front page of my website.


For the past 27 years, Mr. Kappenman has researched electronic power system impacts caused by widespread geomagnetic field disturbances due to space weather. Since 1997, he has been employed with Metatech Corporation where he has advised folks worldwide on how to protect technology and power grid systems.


We all look forward to your testimony, and we welcome you here to Washington.


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you, Mr. Gutknecht.


I now understand the reason for the low lake levels in the 


Great Lake system: you are taking all of the fish out of them.


Next, it is my pleasure to introduce Captain Hank Krakowski. He is the Vice President of Corporate Safety, Quality Assurance, and Security for United Airlines located in Chicago, Illinois. And our final witness is Dr. Robert Hedinger. He is the Executive Vice President of Loral Skynet out of Bedminster, New Jersey.


As our witnesses should know, I presume you have been briefed, testimony is limited to five minutes each, particularly with a large panel like this, so we ask that you honor that request. And the little device here will show green for the first four minutes, yellow for the next minute, and then it turns red and all sorts of bad things happen. So we request that you try to keep it to five minutes each.


We will start with Dr. Hildner.


STATEMENT OF DR. ERNEST HILDNER, DIRECTOR, SPACE ENVIRONMENT 


CENTER, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION


Dr. Hildner. Good morning, Chairman Ehlers and Members of the Subcommittee. And thank you, Mr. Udall, for your kind introduction. As Director of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Space Environment Center, I am pleased to join these other witnesses and you today for the hearing on SEC’s role in providing operational space weather information to the United States. We believe that NOAA is the proper home for the Nation’s space weather service.


The extensive media coverage of recent radiation and geomagnetic storms clearly illustrates the Nation’s need for accurate, reliable, and timely space weather forecasting. The effects of space weather, as you have already indicated, are far ranging. We know that airlines, the International Space Station, nuclear power plants, and at least one satellite were affected by the recent solar and space weather events. NOAA’s SEC is the central focus of information for these kinds of events.


[Slide]


The next figure shows that—sorry. I am in control here, I 


think.


The next figure in the upper left shows the number of web accesses to our site. And that spike, over the last several days, reaches almost ten million hits on our website per day.  Even before the recent activity and the media attention, customers hit our website over 500,000 times a day, and that is that lower part on the left. This figure also shows several of the NOAA products used by radio communicators, by airlines, by satellite operators, and the various alerts and warning products issued by SEC in the last week in the upper right.  That figure, which is too small to see, actually tells you how many times we sent out alerts and warnings to our customers for our various products.


The recent media coverage of effects show there is a direct correlation between space weather and the U.S. economy. The direct global economic impact of space weather has been estimated very conservatively at $200 million per year. It is clear that the adverse conditions in the space environment can disrupt communications, navigation, air travel, national electric power distribution grids, and satellite operations.  Improved space weather information will assure safety, reliability, and national security, as my colleagues today will discuss the benefits of space weather forecasting for their work.


However, I would like to highlight some important points about SEC, and one of those is the funding issue that has already been eluded to. I would be remiss if I didn’t ask for your assistance. As you stated, the President’s budget recommends $8.3 million for SEC in fiscal year 2004. The House Appropriations Committee has recommended $5.3 million, fully $3 million below the President’s request, and the Senate Appropriations Committee has zeroed out funding entirely.


If either level below the President’s request is enacted, there will be dramatic consequences for SEC and for the vital services that it provides. In response to the necessary staff reductions, NOAA will be faced with the choice of eliminating SEC’s research and development activities or its services. If the R&D is cut, NOAA will not be able to improve products, models, and data streams needed by our customers. On the other hand, cutting services means that our customers will only receive data: no value added forecasts, no warnings, no alerts.  Either choice means our effectiveness as a partner to other government agencies, such as NASA and the Air Force, will drop.


I need to emphasize that zeroing out SEC’s budget will eliminate the one source of official U.S. space weather alerts, warnings, and forecasts. Space weather is defined by the National Space Weather Program as: “Conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, magnetosphere, ionosphere, and thermosphere that can influence the performance and reliability of space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger human life or health.”

SEC monitors, predicts, and forecasts conditions in the space environment and provides critical data, space weather data, to a variety of government and commercial customers. SEC also conducts research into phenomena affecting the space environment.


[Slide]


As the next figure indicates, space weather begins to—

space weather begins at the sun, and this animation shows the brightening of the sun, if you can run the movie, please----


[Video]


At the time of a flare, the spray of swift energetic 


particles and a cloud of solar atmosphere depart the sun. When it arrives at Earth, it causes a geomagnetic storm, much as what happened on Wednesday morning this week.


SEC provides services, conducts research and development, and builds and maintains the computer systems, which support the Center’s work. SEC’s efforts are focused on areas where advanced applications can be brought to bear. We continually monitor. We continually monitor Earth’s space environment with displays and software driven by the approximately 1,400 data sets that we receive everyday. The forecasters synthesize current data, climatological statistics, and relevant research results to formulate our daily predictions of solar and geophysical activity.


The future of SEC’s vital role in conducting and coordinating research in its applications was discussed, as mentioned earlier, in a recent National Research Council report, a Decadal Research Strategy in Solar and Space Physics.  In this report, the NRC recommended that NOAA assume full responsibility for space-based solar wind measurements and it should expand its facilities for integrating data into space weather models.


It looks like my time is up, so let me, in conclusion, say that the Space Environment Center is the Nation’s unique civilian provider of critical, real-time information and forecasts on space weather that affect the United States’ economic, national, and homeland security. We want to remain in that role.


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, for this opportunity to testify on this extremely important matter to NOAA and the Nation. And I would be happy to answer any questions.


[The prepared statement of Dr. Hildner follows:]


Prepared Statement of Ernest Hildner


Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, for the opportunity to testify before you regarding the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) activities at the Space Environment Center (SEC). I am Ernest Hildner, Director of the SEC and responsible for day-to-day management and long-term planning of the Center. Space, from the Sun to Earth’s upper atmosphere, is a strategic and economic frontier. This unique environment influences a multitude of human activities, and its understanding presents numerous scientific challenges. NOAA’s SEC has a central role in conducting and coordinating research to understand the space environment to improve space weather services, and in providing critical operational space weather services for NOAA and the Nation. SEC strives to understand and predict the state of the space environment by accumulating data, running models, applying forecaster insight, conducting applied research, and utilizing research and data obtained externally to make operational forecasts of the space environment. Today I will provide an overview of space weather, of SEC and the services it provides, the budgetary and science challenges facing SEC, how SEC collaborates with other agencies, and the value of space weather forecasting and research. I am pleased to have the chance to discuss these topics today.


SPACE WEATHER


“Space weather” refers to conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, magnetosphere, ionosphere, and thermosphere that can influence the performance and reliability of space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger human life or health. Adverse conditions in the space environment can cause disruption of satellite operations, communications, navigation, and electric power distribution grids, leading to a variety of socio-economic losses. National Space Weather Program Strategic Plan, FCM-P30-1995.


The Earth lies 150 million kilometers, or 93 million miles, from the Sun, but it is immersed in the extended solar atmosphere. Our magnetic field resists the continual outflow of ionized gas from the Sun, protecting us here at the surface. However, the Earth and its field represent an obstacle to the solar outflow. As a result, the geomagnetic field is compressed on the sunward side of Earth and drawn out away from the Sun to make a comet-shaped cavity. As shown in the artist’s sketch below, the size of the boundary between Earth’s dominion and the Sun’s varies with the pressure exerted by the Sun’s outflow.


<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT>


Space weather storms are spawned by a variety of changes in solar outputs. First, the light from the Sun, at wavelengths both longer and shorter than the visible, can brighten abruptly. This light travels to Earth and affects the near-Earth environment just as we discern that a solar event has occurred. The photons from a solar flare produce a radio blackout, at some frequencies, by changing the character of the dayside ionosphere and upsetting the delicate balance between the Sun’s otherwise nearly constant output and Earth’s ability to receive and ingest it.


Solar energetic particles comprise a second type of solar emission.  These particles, predominantly protons, the nuclei of hydrogen atoms, are accelerated in coronal mass ejections and solar flares. They travel from the Sun slower than the speed of light, arriving near Earth as soon as tens of minutes after the solar eruption, the more energetic particles usually arriving first. The transit from sun to Earth may be slowed if the intervening magnetic fields do not provide easy Sun-to-Earth connection; then the particles’ arrival may be delayed many tens of hours. A major rise in energetic particle flux is commonly referred to as a radiation storm.


A third type of solar emission that has strong space weather impacts is magnetized plasma. When the continually evolving solar magnetic fields abruptly restructure themselves over a broad area, a portion of the outer solar atmosphere, the corona, can be ejected violently into space. These coronal mass ejections, clouds of ionized gas (solar plasma) and their embedded magnetic fields, fly away from the Sun at 400-1000 kilometers/second (1-2 million miles per hour). If Earth happens to be in the way, when the cloud strikes Earth’s magnetic field 2 to 4 days later, then our geomagnetic field is compressed and may be eroded, resulting in a geomagnetic storm.


The following diagram depicts the times scales associated with these three types of space weather events.


<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT>


The diagram illustrates the lead time between the occurrence of the parent event at the Sun and the terrestrial response; as well as the watches, warnings, and alerts issued by SEC. Thus, space weather has several kinds of storms much as meteorological weather has storms as different as tornadoes, blizzards, and hurricanes. A particular type of space weather storm has significant impacts on particular technologies so some customers are impacted by one type of space weather storm but not by another.


For example, strong x-ray bursts have a serious impact on high frequency (HF) communications on the dayside of Earth. ARINC, a provider of air traffic communications capabilities to commercial airline flights over the North Atlantic, ensures the safety of the movements of airplanes in flight with communications to the cockpit.  They need to know when the HF communications are being affected due to natural conditions (space weather) or due to some equipment failure, and advise aircraft of appropriate frequencies to use. The United States Coast Guard is alerted by SEC staff during these same types of episodes as its LORAN navigation system will be unable to provide the required accuracy to its users during solar flare events. LORAN is intentionally made unavailable during these disturbed space weather conditions.


During bursts of solar energetic particles, the second type of space weather storm, the potential for biological damage due to elevated solar radiation increases. The NASA Space Radiation Analysis Group is responsible for assuring that humans in space not receive anything beyond the lowest reasonable radiation dose. They will advise the Flight Surgeon at NASA’s Johnson Space Center to alter the activity plan for the crew if those activities involve leaving the space craft (for an extra-vehicular activity, or EVA), or suggest moving the crew to the most highly protected area of the Space Shuttle or International Space Station during the space weather radiation storm. NASA requires forecasts and specifications of radiation that affects both humans and equipment in space.


Another witness will discuss the effects of radiation storms and communications degradation on the airline industry.


Satellites in orbit and during the launch are at risk from radiation storms, and I am pleased to see that you have a witness to discuss those effects of space weather as well.


The third type of space weather storm, caused by the interaction between the onrushing magnetized plasma from the Sun and Earth’s own magnetic field, is particularly menacing. This geomagnetic storm can be thought of as the space weather version of a strong hurricane, as it has very widespread impacts across a large number of systems and users.  Somewhat like hurricane clouds are monitored from satellites, this plasma cloud can be seen as it leaves the Sun and it is probed internally as it is about to make “Earthfall.”

When a coronal mass ejection occurs, forecasters at SEC analyze the direction of the ejectum to determine whether it is Earth-bound and estimate the kinetic energy associated with the event. As it takes a few days for the cloud to reach Earth, there is time for users to take preventive or mitigating action. One of today’s witnesses will discuss the effects of geomagnetic storms on the electric power grid.


SEC has been called upon to help investigate possible environmental causes for disasters. The recently active Shuttle Columbia Accident Investigation Board asked for testimony to rule out the possibility that a radiation storm could have affected the Shuttle’s computers during reentry. More recently, there were inquiries whether the electrical blackout of the Northeast on August 14, 2003, was caused by a space weather geomagnetic storm. SEC saw no evidence that it was.  Ironically, however, as the grid was being brought back up to capacity, on August 18 there was a strong geomagnetic storm that hampered the ability of the operators to return to normalcy.


Another system impacted during geomagnetic storms is the Wide Area Augmentation System (WAAS) of the Federal Aviation Administration, designed for aircraft navigation en route. The WAAS technology relies on the use of the Global Positioning System (GPS), and GPS accuracy is adversely affected during geomagnetic storms. In the current solar cycle, the space weather storm of July 14-15, 2000, was by many measures the most serious. During this storm, the “Test-bed” WAAS was unable to determine the position of a receiver on an airplane to the accuracy required; as a result of the storm, slight changes were made to the WAAS model based on data received during that solar activity.


The Space Weather Operations group at SEC issues alerts, warnings, and watches of space weather storms, on a 24/7 basis. Warnings of all three types of space weather storms are issued when there is high probability of occurrence. Warnings for radiation and magnetic storms are aided by the ability to detect the incoming solar wind from a satellite one million miles upstream, the Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE). This sentinel allows for a few minutes advance notice of radiation storms, and up to one hour lead time for magnetic storms.  However, it does not offer any benefit for radio blackouts.


Space weather events such as radio blackouts, radiation storms, and geomagnetic have affected various technologies and systems in sometimes spectacular ways. During the last solar cycle, a geomagnetic storm caused the Hydro-Quebec power grid to black out on March 13, 1989, leaving six million without electricity for nine hours. The big storms of March 1989 and July 2000 sent engineers back to their drawing boards hoping to design better systems to lessen the damage. A space weather radiation storm in August 1972 could have been even more damaging, possibly lethal. This event occurred between the lunar flights of Apollo 16 (April 16, 1972) and Apollo 17 (December 16, 1972).  Biologists have calculated that the radiation received by astronauts, had they been on the moon at the time of the storm, would have caused a quick death. Good luck averted a disaster.


The frequency of occurrence of space weather storms, and the possible consequences of the storms, are indicated in the NOAA Space Weather Scales document attached to this testimony and available on SEC’s website at http://www.sec.noaa.gov.


SEC OVERVIEW


What we now call “space weather” began to affect widely used technology during World War II, disrupting the newly developed communication and radar systems. After the War, the Central Radio Propagation Laboratory was set up in the National Bureau of Standards in Boulder, Colorado, coalescing federal activities dealing with space weather. A portion of this unit, by then named the Environmental and Solar Data Service, was folded into the Environmental Science Services Agency (ESSA) when it was formed in the 1960s. Daily forecasting of the space environment for the public commenced in 1965. ESSA was rolled into NOAA when NOAA was formed in 1970, and the SEC is the result.


NOAA’s mission “To understand and predict changes in the Earth’s environment. . .to meet our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs” includes space weather. Just as NOAA’s tropospheric weather service does for its customers, NOAA’s space weather service monitors and predicts conditions in the space environment for its customers. SEC carries out its role as the Nation’s official source of space weather alerts and warnings under various legislative mandates, statutory authorities, and Department of Commerce Reorganization Plans that gave the authority to monitor and predict the space environment to NOAA. Currently, SEC is both a research laboratory in NOAA’s Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR) and one of the National Weather Service’s (NWS) National Centers for Environmental Prediction. SEC’s products are distributed via e-mail, its Web site, the NWS Family of Services, time and frequency standards radio stations WWV and WWVH, and the NOAA Weather Wire; pager service to notify customers when SEC issues an alert is available from a commercial provider.


SEC is also a member of the International Space Environment Service (ISES), which has 12 Regional Warning Centers around the world to take observations and provide services of regional interest. Daily, the regional centers share their data and tentative predictions with SEC, which synthesizes the information and, as the World Warning Agency, issues the global forecast of space weather conditions. ISES traces its parentage to the International Council of Scientific Unions; its Regional Warning Centers are funded by their host countries.


NOAA’s space weather service is analogous to its tropospheric weather service, and both antedate the formation of NOAA itself. Both serve civilian government, public, and industrial users, and both have links to military and academic partners. For both services, NOAA was deemed to be the proper home. Using NOAA’s and others’ sensors, the SEC continually monitors and daily forecasts Earth’s space environment and provides accurate, reliable, and useful solar-terrestrial information to their customers. SEC acquires, interprets, synthesizes, and disseminates monitoring information to serve the Nation’s need to reduce adverse effects of solar-terrestrial disturbances on human activities. It prepares and disseminates forecasts and alerts of conditions in the space environment. SEC conducts research into phenomena affecting the Sun-Earth environment including the emission of electromagnetic radiation and particles from the Sun, the transmission of solar energy to Earth via solar wind, and the interactions between the solar wind and Earth’s magnetic field, ionosphere, and atmosphere.  It conducts research and development in solar-terrestrial physics and in techniques to improve monitoring and forecasting, prepares high-quality data for national archives, and uses its expertise to advise and educate those affected by variations in the space environment. When events warrant, watches, warnings, and alerts are issued for the use of operators whose systems may be adversely affected by space weather storms. These user groups are private, commercial, government, and military operators, concerned with electric power distribution, high-frequency radio communications, satellite operations, astronaut protection, radio navigation, and national security.


The SEC, however, faces a number of challenges to meeting the needs of the user groups mentioned above. These challenges include budgetary challenges, particularly the potential of cuts in the President’s budget request for SEC in the FY 2004 appropriations bills; and, scientific challenges.


The President requested $8.291 million total for the SEC in FY 2004. However, the House Appropriations Committee has recommended FY04 funding of $5.298 million for SEC, while the Senate Appropriations Committee zeroed out funding for SEC. If the House Committee level of $5.298 is enacted, there will be dramatic consequences for SEC and the vital services that it provides. The House mark of $5.298 million would support staffing of only about 25 FTEs, down from the 53 FTEs requested in the President’s budget. In the short-term, most non-labor SEC costs are fixed.


Downsizing to the House Appropriation’s Committee’s recommended level, NOAA and SEC would attempt to preserve, as much as possible, the Nation’s investment in the current space weather monitoring network by continuing to acquire, ingest, process, disseminate, and provide to archives the copious data with breaking the continuity of 30 years worth of measurements. This activity currently consumes about half of SEC’s budget. Therefore, the shortfall created by an appropriation of $5.3 million would be borne either by research and development or by operations. NOAA and SEC will be forced to choose between the least undesirable of two options described below. In either case, SEC’s data handling capability for ingest, processing, and archive would degrade.  Eighty percent of Air Force alerts are driven by data provided only by SEC. The space weather data ingest and distribution network, identified by Homeland Security as a part of the Nation’s Critical Infrastructure, would face imminent failure. For example, under each option, irreplaceable coverage gaps in real-time Solar Wind data would result, as satellite tracking shrinks, reducing alerts of geomagnetic storms affecting communications and GPS accuracy.


In the first reduction option, NOAA would eliminate SEC’s research and development while continuing operational services with no improvement. Verification of and technique development to use Solar X-ray Imager (SXI) data would cease. When operational, the SXI takes images of the sun once a minute, providing additional data needed to more accurately forecast and alert users to space weather events. The Global Assimilation of Ionospheric Measurements (GAIM) model currently being developed would not become available to civilian users. This model will provide global specification and forecasts of the ionosphere in 3-dimensions, where presently only in-situ measurements and climatological models are available. NOAA participation in the National Space Weather Program will cease. SEC will not be able to provide improvements to products and models supporting airlines, power companies, navigation, and other critical services. NOAA will be unable to transition into operations the physics based models developed at national centers and universities by NSF, NASA, and DOD-supported scientists. In addition, SEC’s website, the primary customer interface for the distribution of space weather data and information will not be improved and recovery from failure will be difficult.


In the second option, NOAA would eliminate SEC’s operational space weather services while continuing research and development against the day that (improved) services can resume. NOAA would cease to issue official U.S. space weather alerts, warnings, and forecasts, information that is currently not provided by any other source.  Unfortunately, reducing the current suite of products one-by-one saves very little until the last product is terminated. The infrastructure to support one product supports all, so there is little savings in reducing the number of products. Joint operations with the U.S. Air Force would stop, including providing back-up to the U.S. Air Force’s classified space weather support to our armed services. Products supporting airlines, power companies, navigation, and other services and industries would not be prepared, issued, and updated. As noted for research and development, the SEC website would degrade and be prone to complete failure. Real-time operational data systems would be decommissioned.


SEC has several scientific challenges before it. An exciting effort is its work with academic and DOD partners to assimilate data into numerical models, similar to the significant assimilation challenge faced by the meteorological modeling community. The challenge combines computational science and physical understanding of the space environment and will lead to improvements in both. With successful “4-D data assimilation,” the model outputs (space weather maps) will be more accurate and more skillful, therefore more useful to users of the services. SEC is working to ensure that space environment monitors designed for GOES and POES satellites provide useful and reliable data on every satellite. Researchers at SEC consult on and write requirements for space weather sensors and, when appropriate, on requirements for the satellites.


SEC has three Divisions; one for services; a second for research and development; and, a third to develop and maintain the computer systems which support the Center’s work. The Research and Development Division derives its goals and targets from the needs of the Space Weather Operations Division. In turn, the space weather services products improve from the application of R&D. Having R&D and operational services in one Center encourages more frequent and more effective interaction and collaboration among the scientists, forecasters, and specialists at SEC. While forecasts, alerts, and warnings are routine for quiet and mildly unsettled solar conditions, when activity becomes intense, forecasters consult with the Center’s research Ph.D.s about the forecast. This is because there are not yet good “rules of thumb” for how to deal with these situations, and the best expertise must be brought to bear on aspects of the problem. In addition, the pace of innovation and change is still very rapid in space weather, with researchers at SEC and elsewhere playing a major role in developing models that, if they could be transitioned swiftly into operations, would bring us progressively closer to the goal of physics-based, numerical space weather predictions.


The Research and Development Division is grounded in understanding the fundamental physical processes governing the regime from the solar surface, through the interplanetary medium, into the magnetospheric-ionospheric regions, and ending in Earth’s upper atmosphere. These processes determine the climatology and nature of disturbances in the solar atmosphere, in Earth’s magnetic field, in the ionosphere, in the charged particle populations at satellite orbits, and in the atmospheric density at high altitudes (including low-Earth orbit).  SEC’s research, technique development and new sensor implementation are focused on areas where advanced applications can be brought to bear to improve space weather services. The staff has expertise spanning from solar physics to Earth’s upper atmosphere and maintains close collaborations throughout the larger research community. They publish regularly in scientific journals, and work directly with the SEC Space Weather Operations and the Systems Division to develop state-of-the-art capabilities for the SEC forecast center. The group develops analysis tools for working with data from a variety of spacecraft, including the NOAA geosynchronous and polar orbiters, and spacecraft in the solar wind. Data access is provided through customized data-analysis routines and individualized displays. In addition to enhancing the utility and value of the primary data through research and analysis, the group explores sources of new data and improved monitoring to support Space Weather Operations. The group leads in the development of techniques to process and interpret both ground-based and space-based solar imagery, and has special expertise in solar X-ray imaging.


The Space Weather Operations Division is the Nation’s official source of space weather alerts and warnings. The services center is staffed 24/7 with an operations specialist and, for ten hours a day, a forecaster They continually monitor Earth’s space environment with displays and software driven by the approximately 1400 data streams received each day. Forecasters synthesize current data, climatological statistics, and relevant research results to formulate their daily predictions of solar and geophysical activity. Operations specialists ensure data integrity and timeliness; verify event validity and issue Alerts, Watches, and Warnings; and update announcements on the Geophysical Alert Broadcasts over radio station WWV and WWVH.


The Systems Division is responsible for: IT system architecture; computer security; developing or acquiring, and maintaining, the computer hardware and software to routinely ingest data; populating the data bases; the hardware and software for disseminating data and products to customers and to the archive; and providing computer configuration control and redundancy for operational reliability. In addition, Systems Division personnel provide system administration and support to internal users, while responding to IT directives from the NOAA and OAR Chief Information Officers, and working with administrators of the several local Internet services. The Division operates the receiving antennas at the prime and back-up Boulder sites, and has personnel on-call at all times to attend to hardware and software failures which affect the functions of the forecast center.


SEC performs a vital role for the Nation in conducting and coordinating research and its application. The recent National Research Council report—A Decadal Research Strategy in Solar and Space Physics (2003), recommended that NOAA should assume full responsibility for space-based solar wind measurements, expand its facilities for integrating data into space weather models, and, with NASA, should plan to transition research instrumentation into operations. As discussed in the National Space Weather Program Implementation Plan (2000), interagency programs cannot succeed in meeting the Nation’s needs without NOAA SEC observations, research, model development, and transition to operations. And, as emphasized in the Department of Defense’s (DOD) National Security Space Architect Study (2000), NOAA’s current and planned activities are essential to meet DOD’s space weather needs.


In addition to the SEC’s activities, it should be noted that three line organizations play roles in the NOAA Space Weather Program: 


National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service (NESDIS), National Weather Service (NWS), and Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR), with some interest and support from the National Ocean Service. They cover the gamut of space weather activities from setting requirements for future space environment monitoring sensors and spacecraft, to monitoring the development of the sensors for flight on the Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites (GOES) or Polar Operational Environmental Satellites (POES), to tracking and downloading data from NOAA and non-NOAA satellites, to processing and distributing the data, and finally to archiving the data. Many of these activities are contained within and are an integral part of NOAA’s major programs, such as the GOES and POES programs, so that only the Space Environment Center (OAR) and part of the National Geophysical Data Center (NGDC) in NESDIS are clearly identified budget structures tied directly to NOAA’s space weather program. The requirements process also identifies observations needed in addition to the GOES and POES programs and programmatic plans are made for these platforms as well. NGDC is the sole archive of routine monitoring data of the space environment recorded on GOES, on POES, and on DOD’s Defense Meteorological Satellite Program satellites. It is also the sole archive of space environment monitoring data recorded at DOD ground-based solar and ionospheric stations. As noted below, NOAA also works closely with other federal agencies and nations to obtain available real-time space weather data enabling more accurate and timely space weather services for the Nation.


COLLABORATION WITH PARTNERS


    SEC works with a variety of partners to accomplish its mission. 


Internally, cooperative ventures abound as graduate students, post-doctoral students, visiting scientists, Cooperative Institute fellows from the University of Colorado, and contractors all contribute to the effort at the Center. Additionally, SEC works with the Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, a NOAA Joint Institute.


SEC works closely with colleagues across government agencies and academia, in the U.S. and internationally, to understand the space environment and apply research results. Collaboration requires a great deal of coordination within the U.S. and internationally. Within the U.S. Government, the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Meteorology provides a mechanism for space weather coordination, including development and implementation of the National Space Weather Program (NWSP). The National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the National Science Foundation (NSF), and the Departments of Defense (DOD), Interior (DOI), Energy (DOE), Commerce (DOC), and Transportation (DOT) are participants in the NWSP, which recognizes common interests in space weather observing and forecasting. Aware of the need for prudent employment of available resources and the avoidance of duplication in providing these services and support for agency mission responsibilities, the cooperating departments have sought to satisfy the need for a common service and research program under the NWSP. The NWSP’s Implementation Plan sets out the expected data, research, and services contribution from each participating agency.


To provide its specification and forecast services, SEC works most closely with the U.S. Air Force Weather Agency’s forecast center in Omaha, which provides services to U.S. military customers. NOAA civilians and uniformed NOAA Corps and U.S. Air Force personnel together staff the joint services center in Boulder. NOAA and USAF share their data without charge to each other, and confer every day before the daily forecasts are issued by the two agencies to their respective clients. The SEC provides centralized space weather support to non-DOD government users, such as NASA, and to the general public, such as the commercial airline industry. SEC operates and maintains a national real-time space weather database to accept and integrate observational data, to provide operational support and services in the space and geophysical environment, to provide services to public users in support of the national economy, and to serve as the U.S. Government focal point for international data exchange programs. The USAF provides unique and classified support to all DOD users. The Space Weather Operations Center (SPACEWOC) at the Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) serves as the DOD focal point for space weather forecasting support and services. The USAF maintains a worldwide network of both ground-based and space-based observing networks to provide accurate, reliable, and timely support to military communications, surveillance, and warning systems. To avoid duplication, the two agencies share responsibilities to produce certain space weather databases, warning, and forecast products of mutual interest and benefit to each other. AFWA and SEC provide cooperative support and backup for each other in accordance with existing agreements.

    NOAA procures, operates, and maintains the Space Environment Laboratory Data Acquisition System (SELDADS) as the national system for collection, integration, and distribution of solar-geophysical data received in real-time from ground-based observatories and satellite sensors. Collection, processing, monitoring, and storage of the data occurs continuously around the clock. Displays and interactive analyses of the data are used by SEC to provide alerts, forecasts, and data summaries to a user community consisting of industrial and research organizations and Government agencies in the United States and abroad.


    The collaboration among space weather service providers and those who fund their research is closely coordinated and mutually beneficial. NASA and DOD conduct critical research and development activities that NOAA assesses and incorporates, as needed, onto its civil operations spacecraft. NASA's upcoming Living with a Star set of missions and their accompanying data and research are oriented toward improving space weather monitoring and improving techniques for understanding space weather effects and the inference of the physical processes that shape the space weather environment. These are important because they enable the production of new physical models for improved predictability of the space weather environment and its evolution. The space industry also provides expertise to assist in various projects. Increasingly, collaborations with the private sector and foreign remote sensing operators provide data and information that NOAA and other government agencies such as the USDA, DOE, and DOI use to implement their respective missions.


    SEC also works actively with partners in industry and other users on specific projects to identify research and forecast needs. For example, SEC has one active Cooperative Research and Development 


Agreement with Federal Data Corporation (FDC) to develop a model of the wavelength-dependent changing solar brightness for customers interested in ionospheric changes and heating of the terrestrial atmosphere. NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center (MSFC) and SEC scientists, with others, issue and update the world consensus forecasts of the 11-year cycle of solar activity for the benefit of NOAA, NASA, DOD, and others; this is the forecast used by NOAA, NASA, DOD, and the international community for mission planning. Spaceweather.com, a website fostered and supported by MSFC, makes heavy use of SEC's data and products. The website exhibits data gathered from SEC. SEC is first in the site's list of ``essential'' links.


    SEC also co-sponsors Space Weather Week annually with other government agencies such as the Air Force Research Laboratory, NSF Division of Atmospheric Science, and NASA Sun-Earth Connection Program. This event brings hundreds of users, researchers, vendors, government agencies, and industry representatives together in a lively dialog about space weather. Discussion focuses on recent solar and geomagnetic activity, specific space weather impacts, and our scientific understanding of this activity. The conference program highlights space weather impacts in several areas of the environment including ionospheric disturbances, satellite drag, auroral currents, geomagnetic storms and their solar drivers, radiation belts, and solar energetic particles. The conference registration fee covers almost the entire cost of the conference. The rest of the conference expenses are covered by NSF, specifically some costs for invited speakers, students, special guests and support for international partners to attend. SEC, the DOD Air Force Research Lab and NASA all assist with the planning of Space Weather Week, and representatives from industries impacted by space weather including those from electric power, commercial airlines, satellite operations, and navigation/communications are among frequent participants and contributors. The attached spreadsheet highlights comments SEC has received from users about impacts of space weather on their efforts.


VALUE OF SPACE WEATHER FORECASTING AND RESEARCH


    In the last few years, there has been a large increase in society's need for space weather information, as geomagnetic storms and solar disturbances can impact a wide array of sectors and industries ranging from transportation to electricity generation. SEC's website receives on average more than 500,000 hits per day from commercial and public users. This number can triple during severe space weather events. SEC forecasts and research helps support a wide array of needs including 


the U.S. power grid infrastructure, commercial airline industry, Global Positioning System or GPS, NASA human space flight activities, satellite launch and operations, and U.S. Air Force operational activities.


    The direct global economic impact of space weather has been estimated at about $200 million per year. A one percent gain in continuity and availability of GPS information, which can be disrupted by space weather events, would be worth $180 million per year. DOD alone spends $500 million each year to mitigate space weather effects. In 1989, a space weather storm caused such significant orbital decays that the Air Force Space Command lost track of 1,300 of the 8,000 objects orbiting in space that it was tracking. In addition to the potential harm radiation from a space weather event can cause astronauts and sensitive electrical equipment in space, these rapid changes in flight paths of space debris could be potentially harmful should they intersect with the paths of astronauts or satellites in space. In March 1989, seven geostationary satellites had to make 177 orbital adjustments in two days, more than normally made in a year. Such wear reduces the satellites' useful lifespan. Destruction of AT&T's Telestar satellite by a severe weather event in 1997 disrupted TV networks and part of the U.S. earthquake monitoring network, and forced renegotiation of the sale of Telestar, resulting in a drop of $234 million in value. Submarine, continental cables, and parts of fiber optic cable systems have all been known to fail or be overloaded as a result of space weather.


    Geomagnetically-induced currents can disrupt or wipe out electrical systems through power surges that cause network supply disruptions, transformer damage, and wear-and-tear on other components. As we apparently witnessed this summer during the blackout in the north, a single failure in the power grid can escalate into cascading damages and outages. Oak Ridge National Laboratory estimates that a blackout in the Northeast caused by geomagnetic storms could result in a $3-6 billion loss in Gross Domestic Product (GDP). A geomagnetic storm in 1989 caused $13.2 million in damage to power systems operators in Quebec, and another $27 million to power operators in New Jersey. In addition, the disruption creates additional impacts for power customers who lose electricity. After 1989, Hydro-Quebec spent $1.2 billion on capacitors to prevent potential space weather disruptions. A current, induced by severe space weather, in a liquefied gas pipeline that ignited when two trains passed over it is the suspected cause of an accident that killed over 500. Preventative measures, based on early forecasts from the SEC and its partners, can help mitigate the need for such costly alternatives as shielding power lines. One recent estimate suggested that the use of good forecasts by the power industry could save the U.S. $365 million per year, averaged over the solar cycle.

    Not only do we depend more heavily on systems that can be adversely impacted by space weather, new systems and new modes of operation using old systems vulnerable to space weather have proliferated. Satellites are becoming smaller and cheaper because of reduced component size and increased computer speeds. Economic competition drives the need to reduce shielding and redundancy, but these changes leave satellites more vulnerable to space weather disturbances. U.S. airlines are offering passengers the convenience of non-stop flights over the North Pole to Asian destinations; these flights (and research flights in Antarctica) sometimes experience air traffic control difficulties due to space weather. During a March 2001 space weather storm, 25 flights were rerouted to avoid the Poles because of the increased radiation risk.


    National policy and defense planning have resulted in increased reliance on the use of commercial systems to gather information and move it between the United States and troops and ships in hot spots around the world. However, experiences during severe conditions of the last solar cycle indicates that some users may experience performance failures and degraded results during times of high solar and ionospheric activity. The nation is also placing large numbers of astronauts into radiation-vulnerable orbits for unprecedented periods of time during the assembly and operation of the International Space Station. Our increased need for improved space weather information to insure safety, reliability, and defense are inevitable outcomes of our growing use of space-weather-sensitive systems.


    SEC has been keeping up with the changes, responding to new customer needs, research breakthroughs, and the changing face of space weather services. Among several successes, it has transitioned physics-based numerical models into the operational space weather service. It was possible to use the first of these university-developed models only when real-time solar wind data from upstream of Earth became available to drive them. Now forecasters get numerical guidance, much as meteorological forecasters do. Model output can be disseminated to provide customers with the space weather analogs of meteorological weather maps, showing event locations and intensities of computed fronts and boundaries. SEC has designed website to make it user-friendly for a range of audiences, from electricity producers to teachers and the media.


    A solar x-ray imager on GOES-12 was made operational in 2003, funded as a USAF-NASA-NOAA partnership, and has provided images of the solar corona at a rate of once per minute. Images are able to show visible coronal changes that signal events on the Sun which will later cause space weather storms. This imager is the first of its kind, and it shows more capability in imaging the Sun for forecasting purposes than any solar imager to date. Automating the extraction of information from these images and incorporating the information into specification and forecast algorithms is already shedding light into the causes of solar wind and eruption events hazarding Earth. However, on the morning of September 2, 2003, the GOES-12 SXI instrument automatically transferred into an instrument safe (non-operational) mode. Two attempts were made to raise instrument voltages to their normal operating levels, but both attempts failed. Development of plans to return the SXI to limited operations is underway.

    SEC is also active in developing products and services for the next generation air transport system. Working with both the commercial airlines and the FAA, SEC is formulating new products to serve airline operations of the future. That future is certain to include higher flying and trans-polar air routes as each allows for a faster more profitable trip. Particular issues that are impacted by space weather are navigation, radio communication, and radiation to the passengers and crew. Recent work with the FAA's User Needs Analysis Team (UNAT) has led to the implementation of SEC alerts and warnings into the operational planning for commercial airlines on trans-polar routes. 


Specifically, communications from air to ground, and the management of the radiation environment are points of concerns for the FAA. SEC has worked to supply the appropriate real-time information to be used by aircraft dispatchers.


CONCLUSION


    In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, NOAA is pleased to have had the opportunity to provide you an overview of space weather and SEC, our collaborative activities with our partners, and the value of space weather forecasting and research. We look forward to continuing our efforts to provide a critical service for our nation by providing cutting-edge research and forecasts in the space weather arena. I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.


    Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson.


 STATEMENT OF COLONEL CHARLES L. BENSON, COMMANDER, AIR FORCE 


                         WEATHER AGENCY


    Colonel Benson. Good morning. I am honored to appear before you today to address this committee on a matter critical to our nation: space weather. I am also pleased to be joined by this distinguished panel of witnesses, including my partner to my right in operational space weather services, Dr. Hildner, Director of the Space Environment Center, otherwise known as SEC, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.


    The Air Force Weather Agency, known as AFWA, and SEC operate complementary space weather forecast centers. Over the last several decades in which the Air Force and NOAA have analyzed and forecast space weather for operational users, we have learned a valuable lesson: space weather is complex and costly. Our solution has been to leverage each other's resources, capabilities, and expertise, achieving efficiency by concentrating on those things we each do best. In simplest terms, AFWA is responsible for military and national intelligence support. SEC supports civilian and commercial users.


    At AFWA, our focus has been on providing military war fighters and DOD decision-makers with mission-tailored space weather impact products. AFWA is the sole operational space weather support organization in the Department of Defense. To maintain our close working relationship, AFWA has staffed a small contingent of Air Force weather personnel at SEC in Boulder, Colorado since 1972. This operating location acts as a liaison to coordinate data sharing, forecast collaboration, and to develop new forecast techniques. Daily coordination is also accomplished through multiple teleconferences, which assures agreement on joint space weather forecast products.


    Another great advantage of our close working relationship with SEC is cost sharing opportunities. For example, the Air Force funded $18 million to develop the Solar X-ray Imager Sensor, now operational on a NOAA satellite. This new sensor now provides critical data to both forecast centers.


    Lastly, AFWA relies on real-time data relay and processing, partial backup, and expertise and experience from SEC to provide DOD operators with high quality space weather analysis, forecasts, and warnings.


    AFWA aggressively reviewed the space weather operations performed at SEC to determine if AFWA could assume their support responsibilities if the proposed funding cuts are realized. Our initial evaluation shows that there would be many significant challenges transitioning the data ingest, space weather models, applications, and computer and communication infrastructures. Meeting these challenges would be both time-consuming and very costly. In particular, the space weather research and technology transition expertise at SEC would take years to rebuild at AFWA. Furthermore, there are security, policy, and resource issues of great concern, approval to operate and connect to military networks, Armed Forces Title 10 responsibilities providing services to commercial interests, and both manpower and operating fund limitations.


    Our Nation is becoming increasingly dependent on space technology. Although the science of space weather is still in its infancy, it has been compared to the meteorological capability of this country in the 1950's, we are on the verge of improved capabilities from new models and data sources, which will provide more accurate space weather services. SEC is at the forefront of this movement. The Nation's investment in space weather capabilities will yield great future dividends, just as the investment in terrestrial weather 50 years ago is paying off today in the Nation's ability to anticipate extreme 


weather and then mitigate its effects.


    The synergy of the two complementary space weather forecast centers at SEC and AFWA have proven to be a national asset to the security and prosperity of the United States. We urge this committee to advocate for a healthy and stable SEC so this critical capability for military and civilian users will continue into the future.


    I look forward to addressing all of your questions later.


    [The prepared statement of Colonel Benson follows:]


          Prepared Statement of Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr.


Introduction


    I am honored to appear before you today to address this committee on a matter critical to our nation: space weather. I am also pleased to be joined today by one of my partners in operational space weather services, Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director of the Space Environment Center (SEC), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).


Overview of Air Force Space Weather Services


    The Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) has the sole responsibility to provide military space weather services to all Department of Defense (DOD) agencies and units, as well as to the National Intelligence Community. Our mission is two-fold: to collect space weather data from DOD ground- and space-based sensors; and to provide environmental 


battlespace awareness through mission-tailored analyses, forecasts, and warnings of mission-impacting space weather to operators, warfighters, planners and decision-makers from command level down to individual units. To accomplish our mission, AFWA operates the Space Weather Operations Center, or Space WOC, the Nation's only military space weather analysis and forecast center, located at Offutt Air Force Base, 


Nebraska. We also operate a global network of optical and radio solar observatories, and maintain an intercontinental network of space weather sensors feeding data to the Space WOC. AFWA employs sixty-four (64) military and contractor personnel at the Space WOC and other locations, including thirty (30) personnel stationed at the solar observatories around the world. In addition to the personnel costs, AFWA committed $10.9 million dollars in Fiscal Year 2003 to operate, upgrade and improve the Space WOC and solar observatories, and to collect data from DOD ground- and space-based sensor networks. AFWA is dedicated to providing warfighters a complete situational awareness of the battlespace in which they operate. This enables the warfighters to maximize their effectiveness while minimizing the risk to life, resources and mission impacts introduced by the natural space environment.


Users of Air Force Space Weather Products and Information


    Users of AFWA's space weather services include every branch of service--Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard--and the National Intelligence Community, from leadership and senior decision makers to specific individual units. Success in every modern military operation depends upon at least one of the following space weather-impacted capabilities: long-distance radio or satellite communications for command and control, precision navigation and timing from Global Positioning System (GPS) signals, over-the-horizon or tactical radars, high-altitude manned aerial reconnaissance, orbiting spacecraft and sensors, and strategic space launch. AFWA provides analyses and forecasts of space weather impacts on these capabilities to DOD and National Intelligence Community leadership and operators. The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Space Environment Center (SEC) is a major user of Air Force space weather data. AFWA provides this data in accordance with collaborative partnering agreements to facilitate its space weather support to the commercial and civilian communities.


Relationship Between AFWA, SEC, and NASA


    AFWA and SEC are partners in providing space weather service to the Nation. Each has clearly defined roles and responsibilities, leveraging the capabilities of the other to realize significant cost and resource savings. In simplest terms, AFWA is responsible for military and national intelligence support--SEC supports civilian and commercial users. The Air Force divides space weather services into five basic steps: (1) observe, measure, and collect space weather data, (2) analyze the data, (3) specify and forecast the space environment, (4) tailor analyses and forecasts to meet individual user needs, and (5) integrate space weather information to users' decision and execution processes. AFWA's primary focus on information tailoring and integration are the two steps providing the greatest benefit and value to the warfighter. SEC emphasizes characterization and forecasting the natural space environment.


    AFWA relies on SEC in three crucial areas to accomplish our space weather mission: 1) unique data, analyses and forecasts provided by SEC; 2) partial backup capability; and 3) SEC's unique space weather experience and expertise. The Space WOC relies on ground- and space based magnetometer data provided through SEC to analyze, warn and forecast global geomagnetic activity important to the national intelligence agencies and to the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD). AFWA also depends on alerts of geomagnetic activity from NOAA satellites and solar activity forecasts provided by SEC to warn and forecast impacts to specific military communications links. As identified in the National Space Weather Program Implementation Plan, the AFWA and SEC forecast centers provide limited back-up operations for each other in the event of computer equipment or communication outages. Current back-up consists of telephone notification of observed space weather events. Space WOC and SEC coordinate on forecasts and engage in multiple daily space weather teleconferences. These teleconferences inject valuable insight into the science and art of space weather forecasting and allow AFWA to leverage the vast knowledge and experience of SEC scientists.


    AFWA reciprocates in our partnership with SEC by sharing unique DOD space weather data and Air Force forecasts of geomagnetic activity. SEC utilizes solar images and radiographs from the solar observatories, particle data from sensors aboard military satellites, and ground-based DOD instruments in their operations. In addition, every six hours the Space WOC produces a forecast of geomagnetic activity from SEC supplied data. SEC in-turn uses these forecasts in the production of their products and services.


    To facilitate and promote our close working relationship, AFWA established Operating Location-P (OL-P) co-located with SEC at Boulder, Colorado. OL-P personnel act as liaisons between SEC and AFWA, coordinate back-up policy and procedures between the two organizations, augment SEC forecaster manning, interact with researchers, ensure smooth and continuous data flow between both forecast centers, assist SEC researchers in establishing new data sources and ground data systems, and take part in developing new space weather forecast techniques benefiting both organizations. The complementary nature of the two missions allows both NOAA and the Air Force to realize cost sharing advantages to acquire needed data. SEC provides the Advanced Composition Explorer real-time tracking data to AFWA. The Air Force paid $18 million to develop the Solar X-ray Imager now operational aboard one of the NOAA Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites. Additionally, AFWA pays the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) for ground-based space weather data from a global network of GPS receivers.


AFWA taking on the duties of SEC


    Air Force Weather Agency aggressively reviewed the space weather operations performed at SEC to determine if AFWA could assume their support responsibilities if proposed funding cuts are realized. Our initial evaluation shows that there are many significant technical challenges transitioning the data ingest, space weather models and applications, and computer and communication infrastructures from SEC to the Space WOC. Meeting these challenges will be both time consuming and costly. Additionally, there are many critical issues and important policy considerations that would have to be addressed prior to assuming any commercial space weather services at AFWA. These include Armed Forces Title 10 responsibilities, security and accreditation affecting 


AFWA's approval to operate and connect to DOD communication networks, as well as significant manpower and funding resource issues. In particular, SEC's expertise and experience in satellite-based space weather measurements from NOAA spacecraft, and its one-of-a-kind space weather modeling applications, would be very difficult to reproduce at AFWA. The space weather research and technology transition expertise resident at SEC would take years to build at AFWA.

Impacts on Air Force and Military Ops


There would be an immediate and severe impact on military operations if the Space Environment Center no longer existed. Air Force Weather Agency’s ability to characterize and forecast the space environment would be dramatically reduced, impacting space situational awareness, satellite and radio communications, space control, precision navigation and strike, high-altitude flight and space operations.  Additionally, the loss of a back-up capability for the Space WOC would have serious implication on the AFWA continuity of operations plan. The loss of SEC expertise and decades of experience would likely decrease AFWA’s space weather characterization and forecast accuracies. The closure of SEC would also result in a decrease in the rapid transition of new techniques and data sources into space weather forecast operations.


Summary


Over the last several decades in which the Air Force and NOAA have analyzed and forecasted the space environment for operational users, we have learned a valuable lesson: space weather is a complex and costly undertaking. Our solution has been to leverage each other’s resources; achieving efficiency by concentrating on those things we each do best.  Our nation is becoming increasingly dependent on space technology.  Although the science of space weather is still in its infancy—which some have compared to the meteorological capability of this country in the 1950’s—we are on the verge of improved capabilities from new models and data sources that will provide more accurate space weather services. SEC is at the forefront of this movement. The Nation’s investment in space weather capabilities will yield great future dividends, just as the investment in terrestrial weather fifty years ago is paying off today. The synergy of the two complementary space weather forecast centers at SEC and AFWA has proven to be a national asset to the security and prosperity of the United States. One does not have to look very far to see that the United States is not the only “game in town” when it comes to the exploitation of the space environment. We urge this committee to advocate for a healthy and stable SEC so that this critical capability for military and civilian users will continue into the future.


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you.


Dr. Grunsfeld.


 STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN M. GRUNSFELD, CHIEF SCIENTIST, NATIONAL 


              AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION


    Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you.


    Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you very 


much for the opportunity for NASA to testify before you today regarding the importance of space weather forecasting provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Space Environment Center and its impact on NASA programs.


Providing space weather data is an important operational service and has a wide range of customers both within the United States Government and in the private sector. My testimony today will focus on how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you both from a position as NASA’s Chief Scientist, but also as a member of the Astronaut Corps, the group of folks who are most directly exposed to the effects of space weather, and I should add, those few individuals who have ventured beyond 8,000 meters in altitude on Planet Earth.


Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections, and subsequent geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as “space weather,” affect many more areas of NASA’s activities than most people realize. Space weather can have significant adverse impacts on human health, spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the near-Earth radiation environment, the increased atmospheric drag on satellites, disrupting their orientation, reducing their lifetime, degrading UHF and high frequency communications, and the operation of the Global Positioning System signals that we use in our spacecraft. These effect the health of our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and research equipment, orbital altitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, and ultimately, we use this information to design our spacecraft.


NASA’s space and earth science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operation, and even rocket launches. We use this information in the case of anomalies in spacecraft to determine whether it was space weather related or an engineering cause, and this is an important part of our activities to make sure that we maximize the scientific output of our resources.


The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope Facility both use the SEC resources, observations of solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity, as critical to their real-time input for spacecraft operations.  In fact, in the recent solar activity, we have taken advantage of SEC observations to modify our planning for those scientific spacecraft.


At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group uses data provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s crewed spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and forecasting information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. This information affects operational decisions, when to launch a particular mission, and when we would do space walking activities or extra-vehicular activities. Because of this—the information that the SEC provides, we can plan our missions and activities in such a way to minimize the radiation exposure received by astronauts on our vehicles.


    Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International 


Space Station crews is imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our astronauts and uses this advice in setting dosage limits. We are also guided by a principle that we call: “As Low as Reasonably Achievable.” Without the data provided by the SEC, NASA would have to reassess its operations to protect against exposure to radiation events occurring without warning. And I should add that during this recent solar activity, we have changed some of our operational procedures based on SEC data to ensure the safety of our astronauts and the International Space Station.


Losing the SEC forecast that supports space flight missions would be like living along a coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know the hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last.


NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor organizations at NOAA. The partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to support human space flight missions. We have supported the expansion of SEC services and functionality, specifically in data processing, so that they continue to support our Shuttle and ISS missions.


It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical capacity, budget, and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to NASA without impacting our ongoing space flight research and operations. The NOAA SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that allows it to provide a high level of service to the space weather customers. There are no other sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. The capability to monitor and forecast this environment should well remain with the agency that has the mission and the proven expertise to respond to all of these customers.

    Thank you.

    Dr. Grunsfeld.


 STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN M. GRUNSFELD, CHIEF SCIENTIST, NATIONAL 


              AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION


    Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you.


    Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you very 


much for the opportunity for NASA to testify before you today regarding the importance of space weather forecasting provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Space Environment Center and its impact on NASA programs.


Providing space weather data is an important operational service and has a wide range of customers both within the United States Government and in the private sector. My testimony today will focus on how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you both from a position as NASA’s Chief Scientist, but also as a member of the Astronaut Corps, the group of folks who are most directly exposed to the effects of space weather, and I should add, those few individuals who have ventured beyond 8,000 meters in altitude on Planet Earth.


Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections, and subsequent geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as “space weather,” affect many more areas of NASA’s activities than most people realize. Space weather can have significant adverse impacts on human health, spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the near-Earth radiation environment, the increased atmospheric drag on satellites, disrupting their orientation, reducing their lifetime, degrading UHF and high frequency communications, and the operation of the Global Positioning System signals that we use in our spacecraft. These effect the health of our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and research equipment, orbital altitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, and ultimately, we use this information to design our spacecraft.


NASA’s space and earth science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operation, and even rocket launches. We use this information in the case of anomalies in spacecraft to determine whether it was space weather related or an engineering cause, and this is an important part of our activities to make sure that we maximize the scientific output of our resources.


The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope Facility both use the SEC resources, observations of solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity, as critical to their real-time input for spacecraft operations.  In fact, in the recent solar activity, we have taken advantage of SEC observations to modify our planning for those scientific spacecraft.


At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group uses data provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s crewed spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and forecasting information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. This information affects operational decisions, when to launch a particular mission, and when we would do space walking activities or extra-vehicular activities. Because of this—the information that the SEC provides, we can plan our missions and activities in such a way to minimize the radiation exposure received by astronauts on our vehicles.


Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International Space Station crews is imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our astronauts and uses this advice in setting dosage limits. We are also guided by a principle that we call: “As Low as Reasonably Achievable.” Without the data provided by the SEC, NASA would have to reassess its operations to protect against exposure to radiation events occurring without warning. And I should add that during this recent solar activity, we have changed some of our operational procedures based on SEC data to ensure the safety of our astronauts and the International Space Station.


Losing the SEC forecast that supports space flight missions would be like living along a coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know the hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last.


NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor organizations at NOAA. The partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to support human space flight missions. We have supported the expansion of SEC services and functionality, specifically in data processing, so that they continue to support our Shuttle and ISS missions.


It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical capacity, budget, and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to NASA without impacting our ongoing space flight research and operations. The NOAA SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that allows it to provide a high level of service to the space weather customers. There are no other sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. The capability to monitor and forecast this environment should well remain with the agency that has the mission and the proven 


expertise to respond to all of these customers.


    Thank you.


    [The prepared statement of Dr. Grunsfeld follows:]


                Prepared Statement of John M. Grunsfeld


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today regarding the importance of space weather forecasting provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Space Environment Center (SEC) and its impact on NASA’s programs. Providing space weather data is an important operational service, and it has a wide range of customers, both within the United States Government and in the private sector. My testimony today will focus on how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you from my perspective both as NASA’s Chief Scientist, and as a member of the astronaut corps—the group of people most directly exposed to the effects of space weather.


Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections (CMEs), solar extreme ultraviolet emissions, and subsequent geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as “space weather,” affect many more areas of NASA operations and programs than most people realize. Space weather can have significant adverse effects on human health and spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the near-Earth radiation environment, increasing atmospheric drag, disrupting satellite orientation, and degrading UHF and HF communications and Global Positioning System (GPS) signals. These affect the health of our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and research equipment functionality, orbital attitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, and ultimately, the way we design spacecraft.


NASA’s Space and Earth Science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operations, and rocket launches. NASA engineers and researchers use near, real-time SEC forecasts to analyze instrument and spacecraft anomalies, and separate cause and effect in the highly modulated environment of space. During solar-induced changes to the near-Earth radiation environment, NASA’s in-space research instrumentation can become saturated by solar energetic particles, which can lead to anomalies. This has happened numerous times during the recent maximum phase of the solar cycle. One example comes from the Earth Science Mission Operations (ESMO) Project. The ESMO uses data provided by the NOAA SEC to determine whether spacecraft anomalies are the result of system malfunctions or space weather events. Being able to determine quickly that an anomaly was caused by space weather allows ESMO to avoid lengthy equipment shutdowns while engineers search for a cause. NOAA SEC is the only operational source for accurate, real-time information on the near-Earth space radiation environment. NASA uses the lessons learned from these experiences and the database of radiation measurements gathered by SEC to design spacecraft with more robust systems that can withstand space weather events.


The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope Facility both use the SEC observations of solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity as a critical input to their real-time models of the Earth’s radiation environment. These models allow us to adjust our operations to mitigate sensor degradation and data loss.  The result is that NASA is able to ensure optimal scientific return from these two flagship missions. The SEC observations are also crucial to NASA-funded research exploring the Sun-Earth connection. The Sun affects the entire solar system, including all scientific data collection satellites.


At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group (SRAG) uses data provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s crewed spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and forecasting information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. This information affects operational decisions, such as when to launch a particular Shuttle mission and when extra-vehicular activities (EVAs) can be safely conducted. Because of the information that the SEC provides, we can plan missions and on-orbit activities in such a way as to minimize the radiation exposure received by our astronauts and our vehicles.


Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International Space Station crews is imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our astronauts, and uses this advice in setting radiation dosage limits. NASA’s radiation protection efforts are further guided by the ALARA (As Low as Reasonably Achievable) principle. Without the data provided by SEC, NASA would have to reassess its operations to protect against exposure to radiation events occurring without warning.


    Losing the SEC forecast that support space flight missions would be like living along a coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know when the hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last.The risk that radiation poses to our spacecraft and astronauts is borne out by past examples. For instance, in 1989 significant solar events impacted both the Space Shuttle and the Mir space station, along with other uncrewed spacecraft. In the spring of 1989, a solar flare, solar particle event, and a geomagnetic storm doubled the daily radiation dose for the Mir crew for two days, with elevated levels lasting for two weeks. The solar events increased atmospheric drag during the first day of STS-29. NORAD lost track of several space objects for time periods varying from days to weeks. Several satellites lost attitude control, while others tumbled. These space weather events also brought the northeastern United States’ power grid close to collapse. In the fall of 1989, a second series of solar particle events again raised the dose of the Mir crew and damaged satellite solar arrays.


    The information provided by SEC is critical to NASA today as we 


operate the ISS until the Space Shuttle returns to flight. NASA has some monitoring capability on the ISS that we rely upon to gauge the safety of the ISS environment for the crew. Although we have tools that allow us to measure the radiation exposure of the crew and vehicle on a periodic basis, we cannot monitor it constantly. This equipment was designed as a back-up to the radiation monitoring and forecasting data provided by SEC, which allow flight controllers to notify the crew of increased radiation exposure levels. The SEC provides NASA with critical real-time monitoring and forecasting of the radiation environment around the Earth. We use this information along with on board instrumentation to assess the ISS radiation environment. In the current solar event, SEC forecasts gave us sufficient warning of a proton flux event to allow the ISS crew to shelter in areas of the ISS which provide more shielding protection from radiation.


    NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor 


organizations at NOAA. That partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to support human space flight missions. In the 1960s, NASA funded the development of the Solar Particle Alert Network (SPAN) to support the Apollo missions. NASA also supported the expansion of SEC services to support our Skylab missions. Most recently, we have helped SEC to modernize and add functionality to its data processing systems so that they can continue to support our Shuttle and ISS missions.


    Building on the information and analysis provided by SEC, we have 


expanded our understanding of the impact of space weather on NASA’s operations, and our ability to predict and respond to significant events. It is only in the past decade that we have realized that geomagnetic activity can enhance the outer electron belt, and increase radiation exposure for astronauts performing EVAs. During the same period, we have learned the important of CMEs with regard to solar flares in producing large proton events that can pose health risks to astronauts on orbit. NASA’ Solar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOHO) has revolutionized our understanding of CMEs, providing real-time images of CMEs coming toward Earth. Perhaps most significantly, in the last several years, we have discovered definitive evidence of the magnitude and frequency of very large solar particle events over the past 400 years. These events were significantly larger than anything we have witnessed since humans started flying in space. It is likely that we will see a recurrence of solar particle events of a similar magnitude.


    It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical capacity, budget and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to NASA without impacting our other ongoing space flight operations and research.


The NOAA SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that allows it to provide a high level of service to its space weather customers. There are no other sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. As the United States continues to expand its reliance on space-based assets such as GPS, cellular communications, and digital satellite technology, the importance of understanding the space weather environment becomes even more critical. The capability to monitor and forecast this environment should remain with the agency that has the mission and the proven expertise to respond to all of these customers.


I sincerely appreciate the forum that the Subcommittee provided today to highlight the importance of space weather forecasting, and I look forward to the opportunity to respond to your questions.


    Chairman Ehlers. And I thank you.


    And I apologize for the bells ringing. We have not one, not two, but three votes on the Floor. I would estimate it will take us approximately a half an hour total. So we will recess at this point at the call of the Chair and return as soon as possible after the third vote. And I apologize to you for the interruption. The Committee is in recess.


    [Recess.]


    Chairman Ehlers. The Committee will come to order. I apologize that it took longer. The—we are having some political problems, which I know is very hard for you to believe. But we are hoping to pass the supplemental appropriation today, and there are some very strong feelings on both sides, so we have had some delay motions and votes.


    We will proceed now with Mr. Kappenman.


  STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN G. KAPPENMAN, MANAGER, APPLIED POWER 


                 SYSTEMS, METATECH CORPORATION


    Mr. Kappenman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Committee Members.


    I am here to represent the viewpoint of the electric power industry and the important threat that geomagnetic storms pose to this critical national infrastructure and the importance of the Space Environment Center forecasting and forecasting services that are rendered to the power industry for this important threat.


You have posed a number of very important questions. I will try and briefly cover the highlights of those, although I do provide more detail in the prepared testimony. The first question is the historic impacts of these large storms. And I will give you a very brief overview of a storm that occurred about 14 years ago, and in fact, was the last geomagnetic super storm that occurred and the nature of the impacts that were felt in North America on the power grid for that storm.


If we can start an animation here.


[Video]


This is just showing you 20 minutes of what I would call 


very bad space weather that day. And the important feature of this type of weather is that it is unlike terrestrial weather.  You are seeing sudden onsets, planetary, continental impacts and—of that moving at phenomenal rates of speed.


Power systems are built to withstand certain types of weather, mostly terrestrial weather, but that is very regionally confined when it is severe. This sort of severe weather has, truly, a continental footprint, and that presents a very unique challenge to operations of power grids. In fact, the next slide here—I will start up an animation.


[Video]


These are the impacts that were observed by the U.S. power 


grid or North American power grid coincident with that previous 20 minutes of bad space weather. And in the case of Quebec itself, the entire province experienced a blackout from this brief period of activity. And in fact, the power system operators that day—this was the worst day of your life if you are a power system operator, because things happen so quickly.  You have very little time to intervene. In the case of Hydro Quebec, they went from normal operating conditions to complete province-wide blackout in 92 seconds: no time to even assess what was going on, let alone try and do any sort of meaningful human intervention. Later on that day, if we will start up this animation, the storm got even more intense.


[Video]


And as you can see, it was well down into and across the entire U.S. for this 40-minute duration shown here. This storm lasted in excess of a day. And I am just showing you a few of the highlights from this activity. If we can go for—here we go.


[Video]


If we start up this animation, for that previous storm activity, this is what was observed in the U.S. as far as important power system operating anomalies. We barely hung on to the system in retrospect, the postmortems. Everybody agrees.  We came very, very close to experiencing a very—potentially very widespread power system collapse that could have occurred in the U.S. that day.


The second question you posed, forecasts and how are they used. The short answer, power grids certainly do have operational procedures that they put in place in times of geomagnetic storms. They have both prepared actions that they do from advanced forecasts as well as actions that they do from nowcasts and updates on a continuous basis. These are provided, of course, from SEC or from commercial providers, like my company, that depend greatly on SEC data to provide even more detailed forecasts of what could occur.


The nature of recent discoveries was also asked. We certainly have learned a lot about the threat that is posed to the U.S. power grid infrastructure by space weather over the past few years. We certainly, and I imagine your constituents know, that—post-August 14 of this year that there is an awareness that there has been a decline in power grid infrastructure and investment. And that has done nothing but increase our vulnerability to space weather since that March ‘89 storm.


We know, also, that storms can be, perhaps, three to ten times larger in magnitude than what occurred in March ‘89 and that large U.S. blackouts are possible.


[Slide]


This is just one of many scenarios that we have studied for regions that could be blacked out. We are looking at the potential of blackouts that could exceed even that of the very large blackout that occurred just a few months ago. And there is no part of the U.S. power grid that is immune to this. It is just a matter of where does this intense phenomenon geographically lay down? How big is the footprint? And we know these footprints can be very, very large. And literally, we could impact over 100 million population in the worst case scenarios.


If there is no Center, clearly this would degrade the ability to counter some of the important impacts.


Thank you.


[The prepared statement of Mr. Kappenman follows:]


Prepared Statement of John G. Kappenman


The Vulnerability of the U.S. Electric Power Grid to Space Weather and 


the Role of Space Weather Forecasting


I am grateful for the Committee’s kind invitation to offer testimony today on “What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It?” as the answer to this important question has many possible implications and places the Nation at an important crossroad. It is only fitting that we carefully consider the future path that is in the best interests of the Nation. And as I hope to emphasize in my testimony, these space weather concerns, especially in regards to impacts on electric power grids, may pose important homeland security and energy security concerns and should be considered in your deliberations.


BACKGROUND


For the past 27 years, I have been an active researcher and observer of electric power system impacts caused by the widespread geomagnetic field disturbances due to Space Weather. For some 22 years, these activities occurred while I was employed in the electric power industry itself. I not only lead research investigations funded by my employer, but also efforts funded by the Electric Power Research Institute. My areas of responsibility involved the design and development of the high voltage transmission network and one of our pressing concerns was the unique problems posed by the natural phenomena of Space Weather. This was a problem that we recognized was of a growing and evolving nature as our industry continued to grow in size and technological sophistication. I particularly became engaged with the NOAA-SEC in the aftermath of the great geomagnetic storm of March 13-14, 1989, a storm which produced historic impacts to the operations of power grids in the U.S. and around the world. I was part of an electric power industry group that advocated the efforts such as the ACE satellite and resulting solar wind monitoring that have greatly improved the Nation’s capability to provide accurate short-term forecasts of severe geomagnetic storm events.


Since 1997, I have subsequently been employed with the Metatech Corporation and a part of what we now do is heavily involved with Space Weather and impacts on technology systems, particularly large power grids. Our company has, in fact, been involved in the vulnerability and risk assessment for the power grids in England and Wales, Norway, Sweden and portions of Japan. Metatech also provides continuous space weather forecasting services for the company that operates the electric power grid for England and Wales. Since May 2002, Metatech has been providing similar vulnerability and risk assessments for the U.S.  electric power grid to the Commission to Assess the Threat to the United States from Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP Commission). The EMP Commission was established by Congress under the provisions of the Floyd D. Spence Defense Authorization Act of 2001, Public Law 106-398, Title XIV. The EMP Commission was chartered to conduct a study of the potential consequences of a high altitude nuclear detonation on the domestic and military infrastructure and to issue a report containing its findings and recommendations to the Congress, the Secretary of Defense, and the Director, FEMA. While the charter of this commission involved intentional electromagnetic attack on the U.S. infrastructures primarily from a high altitude nuclear burst, the MHD (or magneto hydro dynamic) portion of this electromagnetic attack can be remarkably similar to the electromagnetic disturbance caused by the natural phenomena of Space Weather. As a result the Commission wisely investigated the plausible impacts due to severe geomagnetic storms on the U.S. electric power infrastructure. The Commission has also closely coordinated with the NERC (North American Electric Reliability Council) and their Critical Infrastructure Protection Advisory Group (CIPAG).  This group has been continuously and fully vetted on the findings of the Commission directed investigations. While the Commission is not scheduled to report their findings back to Congress until approximately March of 2004, they have encouraged Metatech to freely share with the scientific community the investigation results related to severe geomagnetic storm events. As a result, as part of my prepared testimony, I will also provide the significant portions of these findings. However, at this point, I should caution that these reports will only be the opinion of Metatech as the Commission has not completed deliberations and will not formally issue findings until early next year.


In these diverse and various capacities, it has been my privilege to work with the NOAA-SEC for many years as an end-user of their forecast services, a bulk data user and, in some degrees, a competitor to the SEC. In all cases we have developed a close partnership with this agency and its staff, a relationship that has clearly allowed for key advances in improving the geomagnetic storm forecasting capability for the electric power industry.


Space Weather, Impacts to Electric Power Systems and the Importance of 


Forecasting Services


The Committee has posed four questions which are designed to probe the topic area of Space Weather Forecasting Services and their importance to the reliability of the Nation’s electric power grid. I shall attempt to answer these through examples of historic events, examination of developing trends and operational procedures, and efforts that have been made to model and extrapolate implications for severe storm scenarios.


Question 1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect electric power grid systems, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


Space Weather is associated with ejection of charged particles from the Sun, which after colliding with the Earth’s magnetosphere will produce significant disturbances in the normally quiescent geomagnetic field at the Earth’s surface. These disturbances have caused catastrophic impacts to technology systems in the past (e.g., the power blackout in Quebec in March 1989). More importantly, as detailed examinations have been undertaken concerning the interaction of geomagnetic storm environments with power grids and similar infrastructures, the realization has developed that these infrastructures are becoming more vulnerable to disruption from electromagnetic interactions for a wide variety of reasons. This trend line suggests that even more severe impacts can occur in the future for reoccurrences of large storms.


An Overview of the U.S. Electric Power Grid


While electricity customers receive power from the local distribution system (typical operating voltage of 15kV with step down to 120/240 volt), the backbone of the system is the high voltage transmission network. The primary AC transmission network voltages in the U.S. are at 230kV, 345kV, 500kV and 765kV. These transmission lines and their associated transformers serve as the long distance heavy hauling arteries of electricity production in the U.S. A single 765kV transmission line can carry over 2000 MW of power, nearly 200 times what a typical 15kV distribution line which is the overhead line commonly used for residential distribution. Space Weather or geomagnetic disturbances directly attack this same high voltage transmission circulatory system and because both have continental footprints, these disturbances can rapidly erode reliability of these infrastructures and can therefore threaten widespread blackout for extreme disturbance events. The U.S. electric power grid is the world’s most extensive, Figure 1 provides a map of the approximate location of the nearly 80,000 miles of 345kV, 500kV and 765kV transmission lines in the contiguous U.S.


<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT>


These geographically wide spread assets are also fully exposed to the extremes of the terrestrial environments. Because these assets are the critical backbone of the system, utility company engineers have taken great care to engineer for robust capabilities of these assets to withstand most of the severe wind, lightning and ice loading exposures.  For example, while many of the low voltage local distribution feeders can fail due to tree damage during hurricanes, these same hurricane events rarely threaten the integrity of the high voltage grid itself.  While extensive attention has been paid to these assets for terrestrial weather exposures, a multitude of design decisions has inadvertently and significantly increased the power grid exposure and vulnerability to space weather environments, as will be discussed in later sections of this testimony. There are “no shortages” of challenges that these systems face. In addition to the terrestrial weather challenges, power company operators face even more ominous threats from the recent realization of physical and cyber terrorism. In spite of the best efforts, failures still can occur; for example, a lighting strike can still cause on occasion a high voltage transmission line to trip. Very high winds, for example, due to a tornado can cause the failure of a line or several lines on a common corridor. However, most of these events generally occur in isolation and power grids are operated at all times to withstand the largest creditable single contingency failure without causing a cascading collapse of the network itself. Space Weather differs from ordinary weather in that it has a big footprint and attacks the system across many points simultaneously, causing at times of severe events multi-point failures on the network that can threaten the integrity of the network. Therefore, geomagnetic storms may be one of the most important hazards and is certainly the least understood threat that could be posed to the reliable operation of these networks.


The transmission lines and substations are all geographically remote and unstaffed facilities. They are difficult to fully monitor and cannot be continuously patrolled. The bulk of the protection of these facilities are done via autonomous relays that continuously sense for disturbance conditions and operate as quickly as 70 msec to trip off or isolate an asset that is sensed as an operating outside of acceptable parameters to protect the integrity of the network as a whole. Real-time data from a limited number of monitoring points is brought back to one of the more than 150 continuously-staffed control centers used to operate the transmission infrastructure in the U.S.  There operators continually assess network conditions and make needed adjustments to keep all flows and voltages within prescribed boundaries and limits. Further they are responsible to dispatch generation (in many cases within a market-based supply system) to perfectly balance the production and demand for electric energy. The limited amount of real-time data makes it a challenge to fully assess the many possible threats that can occur to these remote assets. The remotely monitored data is not at all times unambiguous and can lead to differing interpretations. Therefore it is not easy to determine the nature of a threat from this alarm level information alone. In most control centers, the real-time data is typically augmented with continuous high quality terrestrial weather information, as regional storms and climatic events can be one of the most frequent sources of operational anomalies on the network. The power industry is just now getting to the point of being introduced to the same paradigm in regards to high quality space weather data and the benefits it could offer in improving situational assessments.


The Electric Power Infrastructure and Its Sensitivity to Disturbance 


Levels


While more details will be provided later, a brief overview of how these geomagnetic disturbance environments actually interact with large regional power grids indicates the complex nature of the threat. When these disturbances occur they result in slowly varying (1-1000 seconds) changes in the geomagnetic fields that can have very large geographic footprints. These magnetic field disturbances will induce electric fields in the Earth over these same large regions. Across the U.S., complex topologies of long distance transmission lines have been built.  These grids include transformers at generating plants and substations that have grounded neutrals. These transformer neutrals provide a path from the network to ground for these slowly varying electric fields (less than 1 Hz) to induce a current flow through the network phase wires and transformers.


These currents (known as geomagnetically-induced currents—GICs) are generally on the order of 10’s to 100’s of amperes during a geomagnetic storm. Though these quasi-DC currents are small compared to the normal AC current flows in the network, they have very large impacts upon the operation of transformers in the network. Under normal conditions, even the largest transformer requires only a few amperes of AC excitation current to energize its magnetic circuit, which provides the transformation from one operating voltage to another. GIC, when present, also acts as an excitation current for these magnetic circuits, therefore GIC levels of only 1 to 10 amperes can initiate magnetic core saturation in an exposed transformer. This transformer saturation from just a few amperes of GIC in modern transformers can cause increased and highly distorted AC current flows of as much as several hundred amperes leading to overloading and voltage regulation problems throughout the network.


Power networks for decades have been operated using what is termed an “N-1” operation criteria. That is, the system must always be operated to withstand the next credible disturbance contingency without causing a cascading collapse of the system as a whole. Therefore, when a single-point failure occurs, the system may need to be rapidly adjusted to be positioned to survive the next possible contingency.  Space Weather disturbances have already been shown to cause near simultaneous multi-point failures in power system infrastructures, allowing little or no time for meaningful human interventions. The onset of severe geomagnetic field disturbances can be both sudden and have continental footprints, placing stresses broadly across power grid infrastructures.


When a transformer saturates, it can produce a number of simultaneous and undesired impacts to the grid. If the spatial coverage of the disturbance is large, many transformers (hundreds to thousands) will be simultaneously saturated. The principal concern to network reliability is due to increased reactive power demands from transformers that can cause voltage regulation problems, a situation that can rapidly escalate into a grid-wide voltage collapse. But a nearly equal concern arises from collateral impacts stemming from highly distorted waveforms (rich in harmonics) from saturated transformers that are injected into the network. As previously mentioned protective relays continuously sense these now distorted signals. These distortions can cause a mis-operation of an exposed relay causing it to operate to isolate a key element of the network.  When these relay mis-operations occur in-mass because of the big footprint of a storm, the protection systems can rapidly destroy the integrity of the network that the relays were intended to protect. In addition, individual transformers may be damaged from overheating due to this unusual mode of operation, which can result in long-term outages to key transformers in the network.


The threats to the infrastructure from geomagnetic storms include the possibility of widespread power blackouts, damage to expensive and difficult to replace transformers, and damage to equipment connected to the grid. As a result, an important aspect of concern is the time required to replace damaged transformers and to fully restore the operation of the power grid.


Historic Storm Events and Power System Impacts


The rate of change of the magnetic field is a major factor in creating electric fields in the Earth and thereby inducing quasi-dc GIC current flow in the power transmission network. Therefore an important means of classifying the severity of a disturbance can be made by noting the dB/dt or rate-of-change of the geomagnetic field (usually measured in units of nanotesla per minute of nT/min). The larger this dB/dt environment becomes, the larger the resultant levels of GIC and levels of operational impact upon exposed power grids.


Some of the first reports of operational impacts to power systems date back to the early 1940’s and the level of impacts have been progressively become more frequent and significant as growth and development of technology has occurred in this infrastructure. In more contemporary times, major power system impacts in the U.S. have occurred in storms in 1957, 1958, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1979, 1982, 1983, and 1989 and several times in 1991. Smaller scale impacts can and do occur even more frequently; these include anomalous operating events that may result in the unexpected tripping of a key element of the system or even permanent damage to apparatus such as large power transformers.


In order to understand the far reaching impacts of large geomagnetic storms, the disturbance impacts in particular of the great storm of March 13-14, 1989 are reviewed in some detail. The most important of these impacts was the storm-caused chain of events resulted in the blackout of the Hydro-Quebec power system. At 2:42 am EST, all operations across Quebec, Canada were normal. At 2:43 am EST, a large impulse in the Earth’s magnetic field erupted along the U.S./ Canadian border. GICs immediately started to flow in the southern portions of the Hydro-Quebec grid. In reaction to the GIC, voltage on the network began to sag as the storm increased in magnitude; automatic voltage compensating devices in the network rapidly turned “on” to correct this voltage imbalance. Unfortunately these compensators themselves were vulnerable to the harmonics generated in the network’s transformers, and mis-operation of relays to protect these devices caused the entire fleet of 7 compensators on the network to shut down within 60 seconds of the beginning of the storm impulse. When the compensators shut down, the network collapse followed within a matter of seconds, putting over 6 million inhabitants of the province in the dark. Going from normal conditions to a complete province-wide blackout occurred in an elapsed time of just 90 seconds. The power system operators had no time to understand what was happening, let alone to take any meaningful human action to intervene and save the grid. In comparison, the August 14, 2003 blackout covering large portions of the U.S. and Canada evolved over a period of time in excess of 90 minutes.  Figure 2 provides a four minute sequence of maps showing the onset of observed geomagnetic field disturbance conditions that caused the Hydro-Quebec blackout.
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Over the next 24 hours, five additional magnetic disturbances 


propagated across the continent and nearly toppled power systems from 


the Midwest to the mid-Atlantic regions of the U.S. The North American 


Reliability Council (NERC), in their post analysis, attributed 200 significant anomalies across the continent to this one storm. Figure 3 illustrates the geographic breadth of power system problems during one of the five substorm time periods on March 13, 1989 across the North American grid. Figure 4 provides a depiction of the geographic extent of the geomagnetic field disturbance conditions across North America at time 22:00UT, that triggered the events shown in Figure 3. As illustrated, at this time intense geomagnetic field disturbances extended into mid-latitude portions of North America and essentially across the entire U.S.


For further reference, a list of the NERC reported power system operating anomalies due to this storm is provided in Exhibit 1. The 


North American Electric Reliability Council, at that time, would annually review significant system disturbances and provided a report on the most important of these system disturbances, in order to share information and insights on the disturbances and what lessons may be gained from these experiences. The 1989 System Disturbances report included discussions on the San Francisco Bay Area Earthquake, the impacts of Hurricane Hugo, and several other disturbances, most of which were tied to extreme environment disturbances. This report also provided a detailed discussion of the March 13-14, 1989 Geomagnetic Superstorm, which entailed 50 percent of the entire 67 page NERC report. This Exhibit from that report provides an indication of the wide spread impacts that were observed across the continental power grid.
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As previously mentioned, the best means of characterizing the geomagnetic field disturbance environment as it relates to GIC impacts on power grids is by the rate-of-change or dB/dt in nT/min. Figure 5 provides a plot of the dB/dt (or RGI—Regional GIC Index) observed at the Ottawa observatory which would have broadly characterized the intensity of the disturbance over the general New York, New England regions and neighboring portions of southern Ontario and Quebec in Canada.
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As shown, the disturbance intensity that triggered the Hydro-Quebec collapse at 2:45 EST was at an intensity of 480 nT/min. Over the time interval of power system events shown in Figure 3, the peak dB/dt disturbance intensities observed in various other locations across the U.S. are provided in Figure 6. As shown, many of these disturbances were initiated by disturbance intensities that generally ranged between 300 and 600 nT/min.
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While power grid reliability concerns are of paramount importance, the long duration of the storm and associated GICs in transformers on the network caused internal transformer heating to the point of failure. There were several noteworthy cases of transformer internal heating associated with the March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid-Atlantic Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear plant in southern New Jersey, the internal heating was so severe that complete failure of the transformer resulted. Figure 7 provides a few pictures of the transformer and internal winding damage (conductor melting and insulation burns) due to the GIC exposure. In this case the entire nuclear plant was unable to operate until the large 500kV 1200MVA transformer was replaced. Fortunately a spare from a canceled nuclear plant in Washington State was available and restoration of the plant occurred in 40 days. Transformers of this type are of custom design and in most cases new replacement transformers of this type generally take up to a year for delivery. Failures of key apparatus, such as this, raise concerns about the ability to rapidly restore power in a region once a blackout and failure has occurred.
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Question 2. LHow does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do, you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


As I had previously discussed, I have had considerable experience both as an electric power industry user of data and products from the NOAA Space Environment Center as well as a provider of geomagnetic storm forecast services to electric power industry end-users.  Therefore, if the Committee will allow me, I will attempt to answer this question from both points of perspective.


Electric Power Industry Application of Forecast Services


Some of the formative research and investigation of problems due to GIC in the power industry was undertaken by my colleague and mentor Professor Vernon D. Albertson at the University of Minnesota starting in the late 1960’s. As a result of this work, formal arrangements were made to disseminate geomagnetic storm information provided by the U.S.  government (the SEC or forerunner in that era) through established communication means used to make coordinated adjustments in power grid frequency regulation for purposes of time error correction. AEP at that time acted as the official point of contact for these notifications from NOAA as noted in this circa 1987 NERC document provided in Exhibit 2. The March 1989 storm was the first storm to precipitate a large-scale blackout and very nearly threatened even wider scale problems across the U.S. This unprecedented level of impacts caused renewed emphasis on updating and revising operational procedures to better contend with the unknowns of the disturbance environments. In fact, several example procedures for power pools heavily impacted by the March 1989 storm were published by NERC in the 1989 Disturbances Report as shown in Exhibit 3. These procedures and the regions they encompass include the NPCC, PJM, WAPA, and the Allegheny Power Service Corporation.


Overtime, these procedures have been continuously updated and current examples are provided for the PJM, NPCC, WSCC and even an updated reference document by the NERC as recent as July 17, 2003 and contemporaneous with the EMP Commission efforts to vet the NERC on U.S.  Electric Power Grid vulnerabilities to large geomagnetic disturbances.  These examples are provided as Exhibits 4 to 7. These procedures describe some of the actions that operators would undertake to better prepare the system to contend with the anticipated stress caused by a storm. Even in the immediate aftermath of the March 1989 storm, the power industry came to recognize the need for predictive forecast warnings of these important storm events. In July 1990 the NERC Board of Trustees issued a position statement advocating forecast technologies that could provide approximately an hour advance notice of the occurrence of important storm events (see Exhibit 8).


Metatech and Other Commercially-Provided Forecasting Services for the 


Electric Power Industry


Because the NOAA-SEC provides only a broad and generic level of service to end-users of space weather forecasts, these services are not well formatted to extrapolate the possible and plausible impacts that may result to complex technology systems such as electric power grids.  As a result, a need has developed and is being successfully filled by the private sector to provide highly specialized forecast services to these complex end-users. At present this service sector is in a state of infancy, but is generally developing much along the model of the medical services community. In this case, the NOAA-SEC forecasts are the equivalent of the general practitioner, for those end-users who have good space weather health (or at least suffer no serious space weather problems); this service may be quite adequate. However for end-users that have serious space weather health concerns, a more specialized care or level of service may be warranted and in most cases can be readily provided by firms such as ours that have specialized capabilities for these unique and complex problems. That being said, it should also be emphasized that end-user lack of awareness of potential space weather problems is a serious challenge that both the SEC and commercial providers must overcome. Exhibit 9 is a technical paper which provides some commentary and overview on the type of specialized services that our company can and does provide to the electric power industry. The relevant portions of this paper discussing these forecast services start on approximately page 23 of the Exhibit. Metatech provides notifications that range from several days in advance based upon solar observations to short-term forecasts that can be on average an hour in advance driven by solar wind observations. We also provide continuous real-time observations as well to verify impacts that are being caused by a storm occurrence. We work extensively and very closely with our clients on their complex needs. These efforts can entail hardening their system from a design perspective, to training of system operators to operationally prepare their system to better respond to anticipated and observed storm related stresses.


Even with these commercial capabilities, the NOAA-SEC provides some of the key data sources that become the input data that are used to drive these sophisticated forecast systems and services. Of necessity, the relationship between NOAA-SEC and the Commercial Providers is one that is highly symbiotic; it that the Commercial Providers greatly depend on the SEC for high quality data and data interpretations, while the SEC looks to the commercial specialists to provide the more specialized services that heavily impacted users may need. Therefore, the loss of the NOAA-SEC would have the almost immediate impact of causing the crumbling of much of the forecasting services capability of the Nation.


Question 3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on electric power grid systems to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


        New York ISO CEO William J. Museler in the aftermath of the 


August 14, 2003 Blackout, “the blackout could have damaged the power plants or transmission lines,” “Had that kind of damage occurred, it could have taken days, weeks, or even months to restore.. . .This protection (meaning normal operation of relays that shut down the components on the grid) shortened the         restoration process considerably.''


Advances in Understanding of Space Weather Impacts to Power Systems Over the Past Five Years


There have been significant new findings and ever evolving understanding of the many facets of the complex space weather environment dynamics and the manner in which this impacts the operation of electric power grids. Mitigation of the impacts of these storms will depend heavily on forecast assessments of the onset, severity and regional manifestations of these storms and it is fair to say that much has also been achieved in this regard. While we can be proud of our accomplishments, there remains many unresolved space weather paradoxes of storm evolution and the manner in which they can degrade operations of infrastructures. In particular to the electric power grids, the major achievements can be summarized as follows, with supporting exhibits that elaborate further on many of these main items.


        <bullet> Integrated and detailed modeling of both complex 


geomagnetic disturbance environment and complex power grid topologies. These advances have allowed for extensive forensic analysis of historically important geomagnetic storms and their         impacts on power grids.


<bullet> Improved understanding, as described above, has allowed us to develop much more accurate and detailed quantification of the areas of risk and vulnerability that Space Weather may pose to the U.S. power grid infrastructure.  Surprisingly, we are now discovering that risks from storms are not just limited to high latitude located power grids, locations normally associated with auroral observations. New understandings indicate that highly developed power grids at all latitudes may be impacted by various space weather disturbance processes in the U.S. and around the world that were unknown to us just a few years ago.


<bullet> These models and environment interaction understandings have also allowed the power industry to understand other aspects of evolving power grid vulnerability to the space weather environment that were not fully understood heretofore. The studies, which are part of the findings from the EMP Commission investigations, indicate that over the past several decades, various design decisions and growth of the power grid infrastructure has caused growing vulnerability to geomagnetic storms. In short, over the past 50 years, the size of the power grid has grown by nearly tenfold, and has also grown in sophistication such that it now presents a larger, effective antenna to electromagnetically couple with geomagnetic storm disturbances. This has the affect of amplifying storm-caused disturbances in modern power systems. This vulnerability increase is not just limited to improved coupling due to larger grid size but also due to other related infrastructure design decisions, as more fully described in a recent article in Exhibit 9. The industry is also facing growing vulnerability to space weather events due to operational impacts that are occurring from deregulation and transitioning to market-based operation of the power grid. The recent blackout of August 14, 2003 highlighted many of the infrastructure and power market operational concerns. These concerns include continued large growth in electric power demand in the face of diminishing growth in the transmission network infrastructure needed for delivery of power. As a result, power pools such as PJM report for example in year 2000, the pool experienced a total of 3830 hours transmission network constraint operation.\1\ In other words, 44 percent of the year power flows on the transmission system were at or very near maximum levels. These congestion problems only worsened in 2001 as the hours of congestion of the real-time market increased to 4823 hours (55 percent of the year).\2\ This heavy loading is another way of saying that the system is stressed to the safe operating limits and therefore unable to readily counter or safely absorb added stress to these same assets that could occur due to large geomagnetic storms. A recent article, Exhibit 10, provides a more detailed commentary on “What’s Wrong with the Electric Grid.” While it does not speak to the subject of space weather, it concisely describes the added burdens on today’s transmission network infrastructure, the same portion of the infrastructure impacted by space weather events.


---------------------------------------------------------------------------


    \1\ PJM Interconnection State of the Market Report 2000, June 2001


    \2\ PJM Interconnection State of the Market Report 2001, June 2002


  <bullet> The same efforts to evaluate impacts and risks of today’s infrastructures have also allowed us to examine the plausible risks that could result from historically large storms that have not yet been experienced by today’s power grid infrastructure. These studies were an especially important focus of the EMP Commission investigations that have been underway for the past 18 months. The results indicate that major power grid operational impact threats loom due to these low probability, but very large storm events. For instance, we have examined in detail the specifics of the March 1989 super storm and as previously discussed witnessed unprecedented power system impacts for storm intensities that reached levels of approximately 300 to 600 nT/min. However, the investigation of very large storms have made us newly aware that storm intensities over many of these same U.S. regions could be as much as 4 to 10 times larger. This increase in storm intensity causes a nearly proportional increase in resulting stress to power grid operations. These storms also have a footprint that can simultaneously threaten large geographic regions and can therefore plausibly trigger even larger regions of grid collapse than what occurred on August 14, 2003. Exhibit 12 is a brief opinion article that discusses the context of the events leading up to the August 14, 2003 blackout and how such a scenario could in the future be triggered by a space weather storm. Exhibit 13 provides a more detailed summary of investigations undertaken on the U.S. power grid for impacts caused by very large geomagnetic storm events. As shown in this series of studies, disturbance impacts to power grid operations could plausibly be 3 to 10 times larger in the U.S. than those experienced in the March 1989 super storm. This paper shows one of many possible scenarios for how a large storm could unfold.  As illustrated in Figure 8, a large region of power system         collapse is projected for severe geomagnetic disturbance scenarios. Depending on the morphology of the geomagnetic disturbance, it would be conceivable that a power blackout could readily impact areas and populations larger than those of the recent August 14,2003 blackout.
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    While these complex models have been rigorously tested and 


validated, this is an exceedingly complex task with uncertainties that can easily be as much as a factor of two. However, just empirical evidence alone suggests that power grids in North America that were challenged to collapse for storms of 400 to 600 nT/min over a decade ago, are not likely to survive the plausible but rare disturbances of 2000 to 5000 nT/min that long-term observational evidence indicates have occurred before and therefore may be likely to occur again.


Because large power system catastrophes due to Space Weather are not a zero probability event and because of the large-scale consequences of a major power grid blackout, I am compelled to, add some commentary on the potential societal and economic impacts of such an event should it ever re-occur. The August 14, 2003 event provides a good case study; the utilities and various municipal organizations should be commended for the rapid and orderly restoration efforts that occurred. However, we should also acknowledge that in many respects this blackout occurred during highly optimal conditions that were somewhat taken for granted and should not be counted upon in future blackouts. For example, an outage on January 14 rather than August 14 could have meant coincident cold weather conditions. Under these conditions, breakers and equipment at substations and power plants can be enormously more difficult to re-energize when they become cold. This can translate into the possibility of significantly delayed restorations. Geomagnetic storms as previously discussed can also permanently damage key transformers on the grid, which further burdens the restoration process. For that matter, these conditions could rapidly cause serious public health and safety concerns, in that people trapped in regions such as New York City would not have the option of a “Night in Central Park Experience” and perhaps not be able to easily find adequate shelter from the elements. The time of day when the outage occurred was also a significant advantage, in that the bulk of the utility company day crews were still available and able to be readily dispatched to perform restoration functions. In major cities, the blackout essentially brought to a halt most transportation systems. 


All mass transit systems shutdown as they depend on electricity for many of their functions. Traffic signal systems on most major streets and highways stopped and as a result most major thoroughfares became the equivalent of 8 lane parking lots in the early hours of the blackout. Only a few major power facilities are continuously manned, 


and since blackouts are possible at any hour, the odds are that 75 percent of the time the normal utility day crews are not on the job when these events occur. Attempting to recall workers that are trapped on the wrong side of these transportation snares is highly problematic.


In many respects, the loss of power supply returns much of our society to a pre-industrial era, because the loss of power supply rapidly cascaded into many other infrastructures. For example, water and sewage plants and transportation systems generally shutdown across the affected regions, even some 911 emergency systems and communication systems were impacted. Power grids are arguably the most important of the critical infrastructures because most of the other critical infrastructures are so highly interdependent on reliable power supply from the grid. It is clearer now that the technology age has increased our reliance on electric power. Figure 9 shows a chart plotting the primary interdependency links that exist between electric power and other critical infrastructures and services such as water, transportation, telecommunications and fuel supplies. As this illustrates, electric power supply is central to the sustained operation of most of the Nation's other critical infrastructures.
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Only a small portion of these infrastructure facilities have emergency on-site generation of sufficient capacity that allows them to continue operation in the face of a blackout event. Water treatment and pumping require enormous amounts of electric power and as result very few of these systems have redundant power supply options. Loss of pumping in time will lead to drop of city water pressure, as storage tanks and reservoirs cannot be recharged for residential distribution.  In large high-rise buildings, city supply water pressure needs to be supplemented with electric pumps to lift water to upper floors for water distribution. Therefore within a matter of a few hours potable water distribution in many locations can become a serious concern.  Perishable foods are generally at risk of complete loss within 12 hours or less. As previously discussed, transportation of all types was seriously impacted. Even automobiles and trucks could only operate within the range of the fuel in their tank at the time, because nearly all refueling operations from underground storage tanks require restoration of electric power supply.


Most affected regions were restored within approximately 24-36 hours after the blackout. As described in hearings on October 20 before the House Financial and Banking Infrastructure Committee, the major telecommunications (not counting wireless-cellular phone systems) and interdependent financial systems were able to maintain many functions.  However, this was due to backup generation at a few critical hubs, which generally have around 72 hours of available fuel. Therefore power grid outages of longer durations would be highly problematic in that refueling may be logistically impossible in all situations. W.A.  Abernathy, the Assistant Secretary for Financial Institutions, cautioned in his testimony that our financial institutions primarily operate on the principle of confidence, “confidence that financial transactions will be carried out, that checks will clear, that bills will be paid, that investments will be made, that insurance promises will be kept. The confidence provided by financial institutions and their services play a big part in helping to cope with the trauma of disaster.” An event which causes the eventual cessation of these functions, even for a short time, in key financial centers could have potential for wide spread consequences to the economy.


Because of the possible large geographic laydown of a severe storm event and resulting power grid collapse, the ability to provide meaningful emergency aid and response to an impacted population that may be in excess of 100 million people will be a difficult challenge.  Potable water and replenishment of foods may need to come from boundary regions that are unaffected and these unaffected regions could be very remote to portions of the impacted U.S. population centers. As previously suggested adverse terrestrial weather conditions could cause further complications in restoration and re-supply logistics.


Space Weather and Power System Understandings--The Future

Given the surprising and potentially enormous implications of recent power system threats due to space weather, it is difficult to accurately predict what the future may bring. However, the future of space weather is being shaped, in fact, by activities that are underway today. Much good work is underway to continue efforts such as described here to further understand and evaluate the potential impacts of large storm events. While having the ability to accurately assess threats to these infrastructures is an important accomplishment, the real payoff of this capability is in the application of this knowledge towards engineering solutions that reduce the risks. In order to protect against the effects from severe geomagnetic storms, several approaches may need to be used. In terms of the entire grid itself, remedial measures to reduce GIC levels may be needed, such as installation of supplemental transformer neutral ground resistors to reduce GIC flows and undo this unintended geomagnetic antenna that has developed as the industry has built the present day high voltage transmission grid in the U.S. Grid operational measures can be better evaluated and tested for the multitude of scenarios and procedures enhanced to prevent severe voltage regulation problems in order to preserve the integrity of the network as a whole. This means that additional generation capacity and fast acting voltage compensating reserves should be available and/or loads should be rapidly removed from the system. This requires advanced information and contingency planning by the power utilities. With the aid of continuous solar wind monitoring, it is possible to reliably predict the onset of a storm 30 to 45 minutes in advance. This is due to the availability of real-time satellite data and modeling capabilities that are now within the state-of-the-art.  These capabilities are reasonably expected to further improve within the next five years, but only as long as the Nation maintains a commitment to gather the observational data and disseminate it for the forecast models that can use it.


Question 4. What would be the impact to your organization and the electric power grid industry if the SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts to you? Please provide specific examples when possible.


In response to this question, let me first speak to the impacts upon the power industry should the SEC or the Nation’s space weather forecast capability cease to exist. As previously discussed, the power industry has been aware of the potential for some large impacts due to storms and as recent discoveries indicate, these threats have the potential to be even more ominous in their implications that previously understood. It is also clear that the vulnerability that presently exists has evolved due to long-term trends and that these trends because they involve embedded designs to billions of dollars in assets cannot be undone overnight. The most effective mitigation strategy in the short-term and perhaps in the long-term is improved situational awareness for operators of these systems from evolving space weather disturbances and then attempting to counter some of the impacts by providing more robust operational postures in anticipation of storm-caused impacts.


In the era prior to solar wind monitoring and the advances in improved solar activity monitoring, storm events would often blindside operators with sudden onsets. Unlike most terrestrial weather, these events develop suddenly once the threatening inputs from solar activity arrive at the Earth. The loss of these capabilities would return us to the 1980’s, where all that existed in many respects was a monitoring service and storm information for the most part arrived after-the-fact and therefore could not be usefully utilized to avoid significant operational impacts, rather the information just confirmed for operators what caused any impacts and only marginally better prepared them for additional impacts from the same storm. Therefore, power grids would have to rely almost exclusively on their own power grid monitors for the first signs of possible storm impacts. However, these would be a poor substitute in most respects and would create a number of operator uncertainties and paradoxes. The operators would not be able to receive advance notice of severe impacts that appear with sudden onsets. For storm events that have slower evolution, it would take some time to determine if operating anomalies are due to a geomagnetic storm or some other event. Once they determine that it is a geomagnetic storm then it would be necessary to be overly cautious and restrictive for many additional hours of small storm activity because it would be difficult to know if a larger storm development is possible. In the aftermath of the Hydro-Quebec collapse, the operators of that system based operational procedures on observations of local activity. In 1991, they spent nearly 10 percent of the year in geomagnetic storm operating posture and as a result reduced substantially their ability to transfer large blocks of power across their network and export it outside their system. In today’s more volatile electric energy markets, such operating postures could produce substantial added hours of constricted operation of networks and have immediate cost impacts on real-time electric energy markets. An example of this type of energy market cost impact can be illustrated by a storm on July 15, 2000 and the response of the power, market when the PJM power pool declared a storm emergency. On July 15, 2000, the PJM declared an SMD emergency beginning at 15:30 and declared an end to the SMD emergency at time 


21:07, resulting in a period of 6 hours of emergency conditions in which PJM follows prescribed procedures for network conservative operation as described in Sections 3-1 to 3-5 of the PJM Operations Manual. During this 6 hour period, the real-time price increased approximately $40/MWH on average. Under conservative operation, the operation of the power network biases towards security and reliability of the network as a whole rather than just economic dispatch. As a result, transfers across the network can be significantly reduced, leading to re-dispatch of generation and cost increases in the real-time market due to less optimal economics in the dispatch of generation in this security mode of operation. Even though this storm event occurred under light load and highly favorable market conditions, the cumulative real-time market cost increase totaled 
$900,000. Storm assessment uncertainties can extend longer than necessary operation of the network in these restricted market conditions and add even more to these cost impacts. During some periods of the day, energy cost increases can be much more severe and total costs could be even higher as a result. Of course, the economic and societal costs of large scale failures in the U.S. power grid overwhelm all other cost concerns and forecast efforts provided to prevent that scenario from being realized should be of paramount concern.


Metatech is dependent for many of the forecast products we supply upon reliable, high-cadence and high quality data from the SEC as needed inputs into the models and forecast systems we operate. In response to cessation of the SEC functions, we would have to significantly alter and as a result diminish the quality of some of the services we could provide. In addition, I would suspect that some commercial providers may choose to simply exit the business in response and others that might have been willing to enter the business will instead decide not to do so. Further, it would be unlikely at this time that any commercial provider would decide to enter the market to shoulder the heavy burden of launching satellites and setting up and coordinating various world observatories needed to provide important data inputs. In short, the customers, no matter who the provider, would have fewer options available to them and would receive an overall lower quality of service. Lacking any official government agency responsible for space weather forecasting, a likely development at times will be the equivalent of a “Tower of Babel,” where information is widely scattered amongst a large number of government, military, and international observation sites and each speaking in a differing tongue as to their interpretation and not one of them having complete enough information to develop a useful “Big Picture” of the unfolding space weather events.


Even the idea of a successor agency being handed the responsibility that currently resides with the SEC has a number of potential impact consequences. No matter how dedicated the new responsible agency, there will be unavoidable losses in the transition. Any new organization would need to successfully overcome the added start-up hurdles before even considering how best to meet the challenges of forecasting a difficult space weather environment. Since our company has commercial responsibilities similar to the associated activities that the SEC must perform to deliver their products, I can certainly state that an operation such as this has many high maintenance and expensive tasks.  This includes such unglamorous but vital back office and field tasks such as data collection, quality control of the data and, finally, timely data dissemination. These all need the continuity of an experienced and capable staff of unsung heroes to assure the high level of reliability and availability that has been provided by the SEC.  These systems, of course, need to work in harmony with the derived products and forecast services that are the more familiar face of the SEC. As I have emphasized previously in my testimony, the space weather disturbances we are attempting to forecast can have amazingly rapid onsets and can manifest as a diverse variety of consequences to large geographic regions. Therefore forecast staff needs to be highly trained and experienced so they can quickly assess and judge, as there is no time for hesitancy and uncertainty. Further all this needs to be done on a continuous 24 hour by 7-day per week basis, as the Sun never sets on the Nation’s threats from Space Weather disturbances. As you can surmise, setting up a new function such as this is not a matter of buying a few servers, installing some shrink-wrap, and parking some people in front of a monitor. Nearly every function that is done involves much in the way of custom systems and a high degree of specialized human “know how.” Therefore the loss of the highly trained and experienced staff would be an unfortunate loss of investment by the Nation and setback our collective capabilities in space weather forecasting.


In conclusion I would also like to offer a perspective on the long-term needs that should further be considered by this committee in supporting our nation’s efforts to better mitigate concerns arising from space weather events. For example, the degree of deterioration in the reliability of the electric power grid has been a topic of considerable discussion, post August 14, 2003. It is now evident that uncertainty in long-term restructuring, and lack of transmission infrastructure investment were significant factors contributing to the events of that day. Yet no matter how maligned, this infrastructure is still capable of operating through “single-point” failures. In contrast, our nation’s most important space weather monitoring assets have no redundancy in case of failure. A loss, for example, of the NASA-ACE solar wind monitoring satellite (at the vital L1 position in space) would largely deprive the Nation of the ability to perform high quality short-term forecasting of geomagnetic storms. The end of lifetime for ACE is rapidly approaching and still no formal plans exist by any government agency in the world for a replacement satellite.  Other examples also exist for various other observation assets that supply needed data inputs to our space weather forecast systems. Our grasp on the ability to perform these vital functions can be lost at any moment in time and we may not be able to recover for a number of years in some cases. Therefore I would also like to urge the Committee to consider these future “heavy lifting” responsibilities in sustaining and improving our nation’s space weather infrastructure, once we get past this current SEC funding crisis.


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you very much.


    Next, Captain Krakowski.


STATEMENT OF CAPTAIN HENRY P. (HANK) KRAKOWSKI, VICE PRESIDENT 


 OF CORPORATE SAFETY, QUALITY ASSURANCE, AND SECURITY, UNITED 


                            AIRLINES


Captain Krakowski. Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the Committee, on behalf of United Airlines, we would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony with the direct bearing on flight safety, public health, and commercial efficiency. In addition to my 25 years as a United Airlines pilot, I am also responsible for safety, security, and operational quality at our company.


Mr. Chairman, if you flew from Grand Rapids, Michigan to Beijing or Hong Kong six years ago, it would have taken nearly a day, connecting over at least two cities. Today, through the pioneering efforts of United Airlines in cooperation with other agencies and countries, we can now fly from Grand Rapids to these and other Asian cities in just 16 hours with one flow through Chicago. This is possible because of our ability to fly over the North Pole, Russia, and China. In fact, State Department officials involved in recent talks in China enjoyed the convenience and efficiencies of these very flights.


Safety is always our number one priority at United Airlines. Toward that end, while polar routing provides a tremendous advantage of time and convenience for our customers, everyone on these flights could be exposed to potential safety risks that did not exist when flying at the lower latitudes.  Information we receive from the Space Environment Center operated by NOAA ensures that United Airlines can take timely action to mitigate the risks associated with an occasional solar activity, which can disrupt communication, navigation, and even impact crew member and customer health.


During such a solar activity, our company policy dictates that United restricts flights from certain routes and altitudes. If we are made aware of a threatening activity prior to a flight, United will not hesitate to fly at lower altitudes or latitudes or even incur a costly fuel stop in Japan or China.


United is one of the few airlines which maintains an in-house meteorology department that works with our dispatchers and our flight crews to provide a safe, comfortable flight. We are proud of our excellent reputation in forecasting safety threats.


The solar environment, however, is so unique that it requires specially trained forecasters and specific technology not available within the commercial sector. The SEC is our only link to that environment.
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As this chart depicts, we blend the information from SEC right into our flight planning process on both a daily and hourly basis. The SEC provides United with daily forecasting, monitoring, and, most importantly, immediate alerts, some of which can affect flight operations in as short as 10 minutes.  We can demonstrate that the current process works exceedingly well.


In our five years of flying over the North Pole, United has found the need to alter flight plans on an average of two to three times per month. In some cases, when the event is severe, as we have recently experienced, we will alter flights sometimes already in the air.


<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT>


The current chart depicts an event which occurred on October 24, our flight 895 between Chicago and Hong Kong, was planning to fly the polar route. We replanned the route away from the North Pole due to an R3 solar event. This routing took an additional 30 minutes of time. We had to burn 3,000 extra gallons of gas, and it cost United Airlines $10,000 to operate—more to operate that given flight. We do this regularly, if needed.


Mr. Chairman, United works with numerous government agencies from the FAA to the TSA. NOAA and the SEC distinguish themselves, in our opinion, by being an exceptionally transparent and customer-oriented partner with the airlines. I have personally visited the SEC in Boulder and can attest to the talent and professionalism of their staff. We are concerned that a reduction in funding could damage this important source of real-time safety information for our company. We also are concerned that transferring the operation to another federal agency could cause a disruption, degradation, or even filtering of information.


We urge you to support this program and seriously consider the ramifications associated with the change of oversight. We operate polar flights every day. A degradation of performance of this entity would cause us to become overly conservative in our flight planning, which would be costly. In our view, this is a program not in need of a fix. In our view, it is actually a program of American tax dollars at its best for the protection of United States citizens.


Again, thank you for allowing me to testify, and I do look forward to any questions you may have.


[The prepared statement of Captain Krakowski follows:]


Prepared Statement of Captain Henry P. (Hank) Krakowski


Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall and Members of the Committee, on behalf of United Airlines, thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony concerning a subject that has direct bearing on flight safety, public health and commercial efficiency. In addition to my 25 years as a United pilot, I am also responsible for Safety, Security and Operational Quality at our company.


Mr. Chairman, if you flew from a city such as Grand Rapids, Michigan to Hong Kong or Beijing six years ago, the journey would connect through at least two cities and take nearly a full day to complete. Today, through the pioneering efforts of United Airlines in cooperation with multiple countries and agencies, one can fly from Grand Rapids to these and other Asian cities in just 16 hours with only one connection over Chicago. This is possible by flying directly over the North Pole, Russia and China. In fact, State Department officials involved in recent talks with China enjoyed the convenience and efficiency of these very flights on United between Chicago and Beijing.


Safety is always our number one priority at United Airlines. Toward that end, while polar routing provides a tremendous advantage of time and convenience to our customers, everyone on these flights could be exposed to potential safety risks that did not exist when flying at lower latitudes. Information we receive from the Space Environment Center (SEC), operated by the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), ensures that United Airlines can take timely action to mitigate any risks associated with occasional solar storm activity that can disrupt communication, navigation and impact passenger and crew member health.


During such solar activity, our company policy dictates that United restrict flights from certain routes and altitudes. If we are made aware of threatening activity prior to the flight, United will not hesitate to fly at lower altitudes and latitudes or incur a very costly fuel stop.


United is one of the few airlines that maintain an in-house meteorology department that works with our dispatchers and crews to provide a safer and more comfortable flight. We are proud of our excellent reputation in forecasting flight safety threats.


The solar environment, however, is so unique that it requires specially trained forecasters and specific technology not available within the commercial sector. The Space Environment Center the only link to this environment. We blend the information received from the SEC into the flight planning process daily and even hourly. The SEC provides United with daily forecasting, monitoring and, most important, immediate alerts some of which can affect flight operations in as little as 10 minutes. We can demonstrate that this process works exceedingly well.


In our five years of polar flying experience, United has found the need to alter flight plans two or three times per month. In some cases, when an event is severe, we will alter flights already in the air.


Please take a look at the chart that we have provided for the Committee’s reference. As recently as last week, on October 24th, United flight 895 from Chicago to Hong Kong planned to fly a polar route. The flight was re-planned, however, on a more southerly route due to a R3 magnitude solar event. This routing took 30 extra minutes and used 3,000 gallons of extra fuel for a total added cost to the company of $10,000 for that flight.
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Mr. Chairman, United works with numerous government agencies from the FAA to the TSA. NOAA and the Space Environment Center distinguish themselves by being an exceptionally transparent, customer-oriented partner with the airlines. I have personally visited the SEC in Boulder and can attest to the talent and professionalism of this organization and their people. We are concerned that a reduction in funding could damage this important source of real-time safety information for our airline. We are also concerned that transferring operation of the SEC to another federal agency could result in a disruption, degradation or filtering of critical information.


We urge you to support this program and seriously consider the ramifications associated with a change in program oversight. We operate polar flights each and every day. A degradation of performance in this program would cause us to become overly conservative in our flight planning. In our view, this program is not an example of a government program that is broken and in search of a fix. Quite to the contrary, our work in cooperation with the SEC exemplifies the use of American tax dollars at its best for the protection of U.S. citizens.


Again, thank you for allowing me to testify before the Committee. I look forward to any questions you may have.


    Chairman Ehlers. Well, as one would--might expect from a pilot, you are finished with two seconds to spare, so your ETA calculation was very good.


Dr. Hedinger.


STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT A. HEDINGER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, LORAL SKYNET, LORAL SPACE AND COMMUNICATIONS LTD.


    Dr. Hedinger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


    My name is Robert Hedinger. I am an executive vice 


president with Loral Skynet, a communications satellite service provider, and also a division of Loral Space and Communications. I am pleased to appear before your Subcommittee to discuss the effects of space weather on communication satellites and the vital role played by NOAA’s Space Environment Center.


I would also like to mention that the Satellite Industry Association has also developed a record for this committee, which I would like to attach to our record, as well.


Chairman Ehlers. Without objection, so ordered.


    Dr. Hedinger. Okay. Thank you.


    I would like to provide the Subcommittee with some 


background on the economic importance of the U.S. satellite industry and then address specific questions included in your letter of invitation. Additional supporting material has been provided in the attachments to my record.


Let me begin by pointing out the significant commercial investment and critical telecommunication services that are at risk resulting from space weather effects. As the attached charts in the record will demonstrate, $49.8 billion of revenue was generated and $12.1 billion of investments were made in 2002 in this industry. And these figures are expected to grow over the next 10 years. Critical commercial satellite applications that are provided on this infrastructure include: direct to home entertainment video and audio services, nationwide services; broadcast and cable television, all of the networks have satellite distribution networks; radio and audio distribution; satellite news gathering; the collection of critical news events from events that are occurring across the country; paging services; location and tracking services; rural and remote access services for telephony, data, and Internet; critical services for remote education and telemedicine; data communications to hundreds of thousands of locations used by the retail industry for such applications as point of sale terminals, credit card processing, and inventory tracking.


I would now like to address, in more detail, the questions that you had addressed in your invitation.


    The first question: “How does space weather affect 


satellite communications?” Temporary and/or permanent damage to on-board equipment resulting from electrostatic discharges, the space—the surface of the spacecraft can be charged with the large amounts of charged particles in the environment and then discharged, causing an electrical spark, which can damage equipment. Performance degradations and service outages due to particle events, in particular, electrical sensors, which are used for maintaining pointing accuracy of the spacecraft, can be—can experience a similar effect to fog as a result of having high-energy particles around the sensors. Altitude control and pointing errors due to magnetic field variations.  Certain spacecraft rely on a strong magnetic field to target the spacecraft to keep it aligned. When a geomagnetic storm occurs, the magnetic field fluctuates and sometimes can become quite weak and not be strong enough to drive the momentum of the spacecraft. So these are some of the major impacts that space weather has on the satellites.


The next question is: “How do satellite operators use the data that is provided by NOAA?” I see I am running short on time. I would love to go through a long list. There is a lot of this information in the document, but to cut it short, we can prepare ourselves for a lot of events that could be detrimental to the spacecraft ahead of time. We take precautionary measures. We may set up a reconfiguration of the spacecraft that, instead of having automated commands, we send manual commands to the spacecraft. Because of the environmental changes that take place, they could mask some true events that are occurring and cause satellites to go into a mode which is undesirable.


The third question you asked was: “What has happened in the last five years? What do we expect in the next five years?” Over the last five years, we have certainly gotten more data, but more importantly, we have had access to that data in a much more rapid and user-friendly environment as a result of the NOAA SEC approach to distributing this information to the commercial satellite industry. The next five years, we know that there is continuing research that needs to be done. In specific—specifically, we would love to have additional forecasts that can be specific about orbital locations and the impacts on very specific satellites.


The fourth question: “What would we do without it?” We couldn’t live without this data. We need this data. It is absolutely critical for our operations.


In summary, Mr. Chairman, the functions that NOAA SEC performs to model, predict, and send out alerts on space weather has been, and continues to be, critical to commercial satellite operators. NOAA SEC has provided excellent service to communication satellite operators. It is critical to the commercial satellite industry that NOAA SEC continue providing these services without disruption.


    Thank you, Mr. Chairman.


    [The prepared statement of Dr. Hedinger follows:]


                Prepared Statement of Robert A. Hedinger


Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Robert Hedinger, I am an Executive Vice President with Loral Skynet, a communications satellite service provider, and a division Loral Space and Communications Ltd. I am pleased to appear before your Subcommittee to discuss the effects of space weather on communications satellites and the vital role played by NOAA’s Space Environment Center.


I would like to provide the Subcommittee with some background on the economic importance of the U.S. satellite industry and then address the specific questions included in your letter of invitation. 


Additional supporting material has been provided in the three attachments.


Let me begin by pointing out that significant commercial investment and critical telecommunications services are at risk resulting from space weather effects. As the attached charts in Appendix A demonstrate, $49.8 billion of revenue was generated and $12.1 billion of investments were made in 2002 in this industry and these figures are expected to grow in the next ten years.


Critical Commercial Satellite Applications include;


        <bullet> Direct to Home Entertainment Video and Audio Services


        <bullet> Broadcast and Cable TV


        <bullet> Radio and Audio Distribution


        <bullet> Satellite News Gathering


        <bullet> Paging Services


        <bullet> Location and Tracking Services


        <bullet> Rural and Remote Access Service for Telephone, Data and Internet


        <bullet> Critical Services for Remote Education and Telemedicine


        <bullet> Data communications to hundreds of thousands of locations used by the retail industry for such applications as point of sale terminals (credit card processing) and inventory tracking.


Answers to Questions Asked in the Letter of Invitation


    To address your first question, space weather can affect satellite operations in the following ways:


        <bullet> Temporary and/or permanent damage to on-board equipment resulting from electrostatic discharges


        <bullet> Performance degradations and services outages due to particle events


        <bullet> Attitude control and pointing errors due to magnetic field variations


    Additional information and examples are provided in Appendix B.


    To address your second question, satellite operators use data and products from NOAA's Space Environment Center (SEC) in the following ways:


        <bullet> By being prepared, the Satellite Control Centers 


        (SCC) operated by Loral and other service providers can reduce 


        the amount of service outage time by focusing on the corrective 


        action more quickly (avoiding some of the initial 


        troubleshooting).


        <bullet> By communicating these events to our customers, Loral 


        can provide them the ability to plan around potential problems.


        <bullet> By activity scheduling, Satellite Control Centers can 


        avoid sensitive maneuvers and housekeeping functions during 


        peak storm activity.


        <bullet> In some instances, SEC data is used in real-time to 


        determine the cause of observed anomalies. Using the SEC data 


        the SCC is able to determine if a reconfiguration of the 


        spacecraft is warranted, or if the storm is small enough that 


        we can maintain the current configurations.


        <bullet> As part of the due diligence that is performed after 


        every spacecraft anomaly, the SEC data is also analyzed. This 


        is done to see if there is a link between the solar environment 


        and the anomalous condition.


        <bullet> Loral also uses the archive data from the SEC during 


        the spacecraft design and analysis activities.


    Additional information and examples are provided in the Appendix B.


To address your third question, five years ago there was less information available and the data format was difficult to work with (fax, paper copies, etc). This has improved significantly over the last five years to allow better access to the available information. Data is now available online and viewable at an individual engineers terminal.


In the next five years we expect to see a more reliable early warning system, a continuing improvement in the knowledge of the space environment through improved detectors and analysis tools for better spacecraft designs, and improvements in dynamic modeling for specific orbit locations.


Additional information is provided in Appendix B


To address your fourth question, the impacts to Loral and other commercial satellite operators of not being able to access the SEC services would be severe. Without the SEC information, satellite operators would not be able to cancel maneuvers based on solar environment levels and consequently we would not be able to avoid potential damage to the spacecraft. Service outages would also occur more often and be longer in duration. Spacecraft design quality would be compromised without access to current and accurate Space Weather Data.


In summary:


        <bullet> The functions that NOAA SEC performs to model, 


        predict, and send out alerts on space weather has been and 


        continues to be critical to Commercial Satellite Operators.


        <bullet> NOAA SEC has provided excellent services to 


        Commercial Satellite Operators.


        <bullet> It is critical to the Commercial Satellite Industry 


        for NOAA SEC to continue providing these services without 


        disruption.
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APPENDIX B


         Answers to Specific Questions Concerning Space Weather


Question 1


Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect satellite operations, including examples of historical events that have caused problems.


Charging Effects


Space weather affects the way the spacecraft body (or internal components) is charged. The spacecraft can only hold so much charge before it reaches a threshold for discharge. During extreme charging environments, this discharge occurs spontaneously and it is called an Electro Static Discharge (ESD) event. As an ESD event potentially contains a large amount of energy, it can be very hazardous to the spacecraft.


Spacecrafts have had major component failures that have been directly related to specific ESD events. On some spacecraft, several ESD events of the same type have occurred. These events have gradually weakened circuitry leading eventually to equipment failure. In addition, ESD events have lead to temporary upset of the spacecraft configuration. All of these events have led to customer outages until the operators have had time to reset the operational configuration using redundant equipment. Imagine if such an event happens during the Super Bowl or World Series. Until a switch over to a redundant transmission path happens, it can affect the TV Broadcasters by causing millions of dollars lost in advertising revenue and a set tens of millions of viewers.


Loral has experienced ESD events on several of their own spacecraft as well as spacecraft supplied to customers. Critical pieces of equipment have been lost due directly to ESD events including momentum wheels, and heaters/thermisters. We have had power equipment, earth sensors, payload units and telemetry and command equipment change operational state. We have had an accumulation of ESD events causing failure of solar array circuits. All of these events have the potential of temporarily or permanently reducing commercial communication or weather service to customers.


Immediate Particle Events


Sudden increase of protons and electrons caused by a storm can cause immediate problems that are not related to charging. The biggest concern here is in partially blinding sensor equipment. On most commercial spacecraft this problem is limited to the instrumentation responsible for determining pointing (earth sensors, star sensors, etc). During a big storm, these sensors do not operate to their full efficiency as they are partially blinded by much noise. Loral has seen attitude control system trips due to this type of particle induced noise. These trips normally result in loss of pointing control (or reduced pointing control) in at least one axis. If the error grows beyond our tolerance, service is affected.


Magnetic Events


Some spacecraft use the Earth’s magnetic field for control of pointing. These spacecraft have electro-magnets on board. These magnets interact with the Earth’s magnetic field putting a torque on the spacecraft. The magnets on the spacecraft are activated as needed to control pointing. During solar storms that affect Earth’s magnetic field, these spacecraft often have trouble maintaining pointing control. Without a strong magnetic field for the magnets to interact with, their efficiency is reduced greatly. During these times it is required to change the spacecraft’s actuators from magnetics to thrusters in order to maintain service.


Question 2


How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather?


Preparatory


In a perfect world, one week lead time would be desirable. If we had forecast data for the next week, this could be worked into our weekly activity plan. As this is not currently available, we utilize the data as it is available. Some of the warnings for the smaller storms only provide a few hours of notice. These we use in a real time manner when executing activities. Warnings for potentially large storm normally give a day or two to prepare. As these are the potentially more devastating storms, Loral uses this information as described in the following three sections.


Internal Advisements


Due to increased problems during solar storms as well as the potential necessity to run specialized procedures, Loral utilizes the SEC warnings to prepare. When a warning comes out that meets Loral’s criteria for potential problems, internal advisements are issued. These advisements serve to prepare the Satellite Control Centers for any of these potential non-standard operations. By being prepared, the Satellite Control Centers can reduce the amount of service outage time by focusing on the corrective action more quickly (avoiding some of the initial troubleshooting).


The SEC site is monitored in real time 24
7. As events such as earth sensor glitches or attitude error hold off are encountered, the controllers in Loral’s Satellite Control Center perform analysis to determine the next step. This analysis utilizes both spacecraft telemetry as well as the real time data from the SEC site. It is important to understand the current state of the spacecraft as well as the expected growth (or diminish) of the storm’s strength before taking action.


External Communications


Loral performs external communications to its customers (called a code Orange) when space weather predicts reach predetermined values.  This allows our customers to plan for potential spacecraft problems. By communicating these events to our customers, Loral provides them the ability to plan around potential problems. This provides them the ability to increase their service reliability.


Activity Scheduling


On some spacecraft, we have found a susceptibility to particular failures if certain events are performed during elevated levels of solar activity. In these cases, we check the solar forecast prior to scheduling the events in order to determine the likeliness of being able to execute them. We also check the space weather again just prior to execution of these events before proceeding in order to avoid problems.


An example of this is a spacecraft that has a change of state in the solar array drive electronics every time we perform a maneuver with elevated solar activity. As the problem involves an illegal state within the control electronics, we have been warned by the manufacturer to limit the number of times that this phenomenon occurs. The worry is that if we let it fail too often, we will weaken the path such that we will not be able to return the state back to normal. Without access to solar weather data, we would not be able to control this.


Another example of this also involves maneuver execution. Prior to performing a maneuver, Loral uses the SEC site to determine whether there is an expected proton event pending. As these types of storms tend to cause problems for the Earth sensing equipment, it is important to keep the spacecraft’s attitude quiet during one of these events. If a maneuver were performed during one of these events multiple problems could be encountered. These problems include difficulty in calibrating the attitude fine control sensors, excessive attitude control firings or even potential attitude safety system trips.


Real-Time


In some instances, SEC data is used in real-time to determine the cause of issues. Examples of these are multiple earth sensor glitches or small attitude hold off. All of these have some affect on the pointing of the spacecraft. When these issues occur, the personnel in the SCC check the real-time data on the SEC site to see if there is a link. If the problems are a result of increased solar activity the information is escalated. We create an internal advisement and distribute them. If the activity is of sufficient level escalation will continue to our external customers.


Using the SEC data the SCC is able to determine if a reconfiguration of the spacecraft is warranted, or if the storm is small enough that we can maintain the current configurations. Examples of this reconfiguration are:


If a proton event of sufficient strength is on-going, and expected to continue for sometime, we would disable automatic on-board momentum unloads. As the wheels respond to the increased earth sensor noise, the spacecraft control algorithms mistake this for a buildup of momentum.  The spacecraft will then fire thrusters to take care of this momentum.  This firing of thrusters should not be occurring as them is no real build up of momentum.


During a magnetic storm, it is very useful to know the expected strength and length of time. This is due to our choices for control methods. For a weaker storm, we could increase the on-board magnetic current to try to compensate. For stronger storms, the increase in on-board magnetic current would not be enough to overcome the weakness in the Earth’s magnetic field. In these cases, we need to go to a thruster control mode. These methods will allow for the continued control of roll. As both methods will cause problems with yaw control, it is important to know how long the storm will continue in order to correct the yaw error.


Post Processing


As part of the due diligence that is performed after every spacecraft anomaly, the SEC data is also analyzed. This is done to see if there is a link between the Solar environment and the anomalous condition. On every fish bone analysis Loral has been a part of, the solar environment plays an important part. Often this information has been critical in identifying the space environment as being the cause.  This has led to modification of the spacecraft design to improve its immunity to the spade environment and to eliminate the particular failure mode.


Loral also uses the archive data from the SEC during the spacecraft deign and analysis activities.


Question 3


How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on satellite operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five years from now?


Last five years


During the last five years, we have expanded our understanding of the solar environment greatly. However, the biggest change in the last five years goes beyond what we have learned. The biggest change is in how we utilize it. Five years ago there was less information available (as far as what is being monitored), and it was difficult to work with (fax, paper copies, etc.). This has improved over the last five years to allow better access to the information. Data is now available online and viewable at an individual engineers terminal.


Having this data available has allowed a larger team across the industry to analyze the information to show relations to other events.  One example is on one of our spacecraft. If we get a solar storm of sufficient magnitude late in an eclipse season, we often also get a transponder shut off coincident with it.


Having the Solar Environment data available allows us to better understand patterns that might otherwise never be understood.


Next five years


I think the industry push at this point is on two fronts:


1)
The need for a more reliable early warning system. There has been much individual work on this from many sources. Though the obstacles to overcome are daunting, this would be the single biggest improvement for the next five years.


2)
The improvement in the knowledge of the space environment. 


Although we have made great strides in understanding of the space environment, there are still several holes in on knowledge. Improved detectors and analysis tools are needed to provide for better spacecraft designs. Another area of improvement is modeling for specific orbit location. This is a 4D (3 axis with time) modeling to view how the local orbit environment changes with time.


Question 4


What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible.


Impact


The impacts to Loral of not being able to access the SEC would be severe. Many of these have been mentioned in the answers to the previous questions.


One spacecraft whose health would be most adversely affected would be the spacecraft that exhibits an anomaly with its solar array drive electronics. On this spacecraft, when a maneuver is performed during elevated solar activity, the solar array drive electronics switches into an illegal state (stopping the solar array). Each time this has happened, the solar array drive electronics have been commanded back into a normal state successfully. There is a concern that if this phenomenon were allowed to occur too often, we would be unable to command the solar array drive electronics back into a normal state.  Without the SEC information, Loral would not be able to cancel maneuvers based on solar environment levels and consequently we would not be able to avoid this circumstance.


Service outages would also be more often and longer in duration. By having space weather forecast available, Loral is able to prepare in advance for potential situations. For example if a major proton event is expected (or occurring), the spacecraft can be configured to better ignore earth sensor glitches. In addition, the Satellite Control Center (SCC) can be prepared for potential anomalous events associated with the storm. In the case of an earth sensor glitching problem growing to a more serious problem on the spacecraft, the SCC can often reconfigure before any problems affects service. In the case of a magnetics loss of control, the sooner the SCC configures the spacecraft for the solar storm, the lower the attitude error will be.


Another way in which Loral would be affected is the overall spacecraft design quality. Spacecraft Manufacturers use information learned in anomaly investigations to improve their future designs. The better they are able to determine root causes to problems, the better they will be able to improve their designs. The best way to ensure the highest quality root cause analysis is to ensure access to the best data. This includes in-orbit telemetry data, design documents and space weather data. If information on the space environment were not available the spacecraft manufacturer would note able to consider this in the design and testing of his spacecraft or correlate design improvements on orbit.
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Discussion


Chairman Ehlers. And thank you. And thank you to all of the witnesses. Very good testimony.


We will now proceed with questions. And the Chair will ask the first questions. We each have five minutes, and we will— and that includes both the question and your answer, but we won’t cut your answer off in mid-sentence, so don’t worry about that.


Space Environment Center (SEC) Funding


First, I have a question. I hate to ask yes or no questions, but this is a simple one, and I would like to ask each of you to respond with a yes or no answer. In your opinion, should the Federal Government reduce or eliminate funding for NOAA’s Space Environment Center? Dr. Hildner.


Dr. Hildner. My answer is that the funding should not be reduced or eliminated.


Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. No.


Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld.


Dr. Grunsfeld. No.


Chairman Ehlers. Kappenman.


Mr. Kappenman. No.


Chairman Ehlers. Krakowski.


Captain Krakowski. No, sir.


Chairman Ehlers. Hedinger.


Dr. Hedinger. No, sir.


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you.


The Appropriate Organization for Forecasting Space Weather


Second is—I would like to ask another question. Is there a compelling reason why the functions of the SEC should be moved to another agency, without specifying the agency? For example, is NOAA not providing services to you at the expected level or in the useful manner, or do you think some other branch of government would be more effective? Again, we will go reverse this time. Dr. Hedinger.


Dr. Hedinger. I believe the NOAA SEC is the most appropriate place to have this fall.


Chairman Ehlers. Okay. Captain Krakowski.


Captain Krakowski. Mr. Chairman, we believe that this is 


one of the finest examples of a well-running effort, and we don’t see any reason at all to make a change.


Chairman Ehlers. Mr. Kappenman.


Mr. Kappenman. Since I wear both the power industry hat as 


well as a commercial provider that essentially competes with SEC in some aspects, I would like to answer that we think SEC is the most appropriate agency from both perspectives.


Chairman Ehlers. That reminds me, incidentally, of someone I knew who once questioned the need for NOAA and the National Weather Service said, “I get all of the weather I need from the TV programs.” Since you—unfortunately, it was a Congressman, but he lost his next election. But at—from your position as both a user and competitor, that is a very meaningful answer.


Dr. Grunsfeld.


Dr. Grunsfeld. I think that the Space Environment Center 


and its relationship with NASA and I know for the United States Air Force and NOAA that this is a good example of how government agencies work well together, so I see no compelling reason why we would want to move it.


Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. I—sir, I would see no compelling reason to 


move the functions.


Chairman Ehlers. And Dr. Hildner, I assume I know your answer, but go ahead.


Dr. Hildner. I think you know NOAA’s answer, but let me comment that our partnerships with the other agencies are already so good that I see no compelling reason to move space weather services out of NOAA.


Chairman Ehlers. I—let me just add that—I believe it was Captain Krakowski mentioned another point and that is, although I am sure that one of the military arms of the government could easily do this, there is also the possibility of filtering during a time of national emergency that simply the information would not flow freely. And I think we want to avoid that as well, in spite of their ability to do this.


Another follow-up question on that, and that is, would it make any sense for a non-governmental agency to do this either on a fee-for-service basis, excuse me, or under government contract? And we will go this way again. Dr. Hildner.


Dr. Hildner. Thank you.


We regard space weather as extremely analogous to the 


meteorological weather service. And so many of the arguments that we apply to the meteorological services and why those should be free to all users I believe apply equally to the space weather service. Let me comment with Mr. Kappenman sitting here that NOAA tends to predict and synthesize the space weather environment, and we leave it to commercial folks, for a fee, to tailor those products to specific systems that are affected by space weather events.


Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. No, sir, I wouldn’t be in favor of changing 


who provides the data and how it is being procured.


Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld.


Dr. Grunsfeld. Well, at NASA, we are very protective of our 


national assets in space, as I am sure the Air Force is, as well. And we have a very good relationship with the SEC in meeting our needs, and I think we see no reason why we would want to change that.


Chairman Ehlers. Mr. Kappenman.


Mr. Kappenman. I also don’t believe that it would be very 


practical or efficient to transfer this sort of function wholly to a commercial provider.


And if I could just speak a few seconds on the nature of the partnerships that we see developing in the commercial providers of space weather forecasts versus what NOAA does. If we look at NOAA’s mission, they are to provide public information. And we actually see the medical industry as being how we are aligning ourselves and forming ourselves. Where NOAA is the general practitioner, handles most of the medical situations, but where you have a very serious space weather health problem from an infrastructure operator standpoint, you should be working with a specialist who can take that NOAA information and also knows how your infrastructure is impacted and work with you very closely on those very serious problems.


Chairman Ehlers. Are you going to change your name from Applied Power to Applied Clinic?


Captain Krakowski.


Captain Krakowski. When I consider the evolution of our navigation systems to become more dependent on satellites, and the FAA is another government agency that we have to work with in our navigation and communication issues, it seems like keeping it within a federal functionality seems right to us.


Chairman Ehlers. Okay. Dr. Hedinger.


Dr. Hedinger. Thank you.


Yes, at this point in time, I think that the services that 


are provided by NOAA SEC are generally applicable across a very broad environment, which is the right place to have a government service provide it. It spans the commercial industry, the government industry, and very many other types of functions. Clearly, there are opportunities for some secondary applications that would be in the area of this—that we have just described here. But the functions that NOAA SEC perform would definitely be----


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you for your comments. My time is expired, but I hope you will also, as individuals, express those opinions outside this room with the other Members of Congress who are involved in this situation.


My time is expired. I am pleased to recognize the Ranking Member, Mr. Udall.


SEC Budget Compared to Other Federally Funded Programs


Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I might, I would like to build on your line of questioning and start with the three witnesses who serve in the public sector.


And if I could, I would like to put the SEC’s $8 million budget into context. As I see it, the—that budget is a very small part of the total federal budget for space weather. And Dr. Hildner, if I could start with you and move across, how does the SEC’s budget compare with federal funding for the design, development, acquisition, and operation of space and ground-based sensors and for the research that has made space weather possible?


Dr. Hildner. I am reluctant to answer about the details of the expenditures in other agencies, but I believe that it is in the billions—or a billion dollars or so of research and sensor development for—that is applicable to space weather.


Mr. Udall. Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. Could you repeat your question, sir?


Mr. Udall. What I was trying to get at is we spend $8 


million for the SEC function, but I wanted to put that in the context of all of the assets that we deploy as well as the research and development that we do in other federal arms.


Colonel Benson. I can’t speak for the total amount in the rest of the federal arms, but it is a minute fraction compared to the value of the assets that we have on orbit and that we spend for R&D.


Mr. Udall. Dr. Grunsfeld, before you reply, I just want to welcome you. It is nice to see you again. Dr. Grunsfeld visited Boulder and the Ball Aerospace Company and has done some great work in repairing the Hubble Telescope as a space walker. And he is also a climber, and he fit in that comment about the— that small subset of interested people who ascend high mountains above 8,000 meters who would be subject to space weather events. And we want to take care of those people as well. So welcome, and great to see you here.


Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you very much. Thank you for that recognition.


The—NASA has, you know, quite a few number of assets. Just in space science alone, I think we have about 30 satellites that are operational right now, including the Hubble Space Telescope, which, I think, was about $1.6 billion. And so if you look at the $8 million as a kind of insurance policy, you know, it would be an usually small percentage compared to any other insurance that anybody would consider. It is, you know, certainly less than a percent.


Mr. Udall. Thank you. And yes, it is great to see you here, and thanks for all that you do.


Private Sector Interaction With the SEC


If I could extend now a set of questions to those of you from the private sector, and your testimony, I think, was very compelling. And I think you have answered this in part, but I want to give you another chance to amplify on your comments. Is your interaction with the SEC a one-way interaction? In other words, do you receive these forecasts or do you—are you also in a position where you are solicited for advice and input from the SEC?


Mr. Kappenman. Clearly, it is a two-way relationship. We depend, of course, very heavily upon the SEC to gather and disseminate data at high quality, high cadence that is needed for these environments. We do have a very successful and healthy interaction on what the important features of the environment are, where we can both serve the Nation and the important infrastructures better through things that we can do better in the space environment fields.


Captain Krakowski. While we use their products on a daily basis, the products themselves are not very useful unless we understand how to use them. And I think one of the greatest interactions of SEC was them opening their doors to us and their arms to have us come out to Boulder and learn all about this phenomena before we started to do this kind of flying. So it is very interactive and we do appreciate their warmth and their ability and willingness to help educate companies like ours on these sorts of issues.


Mr. Udall. Dr. Hedinger.


Dr. Hedinger. Thank you.


Yes. I would like to reiterate that this is a very 


interactive relationship and a very customer-friendly relationship. The progress that has been made here in the last five years of getting real-time online access to data that we use on a day-to-day basis. In fact, our satellite control center right now is determining how to reconfigure satellites to minimize impacts.


Mr. Udall. Thank you.


SEC Improvements Within the Current Budget


If I could turn back to Dr. Hildner. Dr. Hedinger testified that Loral Skynet expects to see a series of things over the next five years: a more reliable warning system, improvements in knowledge of the space environment, improvements in dynamic modeling for specific orbit locations, and other changes and added products. Do you think NOAA or other partner agencies could supply these improvements if the funding level would remain at the $5 million proposed point at this time?


Dr. Hildner. No. I could amplify that answer, if you would like.


Mr. Udall. I—no, I think that is perfect.


If I might just get one last question in and to Dr. Hildner 


once again. The testimony here, I think, suggests that we ought to be investing more in space weather. I am assuming that the budget, the Administration’s budget of $8 million would maintain current capabilities and provide some funding for improvements. What opportunities would we be missing if we don’t invest in additional efforts when it comes to space weather forecasting?


Dr. Hildner. You are absolutely correct that at the President’s requested level we would be able to maintain our operations and make modest improvements. But we stand at a confluence of increasing demands, and some of which you have heard about today, and expectations from our customers, and at the same time, a great increase in opportunity. The DOD, NSF, and NASA are spending a great deal of money for research, new sensors, and so forth, which SEC, even at the President’s requested budget, will not be able to incorporate into operations. In other words, the Nation’s investment in space weather services improvements will not be garnered if SEC continues on at its current level of effort.


Mr. Udall. I thank the panel and the Chairman for his forbearance in extending a little more time to me. This is a very important topic. Thank you again.


Chairman Ehlers. Thank you.


We have a few more questions, and so we will start a second 


round. I understand Mr. Gutknecht does not—so I will begin with the second round. And I would point out, incidentally, before I do that, that again, I did a quick mental calculation.  If you should receive the President’s request, which is $8 million, that comes to just a bit more than three cents per capita in the United States. When you consider that if a commercial satellite went out that was carrying a television program, everyone would spend eight cents to call their TV— cable provider to complain, they would spend more than twice as much as they are spending to maintain the warning system.Sensors Aboard the Aging Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) Spacecraft


My next question is for Dr. Hildner, Grunsfeld, and Colonel Benson. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning in radiation and magnetic storms is located on, pardon me, NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer, sometimes called the ACE spacecraft. Yet this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, NASA, and the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data? And we will start with NOAA on this one. Dr. Hildner.


Dr. Hildner. The difficulty with the ACE spacecraft approaching its end of life and the possibility of not getting those enormously important data has been recognized in NOAA.  And we are considering requesting the Congress for additional funds to obtain those data.


Chairman Ehlers. Let me just ask, the NPOESS satellites will be going up. It is a joint Air Force/NOAA effort. Could a—could one of these sensors be added to that satellite?


Dr. Hildner. NPOESS will have an improvement in the near-Earth space environment sensors, but because they are in polar orbit near Earth, they do not give us that advanced warning that the ACE satellite does one percent of the way from the Earth toward the sun out in the solar wind.


Chairman Ehlers. One percent, you said, of the distance?


Dr. Hildner. The ACE is stationed at----


Chairman Ehlers. It is about nine million miles?


Dr. Hildner. It is about----


Chairman Ehlers. Fifteen kilometers----


Dr. Hildner. About one million miles. It is 93 million miles to the sun, so one percent----


Chairman Ehlers. Right.


Dr. Hildner [continuing]. Is about one million miles----


Chairman Ehlers. Yeah. Right.


Dr. Hildner [continuing]. Toward the sun from Earth, and that is the place where the Earthward forces and the sunward forces balance and the spacecraft will sit there.


Chairman Ehlers. Yeah.


Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. Sir, we rely on the ACE data for the solar wind estimation. The Air Force has just launched, as of two weeks ago, a new block of DMSP satellites, Defense Meteorological Satellite Program. And in this new block of satellites, we have a series of space weather sensors on there.  But they are in the low-Earth orbit, and they don’t have a package specifically designed to do what the ACE program does.


Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld.


Dr. Grunsfeld. Hopefully the ACE spacecraft will keep 


operating beyond its nominal lifetime margin for a good, healthy long time. And the National Academy, in its NRC report, did identify the source of these types of data as being critically important. And so that is something that the Office of Space Science, you know, has in its strategic planning. But as yet, I am not specifically aware, for our research activities, of any plans to replace that capability.


Chairman Ehlers. Is this an expensive satellite?


Dr. Grunsfeld. It is one of our explorer class satellites, and, you know, I am not sure what, in this context, “expensive” is. It is not—you know, it is not in the, you know, great observatory class. It is one of the smaller satellites.

Chairman Ehlers. Yeah. Okay. I—we will have to pursue that in the Committee, and—because I think that is a self-evident thing to do.


Dr. Grunsfeld. And we can provide you with more information about some of the experiments in the pipeline and how they might relate to this.


Chairman Ehlers. All right. I would appreciate that, because it shouldn’t be that expensive if it is a single-purpose satellite. It takes—of course, it takes a fair amount of horsepower to get it up that far, but that is something we will pursue.


I have no other questions at the moment. Mr. Udall, do you have----


Vulnerability to Industry From Space Weather Events


Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take this opportunity to direct a couple of questions at the witnesses from the private sector.


Would you say that your organizations operations have become more vulnerable to space weather events over time or is it solely a matter of having gained a better understanding of the link between space weather events and specific problems you encounter during operations? Again, we can start with Mr.  Kappenman and move across.


Mr. Kappenman. Yeah. In the prepared testimony, I do cite quite a bit of evidence that the power industry has learned that indicates that we are, because of various design changes, growth of the power grid and so forth, we are unequivocally growing more and more vulnerable to space weather. That being said, we are also learning much about space weather impacts.  And we may not know exactly how vulnerable we really are. We know right now we are extremely vulnerable.


Mr. Udall. Um-hum.


Mr. Kappenman. And we also know that it is not going to be easy to become unvulnerable or invulnerable and undo what has essentially transpired through billions of dollars of investment in infrastructure, 50 years or more of development of that infrastructure.


Mr. Udall. Captain Krakowski.


Captain Krakowski. Thank you, sir.


Yeah, we are—five years ago, were it not for the ability 


to have airplanes fly over 16 hours, we really could not even entertain dealing with such a risk. But now with the commercial opportunities opening up wider between Asia and the United States and the ability to fly longer range flights with the new technology airplanes coming up, this is somewhat new to us----


Mr. Udall. Um-hum.


Captain Krakowski [continuing]. Which is why we are so interested in it.

The other aspect of it is, well, as we contemplate moving more toward GPS-type navigation systems and away from land-based systems, there is an additional concern of what this kind of weather—solar weather impact would mean to that very critical infrastructure. And I think we are still in the learning mode with some of that.


Mr. Udall. Dr. Hedinger.


Dr. Hedinger. Thank you, Congressman Udall.


I think there are really two areas here. One is just the volume of services that have grown over the last several years.  An example is the direct to home market. Now we have approximately 20 million households erect a home receiver. Five years ago, how many was that? But it has changed dramatically, and that continues to grow. But it is just the amount of business that is in space, the amount of business that depends on space for its revenue, so that is becoming more critical.

The other thing is the new technologies that are being developed. With the—there is a move toward on-board processing to be able to provide more efficient communications and more economical access services. An example is the new KA band on-board processing satellites. These are likely to be more sensitive to space weather since there are computer chips, et cetera, on board the spacecraft.


Thank you.


Vulnerability to Federal Agencies From Space Weather Events


Mr. Udall. Perhaps I could ask the government witnesses to comment on this as well, if you would, and again, Dr. Hildner— and I—if I restate the question. Would you say that organizations in the government operations have become more vulnerable to space weather events over time or is it solely a matter of having gained a better understanding of the link between solar weather events and specific problems that we encounter during operations?


Dr. Hildner. I would say it is the former. We have become more vulnerable, and partly because we have become more technological and those technological systems, as we become more dependent upon them, they, in fact, are becoming more vulnerable. And so we are becoming more vulnerable.


Mr. Udall. Colonel Benson.


Colonel Benson. Sir, I would agree with Dr. Hildner. I 


think we are more vulnerable as we require—rely more and more on space-based assets. Those vulnerabilities are there for the assets that we have on orbit. Even our Global Positioning System has effects from space weather as far as the errors that are driven by space weather events. So our dependency on GPS has also magnified the impacts of a space weather event on navigation systems.


Mr. Udall. And I—space command based in Colorado, and I was sure that General Lord and others would underline what you had to say about the effects on our space command.


Dr. Grunsfeld.


Dr. Grunsfeld. Well, I think first and foremost, we are 


interested in the safety of our crew. And I am very proud to say that, you know, we are coming up on having three years of human international crews living in space all of the time, 365/ 24/7. And so in that respect, we certainly are more vulnerable.  In addition, we are kind of a victim of our own success in technology in that the capability of the microchips and the technology that goes into constructing all of the space assets that we have talked about have gotten a lot smaller and more compact and using technology that, in a sense, is more vulnerable to space radiation.


Relationship With the International Community


Mr. Udall. I thank the panel, and I might extend a request to the Chairman, I—we—one area we didn’t cover was the relationship we have with the international community and their space weather forecasting capabilities and how we coordinate and whether there would be an effective—if the SEC was to be put out of business or the funding—the necessary funding wasn’t in place, but----


Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Hildner, if you would just like to just answer that, comment on that.


Dr. Hildner. I would be happy to. In the interest of time, we had not mentioned our international partnership. There is an outfit called the International Space Environment Service. It has 12 regional warning centers around the world. NOAA’s center in Boulder is one of those regional-warning centers. All of those centers exchange data actually through Boulder every day.  And then Boulder synthesizes all of that information and puts out the global forecast as the world-warning agency of the International Space Environment Service. Of course, that would all go away if we were eliminated.


The Vital Role and Responsibilities of the SEC


Chairman Ehlers. The gentleman’s time is expired. I would just like to conclude this hearing by several comments. First of all, it is obvious to me from your comments, Mr. Udall, that far too much government money is going to Colorado. And probably the SEC should move to Michigan where it would be closer to the Aurora Borealis. You could at least have the pleasure of observing that. More importantly, it is clear from today’s hearing that the services that NOAA’s SEC provides are unique and vital to our nation and its citizens every day, much more so than people realize, and as we just heard, also important to those of other countries.


Secondly, it is neither within the mandate nor the mission of the Air Force or NASA to take on these crucial responsibilities. And it is my opinion that a transfer of this sort, at this time, would require significant expenditures on the part of the Federal Government and certainly above the $8 million sought by the Administration for the SEC. It would also be very disruptive to the entire program.


So I believe that it is certainly advisable that this committee go on record as preserving the SEC precisely where it is. There is no reason to change it. “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it,” as the old saying goes, and so let us keep it going.  And I hope—we will certainly pass this information on to the appropriators in the House and Senate. And I hope that all other interested parties would express that as well.


The fact that we are discussing this precisely as a space storm is occurring, and I understand that Japan has lost— temporarily lost one satellite and is about to lose another, indicates the importance of the work that is being done here.


Before I close, I just simply have a little housekeeping.  I, first of all, want to thank you very, very much for your participation. We couldn’t have had a better panel, broadly representative of the issue in both the governmental sector and the industry, and I appreciate your time. And above all, I appreciate your wisdom. So thank you for taking the time to be here.


If there is no objection, the record will remain open for additional statements from the Members and the answers to any follow-up questions the Subcommittee may ask of the panelists.  And without objection, so ordered. And I would assume you would be willing to respond to questions in writing, should they come up.


Thank you again for your service, and it is my pleasure to declare the hearing adjourned just in time for another vote.  The hearing is adjourned.


[Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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                              ----------                              


Biographies, Financial Disclosures, and Answers to Post-Hearing 


Questions


Biography for Ernest Hildner


Dr. Hildner is the Director of NOAA’s Space Environment Center. The Center is the Nation’s 24-hour-a-day center for alerts, warnings and watches related to space weather. Under his direction, SEC also conducts research and consults on space weather instrument development for NOAA, NASA, and the Aid Force.


Dr. Hildner is a solar physicist who has worked for the High Altitude Observatory, NCAR, and at NASA Marshall Space Flight Center as head of its Solar Physics Branch. He was fortunate to be experiment scientist for Skylab and the Solar Maximum Mission during the 70’s. His scientific speciality is coronal and interplanetary physics, in which he has published dozens of papers. He co-holds one patent for a variable-magnification x-ray telescope.


In addition to his administrative responsibilities with NOAA, Dr.  Hildner is a Co-chair of the Committee on Space Weather for the National Space Weather Program, is a member of the advisory committees for the NOAO National Solar Observatory and NCAR High Altitude Observatory, and serves on review panels for NASA and DOD projects.


Answers to Post-Hearing Questions


Responses by Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center, 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration


Space Environment Center


Q1. In Col. Benson’s written testimony it is mentioned twice that the complementary nature of the Air Force Space Weather Operations Center and the SEC allows each agency to realize significant cost savings.  What is the dollar amount saved as a result of the Air Force and NOAA collaboration on space weather?


A1. The National space weather enterprise, with complementary service centers in NOAA and U.S. Air Force Weather, depends on a critical shared database with contributions from NOAA and the USAF complementing each other. However, the savings to the Nation go far beyond the collaborating service centers. NOAH would have to replace and pay for a large fraction of the USAF-provided data if USAF no longer provided it.  Conversely, USAF would have to pay tens of millions of dollars per year for the sensors and their data now provided by NOAA, should NOAA no longer provide them.


USAF operates the ground-based Solar Environmental Observing 


Network of observatories around the world. NOAA has no equivalent data 


in the near-term for the data provided by this 
$20M per year network. 


Additionally, USAF pays the U.S. Geological Survey $150k per year to help it operate a ground-based magnetometer network so the data can be provided in near real-time to both USAF and NOAA. NOAA’s Space Environment Center distributes to the public some products created at U.S. Air Force Weather Agency’s center in Omaha; one of these is the immediate, three-hourly estimate of the value of the index characterizing global geomagnetic activity. This index is of great interest to civilian users; NOAA would have to create the product if USAF did not, at an estimated expense of $2M to port the software.  Finally, USAF Space Command flies sensors on the Defense Meteorological Space Program (DMSP) series of spacecraft. The data are archived at NOAA’s National Geophysical Data Center and used by Space Environment Center. The model NOAA plans to use to characterize and predict the ionosphere is being developed with USAF funding of about $10M and will be driven by data from DMSP. NOAA will save the $10M up-front cost of the model and the annual cost of fabricating and flying the instruments and getting the data because of USAF investments.


In all, we estimate that NOAA would have to spend several tens of millions of dollars per year to sustain the same level of services if USAF dropped from the national collaboration in space weather.


Q2. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer spacecraft. Yet, this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data?  If so, please explain the strategy.


A2. Real-time solar wind measurements from upstream of Earth, now obtained from NASA’s ACE research spacecraft, are among the most vital data for providing space weather services. The ability to warn of geomagnetic storms approximately an hour in advance is due solely to these data. Delayed solar wind measurements, available from other NASA spacecraft operating in a “store and dump” mode, are of no operational benefit, though they have research value. ACE has already completed its prime research mission, but has been selected by NASA for extended operations, because of new, high-priority scientific goals that can be addressed with this valuable national asset. The spacecraft has enough propellant on board to maintain its new, looser, non-optimal for space weather purposes, orbit around Lagrange Point 1 (L1) until late into the next decade.


ACE has been a unique resource in that it continuously transmits, all day—every day, in near real-time, solar wind and energetic particle data that can be acquired by relatively small ground-based antennas. No other spacecraft can do that; unless the ACE capability for space weather is replaced, when ACE dies NOAA, its partners, industrial space weather service companies, and end users will all lose valuable products and services. Geomagnetic storms are especially important to electric power grid operators and radio communicators (including airlines).


NOAA, NASA and the USAF, will continue to consider options for providing ACE-like data.


Biography for Charles L. Benson, Jr.


Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr., is commander of the Air Force Weather Agency. He leads over 900 agency members at 20 locations around the world providing centralized weather products and services, including climatological and space weather support, to USAF, U.S. Army, special operations national intelligence community and other DOD activities. He executes a worldwide weather support mission, that provides decision assistance to combat, reconnaissance, command and control, presidential support, treaty verification and airlift missions directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, theater commanders, and major command commanders.


Colonel Benson has served as a wing weather officer in Korea; executive assistant to the Commander, Air Weather Service, Scott AFB, IL; and Chief of the Advanced Systems Management Section, Offutt AFB, NE. He has commanded a weather detachment in Kansas and served as a program element monitor in Headquarters USAF’s Directorate of Weather.  Colonel Benson was assigned to Headquarters USAF’s Directorate of Operational Requirements as Chief of Force Enhancement Requirements. He has served as Director of Weather for Headquarters Air Mobility Command’s Tanker Airlift Control Center; Chief of Protocol for the Commander in Chief, United States Transportation Command; and Deputy Commander, 60th Support Group, Travis AFB, California.


Prior to his arrival at Offutt AFB, Colonel Benson commanded the United States Air Force Academy’s 34th Support Group.


EDUCATION


1977 Bachelor of Science degree in Meteorology, Texas A&M University 1978 Officer Training School, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.  1985 Master’s degree in Meteorology, St. Louis University 1986 Air Command and Staff College (Correspondence)


1990 Distinguished Graduate, Naval War College’s Naval Command & Staff, 


Naval War College, Newport, R.I.


1991 Master’s degree in National Security & Strategic Studies, Naval 


War College, Newport, R.I.


1995 Air War College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.


ASSIGNMENTS AND DATES


1. September 1978-April 1981, wing weather officer, 463rd Tactical Airlift Wing, Dyess AFB, Texas 2. April 1981-June 1982, wing weather officer, 8th Tactical Fighter Wing, Kunsan Air Base, Korea 3. June 1982-January 1984, executive assistant to the commander, Air Weather Service, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois 4. January 1984-June 1985, student, St. Louis University, St. Louis, Missouri 5. June 1985-October 1987, chief, Advanced Systems Management Section, Air Force Global Weather Central, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska 6. October 1987-August 1990, commander, Detachment 23, 9th Weather Squadron, McConnell Air Force Base, Kansas 7. August 1990-December 1991, student, Naval War College, Newport, R.I.


8. December 1991-November 1992, program element monitor, Deputy Chief of Staff for Air and Space Operations, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.


9. November 1992-August 1994, chief, Force Enhancement Requirements, Directorate of Operational Requirements, Deputy Chief of Staff for Air and Space Operations, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.


10. August 1994-June 1995, student, Air War College, Maxwell Air Force 


Base, Alabama


11. June 1995-September 1997, director of weather, Tanker Airlift 


Control Center, Headquarters Air Mobility Command, Scott Air Force 


Base, Illinois


12. September 1997-August 1998, chief of protocol, U.S. Transportation 


Command, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois


13. August 1998-April 1999, deputy commander, 60th Support Group, 


Travis Air Force Base, California


14. April 1999-May 2001, commander, 34th Support Group, U.S. Air Force 


Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado


15. May 2001-August 2002, vice commander, Air Force Weather Agency, 


Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska


16. August 2002 to Present, commander, Air Force Weather Agency, 


Offutt AFB, Nebraska


AWARDS AND DECORATIONS


Legion of Merit


Meritorious Service Medal with five oak leaf clusters


Air Force Commendation Medal with one oak leaf cluster


Air Force Achievement Medal


EFFECTIVE DATES OF PROMOTION


Second Lieutenant August 15, 1978


First Lieutenant August 15, 1980


Captain August 15, 1982


Major June 1, 1989


Lieutenant Colonel June 1, 1993


Colonel April 1, 1999


Answers to Post-Hearing Questions


Responses by Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force 


Weather Agency


Questions submitted by Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers


Vital Sensors


Q1. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advance Composition Explorer (ACE) spacecraft. Yet, this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data? If so, please explain the strategy.


A1. Air, Force Weather (AFW) has a requirement for solar wind data, but does not field space-based systems. AFW has advocated for solar wind data and will continue to do so. We continue to advocate for environmental monitoring capabilities and to leverage existing and proposed Air Force Space Command, NASA, and NOAA satellites and sensors. Once ACE ceases to operate, we will be without the data it provides with no other viable alternative system immediately available.


Dollar Amount Saved


Q2. In your written testimony it is mentioned twice that the complementary nature of the Air Force Space Weather Operations Center and the SEC allows each agency to realize significant cost savings.  What is the dollars amount saved as a result of the Air Force and NOAA collaboration on space weather?


A2. The estimated annual space weather operations cost savings for the 


Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) is $11.4M. This cost savings is 


comprised of $6.8M from leveraging the research and technology 


transition performed by SEC. Additionally, there would be an up-front 


cost (significantly greater that the annual operation costs of 
$10M) 


to initially set up all of SEC’s operations and research at AWA, if SEC’s mission was transferred to the Air Force.


Biography for John M. Grunsfeld


PERSONAL DATA: Born in Chicago, Illinois. Married to the former Carol E. Schiff. They have two children. John enjoys mountaineering, flying, sailing, bicycling, and music. His father, Ernest A. Grunsfeld III, resides in Highland Park, Illinois. Carol’s parents, David and Ruth Schiff, reside in Highland Park, Illinois.


EDUCATION: Graduated from Highland Park High School, Highland Park, Illinois, in 1976; received a Bachelor of science degree in physics from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1980; a Master of science degree and a doctor of philosophy degree in physics from the University of Chicago in 1984 and 1988, respectively.


ORGANIZATIONS: American Astronomical Society. American Alpine Club. Experimental Aircraft Association. Aircraft Owners and Pilot Association.


SPECIAL HONORS: W.D. Grainger Fellow in Experimental Physics, 1988-89.  NASA Graduate Student Research Fellow, 1985-87. NASA Space Flight Medals (1995, 1997, 1999, 2002). NASA Exceptional Service Medals (1997, 1998, 2000). NASA Distinguished Service Medal (2002). Distinguished Alumni Award, University of Chicago. Alumni Service Award, University of Chicago. Komarov Diploma (1995), Korolov Diploma (1999, 2002).


EXPERIENCE: Dr. Grunsfeld’s academic positions include that of Visiting Scientist, University of Tokyo/Institute of Space and Astronautical Science (1980-81); Graduate Research Assistant, University of Chicago (1981-85); NASA Graduate Student Fellow, University of Chicago (1985-87); W.D. Grainger Postdoctoral Fellow in Experimental Physics, University of Chicago (1988-89); and Senior Research Fellow, California Institute of Technology (1989-92). Dr. Grunsfeld’s research has covered x-ray and gamma-ray astronomy, high-energy cosmic ray studies, and development of new detectors and instrumentation. Dr. Grunsfeld studies binary pulsars and energetic x-ray and gamma ray sources using the NASA Compton Gamma Ray Observatory, x-ray astronomy satellites, radio telescopes, and optical telescopes including the NASA Hubble Space Telescope.


NASA EXPERIENCE: Dr. Grunsfeld was selected by NASA in March 1992, and reported to the Johnson Space Center in August 1992. He completed one year of training and is qualified for flight selection as a mission specialist. Dr. Grunsfeld was initially detailed to the astronaut Office Mission Development Branch and was assigned as the lead for portable computers for use in space. Following his first flight, he led a team of engineers and computer programmers tasked with defining and producing the crew displays for command and control of the International Space Station (ISS). As part of this activity he directed an effort combining the resources of the Mission Control Center (MCC) Display Team and the Space Station Training Facility. The result was the creation of the Common Display Development Facility (CDDF), responsible for the on-board and MCC displays for the ISS, using object-oriented programming techniques. Following his second flight, he was assigned as Chief of the Computer Support Branch in the Astronaut Office supporting Space Shuttle and International Space Station Programs and advanced technology development. Following STS-103, he served as Chief of the Extra-vehicular Activity Branch in the Astronaut Office. Following STS-109 Grunsfeld served as an instructor in the Extra-vehicular Activity Branch, and worked on the Orbital Space Plane, exploration concepts, and technologies for use beyond low earth orbit in the Advanced Programs Branch. He is currently the NASA Chief Scientist detailed to NASA Headquarters. A veteran, of four space flights, STS-67 (1995), STS-81 (1997), STS-103 (1999) and STS-109 (2002), Dr. Grunsfeld has logged over 45 days in space, including 5 space walks totaling 37 hours and 32 minutes.


SPACE FLIGHT EXPERIENCE: STS-67/Astro-2 Endeavour (March 2-18, 1995) was launched from Kennedy Space Center, Florida, and returned to land at Edwards Air Force Base, California. It was the second flight of the Astro observatory, a unique complement of three ultra-violet telescopes. During this record-setting 16-day mission, the crew conducted observations around the clock to study the far ultra-violet spectra of faint astronomical objects and the polarization of ultra-violet light coming from hot stars and distant galaxies. Mission duration was 399 hours and 9 minutes.


STS-81 Atlantis (January 12-22, 1997) was a 10-day mission, the 5th to dock with Russia’s Space Station Mir, and the 2nd to exchange U.S.  astronauts. The mission also carried the Spacehab double module providing additional mid-deck locker space for secondary experiments.  In five days of docked operations more than three tons of food, water; experiment equipment and samples were moved back and forth between the two spacecraft. Grunsfeld served as the flight engineer on this flight.  Following 160 orbits of the Earth the STS-81 mission concluded with a landing on Kennedy Space Center’s Runway 33 ending a 3.9 million mile journey. Mission duration was 244 hours, 56 minutes.


STS-103 Discovery (December 19-27, 1999) was an 8-day mission during which the crew successfully installed new gyroscopes and scientific instruments and upgraded systems on the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). Enhancing HST scientific capabilities required three space walks (EVA). Grunsfeld performed two space walks totaling 16 hours and 23 minutes. The STS-103 mission was accomplished in 120 Earth orbits, traveling 3.2 million miles in 191 hours and 11 minutes.


STS-109 Columbia (March 1-12, 2002). STS-109 was the fourth Hubble Space Telescope (HST) servicing mission. The crew of STS-109 successfully upgraded the Hubble Space Telescope installing a new digital camera, a cooling system for the infrared camera, new solar arrays and a new power system. HST servicing and upgrades were accomplished by four crew members during a total of 5 EVAs in 5 consecutive days. Grunsfeld served as the Payload Commander on STS-109 in charge of the space walking activities and the Hubble payload. He also performed 3 space walks totaling 21 hours and 9 minutes, including the installation of the new Power Control Unit. STS-109 orbited the Earth 165 times, and covered 3.9 million miles in over 262 hours.


Answers to Post-Hearing Questions


Responses by John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics 


and Space Administration


Question submitted by Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers


Q1. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer spacecraft. Yet, this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data?  If so, please explain the strategy.


A1. NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) was launched in August 1997 from the Kennedy Space Center. It carried six high-resolution sensors and three monitoring instruments to sample low-energy particles of solar origin and high-energy galactic particles with a collecting power 10 to 1,000 times greater than past or planned experiments. In addition, the ACE payload includes a real-time space weather monitoring capability, and NOAA has used this for space weather prediction.


ACE has already completed its prime research mission, and in the 2003 Senior Review process, it was selected for extended operations because of new, high-priority scientific goals that can be addressed with this valuable national asset. The spacecraft has enough propellant on board to maintain an orbit at Lagrange Point 1 (L1) until late into the next decade.


ACE has been somewhat of a unique resource because of the type of solar wind data it collects; therefore, NASA has devised a plan to continue collecting similar solar wind data after ACE ceases to operate. NASA is currently moving the Wind spacecraft into L1 to serve as a “hot” backup to ACE in order to maintain our research capability in the area of solar wind turbulence. The Solar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOHO) will also provide complementary data. NASA believes that these resources will ensure continued research and data collection in this discipline in the event that ACE is no longer able to produce useful scientific research.


Questions submitted by Democratic Members


Q1. Is the ISS currently operating with a waiver due to the lack of functional radiation monitors on board?


A1. No. There are currently several functional radiation monitors on board the International Space Station (ISS), including both Russian and U.S.-provided hardware. There is a waiver in place for the Tissue Equivalent Proportional Counter (TEPC), which is one part of the overall ISS on-orbit radiation monitoring system.


Q1a. Is the fact that the Space Environment Center can provide predictions one of the justifications used to grant the waiver?


A1a. There is no overall waiver granted for radiation monitoring because there is functional equipment currently on orbit. The TEPC waiver was presented and approved at the 10 March 2003 ISS Vehicle Control Board. During the discussions regarding the waiver, continued availability of space weather warnings, alerts, and real-time data on solar proton fluxes from the Space Environment Center (SEC) were mentioned as an additional rationale for why it was acceptable to continue without the TEPC.


Q1b. Is NASA currently depending on the SEC in order to provide direction to the ISS crew about radiation protection actions?


A1b. Yes. Real-time data provided by the SEC are the primary information used in developing recommendations to the flight control team. This team directs the crew to take appropriate actions to minimize their radiation exposure.


Q1c. Did the Space and Life Sciences Directorate highlight the “potential that ground-tracked radiation and forecasting from satellites will be reduced or eliminated in FY 2004 (NOAA)” as a concern in their Stage Ops Readiness Rev. meeting on Sept. 24, 2003, while preparing for the launch of the current ISS crew?


A1c. Yes. The Johnson Space Center (JSC) Space and Life Science Directorate (SLSD) highlighted the potential risk posed by the loss of SEC data in the September 24, 2003 SORR discussions and in the October 2, 2003 Flight Readiness Review (FRR).


Q1d. When does the waiver expire?


A1d. The waiver for the ISS TEPC expired October 31, 2003 and is in the process of being extended to April 2004.


Q2. Is the failure of the TEPC one of the elements that led to the recommendation by two managers responsible for monitoring the ISS environmental systems not to launch the current crew to ISS?


A2. The lack of a functional on-orbit TEPC was one element of the overall degradation of on-orbit real-time environmental monitoring on ISS that raised concerns.


Q2a. Was their ultimate decision to agree to go ahead with the launch based on plans to launch a replacement TEPC aboard Progress Flight 14?  When is that launch scheduled to occur?


A2a. Yes. Launching a TEPC on ISS Flight 14P (Progress M-49) was one of the specific items cited in the exception to the ISS Flight 7S (Soyuz TMA-3) CoFR. At the time of the CoFR, 13P was scheduled for launch in November 2003 and 14P was scheduled to launch in January 2004. Since that time, the launch of 13P has moved to no earlier than late January 2004. As a result, NASA has requested that the TEPC be manifested on 13P. The manifest for 13P is still under review.


Q2b. Was the TEPC replacement originally scheduled to fly aboard Progress 12, but removed because it cost too much to certify it to fly on a Russian vehicle?


A2b. The original schedule envisioned launching the TEPC in Nov. 2003 on ISS Flight 13P. However, work on recertifying the TEPC for launch was delayed for several months because of funding issues. Because of this delay, the JSC Engineering Directorate determined that the hardware could not be ready for delivery in time for ISS Flight 13P, so TEPC was moved to ISS Flight 14P. When the 14P Progress missions slipped, NASA requested that the TEPC be manifested on ISS Flight 13P (January 2004). The manifest for ISS Flight 13P is currently under review. This TEPC required additional certification to meet Russian launch requirements (Progress launch vibration test), as well as some additional testing to allow operation in the Russian segment of the ISS (i.e., Russian power qualification).


Q2c. Is it important to have the TEPC installed aboard the ISS no later than January to calibrate it as the Sun approaches the minimum activity levels of its 11-year cycle?


A2c. Ideally, in order to be prepared for the earliest potential maximum crew exposure to solar radiation, the TEPC should be on orbit by April 2004. This date is driven by the following considerations: during the last solar cycle, the time of maximum crew exposure preceded the point of actual solar minimum by nine months; SEC’s current projection of future solar activity levels places solar minimum sometime between January 2006 and July 2007. Using January 2006 as the earliest possible date for solar minimum, the point of maximum crew exposure would be nine months earlier—or April 2005. If the TEPC is on orbit by April 2004, NASA will be able to collect data for at least one year prior to the point of maximum crew exposure; this will allow us to develop a baseline of performance for the TEPC on orbit, as well as to track the exposure rise to solar minimum.
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What Is Space Weather? Why Is It Important?


The Sun is a variable star. Its magnetic field varies on a time scale from seconds to decades. The origins of solar variability are still poorly understood, but it causes the Sun to produce vast explosions (flares and coronal mass ejections) and streams of ionized gas (the solar wind). The space environment, in which the entire Solar System exists, is controlled and modulated by these outpourings from the Sun. This variation in the space environment is called “space weather.”

Fortunately, the Earth has a magnetic field and atmosphere that partially protects us from the daily changes in geospace conditions.  However, some of these effects do make their way into the Earth system and can damage our spacecraft and endanger the health and safety our astronauts. Here on Earth, they can affect technologies vital to our civilization such as degrading communications, disrupting electrical power transmission, increasing corrosion rates in oil pipelines, increasing the radiation doses received by passengers and crew on some commercial airliners, and decreasing the accuracy of GPS.


The future of space exploration beyond the immediate Earth environment (i.e., beyond the protection of the Earth’s natural shields) is intimately linked to the necessity of understanding space weather. If we are to send astronauts to Mars or set up a permanent base on the Moon, for example, then understanding these phenomena and being able to predict them will be vital to ensuring our explorers’ safety.


Our Needs for Space Weather Data and Forecasts


Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company has a major stake in space weather. All of our space-related programs use space weather data in the planning, design, and operation of new orbital systems. Radiation dosage, communications quality, navigation and position measurement, surveillance, and mission life are concerns related to space weather in preparing reliable and successful space projects for the U.S.  government. One of many possible examples: our Astronautics group (Denver, Colorado) uses SEC space weather forecasts to help scheduling the launches of Atlas and Titan rockets.


Our Advanced Technology Center in Palo Alto, California, works on a wide variety of space weather programs including building instruments for solar monitoring from the NOAA GOES spacecraft and the NASA Living With A Star (LWS) and Solar Terrestrial Probe programs. They research space weather phenomena originating from the Sun and model their direct effects in geospace. They have used the predictions from the NOAA SEC since the launch of the Solar Maximum Mission in 1980 to help optimize the scientific return from some of their solar missions.


Roles of Government, Academia and Industry in Space Weather


NSF, in collaboration with NOAA, DOD, NASA, and several other agencies, produced a study identifying the urgent need for a coordinated approach to space weather. This led to the National Space Weather Initiative. A part of this program was designed to improve the observations and research of space weather in the science community.  This effort was spearheaded by NASA and NSF; which defined the outstanding theoretical and observational problems that need to be addressed. This led to the LWS program at NASA and comprehensive modeling projects at NSF.


Academia is important to the ongoing development of space weather because much of the ground-breaking research goes on at universities.  While much of this research is of purely scientific interest, some of it leads directly to models and visualization techniques that are applicable to space weather forecasting. The NOAA SEC is responsible for being familiar with these advances and how they might best be applied to forecasting.


Because the NASA charter focuses on science rather than operational monitoring of phenomena like space weather, the task of gathering long-term space weather data fell to NOAA, hence the inclusion of space weather instruments on NPOESS and GOES-R. NOAA also takes the discoveries made by NASA and NSF research that are specifically relevant to space weather forecasting and turns them into the appropriate data products on which the space weather user community depends.


The SEC has acted as the interface between the space weather science and user communities. For example, they have organized a very successful series of annual meetings, Space Weather Week, which bring these different space weather communities (researchers, modelers, commercial suppliers, and users) together to help understand each other’s capabilities and requirements. Without this vital role of the SEC, space weather forecasting would be many years behind where it is today.


Industry provides the capability to build the instruments, spacecraft, and ground systems for NASA research programs and uses that experience to supply the necessary high-reliability monitoring systems for NOAA. The aerospace industry is also one of the many users of NOAA’s space weather products.


Other government agencies (e.g., DOD, FAA, and DOE) are major users of NOAA space weather forecasts. They help define the observational requirements and data products that they want from the SEC. There is a marked rise in the number of companies whose business can be affected by space weather; these include the increase in commercial usage of GPS, cell phones, and the need for power grids to run nearer to capacity limits. This upsurge in the need for space weather products has resulted in a growing number of small businesses from all over the United States that provide space weather products specifically tailored to single-end-user needs. These companies rely entirely on the data and forecasts from the SEC.


Future Applications of Space Weather


The continuity and fidelity of the current space weather data and forecasting capabilities provided by NOAA SEC is vital. We should also consider what is needed in the future. Our investment and reliance on space technology are growing, and we need to respond to this by increasing our capability to forecast the operational environment of these ever more sophisticated and expensive space assets. To keep pace with these advances and new priorities, we believe that the SEC needs to grow steadily over the next few years.


Recently there has been increasing scientific interest in the potential link between space weather effects and climate change. It has been estimated that 30 to 50 percent of the recent climate change could be attributable to changes in the Sun. If this link is demonstrated to exist, as many scientists think it will, and the mechanisms are understood so that the space weather input to our climate can be modeled to accurately predict future climate change, then the solar and geospace data, processed and archived by NOAA, will be of huge economic importance to the Nation’s long-term planning of water and land usage.  Consequently, we cannot afford to lose or disperse the core of space weather expertise currently resident at the SEC in Boulder, Colorado.


Conclusions


The stage of development of space weather at present is very similar to that of meteorological forecasting more than 40 years ago.  The data are sparse and incomplete, and the forecasts are not as accurate in the long-term as some of the users would like. The increase in data acquisition capability represented by the new NPOESS and GOES-R space weather instruments, plus the influx of new data from the current GOES Solar X-ray Imager series, will result in a significant increase in our capability to forecast space weather effects more accurately over a longer period. To take full advantage of this upsurge in space weather data and demand for more forecast products, we need a growing capability at the NOAA SEC, not a reduced one.
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               Prepared Statement of Dr. W. Kent Tobiska


                     President and Chief Scientist


                     Space Environment Technologies


                          1676 Palisades Drive


                    Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2111


The shorter-term variable impact of the Sun’s photons, solar wind particles, and interplanetary magnetic field upon the Earth’s environment that can adversely affect technological systems is colloquially known as space weather. It includes, for example, the effects of solar coronal mass ejections, solar flares and irradiances, solar and galactic energetic particles, as well as the solar wind, all of which affect Earth’s magnetospheric particles and fields, geomagnetic and electrodynamical conditions, radiation belts, aurorae, ionosphere, and the neutral thermosphere and mesosphere.


The U.S. activity to understand, then mitigate, space weather risks is programmatically directed by the interagency National Space Weather Program (NSWP) and summarized in its NSWP Implementation Plan [2000].  That document describes a goal to improve our understanding of the physics underlying space weather and its effects upon terrestrial systems. A major step toward achievement of that goal is the ongoing development of operational space weather systems which link models and data to provide a seamless energy-effect characterization from the Sun to the Earth. The NOAA Space Environment Center is the key agency providing the raw information necessary for inputs into these systems and the continued support by NOAA SEC to space weather users is of critical importance in our technology-based society.


In relation to space weather’s effects upon the ionosphere, there are challenges to space- and ground-systems that result from electric field disturbances, irregularities, and scintillation. Space and ground operational systems that are affected by ionospheric space weather include telecommunications, Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation, and radar surveillance. As an example, solar coronal mass ejections produce highly variable and energetic particles embedded in the solar wind while large solar flares produce elevated fluxes of ultraviolet (UV) and extreme ultraviolet (EUV) photons. Both sources can be a major cause of terrestrial ionospheric perturbations at low- and high-latitudes. They drive the ionosphere to unstable states resulting in the emergence of irregularities and rapid total electron content (TEC) changes.


Trans-ionospheric radio communications and GPS navigation systems are particularly affected by these irregularities. The ionosphere’s ability to reflect high frequency (HF) radio signals is affected and conditions are created where HF radio propagation is not feasible when signal amplitude and phase scintillations are degraded. For GPS navigation systems users in perturbed ionospheric regions, the timing of GPS signals becomes significantly and adversely degraded, translating directly into location inaccuracy and even signal unavailability.


Ionospheric perturbed conditions can be recognized and specified in real-time or predicted through linkages of models and data streams such as those provided by NOAA SEC. Linked systems must be based upon multi-spectral observations of the Sun, solar wind measurements by satellites between the Earth and Sun, as well as by measurements from radar and GPS/TEC networks. Models of the solar wind, solar irradiances, the neutral thermosphere, thermospheric winds, joule heating, particle precipitation, substorms, the electric field, and the ionosphere provide climatological estimates of non-measured present and predicted parameters. Data provided by NOAA SEC are continuously used by these models.


Space Environment Technologies, a company that provides advanced space weather products and services for government and aerospace customers, supports NOAA Space Environment Center in a common effort to develop operational ionospheric forecast systems that will detect and predict the conditions leading to dynamic ionospheric changes. Such systems will provide global-to-local specifications of recent history, current epoch, and 72-hour forecast ionospheric and neutral density profiles, TEC, plasma drifts, neutral winds, and temperatures.  Geophysical changes will be captured and/or predicted (modeled) at their relevant time scales using data assimilation techniques. Linked physics-based and empirical models that will provide thermospheric, solar, electric field, particle, and magnetic field parameters will enable reliable forecasts and will mitigate risks from space weather to our technological systems.
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Comments of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI)


EPRI is a non-profit corporation formed by U.S. electric utilities 


in 1972 as the Electric Power Research Institute to manage a national, public/private collaborative research program on behalf of EPRI members, their customers, and society. Today, EPRI has over 1,000 members consisting of government-owned utilities (both federal and non-federal), rural electric cooperative associations, investor-owned utilities, Independent and Affiliated Transmissions Companies (ITC and ATC), Independent System Operators (ISOs), and Regional Transmission Operators (RTOs), foreign (international) utilities, independent power producers, and governmental agencies engaged in funding electricity-related research and development.


EPRI has gained a worldwide reputation for excellence and credibility in scientific research and technology development related to electricity. As a tax-exempt scientific organization under Internal Revenue Code Section 501 © (3), EPRI makes its research results available through its technology transfer program, including publication of reports, licensing of intellectual property, and sponsoring seminars and conferences.


INTRODUCTION


Moderate and local disturbances in the power grid as a result of solar storms were seen from time to time, but was not fully understood that the possible damage could be serious until the storm of March 31, 1989. As a result of this storm, the Province of Quebec suffered a complete blackout and major equipment damage occurred in the northern United States. Since that event, the industry has been aware of the potential harm and has become more careful about noting Space Environment Center (SEC) alerts and responding to them.


The Northeast Blackout of August 14, 2003 was a reminder that the power grid is dynamic and that the necessary operational balance must be maintained with some care. Solar storms represent another disturbing influence which can unsettle the system if we are not careful. The alerts of the Space Environment Center provide critical information used by many utilities to gauge how to plan their operations during times of expected stress.


How likely is it that we will see a repeat storm of severity equal to that of March 13, 1989? We have since experienced a half of a sunspot cycle and not seen a comparable storm impact the earth. On the other hand there are compelling reasons to expect that our system is becoming more susceptible, rather than less, to the same disturbance. 


Several trends combine to this so:


Deregulation has increased the purchase of power from more remote locations and thereby increased the long distance flows of power over the grid. Longer lines are more vulnerable to disruption from solar storms.


The relative loading of lines and transformers compared with their ratings have increased as load has grown faster than new installations. Equipment used near its limits of temperature and magnetic flux can be more easily pushed into failure from solar storms.


The use of microprocessors in electric energy consuming devices and appliances is rising dramatically. As a result, US business and industry is increasingly demanding more reliable, digital quality electrical supply. Microprocessor-based devices are more prone to disturbance and to misinterpretation of noisy signals that are likely to result from the effects of solar storms on the power grid.


Against the unknown probability of a recurrence (admittedly not a high probability) there must be balanced the projected cost of a widespread outage. This cost could be very high indeed. In the United States, the region of highest risk runs form the Canadian border down to the middle of the country. Because the Magnetic North Pole is displaced somewhat towards the eastern U.S., the region of highest risk does not extend as far south into California as it does into Virginia.  By coincidence, the recent Mid-West/Northeast Blackout of August 14 and 15, 2003 can serve as a reasonable model of what might happen from the recurrence of a high magnitude solar storm in the eastern U.S.


We value the alerts issued by the Center to our industry. Many utilities curtail elective maintenance operations and take steps to distribute their generation more evenly on the basis of these alerts.  Several utilities have combined under the leadership of EPRI to pool readings of solar induced currents in real time so we can better assess the current status of any ongoing event.


We value the studies the Center makes of the solar wind and the evidence and data it is accumulating that will one day give us a much better understanding of phenomena we only observe today. It would be of great value if one day the Center was able to predict further into the future and with more certainty what to expect from the solar flows.


We value the studies of solar phenomena, the drivers of all the effects we experience. Understanding here may be further away, but could be even more valuable for predicting releases many days into the future.


It is not clear that any other public or private organizations have the budget or interest to pursue such long-term matters. The solar phenomena influence industries as diverse as communications, oil and gas pipelines and the electric power industry. The U.S. military has an interest in the matter of solar disturbances, which can disrupt GPD systems and indirectly impact them through loss of electric power.
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Prepared Statement of Timothy L. Killeen


Director


National Center for Atmospheric Research


I wish to thank Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards for holding the October 30 Subcommittee hearing, What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It? Space Weather is a relatively new, but critical area of scientific research and operations that may not be understood or appreciated by many in a manner that captures the field’s importance to the Nation’s security and technological preeminence in the world.  You are doing the country a great service by examining the state of the science and recent questions that have been raised by Congress about who should forecast space weather and provide warnings about threats from solar storms. I write this not only from my position as director of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), but as principal investigator of an instrument on the, (TIMED) satellite. A major goal of TIMED is to improve our ability to predict and understand Space Weather.


I would like to address the work and positioning of the Space Environment Center (SEC) of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the main topics of the October 30 hearing. I have experience working with the scientists of SEC and was quite concerned to see the FY 2004 marks and language in both the House and Senate NOAA bills regarding the Center. The President’s request for SEC provided it with a $3 million increase over FY 2003. As I am sure you are well aware, the House mark eliminated this increase, keeping the account flat. Worse, the Senate zeroed SEC out and included the following language in the committee report: The “Atmospheric” in NOAA does not extend to the astral. Absolutely no funds are provided for solar observation. Such activities are rightly the bailiwick of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Air Force.


The atmospheric sciences community is fully aware of the requirement in both the House and Senate bills to review NOAA research operations. Such a review will, I believe, strengthen those operations and provide long-term benefits to the country. However, the language of the Senate bill in particular seems to criticize research activities within NOAA across the board and single out SEC as an inappropriate NOAA function. This approach seems to me likely to be of significant harm to the Nation’s scientific endeavors.


SEC has made many extraordinary basic and applied research contributions that have been described in detail by SEC Director Hildner in his testimony. These include the real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar events such as radiation storms that can damage satellites and electrical grids. The Center provides forecasts and real-time data that enable the prediction of solar effects on the Earth’s magnetosphere, ionosphere, and upper atmosphere. These effects include enhancements of the radiation belts, ionospheric interference with communication and navigation systems, and changes in the orbits of satellites. SEC is the undisputed world leader in space weather forecasting, and its services are of significant value to commercial, military, and research endeavors conducted in near-Earth space.


In cooperation with the U.S. Air Force, SEC operates the Space Weather Operations Center, which serves as the national early warning center for space disturbances that can affect people and equipment working in the space environment. Research satellites such as the Hubble Space Telescope as well as communications and surveillance satellites are protected by the Center’s activities, as are astronauts on the Space Station. Additional SEC activities include the prediction of solar influences on the Earth’s magnetosphere, ionosphere and thermosphere. SEC predicts energetic particle fluxes in the Earth’s ring current of geomagnetically trapped ions and electrons, ionospheric disturbances and their effect on radio communication, and thermospheric densities that affect satellite drag. The skill and knowledge to be able to provide these assessments are not easy to come by, taking years of experience to develop. Also taking much skill and experience to develop are effective ways in which to provide end users with information needed for operational purposes. SEC does an excellent job on both fronts.


The geophysical indices SEC provides are used by a wide number of scientific researchers, students, postdoctoral students, and the general public. They are employed in models of the upper atmosphere, ionosphere, and magnetosphere, and are important for operational studies. Disrupting SEC at this time would have a negative impact on studies involved with NSF-sponsored programs such as Coupling, Energetics and Dynamics of Atmospheric Regions (CEDAR), Geospace Environment Modeling (GEM), and Solar, Heliospheric, and INterplanetary Environment (SHINE), as well as satellite studies of NASA and the DOD.


Space weather basic and applied research at SEC provides critical support to the operational forecasting and data services. SEC maintains active collaborations with the National Center for Atmospheric Research, the University of Colorado, Boston University, and many other institutions engaged in the extensive and challenging endeavor of obtaining a full and detailed physical understanding of the processes that drive solar activity, solar particle and electromagnetic radiation, changes in the solar wind and magnetic field, and the response of the magnetosphere-ionosphere-thermosphere system to those changes. In particular, SEC is a national leader in developing numerical models of the solar wind and the ionosphere, and data assimilation techniques applied to the upper atmosphere. Research at SEC is of very high quality and, I believe, is an irreplaceable component of current multi-institutional projects to create the next generation of coupled Sun-to-Earth numerical modeling systems for space weather forecasting.


As stated above, language in the Senate budget for FY04 implies that SEC functions should be transferred to NASA or to the Department of Defense (DOD). I have close working knowledge of the programs of NASA and believe that it is an agency that is not equipped to provide support for continuous (“24
7”) data and forecast services, having other priorities more critical to its core mission. Therefore, I do not believe that NASA would provide an appropriate home for SEC operational activities in the near-term. DOD could conceivably manage the operational arm, but would not be an appropriate home for the research activities conducted at SEC. In addition, DOD’s primary responsibility is military defense of the Nation. In times of war or other military emergency, it is conceivable that DOD operations would be classified and would pertain only to military matters. In this situation, response to civilian concerns relating to solar geomagnetic and radiation storms would likely be of lower priority.


I am sure that you are aware of the recently released National Research Council (NRC) decadal study on research strategy in solar and space physics titled, The Sun to the Earth—and Beyond. In this document, the eminent members of eight Blue Ribbon panels, committees, and boards strongly endorse SEC and recommend throughout that NOAA, NASA, DOD, and the National Science Foundation collaborate to lead the military and civilian effort to continue and to expand solar and space research, research applications, the acquisition of real-time data, and technology development.


A recommendation on page 14 of the NRC report states that “NOAA should assume responsibility for the continuance of space-based measurement such as solar wind data. . .” This is a recommendation by numerous experts in the field. Absolutely nowhere in this document is there a recommendation that NOAA extricate itself from solar and space weather work because it is inappropriate to its mission. To the contrary, recommendations throughout elucidate the critical role that NOAA plays among the four involved agencies.


Though constrained by limited budgets SEC has done excellent work within NOAA and I believe it makes sense for it to continue to reside there. NOAA’s mission reads in part, “To understand and predict changes in the Earth’s environment. . .to meet our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs.” The Sun makes life on Earth possible and causes tremendous environmental changes. To better understand the Sun’s behavior is to better understand Earth’s environment. To understand the threats of solar geomagnetic and radiation storms and warn of their possible impacts contributes to meeting our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs. In my opinion, SEC’s work is an integral part of the NOAA mission.


I understand that NOAA leadership is considering the transfer of SEC (should it survive the FY 2004 Appropriations process) from the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR) to the National Weather Service (NWS). Transfer of SEC to NWS could strengthen its operational mandate, and provide a programmatic environment appropriate to its national mission. I would have some concern, though, that the critical, basic research side of the Center could become undervalued within the overwhelmingly operational environment of NWS. The two sides of SEC are symbiotic and not readily separated without seriously compromising the forecasting side. As has been stated before, operations are only as strong as the research and research applications behind them. To diminish one is to weaken or cause stagnation in the other. I would like to urge the Committee to seek assurances from NOAA leadership that, if SEC is transferred from OAR to NWS, the research side of the laboratory will receive continued support within NWS, or will be maintained elsewhere within NOAH with a close working relationship to the operational side.


In closing, I would like to note that NOAA/SEC is the undisputed world leader in space weather forecasting. SEC has an effective balance of research and operational staff in the area of solar-terrestrial physics and an ideal scientific culture for the purpose of forecasting.  To create such a balance and culture at any other U.S. institution would be difficult, time-consuming, and expensive.


SEC could, in principle, be transferred to another agency, but that would require unnecessary expenditures, disruptions, and a short-term (if not long-term) downgrading in the quality of forecasting. Space weather forecasting is of immense importance to this technologically advanced nation; it should be carried out at NOAA, the culture of which supports forecasting with a strong scientific basis.


Mr. Chairman, in your leadership role with the Committee, and as a fellow physicist, I hope you will appreciate the value to the country of protecting SEC’s research and operational role within NOAA, the importance of which was illustrated well during the very recent solar storms that erupted in the Earth’s direction. I thank you and Mr. Udall for the opportunity to submit this written testimony and I appreciate your attention to this important matter.
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Prepared Statement of Bruce Mahone


Space Weather Funding in Jeopardy


As a result of a Washington funding dispute, the Space Environment Center (SEC) in Boulder, Colorado, might have to close its doors in the coming months.


Funding for the Center has been reduced by the U.S. House of Representatives and cut entirely by the Senate. This could have a devastating impact on the U.S. airline industry, U.S. astronauts, the U.S. power distribution grid, worldwide navigation of all types, and U.S. military exercises.


The SEC is jointly operated by the Commerce Department’s National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the U.S. Air Force.


Although other government entities collect data on space weather, no other facility serves as a focal point for aggregating and disseminating the full range of space weather information currently available. And no other office serves such a broad range of customers with its data—NASA, FAA, NOAA, DOD, and the private sector.


If the type of data provided by SEC were no longer available nationwide, some or all of the following effects could be expected:


Harmful radiation to airline passengers. Commercial airlines and high-altitude business jets flying polar routes during intense solar flares are subject to radiation doses as injurious to humans as the low-level radiation from a nuclear blast. This is the equivalent of 100 chest x-rays and would lead to increased cancer rates among crew and passengers. Without space weather information, aircraft operators do not know when to change direction to slower, yet safer non-polar routes.


Deadly radiation to astronauts. Astronauts venturing outside the Space Shuttle or International Space Station during intense solar activity are subject to dangerously high levels of radiation.


Loss of electrical power grids. For economic reasons, many portions of our nation’s power grid regularly operate at peak capacity. If faced with a voltage spike induced by a magnetic storm, many nodes on the grid cannot handle the surge and would fail. When alerted that a magnetic storm is coming, however, grid operators can reduce the amount of electricity flowing through the grid, allowing “space” for the coming voltage spike and thus avoid system failure.


Critical navigational errors. Solar events and magnetic storms can interrupt or degrade navigation signals from Long Range Navigation (LORAN) systems and Global. Positioning Systems (GPS). This can lead to navigation system failures or, even worse, false position readings.  Navigators notified of such intense space weather can switch to backup navigation systems, thus avoiding misdirected vehicles and potential crashes.


Military effects. Electromagnetic signals caused by solar emissions influence high frequency communications, satellite ultra-high frequency communications, and GPS navigation signals. They also increase interference or false returns to sunward and/or poleward looking radars. Those who track satellites and other objects in orbit can potentially lose their targets because of these changes in the atmosphere caused by space weather.


Some in Congress are concerned that NOAA should stick to its core mission of tracking weather within Earth’s atmosphere and not concern itself with weather patterns in space. Space weather, however, does ultimately enter Earth’s atmosphere and (as noted above) affects systems on the ground.


Others are concerned that SEC funding comes from a portion of NOAA’s budget designated for scientific research rather than for operational forecasting. This is not, however, inconsistent with SEC’s work. Forecasting space weather and using the forecasts in real time is still in its infancy. It is a field that has proved very helpful in numerous ways, but one that is still in need of extensive research.


The view of the aerospace industry is that the Space Environment Center is not “broken” so there is no reason to “fix” it by moving its function to NASA, DOD, or another agency. And curtailing the services provided by SEC is not an option, particularly considering the hazardous threat environment in which we find ourselves. Keeping our nation safe, secure, and economically viable requires every bit of critical information available. And a major component of that information is space weather.


AIA is taking an active role with its Space Council and legislative staff to ensure that SEC funding is restored. The amount of funding the office requires (roughly $5-8 million per year) is very modest compared to the benefits received from the products it offers for the good of our nation.
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Mary J. Repar 
6971 E. Loop Rd., #2 

Stevenson, WA   98648 
Tel:  509.427.7153 

 
27 August 2010 
 
EFSEC     BPA 
905 Plum Street SE    Public Affairs Office – DKE -7 
Olympia, WA   98504-3172   P.O. Box 14428 
e-mail:  efsec@commerce.wa.gov  Portland, OR   97293-4428 
      Toll-free comment line:  800.622.4519 
      FAX:  503.230.3285 
      503. 230. 4145 
      www.bpa.gov/comment 
 
 

Re:  Comments on solar storms and their effects on the power grid and 
transmission lines—and the inadequacy of information on the subject in 
the Whistling Ridge DEIS 

 
Dear EFSEC and BPA, 
 
 I am greatly concerned that there is not a section in the DEIS that give us 
information on transmission lines and how they are susceptible to solar storms.  There is 
enough literature and data widely available, see my References #1 and #2, below that 
could have been used to fill this information gap in the DEIS. 
 
 The more transmission lines are built, the greater their exposure to solar storms.  
If BPA is (and we all know that they are) proposing to build more and more transmission 
lines in our region, and if these lines are bigger than existing infrastructure, I think that 
should be part and parcel of this DEIS discussion.  More transmission lines vulnerable to 
solar storms put us all at risk of blackouts. 
 
 I don’t know enough technical details about this issue but I would like to know 
more and I think the DEIS should contain this information and answer questions about 
power grid vulnerabilities.  The DEIS does not contain this information.  Therefore, 
the DEIS is incomplete. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

/e-signature/Mary J. Repar 
27 August 2010 

mailto:efsec@commerce.wa.gov�
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Reference #1/ http://www.solarstorms.org/Spower.html 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The US power grid is a 
complex electrical 
apparatus that has well-
known sensitivities to space 
weather disturbances. 
Recent changes in its 
design and utilization have 
significantly reduced its 
operating margins to supply 
us with on-demand 
electricity. This means 
there is less flexibility 
available with which to deal 
with power shortages and 
blackouts. 

Space weather events can 
damage equipment over 
wide geographic regions so 
that recovery delays 
become substantially longer 
and more costly. 

 

The 23rd Cycle - Chapter 4 - Describes in detail the state of the US power grid, and the 
forces which are driving it to be far more vulnerable to solar storms than at any time in 
the past.  

"As North America has evolved into a unified power-sharing network of regions, each 
buying and selling a diminishing asset, US domestic power has become more vulnerable 
to solar storms buffeting the power grid in the more fragile northern-tier states and 
Canada. So long as one region continues to have a surplus at a time when another region 
needs a hundred megawatts, power is 'wheeled' through 1000-mile power lines to keep 
supply and demand balanced across the grid. In 1972, a typical utility might need to 
conduct only a few of these electromagnetic transactions each week. Now, it is common 

http://www.solarstorms.org/Spower.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/SWChapter4.html�
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for thousands to be carried out, often by computer, in much the same way that stocks are 
traded on Wall Street... 

The electrical power grid is composed of many elements, and you can think of it as a set 
of rivers flowing overhead. Large rivers carry the electricity from distant generation 
stations (Dams, Hydroelectric Facilities and Nuclear Plants) on supply lines of 138,000 
volts or higher. These are carried as three cables (2 'hot' and one defining the 'ground' in a 
3-phase system) suspended atop 100-foot tall towers that you will see out in many rural 
areas. These supply cables terminate at regional substations where the high voltages are 
converted into lower voltages from 69,000 volts to 13,800 volts. These lines then enter 
your neighborhoods atop your local telephone poles where a neighborhood transformer 
steps this voltage down to 220 and supplies a dozen or so individual houses.  

When space weather disturbances cause 'Geomagnetically Induced Currents' , these GICs 
can enter a transformer through its Earth ground connection. The added DC current to the 
transformer causes the relationship between the AC voltage and current to change at the 
source of the electricity, not just where it is delivered to your electrical appliance. 
Because of the way that GIC currents affect the transformer, it only takes a hundred 
amperes of GIC current or less to cause a transformer to overload during one-half of its 
60-cycle operation. As the transformer switches 60 times a second between being 
saturated and unsaturated, the normal hum of a transformer becomes a raucous, crackling 
whine. Regions of opposed magnetism as big as your fist in the core steel plates crash 
about and vibrate the 100-ton transformer nearly as big as a house in a process that 
physicists call magnetostriction. 

The impact that magnetostriction has upon specific transformers is that it generates hot 
spots inside the transformer where temperatures can increase very rapidly to hundreds of 
degrees in only a few minutes. Temperature spikes like these can persist for the duration 
of the magnetic storm which, itself, can last for hours at a time. During the March 1989 
storm, a transformer at a nuclear plant in New Jersey was damaged beyond repair as its 
insulation gave way after years of cumulative GIC damage. Allegheny Power happened 
to be monitoring a transformer that they knew to be flaky. When the next geomagnetic 
storm hit in 1992. They saw the transformer reply in minutes, and send temperatures in 
part of its tank to more than 340 F (171 C). Other transformers have spiked fevers as high 
as 750 F (400 C). Insulation damage is a cumulative process over the course of many 
GICs, and it is easy to see how cumulative solar storm and geomagnetic effects were 
overlooked in the past. 

Outright transformer failures are much more frequent in geographic regions where GICs 
are common. The Northeastern US with the highest rate of detected geomagnetic activity 
led the pack with 60% more failures. Not only that, but the average working lifetimes of 
transformers is also shorter in regions with greater geomagnetic storm activity. The rise 
and fall of these transformer failures even follows a solar activity pattern of roughly 11 
years. 
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If your power plant is located over a rock stratum with low resistance, any geomagnetic 
disturbance will cause a bigger change in the voltages it induces in your local ground, and 
the bigger this change in ground voltage, the stronger will be the GIC currents that flow 
into your transformers. Typical daily GICs can run at about 5-10 amperes, but severe 
geomagnetic storms can cause 100-200 amperes to flow.  

A conservative estimate of the damage done by GICs to transformers by Minnesota 
Power and Electric was $100 million during a solar-maximum period. This includes the 
replacement of damaged transformers, and the impact of shortened operating lifetimes 
due to GIC activity.  

Large transformers cost $10 million, and can require a year or more to replace if spares 
are not available. During a transformer failure, an affected utility company will have to 
purchase replacement power from other utilities for as much as $400,000 per day or 
more. Oak Ridge National Laboratories, meanwhile, estimated that a solar storm event 
only slightly stronger than the one that caused the Quebec blackout in 1989 would have 
involved the Northeast United States in a cascading blackout. The experts figured that 
about $6 billion in damages and lost wages would have resulted from such a widespread 
involvement. The North American Electric Reliability Council (NAERC) placed the 
March 1989 and October 1991 storm events in a category equivalent to Hurricane Hugo 
or the 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake in San Francisco. But, many consultants for the 
power industry dispute NAERC's estimate saying that it is much too low. The $6 billion 
may not properly include collateral impacts such as lost wages and productivity, spoiled 
food and a myriad of other human costs that could easily run the losses into the tens of 
billions of dollars." 

Congressional Testimony (See Reference #2 at the end of this document)  - On October 
30, 2003 the House of Representatives, Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and 
Standards convened a session 'What is Space Weather and who should forecast it?'. The 
following is an excerpt of the testimony by John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power 
Systems, Metatech Corporation: 

"While electricity customers receive power from the local distribution system (typical 
operating voltage of 15kV with step down to 120/240 volt), the backbone of the system is 
the high voltage transmission network. The primary AC transmission network voltages in 
the U.S. are at 230kV, 345kV, 500kV and 765kV. These transmission lines and their 
associated transformers serve as the long distance heavy hauling arteries of electricity 
production in the U.S. A single 765kV transmission line can carry over 2000 MW of 
power, nearly 200 times what a typical 15kV distribution line which is the overhead line 
commonly used for residential distribution. Space Weather or geomagnetic disturbances 
directly attack this same high voltage transmission circulatory system and because both 
have continental footprints, these disturbances can rapidly erode reliability of these 
infrastructures and can therefore threaten widespread blackout for extreme disturbance 
events. The U.S. electric power grid is the world's most extensive, Figure 1 provides a 
map of the approximate location of the nearly 80,000 miles of 345kV, 500kV and 765kV 
transmission lines in the contiguous U.S.... 

http://www.solarstorms.org/CongressSW.html�
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In spite of the best efforts, failures still can occur; for example, a lighting strike can still 
cause on occasion a high voltage transmission line to trip. Very high winds, for example, 
due to a tornado can cause the failure of a line or several lines on a common corridor. 
However, most of these events generally occur in isolation and power grids are operated 
at all times to withstand the largest creditable single contingency failure without causing 
a cascading collapse of the network itself. Space Weather differs from ordinary weather 
in that it has a big footprint and attacks the system across many points simultaneously, 
causing at times of severe events multi-point failures on the network that can threaten the 
integrity of the network. Therefore, geomagnetic storms may be one of the most 
important hazards and is certainly the least understood threat that could be posed to the 
reliable operation of these networks... 

There were several noteworthy cases of transformer internal heating associated with the 
March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid- Atlantic Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear 
plant in southern New Jersey, the internal heating was so severe that complete failure of 
the transformer resulted. Figure 7 provides a few pictures of the transformer and internal 
winding damage (conductor melting and insulation burns) due to the GIC exposure. In 
this case the entire nuclear plant was unable to operate until the large 500kV 1200MVA 
transformer was replaced. Fortunately a spare from a canceled nuclear plant in 
Washington State was available and restoration of the plant occurred in 40 days. 
Transformers of this type are of custom design and in most cases new replacement 
transformers of this type generally take up to a year for delivery. Failures of key 
apparatus, such as this, raise concerns about the ability to rapidly restore power in a 
region once a blackout and failure has occurred... 

We are looking at the potential of blackouts that could exceed even that of the very large 
blackout that occurred just a few months ago [August 14, 2003]. And there is no part of 
the U.S. power grid that is immune to this. It is just a matter of where does this intense 
phenomenon geographically lay down? How big is the footprint? And we know these 
footprints can be very, very large. And literally, we could impact over 100 million 
population in the worst case scenarios." 

2002-Department of Energy - National Transmission Grid Study "Over the past 10 years, 
competition has been introduced into wholesale electricity markets with the goal of 
reducing costs to consumers. Today, wholesale electricity sales save consumers nearly 
$13 billion annually. However, the Nation’s outdated transmission system was not 
designed to support today’s regional, competitive electricity markets. Investment in the 
transmission system has not kept pace with the growth in generation and the increasing 
demand for electricity. Transmission bottlenecks threaten reliability and cost consumers 
hundreds of millions of dollars each year. " 

The Changing Structure of the Electrical Power Power Grid ca 2000 - This study by the 
Department of Energy describes the impact that deregulation will have on the operation 
of the Grid.  

http://www.eh.doe.gov/ntgs/reports.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/Grid2000.html�
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National Security Telecommunications Advisory Committee - Provides a detailed 
assessment of the many risks that our power grid faces. "The Electric Power Risk 
Assessment" subgroup found no evidence of power outages attributed to deliberate 
electronic intrusion into utility control systems. The greatest risk facing the electric 
power infrastructure of the United States remains physical damage and destruction. 
Compared to the threat posed by natural disasters and physical attacks on electric power 
infrastructure elements, electronic intrusion represents an emerging, but still relatively 
minor, threat. However, changes within the electric power industry and in technology are 
increasing the risk posed by electronic intrusion. " 

2004 - Penn State Study of Power Grid Failure - The team's topological analysis of the 
grid structure reveals that, although the system has been designed to withstand the 
random loss of generators or substations, its integrity may depend on protecting a few 
key elements. 

"Our analysis indicates that major disruption can result from loss of as few as two percent 
of the grid's substations," says Albert, whose research team includes Istvan Albert, 
research associate in the Bioinformatics Consulting Center at Penn State, and Gary L. 
Nakarado at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory.  

One implication of the research is that identification of strategic points in the grid system 
can enhance defense against interruptions, whether by equipment failure, natural disasters 
or human activity. Major blackouts caused by failures in the grid, such as the one that 
affected the northeastern part of the country during the summer of 2003, incur 
tremendous economic, public-health and security risks. 

The study, titled "Structural Vulnerability of the North American Power Grid," was 
published in a recent issue of the journal Physical Review E. The researchers constructed 
a model of the entire transmission grid with over 14,000 "nodes," including generators, 
transmission substations, and distribution substations, and over 19,000 "edges," 
corresponding to the high-voltage transmission lines that carry power between the nodes. 
They measured the importance of each substation node based on its "load," or the number 
of shortest paths between other nodes that pass through it.  

Blackouts 
Electrical power blackouts and 'sags' cost the US about $80 billion every year in lost 
services, industrial capacity and Gross Domestic Product. Blackouts caused by space 
weather events are potentially more devastating than a major hurricane landfall. The 
space weather 'Storm of the Century' could cause hardships more severe than anything we 
have thus far experienced. 
 
Congressional Testimony - On October 30, 2003 the House of Representatives, 
Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards convened a session 'What is 
Space Weather and who should forecast it?'. The following is an excerpt of the testimony 
by John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech Corporation:  " Some 
of the first reports of operational impacts to power systems date back to the early 1940's 

http://www.solarstorms.org/ElectricAssessment.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/PennState.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/CongressSW.html�
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and the level of impacts have been progressively become more frequent and significant as 
growth and development of technology has occurred in this infrastructure. In more 
contemporary times, major power system impacts in the U.S. have occurred in storms in 
1957, 1958, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1979, 1982, 1983, and 1989 and several times in 
1991. Smaller scale impacts can and do occur even more frequently; these include 
anomalous operating events that may result in the unexpected tripping of a key element 
of the system or even permanent damage to apparatus such as large power 
transformers... [my bold emphasis] 
 
The most important of these impacts was the storm-caused chain of events resulted in 
the blackout of the Hydro-Quebec power system. At 2:42 am EST, all operations 
across Quebec, Canada were normal. At 2:43 am EST, a large impulse in the Earth's 
magnetic field erupted along the U.S./ Canadian border. GICs immediately started to 
flow in the southern portions of the Hydro-Quebec grid. In reaction to the GIC, voltage 
on the network began to sag as the storm increased in magnitude; automatic voltage 
compensating devices in the network rapidly turned ``on'' to correct this voltage 
imbalance. Unfortunately these compensators themselves were vulnerable to the 
harmonics generated in the network's transformers, and mis-operation of relays to protect 
these devices caused the entire fleet of 7 compensators on the network to shut down 
within 60 seconds of the beginning of the storm impulse. When the compensators shut 
down, the network collapse followed within a matter of seconds, putting over 6 million 
inhabitants of the province in the dark. Going from normal conditions to a complete 
province-wide blackout occurred in an elapsed time of just 90 seconds. The power system 
operators had no time to understand what was happening, let alone to take any 
meaningful human action to intervene and save the grid...  
 
While power grid reliability concerns are of paramount importance, the long duration of 
the storm and associated GICs in transformers on the network caused internal 
transformer heating to the point of failure. There were several noteworthy cases of 
transformer internal heating associated with the March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid- 
Atlantic Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear plant in southern New Jersey, the 
internal heating was so severe that complete failure of the transformer resulted... 
 
However, just empirical evidence alone suggests that power grids in North America that 
were challenged to collapse for storms of 400 to 600 nT/min over a decade ago, are not 
likely to survive the plausible but rare disturbances of 2000 to 5000 nT/min that long-
term observational evidence indicates have occurred before and therefore may be likely 
to occur again... 
 
All mass transit systems shutdown as they depend on electricity for many of their 
functions. Traffic signal systems on most major streets and highways stopped and as a 
result most major thoroughfares became the equivalent of 8 lane parking lots in the early 
hours of the blackout. Only a few major power facilities are continuously manned, and 
since blackouts are possible at any hour, the odds are that 75 percent of the time the 
normal utility day crews are not on the job when these events occur. Attempting to recall 
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workers that are trapped on the wrong side of these transportation snares is highly 
problematic...  
 
Because of the possible large geographic laydown of a severe storm event and resulting 
power grid collapse, the ability to provide meaningful emergency aid and response to an 
impacted population that may be in excess of 100 million people will be a difficult 
challenge. Potable water and replenishment of foods may need to come from boundary 
regions that are unaffected and these unaffected regions could be very remote to portions 
of the impacted U.S. population centers. As previously suggested adverse terrestrial 
weather conditions could cause further complications in restoration and resupply 
logistics." 
 
Lawrence Berkeley Labs Study, In 2005, Kristina Hamachi-LaCommare and Joe Eto 
for the U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Electric Transmission and Distribution 
completed a study of the costs to the US from a variety of chronic electrical 'sags' and 
short-term losses of service. - "The study estimates the total cost to the U.S. of power 
interruptions at about $80 billion per year. Of this, $57 billion (73 percent) is from losses 
in the commercial sector and $20 billion (25 percent) in the industrial sector. “The reason 
for the commercial sector’s high share of these cost is the large number of commercial 
sector customers, which includes small as well as large businesses, and the high cost per 
outage per customer,”  
 
August 14, 2003 Blackout - ICF Consulting produced an assessment of the economic 
impact of this recent electrical blackout that affected 50 million people in 8 states . 
"Specifically, for this analysis, we assume that the initial outage of 61,800 MW lasted for 
4 hours and then half of that was restored, with the other half (30,900 MW) being the 
shortfall for another 10 hours. Given that the next announcement from NERC was issued 
approximately 18 hours after the start of the outage, we assume that another one-half of 
the unserved 30,900 MW was restored after 14 hours and the remaining loss of 15,450 
MW lasted for the subsequent 4 hours. This gives a total of 18 hours for the first phase of 
the blackout. Using similar arguments for the remaining period of the blackout, we 
assume more than 13,000 MW of customer load was lost for another 14 hours after which 
6,600 MW was the shortfall for another 10 hours. Finally, on the third day of this 
blackout, 2,000 MW was the loss for 20 hours and another 1,000 MW was the shortfall 
for the final 10 hours of this blackout. This gives a total outage period of 72 hours. Using 
this scenario and the average electricity price for the affected region from August 2002, 
the economic cost of this outage is estimated to be between $7 and $10 billion for the 
national economy. " 
 
Investigation of August 2003 Blackout - The North American Energy Reliability 
Council conducted an investigation of how the blackout happened, and its detailed 
impacts. A space weather storm would share many elements in common with this event, 
except that the electrical equipment damage would be far more wide spread. Their 
findings are summarized in Section 5 of this document. 
 
The following blackouts are not known to have been caused by space weather: 

http://www.solarstorms.org/BerkeleyCosts.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/ICFBlackout2003.pdf�
http://www.nerc.com/~filez/blackout.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/NERC2003report.pdf�
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September 23, 2002, - A massive power failure disrupted central Chile, including the 
capital city of Santiago. Some 3,500 passengers had to be rescued from stalled Metro 
trains in Santiago.  
April 29, 2003, a power failure hit the airport in Melbourne, Australia, disrupting 
operations for 90 minutes. 
November 24, 2002 - Buenos Aires and La Plata, Argentina, were hit by a huge power 
failure. 
January 31, 2003 - An 'unusual' power failure hits Cambridge, Ontario.  
August 6, 2003 - Buenos Aires was hit again by another sudden blackout . Power 
company officials blamed that outage on the collapse of three power lines 
August 18, 2003 - 4.5 million people in Georgia lost electricity; the Tblisi metro ground 
to a halt and the water supply was cut off.  
August 23, 2003 - Finland's capital Helsinki and suburbs, including the international 
airport at Vantaa, were blacked out. Saturday evening's revelers at Helsinki's Linnanmäki 
amusement park had to be rescued when the blackout left them dangling in rides in 
midair. Even Radio Suomi, which relies on emergency generators, went off the air when 
both its generators and backup battery power failed.  
August 28, 2003 - the BBC reported that at the height of London's evening rush hour, a 
massive power outage struck the city and southeast England. 1800 trains stopped, 
including 60 percent of the London Underground, an event that Britain's Network Rail 
called "unprecedented." 
September 1, 2003 - At 10 o'clock the city and five other Malaysian states were struck by 
a massive blackout. Workers in the Petronas Towers, the world's tallest buildings, were 
trapped in elevators and with signal lights out, traffic in downtown Kuala Lumpur ground 
to a virtual halt.  
September 2, 2003 - Cancun, Mexico, which was swarming with tourists and advance 
teams for the following week's World Trade Organization meeting, also found itself 
plunged into a blackout. The power failure struck Quintana Roo state on the Yucatan 
peninsula and two neighboring states. Power was out for six hours and affected 3 million 
people. 
September 23, 2003 - Eastern Denmark and southern Sweden, including the cities of 
Copenhagen and Malmo, lost power in what was described as a "very unusual" blackout. 
Four million people were affected, including passengers stranded on board trains and at 
Copenhagen's busy international airport. Factories on the island of Zealand and in 
southern Sweden stopped production and the Oresund Bridge linking Denmark to 
Sweden was closed to traffic. [International Herald Tribune] 
September 28, 2003, - A massive power failure struck Italy, leaving 57 million people 
without electricity. A simultaneous blackout plunged Geneva, Switzerland, into darkness. 
The blackout cut off electricity to Vatican City and Pope John Paul II had to rely on 
emergency generators to power amplifiers in order to deliver his Sunday sermon. Thirty-
thousand passengers were stranded on trains throughout the country. The blackout was 
later blamed on a tree hitting a high voltage transmission line in Switzerland. 
 
 
 
Reference #2, Congressional Testimony on Solar Storms and Power Grids 

http://www.solarstorms.org/Chile2002.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/London2003.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/Malmo2003.html�
http://www.solarstorms.org/Italy2003.html�
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2003 
 
                  House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Environment, Technology, and  

Standards, 

Committee on Science, 

Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room 2318 of the Rayburn 
House Office Building, Hon. Vernon J.  Ehlers [Chairman of the Subcommittee] 
presiding. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

hearing charter 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT, TECHNOLOGY, AND STANDARDS 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

What Is Space Weather and 

Who Should Forecast It? 

thursday, october 30, 2003 
10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 

2318 rayburn house office building 

Purpose 

On October 30, 2003 at 10:00 a.m., the House Science Committee’s Subcommittee on 
Environment, Technology and Standards will hold a hearing to examine the space 
weather activities at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) 
Space Environment Center. The Space Environment Center (SEC) provides real-time 
monitoring and forecasting of solar and geophysical events. These events can: cause 
damage to communication satellites, electric transmission lines and electric transformers; 
interfere in ground-based communications with airline pilots; be fatal to astronauts on 
space flights and in the International Space Station; and potentially harm airplane 
passengers flying polar routes. SEC forecasts are used by the U.S. military, the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), NOAA itself, and by the industries 
mentioned above. For example, just last Wednesday (October 22), the SEC released two-
day advanced warnings about an unusually large solar storm, which allowed electrical 
utilities, airlines, and spacecraft managers to take preventive action to minimize 
disruption of service due to the storm. (See attachment.) 

The Air Force Weather Agency works closely with NOAA’s SEC on the collection of 
space weather data through satellite and ground-based sensors and provides warnings 
tailored for specific military needs. The Air Force relies on the SEC for data analysis and 
overall forecasting.  The Air Force and NOAA each contribute to the cost of sensors to 
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monitor space weather, and NASA provides many of the satellites on which the sensors 
are carried. 

In the House Fiscal Year (FY) 2004 Commerce, Justice and State (CJS) appropriations 
bill, SEC funding levels are below the Administration’s request. The Senate CJS 
Appropriations Committee report includes the suggestion that the Air Force or NASA 
should take on the duties of predicting space weather and contains no funding for SEC. 
Thus, budget constraints could force the closure or reduction of these vital and unique 
services provided by NOAA’s SEC. The Subcommittee wants to better understand the 
potential impact of the loss of SEC services. 

The Subcommittee plans to explore several overarching questions, including: 

1. LWhy do we need to understand and forecast space weather events? 

2. LWhat unique capabilities and expertise does NOAA’s SEC provide? To what 
extent could the Air Force or NASA perform these duties? 

3. LWhat are the implications of closure or reduced activities of NOAA’s SEC to the 
government and private sector? 

Witnesses: 

Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Boulder, Colorado. Dr.  Hildner will provide an 
overview of the SEC, the services it provides and its collaborations with other federal 
agencies. 

Col. Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force Weather Agency, Offutt Air Force 
Base, Nebraska. Colonel Benson will explain the mission of Air Force Space Weather 
Operations Center and the way the Air Force and NOAA work together on space weather 
prediction. 

Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics and Space Administration 
(NASA). Dr. Grunsfeld will discuss the effects of space weather on NASA operations. 

Mr. John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech Corporation, Duluth, 
Minnesota. Mr. Kappenman will discuss the effects of space weather events on electric 
power grid systems and how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would affect this industry. Mr. 
Kappenman was formerly with Minnesota Power. 

Captain Hank Krakowski, Vice President of Corporate Safety, Quality Assurance, and 
Security, United Airlines, Chicago, Illinois. Captain Krakowski will discuss how space 
weather events affect the airline industry, including air traffic control communications 
and human health concerns. He also will discuss how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would 
affect United Airlines operations. 

Dr. Robert Hedinger, Executive Vice President, Loral Skynet, Bedminster, New Jersey. 
Dr. Hedinger will explain the implications of space weather events for communications 
satellites and how the loss of NOAA’s SEC would affect the commercial satellite sector. 

Background 

What Is Space Weather? 
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Space weather refers to conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, which can cause 
disturbances in the outer layers of the Earth’s atmosphere. Highly energized particles 
from the sun disrupt the upper layers of the Earth’s atmosphere, causing geomagnetic 
storms that result in increased radiation and rapid changes in the direction and intensity of 
the Earth’s magnetic field. These conditions can influence the performance and reliability 
of space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger human life or 
health. Government and private sector organizations concerned with communications, 
satellite operations, electric power grids, human space flight, and navigation use space 
weather information. 

History of NOAA’s Space Environment Center 

NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC), located in Boulder, Colorado, began in the 
1940’s as a program to study short-wave radio propagation at the National Bureau of 
Standards (now known as the National Institute of Standards and Technology, or NIST). 
As the SEC expanded its scope to study the effects of solar weather on the Earth’s 
atmosphere, the center moved into the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research in 
NOAA, where it is currently located. The SEC consists of three divisions: research and 
development, space weather operations, and systems. The SEC has 54 NOAA staff and 
two Air Force liaisons in its Boulder office. In a 2002 report, the National Academy 
Sciences, called the work of the SEC “crucial.” 

NOAA’s SEC collects, provides, and archives space environment data from its polar-
orbiting and geostationary satellites, from other federal agencies, and through 
international data exchange. Forecasters at SEC provide space weather forecasts and 
warnings to users in government and industry and to the general public, while the Air 
Force and private sector users take these forecasts and tailor them for their organizations’ 
specific needs. SEC’s space weather operations division is the national and international 
warning center for disturbances in the space environment that can affect people and 
equipment. The effects of these disturbances are described in more detail below. The 
research and development division is home to the leading experts in space weather. They 
conduct research in solar-terrestrial physics, develop techniques for forecasting solar and 
geophysical disturbances, provide real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar and 
geophysical events, and prepare data to be archived by NOAA’s National Geophysical 
Data Center. 

Air Force Space Forecast Center 

NOAA’s SEC works closely with the U.S. Air Force’s Space Forecast Center at Offutt 
Air Force Base in Nebraska, which provides space weather forecast services to U.S. 
military customers. The total budget for Air Force space weather efforts was $15.3 
million in FY 2003. The Air Force provides two personnel who work at the SEC to 
ensure that this vital space weather information is fed smoothly to the Air Force, which 
then tailors it for military purposes. For example, NOAA’s SEC may issue a warning that 
a geomagnetic storm will occur in the Earth’s atmosphere at a certain time. The Air Force 
will use this information to make recommendations about military satellites that should 
be turned or powered down, or military operations that should be suspended until the 
storm passes. 

NASA Operations 
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NASA requires information about space weather to make decisions regarding the space 
shuttle and International Space Station (ISS) operations. For example, astronauts 
conducting space walks could be killed if they were exposed to high levels of radiation. 
Additionally, astronauts inside the ISS may have to take special precautions during a 
solar storm. In fulfilling its research mission, NASA flies many of the sensors used to 
collect space weather data on its research satellites.  National Space Weather Program 
(NSWP) 

Previous reviews of the space weather program have concluded that NOAA should 
continue to run the civilian space weather forecasting operation. 

For example, in 1997, an interagency working group developed “The National Space 
Weather Program Implementation Plan,” under which NOAA was to continue to run 
civilian space weather programs and the Air Force was to continue to run such programs 
for the military. The interagency group included NOAA, the National Science 
Foundation, the Department of Defense, NASA, the Department of Energy, the 
Department of the Interior, and the Department of Transportation. 

Similarly, in its 2002 report, “The Sun to the Earth—and Beyond:  

A Decadal Research Strategy in Solar and Space Physics,” the National Academy of 
Sciences recommended that NOAA not only continue to forecast space weather but that 
NOAA should do more to coordinate the development of the sensors that are used to 
make its forecasts.  Specifically, the Academy recommended that NOAA and NASA 
initiate a plan to transition solar monitoring sensors from their current location primarily 
on research satellites to operational satellite programs. 

The SEC Budget Situation 

The Space Environment Center is funded through NOAA’s Office of Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Research (OAR). In FY 2003, the SEC received $5.2 million (a reduction of 
$2 million below FY 2002 levels). For FY 2004, the Administration requested $8 million 
for NOAA’s SEC. At this time, the FY 2004 appropriations process is ongoing in 
Congress. The House Commerce, Justice, State (CJS) bill, passed in July, provides $5.2 
million for the SEC (same level as FY 2003). The Senate CJS bill, reported out by the 
full committee, recommends no funding for SEC and suggests that the Air Force or 
NASA should assume the responsibility of forecasting space weather. Funding for some 
of the sensors and satellites that provide data to the SEC is already provided by other 
agencies, such as NASA and the Air Force, but NOAA’s SEC is the national center for 
data collection and forecasting of space weather events. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
Why Do We Need Space Weather Forecasts From NOAA’s SEC? 

Electric Power Grids 
The first recorded evidence of space weather effects on technology  

was in 1859, when a major failure of telegraph systems in New England and Europe 
coincided with a large solar flare. More recently, on March 13, 1989, geomagnetically 
induced currents in Canadian transmission lines set off a cascade of broken circuits, 
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causing loss of power for the entire Hydro-Quebec power grid. The blackout affected six 
million customers and cost Hydro-Quebec more than $10 million. 

In 1998, a similar geomagnetic storm was headed for Earth. This time, thanks to data 
from new sensors and improved forecast models, NOAA’s SEC forecasters were able to 
alert electric power customers 40 minutes before the storm hit the Earth. In response, 
electric power utilities diverted power and increased safety margins on certain parts of 
the grid to avoid stress on the power system. 

Satellite Operations 
In addition to electric power grid operations, human activities  

dependent on satellites are affected by space weather. This includes everything from 
communications to satellite-television. Research done at NOAA’s SEC has helped 
provide the government and other satellite operators with data on storms to help 
understand whether a failed satellite was due to mechanical problems or space weather.  
Additionally, the satellite industry uses space weather forecasts to determine the timing 
of rocket launches to avoid sending a multi-million dollar satellite into orbit at the peak 
of a solar storm. 

Communications Satellites 
Solar storms cause disturbances in the Earth’s ionosphere that can  

affect the orbital path of low-orbit spacecraft, creating operational and tracking problems 
and sometimes shortening the useful life of a satellite. For example, in May 1998 loss of 
telephone pager service to 45 million customers was caused by a solar storm. During the 
Gulf War in 1991 military forces reported high frequency radio communications 
interruptions due to ionization storms, and in January 1994 an extended period of high 
electron levels caused failure of two Canadian communications satellites, which 
interrupted telephone, television, and radio service for several hours. 

Airline Industry 
Airlines are concerned about space weather because it can disrupt  

satellite and ground-based communication systems, which allow air traffic controllers to 
talk directly to pilots. Federal regulations require airlines to maintain communication 
capability with their aircraft at all times. Additionally, navigation systems can be affected 
by space weather events. Finally, because of the curvature of the Earth, planes flying 
from North America to Asia generally make flights over the North Pole, where 
passengers can be susceptible to higher doses of solar radiation than traditional non-polar 
flights. United Airlines reports that for the 21-month period from January 2002 through 
September 2003 there were approximately 140 flights that were or could have been 
affected by space weather events. 
Questions for Witnesses 

Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

1. Please provide an overview of NOAA’s Space Environment Center (SEC). What 
research programs are performed at the center? What operational services are 
provided by the center? 

2. Please describe the different types of solar weather events and specifically explain 
the time it takes for them to travel to the Earth. What is the lead-time we currently 
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have for reacting to or mitigating the effects of solar weather? Please provide 
historical examples of when space weather events have affected human activities. 

3. Who are the users of SEC products and information? 

4. Please describe the relationship between the SEC, NASA, and the Air Force 
Weather Agency, including a specific explanation of the role of each agency in 
understanding and predicting space weather. 

5. If the FY04 final appropriation for the SEC was the $5.2 million recommended in 
the House bill, what would be the impact on SEC services? 

Col. Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force Weather Agency 

1. Please provide an overview of the Air Force Space Weather Services provided 
through the Air Force Weather Agency. 

2. Please describe the relationship between NOAA’s Space Environment Center 
(SEC), NASA, and the Air Force Weather Agency, including a specific explanation 
of the role of each agency in understanding and predicting space weather. 

3. Who are the users of Air Force space weather products and information? 

4. Are there any technical barriers to the Air Force Weather Agency taking on the 
duties of the SEC if it were no longer funded through NOAA? Given that the Air 
Force’s capabilities are designed for military purposes, how would you have to adapt 
your practices to provide SEC-like services to the civilian sector? 

5. What would be the impacts on the Air Force and overall military operations if SEC 
no longer existed? Please provide specific examples when possible. 

Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA) 

1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect NASA operations, 
including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

2. How does NASA use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment Center 
(SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for mitigating 
the effects of space weather? 

3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on 
NASA operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know 
five years from now? 

4. What would be the impact to NASA if SEC were no longer able to provide its 
space weather forecasts to you? Please provide specific examples when possible. 

5. Are there any technical barriers to NASA taking on the duties of the SEC if it were 
no longer funded through NOAA?  Given that NASA’s mission is research oriented, 
how would you have to adapt your practices to provide SEC operational services? 

Mr. John Kappenman, Manager, Applied Power Systems, Metatech  

Corporation 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

22 

1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect electric power grid 
systems, including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space 
Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make 
decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather? 

3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on 
electric power grid systems to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to 
know five years from now? 

4. What would be the impact to your organization and the electric power grid industry 
if SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts to you? Please 
provide specific examples when possible. 

Captain Hank Krakowski, Vice President of Corporate Safety, Quality  

Assurance and Security, United Airlines 

1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect airline operations, 
including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space 
Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make 
decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather? 

3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on 
airline operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know 
five years from now? 

4. What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to 
provide its space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible. 

Dr. Robert Hedinger, Executive Vice President, Loral Skynet 

1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect satellite operations, 
including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

2. How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space 
Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make 
decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather? 

3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on 
satellite operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know 
five years from now? 

4. What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to 
provide its space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible. 

Chairman Ehlers. This hearing will come to order. Good morning. Welcome to the 
oversight hearing entitled: “What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It?” And if 
you don’t know what it is, you can go out and look outside and you will get some idea of 
what space weather is. Well, I wanted to make it clear, since I have been asked this, that 
the solar storm that is currently underway did not start the fires in California. 
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As a physicist, I must admit that when we began to plan for this hearing last month, I 
did not think it would conjure much attention outside of the scientific community. 
However, thanks to Divine Intervention, we now have major solar storm activity to 
coincide with the hearing. We certainly hope that the lights will stay on and our webcast 
capabilities will not be diminished during the course of this hearing. 

The purpose of the hearing is to examine the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s, better known as NOAA, Space Environment Center. This center, 
abbreviated SEC, but not to be confused with buying and selling stocks, provides real-
time monitoring and forecasting of solar storms. The SEC is located with other NOAA 
labs in Boulder, Colorado in the District of Mr. Udall, the Subcommittee Ranking 
Member sitting directly to my right. 

Many of us may think of solar eruptions as a curiosity or as the source of the beautiful 
Aurora Borealis often observed by residents in the northern U.S. However, as highlighted 
by recent media attention, these solar events can have serious repercussions for Earth-
based technological systems. They cause geomagnetic storms in the Earth’s atmosphere 
that can disrupt communication systems, cause surges on electric power grids, and be 
harmful to airline passengers and astronauts. NOAA’s SEC provides vital space weather 
forecasts for civilian industries concerned with these effects. Additionally, SEC forecasts 
are used by the Air Force to provide tailored recommendations for military users 
concerned with space weather. For example, I believe the current space storm was 
predicted a good two days before it began. 

Despite its important role in protecting the Nation’s technological systems from 
geomagnetic storms, some here in Congress have proposed to reduce or eliminate 
funding for NOAA’s SEC. In the House fiscal year 2004 appropriations bill for NOAA, 
SEC funding levels are 35 percent below the Administration’s request of $8 million. Of 
even greater concern, the Senate Appropriations Committee bill contains no funding for 
SEC and includes the suggestion, without any justification, that the Air Force or the 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, better known as NASA, should take on 
the duties of predicting space weather. 

Today, we will hear from representatives of NOAA, the Air Force, and NASA about 
the roles of each agency in monitoring and forecasting space weather. Then we will hear 
from representatives of three industries that rely on SEC forecasts: the electric power grid 
industry, the airline industry, and the communications satellite industry. These experts 
will help us to better understand the impact of space weather on the Earth and its 
surroundings and to examine the question of who should be responsible for forecasting it. 

Before we hear from our Ranking Member and our witnesses, I wanted to show a short 
movie clip of the most recent solar flare to set the mood for today’s hearing. So we will 
now show that. I am not quite sure how that is going to show up in the transcript of the 
hearing, but we will take a quick look. 

[Video] 
Chairman Ehlers. Thank you very much. If I might mention  

yesterday, just out of curiosity, I went to the site, the solar site, and looked at one of the 
images. I took my little ruler and measured the diameter of the sun and the size of the 
flare compared to the sun. Then did a quick mental calculation. I can’t guarantee this is 
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accurate, and I probably shouldn’t even say it, but my quick mental calculation indicated 
that the size of the flare, as apparent from that particular picture, was approximately 60 
Earth diameters. That gives some startling idea of the scale of this. If the Earth had been 
there, it would have been an insignificant dot compared to the size of the flare. And that 
indicates the strength of the storms that we deal with. 

Before I will recognize my Ranking Member, I also want to mention that we are going 
to have problems with the House schedule today. I understand that we are likely to have a 
vote in approximately 20 minutes, and unfortunately, we are very Pavlovian here; when 
the bells ring, we go vote. We will simply have to suspend the hearing while we go vote. 
We may well be interrupted by other votes later, but we will try to proceed as 
expeditiously as we can. 

The Chair now recognizes Mark Udall, the Ranking Minority Member on the 
Environment, Technology, and Standards Subcommittee for his opening statement. 

[The prepared statement of Chairman Ehlers follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers 

Good morning! Welcome to this oversight hearing entitled, “What Is Space Weather 
and Who Should Forecast It?” As a physicist, I must admit that, when we began to plan 
for this hearing last month, I did not think it would garner much attention outside the 
scientific community. However, thanks to divine intervention, we now have major solar 
storm activity to coincide with the hearing. We hope the lights will stay on, and our 
webcast capabilities will not be impacted. 

The purpose of the hearing is to examine the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s (better known as NOAA) Space Environment Center. This center, 
abbreviated SEC, provides real-time monitoring and forecasting of solar storms. The SEC 
is located with other NOAA labs in Boulder, Colorado, in the district of Mr. Udall, the 
Subcommittee Ranking Member. 

Many of us may think of solar eruptions as a curiosity, or as the source of the beautiful 
Aurora Borealis often observed by residents in the northern U.S. However, as highlighted 
by recent media attention, these solar events can have serious repercussions for Earth-
based technological systems. They cause geomagnetic storms in the Earth’s atmosphere 
that can disrupt communication systems, cause surges on electric power grids, and be 
harmful to airline passengers and astronauts. NOAA’s SEC provides vital space weather 
forecasts for civilian industries concerned with these effects. Additionally, SEC forecasts 
are used by the Air Force to provide tailored recommendations for military users 
concerned with space weather. 

Despite its important role in protecting the Nation’s technological systems from 
geomagnetic storms, some here in Congress have proposed to reduce or eliminate 
funding for NOAA’s SEC. In the House Fiscal Year 2004 appropriations bill for NOAA, 
SEC funding levels are 35 percent below the Administration’s request of eight million 
dollars. Of even greater concern, the Senate Appropriations Committee bill contains no 
funding for SEC and includes the suggestion, without any justification, that the Air Force 
or NASA should take on the duties of predicting space weather. 
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Today we will hear from representatives of NOAA, the Air Force and NASA about the 
roles of each agency in monitoring and forecasting space weather. Then we will hear 
from representatives of three industries that rely on SEC forecasts—the electric power 
grid industry, the airline industry, and the communications satellite industry. These 
experts will help us to better understand the impact of space weather on the Earth and to 
examine the question of who should be responsible for forecasting it. 

Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning to the panel and all of you who 
have assembled here to attend this important hearing. I want to begin by thanking the 
Chairman for holding this hearing. And of course, I have to thank him, also, for his 
impeccable timing. He managed to arrange for the sun spot activity last week to occur 
and then the solar flare this week has really given us a firsthand understanding of the 
importance of space weather and the need for the space weather forecasting services 
provided by NOAA’s Space Environment Center, the SEC. And I would think, Mr. 
Chairman, this SEC is at least as important as the other SEC, particularly over the long-
term as we have learned more about space weather. 

Sunspots, geomagnetic storms, and solar flares, the phenomena of space weather, used 
to be a topic solely in the province of space scientists. While we have experienced the 
effects of these phenomena in the past, we had no ability to monitor or forecast these 
storms or to anticipate their likely effects. Some of you here know about the large solar 
flare that was generated in 1859, September of 1859, which shorted out telegraph wires in 
the U.S. and in Europe. And caused numerous fires. 

Today, because of the importance of communications, electricity, and transportation to 
our daily lives, a similar storm would have devastating impacts in the absence of space 
weather forecasting. Satellites, transformers and transmission lines, and the billion dollar 
infrastructure that supports these essential services, are all vulnerable to space weather 
events. The SEC’s forecasts enable government and private sector operators to take 
actions to minimize disruptions in service and damage to critical infrastructure. 

The SEC’s annual budget, really of a mere $8 million, seems modest when we evaluate 
it in the context of the Nation’s investment in space weather monitoring and research and 
in comparison to the billions of dollars of infrastructure and services that are vulnerable 
to space weather events. 

After investing millions of dollars and many years of research on space weather, we are 
now able to monitor solar storms and forecast their nature and intensity. Eliminating the 
SEC or drastically cutting its budget does not save money; it actually wastes taxpayer 
investments in research by cutting off the service that is currently delivering real benefits. 
Cutting the SEC’s budget reverses, in my opinion, and I believe the opinion of many 
people here and people around the country, our progress in space weather forecasting, 
putting billions of dollars of infrastructure and services at risk. 

This committee, in my opinion, should endorse the Administration’s fiscal year 2004 
budget request enthusiastically for those reasons. We should also continue to support 
research to improve space weather forecasting and to expand our knowledge of space 
weather and its potential impacts. 
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While the space weather forecasting discipline is still in its infancy, we still—it is no 
less essential than terrestrial weather forecasting. If we do not continue to invest in space 
weather forecasting, we will not only enjoy gazing at the Northern Lights, but we will 
risk experiencing widespread blackouts. Let us keep the lights on, the planes flying, and 
the communications flowing by fully investing in the Space Environment Center and its 
vital research and forecasting activities. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also aware of a number of people with interests in space weather 
who wish to contribute to the record for this hearing. Therefore, I would ask unanimous 
consent that the record for this hearing be open—held open for 10 days to enable trade 
groups, private citizens, academics, and industry representatives to submit material to the 
record. 

Chairman Ehlers. So ordered. 
Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In conclusion, the witnesses we have here today will help  

us to better understand the phenomena and potential impacts of space weather events on 
our government activities and on our economy. We have an excellent panel of witnesses 
for our hearing today. I want to thank you all for taking your time to appear before the 
Subcommittee this morning, and I do look forward to your testimony. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would yield back any time I have remaining. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Udall follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Representative Mark Udall 

Good morning. 
First, I would like to express my thanks to the Chairman for  

holding this hearing and to congratulate him on his timing. I don’t know how you 
managed to arrange for the sun spot activity last week, Mr. Chairman, but the solar flare 
that reached Earth this past week illustrates the importance of space weather and the need 
for the space weather forecasting services provided by NOAA’s Space Environment 
Center (SEC). 

Sun spots, geomagnetic storms, and solar flares—the phenomena of space weather—
used to be a topic solely in the province of space scientists. While we have experienced 
the effects of these phenomena in the past, we had no ability to monitor or forecast these 
storms or to anticipate their likely effects. For example, a large solar flare generated in 
September of 1859 shorted out telegraph wires in the U.S.  and in Europe causing 
numerous fires. 

Today, because of the importance of communications, electricity, and transportation to 
our daily lives, a similar storm would have devastating impacts in the absence of space 
weather forecasting.  Satellites, transformers, and transmission lines—and the billion 
dollar infrastructure that supports these essential services are all vulnerable to space 
weather events. The SEC’s forecasts enable government and private sector operators to 
take actions to minimize disruptions in service and damage to critical infrastructure. 

The SEC’s annual budget of $8 million seems modest when we evaluate it in the 
context of the Nation’s investment in space weather monitoring and research and in 
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comparison to the billions of dollars of infrastructure and services that are vulnerable to 
space weather events. 

After investing millions of dollars and many years of research on space weather, we are 
now able to monitor solar storms and forecast their nature and intensity. Eliminating the 
SEC or drastically cutting its budget does not save money. It wastes taxpayer investments 
in research by cutting off the service that is currently delivering real benefits. Cutting the 
SEC’s budget reverses our progress in space weather forecasting, putting billions of 
dollars of infrastructure and services at risk. 

This Committee should endorse the Administration’s FY04 budget request, 
enthusiastically. We should continue to support research to improve space weather 
forecasting and to expand our knowledge of space weather and its potential impacts. 

While space weather forecasting is still in its infancy, it is no less essential than 
terrestrial weather forecasting. If we do not continue to invest in space weather 
forecasting, we will not only enjoy gazing at the Northern lights, but we will also risk 
experiencing widespread blackouts. Let’s keep the lights on, the planes flying and 
communications flowing by fully funding the Space Environment Center and its vital 
research and forecasting activities. 

Mr. Chairman, I am also aware of a number of people with interests in space weather 
who wish to contribute to the record for this hearing.  Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the record for this hearing be held open for ten days to enable trade groups, private 
citizens, academics and industry representatives to submit material to the record. 

The witnesses we have here today will help us to better understand the phenomena and 
potential impacts of space weather events on our governmental activities and on our 
economy. We have an excellent panel of witnesses for our hearing today. I thank you all 
for appearing before the Subcommittee this morning and I look forward to your 
testimony. 

Chairman Ehlers. All right. If there is no objection, all additional opening statements 
submitted by the Subcommittee Members will be added to the record. Without objection, 
so ordered. 

At this time, I would like to introduce our witnesses. We will begin with a special 
introduction by our Ranking Member, Mr. Udall. 

Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to take this time to acknowledge Dr. Hildner, who is  

here from my hometown of Boulder. Dr. Hildner is the Director of NOAA’s Space 
Environment Center, the SEC, we have been mentioning. It is located in Boulder, as I 
mentioned. Dr.  Hildner is a solar physicist who has worked for the High Altitude 
Observatory at NCAR, which is also based in Colorado, and at NASA’s Marshall Space 
Flight Center in Alabama where he was the head of its Solar Physics Branch. He was an 
experimental scientist for Skylab and the Solar Maximum Mission during the 1970’s. Dr. 
Hildner’s scientific specialty is coronal and interplanetary physics about which he has 
published dozens of papers. Last year, the National Academy of Sciences called the work 
of the SEC “crucial.” Under Dr. Hildner’s steady watch, the Center continues to do its 
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crucial work very well, though recent budget cuts have made his job, and the jobs of 
NOAA’s SEC staff more difficult. 

I look forward to hearing from Dr. Hildner today as he helps us understand the 
importance of the Space Environment Center. 

Welcome, Dr. Hildner. 
Chairman Ehlers. And with that background, he can tell me  

later whether my mental calculation was correct. 
Next, it is my pleasure to introduce Colonel Charles L.  Benson, Junior. He is the 
Commander of the Air Force Weather Agency at Offutt Air Force Base in Nebraska. 
Following him is Dr. John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, better known, of course, by its acronym, NASA. The next witness 
to be introduced by the honorable gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Gutknecht. 

Mr. Gutknecht. Well, thank you, Chairman Ehlers. 
And I just want to welcome the panel. And Chairman Ehlers  

and I have had the opportunity to go out and visit the NOAA center out in Boulder, and 
we were duly impressed with the work that is done. 

But it is my honor today to introduce John Kappenman from Metatech Corporation in 
Duluth, Minnesota. For those of you who have never had the chance to go to Duluth, 
Minnesota, it is one of the most beautiful cities, not only in Minnesota, but, I think, in the 
country. And if you don’t get a chance to go to Duluth and visit the city, or go fishing in 
the beautiful waters of Lake Superior, at least you can go to my website and you can see 
a very large lake trout, which I caught there about two months ago. And I am very proud 
of that picture. And it is on the front page of my website. 

For the past 27 years, Mr. Kappenman has researched electronic power system impacts 
caused by widespread geomagnetic field disturbances due to space weather. Since 1997, 
he has been employed with Metatech Corporation where he has advised folks worldwide 
on how to protect technology and power grid systems. 

We all look forward to your testimony, and we welcome you here to Washington. 

Chairman Ehlers. Thank you, Mr. Gutknecht. 
I now understand the reason for the low lake levels in the  

Great Lake system: you are taking all of the fish out of them. 
Next, it is my pleasure to introduce Captain Hank Krakowski. He is the Vice President 

of Corporate Safety, Quality Assurance, and Security for United Airlines located in 
Chicago, Illinois. And our final witness is Dr. Robert Hedinger. He is the Executive Vice 
President of Loral Skynet out of Bedminster, New Jersey. 

As our witnesses should know, I presume you have been briefed, testimony is limited 
to five minutes each, particularly with a large panel like this, so we ask that you honor 
that request. And the little device here will show green for the first four minutes, yellow 
for the next minute, and then it turns red and all sorts of bad things happen. So we request 
that you try to keep it to five minutes each. 

We will start with Dr. Hildner. 

STATEMENT OF DR. ERNEST HILDNER, DIRECTOR, SPACE ENVIRONMENT  

CENTER, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

29 

Dr. Hildner. Good morning, Chairman Ehlers and Members of the Subcommittee. And 
thank you, Mr. Udall, for your kind introduction. As Director of the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration Space Environment Center, I am pleased to join these other 
witnesses and you today for the hearing on SEC’s role in providing operational space 
weather information to the United States. We believe that NOAA is the proper home for 
the Nation’s space weather service. 

The extensive media coverage of recent radiation and geomagnetic storms clearly 
illustrates the Nation’s need for accurate, reliable, and timely space weather forecasting. 
The effects of space weather, as you have already indicated, are far ranging. We know 
that airlines, the International Space Station, nuclear power plants, and at least one 
satellite were affected by the recent solar and space weather events. NOAA’s SEC is the 
central focus of information for these kinds of events. 

[Slide] 
The next figure shows that—sorry. I am in control here, I  

think. 
The next figure in the upper left shows the number of web accesses to our site. And 

that spike, over the last several days, reaches almost ten million hits on our website per 
day.  Even before the recent activity and the media attention, customers hit our website 
over 500,000 times a day, and that is that lower part on the left. This figure also shows 
several of the NOAA products used by radio communicators, by airlines, by satellite 
operators, and the various alerts and warning products issued by SEC in the last week in 
the upper right.  That figure, which is too small to see, actually tells you how many times 
we sent out alerts and warnings to our customers for our various products. 

The recent media coverage of effects show there is a direct correlation between space 
weather and the U.S. economy. The direct global economic impact of space weather has 
been estimated very conservatively at $200 million per year. It is clear that the adverse 
conditions in the space environment can disrupt communications, navigation, air travel, 
national electric power distribution grids, and satellite operations.  Improved space 
weather information will assure safety, reliability, and national security, as my colleagues 
today will discuss the benefits of space weather forecasting for their work. 

However, I would like to highlight some important points about SEC, and one of those 
is the funding issue that has already been eluded to. I would be remiss if I didn’t ask for 
your assistance. As you stated, the President’s budget recommends $8.3 million for SEC 
in fiscal year 2004. The House Appropriations Committee has recommended $5.3 
million, fully $3 million below the President’s request, and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee has zeroed out funding entirely. 

If either level below the President’s request is enacted, there will be dramatic 
consequences for SEC and for the vital services that it provides. In response to the 
necessary staff reductions, NOAA will be faced with the choice of eliminating SEC’s 
research and development activities or its services. If the R&D is cut, NOAA will not be 
able to improve products, models, and data streams needed by our customers. On the 
other hand, cutting services means that our customers will only receive data: no value 
added forecasts, no warnings, no alerts.  Either choice means our effectiveness as a 
partner to other government agencies, such as NASA and the Air Force, will drop. 
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I need to emphasize that zeroing out SEC’s budget will eliminate the one source of 
official U.S. space weather alerts, warnings, and forecasts. Space weather is defined by 
the National Space Weather Program as: “Conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, 
magnetosphere, ionosphere, and thermosphere that can influence the performance and 
reliability of space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger 
human life or health.” 

SEC monitors, predicts, and forecasts conditions in the space environment and 
provides critical data, space weather data, to a variety of government and commercial 
customers. SEC also conducts research into phenomena affecting the space environment. 

[Slide] 
As the next figure indicates, space weather begins to— 

space weather begins at the sun, and this animation shows the brightening of the sun, if 
you can run the movie, please---- 

[Video] 
At the time of a flare, the spray of swift energetic  

particles and a cloud of solar atmosphere depart the sun. When it arrives at Earth, it 
causes a geomagnetic storm, much as what happened on Wednesday morning this week. 

SEC provides services, conducts research and development, and builds and maintains 
the computer systems, which support the Center’s work. SEC’s efforts are focused on 
areas where advanced applications can be brought to bear. We continually monitor. We 
continually monitor Earth’s space environment with displays and software driven by the 
approximately 1,400 data sets that we receive everyday. The forecasters synthesize 
current data, climatological statistics, and relevant research results to formulate our daily 
predictions of solar and geophysical activity. 

The future of SEC’s vital role in conducting and coordinating research in its 
applications was discussed, as mentioned earlier, in a recent National Research Council 
report, a Decadal Research Strategy in Solar and Space Physics.  In this report, the NRC 
recommended that NOAA assume full responsibility for space-based solar wind 
measurements and it should expand its facilities for integrating data into space weather 
models. 

It looks like my time is up, so let me, in conclusion, say that the Space Environment 
Center is the Nation’s unique civilian provider of critical, real-time information and 
forecasts on space weather that affect the United States’ economic, national, and 
homeland security. We want to remain in that role. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, for this opportunity to 
testify on this extremely important matter to NOAA and the Nation. And I would be 
happy to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Hildner follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Ernest Hildner 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, for the opportunity to 
testify before you regarding the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s 
(NOAA) activities at the Space Environment Center (SEC). I am Ernest Hildner, Director 
of the SEC and responsible for day-to-day management and long-term planning of the 
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Center. Space, from the Sun to Earth’s upper atmosphere, is a strategic and economic 
frontier. This unique environment influences a multitude of human activities, and its 
understanding presents numerous scientific challenges. NOAA’s SEC has a central role 
in conducting and coordinating research to understand the space environment to improve 
space weather services, and in providing critical operational space weather services for 
NOAA and the Nation. SEC strives to understand and predict the state of the space 
environment by accumulating data, running models, applying forecaster insight, 
conducting applied research, and utilizing research and data obtained externally to make 
operational forecasts of the space environment. Today I will provide an overview of 
space weather, of SEC and the services it provides, the budgetary and science challenges 
facing SEC, how SEC collaborates with other agencies, and the value of space weather 
forecasting and research. I am pleased to have the chance to discuss these topics today. 

SPACE WEATHER 

“Space weather” refers to conditions on the sun and in the solar wind, magnetosphere, 
ionosphere, and thermosphere that can influence the performance and reliability of 
space-borne and ground-based technological systems and can endanger human life or 
health. Adverse conditions in the space environment can cause disruption of satellite 
operations, communications, navigation, and electric power distribution grids, leading 
to a variety of socio-economic losses. National Space Weather Program Strategic 
Plan, FCM-P30-1995. 

The Earth lies 150 million kilometers, or 93 million miles, from the Sun, but it is 
immersed in the extended solar atmosphere. Our magnetic field resists the continual 
outflow of ionized gas from the Sun, protecting us here at the surface. However, the Earth 
and its field represent an obstacle to the solar outflow. As a result, the geomagnetic field 
is compressed on the sunward side of Earth and drawn out away from the Sun to make a 
comet-shaped cavity. As shown in the artist’s sketch below, the size of the boundary 
between Earth’s dominion and the Sun’s varies with the pressure exerted by the Sun’s 
outflow. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
Space weather storms are spawned by a variety of changes in solar outputs. First, the 

light from the Sun, at wavelengths both longer and shorter than the visible, can brighten 
abruptly. This light travels to Earth and affects the near-Earth environment just as we 
discern that a solar event has occurred. The photons from a solar flare produce a radio 
blackout, at some frequencies, by changing the character of the dayside ionosphere and 
upsetting the delicate balance between the Sun’s otherwise nearly constant output and 
Earth’s ability to receive and ingest it. 

Solar energetic particles comprise a second type of solar emission.  These particles, 
predominantly protons, the nuclei of hydrogen atoms, are accelerated in coronal mass 
ejections and solar flares. They travel from the Sun slower than the speed of light, 
arriving near Earth as soon as tens of minutes after the solar eruption, the more energetic 
particles usually arriving first. The transit from sun to Earth may be slowed if the 
intervening magnetic fields do not provide easy Sun-to-Earth connection; then the 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

32 

particles’ arrival may be delayed many tens of hours. A major rise in energetic particle 
flux is commonly referred to as a radiation storm. 

A third type of solar emission that has strong space weather impacts is magnetized 
plasma. When the continually evolving solar magnetic fields abruptly restructure 
themselves over a broad area, a portion of the outer solar atmosphere, the corona, can be 
ejected violently into space. These coronal mass ejections, clouds of ionized gas (solar 
plasma) and their embedded magnetic fields, fly away from the Sun at 400-1000 
kilometers/second (1-2 million miles per hour). If Earth happens to be in the way, when 
the cloud strikes Earth’s magnetic field 2 to 4 days later, then our geomagnetic field is 
compressed and may be eroded, resulting in a geomagnetic storm. 

The following diagram depicts the times scales associated with these three types of 
space weather events. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
The diagram illustrates the lead time between the occurrence of the parent event at the 

Sun and the terrestrial response; as well as the watches, warnings, and alerts issued by 
SEC. Thus, space weather has several kinds of storms much as meteorological weather 
has storms as different as tornadoes, blizzards, and hurricanes. A particular type of space 
weather storm has significant impacts on particular technologies so some customers are 
impacted by one type of space weather storm but not by another. 

For example, strong x-ray bursts have a serious impact on high frequency (HF) 
communications on the dayside of Earth. ARINC, a provider of air traffic 
communications capabilities to commercial airline flights over the North Atlantic, 
ensures the safety of the movements of airplanes in flight with communications to the 
cockpit.  They need to know when the HF communications are being affected due to 
natural conditions (space weather) or due to some equipment failure, and advise aircraft 
of appropriate frequencies to use. The United States Coast Guard is alerted by SEC staff 
during these same types of episodes as its LORAN navigation system will be unable to 
provide the required accuracy to its users during solar flare events. LORAN is 
intentionally made unavailable during these disturbed space weather conditions. 

During bursts of solar energetic particles, the second type of space weather storm, the 
potential for biological damage due to elevated solar radiation increases. The NASA 
Space Radiation Analysis Group is responsible for assuring that humans in space not 
receive anything beyond the lowest reasonable radiation dose. They will advise the Flight 
Surgeon at NASA’s Johnson Space Center to alter the activity plan for the crew if those 
activities involve leaving the space craft (for an extra-vehicular activity, or EVA), or 
suggest moving the crew to the most highly protected area of the Space Shuttle or 
International Space Station during the space weather radiation storm. NASA requires 
forecasts and specifications of radiation that affects both humans and equipment in space. 

Another witness will discuss the effects of radiation storms and communications 
degradation on the airline industry. 

Satellites in orbit and during the launch are at risk from radiation storms, and I am 
pleased to see that you have a witness to discuss those effects of space weather as well. 
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The third type of space weather storm, caused by the interaction between the onrushing 
magnetized plasma from the Sun and Earth’s own magnetic field, is particularly 
menacing. This geomagnetic storm can be thought of as the space weather version of a 
strong hurricane, as it has very widespread impacts across a large number of systems and 
users.  Somewhat like hurricane clouds are monitored from satellites, this plasma cloud 
can be seen as it leaves the Sun and it is probed internally as it is about to make 
“Earthfall.” 

When a coronal mass ejection occurs, forecasters at SEC analyze the direction of the 
ejectum to determine whether it is Earth-bound and estimate the kinetic energy associated 
with the event. As it takes a few days for the cloud to reach Earth, there is time for users 
to take preventive or mitigating action. One of today’s witnesses will discuss the effects 
of geomagnetic storms on the electric power grid. 

SEC has been called upon to help investigate possible environmental causes for 
disasters. The recently active Shuttle Columbia Accident Investigation Board asked for 
testimony to rule out the possibility that a radiation storm could have affected the 
Shuttle’s computers during reentry. More recently, there were inquiries whether the 
electrical blackout of the Northeast on August 14, 2003, was caused by a space weather 
geomagnetic storm. SEC saw no evidence that it was.  Ironically, however, as the grid 
was being brought back up to capacity, on August 18 there was a strong geomagnetic 
storm that hampered the ability of the operators to return to normalcy. 

Another system impacted during geomagnetic storms is the Wide Area Augmentation 
System (WAAS) of the Federal Aviation Administration, designed for aircraft navigation 
en route. The WAAS technology relies on the use of the Global Positioning System 
(GPS), and GPS accuracy is adversely affected during geomagnetic storms. In the current 
solar cycle, the space weather storm of July 14-15, 2000, was by many measures the most 
serious. During this storm, the “Test-bed” WAAS was unable to determine the position of 
a receiver on an airplane to the accuracy required; as a result of the storm, slight changes 
were made to the WAAS model based on data received during that solar activity. 

The Space Weather Operations group at SEC issues alerts, warnings, and watches of 
space weather storms, on a 24/7 basis. Warnings of all three types of space weather 
storms are issued when there is high probability of occurrence. Warnings for radiation 
and magnetic storms are aided by the ability to detect the incoming solar wind from a 
satellite one million miles upstream, the Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE). This 
sentinel allows for a few minutes advance notice of radiation storms, and up to one hour 
lead time for magnetic storms.  However, it does not offer any benefit for radio blackouts. 

Space weather events such as radio blackouts, radiation storms, and geomagnetic have 
affected various technologies and systems in sometimes spectacular ways. During the last 
solar cycle, a geomagnetic storm caused the Hydro-Quebec power grid to black out on 
March 13, 1989, leaving six million without electricity for nine hours. The big storms of 
March 1989 and July 2000 sent engineers back to their drawing boards hoping to design 
better systems to lessen the damage. A space weather radiation storm in August 1972 
could have been even more damaging, possibly lethal. This event occurred between the 
lunar flights of Apollo 16 (April 16, 1972) and Apollo 17 (December 16, 1972).  
Biologists have calculated that the radiation received by astronauts, had they been on the 
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moon at the time of the storm, would have caused a quick death. Good luck averted a 
disaster. 

The frequency of occurrence of space weather storms, and the possible consequences 
of the storms, are indicated in the NOAA Space Weather Scales document attached to 
this testimony and available on SEC’s website at http://www.sec.noaa.gov. 

 

SEC OVERVIEW 
What we now call “space weather” began to affect widely used technology during 

World War II, disrupting the newly developed communication and radar systems. After 
the War, the Central Radio Propagation Laboratory was set up in the National Bureau of 
Standards in Boulder, Colorado, coalescing federal activities dealing with space weather. 
A portion of this unit, by then named the Environmental and Solar Data Service, was 
folded into the Environmental Science Services Agency (ESSA) when it was formed in 
the 1960s. Daily forecasting of the space environment for the public commenced in 1965. 
ESSA was rolled into NOAA when NOAA was formed in 1970, and the SEC is the 
result. 

NOAA’s mission “To understand and predict changes in the Earth’s environment. . .to 
meet our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs” includes space weather. 
Just as NOAA’s tropospheric weather service does for its customers, NOAA’s space 
weather service monitors and predicts conditions in the space environment for its 
customers. SEC carries out its role as the Nation’s official source of space weather alerts 
and warnings under various legislative mandates, statutory authorities, and Department of 
Commerce Reorganization Plans that gave the authority to monitor and predict the space 
environment to NOAA. Currently, SEC is both a research laboratory in NOAA’s Office 
of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR) and one of the National Weather Service’s 
(NWS) National Centers for Environmental Prediction. SEC’s products are distributed 
via e-mail, its Web site, the NWS Family of Services, time and frequency standards radio 
stations WWV and WWVH, and the NOAA Weather Wire; pager service to notify 
customers when SEC issues an alert is available from a commercial provider. 

SEC is also a member of the International Space Environment Service (ISES), which 
has 12 Regional Warning Centers around the world to take observations and provide 
services of regional interest. Daily, the regional centers share their data and tentative 
predictions with SEC, which synthesizes the information and, as the World Warning 
Agency, issues the global forecast of space weather conditions. ISES traces its parentage 
to the International Council of Scientific Unions; its Regional Warning Centers are 
funded by their host countries. 

NOAA’s space weather service is analogous to its tropospheric weather service, and 
both antedate the formation of NOAA itself. Both serve civilian government, public, and 
industrial users, and both have links to military and academic partners. For both services, 
NOAA was deemed to be the proper home. Using NOAA’s and others’ sensors, the SEC 
continually monitors and daily forecasts Earth’s space environment and provides 
accurate, reliable, and useful solar-terrestrial information to their customers. SEC 
acquires, interprets, synthesizes, and disseminates monitoring information to serve the 

http://www.sec.noaa.gov/�
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Nation’s need to reduce adverse effects of solar-terrestrial disturbances on human 
activities. It prepares and disseminates forecasts and alerts of conditions in the space 
environment. SEC conducts research into phenomena affecting the Sun-Earth 
environment including the emission of electromagnetic radiation and particles from the 
Sun, the transmission of solar energy to Earth via solar wind, and the interactions 
between the solar wind and Earth’s magnetic field, ionosphere, and atmosphere.  It 
conducts research and development in solar-terrestrial physics and in techniques to 
improve monitoring and forecasting, prepares high-quality data for national archives, and 
uses its expertise to advise and educate those affected by variations in the space 
environment. When events warrant, watches, warnings, and alerts are issued for the use 
of operators whose systems may be adversely affected by space weather storms. These 
user groups are private, commercial, government, and military operators, concerned with 
electric power distribution, high-frequency radio communications, satellite operations, 
astronaut protection, radio navigation, and national security. 

The SEC, however, faces a number of challenges to meeting the needs of the user 
groups mentioned above. These challenges include budgetary challenges, particularly the 
potential of cuts in the President’s budget request for SEC in the FY 2004 appropriations 
bills; and, scientific challenges. 

The President requested $8.291 million total for the SEC in FY 2004. However, the 
House Appropriations Committee has recommended FY04 funding of $5.298 million for 
SEC, while the Senate Appropriations Committee zeroed out funding for SEC. If the 
House Committee level of $5.298 is enacted, there will be dramatic consequences for 
SEC and the vital services that it provides. The House mark of $5.298 million would 
support staffing of only about 25 FTEs, down from the 53 FTEs requested in the 
President’s budget. In the short-term, most non-labor SEC costs are fixed. 

Downsizing to the House Appropriation’s Committee’s recommended level, NOAA 
and SEC would attempt to preserve, as much as possible, the Nation’s investment in the 
current space weather monitoring network by continuing to acquire, ingest, process, 
disseminate, and provide to archives the copious data with breaking the continuity of 30 
years worth of measurements. This activity currently consumes about half of SEC’s 
budget. Therefore, the shortfall created by an appropriation of $5.3 million would be 
borne either by research and development or by operations. NOAA and SEC will be 
forced to choose between the least undesirable of two options described below. In either 
case, SEC’s data handling capability for ingest, processing, and archive would degrade.  
Eighty percent of Air Force alerts are driven by data provided only by SEC. The space 
weather data ingest and distribution network, identified by Homeland Security as a part 
of the Nation’s Critical Infrastructure, would face imminent failure. For example, under 
each option, irreplaceable coverage gaps in real-time Solar Wind data would result, as 
satellite tracking shrinks, reducing alerts of geomagnetic storms affecting 
communications and GPS accuracy. 

In the first reduction option, NOAA would eliminate SEC’s research and development 
while continuing operational services with no improvement. Verification of and 
technique development to use Solar X-ray Imager (SXI) data would cease. When 
operational, the SXI takes images of the sun once a minute, providing additional data 
needed to more accurately forecast and alert users to space weather events. The Global 
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Assimilation of Ionospheric Measurements (GAIM) model currently being developed 
would not become available to civilian users. This model will provide global 
specification and forecasts of the ionosphere in 3-dimensions, where presently only in-
situ measurements and climatological models are available. NOAA participation in the 
National Space Weather Program will cease. SEC will not be able to provide 
improvements to products and models supporting airlines, power companies, navigation, 
and other critical services. NOAA will be unable to transition into operations the physics 
based models developed at national centers and universities by NSF, NASA, and DOD-
supported scientists. In addition, SEC’s website, the primary customer interface for the 
distribution of space weather data and information will not be improved and recovery 
from failure will be difficult. 

In the second option, NOAA would eliminate SEC’s operational space weather 
services while continuing research and development against the day that (improved) 
services can resume. NOAA would cease to issue official U.S. space weather alerts, 
warnings, and forecasts, information that is currently not provided by any other source.  
Unfortunately, reducing the current suite of products one-by-one saves very little until the 
last product is terminated. The infrastructure to support one product supports all, so there 
is little savings in reducing the number of products. Joint operations with the U.S. Air 
Force would stop, including providing back-up to the U.S. Air Force’s classified space 
weather support to our armed services. Products supporting airlines, power companies, 
navigation, and other services and industries would not be prepared, issued, and updated. 
As noted for research and development, the SEC website would degrade and be prone to 
complete failure. Real-time operational data systems would be decommissioned. 

SEC has several scientific challenges before it. An exciting effort is its work with 
academic and DOD partners to assimilate data into numerical models, similar to the 
significant assimilation challenge faced by the meteorological modeling community. The 
challenge combines computational science and physical understanding of the space 
environment and will lead to improvements in both. With successful “4-D data 
assimilation,” the model outputs (space weather maps) will be more accurate and more 
skillful, therefore more useful to users of the services. SEC is working to ensure that 
space environment monitors designed for GOES and POES satellites provide useful and 
reliable data on every satellite. Researchers at SEC consult on and write requirements for 
space weather sensors and, when appropriate, on requirements for the satellites. 

SEC has three Divisions; one for services; a second for research and development; and, 
a third to develop and maintain the computer systems which support the Center’s work. 
The Research and Development Division derives its goals and targets from the needs of 
the Space Weather Operations Division. In turn, the space weather services products 
improve from the application of R&D. Having R&D and operational services in one 
Center encourages more frequent and more effective interaction and collaboration among 
the scientists, forecasters, and specialists at SEC. While forecasts, alerts, and warnings 
are routine for quiet and mildly unsettled solar conditions, when activity becomes intense, 
forecasters consult with the Center’s research Ph.D.s about the forecast. This is because 
there are not yet good “rules of thumb” for how to deal with these situations, and the best 
expertise must be brought to bear on aspects of the problem. In addition, the pace of 
innovation and change is still very rapid in space weather, with researchers at SEC and 
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elsewhere playing a major role in developing models that, if they could be transitioned 
swiftly into operations, would bring us progressively closer to the goal of physics-based, 
numerical space weather predictions. 

The Research and Development Division is grounded in understanding the fundamental 
physical processes governing the regime from the solar surface, through the 
interplanetary medium, into the magnetospheric-ionospheric regions, and ending in 
Earth’s upper atmosphere. These processes determine the climatology and nature of 
disturbances in the solar atmosphere, in Earth’s magnetic field, in the ionosphere, in the 
charged particle populations at satellite orbits, and in the atmospheric density at high 
altitudes (including low-Earth orbit).  SEC’s research, technique development and new 
sensor implementation are focused on areas where advanced applications can be brought 
to bear to improve space weather services. The staff has expertise spanning from solar 
physics to Earth’s upper atmosphere and maintains close collaborations throughout the 
larger research community. They publish regularly in scientific journals, and work 
directly with the SEC Space Weather Operations and the Systems Division to develop 
state-of-the-art capabilities for the SEC forecast center. The group develops analysis tools 
for working with data from a variety of spacecraft, including the NOAA geosynchronous 
and polar orbiters, and spacecraft in the solar wind. Data access is provided through 
customized data-analysis routines and individualized displays. In addition to enhancing 
the utility and value of the primary data through research and analysis, the group explores 
sources of new data and improved monitoring to support Space Weather Operations. The 
group leads in the development of techniques to process and interpret both ground-based 
and space-based solar imagery, and has special expertise in solar X-ray imaging. 

The Space Weather Operations Division is the Nation’s official source of space 
weather alerts and warnings. The services center is staffed 24/7 with an operations 
specialist and, for ten hours a day, a forecaster They continually monitor Earth’s space 
environment with displays and software driven by the approximately 1400 data streams 
received each day. Forecasters synthesize current data, climatological statistics, and 
relevant research results to formulate their daily predictions of solar and geophysical 
activity. Operations specialists ensure data integrity and timeliness; verify event validity 
and issue Alerts, Watches, and Warnings; and update announcements on the Geophysical 
Alert Broadcasts over radio station WWV and WWVH. 

The Systems Division is responsible for: IT system architecture; computer security; 
developing or acquiring, and maintaining, the computer hardware and software to 
routinely ingest data; populating the data bases; the hardware and software for 
disseminating data and products to customers and to the archive; and providing computer 
configuration control and redundancy for operational reliability. In addition, Systems 
Division personnel provide system administration and support to internal users, while 
responding to IT directives from the NOAA and OAR Chief Information Officers, and 
working with administrators of the several local Internet services. The Division operates 
the receiving antennas at the prime and back-up Boulder sites, and has personnel on-call 
at all times to attend to hardware and software failures which affect the functions of the 
forecast center. 

SEC performs a vital role for the Nation in conducting and coordinating research and 
its application. The recent National Research Council report—A Decadal Research 
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Strategy in Solar and Space Physics (2003), recommended that NOAA should assume 
full responsibility for space-based solar wind measurements, expand its facilities for 
integrating data into space weather models, and, with NASA, should plan to transition 
research instrumentation into operations. As discussed in the National Space Weather 
Program Implementation Plan (2000), interagency programs cannot succeed in meeting 
the Nation’s needs without NOAA SEC observations, research, model development, and 
transition to operations. And, as emphasized in the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 
National Security Space Architect Study (2000), NOAA’s current and planned activities 
are essential to meet DOD’s space weather needs. 

In addition to the SEC’s activities, it should be noted that three line organizations play 
roles in the NOAA Space Weather Program:  

National Environmental Satellite, Data, and Information Service (NESDIS), National 
Weather Service (NWS), and Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research (OAR), with 
some interest and support from the National Ocean Service. They cover the gamut of 
space weather activities from setting requirements for future space environment 
monitoring sensors and spacecraft, to monitoring the development of the sensors for 
flight on the Geostationary Operational Environmental Satellites (GOES) or Polar 
Operational Environmental Satellites (POES), to tracking and downloading data from 
NOAA and non-NOAA satellites, to processing and distributing the data, and finally to 
archiving the data. Many of these activities are contained within and are an integral part 
of NOAA’s major programs, such as the GOES and POES programs, so that only the 
Space Environment Center (OAR) and part of the National Geophysical Data Center 
(NGDC) in NESDIS are clearly identified budget structures tied directly to NOAA’s 
space weather program. The requirements process also identifies observations needed in 
addition to the GOES and POES programs and programmatic plans are made for these 
platforms as well. NGDC is the sole archive of routine monitoring data of the space 
environment recorded on GOES, on POES, and on DOD’s Defense Meteorological 
Satellite Program satellites. It is also the sole archive of space environment monitoring 
data recorded at DOD ground-based solar and ionospheric stations. As noted below, 
NOAA also works closely with other federal agencies and nations to obtain available 
real-time space weather data enabling more accurate and timely space weather services 
for the Nation. 

 
COLLABORATION WITH PARTNERS 
 
    SEC works with a variety of partners to accomplish its mission.  
Internally, cooperative ventures abound as graduate students, post-doctoral students, 
visiting scientists, Cooperative Institute fellows from the University of Colorado, and 
contractors all contribute to the effort at the Center. Additionally, SEC works with the 
Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, a NOAA Joint Institute. 

SEC works closely with colleagues across government agencies and academia, in the 
U.S. and internationally, to understand the space environment and apply research results. 
Collaboration requires a great deal of coordination within the U.S. and internationally. 
Within the U.S. Government, the Office of the Federal Coordinator for Meteorology 
provides a mechanism for space weather coordination, including development and 
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implementation of the National Space Weather Program (NWSP). The National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), the National Science Foundation (NSF), 
and the Departments of Defense (DOD), Interior (DOI), Energy (DOE), Commerce 
(DOC), and Transportation (DOT) are participants in the NWSP, which recognizes 
common interests in space weather observing and forecasting. Aware of the need for 
prudent employment of available resources and the avoidance of duplication in providing 
these services and support for agency mission responsibilities, the cooperating 
departments have sought to satisfy the need for a common service and research program 
under the NWSP. The NWSP’s Implementation Plan sets out the expected data, research, 
and services contribution from each participating agency. 

To provide its specification and forecast services, SEC works most closely with the U.S. 
Air Force Weather Agency’s forecast center in Omaha, which provides services to U.S. 
military customers. NOAA civilians and uniformed NOAA Corps and U.S. Air Force 
personnel together staff the joint services center in Boulder. NOAA and USAF share their 
data without charge to each other, and confer every day before the daily forecasts are 
issued by the two agencies to their respective clients. The SEC provides centralized space 
weather support to non-DOD government users, such as NASA, and to the general 
public, such as the commercial airline industry. SEC operates and maintains a national 
real-time space weather database to accept and integrate observational data, to provide 
operational support and services in the space and geophysical environment, to provide 
services to public users in support of the national economy, and to serve as the U.S. 
Government focal point for international data exchange programs. The USAF provides 
unique and classified support to all DOD users. The Space Weather Operations Center 
(SPACEWOC) at the Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) serves as the DOD focal point 
for space weather forecasting support and services. The USAF maintains a worldwide 
network of both ground-based and space-based observing networks to provide accurate, 
reliable, and timely support to military communications, surveillance, and warning 
systems. To avoid duplication, the two agencies share responsibilities to produce certain 
space weather databases, warning, and forecast products of mutual interest and benefit to 
each other. AFWA and SEC provide cooperative support and backup for each other in 
accordance with existing agreements. 
    NOAA procures, operates, and maintains the Space Environment Laboratory Data 
Acquisition System (SELDADS) as the national system for collection, integration, and 
distribution of solar-geophysical data received in real-time from ground-based 
observatories and satellite sensors. Collection, processing, monitoring, and storage of the 
data occurs continuously around the clock. Displays and interactive analyses of the data 
are used by SEC to provide alerts, forecasts, and data summaries to a user community 
consisting of industrial and research organizations and Government agencies in the 
United States and abroad. 
    The collaboration among space weather service providers and those who fund their 
research is closely coordinated and mutually beneficial. NASA and DOD conduct critical 
research and development activities that NOAA assesses and incorporates, as needed, 
onto its civil operations spacecraft. NASA's upcoming Living with a Star set of missions 
and their accompanying data and research are oriented toward improving space weather 
monitoring and improving techniques for understanding space weather effects and the 
inference of the physical processes that shape the space weather environment. These are 
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important because they enable the production of new physical models for improved 
predictability of the space weather environment and its evolution. The space industry also 
provides expertise to assist in various projects. Increasingly, collaborations with the 
private sector and foreign remote sensing operators provide data and information that 
NOAA and other government agencies such as the USDA, DOE, and DOI use to 
implement their respective missions. 
    SEC also works actively with partners in industry and other users on specific projects 
to identify research and forecast needs. For example, SEC has one active Cooperative 
Research and Development  
Agreement with Federal Data Corporation (FDC) to develop a model of the wavelength-
dependent changing solar brightness for customers interested in ionospheric changes and 
heating of the terrestrial atmosphere. NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center (MSFC) and 
SEC scientists, with others, issue and update the world consensus forecasts of the 11-year 
cycle of solar activity for the benefit of NOAA, NASA, DOD, and others; this is the 
forecast used by NOAA, NASA, DOD, and the international community for mission 
planning. Spaceweather.com, a website fostered and supported by MSFC, makes heavy 
use of SEC's data and products. The website exhibits data gathered from SEC. SEC is 
first in the site's list of ``essential'' links. 
    SEC also co-sponsors Space Weather Week annually with other government agencies 
such as the Air Force Research Laboratory, NSF Division of Atmospheric Science, and 
NASA Sun-Earth Connection Program. This event brings hundreds of users, researchers, 
vendors, government agencies, and industry representatives together in a lively dialog 
about space weather. Discussion focuses on recent solar and geomagnetic activity, 
specific space weather impacts, and our scientific understanding of this activity. The 
conference program highlights space weather impacts in several areas of the environment 
including ionospheric disturbances, satellite drag, auroral currents, geomagnetic storms 
and their solar drivers, radiation belts, and solar energetic particles. The conference 
registration fee covers almost the entire cost of the conference. The rest of the conference 
expenses are covered by NSF, specifically some costs for invited speakers, students, 
special guests and support for international partners to attend. SEC, the DOD Air Force 
Research Lab and NASA all assist with the planning of Space Weather Week, and 
representatives from industries impacted by space weather including those from electric 
power, commercial airlines, satellite operations, and navigation/communications are 
among frequent participants and contributors. The attached spreadsheet highlights 
comments SEC has received from users about impacts of space weather on their efforts. 
 
VALUE OF SPACE WEATHER FORECASTING AND RESEARCH 
 
    In the last few years, there has been a large increase in society's need for space weather 
information, as geomagnetic storms and solar disturbances can impact a wide array of 
sectors and industries ranging from transportation to electricity generation. SEC's website 
receives on average more than 500,000 hits per day from commercial and public users. 
This number can triple during severe space weather events. SEC forecasts and research 
helps support a wide array of needs including  
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the U.S. power grid infrastructure, commercial airline industry, Global Positioning 
System or GPS, NASA human space flight activities, satellite launch and operations, and 
U.S. Air Force operational activities. 
    The direct global economic impact of space weather has been estimated at about $200 
million per year. A one percent gain in continuity and availability of GPS information, 
which can be disrupted by space weather events, would be worth $180 million per year. 
DOD alone spends $500 million each year to mitigate space weather effects. In 1989, a 
space weather storm caused such significant orbital decays that the Air Force Space 
Command lost track of 1,300 of the 8,000 objects orbiting in space that it was tracking. In 
addition to the potential harm radiation from a space weather event can cause astronauts 
and sensitive electrical equipment in space, these rapid changes in flight paths of space 
debris could be potentially harmful should they intersect with the paths of astronauts or 
satellites in space. In March 1989, seven geostationary satellites had to make 177 orbital 
adjustments in two days, more than normally made in a year. Such wear reduces the 
satellites' useful lifespan. Destruction of AT&T's Telestar satellite by a severe weather 
event in 1997 disrupted TV networks and part of the U.S. earthquake monitoring 
network, and forced renegotiation of the sale of Telestar, resulting in a drop of $234 
million in value. Submarine, continental cables, and parts of fiber optic cable systems 
have all been known to fail or be overloaded as a result of space weather. 
    Geomagnetically-induced currents can disrupt or wipe out electrical systems through 
power surges that cause network supply disruptions, transformer damage, and wear-and-
tear on other components. As we apparently witnessed this summer during the blackout 
in the north, a single failure in the power grid can escalate into cascading damages and 
outages. Oak Ridge National Laboratory estimates that a blackout in the Northeast caused 
by geomagnetic storms could result in a $3-6 billion loss in Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP). A geomagnetic storm in 1989 caused $13.2 million in damage to power systems 
operators in Quebec, and another $27 million to power operators in New Jersey. In 
addition, the disruption creates additional impacts for power customers who lose 
electricity. After 1989, Hydro-Quebec spent $1.2 billion on capacitors to prevent 
potential space weather disruptions. A current, induced by severe space weather, in a 
liquefied gas pipeline that ignited when two trains passed over it is the suspected cause of 
an accident that killed over 500. Preventative measures, based on early forecasts from the 
SEC and its partners, can help mitigate the need for such costly alternatives as shielding 
power lines. One recent estimate suggested that the use of good forecasts by the power 
industry could save the U.S. $365 million per year, averaged over the solar cycle. 
    Not only do we depend more heavily on systems that can be adversely impacted by 
space weather, new systems and new modes of operation using old systems vulnerable to 
space weather have proliferated. Satellites are becoming smaller and cheaper because of 
reduced component size and increased computer speeds. Economic competition drives 
the need to reduce shielding and redundancy, but these changes leave satellites more 
vulnerable to space weather disturbances. U.S. airlines are offering passengers the 
convenience of non-stop flights over the North Pole to Asian destinations; these flights 
(and research flights in Antarctica) sometimes experience air traffic control difficulties 
due to space weather. During a March 2001 space weather storm, 25 flights were rerouted 
to avoid the Poles because of the increased radiation risk. 
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    National policy and defense planning have resulted in increased reliance on the use of 
commercial systems to gather information and move it between the United States and 
troops and ships in hot spots around the world. However, experiences during severe 
conditions of the last solar cycle indicates that some users may experience performance 
failures and degraded results during times of high solar and ionospheric activity. The 
nation is also placing large numbers of astronauts into radiation-vulnerable orbits for 
unprecedented periods of time during the assembly and operation of the International 
Space Station. Our increased need for improved space weather information to insure 
safety, reliability, and defense are inevitable outcomes of our growing use of space-
weather-sensitive systems. 
    SEC has been keeping up with the changes, responding to new customer needs, 
research breakthroughs, and the changing face of space weather services. Among several 
successes, it has transitioned physics-based numerical models into the operational space 
weather service. It was possible to use the first of these university-developed models only 
when real-time solar wind data from upstream of Earth became available to drive them. 
Now forecasters get numerical guidance, much as meteorological forecasters do. Model 
output can be disseminated to provide customers with the space weather analogs of 
meteorological weather maps, showing event locations and intensities of computed fronts 
and boundaries. SEC has designed website to make it user-friendly for a range of 
audiences, from electricity producers to teachers and the media. 
    A solar x-ray imager on GOES-12 was made operational in 2003, funded as a USAF-
NASA-NOAA partnership, and has provided images of the solar corona at a rate of once 
per minute. Images are able to show visible coronal changes that signal events on the Sun 
which will later cause space weather storms. This imager is the first of its kind, and it 
shows more capability in imaging the Sun for forecasting purposes than any solar imager 
to date. Automating the extraction of information from these images and incorporating 
the information into specification and forecast algorithms is already shedding light into 
the causes of solar wind and eruption events hazarding Earth. However, on the morning 
of September 2, 2003, the GOES-12 SXI instrument automatically transferred into an 
instrument safe (non-operational) mode. Two attempts were made to raise instrument 
voltages to their normal operating levels, but both attempts failed. Development of plans 
to return the SXI to limited operations is underway. 
    SEC is also active in developing products and services for the next generation air 
transport system. Working with both the commercial airlines and the FAA, SEC is 
formulating new products to serve airline operations of the future. That future is certain 
to include higher flying and trans-polar air routes as each allows for a faster more 
profitable trip. Particular issues that are impacted by space weather are navigation, radio 
communication, and radiation to the passengers and crew. Recent work with the FAA's 
User Needs Analysis Team (UNAT) has led to the implementation of SEC alerts and 
warnings into the operational planning for commercial airlines on trans-polar routes.  
Specifically, communications from air to ground, and the management of the radiation 
environment are points of concerns for the FAA. SEC has worked to supply the 
appropriate real-time information to be used by aircraft dispatchers. 
 
CONCLUSION 
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    In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, NOAA is pleased to 
have had the opportunity to provide you an overview of space weather and SEC, our 
collaborative activities with our partners, and the value of space weather forecasting and 
research. We look forward to continuing our efforts to provide a critical service for our 
nation by providing cutting-edge research and forecasts in the space weather arena. I 
would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
 
    Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson. 
 
 STATEMENT OF COLONEL CHARLES L. BENSON, COMMANDER, AIR FORCE  
                         WEATHER AGENCY 
 
    Colonel Benson. Good morning. I am honored to appear before you today to address 
this committee on a matter critical to our nation: space weather. I am also pleased to be 
joined by this distinguished panel of witnesses, including my partner to my right in 
operational space weather services, Dr. Hildner, Director of the Space Environment 
Center, otherwise known as SEC, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
    The Air Force Weather Agency, known as AFWA, and SEC operate complementary 
space weather forecast centers. Over the last several decades in which the Air Force and 
NOAA have analyzed and forecast space weather for operational users, we have learned a 
valuable lesson: space weather is complex and costly. Our solution has been to leverage 
each other's resources, capabilities, and expertise, achieving efficiency by concentrating 
on those things we each do best. In simplest terms, AFWA is responsible for military and 
national intelligence support. SEC supports civilian and commercial users. 
    At AFWA, our focus has been on providing military war fighters and DOD decision-
makers with mission-tailored space weather impact products. AFWA is the sole 
operational space weather support organization in the Department of Defense. To 
maintain our close working relationship, AFWA has staffed a small contingent of Air 
Force weather personnel at SEC in Boulder, Colorado since 1972. This operating location 
acts as a liaison to coordinate data sharing, forecast collaboration, and to develop new 
forecast techniques. Daily coordination is also accomplished through multiple 
teleconferences, which assures agreement on joint space weather forecast products. 
    Another great advantage of our close working relationship with SEC is cost sharing 
opportunities. For example, the Air Force funded $18 million to develop the Solar X-ray 
Imager Sensor, now operational on a NOAA satellite. This new sensor now provides 
critical data to both forecast centers. 
    Lastly, AFWA relies on real-time data relay and processing, partial backup, and 
expertise and experience from SEC to provide DOD operators with high quality space 
weather analysis, forecasts, and warnings. 
    AFWA aggressively reviewed the space weather operations performed at SEC to 
determine if AFWA could assume their support responsibilities if the proposed funding 
cuts are realized. Our initial evaluation shows that there would be many significant 
challenges transitioning the data ingest, space weather models, applications, and 
computer and communication infrastructures. Meeting these challenges would be both 
time-consuming and very costly. In particular, the space weather research and technology 
transition expertise at SEC would take years to rebuild at AFWA. Furthermore, there are 
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security, policy, and resource issues of great concern, approval to operate and connect to 
military networks, Armed Forces Title 10 responsibilities providing services to 
commercial interests, and both manpower and operating fund limitations. 
    Our Nation is becoming increasingly dependent on space technology. Although the 
science of space weather is still in its infancy, it has been compared to the meteorological 
capability of this country in the 1950's, we are on the verge of improved capabilities from 
new models and data sources, which will provide more accurate space weather services. 
SEC is at the forefront of this movement. The Nation's investment in space weather 
capabilities will yield great future dividends, just as the investment in terrestrial weather 
50 years ago is paying off today in the Nation's ability to anticipate extreme  
weather and then mitigate its effects. 
    The synergy of the two complementary space weather forecast centers at SEC and 
AFWA have proven to be a national asset to the security and prosperity of the United 
States. We urge this committee to advocate for a healthy and stable SEC so this critical 
capability for military and civilian users will continue into the future. 
    I look forward to addressing all of your questions later. 
    [The prepared statement of Colonel Benson follows:] 
          Prepared Statement of Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr. 
 
Introduction 
 
    I am honored to appear before you today to address this committee on a matter critical 
to our nation: space weather. I am also pleased to be joined today by one of my partners 
in operational space weather services, Dr. Ernest Hildner, Director of the Space 
Environment Center (SEC), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 
 
Overview of Air Force Space Weather Services 
 
    The Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) has the sole responsibility to provide military 
space weather services to all Department of Defense (DOD) agencies and units, as well 
as to the National Intelligence Community. Our mission is two-fold: to collect space 
weather data from DOD ground- and space-based sensors; and to provide environmental  
battlespace awareness through mission-tailored analyses, forecasts, and warnings of 
mission-impacting space weather to operators, warfighters, planners and decision-makers 
from command level down to individual units. To accomplish our mission, AFWA 
operates the Space Weather Operations Center, or Space WOC, the Nation's only military 
space weather analysis and forecast center, located at Offutt Air Force Base,  
Nebraska. We also operate a global network of optical and radio solar observatories, and 
maintain an intercontinental network of space weather sensors feeding data to the Space 
WOC. AFWA employs sixty-four (64) military and contractor personnel at the Space 
WOC and other locations, including thirty (30) personnel stationed at the solar 
observatories around the world. In addition to the personnel costs, AFWA committed 
$10.9 million dollars in Fiscal Year 2003 to operate, upgrade and improve the Space 
WOC and solar observatories, and to collect data from DOD ground- and space-based 
sensor networks. AFWA is dedicated to providing warfighters a complete situational 
awareness of the battlespace in which they operate. This enables the warfighters to 
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maximize their effectiveness while minimizing the risk to life, resources and mission 
impacts introduced by the natural space environment. 
 
Users of Air Force Space Weather Products and Information 
 
    Users of AFWA's space weather services include every branch of service--Army, Air 
Force, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard--and the National Intelligence Community, 
from leadership and senior decision makers to specific individual units. Success in every 
modern military operation depends upon at least one of the following space weather-
impacted capabilities: long-distance radio or satellite communications for command and 
control, precision navigation and timing from Global Positioning System (GPS) signals, 
over-the-horizon or tactical radars, high-altitude manned aerial reconnaissance, orbiting 
spacecraft and sensors, and strategic space launch. AFWA provides analyses and 
forecasts of space weather impacts on these capabilities to DOD and National 
Intelligence Community leadership and operators. The National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Space Environment Center (SEC) is a major user 
of Air Force space weather data. AFWA provides this data in accordance with 
collaborative partnering agreements to facilitate its space weather support to the 
commercial and civilian communities. 
 
Relationship Between AFWA, SEC, and NASA 
 
    AFWA and SEC are partners in providing space weather service to the Nation. Each 
has clearly defined roles and responsibilities, leveraging the capabilities of the other to 
realize significant cost and resource savings. In simplest terms, AFWA is responsible for 
military and national intelligence support--SEC supports civilian and commercial users. 
The Air Force divides space weather services into five basic steps: (1) observe, measure, 
and collect space weather data, (2) analyze the data, (3) specify and forecast the space 
environment, (4) tailor analyses and forecasts to meet individual user needs, and (5) 
integrate space weather information to users' decision and execution processes. AFWA's 
primary focus on information tailoring and integration are the two steps providing the 
greatest benefit and value to the warfighter. SEC emphasizes characterization and 
forecasting the natural space environment. 
    AFWA relies on SEC in three crucial areas to accomplish our space weather mission: 
1) unique data, analyses and forecasts provided by SEC; 2) partial backup capability; and 
3) SEC's unique space weather experience and expertise. The Space WOC relies on 
ground- and space based magnetometer data provided through SEC to analyze, warn and 
forecast global geomagnetic activity important to the national intelligence agencies and to 
the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD). AFWA also depends on 
alerts of geomagnetic activity from NOAA satellites and solar activity forecasts provided 
by SEC to warn and forecast impacts to specific military communications links. As 
identified in the National Space Weather Program Implementation Plan, the AFWA and 
SEC forecast centers provide limited back-up operations for each other in the event of 
computer equipment or communication outages. Current back-up consists of telephone 
notification of observed space weather events. Space WOC and SEC coordinate on 
forecasts and engage in multiple daily space weather teleconferences. These 
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teleconferences inject valuable insight into the science and art of space weather 
forecasting and allow AFWA to leverage the vast knowledge and experience of SEC 
scientists. 
    AFWA reciprocates in our partnership with SEC by sharing unique DOD space 
weather data and Air Force forecasts of geomagnetic activity. SEC utilizes solar images 
and radiographs from the solar observatories, particle data from sensors aboard military 
satellites, and ground-based DOD instruments in their operations. In addition, every six 
hours the Space WOC produces a forecast of geomagnetic activity from SEC supplied 
data. SEC in-turn uses these forecasts in the production of their products and services. 
    To facilitate and promote our close working relationship, AFWA established Operating 
Location-P (OL-P) co-located with SEC at Boulder, Colorado. OL-P personnel act as 
liaisons between SEC and AFWA, coordinate back-up policy and procedures between the 
two organizations, augment SEC forecaster manning, interact with researchers, ensure 
smooth and continuous data flow between both forecast centers, assist SEC researchers in 
establishing new data sources and ground data systems, and take part in developing new 
space weather forecast techniques benefiting both organizations. The complementary 
nature of the two missions allows both NOAA and the Air Force to realize cost sharing 
advantages to acquire needed data. SEC provides the Advanced Composition Explorer 
real-time tracking data to AFWA. The Air Force paid $18 million to develop the Solar X-
ray Imager now operational aboard one of the NOAA Geostationary Operational 
Environmental Satellites. Additionally, AFWA pays the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA) Jet Propulsion Laboratory (JPL) for ground-based space weather 
data from a global network of GPS receivers. 
 
AFWA taking on the duties of SEC 
 
    Air Force Weather Agency aggressively reviewed the space weather operations 
performed at SEC to determine if AFWA could assume their support responsibilities if 
proposed funding cuts are realized. Our initial evaluation shows that there are many 
significant technical challenges transitioning the data ingest, space weather models and 
applications, and computer and communication infrastructures from SEC to the Space 
WOC. Meeting these challenges will be both time consuming and costly. Additionally, 
there are many critical issues and important policy considerations that would have to be 
addressed prior to assuming any commercial space weather services at AFWA. These 
include Armed Forces Title 10 responsibilities, security and accreditation affecting  
AFWA's approval to operate and connect to DOD communication networks, as well as 
significant manpower and funding resource issues. In particular, SEC's expertise and 
experience in satellite-based space weather measurements from NOAA spacecraft, and its 
one-of-a-kind space weather modeling applications, would be very difficult to reproduce 
at AFWA. The space weather research and technology transition expertise resident at 
SEC would take years to build at AFWA. 
 
Impacts on Air Force and Military Ops 
 

There would be an immediate and severe impact on military operations if the Space 
Environment Center no longer existed. Air Force Weather Agency’s ability to 
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characterize and forecast the space environment would be dramatically reduced, 
impacting space situational awareness, satellite and radio communications, space control, 
precision navigation and strike, high-altitude flight and space operations.  Additionally, 
the loss of a back-up capability for the Space WOC would have serious implication on 
the AFWA continuity of operations plan. The loss of SEC expertise and decades of 
experience would likely decrease AFWA’s space weather characterization and forecast 
accuracies. The closure of SEC would also result in a decrease in the rapid transition of 
new techniques and data sources into space weather forecast operations. 

 
Summary 
 
Over the last several decades in which the Air Force and NOAA have analyzed and 
forecasted the space environment for operational users, we have learned a valuable 
lesson: space weather is a complex and costly undertaking. Our solution has been to 
leverage each other’s resources; achieving efficiency by concentrating on those things we 
each do best.  Our nation is becoming increasingly dependent on space technology.  
Although the science of space weather is still in its infancy—which some have compared 
to the meteorological capability of this country in the 1950’s—we are on the verge of 
improved capabilities from new models and data sources that will provide more accurate 
space weather services. SEC is at the forefront of this movement. The Nation’s 
investment in space weather capabilities will yield great future dividends, just as the 
investment in terrestrial weather fifty years ago is paying off today. The synergy of the 
two complementary space weather forecast centers at SEC and AFWA has proven to be a 
national asset to the security and prosperity of the United States. One does not have to 
look very far to see that the United States is not the only “game in town” when it comes 
to the exploitation of the space environment. We urge this committee to advocate for a 
healthy and stable SEC so that this critical capability for military and civilian users will 
continue into the future. 

Chairman Ehlers. Thank you. 

     
Dr. Grunsfeld. 
 
 STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN M. GRUNSFELD, CHIEF SCIENTIST, NATIONAL  
              AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
 
    Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you. 
    Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you very  
much for the opportunity for NASA to testify before you today regarding the importance 
of space weather forecasting provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Space Environment Center and its impact on NASA programs. 

Providing space weather data is an important operational service and has a wide range 
of customers both within the United States Government and in the private sector. My 
testimony today will focus on how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you 
both from a position as NASA’s Chief Scientist, but also as a member of the Astronaut 
Corps, the group of folks who are most directly exposed to the effects of space weather, 
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and I should add, those few individuals who have ventured beyond 8,000 meters in 
altitude on Planet Earth. 

Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections, and subsequent 
geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as “space weather,” affect many more areas 
of NASA’s activities than most people realize. Space weather can have significant 
adverse impacts on human health, spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the 
near-Earth radiation environment, the increased atmospheric drag on satellites, disrupting 
their orientation, reducing their lifetime, degrading UHF and high frequency 
communications, and the operation of the Global Positioning System signals that we use 
in our spacecraft. These effect the health of our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and 
research equipment, orbital altitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, 
and ultimately, we use this information to design our spacecraft. 

NASA’s space and earth science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from 
the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operation, and 
even rocket launches. We use this information in the case of anomalies in spacecraft to 
determine whether it was space weather related or an engineering cause, and this is an 
important part of our activities to make sure that we maximize the scientific output of our 
resources. 

The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope 
Facility both use the SEC resources, observations of solar wind conditions and 
geomagnetic activity, as critical to their real-time input for spacecraft operations.  In fact, 
in the recent solar activity, we have taken advantage of SEC observations to modify our 
planning for those scientific spacecraft. 

At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group uses data 
provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s crewed 
spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and forecasting 
information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. This 
information affects operational decisions, when to launch a particular mission, and when 
we would do space walking activities or extra-vehicular activities. Because of this—the 
information that the SEC provides, we can plan our missions and activities in such a way 
to minimize the radiation exposure received by astronauts on our vehicles. 
    Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International  
Space Station crews is imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council 
on Radiation Protection and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our 
astronauts and uses this advice in setting dosage limits. We are also guided by a principle 
that we call: “As Low as Reasonably Achievable.” Without the data provided by the 
SEC, NASA would have to reassess its operations to protect against exposure to radiation 
events occurring without warning. And I should add that during this recent solar activity, 
we have changed some of our operational procedures based on SEC data to ensure the 
safety of our astronauts and the International Space Station. 

Losing the SEC forecast that supports space flight missions would be like living along 
a coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know the 
hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive 
actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last. 
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NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor organizations at 
NOAA. The partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to support human 
space flight missions. We have supported the expansion of SEC services and 
functionality, specifically in data processing, so that they continue to support our Shuttle 
and ISS missions. 

It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the 
operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical 
capacity, budget, and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to 
NASA without impacting our ongoing space flight research and operations. The NOAA 
SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that allows it to 
provide a high level of service to the space weather customers. There are no other 
sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. The capability 
to monitor and forecast this environment should well remain with the agency that has the 
mission and the proven expertise to respond to all of these customers. 
 
    Thank you. 
 
    Dr. Grunsfeld. 
 
 STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN M. GRUNSFELD, CHIEF SCIENTIST, NATIONAL  
              AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
 
    Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you. 
    Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, thank you very  
much for the opportunity for NASA to testify before you today regarding the importance 
of space weather forecasting provided by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Space Environment Center and its impact on NASA programs. 

Providing space weather data is an important operational service and has a wide range 
of customers both within the United States Government and in the private sector. My 
testimony today will focus on how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you 
both from a position as NASA’s Chief Scientist, but also as a member of the Astronaut 
Corps, the group of folks who are most directly exposed to the effects of space weather, 
and I should add, those few individuals who have ventured beyond 8,000 meters in 
altitude on Planet Earth. 

Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections, and subsequent 
geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as “space weather,” affect many more areas 
of NASA’s activities than most people realize. Space weather can have significant 
adverse impacts on human health, spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the 
near-Earth radiation environment, the increased atmospheric drag on satellites, disrupting 
their orientation, reducing their lifetime, degrading UHF and high frequency 
communications, and the operation of the Global Positioning System signals that we use 
in our spacecraft. These effect the health of our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and 
research equipment, orbital altitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, 
and ultimately, we use this information to design our spacecraft. 
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NASA’s space and earth science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from 
the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operation, and 
even rocket launches. We use this information in the case of anomalies in spacecraft to 
determine whether it was space weather related or an engineering cause, and this is an 
important part of our activities to make sure that we maximize the scientific output of our 
resources. 

The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope 
Facility both use the SEC resources, observations of solar wind conditions and 
geomagnetic activity, as critical to their real-time input for spacecraft operations.  In fact, 
in the recent solar activity, we have taken advantage of SEC observations to modify our 
planning for those scientific spacecraft. 

At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group uses data 
provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s crewed 
spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and forecasting 
information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. This 
information affects operational decisions, when to launch a particular mission, and when 
we would do space walking activities or extra-vehicular activities. Because of this—the 
information that the SEC provides, we can plan our missions and activities in such a way 
to minimize the radiation exposure received by astronauts on our vehicles. 

Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International Space Station crews is 
imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our astronauts and uses this 
advice in setting dosage limits. We are also guided by a principle that we call: “As Low 
as Reasonably Achievable.” Without the data provided by the SEC, NASA would have to 
reassess its operations to protect against exposure to radiation events occurring without 
warning. And I should add that during this recent solar activity, we have changed some of 
our operational procedures based on SEC data to ensure the safety of our astronauts and 
the International Space Station. 

Losing the SEC forecast that supports space flight missions would be like living along 
a coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know the 
hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive 
actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last. 

NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor organizations at 
NOAA. The partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to support human 
space flight missions. We have supported the expansion of SEC services and 
functionality, specifically in data processing, so that they continue to support our Shuttle 
and ISS missions. 

It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the 
operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical 
capacity, budget, and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to 
NASA without impacting our ongoing space flight research and operations. The NOAA 
SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that allows it to 
provide a high level of service to the space weather customers. There are no other 
sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. The capability 
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to monitor and forecast this environment should well remain with the agency that has the 
mission and the proven  
expertise to respond to all of these customers. 
    Thank you. 
    [The prepared statement of Dr. Grunsfeld follows:] 
 
                Prepared Statement of John M. Grunsfeld 
 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to 
testify before you today regarding the importance of space weather forecasting provided 
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Space Environment 
Center (SEC) and its impact on NASA’s programs. Providing space weather data is an 
important operational service, and it has a wide range of customers, both within the 
United States Government and in the private sector. My testimony today will focus on 
how NASA uses these critical data. I will speak to you from my perspective both as 
NASA’s Chief Scientist, and as a member of the astronaut corps—the group of people 
most directly exposed to the effects of space weather. 

Solar wind conditions, solar flares, coronal mass ejections (CMEs), solar extreme 
ultraviolet emissions, and subsequent geomagnetic activity, commonly referred to as 
“space weather,” affect many more areas of NASA operations and programs than most 
people realize. Space weather can have significant adverse effects on human health and 
spacecraft operations by increasing the intensity of the near-Earth radiation environment, 
increasing atmospheric drag, disrupting satellite orientation, and degrading UHF and HF 
communications and Global Positioning System (GPS) signals. These affect the health of 
our astronauts in orbit, space engineering and research equipment functionality, orbital 
attitude for spacecraft such as the Hubble Space Telescope, and ultimately, the way we 
design spacecraft. 

NASA’s Space and Earth Science missions routinely employ real-time forecasts from 
the NOAA SEC to make decisions regarding data collection, spacecraft operations, and 
rocket launches. NASA engineers and researchers use near, real-time SEC forecasts to 
analyze instrument and spacecraft anomalies, and separate cause and effect in the highly 
modulated environment of space. During solar-induced changes to the near-Earth 
radiation environment, NASA’s in-space research instrumentation can become saturated 
by solar energetic particles, which can lead to anomalies. This has happened numerous 
times during the recent maximum phase of the solar cycle. One example comes from the 
Earth Science Mission Operations (ESMO) Project. The ESMO uses data provided by the 
NOAA SEC to determine whether spacecraft anomalies are the result of system 
malfunctions or space weather events. Being able to determine quickly that an anomaly 
was caused by space weather allows ESMO to avoid lengthy equipment shutdowns while 
engineers search for a cause. NOAA SEC is the only operational source for accurate, 
real-time information on the near-Earth space radiation environment. NASA uses the 
lessons learned from these experiences and the database of radiation measurements 
gathered by SEC to design spacecraft with more robust systems that can withstand space 
weather events. 

The Chandra X-Ray Observatory and the recently launched Space Infrared Telescope 
Facility both use the SEC observations of solar wind conditions and geomagnetic activity 
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as a critical input to their real-time models of the Earth’s radiation environment. These 
models allow us to adjust our operations to mitigate sensor degradation and data loss.  
The result is that NASA is able to ensure optimal scientific return from these two flagship 
missions. The SEC observations are also crucial to NASA-funded research exploring the 
Sun-Earth connection. The Sun affects the entire solar system, including all scientific 
data collection satellites. 

At the NASA Johnson Space Center, the Space Radiation Analysis Group (SRAG) 
uses data provided by the SEC to determine the radiation environment in which NASA’s 
crewed spacecraft will operate. NOAA has supplied space weather monitoring and 
forecasting information to NASA for every human space flight mission since Apollo 8. 
This information affects operational decisions, such as when to launch a particular 
Shuttle mission and when extra-vehicular activities (EVAs) can be safely conducted. 
Because of the information that the SEC provides, we can plan missions and on-orbit 
activities in such a way as to minimize the radiation exposure received by our astronauts 
and our vehicles. 

Minimizing radiation exposure for Shuttle and International Space Station crews is 
imperative. NASA has sought the advice of the National Council on Radiation Protection 
and Measurements concerning radiation exposure limits for our astronauts, and uses this 
advice in setting radiation dosage limits. NASA’s radiation protection efforts are further 
guided by the ALARA (As Low as Reasonably Achievable) principle. Without the data 
provided by SEC, NASA would have to reassess its operations to protect against 
exposure to radiation events occurring without warning. 

    Losing the SEC forecast that support space flight missions would be like living along a 
coastal area without any hurricane forecasting capability. You would know when the 
hurricane hit you, but you would have no advanced warning, no ability to take preventive 
actions, and no idea how strong it would be or how long it would last.The risk that 
radiation poses to our spacecraft and astronauts is borne out by past examples. For 
instance, in 1989 significant solar events impacted both the Space Shuttle and the Mir 
space station, along with other uncrewed spacecraft. In the spring of 1989, a solar flare, 
solar particle event, and a geomagnetic storm doubled the daily radiation dose for the Mir 
crew for two days, with elevated levels lasting for two weeks. The solar events increased 
atmospheric drag during the first day of STS-29. NORAD lost track of several space 
objects for time periods varying from days to weeks. Several satellites lost attitude 
control, while others tumbled. These space weather events also brought the northeastern 
United States’ power grid close to collapse. In the fall of 1989, a second series of solar 
particle events again raised the dose of the Mir crew and damaged satellite solar arrays. 
    The information provided by SEC is critical to NASA today as we  
operate the ISS until the Space Shuttle returns to flight. NASA has some monitoring 
capability on the ISS that we rely upon to gauge the safety of the ISS environment for the 
crew. Although we have tools that allow us to measure the radiation exposure of the crew 
and vehicle on a periodic basis, we cannot monitor it constantly. This equipment was 
designed as a back-up to the radiation monitoring and forecasting data provided by SEC, 
which allow flight controllers to notify the crew of increased radiation exposure levels. 
The SEC provides NASA with critical real-time monitoring and forecasting of the 
radiation environment around the Earth. We use this information along with on board 
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instrumentation to assess the ISS radiation environment. In the current solar event, SEC 
forecasts gave us sufficient warning of a proton flux event to allow the ISS crew to 
shelter in areas of the ISS which provide more shielding protection from radiation. 
    NASA has a long history of cooperation with SEC and its predecessor  
organizations at NOAA. That partnership has enabled SEC to expand its capabilities to 
support human space flight missions. In the 1960s, NASA funded the development of the 
Solar Particle Alert Network (SPAN) to support the Apollo missions. NASA also 
supported the expansion of SEC services to support our Skylab missions. Most recently, 
we have helped SEC to modernize and add functionality to its data processing systems so 
that they can continue to support our Shuttle and ISS missions. 
    Building on the information and analysis provided by SEC, we have  
expanded our understanding of the impact of space weather on NASA’s operations, and 
our ability to predict and respond to significant events. It is only in the past decade that 
we have realized that geomagnetic activity can enhance the outer electron belt, and 
increase radiation exposure for astronauts performing EVAs. During the same period, we 
have learned the important of CMEs with regard to solar flares in producing large proton 
events that can pose health risks to astronauts on orbit. NASA’ Solar and Heliospheric 
Observatory (SOHO) has revolutionized our understanding of CMEs, providing real-time 
images of CMEs coming toward Earth. Perhaps most significantly, in the last several 
years, we have discovered definitive evidence of the magnitude and frequency of very 
large solar particle events over the past 400 years. These events were significantly larger 
than anything we have witnessed since humans started flying in space. It is likely that we 
will see a recurrence of solar particle events of a similar magnitude. 
    It is not within NASA’s mandate as a research and development agency to provide the 
operational forecasting services currently provided by the SEC. In addition, the technical 
capacity, budget and expertise required to perform this activity could not transition to 
NASA without impacting our other ongoing space flight operations and research. 
The NOAA SEC has a unique complement of people, experience, and resources that 
allows it to provide a high level of service to its space weather customers. There are no 
other sources, either domestic or foreign, that can provide this type of support. As the 
United States continues to expand its reliance on space-based assets such as GPS, cellular 
communications, and digital satellite technology, the importance of understanding the 
space weather environment becomes even more critical. The capability to monitor and 
forecast this environment should remain with the agency that has the mission and the 
proven expertise to respond to all of these customers. 
 
I sincerely appreciate the forum that the Subcommittee provided today to highlight the 
importance of space weather forecasting, and I look forward to the opportunity to respond 
to your questions. 
 
    Chairman Ehlers. And I thank you. 
    And I apologize for the bells ringing. We have not one, not two, but three votes on the 
Floor. I would estimate it will take us approximately a half an hour total. So we will 
recess at this point at the call of the Chair and return as soon as possible after the third 
vote. And I apologize to you for the interruption. The Committee is in recess. 
    [Recess.] 
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    Chairman Ehlers. The Committee will come to order. I apologize that it took longer. 
The—we are having some political problems, which I know is very hard for you to 
believe. But we are hoping to pass the supplemental appropriation today, and there are 
some very strong feelings on both sides, so we have had some delay motions and votes. 
    We will proceed now with Mr. Kappenman. 
 
  STATEMENT OF MR. JOHN G. KAPPENMAN, MANAGER, APPLIED POWER  
                 SYSTEMS, METATECH CORPORATION 
 
    Mr. Kappenman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Committee Members. 
    I am here to represent the viewpoint of the electric power industry and the important 
threat that geomagnetic storms pose to this critical national infrastructure and the 
importance of the Space Environment Center forecasting and forecasting services that are 
rendered to the power industry for this important threat. 

You have posed a number of very important questions. I will try and briefly cover the 
highlights of those, although I do provide more detail in the prepared testimony. The first 
question is the historic impacts of these large storms. And I will give you a very brief 
overview of a storm that occurred about 14 years ago, and in fact, was the last 
geomagnetic super storm that occurred and the nature of the impacts that were felt in 
North America on the power grid for that storm. 

If we can start an animation here. 

[Video] 

This is just showing you 20 minutes of what I would call  
very bad space weather that day. And the important feature of this type of weather is that 
it is unlike terrestrial weather.  You are seeing sudden onsets, planetary, continental 
impacts and—of that moving at phenomenal rates of speed. 

Power systems are built to withstand certain types of weather, mostly terrestrial 
weather, but that is very regionally confined when it is severe. This sort of severe weather 
has, truly, a continental footprint, and that presents a very unique challenge to operations 
of power grids. In fact, the next slide here—I will start up an animation. 

[Video] 
These are the impacts that were observed by the U.S. power  

grid or North American power grid coincident with that previous 20 minutes of bad space 
weather. And in the case of Quebec itself, the entire province experienced a blackout 
from this brief period of activity. And in fact, the power system operators that day—this 
was the worst day of your life if you are a power system operator, because things happen 
so quickly.  You have very little time to intervene. In the case of Hydro Quebec, they 
went from normal operating conditions to complete province-wide blackout in 92 
seconds: no time to even assess what was going on, let alone try and do any sort of 
meaningful human intervention. Later on that day, if we will start up this animation, the 
storm got even more intense. 

[Video] 
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And as you can see, it was well down into and across the entire U.S. for this 40-minute 
duration shown here. This storm lasted in excess of a day. And I am just showing you a 
few of the highlights from this activity. If we can go for—here we go. 

[Video] 

If we start up this animation, for that previous storm activity, this is what was observed in 
the U.S. as far as important power system operating anomalies. We barely hung on to the 
system in retrospect, the postmortems. Everybody agrees.  We came very, very close to 
experiencing a very—potentially very widespread power system collapse that could have 
occurred in the U.S. that day. 

The second question you posed, forecasts and how are they used. The short answer, 
power grids certainly do have operational procedures that they put in place in times of 
geomagnetic storms. They have both prepared actions that they do from advanced 
forecasts as well as actions that they do from nowcasts and updates on a continuous basis. 
These are provided, of course, from SEC or from commercial providers, like my 
company, that depend greatly on SEC data to provide even more detailed forecasts of 
what could occur. 

The nature of recent discoveries was also asked. We certainly have learned a lot about 
the threat that is posed to the U.S. power grid infrastructure by space weather over the 
past few years. We certainly, and I imagine your constituents know, that—post-August 
14 of this year that there is an awareness that there has been a decline in power grid 
infrastructure and investment. And that has done nothing but increase our vulnerability to 
space weather since that March ‘89 storm. 

We know, also, that storms can be, perhaps, three to ten times larger in magnitude than 
what occurred in March ‘89 and that large U.S. blackouts are possible. 

[Slide] 
This is just one of many scenarios that we have studied for regions that could be blacked 
out. We are looking at the potential of blackouts that could exceed even that of the very 
large blackout that occurred just a few months ago. And there is no part of the U.S. power 
grid that is immune to this. It is just a matter of where does this intense phenomenon 
geographically lay down? How big is the footprint? And we know these footprints can be 
very, very large. And literally, we could impact over 100 million population in the worst 
case scenarios. 

If there is no Center, clearly this would degrade the ability to counter some of the 
important impacts. 

Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kappenman follows:] 

Prepared Statement of John G. Kappenman 
The Vulnerability of the U.S. Electric Power Grid to Space Weather and  

the Role of Space Weather Forecasting 

I am grateful for the Committee’s kind invitation to offer testimony today on “What Is 
Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It?” as the answer to this important question 
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has many possible implications and places the Nation at an important crossroad. It is only 
fitting that we carefully consider the future path that is in the best interests of the Nation. 
And as I hope to emphasize in my testimony, these space weather concerns, especially in 
regards to impacts on electric power grids, may pose important homeland security and 
energy security concerns and should be considered in your deliberations. 

BACKGROUND 
For the past 27 years, I have been an active researcher and observer of electric power 

system impacts caused by the widespread geomagnetic field disturbances due to Space 
Weather. For some 22 years, these activities occurred while I was employed in the 
electric power industry itself. I not only lead research investigations funded by my 
employer, but also efforts funded by the Electric Power Research Institute. My areas of 
responsibility involved the design and development of the high voltage transmission 
network and one of our pressing concerns was the unique problems posed by the natural 
phenomena of Space Weather. This was a problem that we recognized was of a growing 
and evolving nature as our industry continued to grow in size and technological 
sophistication. I particularly became engaged with the NOAA-SEC in the aftermath of 
the great geomagnetic storm of March 13-14, 1989, a storm which produced historic 
impacts to the operations of power grids in the U.S. and around the world. I was part of 
an electric power industry group that advocated the efforts such as the ACE satellite and 
resulting solar wind monitoring that have greatly improved the Nation’s capability to 
provide accurate short-term forecasts of severe geomagnetic storm events. 

Since 1997, I have subsequently been employed with the Metatech Corporation and a 
part of what we now do is heavily involved with Space Weather and impacts on 
technology systems, particularly large power grids. Our company has, in fact, been 
involved in the vulnerability and risk assessment for the power grids in England and 
Wales, Norway, Sweden and portions of Japan. Metatech also provides continuous space 
weather forecasting services for the company that operates the electric power grid for 
England and Wales. Since May 2002, Metatech has been providing similar vulnerability 
and risk assessments for the U.S.  electric power grid to the Commission to Assess the 
Threat to the United States from Electromagnetic Pulse (EMP Commission). The EMP 
Commission was established by Congress under the provisions of the Floyd D. Spence 
Defense Authorization Act of 2001, Public Law 106-398, Title XIV. The EMP 
Commission was chartered to conduct a study of the potential consequences of a high 
altitude nuclear detonation on the domestic and military infrastructure and to issue a 
report containing its findings and recommendations to the Congress, the Secretary of 
Defense, and the Director, FEMA. While the charter of this commission involved 
intentional electromagnetic attack on the U.S. infrastructures primarily from a high 
altitude nuclear burst, the MHD (or magneto hydro dynamic) portion of this 
electromagnetic attack can be remarkably similar to the electromagnetic disturbance 
caused by the natural phenomena of Space Weather. As a result the Commission wisely 
investigated the plausible impacts due to severe geomagnetic storms on the U.S. electric 
power infrastructure. The Commission has also closely coordinated with the NERC 
(North American Electric Reliability Council) and their Critical Infrastructure Protection 
Advisory Group (CIPAG).  This group has been continuously and fully vetted on the 
findings of the Commission directed investigations. While the Commission is not 
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scheduled to report their findings back to Congress until approximately March of 2004, 
they have encouraged Metatech to freely share with the scientific community the 
investigation results related to severe geomagnetic storm events. As a result, as part of 
my prepared testimony, I will also provide the significant portions of these findings. 
However, at this point, I should caution that these reports will only be the opinion of 
Metatech as the Commission has not completed deliberations and will not formally issue 
findings until early next year. 

In these diverse and various capacities, it has been my privilege to work with the 
NOAA-SEC for many years as an end-user of their forecast services, a bulk data user 
and, in some degrees, a competitor to the SEC. In all cases we have developed a close 
partnership with this agency and its staff, a relationship that has clearly allowed for key 
advances in improving the geomagnetic storm forecasting capability for the electric 
power industry. 

Space Weather, Impacts to Electric Power Systems and the Importance of  

Forecasting Services 
The Committee has posed four questions which are designed to probe the topic area of 

Space Weather Forecasting Services and their importance to the reliability of the Nation’s 
electric power grid. I shall attempt to answer these through examples of historic events, 
examination of developing trends and operational procedures, and efforts that have been 
made to model and extrapolate implications for severe storm scenarios. 

Question 1. Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect electric power 
grid systems, including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

Space Weather is associated with ejection of charged particles from the Sun, which 
after colliding with the Earth’s magnetosphere will produce significant disturbances in 
the normally quiescent geomagnetic field at the Earth’s surface. These disturbances have 
caused catastrophic impacts to technology systems in the past (e.g., the power blackout in 
Quebec in March 1989). More importantly, as detailed examinations have been 
undertaken concerning the interaction of geomagnetic storm environments with power 
grids and similar infrastructures, the realization has developed that these infrastructures 
are becoming more vulnerable to disruption from electromagnetic interactions for a wide 
variety of reasons. This trend line suggests that even more severe impacts can occur in 
the future for reoccurrences of large storms. 

An Overview of the U.S. Electric Power Grid 
While electricity customers receive power from the local distribution system (typical 

operating voltage of 15kV with step down to 120/240 volt), the backbone of the system is 
the high voltage transmission network. The primary AC transmission network voltages in 
the U.S. are at 230kV, 345kV, 500kV and 765kV. These transmission lines and their 
associated transformers serve as the long distance heavy hauling arteries of electricity 
production in the U.S. A single 765kV transmission line can carry over 2000 MW of 
power, nearly 200 times what a typical 15kV distribution line which is the overhead line 
commonly used for residential distribution. Space Weather or geomagnetic disturbances 
directly attack this same high voltage transmission circulatory system and because both 
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have continental footprints, these disturbances can rapidly erode reliability of these 
infrastructures and can therefore threaten widespread blackout for extreme disturbance 
events. The U.S. electric power grid is the world’s most extensive, Figure 1 provides a 
map of the approximate location of the nearly 80,000 miles of 345kV, 500kV and 765kV 
transmission lines in the contiguous U.S. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
These geographically wide spread assets are also fully exposed to the extremes of the 

terrestrial environments. Because these assets are the critical backbone of the system, 
utility company engineers have taken great care to engineer for robust capabilities of 
these assets to withstand most of the severe wind, lightning and ice loading exposures.  
For example, while many of the low voltage local distribution feeders can fail due to tree 
damage during hurricanes, these same hurricane events rarely threaten the integrity of the 
high voltage grid itself.  While extensive attention has been paid to these assets for 
terrestrial weather exposures, a multitude of design decisions has inadvertently and 
significantly increased the power grid exposure and vulnerability to space weather 
environments, as will be discussed in later sections of this testimony. There are “no 
shortages” of challenges that these systems face. In addition to the terrestrial weather 
challenges, power company operators face even more ominous threats from the recent 
realization of physical and cyber terrorism. In spite of the best efforts, failures still can 
occur; for example, a lighting strike can still cause on occasion a high voltage 
transmission line to trip. Very high winds, for example, due to a tornado can cause the 
failure of a line or several lines on a common corridor. However, most of these events 
generally occur in isolation and power grids are operated at all times to withstand the 
largest creditable single contingency failure without causing a cascading collapse of the 
network itself. Space Weather differs from ordinary weather in that it has a big footprint 
and attacks the system across many points simultaneously, causing at times of severe 
events multi-point failures on the network that can threaten the integrity of the network. 
Therefore, geomagnetic storms may be one of the most important hazards and is certainly 
the least understood threat that could be posed to the reliable operation of these networks. 

The transmission lines and substations are all geographically remote and unstaffed 
facilities. They are difficult to fully monitor and cannot be continuously patrolled. The 
bulk of the protection of these facilities are done via autonomous relays that continuously 
sense for disturbance conditions and operate as quickly as 70 msec to trip off or isolate an 
asset that is sensed as an operating outside of acceptable parameters to protect the 
integrity of the network as a whole. Real-time data from a limited number of monitoring 
points is brought back to one of the more than 150 continuously-staffed control centers 
used to operate the transmission infrastructure in the U.S.  There operators continually 
assess network conditions and make needed adjustments to keep all flows and voltages 
within prescribed boundaries and limits. Further they are responsible to dispatch 
generation (in many cases within a market-based supply system) to perfectly balance the 
production and demand for electric energy. The limited amount of real-time data makes it 
a challenge to fully assess the many possible threats that can occur to these remote assets. 
The remotely monitored data is not at all times unambiguous and can lead to differing 
interpretations. Therefore it is not easy to determine the nature of a threat from this alarm 
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level information alone. In most control centers, the real-time data is typically augmented 
with continuous high quality terrestrial weather information, as regional storms and 
climatic events can be one of the most frequent sources of operational anomalies on the 
network. The power industry is just now getting to the point of being introduced to the 
same paradigm in regards to high quality space weather data and the benefits it could 
offer in improving situational assessments. 

The Electric Power Infrastructure and Its Sensitivity to Disturbance  

Levels 
While more details will be provided later, a brief overview of how these geomagnetic 

disturbance environments actually interact with large regional power grids indicates the 
complex nature of the threat. When these disturbances occur they result in slowly varying 
(1-1000 seconds) changes in the geomagnetic fields that can have very large geographic 
footprints. These magnetic field disturbances will induce electric fields in the Earth over 
these same large regions. Across the U.S., complex topologies of long distance 
transmission lines have been built.  These grids include transformers at generating plants 
and substations that have grounded neutrals. These transformer neutrals provide a path 
from the network to ground for these slowly varying electric fields (less than 1 Hz) to 
induce a current flow through the network phase wires and transformers. 

These currents (known as geomagnetically-induced currents—GICs) are generally on 
the order of 10’s to 100’s of amperes during a geomagnetic storm. Though these quasi-
DC currents are small compared to the normal AC current flows in the network, they 
have very large impacts upon the operation of transformers in the network. Under normal 
conditions, even the largest transformer requires only a few amperes of AC excitation 
current to energize its magnetic circuit, which provides the transformation from one 
operating voltage to another. GIC, when present, also acts as an excitation current for 
these magnetic circuits, therefore GIC levels of only 1 to 10 amperes can initiate 
magnetic core saturation in an exposed transformer. This transformer saturation from just 
a few amperes of GIC in modern transformers can cause increased and highly distorted 
AC current flows of as much as several hundred amperes leading to overloading and 
voltage regulation problems throughout the network. 

Power networks for decades have been operated using what is termed an “N-1” 
operation criteria. That is, the system must always be operated to withstand the next 
credible disturbance contingency without causing a cascading collapse of the system as a 
whole. Therefore, when a single-point failure occurs, the system may need to be rapidly 
adjusted to be positioned to survive the next possible contingency.  Space Weather 
disturbances have already been shown to cause near simultaneous multi-point failures in 
power system infrastructures, allowing little or no time for meaningful human 
interventions. The onset of severe geomagnetic field disturbances can be both sudden and 
have continental footprints, placing stresses broadly across power grid infrastructures. 

When a transformer saturates, it can produce a number of simultaneous and undesired 
impacts to the grid. If the spatial coverage of the disturbance is large, many transformers 
(hundreds to thousands) will be simultaneously saturated. The principal concern to 
network reliability is due to increased reactive power demands from transformers that can 
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cause voltage regulation problems, a situation that can rapidly escalate into a grid-wide 
voltage collapse. But a nearly equal concern arises from collateral impacts stemming 
from highly distorted waveforms (rich in harmonics) from saturated transformers that are 
injected into the network. As previously mentioned protective relays continuously sense 
these now distorted signals. These distortions can cause a mis-operation of an exposed 
relay causing it to operate to isolate a key element of the network.  When these relay mis-
operations occur in-mass because of the big footprint of a storm, the protection systems 
can rapidly destroy the integrity of the network that the relays were intended to protect. In 
addition, individual transformers may be damaged from overheating due to this unusual 
mode of operation, which can result in long-term outages to key transformers in the 
network. 

The threats to the infrastructure from geomagnetic storms include the possibility of 
widespread power blackouts, damage to expensive and difficult to replace transformers, 
and damage to equipment connected to the grid. As a result, an important aspect of 
concern is the time required to replace damaged transformers and to fully restore the 
operation of the power grid. 

Historic Storm Events and Power System Impacts 
The rate of change of the magnetic field is a major factor in creating electric fields in 

the Earth and thereby inducing quasi-dc GIC current flow in the power transmission 
network. Therefore an important means of classifying the severity of a disturbance can be 
made by noting the dB/dt or rate-of-change of the geomagnetic field (usually measured in 
units of nanotesla per minute of nT/min). The larger this dB/dt environment becomes, the 
larger the resultant levels of GIC and levels of operational impact upon exposed power 
grids. 

Some of the first reports of operational impacts to power systems date back to the early 
1940’s and the level of impacts have been progressively become more frequent and 
significant as growth and development of technology has occurred in this infrastructure. 
In more contemporary times, major power system impacts in the U.S. have occurred in 
storms in 1957, 1958, 1968, 1970, 1972, 1974, 1979, 1982, 1983, and 1989 and several 
times in 1991. Smaller scale impacts can and do occur even more frequently; these 
include anomalous operating events that may result in the unexpected tripping of a key 
element of the system or even permanent damage to apparatus such as large power 
transformers. 

In order to understand the far reaching impacts of large geomagnetic storms, the 
disturbance impacts in particular of the great storm of March 13-14, 1989 are reviewed in 
some detail. The most important of these impacts was the storm-caused chain of events 
resulted in the blackout of the Hydro-Quebec power system. At 2:42 am EST, all 
operations across Quebec, Canada were normal. At 2:43 am EST, a large impulse in the 
Earth’s magnetic field erupted along the U.S./ Canadian border. GICs immediately 
started to flow in the southern portions of the Hydro-Quebec grid. In reaction to the GIC, 
voltage on the network began to sag as the storm increased in magnitude; automatic 
voltage compensating devices in the network rapidly turned “on” to correct this voltage 
imbalance. Unfortunately these compensators themselves were vulnerable to the 
harmonics generated in the network’s transformers, and mis-operation of relays to protect 
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these devices caused the entire fleet of 7 compensators on the network to shut down 
within 60 seconds of the beginning of the storm impulse. When the compensators shut 
down, the network collapse followed within a matter of seconds, putting over 6 million 
inhabitants of the province in the dark. Going from normal conditions to a complete 
province-wide blackout occurred in an elapsed time of just 90 seconds. The power system 
operators had no time to understand what was happening, let alone to take any 
meaningful human action to intervene and save the grid. In comparison, the August 14, 
2003 blackout covering large portions of the U.S. and Canada evolved over a period of 
time in excess of 90 minutes.  Figure 2 provides a four minute sequence of maps showing 
the onset of observed geomagnetic field disturbance conditions that caused the Hydro-
Quebec blackout. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

Over the next 24 hours, five additional magnetic disturbances  
propagated across the continent and nearly toppled power systems from  
the Midwest to the mid-Atlantic regions of the U.S. The North American  
Reliability Council (NERC), in their post analysis, attributed 200 significant anomalies 
across the continent to this one storm. Figure 3 illustrates the geographic breadth of 
power system problems during one of the five substorm time periods on March 13, 1989 
across the North American grid. Figure 4 provides a depiction of the geographic extent of 
the geomagnetic field disturbance conditions across North America at time 22:00UT, that 
triggered the events shown in Figure 3. As illustrated, at this time intense geomagnetic 
field disturbances extended into mid-latitude portions of North America and essentially 
across the entire U.S. 

For further reference, a list of the NERC reported power system operating anomalies due 
to this storm is provided in Exhibit 1. The  
North American Electric Reliability Council, at that time, would annually review 
significant system disturbances and provided a report on the most important of these 
system disturbances, in order to share information and insights on the disturbances and 
what lessons may be gained from these experiences. The 1989 System Disturbances 
report included discussions on the San Francisco Bay Area Earthquake, the impacts of 
Hurricane Hugo, and several other disturbances, most of which were tied to extreme 
environment disturbances. This report also provided a detailed discussion of the March 
13-14, 1989 Geomagnetic Superstorm, which entailed 50 percent of the entire 67 page 
NERC report. This Exhibit from that report provides an indication of the wide spread 
impacts that were observed across the continental power grid. 
 
<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
As previously mentioned, the best means of characterizing the geomagnetic field 

disturbance environment as it relates to GIC impacts on power grids is by the rate-of-
change or dB/dt in nT/min. Figure 5 provides a plot of the dB/dt (or RGI—Regional GIC 
Index) observed at the Ottawa observatory which would have broadly characterized the 
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intensity of the disturbance over the general New York, New England regions and 
neighboring portions of southern Ontario and Quebec in Canada. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
As shown, the disturbance intensity that triggered the Hydro-Quebec collapse at 2:45 
EST was at an intensity of 480 nT/min. Over the time interval of power system events 
shown in Figure 3, the peak dB/dt disturbance intensities observed in various other 
locations across the U.S. are provided in Figure 6. As shown, many of these 
disturbances were initiated by disturbance intensities that generally ranged between 
300 and 600 nT/min. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

While power grid reliability concerns are of paramount importance, the long duration of 
the storm and associated GICs in transformers on the network caused internal transformer 
heating to the point of failure. There were several noteworthy cases of transformer 
internal heating associated with the March 13, 1989 storm in the U.S. mid-Atlantic 
Region. In one case at the Salem Nuclear plant in southern New Jersey, the internal 
heating was so severe that complete failure of the transformer resulted. Figure 7 provides 
a few pictures of the transformer and internal winding damage (conductor melting and 
insulation burns) due to the GIC exposure. In this case the entire nuclear plant was unable 
to operate until the large 500kV 1200MVA transformer was replaced. Fortunately a spare 
from a canceled nuclear plant in Washington State was available and restoration of the 
plant occurred in 40 days. Transformers of this type are of custom design and in most 
cases new replacement transformers of this type generally take up to a year for delivery. 
Failures of key apparatus, such as this, raise concerns about the ability to rapidly restore 
power in a region once a blackout and failure has occurred. 
<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
Question 2. LHow does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space 
Environment Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do, you need to make 
decisions for mitigating the effects of space weather? 

As I had previously discussed, I have had considerable experience both as an electric 
power industry user of data and products from the NOAA Space Environment Center as 
well as a provider of geomagnetic storm forecast services to electric power industry end-
users.  Therefore, if the Committee will allow me, I will attempt to answer this question 
from both points of perspective. 

Electric Power Industry Application of Forecast Services 
Some of the formative research and investigation of problems due to GIC in the power 

industry was undertaken by my colleague and mentor Professor Vernon D. Albertson at 
the University of Minnesota starting in the late 1960’s. As a result of this work, formal 
arrangements were made to disseminate geomagnetic storm information provided by the 
U.S.  government (the SEC or forerunner in that era) through established communication 
means used to make coordinated adjustments in power grid frequency regulation for 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

63 

purposes of time error correction. AEP at that time acted as the official point of contact 
for these notifications from NOAA as noted in this circa 1987 NERC document provided 
in Exhibit 2. The March 1989 storm was the first storm to precipitate a large-scale 
blackout and very nearly threatened even wider scale problems across the U.S. This 
unprecedented level of impacts caused renewed emphasis on updating and revising 
operational procedures to better contend with the unknowns of the disturbance 
environments. In fact, several example procedures for power pools heavily impacted by 
the March 1989 storm were published by NERC in the 1989 Disturbances Report as 
shown in Exhibit 3. These procedures and the regions they encompass include the NPCC, 
PJM, WAPA, and the Allegheny Power Service Corporation. 

Overtime, these procedures have been continuously updated and current examples are 
provided for the PJM, NPCC, WSCC and even an updated reference document by the 
NERC as recent as July 17, 2003 and contemporaneous with the EMP Commission 
efforts to vet the NERC on U.S.  Electric Power Grid vulnerabilities to large geomagnetic 
disturbances.  These examples are provided as Exhibits 4 to 7. These procedures describe 
some of the actions that operators would undertake to better prepare the system to 
contend with the anticipated stress caused by a storm. Even in the immediate aftermath of 
the March 1989 storm, the power industry came to recognize the need for predictive 
forecast warnings of these important storm events. In July 1990 the NERC Board of 
Trustees issued a position statement advocating forecast technologies that could provide 
approximately an hour advance notice of the occurrence of important storm events (see 
Exhibit 8). 

Metatech and Other Commercially-Provided Forecasting Services for the  

Electric Power Industry 
Because the NOAA-SEC provides only a broad and generic level of service to end-

users of space weather forecasts, these services are not well formatted to extrapolate the 
possible and plausible impacts that may result to complex technology systems such as 
electric power grids.  As a result, a need has developed and is being successfully filled by 
the private sector to provide highly specialized forecast services to these complex end-
users. At present this service sector is in a state of infancy, but is generally developing 
much along the model of the medical services community. In this case, the NOAA-SEC 
forecasts are the equivalent of the general practitioner, for those end-users who have good 
space weather health (or at least suffer no serious space weather problems); this service 
may be quite adequate. However for end-users that have serious space weather health 
concerns, a more specialized care or level of service may be warranted and in most cases 
can be readily provided by firms such as ours that have specialized capabilities for these 
unique and complex problems. That being said, it should also be emphasized that end-
user lack of awareness of potential space weather problems is a serious challenge that 
both the SEC and commercial providers must overcome. Exhibit 9 is a technical paper 
which provides some commentary and overview on the type of specialized services that 
our company can and does provide to the electric power industry. The relevant portions 
of this paper discussing these forecast services start on approximately page 23 of the 
Exhibit. Metatech provides notifications that range from several days in advance based 
upon solar observations to short-term forecasts that can be on average an hour in advance 
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driven by solar wind observations. We also provide continuous real-time observations as 
well to verify impacts that are being caused by a storm occurrence. We work extensively 
and very closely with our clients on their complex needs. These efforts can entail 
hardening their system from a design perspective, to training of system operators to 
operationally prepare their system to better respond to anticipated and observed storm 
related stresses. 

Even with these commercial capabilities, the NOAA-SEC provides some of the key 
data sources that become the input data that are used to drive these sophisticated forecast 
systems and services. Of necessity, the relationship between NOAA-SEC and the 
Commercial Providers is one that is highly symbiotic; it that the Commercial Providers 
greatly depend on the SEC for high quality data and data interpretations, while the SEC 
looks to the commercial specialists to provide the more specialized services that heavily 
impacted users may need. Therefore, the loss of the NOAA-SEC would have the almost 
immediate impact of causing the crumbling of much of the forecasting services capability 
of the Nation. 

Question 3. How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space 
weather on electric power grid systems to what we knew five years ago, and to what we 
expect to know five years from now? 

 
        New York ISO CEO William J. Museler in the aftermath of the  
August 14, 2003 Blackout, “the blackout could have damaged the power plants or 
transmission lines,” “Had that kind of damage occurred, it could have taken days, weeks, 
or even months to restore.. . .This protection (meaning normal operation of relays that 
shut down the components on the grid) shortened the         restoration process 
considerably.'' 
 
Advances in Understanding of Space Weather Impacts to Power Systems Over the Past 
Five Years 
     
There have been significant new findings and ever evolving understanding of the many 
facets of the complex space weather environment dynamics and the manner in which this 
impacts the operation of electric power grids. Mitigation of the impacts of these storms 
will depend heavily on forecast assessments of the onset, severity and regional 
manifestations of these storms and it is fair to say that much has also been achieved in 
this regard. While we can be proud of our accomplishments, there remains many 
unresolved space weather paradoxes of storm evolution and the manner in which they can 
degrade operations of infrastructures. In particular to the electric power grids, the major 
achievements can be summarized as follows, with supporting exhibits that elaborate 
further on many of these main items. 

 
        <bullet> Integrated and detailed modeling of both complex  
geomagnetic disturbance environment and complex power grid topologies. These 
advances have allowed for extensive forensic analysis of historically important 
geomagnetic storms and their         impacts on power grids. 
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<bullet> Improved understanding, as described above, has allowed us to develop 
much more accurate and detailed quantification of the areas of risk and vulnerability 
that Space Weather may pose to the U.S. power grid infrastructure.  Surprisingly, we 
are now discovering that risks from storms are not just limited to high latitude located 
power grids, locations normally associated with auroral observations. New 
understandings indicate that highly developed power grids at all latitudes may be 
impacted by various space weather disturbance processes in the U.S. and around the 
world that were unknown to us just a few years ago. 

 
<bullet> These models and environment interaction understandings have also allowed the 
power industry to understand other aspects of evolving power grid vulnerability to the 
space weather environment that were not fully understood heretofore. The studies, which 
are part of the findings from the EMP Commission investigations, indicate that over the 
past several decades, various design decisions and growth of the power grid infrastructure 
has caused growing vulnerability to geomagnetic storms. In short, over the past 50 years, 
the size of the power grid has grown by nearly tenfold, and has also grown in 
sophistication such that it now presents a larger, effective antenna to electromagnetically 
couple with geomagnetic storm disturbances. This has the affect of amplifying storm-
caused disturbances in modern power systems. This vulnerability increase is not just 
limited to improved coupling due to larger grid size but also due to other related 
infrastructure design decisions, as more fully described in a recent article in Exhibit 9. 
The industry is also facing growing vulnerability to space weather events due to 
operational impacts that are occurring from deregulation and transitioning to market-
based operation of the power grid. The recent blackout of August 14, 2003 highlighted 
many of the infrastructure and power market operational concerns. These concerns 
include continued large growth in electric power demand in the face of diminishing 
growth in the transmission network infrastructure needed for delivery of power. As a 
result, power pools such as PJM report for example in year 2000, the pool experienced a 
total of 3830 hours transmission network constraint operation.\1\ In other words, 44 
percent of the year power flows on the transmission system were at or very near 
maximum levels. These congestion problems only worsened in 2001 as the hours of 
congestion of the real-time market increased to 4823 hours (55 percent of the year).\2\ 
This heavy loading is another way of saying that the system is stressed to the safe 
operating limits and therefore unable to readily counter or safely absorb added stress to 
these same assets that could occur due to large geomagnetic storms. A recent article, 
Exhibit 10, provides a more detailed commentary on “What’s Wrong with the Electric 
Grid.” While it does not speak to the subject of space weather, it concisely describes the 
added burdens on today’s transmission network infrastructure, the same portion of the 
infrastructure impacted by space weather events. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
    \1\ PJM Interconnection State of the Market Report 2000, June 2001 
    \2\ PJM Interconnection State of the Market Report 2001, June 2002 
 
  <bullet> The same efforts to evaluate impacts and risks of today’s infrastructures have 
also allowed us to examine the plausible risks that could result from historically large 
storms that have not yet been experienced by today’s power grid infrastructure. These 
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studies were an especially important focus of the EMP Commission investigations that 
have been underway for the past 18 months. The results indicate that major power grid 
operational impact threats loom due to these low probability, but very large storm events. 
For instance, we have examined in detail the specifics of the March 1989 super storm and 
as previously discussed witnessed unprecedented power system impacts for storm 
intensities that reached levels of approximately 300 to 600 nT/min. However, the 
investigation of very large storms have made us newly aware that storm intensities over 
many of these same U.S. regions could be as much as 4 to 10 times larger. This increase 
in storm intensity causes a nearly proportional increase in resulting stress to power grid 
operations. These storms also have a footprint that can simultaneously threaten large 
geographic regions and can therefore plausibly trigger even larger regions of grid 
collapse than what occurred on August 14, 2003. Exhibit 12 is a brief opinion article that 
discusses the context of the events leading up to the August 14, 2003 blackout and how 
such a scenario could in the future be triggered by a space weather storm. Exhibit 13 
provides a more detailed summary of investigations undertaken on the U.S. power grid 
for impacts caused by very large geomagnetic storm events. As shown in this series of 
studies, disturbance impacts to power grid operations could plausibly be 3 to 10 times 
larger in the U.S. than those experienced in the March 1989 super storm. This paper 
shows one of many possible scenarios for how a large storm could unfold.  As illustrated 
in Figure 8, a large region of power system         collapse is projected for severe 
geomagnetic disturbance scenarios. Depending on the morphology of the geomagnetic 
disturbance, it would be conceivable that a power blackout could readily impact areas and 
populations larger than those of the recent August 14,2003 blackout. 
 
        <GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 
         
    While these complex models have been rigorously tested and  
validated, this is an exceedingly complex task with uncertainties that can easily be as 
much as a factor of two. However, just empirical evidence alone suggests that power 
grids in North America that were challenged to collapse for storms of 400 to 600 nT/min 
over a decade ago, are not likely to survive the plausible but rare disturbances of 2000 to 
5000 nT/min that long-term observational evidence indicates have occurred before and 
therefore may be likely to occur again. 

Because large power system catastrophes due to Space Weather are not a zero 
probability event and because of the large-scale consequences of a major power grid 
blackout, I am compelled to, add some commentary on the potential societal and 
economic impacts of such an event should it ever re-occur. The August 14, 2003 event 
provides a good case study; the utilities and various municipal organizations should be 
commended for the rapid and orderly restoration efforts that occurred. However, we 
should also acknowledge that in many respects this blackout occurred during highly 
optimal conditions that were somewhat taken for granted and should not be counted upon 
in future blackouts. For example, an outage on January 14 rather than August 14 could 
have meant coincident cold weather conditions. Under these conditions, breakers and 
equipment at substations and power plants can be enormously more difficult to re-
energize when they become cold. This can translate into the possibility of significantly 
delayed restorations. Geomagnetic storms as previously discussed can also permanently 
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damage key transformers on the grid, which further burdens the restoration process. For 
that matter, these conditions could rapidly cause serious public health and safety 
concerns, in that people trapped in regions such as New York City would not have the 
option of a “Night in Central Park Experience” and perhaps not be able to easily find 
adequate shelter from the elements. The time of day when the outage occurred was also a 
significant advantage, in that the bulk of the utility company day crews were still 
available and able to be readily dispatched to perform restoration functions. In major 
cities, the blackout essentially brought to a halt most transportation systems.  

All mass transit systems shutdown as they depend on electricity for many of their 
functions. Traffic signal systems on most major streets and highways stopped and as a 
result most major thoroughfares became the equivalent of 8 lane parking lots in the early 
hours of the blackout. Only a few major power facilities are continuously manned,  
and since blackouts are possible at any hour, the odds are that 75 percent of the time the 
normal utility day crews are not on the job when these events occur. Attempting to recall 
workers that are trapped on the wrong side of these transportation snares is highly 
problematic. 

In many respects, the loss of power supply returns much of our society to a pre-industrial 
era, because the loss of power supply rapidly cascaded into many other infrastructures. 
For example, water and sewage plants and transportation systems generally shutdown 
across the affected regions, even some 911 emergency systems and communication 
systems were impacted. Power grids are arguably the most important of the critical 
infrastructures because most of the other critical infrastructures are so highly 
interdependent on reliable power supply from the grid. It is clearer now that the 
technology age has increased our reliance on electric power. Figure 9 shows a chart 
plotting the primary interdependency links that exist between electric power and other 
critical infrastructures and services such as water, transportation, telecommunications and 
fuel supplies. As this illustrates, electric power supply is central to the sustained 
operation of most of the Nation's other critical infrastructures. 
 
<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 
 

Only a small portion of these infrastructure facilities have emergency on-site 
generation of sufficient capacity that allows them to continue operation in the face of a 
blackout event. Water treatment and pumping require enormous amounts of electric 
power and as result very few of these systems have redundant power supply options. Loss 
of pumping in time will lead to drop of city water pressure, as storage tanks and 
reservoirs cannot be recharged for residential distribution.  In large high-rise buildings, 
city supply water pressure needs to be supplemented with electric pumps to lift water to 
upper floors for water distribution. Therefore within a matter of a few hours potable 
water distribution in many locations can become a serious concern.  Perishable foods are 
generally at risk of complete loss within 12 hours or less. As previously discussed, 
transportation of all types was seriously impacted. Even automobiles and trucks could 
only operate within the range of the fuel in their tank at the time, because nearly all 
refueling operations from underground storage tanks require restoration of electric power 
supply. 
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Most affected regions were restored within approximately 24-36 hours after the 
blackout. As described in hearings on October 20 before the House Financial and 
Banking Infrastructure Committee, the major telecommunications (not counting wireless-
cellular phone systems) and interdependent financial systems were able to maintain many 
functions.  However, this was due to backup generation at a few critical hubs, which 
generally have around 72 hours of available fuel. Therefore power grid outages of longer 
durations would be highly problematic in that refueling may be logistically impossible in 
all situations. W.A.  Abernathy, the Assistant Secretary for Financial Institutions, 
cautioned in his testimony that our financial institutions primarily operate on the principle 
of confidence, “confidence that financial transactions will be carried out, that checks will 
clear, that bills will be paid, that investments will be made, that insurance promises will 
be kept. The confidence provided by financial institutions and their services play a big 
part in helping to cope with the trauma of disaster.” An event which causes the eventual 
cessation of these functions, even for a short time, in key financial centers could have 
potential for wide spread consequences to the economy. 

Because of the possible large geographic laydown of a severe storm event and resulting 
power grid collapse, the ability to provide meaningful emergency aid and response to an 
impacted population that may be in excess of 100 million people will be a difficult 
challenge.  Potable water and replenishment of foods may need to come from boundary 
regions that are unaffected and these unaffected regions could be very remote to portions 
of the impacted U.S. population centers. As previously suggested adverse terrestrial 
weather conditions could cause further complications in restoration and re-supply 
logistics. 

 
Space Weather and Power System Understandings--The Future 
 

Given the surprising and potentially enormous implications of recent power system 
threats due to space weather, it is difficult to accurately predict what the future may 
bring. However, the future of space weather is being shaped, in fact, by activities that are 
underway today. Much good work is underway to continue efforts such as described here 
to further understand and evaluate the potential impacts of large storm events. While 
having the ability to accurately assess threats to these infrastructures is an important 
accomplishment, the real payoff of this capability is in the application of this knowledge 
towards engineering solutions that reduce the risks. In order to protect against the effects 
from severe geomagnetic storms, several approaches may need to be used. In terms of the 
entire grid itself, remedial measures to reduce GIC levels may be needed, such as 
installation of supplemental transformer neutral ground resistors to reduce GIC flows and 
undo this unintended geomagnetic antenna that has developed as the industry has built 
the present day high voltage transmission grid in the U.S. Grid operational measures can 
be better evaluated and tested for the multitude of scenarios and procedures enhanced to 
prevent severe voltage regulation problems in order to preserve the integrity of the 
network as a whole. This means that additional generation capacity and fast acting 
voltage compensating reserves should be available and/or loads should be rapidly 
removed from the system. This requires advanced information and contingency planning 
by the power utilities. With the aid of continuous solar wind monitoring, it is possible to 
reliably predict the onset of a storm 30 to 45 minutes in advance. This is due to the 
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availability of real-time satellite data and modeling capabilities that are now within the 
state-of-the-art.  These capabilities are reasonably expected to further improve within the 
next five years, but only as long as the Nation maintains a commitment to gather the 
observational data and disseminate it for the forecast models that can use it. 

Question 4. What would be the impact to your organization and the electric power grid 
industry if the SEC were no longer able to provide its space weather forecasts to you? 
Please provide specific examples when possible. 

In response to this question, let me first speak to the impacts upon the power industry 
should the SEC or the Nation’s space weather forecast capability cease to exist. As 
previously discussed, the power industry has been aware of the potential for some large 
impacts due to storms and as recent discoveries indicate, these threats have the potential 
to be even more ominous in their implications that previously understood. It is also clear 
that the vulnerability that presently exists has evolved due to long-term trends and that 
these trends because they involve embedded designs to billions of dollars in assets cannot 
be undone overnight. The most effective mitigation strategy in the short-term and perhaps 
in the long-term is improved situational awareness for operators of these systems from 
evolving space weather disturbances and then attempting to counter some of the impacts 
by providing more robust operational postures in anticipation of storm-caused impacts. 

In the era prior to solar wind monitoring and the advances in improved solar activity 
monitoring, storm events would often blindside operators with sudden onsets. Unlike 
most terrestrial weather, these events develop suddenly once the threatening inputs from 
solar activity arrive at the Earth. The loss of these capabilities would return us to the 
1980’s, where all that existed in many respects was a monitoring service and storm 
information for the most part arrived after-the-fact and therefore could not be usefully 
utilized to avoid significant operational impacts, rather the information just confirmed for 
operators what caused any impacts and only marginally better prepared them for 
additional impacts from the same storm. Therefore, power grids would have to rely 
almost exclusively on their own power grid monitors for the first signs of possible storm 
impacts. However, these would be a poor substitute in most respects and would create a 
number of operator uncertainties and paradoxes. The operators would not be able to 
receive advance notice of severe impacts that appear with sudden onsets. For storm 
events that have slower evolution, it would take some time to determine if operating 
anomalies are due to a geomagnetic storm or some other event. Once they determine that 
it is a geomagnetic storm then it would be necessary to be overly cautious and restrictive 
for many additional hours of small storm activity because it would be difficult to know if 
a larger storm development is possible. In the aftermath of the Hydro-Quebec collapse, 
the operators of that system based operational procedures on observations of local 
activity. In 1991, they spent nearly 10 percent of the year in geomagnetic storm operating 
posture and as a result reduced substantially their ability to transfer large blocks of power 
across their network and export it outside their system. In today’s more volatile electric 
energy markets, such operating postures could produce substantial added hours of 
constricted operation of networks and have immediate cost impacts on real-time electric 
energy markets. An example of this type of energy market cost impact can be illustrated 
by a storm on July 15, 2000 and the response of the power, market when the PJM power 
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pool declared a storm emergency. On July 15, 2000, the PJM declared an SMD 
emergency beginning at 15:30 and declared an end to the SMD emergency at time  
21:07, resulting in a period of 6 hours of emergency conditions in which PJM follows 
prescribed procedures for network conservative operation as described in Sections 3-1 to 
3-5 of the PJM Operations Manual. During this 6 hour period, the real-time price 
increased approximately $40/MWH on average. Under conservative operation, the 
operation of the power network biases towards security and reliability of the network as a 
whole rather than just economic dispatch. As a result, transfers across the network can be 
significantly reduced, leading to re-dispatch of generation and cost increases in the real-
time market due to less optimal economics in the dispatch of generation in this security 
mode of operation. Even though this storm event occurred under light load and highly 
favorable market conditions, the cumulative real-time market cost increase totaled  
$900,000. Storm assessment uncertainties can extend longer than necessary operation of 
the network in these restricted market conditions and add even more to these cost 
impacts. During some periods of the day, energy cost increases can be much more severe 
and total costs could be even higher as a result. Of course, the economic and societal 
costs of large scale failures in the U.S. power grid overwhelm all other cost concerns and 
forecast efforts provided to prevent that scenario from being realized should be of 
paramount concern. 

Metatech is dependent for many of the forecast products we supply upon reliable, high-
cadence and high quality data from the SEC as needed inputs into the models and 
forecast systems we operate. In response to cessation of the SEC functions, we would 
have to significantly alter and as a result diminish the quality of some of the services we 
could provide. In addition, I would suspect that some commercial providers may choose 
to simply exit the business in response and others that might have been willing to enter 
the business will instead decide not to do so. Further, it would be unlikely at this time that 
any commercial provider would decide to enter the market to shoulder the heavy burden 
of launching satellites and setting up and coordinating various world observatories 
needed to provide important data inputs. In short, the customers, no matter who the 
provider, would have fewer options available to them and would receive an overall lower 
quality of service. Lacking any official government agency responsible for space weather 
forecasting, a likely development at times will be the equivalent of a “Tower of Babel,” 
where information is widely scattered amongst a large number of government, military, 
and international observation sites and each speaking in a differing tongue as to their 
interpretation and not one of them having complete enough information to develop a 
useful “Big Picture” of the unfolding space weather events. 

Even the idea of a successor agency being handed the responsibility that currently 
resides with the SEC has a number of potential impact consequences. No matter how 
dedicated the new responsible agency, there will be unavoidable losses in the transition. 
Any new organization would need to successfully overcome the added start-up hurdles 
before even considering how best to meet the challenges of forecasting a difficult space 
weather environment. Since our company has commercial responsibilities similar to the 
associated activities that the SEC must perform to deliver their products, I can certainly 
state that an operation such as this has many high maintenance and expensive tasks.  This 
includes such unglamorous but vital back office and field tasks such as data collection, 
quality control of the data and, finally, timely data dissemination. These all need the 
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continuity of an experienced and capable staff of unsung heroes to assure the high level 
of reliability and availability that has been provided by the SEC.  These systems, of 
course, need to work in harmony with the derived products and forecast services that are 
the more familiar face of the SEC. As I have emphasized previously in my testimony, the 
space weather disturbances we are attempting to forecast can have amazingly rapid onsets 
and can manifest as a diverse variety of consequences to large geographic regions. 
Therefore forecast staff needs to be highly trained and experienced so they can quickly 
assess and judge, as there is no time for hesitancy and uncertainty. Further all this needs 
to be done on a continuous 24 hour by 7-day per week basis, as the Sun never sets on the 
Nation’s threats from Space Weather disturbances. As you can surmise, setting up a new 
function such as this is not a matter of buying a few servers, installing some shrink-wrap, 
and parking some people in front of a monitor. Nearly every function that is done 
involves much in the way of custom systems and a high degree of specialized human 
“know how.” Therefore the loss of the highly trained and experienced staff would be an 
unfortunate loss of investment by the Nation and setback our collective capabilities in 
space weather forecasting. 

In conclusion I would also like to offer a perspective on the long-term needs that 
should further be considered by this committee in supporting our nation’s efforts to better 
mitigate concerns arising from space weather events. For example, the degree of 
deterioration in the reliability of the electric power grid has been a topic of considerable 
discussion, post August 14, 2003. It is now evident that uncertainty in long-term 
restructuring, and lack of transmission infrastructure investment were significant factors 
contributing to the events of that day. Yet no matter how maligned, this infrastructure is 
still capable of operating through “single-point” failures. In contrast, our nation’s most 
important space weather monitoring assets have no redundancy in case of failure. A loss, 
for example, of the NASA-ACE solar wind monitoring satellite (at the vital L1 position 
in space) would largely deprive the Nation of the ability to perform high quality short-
term forecasting of geomagnetic storms. The end of lifetime for ACE is rapidly 
approaching and still no formal plans exist by any government agency in the world for a 
replacement satellite.  Other examples also exist for various other observation assets that 
supply needed data inputs to our space weather forecast systems. Our grasp on the ability 
to perform these vital functions can be lost at any moment in time and we may not be 
able to recover for a number of years in some cases. Therefore I would also like to urge 
the Committee to consider these future “heavy lifting” responsibilities in sustaining and 
improving our nation’s space weather infrastructure, once we get past this current SEC 
funding crisis. 

Chairman Ehlers. Thank you very much. 

    Next, Captain Krakowski. 
 
STATEMENT OF CAPTAIN HENRY P. (HANK) KRAKOWSKI, VICE PRESIDENT  
 OF CORPORATE SAFETY, QUALITY ASSURANCE, AND SECURITY, UNITED  
                            AIRLINES 
 

Captain Krakowski. Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the 
Committee, on behalf of United Airlines, we would like to thank you for the opportunity 
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to submit testimony with the direct bearing on flight safety, public health, and 
commercial efficiency. In addition to my 25 years as a United Airlines pilot, I am also 
responsible for safety, security, and operational quality at our company. 

Mr. Chairman, if you flew from Grand Rapids, Michigan to Beijing or Hong Kong six 
years ago, it would have taken nearly a day, connecting over at least two cities. Today, 
through the pioneering efforts of United Airlines in cooperation with other agencies and 
countries, we can now fly from Grand Rapids to these and other Asian cities in just 16 
hours with one flow through Chicago. This is possible because of our ability to fly over 
the North Pole, Russia, and China. In fact, State Department officials involved in recent 
talks in China enjoyed the convenience and efficiencies of these very flights. 

Safety is always our number one priority at United Airlines. Toward that end, while 
polar routing provides a tremendous advantage of time and convenience for our 
customers, everyone on these flights could be exposed to potential safety risks that did 
not exist when flying at the lower latitudes.  Information we receive from the Space 
Environment Center operated by NOAA ensures that United Airlines can take timely 
action to mitigate the risks associated with an occasional solar activity, which can disrupt 
communication, navigation, and even impact crew member and customer health. 

During such a solar activity, our company policy dictates that United restricts flights 
from certain routes and altitudes. If we are made aware of a threatening activity prior to a 
flight, United will not hesitate to fly at lower altitudes or latitudes or even incur a costly 
fuel stop in Japan or China. 

United is one of the few airlines which maintains an in-house meteorology department 
that works with our dispatchers and our flight crews to provide a safe, comfortable flight. 
We are proud of our excellent reputation in forecasting safety threats. 

The solar environment, however, is so unique that it requires specially trained 
forecasters and specific technology not available within the commercial sector. The SEC 
is our only link to that environment. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
As this chart depicts, we blend the information from SEC right into our flight planning 

process on both a daily and hourly basis. The SEC provides United with daily 
forecasting, monitoring, and, most importantly, immediate alerts, some of which can 
affect flight operations in as short as 10 minutes.  We can demonstrate that the current 
process works exceedingly well. 

In our five years of flying over the North Pole, United has found the need to alter flight 
plans on an average of two to three times per month. In some cases, when the event is 
severe, as we have recently experienced, we will alter flights sometimes already in the 
air. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
The current chart depicts an event which occurred on October 24, our flight 895 

between Chicago and Hong Kong, was planning to fly the polar route. We replanned the 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

73 

route away from the North Pole due to an R3 solar event. This routing took an additional 
30 minutes of time. We had to burn 3,000 extra gallons of gas, and it cost United Airlines 
$10,000 to operate—more to operate that given flight. We do this regularly, if needed. 

Mr. Chairman, United works with numerous government agencies from the FAA to the 
TSA. NOAA and the SEC distinguish themselves, in our opinion, by being an 
exceptionally transparent and customer-oriented partner with the airlines. I have 
personally visited the SEC in Boulder and can attest to the talent and professionalism of 
their staff. We are concerned that a reduction in funding could damage this important 
source of real-time safety information for our company. We also are concerned that 
transferring the operation to another federal agency could cause a disruption, degradation, 
or even filtering of information. 

We urge you to support this program and seriously consider the ramifications 
associated with the change of oversight. We operate polar flights every day. A 
degradation of performance of this entity would cause us to become overly conservative 
in our flight planning, which would be costly. In our view, this is a program not in need 
of a fix. In our view, it is actually a program of American tax dollars at its best for the 
protection of United States citizens. 

Again, thank you for allowing me to testify, and I do look forward to any questions you 
may have. 

[The prepared statement of Captain Krakowski follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Captain Henry P. (Hank) 
Krakowski 

Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall and Members of the Committee, on behalf of 
United Airlines, thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony concerning a subject 
that has direct bearing on flight safety, public health and commercial efficiency. In 
addition to my 25 years as a United pilot, I am also responsible for Safety, Security and 
Operational Quality at our company. 

Mr. Chairman, if you flew from a city such as Grand Rapids, Michigan to Hong Kong 
or Beijing six years ago, the journey would connect through at least two cities and take 
nearly a full day to complete. Today, through the pioneering efforts of United Airlines in 
cooperation with multiple countries and agencies, one can fly from Grand Rapids to these 
and other Asian cities in just 16 hours with only one connection over Chicago. This is 
possible by flying directly over the North Pole, Russia and China. In fact, State 
Department officials involved in recent talks with China enjoyed the convenience and 
efficiency of these very flights on United between Chicago and Beijing. 

Safety is always our number one priority at United Airlines. Toward that end, while 
polar routing provides a tremendous advantage of time and convenience to our 
customers, everyone on these flights could be exposed to potential safety risks that did 
not exist when flying at lower latitudes. Information we receive from the Space 
Environment Center (SEC), operated by the National Oceanic Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), ensures that United Airlines can take timely action to mitigate 
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any risks associated with occasional solar storm activity that can disrupt communication, 
navigation and impact passenger and crew member health. 

During such solar activity, our company policy dictates that United restrict flights from 
certain routes and altitudes. If we are made aware of threatening activity prior to the 
flight, United will not hesitate to fly at lower altitudes and latitudes or incur a very costly 
fuel stop. 

United is one of the few airlines that maintain an in-house meteorology department that 
works with our dispatchers and crews to provide a safer and more comfortable flight. We 
are proud of our excellent reputation in forecasting flight safety threats. 

The solar environment, however, is so unique that it requires specially trained 
forecasters and specific technology not available within the commercial sector. The 
Space Environment Center the only link to this environment. We blend the information 
received from the SEC into the flight planning process daily and even hourly. The SEC 
provides United with daily forecasting, monitoring and, most important, immediate alerts 
some of which can affect flight operations in as little as 10 minutes. We can demonstrate 
that this process works exceedingly well. 

In our five years of polar flying experience, United has found the need to alter flight 
plans two or three times per month. In some cases, when an event is severe, we will alter 
flights already in the air. 

Please take a look at the chart that we have provided for the Committee’s reference. As 
recently as last week, on October 24th, United flight 895 from Chicago to Hong Kong 
planned to fly a polar route. The flight was re-planned, however, on a more southerly 
route due to a R3 magnitude solar event. This routing took 30 extra minutes and used 
3,000 gallons of extra fuel for a total added cost to the company of $10,000 for that flight. 

 
<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 
 
 

Mr. Chairman, United works with numerous government agencies from the FAA to the 
TSA. NOAA and the Space Environment Center distinguish themselves by being an 
exceptionally transparent, customer-oriented partner with the airlines. I have personally 
visited the SEC in Boulder and can attest to the talent and professionalism of this 
organization and their people. We are concerned that a reduction in funding could 
damage this important source of real-time safety information for our airline. We are also 
concerned that transferring operation of the SEC to another federal agency could result in 
a disruption, degradation or filtering of critical information. 

We urge you to support this program and seriously consider the ramifications 
associated with a change in program oversight. We operate polar flights each and every 
day. A degradation of performance in this program would cause us to become overly 
conservative in our flight planning. In our view, this program is not an example of a 
government program that is broken and in search of a fix. Quite to the contrary, our work 
in cooperation with the SEC exemplifies the use of American tax dollars at its best for the 
protection of U.S. citizens. 
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Again, thank you for allowing me to testify before the Committee. I look forward to 
any questions you may have. 

 
    Chairman Ehlers. Well, as one would--might expect from a pilot, you are finished with 
two seconds to spare, so your ETA calculation was very good. 
     
Dr. Hedinger. 
 
STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT A. HEDINGER, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
LORAL SKYNET, LORAL SPACE AND COMMUNICATIONS LTD. 
 
    Dr. Hedinger. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
    My name is Robert Hedinger. I am an executive vice  
president with Loral Skynet, a communications satellite service provider, and also a 
division of Loral Space and Communications. I am pleased to appear before your 
Subcommittee to discuss the effects of space weather on communication satellites and the 
vital role played by NOAA’s Space Environment Center. 

I would also like to mention that the Satellite Industry Association has also developed a 
record for this committee, which I would like to attach to our record, as well. 

Chairman Ehlers. Without objection, so ordered. 

    Dr. Hedinger. Okay. Thank you. 
    I would like to provide the Subcommittee with some  
background on the economic importance of the U.S. satellite industry and then address 
specific questions included in your letter of invitation. Additional supporting material has 
been provided in the attachments to my record. 

Let me begin by pointing out the significant commercial investment and critical 
telecommunication services that are at risk resulting from space weather effects. As the 
attached charts in the record will demonstrate, $49.8 billion of revenue was generated and 
$12.1 billion of investments were made in 2002 in this industry. And these figures are 
expected to grow over the next 10 years. Critical commercial satellite applications that 
are provided on this infrastructure include: direct to home entertainment video and audio 
services, nationwide services; broadcast and cable television, all of the networks have 
satellite distribution networks; radio and audio distribution; satellite news gathering; the 
collection of critical news events from events that are occurring across the country; 
paging services; location and tracking services; rural and remote access services for 
telephony, data, and Internet; critical services for remote education and telemedicine; 
data communications to hundreds of thousands of locations used by the retail industry for 
such applications as point of sale terminals, credit card processing, and inventory 
tracking. 

I would now like to address, in more detail, the questions that you had addressed in your 
invitation. 
    The first question: “How does space weather affect  
satellite communications?” Temporary and/or permanent damage to on-board equipment 
resulting from electrostatic discharges, the space—the surface of the spacecraft can be 
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charged with the large amounts of charged particles in the environment and then 
discharged, causing an electrical spark, which can damage equipment. Performance 
degradations and service outages due to particle events, in particular, electrical sensors, 
which are used for maintaining pointing accuracy of the spacecraft, can be—can 
experience a similar effect to fog as a result of having high-energy particles around the 
sensors. Altitude control and pointing errors due to magnetic field variations.  Certain 
spacecraft rely on a strong magnetic field to target the spacecraft to keep it aligned. When 
a geomagnetic storm occurs, the magnetic field fluctuates and sometimes can become 
quite weak and not be strong enough to drive the momentum of the spacecraft. So these 
are some of the major impacts that space weather has on the satellites. 

The next question is: “How do satellite operators use the data that is provided by 
NOAA?” I see I am running short on time. I would love to go through a long list. There is 
a lot of this information in the document, but to cut it short, we can prepare ourselves for 
a lot of events that could be detrimental to the spacecraft ahead of time. We take 
precautionary measures. We may set up a reconfiguration of the spacecraft that, instead 
of having automated commands, we send manual commands to the spacecraft. Because 
of the environmental changes that take place, they could mask some true events that are 
occurring and cause satellites to go into a mode which is undesirable. 

The third question you asked was: “What has happened in the last five years? What do 
we expect in the next five years?” Over the last five years, we have certainly gotten more 
data, but more importantly, we have had access to that data in a much more rapid and 
user-friendly environment as a result of the NOAA SEC approach to distributing this 
information to the commercial satellite industry. The next five years, we know that there 
is continuing research that needs to be done. In specific—specifically, we would love to 
have additional forecasts that can be specific about orbital locations and the impacts on 
very specific satellites. 

The fourth question: “What would we do without it?” We couldn’t live without this 
data. We need this data. It is absolutely critical for our operations. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the functions that NOAA SEC performs to model, predict, 
and send out alerts on space weather has been, and continues to be, critical to commercial 
satellite operators. NOAA SEC has provided excellent service to communication satellite 
operators. It is critical to the commercial satellite industry that NOAA SEC continue 
providing these services without disruption. 

    Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
    [The prepared statement of Dr. Hedinger follows:] 
 
                Prepared Statement of Robert A. Hedinger 
 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Robert Hedinger, I am 
an Executive Vice President with Loral Skynet, a communications satellite service 
provider, and a division Loral Space and Communications Ltd. I am pleased to appear 
before your Subcommittee to discuss the effects of space weather on communications 
satellites and the vital role played by NOAA’s Space Environment Center. 
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I would like to provide the Subcommittee with some background on the economic 
importance of the U.S. satellite industry and then address the specific questions included 
in your letter of invitation.  

Additional supporting material has been provided in the three attachments. 

Let me begin by pointing out that significant commercial investment and critical 
telecommunications services are at risk resulting from space weather effects. As the 
attached charts in Appendix A demonstrate, $49.8 billion of revenue was generated and 
$12.1 billion of investments were made in 2002 in this industry and these figures are 
expected to grow in the next ten years. 

Critical Commercial Satellite Applications include; 

 
        <bullet> Direct to Home Entertainment Video and Audio Services 
 
        <bullet> Broadcast and Cable TV 
 
        <bullet> Radio and Audio Distribution 
 
        <bullet> Satellite News Gathering 
 
        <bullet> Paging Services 
 
        <bullet> Location and Tracking Services 
 
        <bullet> Rural and Remote Access Service for Telephone, Data and Internet 
 
        <bullet> Critical Services for Remote Education and Telemedicine 
 
        <bullet> Data communications to hundreds of thousands of locations used by the 
retail industry for such applications as point of sale terminals (credit card processing) and 
inventory tracking. 
 
Answers to Questions Asked in the Letter of Invitation 
 
    To address your first question, space weather can affect satellite operations in the 
following ways: 
 
        <bullet> Temporary and/or permanent damage to on-board equipment resulting 
from electrostatic discharges 
 
        <bullet> Performance degradations and services outages due to particle events 
 
        <bullet> Attitude control and pointing errors due to magnetic field variations 
 
    Additional information and examples are provided in Appendix B. 
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    To address your second question, satellite operators use data and products from 
NOAA's Space Environment Center (SEC) in the following ways: 
 
        <bullet> By being prepared, the Satellite Control Centers  
        (SCC) operated by Loral and other service providers can reduce  
        the amount of service outage time by focusing on the corrective  
        action more quickly (avoiding some of the initial  
        troubleshooting). 
 
        <bullet> By communicating these events to our customers, Loral  
        can provide them the ability to plan around potential problems. 
 
        <bullet> By activity scheduling, Satellite Control Centers can  
        avoid sensitive maneuvers and housekeeping functions during  
        peak storm activity. 
 
        <bullet> In some instances, SEC data is used in real-time to  
        determine the cause of observed anomalies. Using the SEC data  
        the SCC is able to determine if a reconfiguration of the  
        spacecraft is warranted, or if the storm is small enough that  
        we can maintain the current configurations. 
 
        <bullet> As part of the due diligence that is performed after  
        every spacecraft anomaly, the SEC data is also analyzed. This  
        is done to see if there is a link between the solar environment  
        and the anomalous condition. 
 
        <bullet> Loral also uses the archive data from the SEC during  
        the spacecraft design and analysis activities. 
 
    Additional information and examples are provided in the Appendix B. 
 

To address your third question, five years ago there was less information available and 
the data format was difficult to work with (fax, paper copies, etc). This has improved 
significantly over the last five years to allow better access to the available information. 
Data is now available online and viewable at an individual engineers terminal. 

In the next five years we expect to see a more reliable early warning system, a 
continuing improvement in the knowledge of the space environment through improved 
detectors and analysis tools for better spacecraft designs, and improvements in dynamic 
modeling for specific orbit locations. 

Additional information is provided in Appendix B 

To address your fourth question, the impacts to Loral and other commercial satellite 
operators of not being able to access the SEC services would be severe. Without the SEC 
information, satellite operators would not be able to cancel maneuvers based on solar 
environment levels and consequently we would not be able to avoid potential damage to 
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the spacecraft. Service outages would also occur more often and be longer in duration. 
Spacecraft design quality would be compromised without access to current and accurate 
Space Weather Data. 

In summary: 

 
        <bullet> The functions that NOAA SEC performs to model,  
        predict, and send out alerts on space weather has been and  
        continues to be critical to Commercial Satellite Operators. 
 
        <bullet> NOAA SEC has provided excellent services to  
        Commercial Satellite Operators. 
 
        <bullet> It is critical to the Commercial Satellite Industry  
        for NOAA SEC to continue providing these services without  
        disruption. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
         Answers to Specific Questions Concerning Space Weather 
 
Question 1 
 
Please provide an overview of how space weather can affect satellite operations, 
including examples of historical events that have caused problems. 

Charging Effects 
Space weather affects the way the spacecraft body (or internal components) is charged. 

The spacecraft can only hold so much charge before it reaches a threshold for discharge. 
During extreme charging environments, this discharge occurs spontaneously and it is 
called an Electro Static Discharge (ESD) event. As an ESD event potentially contains a 
large amount of energy, it can be very hazardous to the spacecraft. 
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Spacecrafts have had major component failures that have been directly related to 
specific ESD events. On some spacecraft, several ESD events of the same type have 
occurred. These events have gradually weakened circuitry leading eventually to 
equipment failure. In addition, ESD events have lead to temporary upset of the spacecraft 
configuration. All of these events have led to customer outages until the operators have 
had time to reset the operational configuration using redundant equipment. Imagine if 
such an event happens during the Super Bowl or World Series. Until a switch over to a 
redundant transmission path happens, it can affect the TV Broadcasters by causing 
millions of dollars lost in advertising revenue and a set tens of millions of viewers. 

Loral has experienced ESD events on several of their own spacecraft as well as 
spacecraft supplied to customers. Critical pieces of equipment have been lost due directly 
to ESD events including momentum wheels, and heaters/thermisters. We have had power 
equipment, earth sensors, payload units and telemetry and command equipment change 
operational state. We have had an accumulation of ESD events causing failure of solar 
array circuits. All of these events have the potential of temporarily or permanently 
reducing commercial communication or weather service to customers. 

Immediate Particle Events 
Sudden increase of protons and electrons caused by a storm can cause immediate 

problems that are not related to charging. The biggest concern here is in partially blinding 
sensor equipment. On most commercial spacecraft this problem is limited to the 
instrumentation responsible for determining pointing (earth sensors, star sensors, etc). 
During a big storm, these sensors do not operate to their full efficiency as they are 
partially blinded by much noise. Loral has seen attitude control system trips due to this 
type of particle induced noise. These trips normally result in loss of pointing control (or 
reduced pointing control) in at least one axis. If the error grows beyond our tolerance, 
service is affected. 

Magnetic Events 
Some spacecraft use the Earth’s magnetic field for control of pointing. These spacecraft 

have electro-magnets on board. These magnets interact with the Earth’s magnetic field 
putting a torque on the spacecraft. The magnets on the spacecraft are activated as needed 
to control pointing. During solar storms that affect Earth’s magnetic field, these 
spacecraft often have trouble maintaining pointing control. Without a strong magnetic 
field for the magnets to interact with, their efficiency is reduced greatly. During these 
times it is required to change the spacecraft’s actuators from magnetics to thrusters in 
order to maintain service. 

Question 2 
How does your organization use data and products from NOAA’s Space Environment 
Center (SEC)? In general, how much lead time do you need to make decisions for 
mitigating the effects of space weather? 
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Preparatory 
In a perfect world, one week lead time would be desirable. If we had forecast data for 

the next week, this could be worked into our weekly activity plan. As this is not currently 
available, we utilize the data as it is available. Some of the warnings for the smaller 
storms only provide a few hours of notice. These we use in a real time manner when 
executing activities. Warnings for potentially large storm normally give a day or two to 
prepare. As these are the potentially more devastating storms, Loral uses this information 
as described in the following three sections. 

Internal Advisements 
Due to increased problems during solar storms as well as the potential necessity to run 

specialized procedures, Loral utilizes the SEC warnings to prepare. When a warning 
comes out that meets Loral’s criteria for potential problems, internal advisements are 
issued. These advisements serve to prepare the Satellite Control Centers for any of these 
potential non-standard operations. By being prepared, the Satellite Control Centers can 
reduce the amount of service outage time by focusing on the corrective action more 
quickly (avoiding some of the initial troubleshooting). 

The SEC site is monitored in real time 24�7. As events such as earth sensor glitches or 
attitude error hold off are encountered, the controllers in Loral’s Satellite Control Center 
perform analysis to determine the next step. This analysis utilizes both spacecraft 
telemetry as well as the real time data from the SEC site. It is important to understand the 
current state of the spacecraft as well as the expected growth (or diminish) of the storm’s 
strength before taking action. 

External Communications 
Loral performs external communications to its customers (called a code Orange) when 

space weather predicts reach predetermined values.  This allows our customers to plan for 
potential spacecraft problems. By communicating these events to our customers, Loral 
provides them the ability to plan around potential problems. This provides them the 
ability to increase their service reliability. 

Activity Scheduling 
On some spacecraft, we have found a susceptibility to particular failures if certain 

events are performed during elevated levels of solar activity. In these cases, we check the 
solar forecast prior to scheduling the events in order to determine the likeliness of being 
able to execute them. We also check the space weather again just prior to execution of 
these events before proceeding in order to avoid problems. 

An example of this is a spacecraft that has a change of state in the solar array drive 
electronics every time we perform a maneuver with elevated solar activity. As the 
problem involves an illegal state within the control electronics, we have been warned by 
the manufacturer to limit the number of times that this phenomenon occurs. The worry is 
that if we let it fail too often, we will weaken the path such that we will not be able to 
return the state back to normal. Without access to solar weather data, we would not be 
able to control this. 
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Another example of this also involves maneuver execution. Prior to performing a 
maneuver, Loral uses the SEC site to determine whether there is an expected proton event 
pending. As these types of storms tend to cause problems for the Earth sensing 
equipment, it is important to keep the spacecraft’s attitude quiet during one of these 
events. If a maneuver were performed during one of these events multiple problems could 
be encountered. These problems include difficulty in calibrating the attitude fine control 
sensors, excessive attitude control firings or even potential attitude safety system trips. 

Real-Time 
In some instances, SEC data is used in real-time to determine the cause of issues. 

Examples of these are multiple earth sensor glitches or small attitude hold off. All of 
these have some affect on the pointing of the spacecraft. When these issues occur, the 
personnel in the SCC check the real-time data on the SEC site to see if there is a link. If 
the problems are a result of increased solar activity the information is escalated. We 
create an internal advisement and distribute them. If the activity is of sufficient level 
escalation will continue to our external customers. 

Using the SEC data the SCC is able to determine if a reconfiguration of the spacecraft 
is warranted, or if the storm is small enough that we can maintain the current 
configurations. Examples of this reconfiguration are: 

If a proton event of sufficient strength is on-going, and expected to continue for 
sometime, we would disable automatic on-board momentum unloads. As the wheels 
respond to the increased earth sensor noise, the spacecraft control algorithms mistake this 
for a buildup of momentum.  The spacecraft will then fire thrusters to take care of this 
momentum.  This firing of thrusters should not be occurring as them is no real build up of 
momentum. 

During a magnetic storm, it is very useful to know the expected strength and length of 
time. This is due to our choices for control methods. For a weaker storm, we could 
increase the on-board magnetic current to try to compensate. For stronger storms, the 
increase in on-board magnetic current would not be enough to overcome the weakness in 
the Earth’s magnetic field. In these cases, we need to go to a thruster control mode. These 
methods will allow for the continued control of roll. As both methods will cause 
problems with yaw control, it is important to know how long the storm will continue in 
order to correct the yaw error. 

Post Processing 
As part of the due diligence that is performed after every spacecraft anomaly, the SEC 

data is also analyzed. This is done to see if there is a link between the Solar environment 
and the anomalous condition. On every fish bone analysis Loral has been a part of, the 
solar environment plays an important part. Often this information has been critical in 
identifying the space environment as being the cause.  This has led to modification of the 
spacecraft design to improve its immunity to the spade environment and to eliminate the 
particular failure mode. 

Loral also uses the archive data from the SEC during the spacecraft deign and analysis 
activities. 
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Question 3 
How would you compare our knowledge today of the impacts of space weather on 
satellite operations to what we knew five years ago, and to what we expect to know five 
years from now? 

Last five years 
During the last five years, we have expanded our understanding of the solar 

environment greatly. However, the biggest change in the last five years goes beyond what 
we have learned. The biggest change is in how we utilize it. Five years ago there was less 
information available (as far as what is being monitored), and it was difficult to work 
with (fax, paper copies, etc.). This has improved over the last five years to allow better 
access to the information. Data is now available online and viewable at an individual 
engineers terminal. 

Having this data available has allowed a larger team across the industry to analyze the 
information to show relations to other events.  One example is on one of our spacecraft. If 
we get a solar storm of sufficient magnitude late in an eclipse season, we often also get a 
transponder shut off coincident with it. 

Having the Solar Environment data available allows us to better understand patterns 
that might otherwise never be understood. 

Next five years 
I think the industry push at this point is on two fronts: 

1) The need for a more reliable early warning system. There has been much 
individual work on this from many sources. Though the obstacles to overcome are 
daunting, this would be the single biggest improvement for the next five years. 

2) The improvement in the knowledge of the space environment.  
Although we have made great strides in understanding of the space environment, 
there are still several holes in on knowledge. Improved detectors and analysis 
tools are needed to provide for better spacecraft designs. Another area of 
improvement is modeling for specific orbit location. This is a 4D (3 axis with 
time) modeling to view how the local orbit environment changes with time. 

Question 4 
What would be the impact to your organization if SEC were no longer able to provide its 
space weather forecasts? Please provide specific examples when possible. 

Impact 
The impacts to Loral of not being able to access the SEC would be severe. Many of 

these have been mentioned in the answers to the previous questions. 

One spacecraft whose health would be most adversely affected would be the spacecraft 
that exhibits an anomaly with its solar array drive electronics. On this spacecraft, when a 
maneuver is performed during elevated solar activity, the solar array drive electronics 
switches into an illegal state (stopping the solar array). Each time this has happened, the 
solar array drive electronics have been commanded back into a normal state successfully. 
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There is a concern that if this phenomenon were allowed to occur too often, we would be 
unable to command the solar array drive electronics back into a normal state.  Without 
the SEC information, Loral would not be able to cancel maneuvers based on solar 
environment levels and consequently we would not be able to avoid this circumstance. 

Service outages would also be more often and longer in duration. By having space 
weather forecast available, Loral is able to prepare in advance for potential situations. For 
example if a major proton event is expected (or occurring), the spacecraft can be 
configured to better ignore earth sensor glitches. In addition, the Satellite Control Center 
(SCC) can be prepared for potential anomalous events associated with the storm. In the 
case of an earth sensor glitching problem growing to a more serious problem on the 
spacecraft, the SCC can often reconfigure before any problems affects service. In the case 
of a magnetics loss of control, the sooner the SCC configures the spacecraft for the solar 
storm, the lower the attitude error will be. 

Another way in which Loral would be affected is the overall spacecraft design quality. 
Spacecraft Manufacturers use information learned in anomaly investigations to improve 
their future designs. The better they are able to determine root causes to problems, the 
better they will be able to improve their designs. The best way to ensure the highest 
quality root cause analysis is to ensure access to the best data. This includes in-orbit 
telemetry data, design documents and space weather data. If information on the space 
environment were not available the spacecraft manufacturer would note able to consider 
this in the design and testing of his spacecraft or correlate design improvements on orbit. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

Discussion 
Chairman Ehlers. And thank you. And thank you to all of the witnesses. Very good 

testimony. 

We will now proceed with questions. And the Chair will ask the first questions. We 
each have five minutes, and we will— and that includes both the question and your 
answer, but we won’t cut your answer off in mid-sentence, so don’t worry about that. 

Space Environment Center (SEC) Funding 
First, I have a question. I hate to ask yes or no questions, but this is a simple one, and I 

would like to ask each of you to respond with a yes or no answer. In your opinion, should 
the Federal Government reduce or eliminate funding for NOAA’s Space Environment 
Center? Dr. Hildner. 

Dr. Hildner. My answer is that the funding should not be reduced or eliminated. 

Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson. 
Colonel Benson. No. 
Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld. 
Dr. Grunsfeld. No. 
Chairman Ehlers. Kappenman. 
Mr. Kappenman. No. 
Chairman Ehlers. Krakowski. 
Captain Krakowski. No, sir. 
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Chairman Ehlers. Hedinger. 
Dr. Hedinger. No, sir. 
Chairman Ehlers. Thank you. 

The Appropriate Organization for Forecasting Space Weather 

Second is—I would like to ask another question. Is there a compelling reason why the 
functions of the SEC should be moved to another agency, without specifying the agency? 
For example, is NOAA not providing services to you at the expected level or in the useful 
manner, or do you think some other branch of government would be more effective? 
Again, we will go reverse this time. Dr. Hedinger. 

Dr. Hedinger. I believe the NOAA SEC is the most appropriate place to have this fall. 

Chairman Ehlers. Okay. Captain Krakowski. 
Captain Krakowski. Mr. Chairman, we believe that this is  

one of the finest examples of a well-running effort, and we don’t see any reason at all to 
make a change. 

Chairman Ehlers. Mr. Kappenman. 
Mr. Kappenman. Since I wear both the power industry hat as  

well as a commercial provider that essentially competes with SEC in some aspects, I 
would like to answer that we think SEC is the most appropriate agency from both 
perspectives. 

Chairman Ehlers. That reminds me, incidentally, of someone I knew who once 
questioned the need for NOAA and the National Weather Service said, “I get all of the 
weather I need from the TV programs.” Since you—unfortunately, it was a Congressman, 
but he lost his next election. But at—from your position as both a user and competitor, 
that is a very meaningful answer. 

Dr. Grunsfeld. 
Dr. Grunsfeld. I think that the Space Environment Center  

and its relationship with NASA and I know for the United States Air Force and NOAA 
that this is a good example of how government agencies work well together, so I see no 
compelling reason why we would want to move it. 

Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson. 
Colonel Benson. I—sir, I would see no compelling reason to  

move the functions. 
Chairman Ehlers. And Dr. Hildner, I assume I know your answer, but go ahead. 

Dr. Hildner. I think you know NOAA’s answer, but let me comment that our 
partnerships with the other agencies are already so good that I see no compelling reason 
to move space weather services out of NOAA. 

Chairman Ehlers. I—let me just add that—I believe it was Captain Krakowski 
mentioned another point and that is, although I am sure that one of the military arms of 
the government could easily do this, there is also the possibility of filtering during a time 
of national emergency that simply the information would not flow freely. And I think we 
want to avoid that as well, in spite of their ability to do this. 
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Another follow-up question on that, and that is, would it make any sense for a non-
governmental agency to do this either on a fee-for-service basis, excuse me, or under 
government contract? And we will go this way again. Dr. Hildner. 

Dr. Hildner. Thank you. 

We regard space weather as extremely analogous to the  
meteorological weather service. And so many of the arguments that we apply to the 
meteorological services and why those should be free to all users I believe apply equally 
to the space weather service. Let me comment with Mr. Kappenman sitting here that 
NOAA tends to predict and synthesize the space weather environment, and we leave it to 
commercial folks, for a fee, to tailor those products to specific systems that are affected 
by space weather events. 

Chairman Ehlers. Colonel Benson. 
Colonel Benson. No, sir, I wouldn’t be in favor of changing  

who provides the data and how it is being procured. 
Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld. 
Dr. Grunsfeld. Well, at NASA, we are very protective of our  

national assets in space, as I am sure the Air Force is, as well. And we have a very good 
relationship with the SEC in meeting our needs, and I think we see no reason why we 
would want to change that. 

Chairman Ehlers. Mr. Kappenman. 
Mr. Kappenman. I also don’t believe that it would be very  

practical or efficient to transfer this sort of function wholly to a commercial provider. 
And if I could just speak a few seconds on the nature of the partnerships that we see 

developing in the commercial providers of space weather forecasts versus what NOAA 
does. If we look at NOAA’s mission, they are to provide public information. And we 
actually see the medical industry as being how we are aligning ourselves and forming 
ourselves. Where NOAA is the general practitioner, handles most of the medical 
situations, but where you have a very serious space weather health problem from an 
infrastructure operator standpoint, you should be working with a specialist who can take 
that NOAA information and also knows how your infrastructure is impacted and work 
with you very closely on those very serious problems. 

Chairman Ehlers. Are you going to change your name from Applied Power to Applied 
Clinic? 

Captain Krakowski. 

Captain Krakowski. When I consider the evolution of our navigation systems to become 
more dependent on satellites, and the FAA is another government agency that we have to 
work with in our navigation and communication issues, it seems like keeping it within a 
federal functionality seems right to us. 

Chairman Ehlers. Okay. Dr. Hedinger. 

Dr. Hedinger. Thank you. 

Yes, at this point in time, I think that the services that  
are provided by NOAA SEC are generally applicable across a very broad environment, 
which is the right place to have a government service provide it. It spans the commercial 
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industry, the government industry, and very many other types of functions. Clearly, there 
are opportunities for some secondary applications that would be in the area of this—that 
we have just described here. But the functions that NOAA SEC perform would definitely 
be---- 

Chairman Ehlers. Thank you for your comments. My time is expired, but I hope you 
will also, as individuals, express those opinions outside this room with the other 
Members of Congress who are involved in this situation. 

My time is expired. I am pleased to recognize the Ranking Member, Mr. Udall. 

SEC Budget Compared to Other Federally Funded Programs 
Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I might, I would like to build on your line of 

questioning and start with the three witnesses who serve in the public sector. 

And if I could, I would like to put the SEC’s $8 million budget into context. As I see it, 
the—that budget is a very small part of the total federal budget for space weather. And 
Dr. Hildner, if I could start with you and move across, how does the SEC’s budget 
compare with federal funding for the design, development, acquisition, and operation of 
space and ground-based sensors and for the research that has made space weather 
possible? 

Dr. Hildner. I am reluctant to answer about the details of the expenditures in other 
agencies, but I believe that it is in the billions—or a billion dollars or so of research and 
sensor development for—that is applicable to space weather. 

Mr. Udall. Colonel Benson. 

Colonel Benson. Could you repeat your question, sir? 

Mr. Udall. What I was trying to get at is we spend $8  
million for the SEC function, but I wanted to put that in the context of all of the assets 
that we deploy as well as the research and development that we do in other federal arms. 

Colonel Benson. I can’t speak for the total amount in the rest of the federal arms, but it 
is a minute fraction compared to the value of the assets that we have on orbit and that we 
spend for R&D. 

Mr. Udall. Dr. Grunsfeld, before you reply, I just want to welcome you. It is nice to see 
you again. Dr. Grunsfeld visited Boulder and the Ball Aerospace Company and has done 
some great work in repairing the Hubble Telescope as a space walker. And he is also a 
climber, and he fit in that comment about the— that small subset of interested people 
who ascend high mountains above 8,000 meters who would be subject to space weather 
events. And we want to take care of those people as well. So welcome, and great to see 
you here. 

Dr. Grunsfeld. Thank you very much. Thank you for that recognition. 

The—NASA has, you know, quite a few number of assets. Just in space science alone, 
I think we have about 30 satellites that are operational right now, including the Hubble 
Space Telescope, which, I think, was about $1.6 billion. And so if you look at the $8 
million as a kind of insurance policy, you know, it would be an usually small percentage 
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compared to any other insurance that anybody would consider. It is, you know, certainly 
less than a percent. 

Mr. Udall. Thank you. And yes, it is great to see you here, and thanks for all that you 
do. 

Private Sector Interaction With the SEC 
If I could extend now a set of questions to those of you from the private sector, and 

your testimony, I think, was very compelling. And I think you have answered this in part, 
but I want to give you another chance to amplify on your comments. Is your interaction 
with the SEC a one-way interaction? In other words, do you receive these forecasts or do 
you—are you also in a position where you are solicited for advice and input from the 
SEC? 

Mr. Kappenman. Clearly, it is a two-way relationship. We depend, of course, very 
heavily upon the SEC to gather and disseminate data at high quality, high cadence that is 
needed for these environments. We do have a very successful and healthy interaction on 
what the important features of the environment are, where we can both serve the Nation 
and the important infrastructures better through things that we can do better in the space 
environment fields. 

Captain Krakowski. While we use their products on a daily basis, the products 
themselves are not very useful unless we understand how to use them. And I think one of 
the greatest interactions of SEC was them opening their doors to us and their arms to 
have us come out to Boulder and learn all about this phenomena before we started to do 
this kind of flying. So it is very interactive and we do appreciate their warmth and their 
ability and willingness to help educate companies like ours on these sorts of issues. 

Mr. Udall. Dr. Hedinger. 

Dr. Hedinger. Thank you. 

Yes. I would like to reiterate that this is a very  
interactive relationship and a very customer-friendly relationship. The progress that has 
been made here in the last five years of getting real-time online access to data that we use 
on a day-to-day basis. In fact, our satellite control center right now is determining how to 
reconfigure satellites to minimize impacts. 

Mr. Udall. Thank you. 

SEC Improvements Within the Current Budget 
If I could turn back to Dr. Hildner. Dr. Hedinger testified that Loral Skynet expects to see 
a series of things over the next five years: a more reliable warning system, improvements 
in knowledge of the space environment, improvements in dynamic modeling for specific 
orbit locations, and other changes and added products. Do you think NOAA or other 
partner agencies could supply these improvements if the funding level would remain at 
the $5 million proposed point at this time? 

Dr. Hildner. No. I could amplify that answer, if you would like. 

Mr. Udall. I—no, I think that is perfect. 

If I might just get one last question in and to Dr. Hildner  
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once again. The testimony here, I think, suggests that we ought to be investing more in 
space weather. I am assuming that the budget, the Administration’s budget of $8 million 
would maintain current capabilities and provide some funding for improvements. What 
opportunities would we be missing if we don’t invest in additional efforts when it comes 
to space weather forecasting? 

Dr. Hildner. You are absolutely correct that at the President’s requested level we would 
be able to maintain our operations and make modest improvements. But we stand at a 
confluence of increasing demands, and some of which you have heard about today, and 
expectations from our customers, and at the same time, a great increase in opportunity. 
The DOD, NSF, and NASA are spending a great deal of money for research, new 
sensors, and so forth, which SEC, even at the President’s requested budget, will not be 
able to incorporate into operations. In other words, the Nation’s investment in space 
weather services improvements will not be garnered if SEC continues on at its current 
level of effort. 

Mr. Udall. I thank the panel and the Chairman for his forbearance in extending a little 
more time to me. This is a very important topic. Thank you again. 

Chairman Ehlers. Thank you. 
We have a few more questions, and so we will start a second  

round. I understand Mr. Gutknecht does not—so I will begin with the second round. And 
I would point out, incidentally, before I do that, that again, I did a quick mental 
calculation.  If you should receive the President’s request, which is $8 million, that comes 
to just a bit more than three cents per capita in the United States. When you consider that 
if a commercial satellite went out that was carrying a television program, everyone would 
spend eight cents to call their TV— cable provider to complain, they would spend more 
than twice as much as they are spending to maintain the warning system.Sensors Aboard 
the Aging Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) Spacecraft 

My next question is for Dr. Hildner, Grunsfeld, and Colonel Benson. One of the most 
vital sensors for providing advanced warning in radiation and magnetic storms is located 
on, pardon me, NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer, sometimes called the ACE 
spacecraft. Yet this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are 
no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. 
Are NOAA, NASA, and the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital 
data? And we will start with NOAA on this one. Dr. Hildner. 

Dr. Hildner. The difficulty with the ACE spacecraft approaching its end of life and the 
possibility of not getting those enormously important data has been recognized in NOAA.  
And we are considering requesting the Congress for additional funds to obtain those data. 

Chairman Ehlers. Let me just ask, the NPOESS satellites will be going up. It is a joint 
Air Force/NOAA effort. Could a—could one of these sensors be added to that satellite? 

Dr. Hildner. NPOESS will have an improvement in the near-Earth space environment 
sensors, but because they are in polar orbit near Earth, they do not give us that advanced 
warning that the ACE satellite does one percent of the way from the Earth toward the sun 
out in the solar wind. 

Chairman Ehlers. One percent, you said, of the distance? 
Dr. Hildner. The ACE is stationed at---- 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

90 

Chairman Ehlers. It is about nine million miles? 
Dr. Hildner. It is about---- 
Chairman Ehlers. Fifteen kilometers---- 
Dr. Hildner. About one million miles. It is 93 million miles to the sun, so one percent---- 
Chairman Ehlers. Right. 
Dr. Hildner [continuing]. Is about one million miles---- 
Chairman Ehlers. Yeah. Right. 
Dr. Hildner [continuing]. Toward the sun from Earth, and that is the place where the 
Earthward forces and the sunward forces balance and the spacecraft will sit there. 
Chairman Ehlers. Yeah. 
Colonel Benson. 
Colonel Benson. Sir, we rely on the ACE data for the solar wind estimation. The Air 
Force has just launched, as of two weeks ago, a new block of DMSP satellites, Defense 
Meteorological Satellite Program. And in this new block of satellites, we have a series of 
space weather sensors on there.  But they are in the low-Earth orbit, and they don’t have a 
package specifically designed to do what the ACE program does. 

Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Grunsfeld. 

Dr. Grunsfeld. Hopefully the ACE spacecraft will keep  
operating beyond its nominal lifetime margin for a good, healthy long time. And the 
National Academy, in its NRC report, did identify the source of these types of data as 
being critically important. And so that is something that the Office of Space Science, you 
know, has in its strategic planning. But as yet, I am not specifically aware, for our 
research activities, of any plans to replace that capability. 

Chairman Ehlers. Is this an expensive satellite? 
Dr. Grunsfeld. It is one of our explorer class satellites, and, you know, I am not sure 
what, in this context, “expensive” is. It is not—you know, it is not in the, you know, great 
observatory class. It is one of the smaller satellites. 
Chairman Ehlers. Yeah. Okay. I—we will have to pursue that in the Committee, and—
because I think that is a self-evident thing to do. 
Dr. Grunsfeld. And we can provide you with more information about some of the 
experiments in the pipeline and how they might relate to this. 

Chairman Ehlers. All right. I would appreciate that, because it shouldn’t be that 
expensive if it is a single-purpose satellite. It takes—of course, it takes a fair amount of 
horsepower to get it up that far, but that is something we will pursue. 

I have no other questions at the moment. Mr. Udall, do you have---- 

Vulnerability to Industry From Space Weather Events 
Mr. Udall. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to take this opportunity to direct a 

couple of questions at the witnesses from the private sector. 

Would you say that your organizations operations have become more vulnerable to 
space weather events over time or is it solely a matter of having gained a better 
understanding of the link between space weather events and specific problems you 
encounter during operations? Again, we can start with Mr.  Kappenman and move across. 
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Mr. Kappenman. Yeah. In the prepared testimony, I do cite quite a bit of evidence that 
the power industry has learned that indicates that we are, because of various design 
changes, growth of the power grid and so forth, we are unequivocally growing more and 
more vulnerable to space weather. That being said, we are also learning much about 
space weather impacts.  And we may not know exactly how vulnerable we really are. We 
know right now we are extremely vulnerable. 

Mr. Udall. Um-hum. 
Mr. Kappenman. And we also know that it is not going to be easy to become 
unvulnerable or invulnerable and undo what has essentially transpired through billions of 
dollars of investment in infrastructure, 50 years or more of development of that 
infrastructure. 
Mr. Udall. Captain Krakowski. 

Captain Krakowski. Thank you, sir. 

Yeah, we are—five years ago, were it not for the ability  
to have airplanes fly over 16 hours, we really could not even entertain dealing with such a 
risk. But now with the commercial opportunities opening up wider between Asia and the 
United States and the ability to fly longer range flights with the new technology airplanes 
coming up, this is somewhat new to us---- 

Mr. Udall. Um-hum. 

Captain Krakowski [continuing]. Which is why we are so interested in it. 
The other aspect of it is, well, as we contemplate moving more toward GPS-type 

navigation systems and away from land-based systems, there is an additional concern of 
what this kind of weather—solar weather impact would mean to that very critical 
infrastructure. And I think we are still in the learning mode with some of that. 

Mr. Udall. Dr. Hedinger. 

Dr. Hedinger. Thank you, Congressman Udall. 

I think there are really two areas here. One is just the volume of services that have grown 
over the last several years.  An example is the direct to home market. Now we have 
approximately 20 million households erect a home receiver. Five years ago, how many 
was that? But it has changed dramatically, and that continues to grow. But it is just the 
amount of business that is in space, the amount of business that depends on space for its 
revenue, so that is becoming more critical. 

The other thing is the new technologies that are being developed. With the—there is a 
move toward on-board processing to be able to provide more efficient communications 
and more economical access services. An example is the new KA band on-board 
processing satellites. These are likely to be more sensitive to space weather since there 
are computer chips, et cetera, on board the spacecraft. 

Thank you. 
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Vulnerability to Federal Agencies From Space Weather Events 
Mr. Udall. Perhaps I could ask the government witnesses to comment on this as well, if 

you would, and again, Dr. Hildner— and I—if I restate the question. Would you say that 
organizations in the government operations have become more vulnerable to space 
weather events over time or is it solely a matter of having gained a better understanding 
of the link between solar weather events and specific problems that we encounter during 
operations? 

Dr. Hildner. I would say it is the former. We have become more vulnerable, and partly 
because we have become more technological and those technological systems, as we 
become more dependent upon them, they, in fact, are becoming more vulnerable. And so 
we are becoming more vulnerable. 

Mr. Udall. Colonel Benson. 

Colonel Benson. Sir, I would agree with Dr. Hildner. I  
think we are more vulnerable as we require—rely more and more on space-based assets. 
Those vulnerabilities are there for the assets that we have on orbit. Even our Global 
Positioning System has effects from space weather as far as the errors that are driven by 
space weather events. So our dependency on GPS has also magnified the impacts of a 
space weather event on navigation systems. 

Mr. Udall. And I—space command based in Colorado, and I was sure that General 
Lord and others would underline what you had to say about the effects on our space 
command. 

Dr. Grunsfeld. 

Dr. Grunsfeld. Well, I think first and foremost, we are  
interested in the safety of our crew. And I am very proud to say that, you know, we are 
coming up on having three years of human international crews living in space all of the 
time, 365/ 24/7. And so in that respect, we certainly are more vulnerable.  In addition, we 
are kind of a victim of our own success in technology in that the capability of the 
microchips and the technology that goes into constructing all of the space assets that we 
have talked about have gotten a lot smaller and more compact and using technology that, 
in a sense, is more vulnerable to space radiation. 

Relationship With the International Community 
Mr. Udall. I thank the panel, and I might extend a request to the Chairman, I—we—

one area we didn’t cover was the relationship we have with the international community 
and their space weather forecasting capabilities and how we coordinate and whether there 
would be an effective—if the SEC was to be put out of business or the funding—the 
necessary funding wasn’t in place, but---- 

Chairman Ehlers. Dr. Hildner, if you would just like to just answer that, comment on 
that. 
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Dr. Hildner. I would be happy to. In the interest of time, we had not mentioned our 
international partnership. There is an outfit called the International Space Environment 
Service. It has 12 regional warning centers around the world. NOAA’s center in Boulder 
is one of those regional-warning centers. All of those centers exchange data actually 
through Boulder every day.  And then Boulder synthesizes all of that information and 
puts out the global forecast as the world-warning agency of the International Space 
Environment Service. Of course, that would all go away if we were eliminated. 

The Vital Role and Responsibilities of the SEC 
Chairman Ehlers. The gentleman’s time is expired. I would just like to conclude this 

hearing by several comments. First of all, it is obvious to me from your comments, Mr. 
Udall, that far too much government money is going to Colorado. And probably the SEC 
should move to Michigan where it would be closer to the Aurora Borealis. You could at 
least have the pleasure of observing that. More importantly, it is clear from today’s 
hearing that the services that NOAA’s SEC provides are unique and vital to our nation 
and its citizens every day, much more so than people realize, and as we just heard, also 
important to those of other countries. 

Secondly, it is neither within the mandate nor the mission of the Air Force or NASA to 
take on these crucial responsibilities. And it is my opinion that a transfer of this sort, at 
this time, would require significant expenditures on the part of the Federal Government 
and certainly above the $8 million sought by the Administration for the SEC. It would 
also be very disruptive to the entire program. 

So I believe that it is certainly advisable that this committee go on record as preserving 
the SEC precisely where it is. There is no reason to change it. “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix 
it,” as the old saying goes, and so let us keep it going.  And I hope—we will certainly 
pass this information on to the appropriators in the House and Senate. And I hope that all 
other interested parties would express that as well. 

The fact that we are discussing this precisely as a space storm is occurring, and I 
understand that Japan has lost— temporarily lost one satellite and is about to lose 
another, indicates the importance of the work that is being done here. 

Before I close, I just simply have a little housekeeping.  I, first of all, want to thank you 
very, very much for your participation. We couldn’t have had a better panel, broadly 
representative of the issue in both the governmental sector and the industry, and I 
appreciate your time. And above all, I appreciate your wisdom. So thank you for taking 
the time to be here. 

If there is no objection, the record will remain open for additional statements from the 
Members and the answers to any follow-up questions the Subcommittee may ask of the 
panelists.  And without objection, so ordered. And I would assume you would be willing 
to respond to questions in writing, should they come up. 

Thank you again for your service, and it is my pleasure to declare the hearing 
adjourned just in time for another vote.  The hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:03 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 

Appendix 1: 
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Biographies, Financial Disclosures, and Answers to Post-Hearing  

Questions 

Biography for Ernest Hildner 
Dr. Hildner is the Director of NOAA’s Space Environment Center. The Center is the 

Nation’s 24-hour-a-day center for alerts, warnings and watches related to space weather. 
Under his direction, SEC also conducts research and consults on space weather 
instrument development for NOAA, NASA, and the Aid Force. 

Dr. Hildner is a solar physicist who has worked for the High Altitude Observatory, 
NCAR, and at NASA Marshall Space Flight Center as head of its Solar Physics Branch. 
He was fortunate to be experiment scientist for Skylab and the Solar Maximum Mission 
during the 70’s. His scientific speciality is coronal and interplanetary physics, in which 
he has published dozens of papers. He co-holds one patent for a variable-magnification x-
ray telescope. 

In addition to his administrative responsibilities with NOAA, Dr.  Hildner is a Co-chair 
of the Committee on Space Weather for the National Space Weather Program, is a 
member of the advisory committees for the NOAO National Solar Observatory and 
NCAR High Altitude Observatory, and serves on review panels for NASA and DOD 
projects. 

Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 
Responses by Ernest Hildner, Director, Space Environment Center,  

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Space Environment Center 
Q1. In Col. Benson’s written testimony it is mentioned twice that the complementary 
nature of the Air Force Space Weather Operations Center and the SEC allows each 
agency to realize significant cost savings.  What is the dollar amount saved as a result of 
the Air Force and NOAA collaboration on space weather? 

A1. The National space weather enterprise, with complementary service centers in 
NOAA and U.S. Air Force Weather, depends on a critical shared database with 
contributions from NOAA and the USAF complementing each other. However, the 
savings to the Nation go far beyond the collaborating service centers. NOAH would have 
to replace and pay for a large fraction of the USAF-provided data if USAF no longer 
provided it.  Conversely, USAF would have to pay tens of millions of dollars per year for 
the sensors and their data now provided by NOAA, should NOAA no longer provide 
them. 

USAF operates the ground-based Solar Environmental Observing  

Network of observatories around the world. NOAA has no equivalent data  
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in the near-term for the data provided by this  
$20M per year network.  

Additionally, USAF pays the U.S. Geological Survey $150k per year to help it operate a 
ground-based magnetometer network so the data can be provided in near real-time to 
both USAF and NOAA. NOAA’s Space Environment Center distributes to the public 
some products created at U.S. Air Force Weather Agency’s center in Omaha; one of these 
is the immediate, three-hourly estimate of the value of the index characterizing global 
geomagnetic activity. This index is of great interest to civilian users; NOAA would have 
to create the product if USAF did not, at an estimated expense of $2M to port the 
software.  Finally, USAF Space Command flies sensors on the Defense Meteorological 
Space Program (DMSP) series of spacecraft. The data are archived at NOAA’s National 
Geophysical Data Center and used by Space Environment Center. The model NOAA 
plans to use to characterize and predict the ionosphere is being developed with USAF 
funding of about $10M and will be driven by data from DMSP. NOAA will save the 
$10M up-front cost of the model and the annual cost of fabricating and flying the 
instruments and getting the data because of USAF investments. 

In all, we estimate that NOAA would have to spend several tens of millions of dollars 
per year to sustain the same level of services if USAF dropped from the national 
collaboration in space weather. 

Q2. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and 
magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer spacecraft. Yet, 
this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to 
continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, 
NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data?  If 
so, please explain the strategy. 

A2. Real-time solar wind measurements from upstream of Earth, now obtained from 
NASA’s ACE research spacecraft, are among the most vital data for providing space 
weather services. The ability to warn of geomagnetic storms approximately an hour in 
advance is due solely to these data. Delayed solar wind measurements, available from 
other NASA spacecraft operating in a “store and dump” mode, are of no operational 
benefit, though they have research value. ACE has already completed its prime research 
mission, but has been selected by NASA for extended operations, because of new, high-
priority scientific goals that can be addressed with this valuable national asset. The 
spacecraft has enough propellant on board to maintain its new, looser, non-optimal for 
space weather purposes, orbit around Lagrange Point 1 (L1) until late into the next 
decade. 

ACE has been a unique resource in that it continuously transmits, all day—every day, 
in near real-time, solar wind and energetic particle data that can be acquired by relatively 
small ground-based antennas. No other spacecraft can do that; unless the ACE capability 
for space weather is replaced, when ACE dies NOAA, its partners, industrial space 
weather service companies, and end users will all lose valuable products and services. 
Geomagnetic storms are especially important to electric power grid operators and radio 
communicators (including airlines). 
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NOAA, NASA and the USAF, will continue to consider options for providing ACE-
like data. 

Biography for Charles L. Benson, Jr. 

Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr., is commander of the Air Force Weather Agency. He 
leads over 900 agency members at 20 locations around the world providing centralized 
weather products and services, including climatological and space weather support, to 
USAF, U.S. Army, special operations national intelligence community and other DOD 
activities. He executes a worldwide weather support mission, that provides decision 
assistance to combat, reconnaissance, command and control, presidential support, treaty 
verification and airlift missions directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, theater commanders, 
and major command commanders. 

Colonel Benson has served as a wing weather officer in Korea; executive assistant to 
the Commander, Air Weather Service, Scott AFB, IL; and Chief of the Advanced 
Systems Management Section, Offutt AFB, NE. He has commanded a weather 
detachment in Kansas and served as a program element monitor in Headquarters USAF’s 
Directorate of Weather.  Colonel Benson was assigned to Headquarters USAF’s 
Directorate of Operational Requirements as Chief of Force Enhancement Requirements. 
He has served as Director of Weather for Headquarters Air Mobility Command’s Tanker 
Airlift Control Center; Chief of Protocol for the Commander in Chief, United States 
Transportation Command; and Deputy Commander, 60th Support Group, Travis AFB, 
California. 

Prior to his arrival at Offutt AFB, Colonel Benson commanded the United States Air 
Force Academy’s 34th Support Group. 

EDUCATION 
1977 Bachelor of Science degree in Meteorology, Texas A&M University 1978 Officer 
Training School, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.  1985 Master’s degree in Meteorology, 
St. Louis University 1986 Air Command and Staff College (Correspondence) 

1990 Distinguished Graduate, Naval War College’s Naval Command & Staff,  
Naval War College, Newport, R.I. 

1991 Master’s degree in National Security & Strategic Studies, Naval  
War College, Newport, R.I. 

1995 Air War College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala. 

ASSIGNMENTS AND DATES 
1. September 1978-April 1981, wing weather officer, 463rd Tactical Airlift Wing, Dyess 
AFB, Texas 2. April 1981-June 1982, wing weather officer, 8th Tactical Fighter Wing, 
Kunsan Air Base, Korea 3. June 1982-January 1984, executive assistant to the 
commander, Air Weather Service, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois 4. January 1984-June 
1985, student, St. Louis University, St. Louis, Missouri 5. June 1985-October 1987, 
chief, Advanced Systems Management Section, Air Force Global Weather Central, Offutt 
Air Force Base, Nebraska 6. October 1987-August 1990, commander, Detachment 23, 9th 
Weather Squadron, McConnell Air Force Base, Kansas 7. August 1990-December 1991, 
student, Naval War College, Newport, R.I. 
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8. December 1991-November 1992, program element monitor, Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Air and Space Operations, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C. 

9. November 1992-August 1994, chief, Force Enhancement Requirements, Directorate of 
Operational Requirements, Deputy Chief of Staff for Air and Space Operations, 
Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C. 

10. August 1994-June 1995, student, Air War College, Maxwell Air Force  
Base, Alabama 
11. June 1995-September 1997, director of weather, Tanker Airlift  
Control Center, Headquarters Air Mobility Command, Scott Air Force  
Base, Illinois 
12. September 1997-August 1998, chief of protocol, U.S. Transportation  
Command, Scott Air Force Base, Illinois 
13. August 1998-April 1999, deputy commander, 60th Support Group,  
Travis Air Force Base, California 
14. April 1999-May 2001, commander, 34th Support Group, U.S. Air Force  
Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado 
15. May 2001-August 2002, vice commander, Air Force Weather Agency,  
Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska 
16. August 2002 to Present, commander, Air Force Weather Agency,  
Offutt AFB, Nebraska 

AWARDS AND DECORATIONS 
Legion of Merit 

Meritorious Service Medal with five oak leaf clusters 

Air Force Commendation Medal with one oak leaf cluster 

Air Force Achievement Medal 

EFFECTIVE DATES OF PROMOTION 
Second Lieutenant August 15, 1978 

First Lieutenant August 15, 1980 

Captain August 15, 1982 

Major June 1, 1989 

Lieutenant Colonel June 1, 1993 

Colonel April 1, 1999 
Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 

Responses by Colonel Charles L. Benson, Jr., Commander, Air Force  
Weather Agency 

 
Questions submitted by Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers 
 
Vital Sensors 
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Q1. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and 
magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advance Composition Explorer (ACE) 
spacecraft. Yet, this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are 
no plans to continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. 
Are NOAA, NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this 
vital data? If so, please explain the strategy. 

A1. Air, Force Weather (AFW) has a requirement for solar wind data, but does not field 
space-based systems. AFW has advocated for solar wind data and will continue to do so. 
We continue to advocate for environmental monitoring capabilities and to leverage 
existing and proposed Air Force Space Command, NASA, and NOAA satellites and 
sensors. Once ACE ceases to operate, we will be without the data it provides with no 
other viable alternative system immediately available. 

Dollar Amount Saved 
Q2. In your written testimony it is mentioned twice that the complementary nature of the 
Air Force Space Weather Operations Center and the SEC allows each agency to realize 
significant cost savings.  What is the dollars amount saved as a result of the Air Force and 
NOAA collaboration on space weather? 

A2. The estimated annual space weather operations cost savings for the  
Air Force Weather Agency (AFWA) is $11.4M. This cost savings is  
comprised of $6.8M from leveraging the research and technology  
transition performed by SEC. Additionally, there would be an up-front  
cost (significantly greater that the annual operation costs of  
$10M)  

to initially set up all of SEC’s operations and research at AWA, if SEC’s mission was 
transferred to the Air Force. 

Biography for John M. Grunsfeld 
PERSONAL DATA: Born in Chicago, Illinois. Married to the former Carol E. Schiff. 
They have two children. John enjoys mountaineering, flying, sailing, bicycling, and 
music. His father, Ernest A. Grunsfeld III, resides in Highland Park, Illinois. Carol’s 
parents, David and Ruth Schiff, reside in Highland Park, Illinois. 

EDUCATION: Graduated from Highland Park High School, Highland Park, Illinois, in 
1976; received a Bachelor of science degree in physics from the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology in 1980; a Master of science degree and a doctor of philosophy degree in 
physics from the University of Chicago in 1984 and 1988, respectively. 

ORGANIZATIONS: American Astronomical Society. American Alpine Club. 
Experimental Aircraft Association. Aircraft Owners and Pilot Association. 

SPECIAL HONORS: W.D. Grainger Fellow in Experimental Physics, 1988-89.  NASA 
Graduate Student Research Fellow, 1985-87. NASA Space Flight Medals (1995, 1997, 
1999, 2002). NASA Exceptional Service Medals (1997, 1998, 2000). NASA 
Distinguished Service Medal (2002). Distinguished Alumni Award, University of 



Comments – Solar storms and the power grid – Repar 
27 August 2010 

99 

Chicago. Alumni Service Award, University of Chicago. Komarov Diploma (1995), 
Korolov Diploma (1999, 2002). 

EXPERIENCE: Dr. Grunsfeld’s academic positions include that of Visiting Scientist, 
University of Tokyo/Institute of Space and Astronautical Science (1980-81); Graduate 
Research Assistant, University of Chicago (1981-85); NASA Graduate Student Fellow, 
University of Chicago (1985-87); W.D. Grainger Postdoctoral Fellow in Experimental 
Physics, University of Chicago (1988-89); and Senior Research Fellow, California 
Institute of Technology (1989-92). Dr. Grunsfeld’s research has covered x-ray and 
gamma-ray astronomy, high-energy cosmic ray studies, and development of new 
detectors and instrumentation. Dr. Grunsfeld studies binary pulsars and energetic x-ray 
and gamma ray sources using the NASA Compton Gamma Ray Observatory, x-ray 
astronomy satellites, radio telescopes, and optical telescopes including the NASA Hubble 
Space Telescope. 

NASA EXPERIENCE: Dr. Grunsfeld was selected by NASA in March 1992, and 
reported to the Johnson Space Center in August 1992. He completed one year of training 
and is qualified for flight selection as a mission specialist. Dr. Grunsfeld was initially 
detailed to the astronaut Office Mission Development Branch and was assigned as the 
lead for portable computers for use in space. Following his first flight, he led a team of 
engineers and computer programmers tasked with defining and producing the crew 
displays for command and control of the International Space Station (ISS). As part of this 
activity he directed an effort combining the resources of the Mission Control Center 
(MCC) Display Team and the Space Station Training Facility. The result was the creation 
of the Common Display Development Facility (CDDF), responsible for the on-board and 
MCC displays for the ISS, using object-oriented programming techniques. Following his 
second flight, he was assigned as Chief of the Computer Support Branch in the Astronaut 
Office supporting Space Shuttle and International Space Station Programs and advanced 
technology development. Following STS-103, he served as Chief of the Extra-vehicular 
Activity Branch in the Astronaut Office. Following STS-109 Grunsfeld served as an 
instructor in the Extra-vehicular Activity Branch, and worked on the Orbital Space Plane, 
exploration concepts, and technologies for use beyond low earth orbit in the Advanced 
Programs Branch. He is currently the NASA Chief Scientist detailed to NASA 
Headquarters. A veteran, of four space flights, STS-67 (1995), STS-81 (1997), STS-103 
(1999) and STS-109 (2002), Dr. Grunsfeld has logged over 45 days in space, including 5 
space walks totaling 37 hours and 32 minutes. 

SPACE FLIGHT EXPERIENCE: STS-67/Astro-2 Endeavour (March 2-18, 1995) was 
launched from Kennedy Space Center, Florida, and returned to land at Edwards Air Force 
Base, California. It was the second flight of the Astro observatory, a unique complement 
of three ultra-violet telescopes. During this record-setting 16-day mission, the crew 
conducted observations around the clock to study the far ultra-violet spectra of faint 
astronomical objects and the polarization of ultra-violet light coming from hot stars and 
distant galaxies. Mission duration was 399 hours and 9 minutes. 

STS-81 Atlantis (January 12-22, 1997) was a 10-day mission, the 5th to dock with 
Russia’s Space Station Mir, and the 2nd to exchange U.S.  astronauts. The mission also 
carried the Spacehab double module providing additional mid-deck locker space for 
secondary experiments.  In five days of docked operations more than three tons of food, 
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water; experiment equipment and samples were moved back and forth between the two 
spacecraft. Grunsfeld served as the flight engineer on this flight.  Following 160 orbits of 
the Earth the STS-81 mission concluded with a landing on Kennedy Space Center’s 
Runway 33 ending a 3.9 million mile journey. Mission duration was 244 hours, 56 
minutes. 

STS-103 Discovery (December 19-27, 1999) was an 8-day mission during which the 
crew successfully installed new gyroscopes and scientific instruments and upgraded 
systems on the Hubble Space Telescope (HST). Enhancing HST scientific capabilities 
required three space walks (EVA). Grunsfeld performed two space walks totaling 16 
hours and 23 minutes. The STS-103 mission was accomplished in 120 Earth orbits, 
traveling 3.2 million miles in 191 hours and 11 minutes. 

STS-109 Columbia (March 1-12, 2002). STS-109 was the fourth Hubble Space 
Telescope (HST) servicing mission. The crew of STS-109 successfully upgraded the 
Hubble Space Telescope installing a new digital camera, a cooling system for the infrared 
camera, new solar arrays and a new power system. HST servicing and upgrades were 
accomplished by four crew members during a total of 5 EVAs in 5 consecutive days. 
Grunsfeld served as the Payload Commander on STS-109 in charge of the space walking 
activities and the Hubble payload. He also performed 3 space walks totaling 21 hours and 
9 minutes, including the installation of the new Power Control Unit. STS-109 orbited the 
Earth 165 times, and covered 3.9 million miles in over 262 hours. 

Answers to Post-Hearing Questions 
Responses by John M. Grunsfeld, Chief Scientist, National Aeronautics  

and Space Administration 

Question submitted by Chairman Vernon J. Ehlers 
Q1. One of the most vital sensors for providing advanced warning of radiation and 
magnetic storms is located on NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer spacecraft. Yet, 
this spacecraft is currently operating beyond its design life and there are no plans to 
continue collecting this type of solar wind data once ACE ceases to operate. Are NOAA, 
NASA and/or the Air Force planning for a way to continue obtaining this vital data?  If 
so, please explain the strategy. 

A1. NASA’s Advanced Composition Explorer (ACE) was launched in August 1997 from 
the Kennedy Space Center. It carried six high-resolution sensors and three monitoring 
instruments to sample low-energy particles of solar origin and high-energy galactic 
particles with a collecting power 10 to 1,000 times greater than past or planned 
experiments. In addition, the ACE payload includes a real-time space weather monitoring 
capability, and NOAA has used this for space weather prediction. 

ACE has already completed its prime research mission, and in the 2003 Senior Review 
process, it was selected for extended operations because of new, high-priority scientific 
goals that can be addressed with this valuable national asset. The spacecraft has enough 
propellant on board to maintain an orbit at Lagrange Point 1 (L1) until late into the next 
decade. 
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ACE has been somewhat of a unique resource because of the type of solar wind data it 
collects; therefore, NASA has devised a plan to continue collecting similar solar wind 
data after ACE ceases to operate. NASA is currently moving the Wind spacecraft into L1 
to serve as a “hot” backup to ACE in order to maintain our research capability in the area 
of solar wind turbulence. The Solar and Heliospheric Observatory (SOHO) will also 
provide complementary data. NASA believes that these resources will ensure continued 
research and data collection in this discipline in the event that ACE is no longer able to 
produce useful scientific research. 

Questions submitted by Democratic Members 
Q1. Is the ISS currently operating with a waiver due to the lack of functional radiation 
monitors on board? 

A1. No. There are currently several functional radiation monitors on board the 
International Space Station (ISS), including both Russian and U.S.-provided hardware. 
There is a waiver in place for the Tissue Equivalent Proportional Counter (TEPC), which 
is one part of the overall ISS on-orbit radiation monitoring system. 

Q1a. Is the fact that the Space Environment Center can provide predictions one of the 
justifications used to grant the waiver? 

A1a. There is no overall waiver granted for radiation monitoring because there is 
functional equipment currently on orbit. The TEPC waiver was presented and approved 
at the 10 March 2003 ISS Vehicle Control Board. During the discussions regarding the 
waiver, continued availability of space weather warnings, alerts, and real-time data on 
solar proton fluxes from the Space Environment Center (SEC) were mentioned as an 
additional rationale for why it was acceptable to continue without the TEPC. 

Q1b. Is NASA currently depending on the SEC in order to provide direction to the ISS 
crew about radiation protection actions? 

A1b. Yes. Real-time data provided by the SEC are the primary information used in 
developing recommendations to the flight control team. This team directs the crew to take 
appropriate actions to minimize their radiation exposure. 

Q1c. Did the Space and Life Sciences Directorate highlight the “potential that ground-
tracked radiation and forecasting from satellites will be reduced or eliminated in FY 2004 
(NOAA)” as a concern in their Stage Ops Readiness Rev. meeting on Sept. 24, 2003, 
while preparing for the launch of the current ISS crew? 

A1c. Yes. The Johnson Space Center (JSC) Space and Life Science Directorate (SLSD) 
highlighted the potential risk posed by the loss of SEC data in the September 24, 2003 
SORR discussions and in the October 2, 2003 Flight Readiness Review (FRR). 

Q1d. When does the waiver expire? 
A1d. The waiver for the ISS TEPC expired October 31, 2003 and is in the process of 
being extended to April 2004. 
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Q2. Is the failure of the TEPC one of the elements that led to the recommendation by two 
managers responsible for monitoring the ISS environmental systems not to launch the 
current crew to ISS? 

A2. The lack of a functional on-orbit TEPC was one element of the overall degradation of 
on-orbit real-time environmental monitoring on ISS that raised concerns. 

Q2a. Was their ultimate decision to agree to go ahead with the launch based on plans to 
launch a replacement TEPC aboard Progress Flight 14?  When is that launch scheduled to 
occur? 

A2a. Yes. Launching a TEPC on ISS Flight 14P (Progress M-49) was one of the specific 
items cited in the exception to the ISS Flight 7S (Soyuz TMA-3) CoFR. At the time of 
the CoFR, 13P was scheduled for launch in November 2003 and 14P was scheduled to 
launch in January 2004. Since that time, the launch of 13P has moved to no earlier than 
late January 2004. As a result, NASA has requested that the TEPC be manifested on 13P. 
The manifest for 13P is still under review. 

Q2b. Was the TEPC replacement originally scheduled to fly aboard Progress 12, but 
removed because it cost too much to certify it to fly on a Russian vehicle? 

A2b. The original schedule envisioned launching the TEPC in Nov. 2003 on ISS Flight 
13P. However, work on recertifying the TEPC for launch was delayed for several months 
because of funding issues. Because of this delay, the JSC Engineering Directorate 
determined that the hardware could not be ready for delivery in time for ISS Flight 13P, 
so TEPC was moved to ISS Flight 14P. When the 14P Progress missions slipped, NASA 
requested that the TEPC be manifested on ISS Flight 13P (January 2004). The manifest 
for ISS Flight 13P is currently under review. This TEPC required additional certification 
to meet Russian launch requirements (Progress launch vibration test), as well as some 
additional testing to allow operation in the Russian segment of the ISS (i.e., Russian 
power qualification). 

Q2c. Is it important to have the TEPC installed aboard the ISS no later than January to 
calibrate it as the Sun approaches the minimum activity levels of its 11-year cycle? 

A2c. Ideally, in order to be prepared for the earliest potential maximum crew exposure to 
solar radiation, the TEPC should be on orbit by April 2004. This date is driven by the 
following considerations: during the last solar cycle, the time of maximum crew exposure 
preceded the point of actual solar minimum by nine months; SEC’s current projection of 
future solar activity levels places solar minimum sometime between January 2006 and 
July 2007. Using January 2006 as the earliest possible date for solar minimum, the point 
of maximum crew exposure would be nine months earlier—or April 2005. If the TEPC is 
on orbit by April 2004, NASA will be able to collect data for at least one year prior to the 
point of maximum crew exposure; this will allow us to develop a baseline of performance 
for the TEPC on orbit, as well as to track the exposure rise to solar minimum. 
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Biography for John G. Kappenman 

Education 
Graduated with High Honors from South Dakota State University in 1976 with a 

Bachelor of Science degree in Electrical Engineering.  Member of Eta Kappa Nu, Tau 
Beta Pl, and Phi Kappa Phi Honor Societies. 

Professional Experience 
1998-Present Metatech Corp, Joined firm in Senior Management Position as Division 
Manager of Applied Power Solutions Division. He directs the development of products, 
services, and consulting that are provided to clientele world-wide and primarily focusing 
on Geomagnetic Disturbances & Space Weather, Lightning, and substation and power 
system engineering and related specialty products. 

1977-1998 Minnesota Power Held a number of professional positions in the organization, 
1978-1980 Special Studies Engineer, 1981-1994 Supervisor of Transmission Planning 
Department, Responsible for Development and Conceptual Design in excess of $100 
million in Transmission Construction Projects. 1994-1998 Manager of Transmission 
Power Engineering Department. Responsible for Substation and Control Engineering 
Functions arid associated Technology Transfer. 

1995-1998 University Minnesota-Duluth Dept. of Electrical & Computer Engineering—
Instructor for Senior Technical Elective Courses in Power Systems and Senior Seminar. 

Other Professional Activities; Faculty Member of the Electromagnetic Transients 
Program extension courses held at the University of Minnesota in 1982 and at the 
University of Wisconsin in 1984. Faculty member for the EMTP courses at the 
University of Minnesota Extension Program since July 1990. He has served as Chairman 
of the Industry Advisory Board for the University of Minnesota Center for Electric 
Energy. He has served on a National Academy of Sciences Panel on the National 
Geomagnetic Initiative. In March 1997, he was invited by the Presidents Commission on 
Critical Infrastructure Protection to brief the Commission on the “The Impact of Space 
Weather on Power Systems and their Operation.” He is also a member of the Organizing 
Committee for the NATO Advanced Science Institutes Conference on Space Weather 
Hazards being held in June 2000 in Crete. Mr. Kappenman has also served as a member 
of the Science Advisory Panel in July 2000 to the NOAA Space Environment Center. He 
was on the Scientific Organizing Committee of the NATO Advanced Research 
Workshop on Effects of Space Weather on Technology Infrastructure (ESPRIT) held in 
Rhodes in March 2003. He is a member of the Editorial Advisory Committee to the AGU 
International Journal of Space Weather. He is one of the founders and current 
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What Is Space Weather? Why Is It Important? 

The Sun is a variable star. Its magnetic field varies on a time scale from seconds to 
decades. The origins of solar variability are still poorly understood, but it causes the Sun 
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to produce vast explosions (flares and coronal mass ejections) and streams of ionized gas 
(the solar wind). The space environment, in which the entire Solar System exists, is 
controlled and modulated by these outpourings from the Sun. This variation in the space 
environment is called “space weather.” 

Fortunately, the Earth has a magnetic field and atmosphere that partially protects us 
from the daily changes in geospace conditions.  However, some of these effects do make 
their way into the Earth system and can damage our spacecraft and endanger the health 
and safety our astronauts. Here on Earth, they can affect technologies vital to our 
civilization such as degrading communications, disrupting electrical power transmission, 
increasing corrosion rates in oil pipelines, increasing the radiation doses received by 
passengers and crew on some commercial airliners, and decreasing the accuracy of GPS. 

The future of space exploration beyond the immediate Earth environment (i.e., beyond 
the protection of the Earth’s natural shields) is intimately linked to the necessity of 
understanding space weather. If we are to send astronauts to Mars or set up a permanent 
base on the Moon, for example, then understanding these phenomena and being able to 
predict them will be vital to ensuring our explorers’ safety. 

Our Needs for Space Weather Data and Forecasts 
Lockheed Martin Space Systems Company has a major stake in space weather. All of 

our space-related programs use space weather data in the planning, design, and operation 
of new orbital systems. Radiation dosage, communications quality, navigation and 
position measurement, surveillance, and mission life are concerns related to space 
weather in preparing reliable and successful space projects for the U.S.  government. One 
of many possible examples: our Astronautics group (Denver, Colorado) uses SEC space 
weather forecasts to help scheduling the launches of Atlas and Titan rockets. 

Our Advanced Technology Center in Palo Alto, California, works on a wide variety of 
space weather programs including building instruments for solar monitoring from the 
NOAA GOES spacecraft and the NASA Living With A Star (LWS) and Solar Terrestrial 
Probe programs. They research space weather phenomena originating from the Sun and 
model their direct effects in geospace. They have used the predictions from the NOAA 
SEC since the launch of the Solar Maximum Mission in 1980 to help optimize the 
scientific return from some of their solar missions. 

Roles of Government, Academia and Industry in Space 
Weather 

NSF, in collaboration with NOAA, DOD, NASA, and several other agencies, produced 
a study identifying the urgent need for a coordinated approach to space weather. This led 
to the National Space Weather Initiative. A part of this program was designed to improve 
the observations and research of space weather in the science community.  This effort 
was spearheaded by NASA and NSF; which defined the outstanding theoretical and 
observational problems that need to be addressed. This led to the LWS program at NASA 
and comprehensive modeling projects at NSF. 

Academia is important to the ongoing development of space weather because much of 
the ground-breaking research goes on at universities.  While much of this research is of 
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purely scientific interest, some of it leads directly to models and visualization techniques 
that are applicable to space weather forecasting. The NOAA SEC is responsible for being 
familiar with these advances and how they might best be applied to forecasting. 

Because the NASA charter focuses on science rather than operational monitoring of 
phenomena like space weather, the task of gathering long-term space weather data fell to 
NOAA, hence the inclusion of space weather instruments on NPOESS and GOES-R. 
NOAA also takes the discoveries made by NASA and NSF research that are specifically 
relevant to space weather forecasting and turns them into the appropriate data products on 
which the space weather user community depends. 

The SEC has acted as the interface between the space weather science and user 
communities. For example, they have organized a very successful series of annual 
meetings, Space Weather Week, which bring these different space weather communities 
(researchers, modelers, commercial suppliers, and users) together to help understand each 
other’s capabilities and requirements. Without this vital role of the SEC, space weather 
forecasting would be many years behind where it is today. 

Industry provides the capability to build the instruments, spacecraft, and ground 
systems for NASA research programs and uses that experience to supply the necessary 
high-reliability monitoring systems for NOAA. The aerospace industry is also one of the 
many users of NOAA’s space weather products. 

Other government agencies (e.g., DOD, FAA, and DOE) are major users of NOAA 
space weather forecasts. They help define the observational requirements and data 
products that they want from the SEC. There is a marked rise in the number of companies 
whose business can be affected by space weather; these include the increase in 
commercial usage of GPS, cell phones, and the need for power grids to run nearer to 
capacity limits. This upsurge in the need for space weather products has resulted in a 
growing number of small businesses from all over the United States that provide space 
weather products specifically tailored to single-end-user needs. These companies rely 
entirely on the data and forecasts from the SEC. 

 

Future Applications of Space Weather 
The continuity and fidelity of the current space weather data and forecasting 

capabilities provided by NOAA SEC is vital. We should also consider what is needed in 
the future. Our investment and reliance on space technology are growing, and we need to 
respond to this by increasing our capability to forecast the operational environment of 
these ever more sophisticated and expensive space assets. To keep pace with these 
advances and new priorities, we believe that the SEC needs to grow steadily over the next 
few years. 

Recently there has been increasing scientific interest in the potential link between space 
weather effects and climate change. It has been estimated that 30 to 50 percent of the 
recent climate change could be attributable to changes in the Sun. If this link is 
demonstrated to exist, as many scientists think it will, and the mechanisms are understood 
so that the space weather input to our climate can be modeled to accurately predict future 
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climate change, then the solar and geospace data, processed and archived by NOAA, will 
be of huge economic importance to the Nation’s long-term planning of water and land 
usage.  Consequently, we cannot afford to lose or disperse the core of space weather 
expertise currently resident at the SEC in Boulder, Colorado. 

Conclusions 
The stage of development of space weather at present is very similar to that of 

meteorological forecasting more than 40 years ago.  The data are sparse and incomplete, 
and the forecasts are not as accurate in the long-term as some of the users would like. The 
increase in data acquisition capability represented by the new NPOESS and GOES-R 
space weather instruments, plus the influx of new data from the current GOES Solar X-
ray Imager series, will result in a significant increase in our capability to forecast space 
weather effects more accurately over a longer period. To take full advantage of this 
upsurge in space weather data and demand for more forecast products, we need a 
growing capability at the NOAA SEC, not a reduced one. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

 
               Prepared Statement of Dr. W. Kent Tobiska 
                     President and Chief Scientist 
                     Space Environment Technologies 
                          1676 Palisades Drive 
                    Pacific Palisades, CA 90272-2111 
 

The shorter-term variable impact of the Sun’s photons, solar wind particles, and 
interplanetary magnetic field upon the Earth’s environment that can adversely affect 
technological systems is colloquially known as space weather. It includes, for example, 
the effects of solar coronal mass ejections, solar flares and irradiances, solar and galactic 
energetic particles, as well as the solar wind, all of which affect Earth’s magnetospheric 
particles and fields, geomagnetic and electrodynamical conditions, radiation belts, 
aurorae, ionosphere, and the neutral thermosphere and mesosphere. 

The U.S. activity to understand, then mitigate, space weather risks is programmatically 
directed by the interagency National Space Weather Program (NSWP) and summarized 
in its NSWP Implementation Plan [2000].  That document describes a goal to improve 
our understanding of the physics underlying space weather and its effects upon terrestrial 
systems. A major step toward achievement of that goal is the ongoing development of 
operational space weather systems which link models and data to provide a seamless 
energy-effect characterization from the Sun to the Earth. The NOAA Space Environment 
Center is the key agency providing the raw information necessary for inputs into these 
systems and the continued support by NOAA SEC to space weather users is of critical 
importance in our technology-based society. 
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In relation to space weather’s effects upon the ionosphere, there are challenges to 
space- and ground-systems that result from electric field disturbances, irregularities, and 
scintillation. Space and ground operational systems that are affected by ionospheric space 
weather include telecommunications, Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation, and 
radar surveillance. As an example, solar coronal mass ejections produce highly variable 
and energetic particles embedded in the solar wind while large solar flares produce 
elevated fluxes of ultraviolet (UV) and extreme ultraviolet (EUV) photons. Both sources 
can be a major cause of terrestrial ionospheric perturbations at low- and high-latitudes. 
They drive the ionosphere to unstable states resulting in the emergence of irregularities 
and rapid total electron content (TEC) changes. 

Trans-ionospheric radio communications and GPS navigation systems are particularly 
affected by these irregularities. The ionosphere’s ability to reflect high frequency (HF) 
radio signals is affected and conditions are created where HF radio propagation is not 
feasible when signal amplitude and phase scintillations are degraded. For GPS navigation 
systems users in perturbed ionospheric regions, the timing of GPS signals becomes 
significantly and adversely degraded, translating directly into location inaccuracy and 
even signal unavailability. 

Ionospheric perturbed conditions can be recognized and specified in real-time or 
predicted through linkages of models and data streams such as those provided by NOAA 
SEC. Linked systems must be based upon multi-spectral observations of the Sun, solar 
wind measurements by satellites between the Earth and Sun, as well as by measurements 
from radar and GPS/TEC networks. Models of the solar wind, solar irradiances, the 
neutral thermosphere, thermospheric winds, joule heating, particle precipitation, 
substorms, the electric field, and the ionosphere provide climatological estimates of non-
measured present and predicted parameters. Data provided by NOAA SEC are 
continuously used by these models. 

Space Environment Technologies, a company that provides advanced space weather 
products and services for government and aerospace customers, supports NOAA Space 
Environment Center in a common effort to develop operational ionospheric forecast 
systems that will detect and predict the conditions leading to dynamic ionospheric 
changes. Such systems will provide global-to-local specifications of recent history, 
current epoch, and 72-hour forecast ionospheric and neutral density profiles, TEC, 
plasma drifts, neutral winds, and temperatures.  Geophysical changes will be captured 
and/or predicted (modeled) at their relevant time scales using data assimilation 
techniques. Linked physics-based and empirical models that will provide thermospheric, 
solar, electric field, particle, and magnetic field parameters will enable reliable forecasts 
and will mitigate risks from space weather to our technological systems. 
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Comments of the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) 
EPRI is a non-profit corporation formed by U.S. electric utilities  

in 1972 as the Electric Power Research Institute to manage a national, public/private 
collaborative research program on behalf of EPRI members, their customers, and society. 
Today, EPRI has over 1,000 members consisting of government-owned utilities (both 
federal and non-federal), rural electric cooperative associations, investor-owned utilities, 
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Independent and Affiliated Transmissions Companies (ITC and ATC), Independent 
System Operators (ISOs), and Regional Transmission Operators (RTOs), foreign 
(international) utilities, independent power producers, and governmental agencies 
engaged in funding electricity-related research and development. 

EPRI has gained a worldwide reputation for excellence and credibility in scientific 
research and technology development related to electricity. As a tax-exempt scientific 
organization under Internal Revenue Code Section 501 © (3), EPRI makes its research 
results available through its technology transfer program, including publication of 
reports, licensing of intellectual property, and sponsoring seminars and conferences. 

INTRODUCTION 
Moderate and local disturbances in the power grid as a result of solar storms were seen 

from time to time, but was not fully understood that the possible damage could be serious 
until the storm of March 31, 1989. As a result of this storm, the Province of Quebec 
suffered a complete blackout and major equipment damage occurred in the northern 
United States. Since that event, the industry has been aware of the potential harm and has 
become more careful about noting Space Environment Center (SEC) alerts and 
responding to them. 

The Northeast Blackout of August 14, 2003 was a reminder that the power grid is 
dynamic and that the necessary operational balance must be maintained with some care. 
Solar storms represent another disturbing influence which can unsettle the system if we 
are not careful. The alerts of the Space Environment Center provide critical information 
used by many utilities to gauge how to plan their operations during times of expected 
stress. 

How likely is it that we will see a repeat storm of severity equal to that of March 13, 
1989? We have since experienced a half of a sunspot cycle and not seen a comparable 
storm impact the earth. On the other hand there are compelling reasons to expect that our 
system is becoming more susceptible, rather than less, to the same disturbance.  

Several trends combine to this so: 

Deregulation has increased the purchase of power from more remote locations and 
thereby increased the long distance flows of power over the grid. Longer lines are 
more vulnerable to disruption from solar storms. 

The relative loading of lines and transformers compared with their ratings have 
increased as load has grown faster than new installations. Equipment used near its 
limits of temperature and magnetic flux can be more easily pushed into failure from 
solar storms. 

The use of microprocessors in electric energy consuming devices and appliances is 
rising dramatically. As a result, US business and industry is increasingly demanding 
more reliable, digital quality electrical supply. Microprocessor-based devices are 
more prone to disturbance and to misinterpretation of noisy signals that are likely to 
result from the effects of solar storms on the power grid. 

Against the unknown probability of a recurrence (admittedly not a high probability) 
there must be balanced the projected cost of a widespread outage. This cost could be very 
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high indeed. In the United States, the region of highest risk runs form the Canadian 
border down to the middle of the country. Because the Magnetic North Pole is displaced 
somewhat towards the eastern U.S., the region of highest risk does not extend as far south 
into California as it does into Virginia.  By coincidence, the recent Mid-West/Northeast 
Blackout of August 14 and 15, 2003 can serve as a reasonable model of what might 
happen from the recurrence of a high magnitude solar storm in the eastern U.S. 

We value the alerts issued by the Center to our industry. Many utilities curtail elective 
maintenance operations and take steps to distribute their generation more evenly on the 
basis of these alerts.  Several utilities have combined under the leadership of EPRI to 
pool readings of solar induced currents in real time so we can better assess the current 
status of any ongoing event. 

We value the studies the Center makes of the solar wind and the evidence and data it is 
accumulating that will one day give us a much better understanding of phenomena we 
only observe today. It would be of great value if one day the Center was able to predict 
further into the future and with more certainty what to expect from the solar flows. 

We value the studies of solar phenomena, the drivers of all the effects we experience. 
Understanding here may be further away, but could be even more valuable for predicting 
releases many days into the future. 

It is not clear that any other public or private organizations have the budget or interest 
to pursue such long-term matters. The solar phenomena influence industries as diverse as 
communications, oil and gas pipelines and the electric power industry. The U.S. military 
has an interest in the matter of solar disturbances, which can disrupt GPD systems and 
indirectly impact them through loss of electric power. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 

Prepared Statement of Timothy L. Killeen 
Director 

National Center for Atmospheric Research 

I wish to thank Chairman Ehlers, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the 
Subcommittee on Environment, Technology and Standards for holding the October 30 
Subcommittee hearing, What Is Space Weather and Who Should Forecast It? Space 
Weather is a relatively new, but critical area of scientific research and operations that 
may not be understood or appreciated by many in a manner that captures the field’s 
importance to the Nation’s security and technological preeminence in the world.  You are 
doing the country a great service by examining the state of the science and recent 
questions that have been raised by Congress about who should forecast space weather 
and provide warnings about threats from solar storms. I write this not only from my 
position as director of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), but as 
principal investigator of an instrument on the, (TIMED) satellite. A major goal of 
TIMED is to improve our ability to predict and understand Space Weather. 

I would like to address the work and positioning of the Space Environment Center 
(SEC) of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the main 
topics of the October 30 hearing. I have experience working with the scientists of SEC 
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and was quite concerned to see the FY 2004 marks and language in both the House and 
Senate NOAA bills regarding the Center. The President’s request for SEC provided it 
with a $3 million increase over FY 2003. As I am sure you are well aware, the House 
mark eliminated this increase, keeping the account flat. Worse, the Senate zeroed SEC 
out and included the following language in the committee report: The “Atmospheric” in 
NOAA does not extend to the astral. Absolutely no funds are provided for solar 
observation. Such activities are rightly the bailiwick of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration and the Air Force. 

The atmospheric sciences community is fully aware of the requirement in both the 
House and Senate bills to review NOAA research operations. Such a review will, I 
believe, strengthen those operations and provide long-term benefits to the country. 
However, the language of the Senate bill in particular seems to criticize research 
activities within NOAA across the board and single out SEC as an inappropriate NOAA 
function. This approach seems to me likely to be of significant harm to the Nation’s 
scientific endeavors. 

SEC has made many extraordinary basic and applied research contributions that have 
been described in detail by SEC Director Hildner in his testimony. These include the real-
time monitoring and forecasting of solar events such as radiation storms that can damage 
satellites and electrical grids. The Center provides forecasts and real-time data that enable 
the prediction of solar effects on the Earth’s magnetosphere, ionosphere, and upper 
atmosphere. These effects include enhancements of the radiation belts, ionospheric 
interference with communication and navigation systems, and changes in the orbits of 
satellites. SEC is the undisputed world leader in space weather forecasting, and its 
services are of significant value to commercial, military, and research endeavors 
conducted in near-Earth space. 

In cooperation with the U.S. Air Force, SEC operates the Space Weather Operations 
Center, which serves as the national early warning center for space disturbances that can 
affect people and equipment working in the space environment. Research satellites such 
as the Hubble Space Telescope as well as communications and surveillance satellites are 
protected by the Center’s activities, as are astronauts on the Space Station. Additional 
SEC activities include the prediction of solar influences on the Earth’s magnetosphere, 
ionosphere and thermosphere. SEC predicts energetic particle fluxes in the Earth’s ring 
current of geomagnetically trapped ions and electrons, ionospheric disturbances and their 
effect on radio communication, and thermospheric densities that affect satellite drag. The 
skill and knowledge to be able to provide these assessments are not easy to come by, 
taking years of experience to develop. Also taking much skill and experience to develop 
are effective ways in which to provide end users with information needed for operational 
purposes. SEC does an excellent job on both fronts. 

The geophysical indices SEC provides are used by a wide number of scientific 
researchers, students, postdoctoral students, and the general public. They are employed in 
models of the upper atmosphere, ionosphere, and magnetosphere, and are important for 
operational studies. Disrupting SEC at this time would have a negative impact on studies 
involved with NSF-sponsored programs such as Coupling, Energetics and Dynamics of 
Atmospheric Regions (CEDAR), Geospace Environment Modeling (GEM), and Solar, 
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Heliospheric, and INterplanetary Environment (SHINE), as well as satellite studies of 
NASA and the DOD. 

Space weather basic and applied research at SEC provides critical support to the 
operational forecasting and data services. SEC maintains active collaborations with the 
National Center for Atmospheric Research, the University of Colorado, Boston 
University, and many other institutions engaged in the extensive and challenging 
endeavor of obtaining a full and detailed physical understanding of the processes that 
drive solar activity, solar particle and electromagnetic radiation, changes in the solar wind 
and magnetic field, and the response of the magnetosphere-ionosphere-thermosphere 
system to those changes. In particular, SEC is a national leader in developing numerical 
models of the solar wind and the ionosphere, and data assimilation techniques applied to 
the upper atmosphere. Research at SEC is of very high quality and, I believe, is an 
irreplaceable component of current multi-institutional projects to create the next 
generation of coupled Sun-to-Earth numerical modeling systems for space weather 
forecasting. 

As stated above, language in the Senate budget for FY04 implies that SEC functions 
should be transferred to NASA or to the Department of Defense (DOD). I have close 
working knowledge of the programs of NASA and believe that it is an agency that is not 
equipped to provide support for continuous (“24�7”) data and forecast services, having 
other priorities more critical to its core mission. Therefore, I do not believe that NASA 
would provide an appropriate home for SEC operational activities in the near-term. DOD 
could conceivably manage the operational arm, but would not be an appropriate home for 
the research activities conducted at SEC. In addition, DOD’s primary responsibility is 
military defense of the Nation. In times of war or other military emergency, it is 
conceivable that DOD operations would be classified and would pertain only to military 
matters. In this situation, response to civilian concerns relating to solar geomagnetic and 
radiation storms would likely be of lower priority. 

I am sure that you are aware of the recently released National Research Council (NRC) 
decadal study on research strategy in solar and space physics titled, The Sun to the 
Earth—and Beyond. In this document, the eminent members of eight Blue Ribbon 
panels, committees, and boards strongly endorse SEC and recommend throughout that 
NOAA, NASA, DOD, and the National Science Foundation collaborate to lead the 
military and civilian effort to continue and to expand solar and space research, research 
applications, the acquisition of real-time data, and technology development. 

A recommendation on page 14 of the NRC report states that “NOAA should assume 
responsibility for the continuance of space-based measurement such as solar wind data. . 
.” This is a recommendation by numerous experts in the field. Absolutely nowhere in this 
document is there a recommendation that NOAA extricate itself from solar and space 
weather work because it is inappropriate to its mission. To the contrary, 
recommendations throughout elucidate the critical role that NOAA plays among the four 
involved agencies. 

Though constrained by limited budgets SEC has done excellent work within NOAA 
and I believe it makes sense for it to continue to reside there. NOAA’s mission reads in 
part, “To understand and predict changes in the Earth’s environment. . .to meet our 
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nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs.” The Sun makes life on Earth 
possible and causes tremendous environmental changes. To better understand the Sun’s 
behavior is to better understand Earth’s environment. To understand the threats of solar 
geomagnetic and radiation storms and warn of their possible impacts contributes to 
meeting our nation’s economic, social, and environmental needs. In my opinion, SEC’s 
work is an integral part of the NOAA mission. 

I understand that NOAA leadership is considering the transfer of SEC (should it 
survive the FY 2004 Appropriations process) from the Office of Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Research (OAR) to the National Weather Service (NWS). Transfer of SEC 
to NWS could strengthen its operational mandate, and provide a programmatic 
environment appropriate to its national mission. I would have some concern, though, that 
the critical, basic research side of the Center could become undervalued within the 
overwhelmingly operational environment of NWS. The two sides of SEC are symbiotic 
and not readily separated without seriously compromising the forecasting side. As has 
been stated before, operations are only as strong as the research and research applications 
behind them. To diminish one is to weaken or cause stagnation in the other. I would like 
to urge the Committee to seek assurances from NOAA leadership that, if SEC is 
transferred from OAR to NWS, the research side of the laboratory will receive continued 
support within NWS, or will be maintained elsewhere within NOAH with a close 
working relationship to the operational side. 

In closing, I would like to note that NOAA/SEC is the undisputed world leader in space 
weather forecasting. SEC has an effective balance of research and operational staff in the 
area of solar-terrestrial physics and an ideal scientific culture for the purpose of 
forecasting.  To create such a balance and culture at any other U.S. institution would be 
difficult, time-consuming, and expensive. 

SEC could, in principle, be transferred to another agency, but that would require 
unnecessary expenditures, disruptions, and a short-term (if not long-term) downgrading 
in the quality of forecasting. Space weather forecasting is of immense importance to this 
technologically advanced nation; it should be carried out at NOAA, the culture of which 
supports forecasting with a strong scientific basis. 

Mr. Chairman, in your leadership role with the Committee, and as a fellow physicist, I 
hope you will appreciate the value to the country of protecting SEC’s research and 
operational role within NOAA, the importance of which was illustrated well during the 
very recent solar storms that erupted in the Earth’s direction. I thank you and Mr. Udall 
for the opportunity to submit this written testimony and I appreciate your attention to this 
important matter. 

<GRAPHIC(S) NOT AVAILABLE IN TIFF FORMAT> 
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Prepared Statement of Bruce Mahone 
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Space Weather Funding in Jeopardy 

As a result of a Washington funding dispute, the Space Environment Center (SEC) in 
Boulder, Colorado, might have to close its doors in the coming months. 

Funding for the Center has been reduced by the U.S. House of Representatives and cut 
entirely by the Senate. This could have a devastating impact on the U.S. airline industry, 
U.S. astronauts, the U.S. power distribution grid, worldwide navigation of all types, and 
U.S. military exercises. 

The SEC is jointly operated by the Commerce Department’s National Oceanographic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and the U.S. Air Force. 

Although other government entities collect data on space weather, no other facility 
serves as a focal point for aggregating and disseminating the full range of space weather 
information currently available. And no other office serves such a broad range of 
customers with its data—NASA, FAA, NOAA, DOD, and the private sector. 

If the type of data provided by SEC were no longer available nationwide, some or all of 
the following effects could be expected: 

Harmful radiation to airline passengers. Commercial airlines and high-altitude business 
jets flying polar routes during intense solar flares are subject to radiation doses as 
injurious to humans as the low-level radiation from a nuclear blast. This is the equivalent 
of 100 chest x-rays and would lead to increased cancer rates among crew and passengers. 
Without space weather information, aircraft operators do not know when to change 
direction to slower, yet safer non-polar routes. 

Deadly radiation to astronauts. Astronauts venturing outside the Space Shuttle or 
International Space Station during intense solar activity are subject to dangerously high 
levels of radiation. 

Loss of electrical power grids. For economic reasons, many portions of our nation’s 
power grid regularly operate at peak capacity. If faced with a voltage spike induced by a 
magnetic storm, many nodes on the grid cannot handle the surge and would fail. When 
alerted that a magnetic storm is coming, however, grid operators can reduce the amount 
of electricity flowing through the grid, allowing “space” for the coming voltage spike and 
thus avoid system failure. 

Critical navigational errors. Solar events and magnetic storms can interrupt or degrade 
navigation signals from Long Range Navigation (LORAN) systems and Global. 
Positioning Systems (GPS). This can lead to navigation system failures or, even worse, 
false position readings.  Navigators notified of such intense space weather can switch to 
backup navigation systems, thus avoiding misdirected vehicles and potential crashes. 

Military effects. Electromagnetic signals caused by solar emissions influence high 
frequency communications, satellite ultra-high frequency communications, and GPS 
navigation signals. They also increase interference or false returns to sunward and/or 
poleward looking radars. Those who track satellites and other objects in orbit can 
potentially lose their targets because of these changes in the atmosphere caused by space 
weather. 
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Some in Congress are concerned that NOAA should stick to its core mission of 
tracking weather within Earth’s atmosphere and not concern itself with weather patterns 
in space. Space weather, however, does ultimately enter Earth’s atmosphere and (as noted 
above) affects systems on the ground. 

Others are concerned that SEC funding comes from a portion of NOAA’s budget 
designated for scientific research rather than for operational forecasting. This is not, 
however, inconsistent with SEC’s work. Forecasting space weather and using the 
forecasts in real time is still in its infancy. It is a field that has proved very helpful in 
numerous ways, but one that is still in need of extensive research. 

The view of the aerospace industry is that the Space Environment Center is not 
“broken” so there is no reason to “fix” it by moving its function to NASA, DOD, or 
another agency. And curtailing the services provided by SEC is not an option, 
particularly considering the hazardous threat environment in which we find ourselves. 
Keeping our nation safe, secure, and economically viable requires every bit of critical 
information available. And a major component of that information is space weather. 

AIA is taking an active role with its Space Council and legislative staff to ensure that 
SEC funding is restored. The amount of funding the office requires (roughly $5-8 million 
per year) is very modest compared to the benefits received from the products it offers for 
the good of our nation. 
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A Public Meeting in the above matter was held on Wednesday,
June 16, 2010, at the Underwood Community Center, 951
Schoolhouse Road in Underwood, Washington at 6:30 p.m.,
before the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council Members.

                         * * * * *

          CHAIR LUCE:  Good evening.  My name is Jim Luce.

  I'm the Chair of the Washington State Energy Facility Site

Evaluation Council, and we are here tonight to receive

public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

for the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.  Tonight is June 16,

2010.  We are gathered at the Underwood Community Center in

Underwood, Washington.  I want to thank all of you for

coming to this meeting because I know it's a night meeting,

and that takes you away from other priorities in your life.

          I'll begin by introducing fellow Council Members

that are with us here tonight, and I'll ask Council Members

and staff from my right to introduce themselves beginning
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1 with Mr. Posner, Stephen Posner.  It's all right to give

2 your name.  All right.  Next to him is Al Wright, our

3 manager for the Energy Siting Council.  Next to him is Bob

4 Wallis, our Administrative Law Judge.  Next to him is Kyle

5 Crews.  Kyle represents us.  He's with the Attorney

6 General's Office.

7           MS. McDONALD:  Mary McDonald with the Department

8 of Natural Resources.

9           CHAIR LUCE:  And Jeff Tayer with the Department of

10 Fish and Wildlife, Dick Fryhling with the Department of

11 Commerce.  I've introduced myself already.  On my left is

12 Andrew Montano.  Andrew is the Environmental Protection

13 Specialist for the Bonneville Power Administration which you

14 are aware we're doing this as a joint environmental impact

15 statement together with Bonneville.

16           To Andrew's left, go ahead.

17           MR. MOSS:  I'm Dennis Moss with the Utilities and

18 Transportation Commission.

19           CHAIR LUCE:  To Dennis's left is Judy Wilson.

20 She's representing Skamania County.

21           So I'm going to ask Andrew to introduce the

22 Bonneville people that are with him tonight.

23           MR. MONTANO:  Good evening and thanks for coming.

24 My name is Andrew Montana, and with me I have Susan Offerdal

25 who is an environmental protection specialist and Heidi
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1 Helwig who is our public affairs specialist who is also

2 available to answer any questions.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  A few comments about

4 tonight's meeting.  As you know, tonight's meeting is to

5 receive comments on specific issues addressed in the Draft

6 EIS.  That's specific issues.  It's not general views,

7 although we appreciate everybody has them regarding such

8 things as energy policy, alternative energy resources, the

9 applicant, the proponents.  Issues in the environmental

10 impact statement is what we're here about tonight.

11           Due to the adjudicative proceedings that are

12 occurring concurrently at the same time as review of the

13 Draft EIS Council Members including myself are unable to

14 talk with any of you.  Under different circumstances if this

15 was not an adjudication, we would be glad to talk to you.

16 We like to talk to people, we like to answer questions, but

17 the ground rules for the adjudicative proceeding do not

18 allow us to do that so please understand.

19           If you do have questions about EFSEC or the

20 Bonneville process direct them to Al, Al Wright or to

21 Andrew.  Andrew is not part of this adjudicatory process so

22 he can be on the receiving end of your questions.

23           Now I'm going to briefly summarize this project.

24 On March 10, 2009, Whistling Ridge Energy, LLC, a Washington

25 limited liability company, submitted an application for site
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1 certification to the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council

2 to construct and operate the Whistling Ridge Energy Project,

3 a 75-megawatt electrical wind generation facility.  The

4 proposed project would be located about seven miles north of

5 the city of White Salmon in Skamania County, Washington.

6 The proposed project site is privately owned land currently

7 used for commercial timber harvest.  Up to 50 wind turbines

8 ranging in size of 1.2 to 2.5 megawatts and up to 426 feet

9 tall would be installed for the project.  The project also

10 includes an operating and maintenance facility, a electrical

11 substation -- that's Bonneville's part -- underground

12 collector lines and systems, access roads, and other

13 ancillary facilities.

14           A revised application was submitted on October 12,

15 2009 which changed site access by removing the use of a

16 forest service road located within the Columbia River Gorge

17 National Scenic Area.

18           Last month the Draft Environmental Impact

19 Statement was issued directed by ESFEC and BPA.  The EIS has

20 been prepared consistent with the requirements of SEPA and

21 NEPA.  Because the State of Washington has a primary role in

22 siting of this facility the DEIS follows the format

23 contained in WAC 197-11 as adopted by EFSEC through WAC

24 463-47.

25           We will accept written comments tonight or
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1 comments may be submitted by mail to EFSEC or Bonneville.

2 We will share comments.  To be considered written comments,

3 comments must be postmarked by July 19, 2010.  Please submit

4 your written comments to our EFSEC staff person seated at

5 the sign-up table that you have with you tonight.

6           Tammy, are you back there?  Everybody turn around

7 and look at Tammy.  Tammy is in charge of written comments.

8 Say hello Tammy.

9           MS. TALBURT:  Hello.

10           CHAIR LUCE:  And Kayce is back there.  Is Kayce

11 back there with you?  Kayce is here, trusty assistant.

12           So give your written comments if you have them

13 with you to those staff members tonight.  If you have any

14 questions about EFSEC's review process, again talk to EFSEC

15 staff, Stephen Posner, Al Wright, or you can contact Bruce

16 Marvin, Counsel for the Environment.

17           Mr. Marvin, are you in the audience?  Mr. Marvin

18 is not in the audience this evening.  Mr. Marvin can be

19 reached.  We will provide his e-mail address and phone

20 number.  He is the State Assistant Attorney General

21 appointed to represent the public and its interest in

22 protecting the quality of the environment.  I want to stress

23 he looks at the environmental issues from a state-wide

24 perspective, not individual issues that each one of you may

25 or may not have with the project.  So it's a state-wide
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1 perspective that he brings to the table.

2           Tonight's comments are part of the Council's SEPA

3 process, and Shaun is here with the court reporter machine.

4 So I am going ask everyone to be silent when someone is

5 speaking so we can hear what they're saying and Shaun can

6 hear what they're seeing and get it down.

7           If you need to come and go during the meeting

8 please do so as quietly as possible.  Now sometimes I'm

9 guilty of something which is and it's on.  My cell phone is

10 on and it's now going off.  Would you please check your cell

11 phone and make sure that they're off.  We love ring tones,

12 but we don't need to hear them this evening, at least not

13 during the hearing.

14           When making a comment be as specific as possible

15 about which section of the EIS that you're addressing, and

16 if you inadvertently start drifting away from the subject of

17 tonight's meeting, I'll ask you to refocus your comment.

18 We've got a lot of people here tonight, and so we're going

19 to have the three-minute rule.  It's basically you say what

20 you're going to say in an elevator ride.  We will have

21 Mr. Stephen Posner keeping time and he will be giving a

22 one-minute warning.  Again if you submit these comments in

23 writing, they will be read by the Council.  We read

24 everything we get, and often it's a great deal of reading,

25 but that's part of our job.
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1           If there are those among you who want to

2 consolidate your time, that is if there are five of you

3 speaking to a specific issue, you could get together and 5

4 times 3 is 15.  Now, that's another way to do it, and that's

5 perfectly reasonable.  If you do that, then I would ask you

6 to provide me the names of who's going to do the

7 consolidation so we can strike those other names that are

8 not speaking off of the list.  I can see that that might be

9 helpful to some people already.

10           So please be respectful.  No applause, no negative

11 comments.  Everybody deserves respect.  You can speak at

12 tonight's meeting or tomorrow night's meeting but do not

13 speak to the same subject matter twice, please.  If you feel

14 the need to speak tomorrow night, you will be given the

15 chance to do so, but you will come at the end of the line.

16 And hopefully and I trust everybody in good faith would only

17 speak if they have brand new information that they couldn't

18 otherwise present in writing or orally.

19           If you have written comments, as I've said please

20 submit them to Tammy.  Don't read them into the record.

21 Standing before us and reading extensive comments is not

22 making them anymore important to the Council.  They will be

23 made part of the record.  If it turns out that you agree

24 with somebody -- I think I said that already -- please state

25 your agreement with the person or consolidate your time.
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1           I'll call three speakers at a time.  We have two

2 chairs behind the podium.  Do we have two chairs behind the

3 podium?  I don't think we do, but anyway we'll work that

4 out.  I'll call three people in any case and two can be in

5 the ready room.  Everybody will have a chance to speak, and

6 when you come forward to give your comment please state your

7 full name, spell your last name, give your mailing address,

8 and if you've brought written materials again Tammy is in

9 the back and she is at the sign-up table.

10           So now we will hear oral comments, and we will

11 begin with Mr. Rex Johnston, Klickitat County Commissioner,

12 on the firing line Peggy Bryan, and Frank Backus.

13           Mr. Commissioner.

14                  COMMENTS BY REX JOHNSTON

15           Council Members, Ladies and Gentlemen, my name is

16 Rex Johnston J-o-h-n-s-t-o-n.  I'm a Klickitat County

17 Commissioner from Western District 1.  I'm here this evening

18 --

19           CHAIR LUCE:  Could we have a live mic?

20           MR. JOHNSTON:  Is that better?

21           (Audience says yes.)

22           MR. JOHNSTON:  Shall I Start over?

23           CHAIR LUCE:  Yes.

24           MR. JOHNSTON:  Council Members, Ladies and

25 Gentlemen, my name is Rex Johnston.  I'm a Klickitat County
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1 Commissioner, District 1.  I'm here this evening in support

2 of SDS's Whistling Ridge Energy Project.  This is a time of

3 energy crisis not only with the United States but around the

4 world where the demand for energy is on the rise.  There are

5 also many problems associated with production of energy.

6 The current oil spill in the Gulf and the timer by

7 environmental groups to remove hydroelectric dams are just a

8 couple examples.

9           Wind energy appears to be a vital form of

10 alternative energy, especially here in the Columbia Gorge

11 where we have both wind to produce energy and the

12 infrastructure to conduct it already in place.  The EIS for

13 the Whistling Ridge Energy Project has properly analyzed the

14 environmental impacts; therefore, the project should be

15 approved.  The scenic area boundary is the boundary.  No

16 authority to condition projects outside the boundary based

17 on visual effects exists.  This is a critically important

18 principle for economic development opportunities in the

19 Gorge counties.  If this principle is not upheld it sets a

20 precedence for conditioning all projects in urban exempt

21 areas and beyond.

22           In Klickitat County the wind energy industry has

23 been a fantastic partner for the county.  It has provided

24 income for struggling farmers and ranchers while also

25 providing much needed income for the county itself.  In this
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1 time of economic downturn we hope that the wind energy

2 industry will help Skamania County as well.  Now more than

3 ever is the time for advancing clean energy.  I hope we can

4 all get behind this project and help this through.  Thank

5 you very much.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.

7           Ms. Bryan.

8                   COMMENTS BY PEGGY BRYAN

9           My name is Peggy Bryan.  I live at 202 Bear Creek

10 Road in Carson, Washington.

11           On behalf of the board of directors of the

12 Skamania County Economic Development Council I would like to

13 restate the strongest possible support for approval of the

14 proposed Whistling Ridge Energy Project.  We have reviewed

15 the Draft EIS and believe that it is objective,

16 comprehensive, accurate, and authoritative.  The Draft EIS

17 has not provided any reasons to justify opposition to the

18 project.

19           The Draft EIS found no significant impact on

20 wildlife or bird population, no significant impact on scenic

21 views, no evidence of any negative impact on tourism.  The

22 draft concluded that Whistling Ridge is properly sized and

23 can only proceed successfully at its currently proposed size

24 of 75 megawatts.

25           The report confirms the many reasons the EDC
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1 supports the project.  Apart from the clear benefit of clean

2 renewable energy that substantiates the economic benefits

3 that drive our organization to strong support, the draft EIS

4 found that there will be considerable economic benefits to

5 the tri-county area of Skamania, Klickitat, and Hood River

6 counties.  The construction workforce hired to build the

7 wind farm would add 143 workers with a peak of approximately

8 265 workers.  There will be an estimated 1.3 million in

9 local non-labor purchases during construction.  Annual

10 property tax revenues for the county would increase by

11 $730,000.  The White Salmon School District will receive an

12 estimated $150,000 annually.  Eight to nine new permanent

13 full-time jobs will be created.

14           Of the 1,070,000 acres of Skamania County less

15 three percent could be developed providing tax base and

16 provide economic sustainability to provide the necessary

17 services to the residents, business, and visitors of our

18 county.  Due to excessive federal and other public ownership

19 of its land base Skamania County must take advantage of

20 every opportunity it has to grow its tax base.

21           Again, the board of directors of the Skamania

22 County Economic Development Council supports the Whistling

23 Ridge Wind Energy Project not just because it is a sound

24 economic development opportunity, but also because it

25 provides a clean, safe, green renewable energy resource that
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1 will provide a better future to generations to come.  Thank

2 you.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

4           The next speaker will be Frank Backus.  I hope I'm

5 pronouncing that right.  And on the ready room Rich Potter

6 and Joy Gohl.

7                  COMMENTS BY FRANK BACKUS

8           Thank you.  My name is Frank Backus.  I'm at 551

9 Highway 141, White Salmon, Washington, and I want to thank

10 the members of the Council and Bonneville Power

11 Administration for having this hearing tonight.

12           I'm in favor of this project.  Your environmental

13 impact statement has analyzed this project, and it's found

14 no adverse impacts that would stop this project, not fauna,

15 flora, or scenic value.  It's been said that this is a

16 pristine area.  Most of the area that is involved in this

17 project is now planted in third growth forest.  It's not

18 pristine.  It's a working managed forest.  I'm going to

19 agree with Mr. Johnston on the boundaries, and you heard my

20 comments on that last year, the Columbia River Gorge

21 boundaries, excuse me.

22           The Washington voters have spoken in this state,

23 and they have mandated every utility in this state to

24 furnish renewable resource, renewable power to their

25 customers.  Here's a project that's going to do exactly

lmb9576
Text Box

lmb9576
Text Box



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 16, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Draft Copy

Page 13

1 that.  This project is compatible with the forest that it's

2 being proposed in, and it's compatible with the agricultural

3 lands that are nearest to this project.  There is no

4 residential zoned lands near this project.

5           This project will have a major role in securing

6 the economy of Skamania County and the SDS family of

7 companies so thank you very much.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Next we'll hear from

9 Rich Potter, following that Joy Gohl and Brad Anderson.

10           Sir.

11                   COMMENTS BY RICH POTTER

12           My name is Rich Potter, P-o-t-t-e-r, P.O. Box 125,

13 Underwood, Washington.  Thank you for this opportunity,

14 appreciate your time.

15           I'm here to state that I believe that the draft

16 environmental impact statement is comprehensive and complete

17 and that no further analysis is needed.

18           And I just want to state that I support this

19 project because, one, it's green, and everybody here in the

20 room would agree that we need less dependence on petroleum

21 and more green energy; two, because it is in my back yard

22 and because it's going to bring significant economic

23 development and incremental tax income to the county and to

24 the school districts.  Thank you.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Joy Gohl followed by
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1 Brad and Keith brown.

2                    COMMENTS BY JOY GOHL

3           My name is Joy Gohl, and I live at 725 Snowden

4 Road, White Salmon, and we have a dot.com business.  We do

5 millions of dollars in business relating to the Columbia

6 River Gorge.  Now the lady said that the tourism, there is

7 no problem with tourism, but with every client that we book

8 on these expensive seven night Columbia River Gorge cruises

9 we ask, "What do you want to experience?"  And they all say

10 natural beauty.  You know, where can we find a unique place

11 like this?  This is an incredible place.  They like to

12 experience wildlife, eagles, whatever, the sea lions, and

13 just see the beautiful scenery and enjoy the history, the

14 Lewis and Clark history.  That's what every one of them

15 says.  It's not a party cruise.  There's no casino.  There's

16 no dancing girls.  They come to see the Gorge.

17           And so this is a real plight on the view coming up

18 here, and once it gets started, you know, where does it end?

19 And so tourism brings millions and millions of dollars here.

20 You don't see it.  You don't even think about it unless

21 you're in a business like mine.  But they spend money.  They

22 stay afterwards, they rent a car, they drive up to Hood

23 River.  If they could, the ships would stop at Hood River

24 again except that the sandbar is out too far and they can't

25 get in.  So anyway that's a very real thing.
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1           We tend to think that the Gorge belongs to us

2 because we live here.  The Gorge was named one of top two

3 tourist places in the United States -- I'm sure all know

4 this -- by National Geographic recently.  It's the Columbia

5 River Gorge and Vermont.  Those are the top two places, and

6 my clients tell their friends that it's the most fabulous

7 thing.  I've heard it over again.  They'll do it, they'll

8 repeat it sometimes two or three times.  So we have a real

9 treasure here.

10           And, you know, what I don't like about the wind

11 turbines, and I appreciate them being green, but it does

12 kill birds, and I don't know how that can be overlooked,

13 especially the red tail hawks and the eagles, and, you know,

14 birds of prey.  They're looking at prey on the ground.

15 There's a lot of birds here to be killed by wind turbines.

16           The real clean energy is solar.  I don't know why

17 the solar the latest technology developed in California is

18 being sent to Europe.  We don't get it here at all.  So I

19 think we need to think bigger, think cleaner, preserve what

20 we have.  Thank you.

21           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

22           Brad.

23                  COMMENTS BY BRAD ANDERSON

24           Good evening, Council.  Brad Anderson.  I am at

25 P.O. Box 447 North Bonneville, Washington.  I'm here on
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1 behalf of Skamania County Economic Development Council.  I'm

2 the Chair of the Economic Development Council.  I also used

3 to be a prosecutor for Skamania County and a private

4 attorney with the law firm, regional law firm of Schwabe,

5 Williamson, & Wyatt.

6           I'm here to testify in support of the project but

7 also in support of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

8 I haven't read the whole thing, but the conclusion is

9 consistent with what we think is appropriate in this case.

10 And obviously a lot of money, time, and resources have gone

11 into that, and we'd ask you to adopt that, to find that

12 there's not going to be a significant resource.

13           I'm here on a limited purpose.  I'm going to try

14 to limit my comments on two things.  First of all, is the

15 economic development side.  We are a commission made up of

16 volunteers from the private as well as the public sector.

17 Every year we come with a list of those things that we think

18 are the top priority.  The last several years this project

19 as well as other alternative energy projects have been at

20 the top of our list so obviously we are supportive of that.

21           We're not stupid.  We don't do things that are

22 going to undermine the economics of this community.  Folks,

23 our county is hurting.  For years when I was the prosecutor

24 I'd lobby for the federal funds.  We're losing those federal

25 funds.  They're dwindling.  So we need alternative sources



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 16, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Draft Copy

Page 17

1 of revenue in order to support our schools, support our law

2 enforcement, support of courts, everything else.  We need

3 this project.  We need this and many other projects to

4 substitute for those funds.  I mean it's $971,000 of

5 revenue.  We need that.  We need that very bad.  With regard

6 to the jobs, okay, seven or eight jobs, permanent jobs maybe

7 that doesn't sound like a lot to a larger community, but

8 every job in a small community like Skamania County means a

9 lot.  So every job counts.

10           With regard to the -- I also want to comment about

11 the impacts on the tourists.  We wouldn't be stupid enough

12 to support something that's going to take away from another

13 factor.  That's important and that is the tourist industry

14 here in the Columbia River Gorge.  We know the treasure that

15 we have.  But when we investigated this, and believe me we

16 have spent a lot of time looking at other communities that

17 have these type of projects, and our investigation and our

18 conclusion show that these things are not a distraction to

19 people coming to your area like the Bonneville Dam.

20           I live in North Bonneville, drive by the

21 Bonneville Dam everyday, and I can tell you there's a ton of

22 visitors that think that's a pretty remarkable facility.

23 The same will be true for rain resources or wind energy

24 projects like windmills.  So it's not going to distract.

25 It's going to be another attraction that will bring people
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1 to the Columbia River Gorge.  We ask that you support this

2 project, that you find that there will not be any adverse

3 impacts to environment and approve this when you finally get

4 to that moment.  Thank you.

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Brad.  Keith Brown,

6 followed by Teresa Robbins and David Querry.

7           MR. BROWN:  There are four of us that are going to

8 consolidate our time, and I'll take the first half and

9 Teresa Robbins will take the second half.

10           CHAIR LUCE:  Keith and Teresa.  And who are the

11 others?

12           Donnarae Querry and Dave Querry.

13           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.

14                   COMMENTS BY KEITH BROWN

15           Okay.  I've got a couple of charts that we're

16 going to put up.  Before I begin I'm not an expert on wind

17 turbines, but I have taught program evaluation, advanced

18 statistics, and measurement techniques at universities.  I

19 was the assistant director at one of the top research and

20 development centers.  During the last two years I've spent

21 hundreds of hours researching the probable impact of wind

22 turbine noise.  Keith Brown, Ph.D., 211 Malfait Tracts,

23 Washougal, Washington.

24           The noise portion of this Draft EIS should

25 accurately predict and fully describe potential adverse
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1 impacts of the probable and worst-case noise scenarios.

2 This Draft EIS in our opinion fails to do this.  Instead it

3 hides behind the outdated noise regulations never intended

4 for wind turbines.  It distorts the comparison of the EPA to

5 Washington Noise Guidelines.  It ignores guidelines

6 specifically designed to reduce adverse wind turbine noise

7 impacts.  It collects inadequate data on current noise

8 levels at homes closest to the proposed industrial site.  It

9 uses a computer model too simple to accurately predict noise

10 levels in complex mountainous terrain and varied weather

11 conditions.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  Excuse me.  Is there something on the

13 chart you want us to see?

14           MR. BROWN:  Yes, I'll flip it over in a minute.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  Just wanted to make sure.

16           MR. BROWN:  The Washington Noise Regulations were

17 written in 1975.  That's 35 years ago before industrial wind

18 turbines were considered.  This draft ignores the

19 substantial work that has been done since 1996 in developing

20 regulations and guidelines specific to appropriate and

21 ecological siting of wind turbines.  The EPA Region 10

22 Guidelines state that an increase of 10 or more decibels

23 over existing background noise will result in significant

24 negative community reaction and would be considered serious

25 warranting close attention.  A 10 decibel increase is
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1 subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness.

2           Oregon wind turbine complexes just across the

3 river are limited to raise total noise levels to a maximum

4 of 36 decibels, no more than 10 decibels over existing

5 ambient noise background which is typically 26.  EPA

6 guidelines limit nighttime levels to 45, and your Draft EIS

7 proposes to allow 50.  That's 24 decibels over your measured

8 readings of 26.  Really?  How can BPA in good conscience

9 apply a more destructive to Washington?  Similar guidelines

10 to the Oregon standards exist in countries around the world,

11 including Australia, Denmark, France, Germany, Holland, even

12 the World Health Organization.

13           We provided you in May 2009 the extremely useful

14 recent research and relevant Kamperman James, "How to site

15 Wind Turbines to Prevent Health Risks from Sound" which

16 appears to have been ignored in the preparation of this

17 Draft EIS.  It's astonishing that this draft makes no

18 mention of the guidelines designed to specifically reduce

19 the impact of industrial wind turbines.  All these

20 guidelines that I've talked about limit maximum noise levels

21 to between 35 and 40 decibels.  Decades of extensive

22 experience has determined the type and level of noise

23 produced by wind turbines impacts people differently than

24 other industrial sources.

25           On this chart shows more than 35 percent of people
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1 in rural areas experience wind turbine noise of about

2 40 decibels as highly annoying.  So you've got highly

3 annoyed about 40 decibels.  Thirty-five percent receive that

4 as highly annoying whereas 0 percent of people report high

5 annoyance to aircraft, road traffic, or railways.  It would

6 take 70 decibels of aircraft noise and far in excess of 75

7 for road traffic and railway noise to create the same level

8 of annoyance that wind turbines create at 40 decibels.  Wind

9 turbines are clearly in a different class of sound impact

10 and require a different standard.

11           We see no additional measurements to the limited

12 measurements taken during icy conditions originally provided

13 by the SDS consultant.  These were not even taken at the

14 closest property lines or homes.  It's critical to take

15 measurements at the right time in the summer and the right

16 place at the affected homes.  Realistic projections in

17 mountainous and irregular terrain require a complex,

18 three-dimensional program rather than the simple

19 two-dimensional program used in the Draft EIS.

20           Your projection analyzes wind speed measured at 10

21 meters height which extensive research shows will

22 underestimate the wind speeds at the hub by a factor of as

23 much as 2.6, and underestimates the wind turbine noise by as

24 much as 15 decibels.  During inversions mostly at night this

25 is when there is even greater sleep disturbance.
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1           We've thoroughly examined this Draft EIS on noise

2 impact and find it to be totally inadequate.  In our opinion

3 it needs to be redone.  Thank you for your consideration.

4           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.

5           We've heard from Mr. Brown.  Teresa, David, and

6 Donnarae we consolidated all of those so Teresa is the

7 second half.

8           MS. ROBBINS:  I'm the second half.

9           CHAIR LUCE:  Oh, so you're the second half.  So

10 six minutes.

11                 COMMENTS BY TERESA ROBBINS

12           Thank you.  Teresa Robbins, Malfait Tracts Road,

13 Skamania County.  So what does all this mean to the people

14 of this community?  We offer this recent study conducted by

15 medical doctor Michael A. Nissembaum, "Industrial wind

16 turbines installed in close proximity to human habitation

17 results in sleep disturbance and stress.  Wind turbines will

18 over the long term result in serious health effects,

19 cardiovascular disease, chronic feelings of depression,

20 anger, helplessness, and reduced quality of life."

21           He compared a group of exposed individuals,

22 meaning living within 3,500 feet of a ridge line arrangement

23 of 28, 1.5 megawatt wind turbines.  By the way, Whistling

24 Ridge would have more and larger turbines.  When you compare

25 that group to the nonexposed individuals, meaning living
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1 approximately three miles away from the industrial complex,

2 this is what he found.  New or worsened chronic sleep

3 deprivation 82 percent is exposed versus 4 percent in the

4 nonexposed group.  New chronic headaches 41 percent as

5 opposed to 4 percent in the nonexposed group.  Stress,

6 59 percent to 0 percent in the nonexposed.  Persistent

7 anger, 77 percent in the exposed group versus 0 percent in

8 the nonexposed.  New or worsened depression 33 plus percent,

9 0 percent in the nonexposed group.  Perceived reduced

10 quality of life, 95 percent versus 0 percent.  There were

11 new prescriptions offered, 26 new prescriptions offered in

12 the exposed as to 4 in the nonexposed group.  These were

13 people that were of similar age and similar occupation.

14 This was a controlled study.

15           He states there's absolutely no doubt that people

16 living within 3,500 feet of a ridge line arrangement of

17 turbines in a rural environment will suffer negative

18 effects.

19           The World health Organization says noise levels

20 above 40 decibels have definite health consequences.

21 Results like this are due to the failure of currently

22 practiced preconstruction sound modeling.  A recent review

23 of all the relevant published studies done by two unbiased

24 Ph.D. toxicologists at the request of the Minnesota's

25 equivalent to Washington State EFSEC, one quote from the
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1 26-page study concluded the most common complaint is

2 annoyance or impact of quality of life.  Sleeplessness and

3 headaches are the most common health complaints and are

4 highly correlated but not perfectly correlated with the

5 noise.  Complaints are more likely when turbines are visible

6 or when shadow flicker occurs.  Most available evidence

7 suggests that reported health affect are related to audible

8 low frequency noise.  Complaints appear to rise with

9 increasing outside noise levels above 35 decibels.

10           One of the experts that you cited in the Draft EIS

11 G.P. van den Berg conducted the most comprehensive study of

12 what is causing the increased noise levels experienced by

13 people over and above modeled predictions.  "Annoyance with

14 relative height at calculated maximum sound emission levels

15 below 40 decibels where one would not expect strong noise.

16 As wind turbines become taller the discrepancy between real

17 and expected levels grow.  Only recently turbines have

18 become so tall that the discrepancy now is intolerable.  In

19 quiet night the wind farms will be heard at a distance up to

20 several kilometers, a low pitched thumping sound with a

21 repetition rate of once a second not unlike distant pile

22 driving.  A resident living a distance of 2.3 kilometers

23 from the wind farm describes the sound as an endless train."

24           And finally this is your cited expert we're

25 quoting here.  "Proponents must accept that wind turbine
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1 noise is not always benign and that the noise may affect

2 people, and that the people who are complaining are not

3 always just a nuisance.  Please read the entire

4 200-dissertation of Mr. Van den Berg.  We have.

5           We continue to be upset and very concerned.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you so much, appreciate your

7 comments all four of you and keep those charts, and better

8 yet if you have copies of them would you please give them to

9 Tammy and also give her copies of your written comments.

10           MR. BROWN:  We have much more extensive written

11 comments than we have time for.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.  Thank you very much.

13           Next up is Mike Eastwick followed by Wirt Maxey,

14 followed by Loreley Brach.

15                  COMMENTS BY MIKE EASTWICK

16           Hi, Mike Eastwick, 62 Peach Lane, Underwood.  It's

17 E-a-s-t-w-i-c-k.  I'm sorry.  I didn't get the speaking

18 points from SDS so I have my own to do here.

19           Let's see.  Under affected environments, surface

20 water there is no mention of the unmanned stream west and

21 down slope of the A-1 through A-7 turbine group.  This

22 stream initiates as a spring and flows year around and

23 eventually opens into the Columbia.  In addition, it flows

24 through World Stewardship Nature Preserve Land which will

25 soon be purchased by Columbia Land Trust.  Please add this
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1 consideration to your study.

2           On the ground water the same unmanned stream

3 mentioned above has been overlooked since it doesn't

4 originate as ground water and springs.  Please add that to

5 your study.

6           There's very little discussion on the flashing red

7 lights.  My understanding is these are fairly bright and

8 regular flashes.  So in addition to the thumping noise that

9 they talked about you also have this very repetitious

10 flashing going on.  I think that I've read that this may

11 trigger some health issues so I'd like to see more

12 consideration for that in a study as well.

13           There is no reference to Dr. Pierpont's studies or

14 the other studies that these folks just mentioned on the

15 noise.  It's not sufficient to say it's not a problem when

16 scientific studies indicate that there's a need for larger

17 setbacks to avoid these kinds of issues.  All the noise

18 documentation is generally positive, educational, and based

19 on county defined ordinances, all of which do not comprehend

20 continuous operation of noise producing machinery.  It's

21 also interesting to me that the sheer amount of

22 documentation in the Draft EIS on noise causes me to believe

23 that this can be a problem and really needs more than just

24 an academic dissertation on the topic of sound.  The most

25 recent science should be considered in this study.
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1           The study did not use the noise level defined by

2 the manufacturer of the proposed towers and the generating

3 station which are larger and noisier than those discussed.

4 It is unacceptable and reckless to conclude the noise would

5 be within limits if you don't think about the actual towers

6 that are going to be used or the worst-case towers that are

7 going to be used and the generating facility and all the

8 cumulative effects of those things at once.  Please add that

9 to your study.

10           Regarding land use in the National Scenic Area, we

11 all understand that the regulations, boundaries do not

12 preclude development of this type of project; however, can

13 you honestly say that the visionaries for the National

14 Scenic Area knew that there would be a structure that could

15 be 400 some feet tall, noisy, intrusive could be even

16 created and erected?  Can you honestly and with good

17 conscious ignore the basic intent of the National Scenic

18 Area to preserve our nation's natural scenic resources?

19           Most recent studies on bat and raptor deaths

20 caused by wind turbines indicate a significantly higher

21 number than expected.  Klickitat County has begun a new

22 study because many new deaths were occurring than were

23 promised by the boilerplate information provided in their

24 EIS.  There does not seem to be mention or analysis of the

25 land being designated as deer and elk winter range.  I
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1 didn't have enough time to get a map from the Fish and

2 Wildlife folks, but I know that the property directly south

3 is designated deer and elk winter range, and I saw no

4 discussion of the impact of this project on that range.  I

5 personally would like to understand what's going to happen

6 with the deer and elk.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Could you summarize now and then

8 provide the staff your written comments, please.

9           MR. EASTWICK:  Yes.  Property values -- just one

10 more point, please.  Property values were old studies and

11 were not comparable to the situation here.  They all were

12 talking about much more rural situations in land and

13 property values that are much lower than exist here.  Okay?

14 So please look at those studies and try to do some

15 comparisons so we can understand the impact to our type of

16 neighborhood.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

18           MR. EASTWICK:  Thank you.

19           CHAIR LUCE:  Mr. Maxey.

20                   COMMENTS BY WIRT MAXEY

21           Good evening.  My name is Wirt Maxey.  I live at

22 8992 Cook Underwood Road.  I'm a semi-retired attorney.  I

23 practiced law in the state and the federal courts of south

24 Florida for more than 30 years.

25           (Audience member said we can't hear back here.)
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1           MR. MAXEY:  Anyway I'm a semi-retired attorney and

2 I practiced law in the state and federal courts in South

3 Florida.

4           (Audience member said I didn't hear your name.)

5           MR. MAXEY:  Wirt Maxey.  Can you reset the time,

6 please.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Name and address, you got that,

8 Shaun?  Okay.  Start all over.

9           MR. MAXEY:  Reset the time, please.

10           MR. POSNER:  Got it.

11           MR. MAXEY:  My name is Wirt Maxey.  I live at 8992

12 Cook Underwood Road.  I'm a semi-retired attorney.  I've

13 practiced law for over 30 years in the state and federal

14 courts of south Florida.  My emphasis was on commercial

15 relations and real estate law.

16           I set out initially to study and analyze the DEIS

17 document in detail because I wished to provide this council

18 with thoughtful and reasonable and informed comments.  Here

19 it is.  It took five to six hours to download it on my laser

20 printer.  I burned through three or four toner cartridges

21 which cost about 50 bucks a piece.  Including the appendices

22 it weighs over 20 pounds, and I didn't count them, but there

23 is well over a thousand pages.  I'm going to say probably

24 closer to 2,000 pages if you count all the appendices which,

25 of course, are very important because that's where the data
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1 is.

2           This was first made available to the public May

3 25.  That's about three weeks ago.  Assuming that an

4 interested party downloaded this document on the day it was

5 available that would give three weeks to read every word in

6 here, study, review it, and analyze highly technical

7 material.  Of course, it's doubtful that anyone retrieved it

8 the very first day it was available, and most folks have

9 working family responsibilities which would leave nights and

10 weekends to work their way through this in three weeks.  I

11 realize there's another month for written comments.

12           Esteemed Members of the Council, the 14th

13 amendment to the constitution of the United States of

14 America contains something we call the due process clause.

15 The constitution of the state of Washington contains similar

16 provisions.  The due process clause requires that interested

17 parties be given reasonable notice and a reasonable

18 opportunity to be heard.

19           I respectfully submit to this Council that it is

20 completely unreasonable to expect the layman or even a

21 trained professional to read a document of this magnitude,

22 to study and understand it, and to be able to make informed

23 comments in three weeks or even three months.  I don't

24 expect an answer to this question, but most respectfully

25 have any of the Members of this Council read every word of
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1 this?  I doubt it.

2           Under the SEPA rules a party forfeits his rights

3 to raise issues if he doesn't raise them in this comment

4 period; yet we are not given anywhere close to adequate time

5 to read, to study, to digest this document and probably hire

6 our own consultants because it is so darn technical.  We're

7 not given adequate time to do any of that so that we can

8 raise the issue.

9           The applicant has been working on the document for

10 many years so the appendices go back to 2002, 2003.  That's

11 how long the applicant has been working on this, and the

12 working man John G. Public is expected to read and digest

13 this document in a couple of months.  I respectfully submit

14 that that is fundamentally, fundamentally unfair.

15           In summary, I would like to formally object to

16 these proceedings on the grounds that I, myself, and other

17 similarly situated parties are being denied reasonable

18 notice and a reasonable opportunity to be heard and

19 therefore are being denied our constitutional right to due

20 process of law.  I ask this Council for an order extending

21 the time for written comments for a minimum of 90 to

22 120 days from the current deadline in order to afford the

23 public due process of law.  Thank you very much.

24           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Appreciate that.

25 Next speaker will be Loreley Brach, followed by Dale Glasgou
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1 and Todd Myers.

2                  COMMENTS BY LORELEY BRACH

3           My name is Loreley Brach.  My address is P.O.

4 Box -- what is it now?  -- 67, Underwood, Washington.  We

5 just moved.

6           I want to ditto what he just said.  I tried to

7 download it and I gave up.  My husband finally did it for me

8 ending in Chapter 3.  I kind of breezed through it, and I'm

9 not even sure it's worth much of my time to review it.  It's

10 so deficient.

11           I also want to briefly comment that well accident

12 that's a perfect example of what happens when we pursue

13 energy and disregard the environment.  I think that's

14 happening here.  A year ago we all presented comments.  I

15 know I did.  I didn't see anything about any comment I

16 presented in that DEIS, and one of the requirements of these

17 environmental impact statements is that alternatives are

18 presented.

19           And while I didn't see much in alternatives, SDS,

20 Whistling Ridge owns about 80,000 acres in the state of

21 Washington, and they chose these few acres.  There's no

22 potential to anywhere else they could have put them that

23 wasn't going to impact the National Scenic Area, that wasn't

24 going to be in people's back yards, that wasn't going to

25 impact people from living off the tourism here?
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1           There's also another deficiency in that this

2 applicant insists upon a 70-megawatt connection.  What is

3 with the 70-megawatt connection?  Why is it so important?

4 Again what's the alternatives?  Is there nothing?  If

5 there's not, we need to know why.  We need to understand

6 this.

7           Okay.  And the other thing that's missing is

8 alternative roads.  This Whistling Ridge gave one road in

9 its revised application and then gave an alternative called

10 Oslund Road.  Well, if you want to come visit Oslund Road,

11 I'll show it to you.  It doesn't exist.  This road does not

12 go through because it simply does not exist.  Now they're

13 required to give viable alternatives.  There is no

14 alternative.  Little Buck Creek Road why is that not in

15 there?  I think we deserve a rationale for that as well.

16           Another thing there's no supporting research

17 commentary to any of these blanket things that they are

18 saying in there.  Bats and birds are killed by collision

19 with these turbines.  80 percent of the birds and the bats

20 are being killed by something called barotrauma.  Where is

21 that?  It's been out for a full year.  Why wasn't that

22 included in this?

23           It's deficient.  We should do this over.  We

24 should give the public an opportunity to comment on a

25 balanced, supported document, and I did notice one other
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1 thing in there, some of the cultural information.  I guess

2 there's still some consultation with the tribes.  It's not

3 complete.  This DEIS is very incomplete.  Let's start over.

4 Let's do it again.  Let's do this right.  Let's do it

5 according to the law so we don't have another fiasco like we

6 see in the Gulf of Mexico.  Thank you.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.

8           Dale.

9           MR. GLASGOU:  Should I disqualify myself because I

10 talked to the honorable representative from the Department

11 of Natural Resources before the meeting?

12           CHAIR LUCE:  I don't think you have to disqualify

13 yourself, but I'll ask the Department of Natural Resources

14 not to answer any of your questions.  Come up and give us

15 your opinions.

16                  COMMENTS BY DALE GLASGOU

17           Well, I've changed my speech and I'll be weighing

18 it.  My name is Dale Glasgou and I live at 10522 Cook

19 Underwood Road, Underwood, Washington.  And what I'm going

20 to say is slightly different from what you've heard.

21           Two years I got a call from the Department of

22 Natural Resources in California saying you should attend the

23 meeting of the 76 Western Snow Conference being held at the

24 Hood River Inn, and it was an eye opener.  The first was the

25 magnitude.  There were about 14 federal agencies involved
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1 and most of the universities west of the Mississippi River.

2 And the title of the entire talk was population growth and

3 the impact of global warming on the waters off the Northwest

4 and California and the Rockies, the Canadian Rockies.  I was

5 approached by the chief water hydrologist of the state of

6 California, and the hydrologist for the Hetch Hetchy

7 Reservoir Project which delivers all the water to San

8 Francisco and to Silicon Valley, and they said we know that

9 the global climate models all seem to agree that the

10 southwest is entering a prolonged drought period, and we

11 need the water from the Northwest.  He says 120 million acre

12 feet go over the Bonneville Dam each year.  We need 20

13 million acre feet.  That's enough for about 20 million

14 families.  And he says, "Where are we going to get it?"

15 Well, we know that there are two 2 million volt DC lines

16 from The Dalles, Oregon to the California border, and we can

17 run a pipeline up over the Oregon Plateau down through Lake

18 Albedor and Lake Shasta and we need that power.  And we know

19 that there's a lot of wind power in Eastern Oregon and

20 Eastern Washington and we call for that.  We need that

21 power.

22           So they also said there were more people in the

23 state of California, 36 million, than all the states of

24 Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Nevada,

25 Arizona, North and South Dakota, and so forth.  So there's a
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1 lot of representatives in Congress, and we will exercise

2 that muster because we have to protect the children of

3 southern California because Lake Mead, Lake Powell will be

4 nearly dry in 10 to 20 years.  We have to protect those

5 children, and so they want this power and they know exactly

6 where its at and wind power is one of those.  Thank you

7 kindly.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Mr. Myers from Wind Works

9 Northwest followed by Jessica Lally, Yakama Nation, and

10 Peter Cornelison.

11                   COMMENTS BY TODD MYERS

12           Mr. Chairman, Members of the Council, my name is

13 Todd Myers, and I serve as Executive Director of Wind Works!

14 Northwest which is a wind power advocacy group of about 300

15 supporters state wide.  Our address is P.O. Box 859 in

16 Ellensburg, Washington.

17           I have two comments on the DEIS.  First is the

18 project alternatives and the second I'll touch on a little

19 bit of the visual impacts.

20           The Draft EIS is I think correct in its assessment

21 that the Whistling Ridge Energy Project is an integrated

22 whole.  In other words, a single power plant, not pieces of

23 a whole where some turbines might be limited.  The project

24 at 75 megawatts currently is the smallest project actually

25 proposed or operating in Washington State and should be
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1 treated as an integrated whole.

2           The economic viability of the project hinges on

3 SDS being able to complete the project as designed.  So

4 therefore when people want to sort of pick and choose or

5 remove seven turbines it sort of reminds me of if auto

6 manufacturers said that they're going to sell you 90 percent

7 of the car, you know, except for the transmission.  You have

8 to treat it as a whole project.  You can't take a little bit

9 back.  If you take a little bit back, you're essentially

10 saying that the project goes away.

11           In interest of fair evaluation the proposed

12 project before you must be considered as an integrated whole

13 and given the economies of scale utility demand for

14 renewable power.  This project if it's to proceed at all

15 can't be downsized.

16           The second thing I want to direct real quickly is

17 the issue of visual impacts.  One area where the document I

18 think does fall short of is assessing the value of the

19 visual amenities the Whistling Ridge currently provides to

20 the Gorge area.  The project opponents assert that SDS by

21 building a Wind farm on its property would impact the value

22 of that property, but the concern can only be taken,

23 understood, and fully analyzed if both sides of the coin are

24 examined.  It would be helpful in this discussion if the

25 Draft EIS estimated the financial value of the visual
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1 amenity that SDS currently provides.

2           So the question is if they're arguing that they're

3 going to lose value in visual amenities from their property,

4 they also admit that they're currently receiving that same

5 amount of value to their property or business, and the

6 question is would they be willing to pay that value right

7 now to keep things as they are?  When does a neighbor's

8 property rights extend to everything that he or she can see

9 from their boundaries?  It sort of sets up a Yertle the

10 Turtle standard where you're in control of all that you can

11 see.

12           Mr. Chairman, Members of the Council, I commend

13 you and BPA for commissioning an excellent environmental

14 document.  I think it provides a rock solid foundation on

15 which to perform your ultimate action on the Whistling Ridge

16 Energy Project.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

18                  COMMENTS BY JESSICA LALLY

19           My name is Jessica Lally.  I'm an archeologist

20 with the Yakama Nation Cultural Resources Program, P.O.

21 Box 151, Toppenish.  I'm here today on direction by the

22 Roads Irrigation and Lands Committee of the Yakama Nation.

23 Several people tonight have commented on the deficiencies on

24 the Draft EIS, and I am no different.

25           In December of 2009, the cultural resources
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1 program did a survey of the project area and generated a

2 report.  We found in that report a particular area that is

3 sensitive to the tribe.  This has not been included in the

4 draft for consideration and for public review.  I'm asking

5 EFSEC and BPA to include this in the Final Draft

6 Environmental Impact Statement and consultation which will

7 be required to resolve the matter.  Thank you.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

9           Next Peter Cornelison followed by Don Morby and

10 Wally Stevenson.

11                COMMENTS BY PETER CORNELISON

12           My name is Peter Cornelison.  I live at 1003 Fifth

13 Street, Hood River, Oregon.  I'm like to make two points

14 tonight.

15           First of all, and this point has already been

16 made, but I don't think enough emphasis can be -- it needs

17 more emphasis.  Basically we have not had adequate time,

18 fair amount of time to read this massive document that the

19 applicants have spent months and years preparing.  In

20 addition, it's my understanding this is our only chance to

21 address you orally in terms of making comments.  It's not

22 fair.  You need to give us another chance to talk to you

23 about this after we've had time to read and reflect on

24 what's been proposed.

25           Secondly, a couple years on the Oregon side of the
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1 Gorge a similar project called Cascade Wind was proposed on

2 a place called 7 Mile hill, very visible bluff outside The

3 Dalles.  The project would have been highly visible on

4 Highway 14, and I don't know if you're aware of the concept

5 of key viewing areas.  That's something we have here in the

6 National Scenic Area.  It's certain protected spots.  The

7 view shed is important and suppose to be kept pristine.  If

8 that project had gone in, it would have decimated the scenic

9 views of that stretch of highway in terms of rotating ten

10 wheels reflective light.

11           Under Oregon's Wind Energy Siting Guidelines,

12 Oregon EFSEC, your counterparts in Oregon, are prohibited

13 from approving projects which will adversely affect the

14 National Scenic Area, even though a project might be located

15 just outside the boundary just as this one is.  The

16 application was ultimately withdrawn at least in part due to

17 the impacts on Washington.  Protecting the internationally

18 acclaimed views as you heard in the National Scenic Area is

19 a shared responsibility of both states.  As a resident of

20 Oregon I sincerely hope that the State of Washington will

21 reciprocate Oregon's effort to protect the integrity of our

22 national treasure.  Thank you.

23           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

24           Mr. Morby.

25           MR. MORBY:  I just want to say I decline to speak
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1 at this time to save time and in addition thank you for your

2 support, and I am in support of this project.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Mr. Morby

4 declined.  Mr. Stevenson.

5                 COMMENTS BY WALLY STEVENSON

6           I am Wally Stevenson.  I live at 705 Oak Street in

7 White Salmon, Washington, and I'm glad to see all you people

8 here and the large crowd that is meeting with us.  I just

9 wanted everybody to see that I'm the one that started this

10 whole problem over the years.  Luckily we have Jason Spadaro

11 here to do all the work, but we have been buying land here.

12 The first thing we bought was ten acres of land in 1946, and

13 since that time I've had the bug to buy land.  We do have

14 approximately 70,000 acres, and it's well handled.  We

15 operate on a sustained yield.  We do good forestry.  We take

16 care of our lands.  We are honest, law abiding citizens, and

17 we think that is a good project and it's been well checked

18 over, and we would like to see it go through.  Thank you.

19           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Mr. Stevenson.

20           Bob Wittenberg followed by John Hardham, followed

21 by Gary Clouse.

22                 COMMENTS BY BOB WITTENBERG

23           Good evening, welcome to Underwood.  This is my

24 community.  My name is Bob Wittenberg, W-i-t-t-e-n-b-e-r-g.

25 I live at 442 Ashley Drive just a little ways up the hill.
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1           My particular area of focus is going to be a

2 summary of what folks said where I spend the majority of my

3 time.

4           But the fourth one down is biological resources.

5 I use the phrase project will result in permanent loss of

6 approximately 56 acres of habitat.  I would argue that it's

7 a change in habitat.  We operate substations for the PUD.

8 Oh, I didn't mention I'm the manager of the PUD, and the PUD

9 commission is in strong support of this and for the most

10 part has authorized my statements.  We have substations.

11 Animals live in those substations so I would argue it's not

12 a loss of habitat.  It's a change in habitat.  Some species

13 will not live in the substation.  We try to discourage elk

14 and deer and what have you, but we certainly have mice,

15 birds, bugs, and small squirrels, all sorts of things

16 causing problems.

17           Under the noise issue.  This is called the

18 Columbia River Gorge and it's the windsurfing capital of the

19 world for a reason.  The wind howls.  Two weeks ago we

20 couldn't sleep one night because of the wind howling, not

21 through wind turbines but through trees, through fences,

22 through the eaves of the roof.  It's noisy when the wind

23 blows.  When the wind doesn't blow, I can hear the tugboats

24 pushing the barges up the river and I can hear the trains.

25 I can hear all the stuff of human activity.  All human
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1 activity has impacts.  Somewhere tonight there's a machine

2 converting one form of energy to electric energy to run this

3 microphone and to run those lights.  This meeting has an

4 impact.  So the question really becomes how big are these

5 impacts?

6           I also want to comment on the visual resources.  I

7 can see things a long way from my house.  I can see on good

8 favorable weather conditions when matched with that blue sky

9 I can see the red lights of the wind turbines clear out in

10 Wasco County, a long ways away.  Should that affect somehow

11 the right to build that place because I can see it?  Heavens

12 no. The other thing I'd say about visual impact, and they

13 use that phrase a lot in here, is it a good impact or a bad

14 impact that?  I think they're pretty.  I like them.

15           Lastly, at the bottom down there socioeconomics.

16 This proposed project certainly has some beneficial impacts

17 and it has some negative impacts.  I would argue that the

18 positive impacts of this project greatly outweigh the

19 negatives, and that this thing is a good EIS, a Draft EIS,

20 and we ought to go for it.  Thank you.

21           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

22           John Hardham.

23                  COMMENTS BY JOHN HARDHAM

24           My name is John Hardham.  I am a small business

25 owner here in Underwood, Washington.  Spell my last name
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1 H-a-r-d-h-a-m.  I live at 391 Ashley Drive, in Underwood.

2 I've actually lived in Skamania County since 1986.  I also

3 represent the Skamania County Economic Development

4 Commission for our district.  As a resident of Underwood I

5 would like to state my support for the Whistling Ridge

6 Energy Project.  I believe this project will help reach the

7 goal mandated by our voters in our state to make renewable

8 energy the greater part of our state's energy consumption.

9           It will help Skamania County to provide the

10 services that we the residents demand and expect.  It will

11 also provide some much needed high paying stable employment

12 for residents of the Columbia River Gorge.  I believe that

13 we must as citizens of this planet accept our responsibility

14 to find ways to utilize clean renewable resources to meet

15 our energy demands.  As a nation we may have to make some

16 sacrifices that will enable us to exploit the renewable

17 energy resources that are available to us.  We can no longer

18 expect the rest of the planet to provide us with cheap

19 energy.  We can no longer accept the damages to our planet

20 caused by the continued use of fossil fuels.  We must move

21 forward to develop new technologies that reduce our impacts

22 on the environment.  So in my view the potential benefits

23 for this project outweigh any detrimental impacts on our

24 region.  Thank you.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you sir.
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1           Gary Clouse followed by Roger Holen.

2                   COMMENTS BY GARY CLOUSE

3           Thank you all for being here, and thank you who

4 have prepared and written, reviewed, edited this EIS for us.

5 I'm here to speak on behalf of the project and in favor of

6 it.

7           My name is Gary Clouse.  I live in White Salmon

8 just across the river, from across the White Salmon River

9 from here and about the same elevation as this.  I look at

10 the Whistling Ridge out my kitchen window.  To save time

11 this evening I would like to endorse the prior two

12 testimonies as being thoughtful and accurate, and I would

13 like to endorse Rex Johnston's opening comments this

14 evening.

15           One more point that I would like to emphasize is

16 that the growth of power demands and electricity demands

17 throughout the Northwest is insatiable.  You cannot stop it.

18 You cannot limit it.  It won't slow down because the

19 population growth will push it out, and we have no way of

20 producing additional hydroelectric power in any significant

21 quantities in the Northwest.  We're going to have to move to

22 alternative powers, alternative power sources, and I endorse

23 this greatly.  If you look at the growth rate of the demand

24 at being about two percent per year which it currently is in

25 five years one out of every five electric consumers will
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1 have to stop using power either one-fifth of the time or all

2 the time.  In 13 years it will be one out of four, in

3 20 years it will be one out of three.  So I endorse this

4 project.  I think it's an appropriate use of the resource

5 and thank you very much for your time.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

7                   COMMENTS BY ROGER HOLEN

8           My name is Roger Holen spelled H-o-l-e-n.  I live

9 at 171 River Watch Drive, White Salmon.

10           My wife and I have owned the Inn of the White

11 Salmon for 17 1/2 years, and it as our judgment that the

12 proposed project will have absolutely no adverse effect on

13 tourism.

14           In fact, in our travels we enjoy watching them.

15 They're majestic, they're fascinating, and my wife refers to

16 them as wind angels.  Thank you.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  I'll start on the next

18 list.

19           Tammy, how many people do we have signed up back

20 there?

21           MS. TALBURT:  One more.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  One more sheet or one more person?

23           MS. TALBURT:  One more person.

24           CHAIR LUCE:  Can you bring that forward now at

25 this time.  That would be helpful.
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1           The next person is Rebecca Stonestreet followed by

2 Scot Bergeron and Bob Hanson.

3           MS. STONESTREET:  Scot Bergeron is going to give

4 me his minutes so I have six minutes to talk.

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Awesome.

6               COMMENTS BY REBECCA STONESTEET

7           My name is Rebecca Stonestreet,

8 S-t-o-n-e-s-t-r-e-e-t.  I live at 4491 Cook Underwood Road,

9 Mill A, Washington.  Thank you all for being here.

10           I am against the proposal of the Whistling Ridge

11 Project, and I feel that the DEIS does not adequately

12 address all the ramifications and impacts this wind farm

13 will have here in our community.  I have two concerns.  This

14 draft statement gives an inadequate analysis of the visual

15 impacts this wind farm will have on this incredibly

16 beautiful area.  Keeping this place aesthetically beautiful

17 is important to me and to others like Skamania County which

18 states in their website on their welcome page -- this is

19 from Skamania County -- "Our county consists of 1,672 square

20 miles of the most scenic and diverse landscape in the

21 world."  That's what Skamania County says.

22           The home page of the Skamania County Economic

23 Development Council states, "Skamania County offers the best

24 of both worlds.  It is located in one of the most scenic

25 areas in the Country."  That's the Skamania County Economic
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1 Development Council.  They believe that we live in an

2 absolutely beautiful place.  Their website also states,

3 "Skamania County's southern border is located in the

4 Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area and offers

5 spectacular views."

6           I agree with them.  I have common ground with

7 Skamania County.  I have common ground with the Skamania

8 County Economic Development Council.  I wholeheartedly agree

9 with them.  Indeed this is one of the most scenic landscapes

10 in the Country with spectacular views.  We have common

11 ground in that we see this area of the world as uniquely

12 beautiful.  The industrialization of placing wind towers in

13 the proposed area will ruin this unique area of the world.

14 This project is not in the right place.

15           The environmental impact statement does not

16 adequately analyze the impacts on animals.  This impact

17 statement has failed to identify the number of bat species

18 in the area nor has it gone into any in-depth analysis on

19 how bats are killed simply by being in the proximity of the

20 low pressure zone of moving blades.  Bats are important

21 animals which help my family's permaculture farm which is

22 located in Mill A.

23           Growing local food is very important.  If you

24 don't know that by now you know it now.  Growing local food

25 is important which we are doing in Mill A with a
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1 permaculture farm.  It is important for our community to

2 stay strong and healthy.  Our permaculture garden in Mill A

3 is an agricultural system that mimics the relationship found

4 in natural ecology.  The bats help us to keep a healthy

5 garden.  No real effort has been put forth as to what impact

6 the wind towers would have on the bat population.  I am

7 gravely concerned about this impact.

8           However, just because I have stated I am opposed

9 to the Whistling Ridge Wind Project does not necessarily

10 mean I do not support SDS Lumber Company's desire to

11 implement a project that is economically benefitting

12 everyone.  There are other things that can be done.  We can

13 come up together as a community and create win-win

14 situations economically and environmentally.

15           Some suggestions.  Suggest other ways SDS can make

16 money with less environmental impact.  I have an idea which

17 I would like to present to SDS officials, and I didn't call

18 Mr. Backus last year because I haven't gotten my

19 presentation together.  Anyway I would like to present to

20 the SDS officials a real money making venture with high

21 yield and low environmental impacts which would create much

22 more than just eight to nine jobs in the end.  SDS would

23 economically benefit as well as the County with this idea

24 that I have.

25           This is another idea I have.  Everyone in the
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1 audience please contact your state representative regarding

2 passing the Washington State Bank bill.  North Dakota has a

3 state bank and they are out of debt.  On March 2, the

4 Washington State House Financial Institution and Insurance

5 Committee held a public hearing in Olympia on House Bill

6 3162 which enables the creation of a Washington State bank.

7 These are out-of-the-box ways of bringing money to the

8 county without impacting environment.

9           The last thing I have to say is for the audience

10 too is to use local currency with the local currency and it

11 would be very beneficial to you.  My hope is that this

12 community can come together and create win-win situations

13 for everyone instead of creating enemies of neighbors.  It

14 can be done.

15           Scot, do you have anything to add?

16           MR. BERGERON:  No, great.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate it very much.

18 Bob Hansen followed by No. 27's handwriting reminds me of my

19 own, Elden.  I'm going to call on staff to help me, but

20 let's go, Bob.

21                   COMMENTS BY BOB HANSEN

22           My name is Bob Hansen, and I live in Lyle,

23 Washington.  First, I want to thank the Council for your

24 time and consideration.  I am an ardent proponent of

25 renewable energy when it is sensitively located and designed
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1 to avoid negative impacts on wildlife and the view shed.

2           My emphasis tonight focuses on our special view

3 shed.  Most of us in this room would be opposed to these

4 proposed facilities at the Grand Canyon, at Mount Rainier or

5 at Yellowstone National Park; yet we have an inconvenient

6 event truth.  The DEIS ignores the comments and conclusions

7 of agencies with expertise in managing scenic resources

8 including the Forest Service and the National Park Service.

9 According to the National Park Service we believe that it is

10 clear that visual impacts to the Columbia Gorge National

11 Scenic Area and the National Historic Trails will degrade

12 the core scenic and historic landscape values of these

13 resources.  We strongly recommend at a minimum removing

14 Turbine Corridors A-1 through A-7 from further project

15 consideration.

16           As a 25-year public employee I am deeply disturbed

17 that these comments from a public agency, the National Parks

18 Service, would somehow be ignored in the DEIS.  There is

19 special landscaping in this world, and the Columbia Gorge is

20 one of those.  I am an ardent opponent of industrial wind

21 power facilities located so as to adversely impact the

22 Columbia Gorge Scenic Area or view shed just as I am opposed

23 to similar facilities in front of Mount Rainier, in front of

24 Yellowstone National Park, and in front of the Grand Canyon.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  I'm going to have a go at
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1 it.  It looks like Elden.  I apologize but your handwriting

2 does look like mine.

3                 COMMENTS BY ELDEN SCHULTZ

4           My name is Elden Schultz and I live at 42 Hood

5 View Road.  My house and 99 percent of all others' houses

6 look at Mount Hood or the Gorge.  I'm going to say for the

7 project.  Skamania County has been going down hill for the

8 last 30 years, and we actually need something positive in

9 this county.

10           CHAIR LUCE:  Do we have a Kelly Kreps and followed

11 by David Bacon.

12                   COMMENTS BY KELLY KREPS

13           Good evening, Mr. Luce, Council, thank you for

14 your time.  My name is Kelly Kreps, K-r-e-p-s.  I live at

15 421 BZ Glenwood Road, White Salmon.  I am here as spokesman

16 for the families of the Kreps Ranch.  My family has been

17 ranching in Western Klickitat County since the early 1880s.

18 We and the generations before us have seen many changes come

19 to this area, from horses to cars and tractors, from

20 lanterns to electricity, from the main industries of fruit

21 and timber, to diversifying also with tourism and

22 recreation.  From the 1980s with a few windsurfers to

23 becoming the windsurfing capital of the world.  And now with

24 the technology to efficiently harness the wind for

25 electricity that too can be a great thing for these
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1 communities.

2           SDS is a landmark company in this area.  They have

3 provided livelihoods to hundreds, if not thousands, of

4 families over the years.  They have had the courage to grow

5 and expand for the good of those of us who live here.  They

6 even keep most of their land open to recreate on.  Many of

7 you in this room have probably enjoyed the privilege of

8 either hiking, mountain biking, or hunting on SDS property.

9 Just as there were locals who didn't like to see the

10 colorful sails going back and forth across the Columbia

11 there will be locals who don't like seeing windmills going

12 around in circles.  Just as the communities changed,

13 adapted, and grew with the recreation boom, they will

14 change, adapt, and grow with the energy growth.

15           We support and encourage the Whistling Ridge

16 Project.  SDS is a good company and a great asset to our

17 communities.  It is time for wind energy to move further

18 west.  Thank you.

19           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

20           Mr. Nathan Baker followed by Robert Matteri

21 followed by Nathan Backer.

22           MR. BAKER:  Thank you.  I have a question.  Would

23 you allow somebody who signed up later in the day to speak

24 in my place who is not able to make it tomorrow?

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Somebody other than yourself wishes
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1 to speak?

2           MR. BAKER:  Kevin Gorman.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  So be it.  Mr. Gorman.

4                  COMMENTS BY KEVIN GORMAN

5           Thank you, Chair Luce.  My name is Kevin Gorman.

6 I'm the Executive Director of Friends of the Columbia Gorge.

7 Nathan is our staff attorney.  We represent about 5,000

8 members who live in Oregon, Washington, and throughout the

9 Columbia Gorge.

10           Now Friends of the Columbia Gorge is a supporter

11 of renewable energy, but the thing you need to remember is

12 that like any form of development for renewable energy there

13 is a time and there's a place.  Right now we all know this

14 is the time, but the question before you is if this is the

15 place.  We would argue that this is not the place.

16           Your committee has considered several wind

17 development projects throughout the state of Washington, but

18 the proposal before you today affects far more than local

19 and state levels.  This is situated on top of the Columbia

20 River Gorge National Scenic Area so your decision will have

21 national and international ramifications.

22           Now earlier you heard a woman talk about the

23 National Geographic ranking.  If you haven't heard about

24 this, I want to just explain.  In 2009, National Geographic

25 Traveler ranked 133 destinations around the world to figure
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1 out the world's greatest places.  The Columbia Gorge tied

2 for No. 6 in the world.  It went ahead of every national

3 park in the country.  It was ahead of the Serengeti, it was

4 ahead of Tuscany.  One judge who did this said the two

5 states have done an incredible job of managing and

6 protecting resources and views.  Another said the Gorge

7 benefits from some of the best land preservation programs in

8 the nation in the magnificent natural scenery that's well

9 protected.  These judges did not know about this proposal.

10           That's why these high stakes.  Someone earlier

11 mentioned that the National Park Service weighed in.  They

12 gave very strong comments.  Those comments were ignored.

13 The U.S. Forest Service weighed in.  They said there is risk

14 of significant impacts to protected scenic resources if the

15 proposed energy project is built as currently planned.  The

16 Forest Service also recommends the applicant eliminate

17 turbine locations found to be visible from the scenic key

18 viewing areas to avoid impacts.  These comments were

19 ignored, and what we were told in the Draft EIS is there

20 were no impacts.

21           So we ask you to look at this one more time.

22 Consider reasonable alternatives and look at the language

23 from these federal agencies who are mandated to protect this

24 area.  Look at what they're saying about the potential

25 impact and make your decision based on those.  Thank you.
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1           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

2           Mr. Robert Matteri.

3                 COMMENTS BY ROBERT MATTERI

4           Thank you.  I'm Robert Matteri.  I'm from

5 Portland, Oregon, 1627 Northeast Thompson.  I was raised in

6 Mecca Republic.  I'm a physician.  I own an in vitro

7 fertilization clinic that employs 50 Oregonians and

8 Washingtonians.  I'm a small wood lot owner.  I've planted

9 thousands of trees and I'm an environmentalist.  I was

10 surprised to find out about this meeting just last week by

11 chance.

12           The Columbia Gorge Scenic Areas are nationally for

13 millions of people in Washington and Oregon.  When I Googled

14 the Oregon National Scenic Area I got 600,000 responses.

15 The majority of Oregonians and Washingtonians support green

16 energy, but they do not support destroying the view, the

17 scenic view of our National Scenic Area.  It's a matter of

18 numbers.  There are millions of people in the

19 Portland-Vancouver area that depend upon this area as a

20 place for beauty and tourism.  My little neighborhood of

21 Irvington in Portland has more people than White Salmon has.

22           I disagree with the draft environmental impact

23 position on the economic effect of the Whistling Ridge

24 Project.  I believe that Klickitat and Skamania County and

25 White Salmon Economic Development Councils are wrong in the
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1 emphasis on future development at the expense of our

2 environment.  The future is ecotourism.

3           The future clearly is implying wind turbines built

4 in California or Europe or elsewhere and building wind farms

5 here the best economic development in the Gorge is

6 ecotourism so we must protect that aspect.  The right thing

7 for the environment is green energy but in the right place.

8 The wind turbines past The Dalles every thousand meters in

9 the last few years affect the beautiful entrance to the

10 Pacific window that was coming in from the east.  The 50

11 turbines at Whistling Ridge will ruin the vista but provide

12 at most two percent of the power of a coal plant.  The wind

13 turbines will be 42 stories tall when the blade is at its

14 highest.  The biggest building in Portland is only 42

15 stories tall, and to say that this has no visual impact I

16 disagree.

17           Finally, in redoing the draft environmental impact

18 statement I would urge you to not act like the Minerals

19 Management Service of the Interior Department in serving oil

20 companies not us the people.  Do not just serve the owners

21 of Whistling Ridge and the economic interest of Klickitat

22 County and Skamania County, but serve the millions of us

23 Washingtonians and Oregonians who live in the metro area.  I

24 urge you to listen to the federal scientific body against

25 this proposal, the state of Washington Fish and Wildlife,
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1 the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service, amongst

2 others, but also listen to the cultural voice of millions of

3 Oregonians and Washingtonians in Portland and Vancouver and

4 other Americans from elsewhere and protect the scenic part

5 in our Gorge.  I ask you to do that right thing.  Thank you.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  David Baker followed

7 by Helen Powell.

8                   COMMENTS BY DAVID BAKER

9           My name is David C. Baker.  I live at 105 Dogwood

10 in White Salmon, Washington.  I come to you with a

11 commercial tonight to levy up things here and tell you that

12 our family produces the Columbia Gorge map.  70,000 will be

13 out on the streets all through the Gorge, and it helps

14 promote both the Gorge and the livability here.  And the

15 reason I mention that is if we don't make a stand it will

16 cost us everything just to get it out as we believe in the

17 Columbia Gorge.

18           What I have to say here tonight is somewhat

19 facetious and it's also very serious.  First of all, in

20 business I was acquainted with a book that different parties

21 use.  It was called How to Lie With Statistics, and I

22 thought it would be valuable for both sides of this equation

23 to get it and then they would be on a level playing field.

24           To kind of sum up things in a very short form is

25 it appears to me that there are four significant areas both
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1 for and against this.  Those that oppose speak of the birds

2 and the wildlife, the noise, the view, and the construction

3 problems, the four areas that I've read about and seen the

4 most of.

5           The four on the alternate side of the construction

6 is that the power would bring to us enough power for all

7 practical purposes, supply power for both counties in total

8 kilowatts, and that the revenue derived from it would

9 enhance the tax base significantly, and the jobs and income

10 as number three.  And fourth it is important as anything for

11 this whole country is the right to use the property that the

12 Whistling Ridge personnel have responsibility for to produce

13 a product that is of value and profit for them to our

14 community.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Appreciate that.

16 Helen Paulus.

17                  COMMENTS BY HELEN PAULUS

18           Helen Paulus, 9642 Cook Underwood Road.  I did not

19 come tonight with comments specifically directed toward the

20 EIS so I will speak just in general.

21           I support this project.  I think eight years is

22 long enough.  I don't think any EIS is going to be quite

23 adequate for everyone.  I live one and a half miles from

24 this proposed project, and I support it, and I thank you for

25 coming to tonight.
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1           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Herb Hardin followed by

2 Izak Riley followed by Don Stover.

3                   COMMENTS BY HERB HARDIN

4           Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen.  My name is

5 Herb Hardin.  I live in White Salmon, Washington at 995 N.W.

6 N.E. Loop Road.

7           When this project was first announced, my wife and

8 I took a look at the pictures of the windmills on our

9 Northwest view horizon and we said, "Not in our backward."

10 When we thought about it for a while, decided, well, dirty

11 energy has a price and clean energy also has a price in the

12 environment in many other ways, and we decided that it was

13 time that we got with the world and started paying the price

14 for clean energy.  So we are in favor of the project, but

15 tonight is the first time that I have had a chance to read

16 the EIS or at least the part of it that interests me.

17           Page 3-175, paragraph 3.9.3.1, it addresses the

18 avian warning lights on top of these windmills.  I was a

19 pilot for 33 years.  Anti-collision lights are typically

20 strobe lights that you can see for 20 miles.  They're

21 bright.  They're intended to get your attention so you don't

22 run into other airplanes or fixed objects in the ground.

23 The EIS is virtually silent on this at that paragraph and

24 page, and I have some real reservations.  If you put strobe

25 lights on 50 of those things the nighttime is going to be
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1 totally ruined with a line of flashing strobes.  Not

2 acceptable, not just to me but to the people who live in

3 Pucker Huddle and up on Strawberry Mountain.  Anybody who's

4 within 20 miles you can see it.  So I would urge that the

5 EIS take another look at this problem and figure out with

6 the FAA what can be done, including restricted air space

7 above that area so that safe passage with a minimum safe

8 crossing altitude be established so that aircraft will have

9 it marked on their charts not to fly at that area.  If those

10 lights can be seen below horizontal, everybody in the Gorge

11 is going to be able to see them.  So it's not just a maybe

12 problem.  It could be a real problem that needs to be

13 addressed more thoroughly than it is.  Other than that, my

14 wife and I support the project.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

16           Mr. Izak Riley.

17                   COMMENTS BY IZAK RILEY

18           My name is Izak Riley, R-i-l-e-y.  I live at 210

19 N.W. Simmons Road.  I'm 26 years old.  I was born and raised

20 here in White Salmon.  I actually reside in my grandmother's

21 house which I purchased from the family.  It has a clear

22 view of Underwood Mountain where the proposed wind energy

23 project is suppose to take place up there.

24           I walk out every morning about sunrise and the sun

25 shines on that mountain, and, you know, it makes me want to
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1 get up and go to work in the morning.  My first thought is I

2 think I might not want to see something up there like that

3 sticking up in the air, but, you know, being raised around

4 here and seeing the changes and the change in the economy, I

5 think we need to sacrifice a little bit, you know, from view

6 per se to help us out a little bit.  We need some help.  I

7 could sit there in the morning and watch T.V. and watch oil

8 pumping into the Gulf or I can get up and take a glance up

9 there and see a couple white towers sticking up.  That to me

10 is a sense of security.  It's not a pocket of landscape per

11 se, but I'd like to see that a lot more than I would like to

12 turn on the news and see oil pumping into the Gulf.

13           So Stevenson's, SDS, they have all but built this

14 community upon stewardship and proper decision making and

15 utilizing our lands around.  As far as their track record is

16 concerned, I have yet to see them make a mistake.  You know,

17 they're very thorough on any studies.  They communicate with

18 the folks in the community here, and if I was a tourist

19 coming up the Gorge, and I looked up and them seen wind

20 turbines, I would commend the community for doing their part

21 in the green energy project and helping out our world.

22           So I support the project, and thank you for your

23 time coming out here to listen to us.

24           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you for coming.

25           Don Stover followed by Arlene Bradford followed by
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1 Brian Short.

2                   COMMENTS BY DAWN STOVER

3           Hi, my name is Dawn Stover, spelled S-t-o-v-as in

4 Victor-e-r.  I live at 1208 Snowden Road, White Salmon.

5 I've been following the wind issue quite closely for more

6 than 15 years, particularly concerning wildlife interaction.

7 I've visited some projects all over the west, and then I

8 serve on three technical advisory committees for the wind

9 power projects in Klickitat County.

10           I want to focus my comments tonight on cumulative

11 impacts because I believe that's something that got very

12 short tripped in the DEIS.  In particular, the DEIS looks at

13 two cumulative impact studies; one of which was done in the

14 in Mid-Atlantic U.S. and really has very little relevance to

15 the project being proposed here.  The other of which was to

16 look at projects across the Columbia Plateau Ecoregion and

17 the closest project in there to Whistling Ridge was the Big

18 Horn Project in Klickitat County.  All of the others that

19 were reviewed are even farther to the east and have very

20 different habitat than the Whistling Ridge Project, but all

21 basically is arid mostly treeless landscape completely

22 different precipitation regime and habitat, plant, and

23 animal community than we see here for Whistling Ridge.

24           The study also looked at future and nearby

25 projects.  In fact, just a total of about 10 wind projects.
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1 I want to show you what the real cumulative impacts are.

2 This is a map of Klickitat County, Eastern Klickitat County.

3 All of the colored areas on this map which you can see cover

4 the entire map are wind projects that are either already

5 permitted or proposed, and I'll give that to you later.  I

6 also have a map here of all the wind projects in this region

7 along the Columbia River both on the Oregon and Washington

8 side that has applied for connection to the BPA grid, and

9 that consists of at least 46 wind projects, some of which by

10 the way are smaller than Whistling Ridge, most are larger.

11 So we have at least 15 projects in Klickitat County and 46

12 altogether.

13           Now the DEIS says there are no population level

14 impact on wildlife, these projects.  There is no evidence

15 whatsoever to substantiate that.  There have been no studies

16 of population level impacts, and there's been no safe

17 threshold that's been determined.  In fact, of all the

18 studies from our area the preconstruction mortality

19 estimates have not matched the post-construction fatality

20 studies.  In Klickitat County where the first study was done

21 at a hundred percent of the turbines at Big Horn it was

22 actually an order magnitude higher, somewhere between 8 and

23 16 times as many raptors were killed unpredicted, and this

24 same company made those predictions, West, Inc., that has

25 done the methodology prediction for this DEIS.  We're
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1 talking about the incremental impacts here.  You can lose

2 one finger, maybe you can lose two fingers and still get by,

3 but once you lose ten fingers, you have a hard time

4 surviving.  It's like ripping apart a plane.  You need to

5 have them all there.  When the last one goes, that's when

6 there's a population level impact.

7           Just want to state one more thing about spotted

8 owls.  I got a flyer from SDS in the mail a couple days ago

9 saying there are no owls at this sight.  After years of

10 timber harvest there's no suitable habitat for the bird.  I

11 think that, you know, what that suggests to me is we need to

12 resource habitat for this particular species.  When we look

13 at the damage in the Gulf today, we're not saying let's not

14 go and restore that habitat because the shrimp and the

15 pelicans were already in big trouble down there.  What we

16 need to be doing is restoring habitat and saving habitat

17 that matters, and so I'm going to urge you to take another

18 look at those scientific studies.  I'll be submitting some

19 more detailed comments about what's wrong with them.

20           There's no independent plan that's been included

21 in this report.  All we have are a couple of studies from

22 the consultant hired by the industry, and I think this needs

23 to take a much broader look at the impact that could be

24 sustained by this project.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.
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1           Arlene.

2           AUDIENCE MEMBER:  She left.  I saw her leave.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  She saw her leave.

4           Brian Shortt followed by Jamie Tolfree.

5                  COMMENTS BY BRIAN SHORTT

6           I think I'd like to start a petition tonight.

7 I'll think about it.  My name is Brian Shortt, and my

8 address is 2791 Hood River, Oregon.

9           Back to that petition, I think we should all in

10 this room have a petition for California that they maximize

11 their solar requirements, they maximum their wind turbine

12 capabilities, dam up every river that they have, or put

13 offshore oil turbine systems together and continue to suck

14 all the oil out.  Because if we don't hurry up that process

15 in California so that they can become a sink hole all of us

16 in the Northwest are going to use our natural resources up.

17 We're going to use our dams.  We're going to use our wind

18 turbines, solar power.  Any alternative energy that we

19 generate here is all going to go down there, and as a result

20 of that we're all going to be sitting here wondering what

21 happen to the landscape.

22           I've been involved in alternative energy since the

23 early '80s, and I've spent the last couple of years trying

24 to understand the benefits of the wind turbines, and I only

25 have a couple of personal comments to make.
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1           One is my home would be in the view shed of the

2 red lights that are going to blink at night, and the other

3 side of this when this comes back to part of my rearing

4 during the Magnuson and Jackson period when Magnuson said we

5 need to protect our mountains and we need to protect Puget

6 Sound, one of the things that I see from you as a panel is

7 that you are evaluating the merits of putting wind turbines

8 into the foothills of our Cascade Mountains.  Now maybe

9 Klickitat County should be getting credits from all the

10 other counties in the area for being the sort of sacrificial

11 land putting together this wonderful wind turbine program in

12 Klickitat County.  I don't think they're being paid enough

13 for it, but I think that you as a group need to seriously

14 consider the siting values.

15           And I've listened to biologists say with almost

16 unanimous consent this doesn't have the merits that it

17 should have, and that we're looking at something that's not

18 on unlike Bonneville in the '30s when we're sitting in

19 essentially a depression and banks were withdrawing

20 themselves and people were walking away from their homes and

21 jobs were down.  We are at another period like.  That this

22 is probably one of our lowest periods in my life.

23           My life is long enough now that when I drive in my

24 car and I look at the radio, it says I'm listening to

25 oldies.  So I have reached an age now where I have a little
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1 bit of wisdom and a little bit of experience, not

2 necessarily wise wisdom or wise experience, but I've seen

3 enough things in my life and enough sequence has taken place

4 that we're not doing enough with conservation technologies

5 and we're taking these very crude formats that have been

6 with us for the last hundred years, and if you were in

7 Holland it would be the last 200 years and trying bring

8 these forward as viable producers of alternative energy.

9           My last comment to you I made it once before.

10 It's the only opposition I have to this type of project.

11 Wind turbines do not belong in the foothills of the Cascade

12 Mountain Range.  Thank you.

13           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.  Next speaker

14 will be Jamie.

15                  COMMENTS BY JAMIE TOLFREE

16           Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Luce and Council

17 Members for coming to Underwood in Skamania County.  I'm

18 Jamie Tolfree, the County Commissioner of District 3.

19           Hi, Judy, nice to meet you.

20           And I am here as a proponent.  This proposed

21 project is in District 3.  I am confident that the proposed

22 Whistling Ridge Energy Project as described in the Draft EIS

23 has received thorough analysis of all environmental aspects

24 of the project.  Where potential impacts were identified a

25 variety of mitigation measures are offered as remedy.  I
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1 support the proposed action.  It is consistent with Skamania

2 County codes and has been thoroughly evaluated.  I urge you

3 to adopt the Draft EIS proposed project so this project can

4 move on expedientially.  Thank you very much for your

5 efforts.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

7           Doug Charters, Christine Bluestone, and Judy

8 Teitzel.

9                  COMMENTS BY DOUG CHARTERS

10           I'm Doug Charters.  I live at 920 Navaho Lane in

11 White Salmon.  My people have been here for over a century

12 on both sides of the family and have seen lots happened in

13 the Gorge for many years, 50 years for myself.  I've

14 actually gone and spoken with a lot of folks in this

15 audience on my own and kind of did my own little

16 environmental impact statement.  And I can see the Gorge

17 folk's viewpoint on the view and then the wildlife people on

18 the wildlife concerns, and I'm in forestry myself so I can

19 see the forest aspects of this too.

20           The overall analysis of what this project would do

21 is it would be a benefit in changing to a better

22 environmental future on the energy situation for the nation

23 in this small little microcosm of what it is, but as for the

24 view thing looking at it from a distance they kind of remind

25 me of overstory trees the way the hills bounce around.  I've
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1 gone up to Goldendale and listened to them, and they're

2 really not very noisy.  It's like the wind blowing through

3 the trees is kind of what I would describe it as for the

4 noise, you know.

5           Like anybody else I've got concerns.  I'm trying

6 to find the middle logical ground of everybody's situation,

7 and overall one thing that I question is color.  Do we have

8 to make them white all the time?  Can we paint them up to

9 look like trees?  Because we do the cell towers like trees.

10 You've got little flash of lights stick out that kind of

11 camouflages them.  So if you have them with brown trunks and

12 forest green propellers, you probably wouldn't really see

13 the things.

14           It would be, you know, I kind of when we first put

15 them in Goldendale I thought I had my culture shock, you

16 know, when they first come up and they had a few dozen of

17 them up, but you get used to them after a while.  But I

18 always wondered why don't they paint them, you know, more of

19 an amber color or something so they wouldn't be such a thing

20 that would stick out where you would see so much in the

21 visual aspect of it.

22           But in my analysis personally I think, you know,

23 it ought to be approved and go ahead, and you know, the

24 Stevenson's are good people.  They work hard.  They've

25 managed their land well, and I really think the project
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1 would be managed well overall in the long run and we really

2 need the revenue.  It's for our schools and it's education.

3 We need our educational dollars.

4           In the forest industry it takes a hundred years to

5 grow a crop of trees to maturity.  That's once a century you

6 really have a financial impact out of that land that these

7 turbines will sit on, and in this way you're having an

8 annual financial impact on your schools.  You know, so maybe

9 in the perfect world you would never have to levy again to

10 make up for this.  I as a child know the suffrage of bad

11 economic times in the school system.  We packed our lunch

12 for like five years before we had a hot lunch program.

13           Anyway I appreciate your time and I appreciate all

14 the people that came out for this turnout today.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

16           Christine.

17               COMMENTS BY CHRISTINE BLUESTONE

18           Thank you for having me here and listening to my

19 concerns.  My name is Christine Bluestone.  I live at 41

20 Sooter Road, Underwood, and I'm a gardener, botanist, master

21 gardener, and I believe that this project is just in the

22 wrong place.

23           There's some concerns about what I have heard

24 about studies that have stated that the location of this

25 wind farm is only considered fair for ability to produce
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1 maximum wind power for electric production, and another

2 concern I have is the location of access roads for

3 construction and maintenance.  How is the traffic from the

4 construction going to affect local residents and local

5 residential traffic?  What percent of the tax dollars that

6 we have been told that this project is going to generate is

7 actually going to our community and going to give us a

8 little bit of tax relief that we've been paying in our

9 property taxes?  How is the noise from the wind turbines

10 going to affect local residents?  That's already been

11 addressed.  How is this project going to affect our present

12 tourist industry, scenic valleys?  And that's been addressed

13 also.  And finally will the power that is generated go to

14 our local community or will it be sold to the highest

15 bidder?

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Christine.

17           Judy.

18                  COMMENTS BY JUDY TEITZEL

19           My name is Judy Teitzel, T-e-i-t-z-e-l.  I live at

20 P.O. Box 366 in Carson, Washington.

21           I represent the Port of Skamania County.  I would

22 like to express my support for the Whistling Ridge Energy

23 Project and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  The

24 DEIS statement documents the wind farms provide substantial

25 economic benefits.  The Port of Skamania County supports
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1 economic development, family wage jobs, and tax revenue.

2           The project predicts a 1.5 million dollar wind

3 farm payroll and annual new property tax revenues of

4 $731,000 that would help support Skamania County.  Not to

5 mention that the President just yesterday, June 15, stated

6 in a speech from his Oval Office that the United States

7 needs to invest in clean energy and the draft environmental

8 impact statement supports this.

9           I would like to see this project by SDS go

10 forward, and I personally am also in support of this

11 project, and I am in a hundred percent agreement with Peggy

12 Bryan's comments.  Thank you very much for coming.

13           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Chief Johnny Jackson.

14              COMMENTS BY CHIEF JOHNNY JACKSON

15           Good evening, my people.  My name is Johnny

16 Jackson.  I am one of the real chiefs in this area.  I've

17 lived here all my life, born and raised in this part of the

18 country.  And I have been up on this place called Whistling

19 Ridge many times here lately, and I have looked at the whole

20 area, and from that I support the wind power going into that

21 area.  I travel up and down that highway all the time, and I

22 can't see anything up there.  So a lot of times I think

23 about what the people are saying that it's going to ruin the

24 scene of the Gorge and saying that there are things up there

25 that I don't see that's there.
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1           People said that before there were things like

2 that in places and I asked them to prove it to me and they

3 couldn't do it because it wasn't there.  And I think that

4 Whistling Ridge is a good place for a wind farm because you

5 look today of this growing nation and the world and the

6 people that are coming in from other countries and some in

7 this country.  And you look at how far does this electrician

8 power go?

9           Sometimes we're told over the news to kind of cut

10 down on our electricity in the summer or in the winter.

11 This summer when it gets real hot the electricity from this

12 river here is going to be going south because of the heat.

13 A lot of people are going to depend on it and I know I do.

14 And I'm looking at this wind power on this mountain where

15 it's not really visible and you cannot hear it.  I think

16 it's a good thing and I think it will really help this

17 nation with our power.

18           I want to say another thing; that if it comes down

19 to it, they're talking about nuclear energy again, and I'd

20 rather have this clean wind power than to have nuclear

21 energy going back up again on this river.  Our rivers are in

22 bad shape because of things like that.  Like the two

23 companies that went on in this river here.  Some of our men

24 paid a great price for something that those companies done,

25 and they have to live with it.  Their families have to live
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1 with it.

2           This here wind power here is not going to hurt

3 anyone, and it's silent and it's clean, and the water is

4 going to be clean, and it's going to be good for our river

5 besides that.  So I'm giving the full support of this wind

6 power facility.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Mr. Jackson.

8           Sherry, Meir followed by Paul Smith, followed by

9 Breff McLaughlin.

10                   COMMENTS BY SHERRY MEIR

11           Sherry Meir, M-e-i-r, 4161 Post Canyon Drive, Hood

12 River, Oregon.

13           I support properly sited alternative energy

14 facility development; however a wind energy facility

15 adjacent to the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area is

16 not properly sited.  The visual impact of placing 426-foot

17 windmills up towering over this pristine forested national

18 scenic treasure is absolutely unacceptable.  In addition to

19 negatively impacting scenic views, destroying forest land to

20 great large scale, industrial development will greatly

21 compromise the sensitive wildlife habitat.

22           Driven by corporate efforts clear choice recently

23 unleashed an unprecedented environmental catastrophe in the

24 Gulf of Mexico.  We must prevent any other environmental

25 disasters by choosing to deny construction of the Whistling
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1 Ridge Project.  Thank you.

2           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.

3           Paul Smith.

4                   COMMENTS BY PAUL SMITH

5           Hello, my name is Paul Smith.  I live in the west

6 end of Skamania County.  I've been there 16 years.

7           It's been stated a couple of times tonight this

8 document is humongous and I haven't had the kind of time to

9 digest it like maybe I don't know a barrage of groups on the

10 proponent's side has been able to have this out in the past

11 year plus or something.  We've had three plus weeks to try

12 to look through this so I will be speaking tomorrow night on

13 some different topics.  So pardon me if I'm bouncing around

14 because I simply haven't been able to sound the way I'd like

15 to.

16           First off, I would like to thank you for giving us

17 this opportunity.  One concern I do have is your group with

18 BPA are the ones that are actually behind this DEIS, and my

19 concern is a little bit are you too close to the tree on

20 being able to actually objectively evaluate this?  I notice

21 that it said that on page 1-7 no other fed agencies are

22 defined as cooperating agencies at this.  Why not?

23           It sounds like the Forest Service and the National

24 Park Service have some serious concerns; yet those are being

25 conveniently ignored.  Key viewing areas, I know that that's
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1 been downplayed right away by the proponent's side.  Some of

2 these wind turbines could be as high as 426 feet.  I have a

3 feeling that most of those 50 are going to be on the high

4 side, not on those potentially smaller ones.  Biggest bang

5 for your thought maybe it's the most efficient way.  Well,

6 the Space Needle is about 605 feet, and so I can't believe

7 that to have 50 nearly Space Needle sized wind turbines in

8 the Columbia Gorge are not going to be able to be viewed

9 from not just key viewing areas and also at night.  When you

10 go out toward The Dalles I-84 or 14 going to Goldendale you

11 see complete red lights.

12           Full-time jobs only seven to eight.  That is not

13 exactly economic development.  There is no alternatives to

14 this.  This is being defined as one of the alternatives.

15 Well, it isn't an alternative.  This is a proposal.  The

16 only alternative is no action.  So technically there are no

17 alternatives; yet it talks as if it is one of the

18 alternatives.

19           Seventy megawatts why is that the key number?  Why

20 can't it be less?  In this document it basically states that

21 it has to be that in order for this to be viable; yet

22 there's no wiggle room.  So I'm a little concerned about

23 that.

24           I would like to reiterate that there definitely

25 needs to be more time for this.  I don't know if that's too
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1 late for you to be able to expand this, but simply the

2 public has not had enough time to look through this, and

3 it's just not fair.  I'm a little concerned about that.

4           On the Oregon side there's a proposal for 300 wind

5 turbines over 30,000 acres and that is an Irish company.  So

6 at least this is on the Washington side, but most of the

7 power is going to go to the general system.  That's probably

8 going to go down to California like they've talked about

9 earlier.  So the power isn't going to be necessarily staying

10 here.  So thank you.

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Do you have written comments and, if

12 so, would you please --

13           MR. SMITH:  Not at this time.  I'll hand them in

14 before July 19.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  The last speaker that I have is Breff

16 McLaughlin.  Is McLaughlin here?  He appears to have left.

17           All right.  Who else do we have?  Two other

18 people?  A hand back there.  Come on up.

19                  COMMENTS BY SALLY NEWELL

20           My name is Sally Newell.  I live at 142 Donna

21 Road, Underwood, Washington.  I did look at the DEIS over at

22 the library.  I was disappointed.  I felt it was very

23 incomplete.  I felt it was poorly done.  I felt like we're

24 getting the bum's rush here on this project.

25           The transportation portion of it said that there
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1 was not going to be any impact to emergency services up

2 here.  Excuse me?  When you've got 200 and some trucks

3 coming through at morning rush hour and all throughout the

4 day and then I forget how many in the afternoon, if it's

5 your child choking or your house that's on fire that is

6 going to be an impact.  And grant it, it's only for the

7 construction portion of the project, but that, you know,

8 that could be a very serious impact for some folks.

9           Also speaking just to the National Scenic Area

10 part of it, I didn't see anything in that EIS that addressed

11 the amount of grief, heartburn, and frustration that has

12 been experienced by the people living in the National Scenic

13 Area.  You're asking them to put their homes behind a tree,

14 paint it brown, and then you're going to string red lights

15 over the ridge tops.  I don't think so.  I don't think it's

16 fair.  I think it's asinine.  And for the amount of power

17 that's going to be generated by this thing.  No, I don't

18 think so.  I just think it's wrong.  There has been a lot of

19 money spent by all the governments -- state, federal,

20 county -- to support the National Scenic Area and this will

21 defile it.

22           And I would also point out that the Windy Flats

23 Project in Dallesport the same thing.  It's just no one

24 drawing the boundaries for the National Scenic Area could

25 have envisioned Space Needles being perched on the back side
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1 of the boundary.  It just wasn't something folks were

2 thinking about and I hope that you will.  Thank you.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Ms. Newell.

4           Is there anybody else who wants to speak tonight?

5 We have one more.  All right.

6                   COMMENTS BY JOHN LOVELL

7           My name is John Lovell, resident of Bingen,

8 Washington.

9           CHAIR LUCE:  Could you spell your last name.

10           MR. LOVELL:  L-o-v-e-l-l.

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

12           MR. LOVELL:  I haven't really studied the flow

13 chart in the process, and I know you have a meeting tomorrow

14 night.  I would hope there's time where you could actually

15 use your own eyes and ears and drive the Gorge and see what

16 a focal point Underwood Mountain is.  I really suggest you

17 drive from Cascade Locks to The Dalles, cross over The

18 Dalles and come back 14.  See how that ridge conforms and

19 how these are going to stick up on the back side of that and

20 then go back to your report and see what they say about

21 visual impact.  You'll know for yourself.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  If there is no one else

23 to speak?  Is there anyone else to speak this evening?

24 We've got another speaker.  I thought you traded your spot?

25           MR. BAKER:  We didn't think we'd be able to finish
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1 the list.  I can speak tomorrow if you like.

2           CHAIR LUCE:  Give me your three minutes tonight.

3                  COMMENTS BY NATHAN BAKER

4           Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Chair, Members of the

5 Council.  My name is Nathan Baker.  I'm the staff attorney

6 for Friends of the Columbia Gorge.  I wanted to stress a few

7 of the things that are different about this project,

8 different from any of the projects that the Council has

9 reviewed to date.

10           This is the only project located within forested

11 habitat, and the potential for impacts are higher in

12 forested habitat than the other projects in Eastern

13 Washington.  This is the only project within a designated

14 spotted owl special emphasis area.  This is the only project

15 with federal agencies including the U.S. Forest Service and

16 the National Park Service recommending significant

17 modifications to the project.  This is the only project that

18 would cause adverse significant impacts in two states, not

19 just Washington but Oregon as well.  This is the only

20 project within three miles of the Lewis and Clark National

21 Historic Trail, the Oregon Pioneer National Historic Trail,

22 and the Historic Columbia River Highway.  This is the only

23 project surrounded by recreational resources.  It's the only

24 project with the high likelihood of affecting cultural

25 resources as we heard from the Yakama Nation earlier
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1 tonight.  And last but not least it's the only project that

2 would cause significant adverse impacts to a National Scenic

3 Area.

4           Now because this project is different it requires

5 taking a special close look at the impacts.  Unfortunately

6 this DEIS doesn't do that.  It is fundamentally broad

7 because it ignores and trivializes the impacts of the

8 project.

9           I'd like to echo the statements made earlier

10 tonight that it's difficult for the public to make oral

11 comments tonight and tomorrow night having had less than

12 three weeks to review 1,500 pages of material, and we

13 understand that written comments are allowed another month,

14 but it doesn't make sense to have the comments for oral

15 hearings a month prior to the deadline for written comments.

16 Maybe there was a good reason for that.  It hasn't been

17 stated yet, but we would suggest there should be another

18 hearing for oral comments after the public has had time to

19 review the full DEIS and comment intelligently on it.

20 That's all for tonight.  Thank you.

21             CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  For those of you who

22 are not aware this Draft Environmental Impact Statement is

23 available on our internet site completely.  You don't have

24 to necessarily print it out.  You can if you want to, but

25 you can print selected portions of it or read it on the
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1 screen.

2           Anyone else wanting to speak tonight?

3           Well, that being the case, this concludes this

4 public meeting.  I want to thank Bonneville Power

5 Administration Andrew Montano and the Bonneville Staff, as

6 well as the EFSEC Council Members, but I particularly want

7 to thank you all for coming.  Thank you.  We are adjourned

8 for the evening.

9                          * * * * *

10           (Whereupon, the public meeting was adjourned at

11 8:56 p.m.)
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               BEFORE THE STATE OF WASHINGTON

          ENERGY FACILITY SITE EVALUATION COUNCIL

In the Matter of                )

Application No. 2009-01         )   Public Comment Meeting

WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY, LLC.    )   On Draft EIS

WHISTLING RIDGE ENERGY PROJECT  )   Pages 1 - 74

________________________________)

A Public Meeting in the above matter was held on Thursday,
June 17, 2010, at the Skamania County Fairgrounds, 710 S.W.
Rock Creek Drive, Stevenson, Washington at 6:30 p.m.,
before the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council Members.

                         * * * * *

          CHAIR LUCE:  Good evening.  Today is June 17,

2010.  This is the Rock Creek Center in Stevenson,

Washington, and we are here to take public comments on the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement prepared in connection

with the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.  Everyone can hear

me?  Everyone can hear me.

          My name is Jim Luce and I'm Chair of the Energy

Facility Site Evaluation Council, and on behalf of the

Council I want to thank you for taking the time to come

tonight and participate in the meeting.  I apologize, but I

do have a script here that I have been instructed to read by

my lawyers, and I'm sure you all appreciate that.  I'll try

and ad lib to get a little humor along the way, but we'll

rtamigniaux
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1 see.

2           We have EFSEC Energy Siting Council Members here

3 tonight, and we'll start down at the left with Dennis Moss.

4 If each one of you can stand and say what agency you

5 represent, that would be helpful.

6           MR. MOSS:  My name is Dennis Moss, and I represent

7 Utilities and Transportation Commission.

8           MS. McDONALD:  My name is Mary McDonald and I

9 represent the Department of Natural Resources.

10           MR. FRYHLING:  My name is Dick Fryhling and I

11 represent the Department of Commerce.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  I am Jim Luce, and to my immediate

13 right is --

14           MR. TAYER:  Jeff Tayer.  I'm with Washington Fish

15 and Wildlife.

16           MS. WILSON:  Judy Wilson.  I represent Skamania

17 County.

18           CHAIR LUCE:  We also have EFSEC Energy Siting

19 Council staff here this evening.  We'll begin with

20 Mr. Posner.

21           MR. POSNER:  Stephen Posner.

22           MR. WRIGHT:  I'm Al.

23           MR. WALLIS:  Bob Wallis, Administrative Law Judge.

24           MR. CREWS:  Kyle Crews from the Attorney General's

25 Office.
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1           CHAIR LUCE:  Most importantly over there behind

2 the table Kayce and our good and trusted assistants.

3           You control the lists.  Right?

4           MS. TALBURT:  I do.

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Tammy Talburt controls the lists.

6 She's very important.  If you want a copy of the

7 Environmental Impact Statement other than that which is on

8 the website, which it is, you may request a copy, and we

9 will provide a hard copy.  So please don't think that you

10 have to burn up your computer and go through all sorts of

11 ribbons to get a copy.  So please do that.

12           I also want to introduce on my immediate left

13 Andrew Montano from the Bonneville Power Administration.

14 This is a joint EIS prepared by Bonneville and the Energy

15 Siting Council.

16           Andrew, do you have some people with you tonight?

17           MR. MONTANO:  I do.  Good evening.  Thanks for

18 joining us.  I'm Andrew Montano, the Environmental Project

19 Manager for this project.  With me tonight I have Susan

20 Offerdahl, the Environmental Protection Specialist, and John

21 Tyler in the back of the room our Public Affairs Specialist.

22 It was brought to my attention tonight that certain people

23 from the meeting last night didn't know that they could ask

24 us questions, ask the Bonneville folks questions.  Please if

25 you want to, you can pull myself, Susan, or John aside later
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1 after this meeting and ask us any questions you may have.

2 You may also pull Stephen or Al Wright aside, and they can

3 also answer your questions.  Thank you.

4           CHAIR LUCE:  Just to clarify, the Energy Council

5 Members such as myself and my colleagues are participating

6 in an adjudicatory proceeding that's parallel to this.  For

7 that reason we do not talk to members of the public as much

8 as we might like to.  So it's something that we've adopted

9 as a policy and as I think as a legal practice is probably

10 pretty sound.

11           By way of preface, the comments tonight are on the

12 Draft Environmental Impact Statement and it issues, not

13 general views.  Everybody has particular views about energy

14 policy or alternative energy resources or other issues, and

15 we respect those views, but that's not the purpose of

16 tonight's meeting.

17           The following is a short summary of the project:

18 On March 10, 2009, Whistling Ridge Energy, LLC, a Washington

19 limited liability company, submitted an application for site

20 certification to the Energy Siting Council to construct and

21 operate the Whistling Ridge Energy Project, a 75-megawatt

22 electrical wind generation facility.  The proposed project

23 would be located about seven miles north of the City of

24 White Salmon in Skamania County, Washington.  The proposed

25 project site is privately owned land currently used for
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1 commercial timber parts.  Up to 50 wind turbines ranging in

2 size from 1.2 to 2.5 megawatts and up to 426 feet tall would

3 be installed for the project.  The project would include an

4 operation and maintenance facility, electrical substation --

5 that's Bonneville -- underground collector lines and

6 systems, access roads and other ancillary facilities.

7           The revised application was submitted on

8 October 12, 2009, which changed site access by removing the

9 use of a forest service road located within the Columbia

10 Gorge National Scenic Area.  Last month the Draft

11 Environmental Impact Statement was issued jointly by

12 Bonneville and EFSEC.  It has been prepared consistent with

13 the requirements of SEPA and NEPA.  Because the State of

14 Washington has a primary role in the siting of this proposed

15 project, the impact statement generally follows the format

16 contained in WAC 197-11 as adopted by EFSEC through WAC

17 463-47.

18           We will be accepting written comments tonight.

19 Also very important, written comments may be sent to us and

20 must be postmarked by July 19.  So if you have written

21 comments, please Tammy over here on the right and Kayce will

22 take those comments, and we'll make sure that they get in

23 the official record of proceedings.  If you have any

24 questions about EFSEC's application process, Al Wright and

25 Stephen Posner can answer those questions, and you can also
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1 contact Bruce Marvin.  Bruce, are you here?  Bruce, is the

2 Counsel for the Environment.

3           Bruce is a State Assistant Attorney General

4 appointed to represent the public in its interest in

5 protecting the quality of the environment.  Bruce, can you

6 stand up?  And you stood up.  People have recognized you.

7 And would you like to comment in any way this evening?

8           MR. MARVIN:  Just that I will be observing and

9 taking notes on the statements that are made today.  I will

10 review the written comments that are submitted to EFSEC, and

11 if you have additional information or you'd like to direct

12 comments to me directly, that's fine.  I can't promise you

13 one way or the other I'll react to those promises or whether

14 I'll react to them.  I'll certainly acknowledge receiving

15 them, but please note that EFSEC is ultimately the people

16 that are going to be making the decision on this.  So if you

17 choose to communicate with me, you might also want to copy

18 them and make sure that they get information from you as

19 well.  Thank you.

20           CHAIR LUCE:  Thanks, Bruce.

21           Members of the Public, while you're making

22 comments tonight please be as specific as possible regarding

23 the section of the Environmental Impact Statement that

24 you're addressing.  If you inadvertently start drifting away

25 from the subject of tonight's meeting, which I recognize can
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1 happen occasionally, I am going to ask you to refocus your

2 comments specifically on the Draft Environmental Impact

3 Statement.

4           Now, some basic ground rules that I think we all

5 would agree to.  Cell phones in the air.  Turn it off,

6 please.  Check them.  We all love ring tones, but I'll show

7 you mine later if you really want to hear it.

8           Be respectful.  No applause, no negative comments.

9 Everybody here deserves respect.  Please limit your comments

10 to three minutes or less.  We have a timekeeper over here,

11 Mr. Stephen Posner.  He will be giving a one minute time

12 frame for you.  He'll have a little sign he will hold up.

13           If you spoke at last night's meeting, you're at

14 the end of the bus.  So that's okay if there's time left

15 over and you want to speak again, you can feel free to do

16 so.  I would really, really think if you have new comments

17 as opposed to what you said last night.  We got it down with

18 the court reporter so you don't have to repeat yourself.

19           If you have written comments, please don't read

20 them into the record.  We do read everything that's sent to

21 us.  That's our job, but standing at the microphone and

22 reading long statements really is not helpful to the Council

23 nor you.  We will read those statements.

24           If you agree with somebody who has just testified

25 before you, either I like the project or I don't like the



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 17, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Page 8

1 project because fill in the blank, just say I agree with the

2 previous speaker or I agree with the speaker that previously

3 spoke on this subject.  If there are a number of you

4 supporting a common position and you can agree among

5 yourselves as to one spokesman instead of several, you

6 should feel free to consolidate your time and designate one

7 spokesperson.  So hypothetically if there were some

8 advocates for the project and they wanted to get together

9 and say, "There's six of us, we'd like 18 minutes", that

10 would be fine.  As converse if there were opponents that

11 felt that way.

12           So we're going to call three speakers at a time.

13 I'm going to have one person at the mic with two on the

14 ready.  When you come forward please give us your comments,

15 state your full name, spell it, give us your address, and if

16 you have brought written materials please again provide them

17 to Tammy and Kayce.

18           We will now hear oral comments from those present

19 in the order which people signed up, and our first speaker

20 is Paul Pearce followed by Ann Leuders, and Dave L'Hommedieu

21 I believe, and I apologize for pronunciation.  My

22 handwriting is in some cases as the handwriting on these

23 sheets and my ability to read what is on them is likewise

24 handicapped.

25           So yes, sir, Mr. Pearce.
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1                   COMMENTS BY PAUL PEARCE

2           Paul Pearce and I'm a Skamania County

3 Commissioner.  My address is 2001 Mabee Mines Road in

4 Washougal along the west end of our county.  As I said, I'm

5 the District 1 County Commissioner, and I will keep my

6 comments brief.

7           I greatly appreciate you all coming down and

8 holding these hearings for the comments that you're

9 receiving, and I appreciate the hard work that this

10 committee has to do as you work through this entire process.

11           As to the DEIS, our planning department has done a

12 thorough review and has put together some comments that they

13 will be forwarding to you, two or three technical issues

14 that they felt needed to be looked at.

15           I'm going to speak to the portion of the DEIS that

16 talks about visual impacts, and really my comments are about

17 the scenic area again.  When I met with you before, I talked

18 about the scenic area and the federal law that the scenic

19 area is managed under.  And I know that a number of people

20 have talked to you about letters that have come from both

21 the Park Service as well as the National Forest Service, and

22 we would simply say that although those agencies have a role

23 in management of those things that they are federally

24 mandated to manage, that they have overreached that

25 authority and basically when you look at the scenic area law

amm2181
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1 there's a very clear delineation between the scenic area

2 boundaries.  So when you talk about SEPA review on the

3 scenic level, and then you get a letter from the Forest

4 Service or the Parks Service saying you should look at key

5 viewing areas which are in fact managed under the Scenic Act

6 at things outside of the scenic area, I would just repeat

7 what's been repeated a number of times, and that the fact

8 that activities or uses inconsistent with management

9 directives for the scenic area or special management areas

10 which can be seen or heard these areas shall not of itself

11 preclude such activities or uses up to the boundaries of the

12 Gorge.  Our argument would clearly be that that was an

13 intent that was clear on Congress's part, and we would

14 appreciate that you would take that into consideration.

15           I also have a letter from Congressman Brian Baird

16 to the Forest Service, May 20, 2009, and I will give it to

17 your capable staff.  But in that letter he calls forth the

18 fact that the Forest Service in his opinion is reaching

19 outside of their area of responsibility, and I also have a

20 letter from both Congressman Hastings and Congressman Baird

21 to the National Parks Service where they say nothing in this

22 section of this title allows you to or allows effects

23 outside the scenic area to be taken into account by these

24 agencies.  And as I explained to the Forest Service in

25 meeting just two days ago when you comment as the Forest
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1 Service as a federal agency you carry a big pail of water,

2 and I think that it's important for the board to recognize

3 that when they're commenting they're commenting outside of

4 their jurisdiction and I appreciate that.

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Thank you very much,

6 appreciate your comments, Mr. Pearce.

7           Ann.

8                   COMMENTS BY ANN LEUDERS

9           Leuders.  I'm at 11271 Wind River Road, Carson

10 Washington.

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Spelling?

12           MS. LEUDERS:  The last name?

13           CHAIR LUCE:  Yes, please.

14           MS. LEUDERS:  L-e-u-d as in David -e-r-s as in

15 Sam.

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

17           MS. LEUDERS:  I would like to comment on the

18 visual impacts section of the Draft Environmental Impact

19 Statement, and I came prepared with some written notes

20 because I oftentimes forget my train of thought.

21           Basically at this point opponents to this project

22 are asking your Council to sacrifice the economic stability

23 of Skamania for their view.  They are opposing it as it's

24 going to be detrimental to tourism which I do not believe to

25 be true, and further they cannot ask Skamania County, I

lmb9576
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1 don't feel they can ask Skamania County to survive on

2 tourism alone.

3           Further, they would note that it's a detriment to

4 wildlife.  I do not find that the Environmental Impact

5 Statement is clear on that.  I think it says maybe.  So at

6 this point I would just like to inform the support of this

7 project.  SDS has been a great steward of the land.  They

8 will continue to be a great steward of the land and

9 furthermore continue to be good for this community.

10           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Appreciate your comments.

11           Dave L'Hommedieu and after Dave we'll have Matt

12 Mega and Mr. Truitt.

13                COMMENTS BY DAVE L'HOMMEDIEU

14           My name is Dave L'Hommedieu.  I live at 2121 Loop

15 Road here in Skamania County.  Previous to retiring I worked

16 for 34 years --

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Spelling on the last name if you

18 could.

19           MR. L'HOMMEDIEU:  Oh, L-'-H-o-m-m-e-d-i-e-u.

20           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

21           MR. L'HOMMEDIEU:  That's why you couldn't

22 pronounce it.

23           CHAIR LUCE:  You Should see what they do with

24 Luce.

25           MR. L'HOMMEDIEU:  Previous to Retiring I worked

lmb9576
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1 for 34 years for both the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau

2 of Indian Affairs as a ranger in Glenwood, Washington.  My

3 main duties were timber sale administration, and I can tell

4 you I have reviewed more EIS's than I ever would like to do

5 again, but I'm here and I've done it again.  And what I have

6 seen in this project that this EIS it's a fine job.  The

7 only thing that I could find that was really wrong or way

8 out of the picture was the complaint about the visuals.  Now

9 the visuals that I see and I drove up there, and I can see

10 from I-84 is what I would consider those windmills are way

11 in the background and not much of an impact of anybody

12 coming down I-84.

13           We need this project because it will generate

14 money for the county to run.  It will put money into our

15 schools which we need very badly, and we hope that this

16 project goes ahead as proposed.  I totally support the

17 project and hopefully we'll use this project to generate

18 electricity for the local area or wherever they send it

19 under the wire until something better comes along.  Thank

20 you.

21           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Appreciate your

22 comments.  Mr. Truitt.

23           MR. TRUITT:  You're next.

24                    COMMENTS BY MATT MEGA

25           Good evening.  My name is Matt Mega.  I'm the
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1 director of conservation out of Seattle Audubon.  Last name

2 is M-e-g-a.

3           Our organization is in the process of reviewing

4 the DEIS.  Our board of directors has not made a final

5 decision so these are preliminary comments.  We'll have

6 written comments by the 18th.  We're also official

7 intervenors in the EFSEC process and we've met with SDS on

8 one occasion to do a site visit.

9           Our primary goal is to ensure a balance between

10 our growing concerns over green energy and not impacting our

11 local bird and wildlife populations.  This is not an easy

12 task.  As we know birds do get killed by wind turbines.  A

13 recent Seattle Times article said about 6,500 birds get

14 killed annually by wind turbines in Washington and Oregon

15 together.

16           So this is hard for a bird organization, but we're

17 looking at the bigger picture.  We're looking at green

18 power.  We're trying to weigh it and look at those balance

19 issues.  So our preliminary comments on the EIS as we know

20 this is the first wind power project in forested landscape.

21 That causes some uncertainties for you.  We need to make

22 sure the bird surveys, the collision risk models, all those

23 things address forested landscapes.  Currently the

24 guidelines for Washington State that you guys often used for

25 siting and mitigation are really focused on Eastern
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1 Washington Habitats so we may need to look at those

2 guidelines and see what needs to be updated and what kind of

3 new things you need to put in.

4           So our concern is really looking at mitigation.

5 The 30-year life of this project and the mitigation impacts

6 we'll be commenting specifically on some of those.  We know

7 there's a tech advisory committee that's suppose to be put

8 together.  It does not mention Audubon.  We would like to

9 see an Audubon representative and other NGOs on there.  We

10 also feel that post-mortality studies for two years is not

11 adequate for this new kind of project in a forested

12 landscape so we're looking for longer post-mortality studies

13 and maybe some changes to those.

14           So essentially I'm here to raise, you know,

15 there's some uncertainties.  This is a new project in a

16 forested landscape, and your job is tough and we're going to

17 hopefully help out with some comments and make them as

18 constructive as possible.

19           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Matt.

20           Mr. Truitt.

21                   COMMENTS BY W.D TRUITT

22           Thank you.  My name is W.D. Truitt.  Last name is

23 T-r-u-i-t-t.  I am District 2 Port Commissioner representing

24 the Port of Skamania County, and I've lived in the county

25 more than 50 years.
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1           The Port and myself support this project.  We're

2 looking at 143 average jobs generated during construction,

3 $13 million in local purchase during construction,

4 $1.5 million in annual wind farm payroll, annual new

5 property tax revenue which is very important to the county

6 at $731,000, $150,000 annually to the White Salmon School

7 District, and 8 or 9 permanent jobs which is very important

8 to the county.

9           As the gentleman that spoke previous to me

10 mentioned, I've been studying your EIS and some new

11 technology from wind turbines, and there was a lady who

12 spoke last night in Underwood that talked about bats, and

13 they supposedly have developed new technology that takes the

14 vacuum off the back side of the blade or whatever it does.

15 So anyway it doesn't harm bats anymore.  Just I learned this

16 in the last couple days.  Anyway we're in support of this

17 thing.

18           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much, Mr. Truitt.

19           Mr. Canon, Mike Canon Cannon followed by Aaron

20 Leonard followed Tom D-r-a-c-h.

21           Good evening, Mr. Canon.

22                   COMMENTS BY MIKE CANON

23           Good evening.  My name is Mike Canon and I'm a

24 foreigner.  I'm from Klickitat County, and I'm the Director

25 of the Economic Development Department for Klickitat County.
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1 The address is 127 West Court Street in Goldendale and we

2 very much support this Whistling Ridge Energy Project.

3           I felt the thing I could do that would be the most

4 helpful is to explain some of the Klickitat experience.

5 Because of the income that our wind farms are producing for

6 our schools, our hospitals, our library districts, our red

7 funds, and our fire districts, and numbers in cases as much

8 as hundreds of thousands of dollars, in the smaller

9 subdistricts tens of thousands, this is making a difference.

10           Right now we have just a few wind farms that are

11 actually on the tax rolls.  The Ebidrolla Wind Farm which is

12 the PTM and the Big Horn 1 and 2 farms.  That particular

13 wind farm paid over a million dollars in property tax this

14 year.  The Summit Power which is the White Creek Wind Farm

15 paid $1,011,000.  There are others that are going to be on

16 the tax rolls in 2011.  Those are the Tuolumne Wind Project

17 known as Windy Point and then there's Windy Flats.  And

18 Windy Point these two together represent the largest wind

19 farm in the United States.  Then there's another wind farm

20 from PacifiCorp.

21           We have a thousand megawatts in production.  That

22 provides household electricity for 500,000 households per

23 year.  That's a tremendous amount of energy.  We have

24 another 700 megawatts that are permitted and scheduled for

25 construction.
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1           What we see as positive about this type of effort

2 for Skamania is that generally benefits these junior taxing

3 districts.  It will benefit your county and through all of

4 that revenue it directly benefits your citizens.  We found

5 that there was some concern over view shed.  Our view shed

6 where these wind farms are not well near as intense as where

7 yours is, but the benefits to people has energized Klickitat

8 County residents in many, many different ways very

9 positively.  And they have better schools, they will have

10 better hospitals, and much better fire protection.  These

11 are things that we see as positive in the effort to have

12 this green energy, this wind energy in your county.  We very

13 much support this project.  Thank you.

14           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

15           Mr. Leonard.

16                 COMMENTS BY AARON LEONARD

17           Aaron Leonard.  I'm actually going to choose not

18 to speak in regards to the DEIS at this time because I have

19 not had the opportunity to thoroughly review the document.

20 I would like to say that I'm a long-time Skamania County

21 resident and I'm in full support of this project.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir, appreciate that.

23 Written comments will be accepted until July 19.

24           Dr. Drach.

25 ///
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1                    COMMENTS BY TOM DRACH

2            Yes, Drach.  Before I begin a point of order.

3 Last night you were accepting people to waive their time and

4 allocate it to others.  Is that the policy tonight as well?

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Yes.

6           MR. DRACH:  If so, Vicky Price has indicated that

7 she's willing to advocate her time.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Okay.  I'm checking off Vicky and

9 you're up and you've got six minutes.

10           MR. DRACH:  Thank You.  Good evening, Councilors.

11 My name is Tom Drach, spelled D-r-a-c-h.  I'm here

12 representing a nonprofit organization called Save our Scenic

13 Area.  Our mailing address is P.O. Box 41, Underwood,

14 Washington 98651.

15           SOSA as we have been known to be called is a

16 nonprofit that's been formed to have a voice for concerned

17 local citizens regarding this project.

18           There's a few clarifications I would like to start

19 out with in terms of hearing other people's testimony, and I

20 recall Paul Pearce the first speaker tonight had indicated

21 some letters that were going back and forth between some of

22 our U.S. congressmen and senators and state representatives

23 to the U.S. Forest Service in requesting some out of

24 jurisdiction redaction of sort.  And you should be aware

25 that there was a response from the U.S. Forest Service that
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1 I'm aware of going back to at least one of those individuals

2 reasserting their belief that it was their duty and

3 responsibility to comment on this project and notify your

4 group of what they felt was a concern to them.  And, of

5 course, we'll be filing extensive written comments at the

6 end before the deadline occurs in July for the DEIS.

7           Rex Johnston the Klickitat Commissioner, the first

8 speaker from last night, I think erroneously indicated that

9 EFSEC has no conditioning authority over issues of scenic

10 area concerns, and I think he may have been intending to say

11 that the Gorge Commission has no authority to place

12 restrictions on the project outside of the scenic area.  But

13 I'd like to encourage you to consider the fact that your

14 group could have authority to impose conditions which not

15 necessarily impact the scenic area, but the view shed

16 analysis that in fact impacts people and economy, etc. etc.

17           Okay.  Getting onto specific comments regarding

18 the DEIS, the transportation plan is unclear about the road

19 transportation component on Cook Underwood Road proper when

20 the large loads are going up and down the hill.  It's my

21 understanding that these things are extremely large and

22 would probably require a closure of the opposing direction

23 traffic, and, if so, there should be some indication to the

24 local people what that will mean in terms of emergency

25 services and bypasses and precautions to allow emergency
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1 situations to pass, etc.

2           In terms of the soil stability analysis, there is

3 a convenient assertion that the landslide hazards and other

4 slope instabilities as identified by the local governing

5 body is the only requirement to list in terms of the DEIS,

6 and I would like to note that Skamania County has failed to

7 comply with the critical areas ordinance that has been

8 mandated by the state upon this county, and it delayed that

9 process.  I can't speak to the exact time frame, but it's at

10 least in excess of two to three years.  They're just getting

11 to it now so it's very possible that particular areas of

12 concern are not noted because they haven't been

13 legislatively acted on on a local basis.

14           There is a DNR FPA, Department of Natural

15 Resources Forest Practices Application number which I have

16 which we will be submitting in our comments.  That does

17 indicate in the A-1 through 7 portion on the eastern slope

18 unstable slopes, high erosion potential, and a high mass

19 wasting potential, and there's a portion of that area that

20 was not logged intentionally because of concerns about

21 stability.  So we just want the Council to be aware that you

22 may not be capturing all the important data just by looking

23 at the actions of the local legislative body.

24           Okay.  The issue of alternatives I think is

25 dramatically insufficient in the case of this DEIS.  The
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1 applicant has for the most part said we need 70 megawatts or

2 we can't do the project, and there is no place else to do it

3 and we have to have absolutely every array that we've

4 proposed.  And I think that's disingenuous to the process

5 and contrary to SEPA to allow that to stand.  I think there

6 needs to be a really hard look at saying this applicant has

7 70,000 plus acres of land in ownership.  I find it hard to

8 believe that they can't come up with at least some viable

9 alternatives to compare this application to.

10           My suggestion including a viable alternative is to

11 say, "Hey, look.  The maximum capacity of turbines today is

12 2.5 megawatts.  If you did that 70 megawatts, that's 30

13 turbines.  You could eliminate the first 11, A-1 through 11

14 on this whole procedure and get this project back far enough

15 from the scenic area that a lot of the public's concerns

16 will be mitigated because of that."  It's certainly not

17 going to eliminate all the concerns that people have of this

18 project, but that's a very good start that the applicant has

19 not seemed to be interested in, and there should be a

20 justification why that can't occur since that seemingly on

21 the surface seems viable.  What is the time like?

22           MR. POSNER:  Time is up.

23           MR. DRACH:  Okay.  Perfect.  I'll finish here.

24 Thank you.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you so much for your comments.
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1 Appreciate the specificity of your comments to the Draft

2 Environmental Impact Statement.

3           Bob Anderson followed by Wilbur Slockish and David

4 Teitzel.

5                  COMMENTS BY BOB ANDERSON

6           Hi, my name is Bob Anderson, 751 Old State Road in

7 Skamania County, A-n-d-e-r-s-o-n.

8           I would like to go on record as agreeing with

9 speakers one, two, and three -- Mr. Pearce, Ms. Leuders, and

10 Mr. L'Hommedieu -- with the addition of the support of the

11 project as an important puzzle or piece of the puzzle

12 economically to help our families thrive in the county.

13 Thank you very much.

14           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

15           Mr. Slockish.

16                 COMMENTS BY WILBUR SLOCKISH

17           First of all, I'd like to say that I support the

18 project because this is the only one that I've ever seen and

19 heard of that doesn't use water.  Nuclear power, gas plants,

20 coal fire plants use a lot of water.

21           CHAIR LUCE:  Could you give the court reporter the

22 full spelling of your name and your address.

23           MR. SLOCKISH:  Okay.  Wilbur Slockish,

24 S-l-o-c-k-i-s-h, 89 Main Street, Wishram.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  Okay.  We'll start over.  All right.
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1 Go ahead.  You don't want to talk about nuclear.

2           MR. SLOCKISH:  It's no good.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Okay.  Got that down.

4           MR. SLOCKISH:  Because the waste that it generates

5 comes from our lands, and they don't clean it up very good.

6 It's a health hazard.  So I support this wind because of no

7 water usage.

8           And I have a letter here that I would like to read

9 to Andrew Montano from Harry Smiskin, Chairman of Yakama

10 Nation Tribal Council, June 15, 2010.  Subject:  Whistling

11 Ridge Energy Project:  I, the Chairman of the Yakama Nation

12 Tribal Council, am requesting a continuance of 30 days to

13 review and comment on the Whistling Ridge Energy Project.

14 My staff and I have not had the chance to meet on this

15 important matter, and we would like to provide you with our

16 input.

17           So they want 30 days of consultation with you and

18 I was directed by them, the Tribal Council, to say that any

19 documents that have been submitted by the cultural resource

20 project are unofficial because they have not been reviewed

21 by the entire Tribal Council.  And Harry Smiskin and Lavina

22 Washine want a written response from you on this 30-day

23 consultation process.

24           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Mr. Slockish.  I

25 appreciate your comments.
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1           David Teitzel followed by Chief Johnny Jackson.

2                  COMMENTS BY DAVID TEITZEL

3           Hi, I'm David Teitzel, T-e-i-t-z-e-l, Carson,

4 Washington.  I'd like to speak in favor of this wind turbine

5 project on Whistling Ridge.  I would like to thank this

6 Council for all the time and effort that they're going to

7 take in getting this put together listening to all these

8 comments and all the reading that they're going to have to

9 do going through this environmental study.

10           I'd also like to thank BPA for the comments that

11 they already came up with and looking over the environmental

12 study.

13           The main importance for Skamania, one of the main

14 importance is, of course, the economic advantages of this in

15 this county.  Another one, of course, is the company that's

16 doing this.  It's not some outside company.  It's not some

17 outfit from some foreign county or some other part of the

18 United States.  It's a company home grown right here in

19 Skamania.

20           Broughton Lumber Company has been in existence

21 over 90 years in Skamania County being a good steward to the

22 land that we have, and that's one of the reasons you have a

23 scenic area here is because of the stewardship that

24 Broughton and SDS has provided.  SDS has been here nearly

25 65 years, long before this ever became a scenic area.  If
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1 they hadn't been good stewards of this land there wouldn't

2 be the scenic portion that we have like they and other

3 timber companies, private ownership on the Washington side

4 of this river.  For some reason they felt the government has

5 stepped in and have done just about everything they can to

6 squash Skamania.  Here is a project that can help remedy

7 this situation.  It's very important.  Thank you.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir, appreciate your

9 comments.

10           Mr. Jackson.

11                 COMMENTS BY JOHNNY JACKSON

12           Good afternoon.  My name is Chief Johnny Jackson,

13 J-a-c-k-s-o-n.  First of all, I want to say that I fully

14 support this wind power project because I think it's highly

15 needed at what I've been looking at and watched, that I

16 watch on the news.

17           One thing that I'd like to say I don't agree with

18 the people going and interfering and telling people what

19 they can do on their property.  It's never been done before,

20 but it's starting to.  I'm hearing it done now, especially

21 people that don't live along this river here in this area.

22 And I've heard a lot of things said about what happens when

23 these wind towers are up in the air, and I have made a study

24 of my own by traveling up toward Dufur around that area

25 where those wind towers are, and I went up to Goldendale.
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1 I've gone down through the area where these wind towers are,

2 and I've parked there and watched and seen these happen that

3 they were talking about.

4           And they said that it is a great harm to the bird

5 life, the bird areas.  Well, when I went up in there, I made

6 two trips up there and studied by parking there and watching

7 and see what that is going to happen.  When I parked there

8 and watched, I've seen the buzzards circling above the wind

9 towers and they're even turning, and those buzzards never

10 came near them wind towers.  They flew over them, they flew

11 around them, and they drifted off.  Also, the crows, I've

12 watched the crows fly around there, and they go around the

13 wind towers.  They don't go through them, and this here I

14 don't understand why people can make these kind of

15 accusations on something that they're not really sure of.

16           So I'm bringing this out to let you know that I

17 don't think there's anything wrong with these wind towers

18 being up there, and where these wind towers are going to be

19 they're not going to be bothering anybody.

20           No sound.  I'm never heard no sound when I was up

21 under these towers, and I never heard nothing or seen

22 anything.

23           So this is my comment to let you guys know what I

24 feel about this wind farm.  I'd rather have that than have

25 anything else like coal burning generators or any of these
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1 others or the nuclear waste.  When they produce this nuclear

2 waste to operate these generators, then the waste they go

3 and they dump it on some poor communities or some people

4 that don't want it, but they put it there anyway.  So that's

5 my comments.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  I appreciate your

7 comments.

8           Marfa Scheratski followed by Wally Stevenson.

9           MR. STEVENSON:  I'm Wally Stevenson.  I'm going to

10 pass.

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

12                COMMENTS BY MARFA SCHERATSKI

13           Hi, I'm Marfa Scheratski from Bonneville Hot

14 Springs.  I'm the general manager.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  Could you speak up just a little.

16           MS. SCHERATSKI:  S-c-h-e-r-a-t-s-k-i.  I just want

17 to --

18           CHAIR LUCE:  You're representing?

19           MS. SCHERATSKI:  Bonneville Hot Springs, tourism.

20 Address is P.O. Box 356, North Bonneville, Washington.  I

21 just wanted to say that we're in support of this.  As it

22 turns out there aren't that many other alternatives, and

23 within this county especially there just doesn't seems to be

24 very many other stimulus packages.  So I think this would be

25 a great stimulus for the economy.  It will give a lot more
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1 jobs that people are definitely in need right now, and we're

2 familiar with the different alternatives to energy because

3 our resort is run by geothermal.

4           We've had nothing but good news come from a lot of

5 our guests.  So as far as being aesthetically pleasing or

6 not, I think it's in the eye of the beholder.  Some people

7 will look at it and say it's the most beautiful thing

8 they've seen, and then there will be others who no matter

9 whatever they look at they will see something wrong with it.

10           On the most part there are pros and cons to

11 everything and we just wanted to put our two cents and say

12 on the most part I think there's a little more good that

13 will come of this than bad, and I agree with a lot of the

14 stuff that the previous speakers have said in terms of need

15 and support.  Thank you.

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.  Dan Spatz

17 followed by Adrian Bradford followed by Rick Taylor.

18                    COMMENTS BY DAN SPATZ

19           Good evening.  My name is Dan Spatz, S-p-a-t-z,

20 and I reside at 2506 Jordan Street, The Dalles.  I've lived

21 in the Columbia Gorge since 1967.  Although I've held

22 certain official capacities, I'm speaking tonight solely as

23 a private individual.  I'm a landowner and taxpayer in The

24 Dalles and also in the Snowden area of Klickitat County

25 where my property looks toward the Whistling Ridge Project
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1 location.

2           I'm here to speak in favor of this project for two

3 reasons.  First, global climate change is a reality and

4 renewable energy is part of the solution.  As a society we

5 seek to reduce our carbon footprint; yet we often oppose new

6 sources of energy necessary to achieve that goal.  If we are

7 to maintain our current standard of living, we will need

8 radically different alternatives to fossil fuels on a grand

9 scale, whether this means wind, solar, geothermal, tidal

10 wave or most likely a combination of all the above in

11 concert with energy efficient design.

12           We build out wind energy in more remote locations

13 and we inevitably in fact need to develop wind power closer

14 to places where people already live such as the proposed

15 project location.  I submit that these wind turbines, the

16 proposed turbines are far more attractive than strip coal or

17 tar sands or drilling in the Gulf of Mexico.  Wind energy is

18 clean energy, renewable energy, and thus we should support

19 it for that reason alone.

20           Second, I object to the contention that proximity

21 to the National Scenic Area should prove a barrier to this

22 project.  The project is located outside of the scenic area

23 boundaries as other speakers noted.  The intent of Congress

24 was to enhance economic development and protect the

25 environment within the Columbia Gorge.



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 17, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Page 31

1           While we still face the need to precisely define

2 certain scenic area boundaries and achieve the necessary

3 mechanism for modifying those boundaries over time, the

4 intent of Congress was not to restrict development within

5 the current boundary.  This principle has been demonstrated

6 in Klickitat and Sherman counties where wind farms have been

7 constructed which are visible from within the National

8 Scenic Area.  And I think that's a key point for your

9 consideration here.  That's a precedent, and I would

10 encourage you to follow that precedent.  So I think that

11 probably concludes my key points.  Thank you.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate your comments.

13 Adrian Bradford.

14           MR. BRADFORD:  I'm going to pass and submit our

15 support in writing.

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate that.

17           The next speaker is Rick Till.

18                    COMMENTS BY RICK TILL

19           Rick Till on behalf of Friends of the Columbia

20 Gorge.  Our address is 522 S.W. 5th, Suite 720, Portland,

21 Oregon 97204.

22           I wanted to focus on some aspects of the DEIS

23 relating to the no-action alternative and our regional

24 energy system.  Throughout the DEIS the applicant presents a

25 false choice between building Whistling Ridge on the one
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1 hand and continued reliance on fossil fuel generation on the

2 other hand.  For example, on page 3-21 while analyzing

3 impacts to air quality, the DEIS includes this statement:

4 If the no-action alternative is selected the growing

5 electricity needs of the region would continue to be met

6 through a combination of other renewable energy development

7 and a combination of additional fossil fuels.  The last part

8 of that sentence is not supported by any evidence, and in

9 fact, it's patently wrong.  If the project isn't built our

10 growing electricity needs will be met through conservation,

11 efficiency, and new clean energy development.

12           The DEIS needs to be revised to reflect this

13 reality.  The evidence for that is substantial.  Recently

14 the Northwest Power Planning Council adopted its sixth power

15 plan.  In that plan it calls for meeting new demand with

16 85 percent of new demand with conservation and efficiency

17 measures.  The rest of new demand will be met through new

18 renewables.  Whistling Ridge is not critical to meeting that

19 demand.  We have evidence of that as well.

20           There's the Bright Future report which I will be

21 submitting for the record.  Here's a cover just for you guys

22 to see what the front looks like.  But the report is

23 prepared by the Northwest Energy Coalition and it forecasts

24 energy supply and how we're going to meet that energy demand

25 and how we're going to meet that up to 2050.  It includes
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1 factors in loss of Boardman Power Plant so dropping coal, no

2 new nukes, and taking the measures necessary to protect and

3 resource wild salmon runs.  That study projects forecast

4 needs of 25,000 average megawatts by 2050.  They also

5 analyze the potential energy supply that we have for clean

6 new renewables, and they forecast that at 80,000 average

7 megawatts.  So our projected need is about one foot.  Our

8 supply is about four feet.  We have plenty of surplus

9 potential to develop.  Whistling Ridge doesn't need to be

10 built to meet the forecasted need for renewable energy

11 resources.

12           Since I have a couple seconds left I think I want

13 to point out that the Park Service also responded to the

14 letters from the elected representatives.  They also

15 concluded that under NEPA that they're required to consult.

16 It's their obligation as far as the environmental review

17 process to provide some input, and similarly SEPA requires

18 that EFSEC consult with agencies with expertise and the

19 resources that are being affected.  You did so.  You

20 solicited the Forest Services comment.  You need to take

21 that into consideration.  Thank you very much.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  Ben Bliss followed

23 by Paul Smith followed by Steve Jones.

24                    COMMENTS BY BEN BLISS

25           Good evening, Ladies and Gentlemen.  My name is
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1 Ben Bliss.  I am a third generation resident here.  My

2 grandfather worked at the dam for the BPA.  My father worked

3 in the timber industry on SDS land.  I myself am currently

4 enrolled in the Northwest Renewable Energy Institute in

5 Vancouver, Washington pursuing a career in the wind

6 industry.  I'm represented here this evening by several of

7 my schoolmates, if you'd like to stand respectively.

8 They're all here in support of this project.

9           Though I could speak endlessly on this topic

10 because I'm very passionate, I will be very brief.  I chose

11 to speak tonight on the issue regarding the fatalities of

12 bats and birds.  The migratory birds have been historically

13 effective at circumnavigating these wind farms, and we've

14 known that for many generations.  What we have now is the

15 issue of bats, and I can tell you extensive research is

16 being carried out now and it's as simple as reducing the

17 times in which we're running these farms.

18           Bats being very small creatures cannot fly in high

19 wind speeds which are favorable to these wind turbines; thus

20 they're going to be operating at different times.  Many

21 farms throughout the nation and globally have compromised

22 with the wildlife and the bats especially.  In many places

23 these fatalities have been reduced up to 60 percent simply

24 by compromising when these turbines will be operating and

25 when they will not be.
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1           Another very effective science that is being

2 researched right now is the use of radar which has reduced

3 fatality from 40 to 60 percent in many locations which will

4 be applied soon in the new future.  Thank you, Ladies and

5 Gentlemen.

6           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you so much.

7           Mr. Smith, Paul Smith.

8                   COMMENTS BY PAUL SMITH

9           Hello, my name is Paul Smith, and I live at 1482

10 Mabee Mines Road, Washougal, Washington at the west end of

11 the county.  Thanks for the opportunity to speak tonight.

12           I am opposed to this project as it is written.

13 It's hard for me to believe that the parties who are

14 responsible for drafting this DEIS can be objective and

15 impartial to this proposal.  Nothing personal.

16           EFSEC is an agency known for siting energy

17 facilities, and the BPA is an agency which deals with power

18 generation and the distribution of that power.  It is your

19 duty to be objective in this matter.

20           This EIS is insufficient in that an appropriate

21 EIS has a list of alternatives.  This one only states one

22 action item and mentions throughout the document that it is

23 one of the alternatives.  How can the proposed action also

24 be an alternative?  The only alternative stated is the

25 no-action alternative.  The applicant states that he cannot
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1 go below 70 megawatts and is trying to disguise this

2 unwillingness to minimize this project by saying that public

3 utilities seeking to fulfill their RPS requirements need a

4 minimum of this kind of output "to be attractive".

5           In one area it states that the project has to be

6 defined as an integrated whole to be worthwhile; yet in the

7 design mitigation measure under biological resources it

8 states, "Micro siting of turbines and associated facilities

9 would allow any sensitive resources discovered during

10 construction to be avoided."  You can't have it both ways.

11           Page 1-7 states, "No other federal agencies have

12 been identified as cooperating agencies for this EIS at this

13 time."  Cooperating, hmmm?  Is that because National Parks

14 Service and the Forest Service have made concern negative

15 comments about this proposal as it is now written?  Also why

16 have the Yakama Nation not been involved in this DEIS when

17 they as a sovereign nation have legitimate cultural resource

18 concerns?  Any EIS is required to ensure that there is no

19 impact to cultural resources.

20           On page 1-8 it states that other federal, state,

21 or local agencies also may have permitting or approval

22 authority for the proposed program.  Those agencies may use

23 this EIS in order to fulfill NEPA and SEPA and

24 responsibilities.  Those agencies have an obligation to the

25 public to do their own due diligence and evaluations, not
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1 the kind of proponents potential bias data.

2           This EIS states that the BPA substation would

3 cover 4.25 acres and be sufficient for future installation

4 of equipment if required for future development.  What kind

5 of future development?  50 more wind turbines?  I am

6 concerned with scope treaty.  With the national and state

7 mandates on going green, I can see how once they are in it

8 would be much easier to expand the number of turbines.  I

9 don't want to see this project look like the Klickitat

10 projects.  People come from all over the world to enjoy the

11 majestic natural vistas the Columbia River Gorge has to

12 offer, not manmade ones.  I don't think very many people

13 would like to see wind turbines at Yosemite, Yellowstone, or

14 the Grand Canyon.  Neither should they at the National

15 Scenic Area, one of only two in the whole United States of

16 America?

17           This EIS is globally insufficient in the

18 evaluations of wildlife.  It does a poor job of covering bat

19 evaluations, lacks significant bird-bat dispersal data, and

20 has no mention of large animal.  It is so bold as to state,

21 "For potential impacts of big game species, deer and elk,

22 coordination with WDFW will occur if appropriate.  It is a

23 no warning ground for elk."

24           Also what about cougar, bobcat, and coyotes and

25 other game?  It states that it will convene a technical



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 17, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Page 38

1 advisory committee to evaluate mitigation and monitoring

2 programs for the impact to wildlife and habitat.  Why is

3 that not already in place?  So this project is proposed at

4 the right time in our local and national energy needs, but

5 it's placed in the wrong place.  The Space Needle is around

6 605 feet tall.  These turbines could be 426 feet tall.

7 There is no way this project could be defined visually

8 subordinate.  If I want to see the Space Needle which also

9 has a blinking red light on top I will go to Seattle.  I

10 don't want to see 50 Space Needles from key viewing areas in

11 the Columbia River Gorge.  Thank you.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Can you provide those

13 written comments you just gave us to our staff, to Tammy.

14           MR. SMITH:  Sure.  It's a little bit marked up.

15           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.  That's fine.  Thank you,

16 Mr. Smith.

17           Sallie.

18                 COMMENTS BY SALLIE T. JONES

19           Sallie T. Jones, 882 Tuwa-Narrow, Washougal,

20 Washington, west end of Skamania County.  Regardless of the

21 opinions regarding this proposed project, there must be

22 unbiased objective documents that permit public access to

23 information and divide decision makers to their tasks as

24 well.  I don't really think this document is satisfactory in

25 that respect.  I think -- that's all I'll say for now.
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1           Item 1, I wanted to mention during a brief review

2 of the document, I was startled the appearance throughout a

3 distinct bias that had to do with the business needs of the

4 applicant.  Right off the bat in Section 1.2.33 a discourse

5 of almost a few pages of text dealt with the business needs.

6 I don't think that's an appropriate discussion to have in

7 any EIS document, and the only information in that section

8 that I thought was relevant was the portion that mentioned

9 the amount of construction jobs.  It didn't say temporary

10 construction jobs that would be provided by the project, and

11 the small amount of permanent jobs generated.  I guess

12 that's about all on that subject.

13           I had Item 2.  In view of the fact that no studies

14 have been conducted in the United States that determine what

15 effect wind turbines have on forest dwelling species of

16 wildlife, it seems somewhat inappropriate and misleading to

17 simply state over and over again as it does in some of the

18 concluding statements that no impacts are anticipated.  Some

19 of the comments to that were stacked are nebulous,

20 inaccurate, or contradictory information included in the

21 appendices or in the text proceeding it, and that's part of

22 why I was disappointed in this document.  It seems though

23 the attention to detail is not very good, nor very thorough.

24           Page 377 confidently states that operation of the

25 project would result in no further impacts to habitat on the
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1 project site despite a statement on page 381 that quote,

2 "Because impact to big game as a result of the wind project

3 operation is limited it is difficult to predict the impacts

4 of the proposed project on wildlife using priority habitat

5 on the proposed project site."

6           More research data on human health in connection

7 with wind turbines is more available than it has ever been

8 before, and another person has made a good study in

9 compilation of that which I think you heard yesterday

10 evening in Underwood so I won't make anymore comment on

11 that.

12           Geologic and soils information is troubling for

13 anyone who has seen the proposed project site which is

14 pretty steep, and this project proposes to disturb a great

15 deal of that.  Construction would require blasting, removal

16 of soil.  And blasting can disturb fragile habitats not

17 necessarily at the time, but in future times and in long

18 periods of time as well.  The soil types present are

19 unstable and probably even the plan mitigation -- am I done?

20 Oh, okay.  Thank you.  I will submit the rest of my

21 comments.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  Please.  Thank you very much.

23           Mr. Kahn.

24                    COMMENTS BY GARY KAHN

25           Thank you, Mr. Chair, and Members of the Council.
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1 My name is Gary Kahn.  My address is P.O. Box 86100,

2 Portland, 97286.  Kahn is spelled K-a-h-n, and I represent

3 Friends of the Columbia Gorge.

4           Initially I'd like to say that we support

5 Mr. Slockish's request for additional time to review the

6 EIS.  The document is very thick.  We've had three weeks

7 between its issuance and today.  It's simply not enough time

8 for people to review it and offer public comments.  We also

9 request there be an additional public hearing later on in

10 the process after people have had a full opportunity to

11 review the EIS.

12           Although we've had only three weeks, we've already

13 noted a number of major flaws in the EIS, and I would like

14 to talk about two of them today.  At page 3-194 the DEIS

15 says, "During scoping some commenters expressed concern that

16 project operation would impact the scenic area adversely

17 since turbines would be visible from some key viewing areas

18 inside the scenic area.  Analysis of the key viewing areas

19 and viewpoints within the scenic area were sought and

20 analyzed.  The presence of the project would cause low to

21 moderate visual impact to viewpoints within the scenic

22 area."

23           There's several problems with this.  First, the

24 reference to some commenters is simply unfair and wrong.

25 Hundreds of commenters raised the concerns about the scenic
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1 impacts.  During scoping 92 percent of the written comments

2 were opposed or had concerns about scenic impacts.  Most of

3 them raised this issue.  We searched the entire DEIS

4 electronically and this is the only instance where the

5 phrase some commenters is used.  The EIS should be very

6 accurate and make it clear that it is most commenters that

7 have raised this concern.

8           Secondly, there have been no analysis of the

9 impacts from a number of the key viewing areas and

10 viewpoints within the scenic area.  These include Mitchell

11 Point along the Historic Columbia River Highway which is an

12 important recreational trailhead.  There's a process ongoing

13 to restore the scenic highway in that area and create

14 windows in the walls like there is outside of the Hood

15 River.  The views from the restored tunnel along this trail

16 would look directly at this project.

17           There is no analysis of the impacts from the

18 Columbia River, another key viewing area.  No analysis of

19 the impacts of State Routes 141 and 14 in Washington or

20 Oregon Highway 35 or Tom McCaw Point or Panorama Point in

21 Oregon which was noted in a letter of May 6, 2009 by Daniel

22 Harkenrider, the scenic area manager of the Forest Service.

23           In addition, there should be analysis of the

24 impacts visible from the Buck Creek Trail to Nestor Peak

25 which is due north of the project area.  Although this is
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1 outside the scenic area it's an important viewpoint and the

2 impacts to this view should be considered.  The view of

3 Mount Hood from this area would be blocked by wind turbines.

4           The second issue I'd like to address is the

5 reasonable range of alternatives.  NEPA and SEPA require two

6 major points with respect to alternatives.  One, there be a

7 reasonable range of alternatives considered; two, that each

8 reasonable alternative be rigorously explored and

9 objectively evaluated.  In this DEIS we have two

10 alternatives: one the project, one no action.  This flies in

11 the face of NEPA and SEPA requirements, and we believe

12 additional alternatives must be analyzed in either a

13 supplemental DEIS or a new DEIS.  It's the only way you can

14 comply with these two laws.  Thank you for the opportunity

15 to comment.

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Mr. Kahn, appreciate your

17 comments.

18           MR. SLOCKISH:  Mr. Luce, I want to clarify.  I did

19 not say that.  I said consultation.  I did not say extend

20 the comment period for everybody, just the Tribal Government

21 with respective to him.

22           CHAIR LUCE:  You're talking about government to

23 government.

24           MR. SLOCKISH:  Yes.

25           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.  Thank you.
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1           MR. KAHN:  If I mischaracterized his comments, I

2 apologize.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  I'm sure that no harm no foul.

4           Loreley Brach followed by David Bennett followed

5 Harold Gailey.

6                  COMMENTS BY LORELEY BRACH

7           Thank you very much.  My name is Loreley Brach,

8 and I live in Underwood, Washington.  My address is P.O.

9 Box 67.  I am here today to speak about something a little

10 different.  Thank you again for letting me speak up.

11           I'm here today to speak about the data collection

12 in here.  You allowed the applicant to hire their own

13 consultants and collect this data, and I'm going to relay a

14 little story to you about some experience I had when I

15 worked for the government, and I worked for a number of

16 different agencies, state, federal doing research.  And I

17 was involved in a project.

18           It was a two-year project, and before I left to

19 start a family I completed the whole results, the analysis,

20 everything, turned it in, and never got -- I was the primary

21 author and never got another chance to look at it

22 afterwards.  And after some time I went on line and found

23 this document and it was very interesting.  A two-year study

24 a large portion of it was missing out of the first year.  So

25 I called up the people and I said, "What was wrong?  Was
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1 there something wrong with my analysis that would cause

2 this?"  And the answer was, "We did not agree with the

3 results."  That's with the government.

4           Now what do you think a private consultant whose

5 bread and butter is to produce some product for these

6 companies, what do you think they would do to keep their

7 business, their jobs?  I really have to question this.

8 These people shouldn't be doing this study for the people to

9 come up with the answers the right ones, ones we can trust.

10 So please I don't agree with this.  I'm not even sure if

11 this is allowed by NEPA.  If it is, please put it in the

12 document what laws allow this.  I would really like to see

13 this.  I would like the justification for this.  If I'm

14 confused, I'm sure there's a lot of other people.

15           As far as new bat technology, we've been trying to

16 send man to outer space and find other planets to live on.

17 Wind turbines are basically like an airplane blade.  You've

18 got to lift, you've got a low pressure zone.  I don't see

19 how the technology mentioned really exists or would function

20 in that capacity, and I would like to see the research on

21 that.

22           As far as the economics of this county, you

23 probably noticed that there has been a lot of construction

24 going on.  I personally and along with a lot of other people

25 do not believe that this once very wealthy county is really
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1 struggling that hard.  I think it's a spending problem.  It

2 is not a financial problem.  We're going to have to come

3 back to what all the other counties have been dealing with

4 more for many years, and that's trying to juggle and find

5 priorities.  Skamania County was very wealthy.  We have to

6 enter this new reality.  Thank you.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.

8           Mr. Bennett.

9                  COMMENTS BY DAVID BENNETT

10           Good evening.  My name is David Bennett,

11 B-e-n-n-e-t-t, 401 Smith Beckon Road, Carson, Washington.  I

12 think I'm coming from an advocate's position on this matter,

13 but I think everybody is right in the fact that everybody is

14 going to be impacted.  If we do nothing, we're impacted

15 economically, socially, jobs, whatever.  If the project goes

16 in, there's going to be some impact on the environment to

17 some degree.  Your job is find to that balance and hopefully

18 make sure that the data and the science is such that the

19 risks are minimal.

20           But we do need to make some changes.  We have to

21 have power or we have to change our ways entirely.  We do

22 need jobs.  We do need tax bases or we have to start

23 floating bond levies.  The job is to find some kind of

24 balance, and I'm not exactly sure how you're going to do

25 that because everybody comes from a very emotional position
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1 on this matter.  Pro or con, that's it.

2           So I am an advocate for the project.  I would like

3 to see it go in for a lot of reasons.  It would help balance

4 out a lot of economic things, social things, jobs, and

5 somewhere along the line we're going to have to figure out

6 how to get along because the Gorge belongs to all of us.

7 It's where we live.  It's where we make our living, and I'm

8 glad that people on the outside are wanting to defend the

9 beauty of what we have.  Again, we've got to find that

10 balance.  Thanks.

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate your comments.

12           Harold Gailey followed by Peter Cornelison.

13                  COMMENTS BY HAROLD GAILEY

14           Yes, my name is Harold Gailey.  I came prepared to

15 support the project, but in view of time I think I'll just

16 submit written comments.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate that.

18           Mr. Cornelison.

19                COMMENTS BY PETER CORNELISON

20           I'm going to start by giving you something to look

21 at.

22           Hello again.  My name is Peter Cornelison.  I live

23 at 1003 5th Street, Hood River, Oregon 97031.  I am going to

24 repeat myself on one point tonight.  That is please give us

25 another chance at this time.  Three weeks to review
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1 1,500 pages of technical material is totally inadequate.

2 Please give us another hearing.

3           Point 2, this is something that locals, it sort of

4 takes local knowledge to know this, but in Hood River and in

5 Washington there's typically when there's storming from the

6 coast they stop kind of on the ridge line here as you can

7 see and forms a pretty substantial cloud layer.  Now

8 oftentimes that cloud layer is right behind Underwood

9 Mountain where these turbines are proposed.  My question is

10 what would the impact be on birds and aviation if you don't

11 see these things taller than the tallest building in

12 Portland?  That to my knowledge is not covered in the EIS.

13           Point 3, it was stated earlier that a precedent

14 has been set.  Turbines can be seen from inside the National

15 Scenic Area area.  True on the extreme eastern end from a

16 great distance away.  The fact that I talked to you about

17 last night was that turbines, a turbine project that was

18 going to be right on the boundary of the scenic area has

19 been stopped, defeated.  This was the one at 7 Mile Hill

20 between The Dalles and Mosier.

21           This will be the first turbine project just

22 outside the boundary of the scenic area and essentially it

23 flouts the intention of the drafters of the Scenic Act.  It

24 also would have a major impact on Hood River which derives

25 at least one-third of its business from tourist economy.
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1           If you've driven to Goldendale and seen the impact

2 of those turbines up close, the blades spinning, they draw

3 your eye.  That's not what people come to Hood River and

4 Washington to experience.  If they want that, they can drive

5 another hour to Goldendale.  I know you probably don't have

6 to consider Hood River in your impact, it's Oregon, but I

7 ask out of fairness that you do.  Thank you.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, appreciate your comments.

9           Jill Barker followed by Charles Pace and Rob

10 Gilchrist.

11                   COMMENTS BY JILL BARKER

12           Good evening.  I'm Jill Barker and I live in

13 Mosier, Oregon, and I'm speaking for the Columbia Gorge

14 Audubon Society tonight.

15           Whistling Ridge is not so much about renewable

16 energy development.  We all support renewable energy future

17 for our nation, but this simply is the wrong project at the

18 wrong place at the wrong time.  The Condit Dam on the White

19 Salmon is going to be removed.  Day after day the Condit Dam

20 churns out 8 to 10 megawatts of power, almost of the firm

21 power Whistling Ridge would produce.  Should we rethink a

22 facility's removal?  No, because it's been determined that

23 salmon recovery is a higher priority than renewable energy

24 from the White Salmon River.

25           So it is with the Columbia Gorge.  The Gorge was
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1 set aside by Congress as a special place to be preserved and

2 protected for all future generations.  No one anticipated

3 the abomination of 500-foot gleaming white towers with

4 rotating blades being located on ridges just outside the

5 National Scenic Area boundaries; otherwise, the lines would

6 have been drawn up differently.

7           If this proposal is permitted along with other

8 proposals in the east Gorge, the iconic landscapes the

9 Scenic Act purports to protect will become subordinate by

10 day to giant towers with rolling blades and by night to

11 flashing red lights.  If the Whistling Ridge project is

12 permitted, then it will be time to ask Congress to redraw

13 the boundaries of the scenic area.  The incongruity of

14 industrial wind energy projects up and down the Gorge on

15 ridge tops just beyond the scenic area boundary scene flies

16 in the face of the very intent of the Scenic Act itself.

17           A cheerleading flyer sent out by the project

18 proponent asserts that in a single year Whistling Ridge will

19 displace X barrels of oil, X tons of CO2, and X numbers of

20 cars on the road.  This is a cruel hoax.  Where is the

21 evidence for such an assertion?  In fact, for every megawatt

22 of wind energy developed an offset of fossil fuel fired

23 megawatts has to be developed as wind energy's

24 unpredictability fee stabilizes the electrical grid, and

25 this comes from the Northwest Power Planning Council's own
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1 words.

2           With a verging population, negative consumerism,

3 and Wall Street driven cowboy economy, we'll need every

4 barrel of oil, every ton of coal, every cubic foot of gas to

5 keep the economy humming.  The best evidence we have for

6 this is the Gulf Oil volcano.  Even though the Gulf Coast is

7 a wash of oil threatening their very way of life elected

8 officials have lined up to demand that the moratorium on

9 deep water oil drilling be lifted so that business can go on

10 as usual.  Moreover Whistling Ridge developer SDS and its

11 partners were paid 20 million dollars in public money by BPA

12 to not develop a gas fired plant project in Bingen.  Where

13 is the concern by SDS for CO2 emissions then?  The flyer

14 further asserts there will be no harm to wildlife

15 populations.  Can I continue?

16           CHAIR LUCE:  Wrap it up, but go ahead.

17           MS. BARKER:  There will be no harm to wildlife

18 population.  This is also a hoax.  The raptor mortality from

19 wind energy projects developed in Klickitat County is ten

20 times what the EIS predicted, and there's an article by

21 Kathy Durbin in the Columbia minutes states that.  What went

22 so terribly wrong?  Columbia Gorge Audubon releases the cozy

23 relationship between the project proponents and the EIS

24 preparers is what went wrong.  Getting a permit opens the

25 spickets to fat state and federal subsidies without which
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1 projects like Whistling Ridge would be unprofitable to

2 develop.

3           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you so much.  You will leave

4 comments hopefully with staff?

5           MS. BARKER:  My husband was going to speak and

6 he'd defer his time to me to finish this.

7           CHAIR LUCE:  Your husband is listed as a speaker?

8           MS. BARKER:  You signed in?

9           I think he signed in.

10           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.  Go ahead.

11           MS. BARKER:  By comparison wind energy industry

12 makes much of birds killed by plate glass windows, cats, and

13 vehicle grills.  But how many eagles or falcons or hawks are

14 killed by these objects?  Wind energy is very selective in

15 its bird mortality, and raptors are some of the most

16 threatened bird populations.  I would not want to be a

17 raptor trying to negotiate the mid Columbia landscape these

18 days, would you?  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife service wants

19 to reintroduce the California Condor to its former range in

20 the Gorge.  What a joke.

21           At an initial hearing before EFSEC on Whistling

22 Ridge Wally Stevenson the owner of SDS states that his

23 company has always tried to do the right thing.  Columbia

24 Gorge Audubon assumes that this was said to help persuade

25 EFSEC to render a decision favorable to Whistling Ridge.  We
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1 would like to balance the record with this.

2           Concurrent with establishing a National Scenic

3 Area, Congress designated the lower White Salmon River under

4 the National Wild Scenic River Act.  The management area

5 boundary included some SDS property, including lands along

6 Spring Creek and critical areas of salmon spawning once they

7 are reintroduced.  The Forest Service offered SDS a land

8 exchange so these lands would not be logged and the values

9 for which the river was designated could be preserved.

10 Apparently SDS was unable to get above the appraised values

11 for their land so the company cut the forest down to include

12 Spring Creek and other areas where hiking trails and picnic

13 areas were planned.  Now we ask you was that the right thing

14 to do?

15           Lastly, the Northwest is not short, not short on

16 renewable energy.  It's conveniently overlooked by the

17 industrial wind energy proponents, but 10,000 megawatts of

18 high quality renewable energy is churned out daily by the

19 Columbia River Hydro System, and it's come at a high price.

20 Saliva Falls once the Northwest cultural and natural history

21 icon is gone, and the world's greatest natural salmon

22 fishery has been driven to near extinction.  The sprawling

23 industrial swathe of wind turbines now stretches along both

24 sides of the Columbia from Maryhill to Walla Walla.  These

25 Columbia River landscapes of Lewis and Clark and the Oregon
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1 Trail have been disfigured and no longer available to those

2 who aspire to capture the spirit of those storied places.

3           It would seem that the Northwest are selling our

4 souls, our incomparable landscapes to satisfy California's

5 insatiable need for so-called green energy.  So SDS and your

6 sidekick Wind Works! Northwest don't tell us that now we

7 need to deface the Columbia Gorge to chase a few more green

8 megawatts.  The region has paid its dues.  The wind energy

9 industry just like the dam builders will hound out every

10 wind resource to erect their turbines because a pot of money

11 in state and federal subsidies awaits a secured permit.  It

12 is up to thoughtful citizens to ensure that some areas are

13 off limits.  Prides of NIMBYism can be heard, but let us not

14 be made to feel guilty by renewable energy wants and the

15 wind energy industry and county commissioners who do their

16 bidding for standing up to protect the last best places.

17 We'll comment further on the DEIS.

18           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much, appreciate your

19 comments.

20           Mr. Pace.

21                  COMMENTS BY CHARLES PACE

22           Thank you.  My name is Charles Pace.  I live in

23 North Bonneville.  I'm a landowner.

24           CHAIR LUCE:  You want to give us your address?

25           MR. PACE:  P.O. Box 70.
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1           I was going to focus on the weaknesses in the DEIS

2 that I found, but the point is not to support or oppose but

3 rather to strengthen the document, and it's not my -- Al,

4 it's good to see you.  I bet you didn't miss me as much as I

5 missed you.

6           The 30-day extension that was requested is

7 appropriate for government-to-government consultation I

8 don't believe it's necessary or even going to contribute to

9 the process to provide that for everyone.  In terms of the

10 socioeconomic impacts, I'm a professional economist by

11 training.  I find that the Draft EIS falls far short.  You

12 need to look at the two-county area.  The benefits are

13 significant, but they can't be assumed.  You have to do a

14 serious analysis.  It has to have detail.  In my opinion

15 this is one of the draft's most significant weaknesses.  I

16 think it's been raised by either the City of White Salmon or

17 it might have been Klickitat County they pointed that out,

18 and it might have been in the Gorge proceedings.  But anyway

19 I remember reading that.

20           3.1.1 the affected environment needs to describe

21 the social and economic baseline, and then from there look

22 at the impacts in section 3.14.  Right now that's on page

23 3-35.  That's virtually uninformative.  So you need to go in

24 there and look at the benefits, the tax revenues, and also

25 recognize that there are going to be impacts on the
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1 community infrastructure, governmental services, and so on,

2 but I think just my gut reaction there is that the benefits

3 are going to be significant.

4           Other issues, public safety, global warming, the

5 environmental compliance process also because you are doing

6 a joint one you don't want to ignore BPA's process for

7 interconnection, and I have a concern there because there

8 are water impacts.  There are project impacts below

9 projects, and it has to do with the way that we integrate

10 wind into the system.  Those are issues that are larger,

11 much larger than this project.  For that reason I suggest

12 that you bifurcate the interconnection aspect from the

13 siting facility aspect so that the project can go forward

14 there and not get hung up in questions about how we're going

15 to integrate wind.  I'll submit written comments, and it's

16 good to see you again.

17           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, Mr. Pace.

18           Rob Gilchrist.

19                  COMMENTS BY ROB GILCHRIST

20           My name is Rob Gilchrist, G-i-l-c-h-r-i-s-t, and I

21 live at 72 McNichols Road in Cook, and I have got a couple

22 comments for tonight.  My first big concern is the

23 precedence that this project will set.  You know, the visual

24 impacts have looked at what this set of windmills will

25 provide, but if this project is allowed to go forward, I
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1 share the concerns with others tonight that more projects

2 will be allowed and the National Scenic Area will be more

3 heavily impacted than is what currently proposed.

4           I also find that I did not know that there's only

5 two National Scenic Areas in the entire United States, and

6 it seems like some of the comments in this proposal do not

7 take into account that this is such a short resource for a

8 nation.  For example, looking at the housing prices the

9 housing impact of windmills on housing prices was taken

10 across the nation as a whole, and my guess is that in most

11 of those locations housing prices are not largely based on

12 the scenery that surrounds them.  My other comment is that

13 one of the main drives to do this is the economic impact,

14 and there's no question that there will be a positive

15 economic impact; however, I don't want the current economic

16 state of our entire country to bias the decision today

17 because certainly the impacts, the negative visual impacts

18 will last much, much longer than our current poor economic

19 state.  That is it.

20           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.

21           Last person we have listed is Crumpacker, John

22 Crumpacker.

23                 COMMENTS BY JOHN CRUMPACKER

24           Good evening.  My name is John Crumpacker.  My

25 address is P.O. Box 100, Underwood, Washington, and I'm here
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1 tonight on behalf of the Skamania Agri-Tourism Association.

2 We're a group of basically businesses that are directly

3 impacted by the project in Underwood, and our position on

4 the project is that we actually support the project.  We

5 support it on the condition that it be reconfigured, and

6 that was rejected in the Draft Environmental Impact

7 Statement as not possible so that's what I wanted to

8 address.

9           We support the project on the condition that the

10 seven southerly most A towers which I think are 1 through 7

11 be moved back into the project, and it seems based on most

12 of what's been done both by the applicant and what we've

13 heard from other folks is that those towers probably

14 represent the most significant visual impact of the entire

15 project.  So it's a pretty important issue to consider.

16           We basically feel that the conclusion in the Draft

17 Environmental Impact Statement that it can't be reconfigured

18 because it's not economically viable other than as proposed

19 isn't actually the case, and one of the significant issues

20 that you could address in the Draft and the Final

21 Environmental Impact Statement is whether the number of

22 towers less than 50 could produce whatever this threshold is

23 that's truly economically viable.  So that's one thing that

24 could be done, and it's really important that be considered

25 and it's not.  It's just rejected.
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1           The other relates to whether all 50 towers are

2 really necessary, and if you look at the Draft Environmental

3 Impact Statement on 220 and 221, all the conclusions, all

4 the facts that you have before you right now that it's

5 viable only with the full 50 towers as configured with no

6 micro siting or deletion of towers is from the applicant.

7 So I wanted to read quickly a statement from the applicant,

8 and this was made according to Jesse Burkhardt whose the

9 reporter for the Enterprise Newspaper in White Salmon which

10 is one of our local papers.  And this statement was made by

11 the president of SDS who's also the president of the

12 Whistling Ridge project, and it was made actually in the

13 room you were in yesterday in front of several hundred

14 people and to quote, "Spadaro said that there would be a

15 maximum of 44 turbines in the development proposal.  Our

16 project is 50 megawatts.  That's very small in terms of

17 energy development," Spadaro said.  It goes on to say that

18 another citizen learned that the energy project would not

19 stop with only 44 turbines, but Spadaro countered that that

20 was not true.  Spadaro explained these 44 turbines were the

21 limits to the project.

22           Well, at that point apparently it was economically

23 viable was 44.  Our position is that 7 turbines are at issue

24 here.  50 minus must 44 is 6 turbines.  Based on the words

25 of the proponent of this project, you should definitely be
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1 asking the Draft Environmental Impact Statement authors to

2 include in the Environmental Impact Statement consideration

3 for the reconfiguration of the project which was rejected.

4 Thank you.

5           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you, sir.  I appreciative your

6 comments.  That concludes the list of people -- well, it

7 does conclude the list of people who signed in.  Now if you

8 would like to speak or if we have -- Tammy, do you have

9 other people?

10           MS. TALBURT:  I don't, but the lady in the scarf

11 did sign in on the list.

12           CHAIR LUCE:  Please come forward and give us your

13 comments.  I apologize for having overlooked you.

14           MS. REPAR:  Thank you very much.  Yes, I do

15 remember signing the purple sheet.

16           CHAIR LUCE:  All right.

17                   COMMENTS BY MARY REPAR

18           Thank you very much for giving this opportunity to

19 speak.  My name is Mary Repar, R-e-p-a-r.  I live at 6971

20 East Loop Road, No. 2, Stevenson, Washington 98648.

21           These are my preliminary comments and let me be

22 blunt, Section 314, page 3264, these are about the

23 cumulative impacts.  There seems to be a lot of talk about

24 cumulative impacts but no analyses.  The basic refrain

25 throughout the DEIS, especially on the cumulative impact
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1 analysis section seems to be bad things happened in the

2 past, bad things will happen in the present, and bad things

3 will happen in the future, but there is no analysis of these

4 bad things happening.

5           The NEPA process says you must use critical

6 analysis in federal projects and this qualifies.  I'm going

7 to give you the CEQ's Handbook on considering cumulative

8 effects under the National Environmental Policy Act, and in

9 Table 5.3, page 56, for example, there are analyses for

10 analyzing cumulative effects.  For example, trend which

11 would give you to assess the status of a resource, ecosystem

12 and human community over time.  It usually results in a

13 graphical projection of past and future conditions.  I

14 didn't see that anywhere in the DEIS.  Also there's no

15 modeling which would address the cause and effect

16 relationships.  Where is it?  Why aren't we seeing some of

17 these true analyses with quantifying data?  There is no

18 environmental baseline data established.  Where is the

19 baseline data?

20           If you render cumulative analyses you need

21 baseline.  I want to see that baseline data.  I did not see

22 it in the cumulative impacts analysis section.  This whole

23 document actually I found it quite inadequate in the

24 sections that I read, and cumulative impacts are my heart's

25 thumping, causing my heart to thump when I read cumulative
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1 analysis, and my heart wasn't thumping when I read this.

2           On page 3272, for example, the proponent states

3 past and present line development, timber harvest, and

4 agricultural uses have resulted in a cumulative significant

5 change.  Then at the end of this paragraph, well, our

6 development of this proposed action would contribute

7 incrementally.  Okay.  You had significant change.  Now

8 you're going to do incremental.  Where is the quantifying

9 data that would give you something to look forward to?

10           Also, I have carrying capacity has not been

11 addressed at all.  Where is the special economic impact

12 analysis and social impact analysis for these documents?

13 The CEQ's handbook covers all of that.

14           BPA question.  Is this thing going to need a gas

15 plant to supplement it?  I've got a series of questions

16 here.  But how is BPA going to back the real and potential

17 wind energy production from all of these wind farms?

18           And I'm also submitting three articles, newspaper

19 articles, and one of them states that, let's see, 6,500

20 birds and more than 3,000 birds are annually killed by the

21 wind power turbines currently operating in Oregon and

22 Washington.  And lastly, Increased Costs Are Blowing in the

23 Wind by Todd Wynn and Eric Lowe, Cascade Commentaries or

24 Cascade Policy Organization.  Wind energy on the Pacific

25 Northwest's electricity grid has increased substantially.
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1 Often overlooked are the impact of increasing wind

2 generation on the reliability and affordability of

3 electricity that very well might outweigh any of the

4 promised environmental benefits.

5           I will be submitting many, many, many, many, many

6 more comments on this DEIS.  Just I didn't have anymore time

7 to do it.  Again I would like to submit the handbook too for

8 your consideration.

9           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.  I do apologize.

10 I did overlook you and it was my error and submit the

11 handbook.  We do have a copy of it which we utilize, but we

12 always can use an extra one.

13           Are there anymore comments this evening?

14           Yes.

15                  COMMENTS BY AARON BABCOCK

16           I grew up here my whole life every summer.  I live

17 in Vancouver, Washington now.  16420 McGillivary, 103-712 is

18 my number.

19           I support the wind farms.  I believe the trees is

20 what the major problem is because I believe in the future

21 there will be wild fires if we don't fix the Ecology of the

22 trees which will create a problem for the windmills.

23 They're not thinned well.  They're rotting away.  I have

24 hunted all through there, and there's plenty of birds

25 because of all the worms that are laying around.  So we
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1 don't have to worry about the birds.  It's about the jobs we

2 have to worry or no one is going to be able to look at

3 anything.  We're all going to be up on the sidewalks.  But I

4 do security, I'm employed, but people that haven't been

5 working for two years they need a job.

6           A basic remedy for false accusations about the

7 wind turbines would be a security guard or forest ranger to

8 oversee it.  You have daily paperwork, court documents on

9 observations, testing the metal, making sure it's durable,

10 it's not aluminum.  And if there's any birds going in, it

11 could document it.  It's all there right on site, and they

12 could test it everyday, and it's just another job added to

13 the wind turbines.  And we could get some real good facts

14 right from the security guard, court documented, and remedy

15 all the paperwork of computers and all of that.  Just hire

16 security just to watch the turbines and check the paperwork

17 over here, and it's all remedied.

18           And if the trees are growing good, you won't see

19 the turbines very much because the trees will be growing

20 again.  But right now what I see is they're turning brown

21 and they're falling apart.  They don't thin them.  They're

22 just -- and animals are going away towards those wind farms

23 because there's nothing to eat up there.  It's drying out.

24 They're coming down here by the Columbia River on private

25 land.  That's why there's hoards of elk and deer right on
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1 the Columbia, you know.

2           They just destroyed the lumber industry because

3 environmentalists came in with all their rules and killed

4 jobs.  All we need is some good Ecology, you know.  Plant

5 ten trees for one tree.  Thin the forest so wind can get

6 through there so they grow tall and that's pretty much all I

7 want to say.

8           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much.

9           Anybody else?  We've got another commenter.  We've

10 got two commenter.

11                  COMMENTS BY BONNIE WHITE

12           Hi, I didn't plan on speaking here tonight, but if

13 I don't I'm not going to be able to face my granddaughter.

14           CHAIR LUCE:  Could you state your name, please.

15           MS. WHITE:  My name is Bonnie White and I live in

16 White Salmon.  I grew up in Goldendale.  I went to

17 Goldendale High School.  My mother was the county auditor,

18 my father was the chief of police, and my grandmother was

19 married to the grandson of the founder of Goldendale.

20           I have lived on the west end of Klickitat County

21 for the past 34 years.  I'm an artist.  People pay me to

22 paint images of the Gorge.  I think I live in one of the

23 most beautiful places in the world.  Being raised in a

24 political family I know how power and money speaks, and I

25 think that's pretty evident here tonight.  You know, it's
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1 hard to get up when you have someone who is part of your own

2 community and a major employer in the community and has long

3 arms.  It's hard to speak against them.  You pay a price for

4 it.

5           The issue here to me goes beyond whether wind

6 power kills bats or birds or global warming.  It's about

7 defacing one of our national treasures.  This isn't a

8 national park.  It's a national scenic area.

9           A couple weeks ago my family had a gathering in

10 Goldendale, and I saw a cousin that I hadn't seen in a long

11 time, and I am involved in a land trust and we own 160 acres

12 out near Hawker Road where one of the wind power projects

13 is.  I asked her if she'd ride out with me to look at the

14 project and see.  Up until now I haven't had the guts to go

15 out and see if you can really hear what it sounds like, what

16 it really looks like, what it's really like to be there.

17 And we drove out Hawker Road to an area called, a little

18 road called Oaks Flat, and it was devastating.  It was

19 absolutely devastating.

20           We couldn't go any further because there was so

21 much -- there were big rocks and mud in the road from the

22 trucks coming in and out.  The turbines totally own the

23 landscape.  It's like being in the twilight zone, and I'm

24 not exaggerating.  It's worse that I imagined.  It's worse

25 than I could have imagined.  The sound is overwhelming.



WHISTLING RIDGE DEIS PUBLIC COMMENT MEETING - JUNE 17, 2010

FLYGARE & ASSOCIATES, INC., 800-574-0414
SHAUN LINSE, CCR NO. 2029

Page 67

1 They're huge.

2           I saw one kestrel in an area that I birded in, and

3 I've counted dozens of raptors in that area.  I saw one

4 kestrel.  I heard one meadowlark and I could barely hear it.

5 At this time of year because of all the rain the landscape

6 itself there were all kinds of wildflowers blooming all

7 over, and around them were these huge metal objects that the

8 sound it sounds like a continual airplane over you.  It just

9 sounds like an airplane, and each time the blades went

10 around it sounded like a freeway, like freeway traffic.  It

11 didn't sound like a car.  It sounds like freeway traffic.

12 Just vroom, vroom.  It was unbelievably devastating.

13           It owns the entire landscape, and, you know, all

14 of these people talk about jobs.  What about all the people

15 who no longer have a job because of these turbines?

16           I got lost here.  My cousin who just retired from

17 a mill was sporting her new watch.  She was really proud of

18 it.  She is very different than I am and she was just

19 overwhelmed.  She said they've destroyed the Gorge.  They've

20 destroyed the Gorge.  This is, you know, this is the

21 Columbia Gorge.  They have destroyed it, and I was really

22 surprised and I thought about that.  And I thought about how

23 we have this Columbia Gorge Scenic Area, and we think of the

24 boundary of the Gorge, but the people come here and see it

25 is the Columbia Gorge.  We have destroyed most of the
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1 Columbia Gorge.

2           And this is -- I'm asking you to have some sense.

3 You know, sure, people are here for jobs.  Some people are

4 here because they get benefits by speaking out for this

5 project, and those who speak against it have nothing to gain

6 except possibly the hope of continuing to have a Columbia

7 River Gorge in an area that is so precious to all of us, an

8 area where my granddaughter will be able to paint, where

9 Wally's daughter will be able to paint, you know.  I just

10 ask you to consider the Columbia Gorge.  Thank you

11           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you very much for your

12 comments.  We have another commenter.

13                 COMMENTS BY KELLEY BEAMER

14           Thanks.  Good evening.  My name is Kelley Beamer.

15 I work with Friends of the Columbia Gorge, 522 S.W. 5th,

16 Suite 720, Portland, Oregon 97204.  Thank you for the

17 opportunity to comment this evening.

18           I'll be brief.  I work as a conservation organizer

19 for Friends and interact a lot with our membership that

20 exceeds 5,000 in Oregon, Washington, and throughout the

21 entire United States.  As soon as we let our members know

22 about the release of the Draft Environmental Impact

23 Statement I started receiving calls, e-mails, and visits to

24 the office with people who were frustrated with the amount

25 of time.  Again I'm reiterating something you've heard
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1 already.  But just based on my interactions with supporters

2 and people who care deeply about getting involved with this

3 process there was a lot of frustration.  So I would

4 reiterate the request to (a) extend the comment period and

5 (b) to hold an additional public hearing.

6           I also want to address one part of this visual

7 impact analysis involving the key viewing areas.  The Draft

8 Environmental Impact Statement looked at specific static

9 points.  There are specific key viewing areas such as the

10 Historic Columbia River Highway I-84 that are entire

11 stretches of the key viewing area, and I would ask that the

12 analysis be shifted from just specific points on those to an

13 analysis of what the experience is along that entire key

14 viewing area I-84 or Historic Columbia Highway of Columbia

15 River, for instance.

16           Lastly, I just want you to realize that the

17 project that you are all spending this time reviewing and

18 hearing comments about as you know is unlike any other

19 project that has been proposed because of its proximity to a

20 National Scenic Area.  Congress has voted time and time

21 again to recognize this area as an outstanding natural

22 treasure that is valuable to our country.  It did it when it

23 voted to pass the National Scenic Area Act, when it passed

24 the Ice Age Pledge National Geologic Trail just in 2008, the

25 Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, The Pacific Crest
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1 National Scenic Trail.  Those are just a few.

2           So the decision that you pass on to Governor

3 Gregoire will impact future generations as it's been said.

4 We hear time and time again about people's experience

5 visiting the Gorge.  This is a very, very special area that

6 should be protected for future generations and a decision

7 will impact future generations.  Thank you for the

8 opportunity to comment.

9           CHAIR LUCE:  Thank you.  Do we have any other

10 comments?  Going once, going twice?

11           All right.  I think we've had all the commenters

12 this evening.  We do appreciate all of your coming here and

13 the respect that you have shown each other.  This is a very

14 controversial issue in this community and in the state of

15 Washington with respect to the siting of this project as

16 many other projects are.  We will carefully consider all of

17 the comments we have heard orally.  We will read and

18 carefully consider all of the comments in writing.  We are

19 cognizant of the fact that some of you have asked for

20 additional time.

21           I want to take this opportunity to thank staff,

22 the Energy Facility Site Evaluation staff for setting up not

23 only this meeting but the meeting last evening.  I think it

24 went very well.  So kudos to the staff for really a first

25 rate job, and I look forward to reading the comments that
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1 you're providing and hearing you at additional meetings that

2 the Council may hold on this matter.

3           Thank you to Bonneville so much, Mr. Montana and

4 Bonneville staff, and the meeting is concluded for this

5 evening.  Thank you.

6                          * * * * *

7           (Whereupon, the public meeting was adjourned at

8 8:40 p.m.)
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