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Cover Memo

KENETECH Windpower, Inc., proposes to construct and operate the 115-megawatt (MW)
Washington Windplant No. 1 (proposed Project) in the Columbia Hills area, southeast of
Goldendale, in Klickitat County, Washington. The Project would be constructed on private land
under easement to KENETECH Windpower, Inc. (the Applicant).

The proposed Project will require a Conditional Use Permit from Klickitat County, Washington, -
and a Transmission Services Agreement between the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
and the utilities that will purchase the Project’s output from the Applicant. An Environmental

- Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed Project is required under both National Environmental

Policy Act (NEPA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) guidelines.

In February 1995, a joint NEPA /SEPA draft EIS for the proposed Project was issued by Klickitat
County and the Bonneville Power Administration, which are the lead agencies under SEPA and
NEPA, respectively, for the EIS. A public hearing on the draft EIS was held in Goldendale on
April 5, 1995. Oral and written comment was accepted. The close of comment period for the
draft EIS was April 17, 1995.

This document and the Draft Joint NEPA/SEPA Environmental Impact Statement, Washington
Windplant #1 together constitute the Final Joint NEPA/SEPA EIS for the Washington
Windplant #1. The Final EIS is issued under Section 102 (2)(C) of NEPA at U.S.C. 4321 et seq and
under SEPA as provided by RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c). The final EIS is being issued on May 30,
1995, under SEPA, and will be issued under NEPA upon the notice date in the Federal Register.

In addition to the Fact Sheet, this document includes the following major discussions:

®  Revised Summary. The Revised Summary replaces the Summary in the draft EIS and
incorporates revisions to the Proposed Action, the addition of the Preferred Alternative, and
other changes made in response to comments on the draft EIS.

®  Reuvisions to the Proposed Action. The Applicant is proposing two revisions to its proposal.
These revisions are related to the design of the turbine tower and the location of the Project
substation.

®  Preferred Alternative. The draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and four alternatives
(Alternative Powerline Route, Restricted Areas Alternative, Subarea Development
Alternative, and No Action) but did not identify a Preferred Alternative. Based on the
analysis of alternatives in the draft EIS and on comments received regarding impacts and
mitigation measures, Klickitat County and the Bonneville Power Administration have
identified a Preferred Alternative in the final EIS. The Preferred Alternative incorporates
certain aspects of the Alternative Powerline Route, Restricted Areas Alternative, and
Subarea Development Alternative. The Preferred Alternative also incorporates certain
mitigation measures identified in the draft EIS and from a review of comments on the draft

EIS.
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m  Corrections and Modifications to the draft EIS. These corrections and modifications are based
on input received through comments on the draft EIS and also incorporate language
changes that reflect revisions to the Proposed Action.

®  Comments and Responses to Comments. This section includes written comments on the draft
EIS and a transcript of the Public Hearing on the draft EIS. Responses to comments are
also included.

Key environmental issues identified in this EiS include: erosion and sedimentation during -

Project construction; disturbance of certain high-quality native plant communities and priority

habitats; impacts to western gray squirrel and potential disturbance during nesting; incidental -

collision of birds, including special-status bird species, with wind turbines; construction
disturbance to certain nesting raptors; disturbance of archaeological sites potentially eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historical Places; impacts to the potentially-eligible traditional
cultural property of Juniper Point; aesthetic impacts; potential exceedances of nighttime noise
standards at some residential locations; potential schedule conflicts with repairs planned for
Hoctor Road in the summer of 1995; and the potential for obstruction of certain line-of-sight
microwave transmission signals across certain turbine strings. The EIS concludes that these
impacts can largely be avoided, minimized, and/or otherwise mitigated. However, some impact
to high-quality Douglas’ Buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass plant communities, disturbance of the
potentially-eligible archaeological sites along turbine strings ] and EE, some incidental avian
mortality, changes to aesthetics, and impacts to the potentially-eligible traditional cultural
property of Juniper Point would be unavoidable.

Beneficial impacts from the Proposed Action would include off-setting fossil-fuel power
generation with a renewable generation resource that does not emit greenhouse gases or other
air pollutants during operation. In addition, the Proposed Action would provide an additional
source of income to landowners in the Columbia Hills and would provide construction and
operations jobs in the local community.

The Final EIS will be used prior to the decision making process to determine if the Proposed
Action or any of the alternatives should be given the permits and approvals required for
construction and operation of the proposed Project.
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Fact Sheet

Joint NEPA/SEPA Document

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is a joint document issued under Section 102 (2)(C) of
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) at 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq and under the Washington
State Environmental Policy (SEPA) as provided by RCW 43.21C.030 (2)(c).

Nature and Location of the Proposal and Alternatives

KENETECH Windpower, Inc., proposes to construct and operate the 115-megawatt (MW)
Washington Windplant #1 in a portion of the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County, Washington.
The Project would be constructed on private land under easement to KENETECH Windpower, Inc.
The Project site is approximately 5,110 hectares (12,630 acres) in size. The site is generally located
east of SR-97, north of SR-14, south of Hoctor Road, and west of Rock Creek. The Project would
include approximately 345 wind turbines.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIS include:

An Alternative Powerline Route -
A Restricted Areas Alternative

A Subarea Development Alternative
No-Action Alternative

A Preferred Alternative

The Alternative Powerline Route involves modifying the route for the Project’s 34.5-kilovolt (kV)
powerline to reduce impacts to native plant communities and priority habitats. The Restricted
Areas Alternative involves Conditional Use Permit conditions that specify areas of the site where
development should not occur based on the potential for probable significant adverse environmental
impacts that could not be mitigated through other means. The Subarea Development Alternative
involves limiting. the initial phase of development to one of two areas: the western portion of the
site (Option 1) or the east-central portion of the site (Option 2). Under the No Action Alternative,
the Project would not be constructed and existing agricultural, grazing, and utility use on the site
would continue.

The Preferred Alternative would incorporate certain aspects of the Alternative Powerline Route,
Restricted Areas Alternative, and Subarea Development Alternative as well as certain mitigation
measures in order to avoid, reduce, and mitigate environmental impacts while meeting or
approximating the Applicant’s objectives.

Proponent
The proponent is KENETECH Windpower, Inc.

Lead Agencies
Klickitat County is the Washington SEPA lead agency for the EIS. Bonneville Power Administration
is the lead agency under NEPA.
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Responsible Officials and Contacts
Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County Planning Director, 228 West Main, Room 150, Goldendale,
Washington 98620, (509) 773-5703.

Kathy Fisher, ECN1500 Bonneville Power Administration, 905 NE 11th Avenue, Portland,
Oregon 97232, (503) 230-4375.

Required Permits and Licenses

Conditional Use Permit Klickitat County
Building Permit(s) Klickitat County
National Pollutant Discharge Washington Department of Ecology

Elimination System (NPDES)
General Permit
Section 404 Nationwide Permits U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
for crossing intermittent streams
Section 401 Water Quality Certification ~Washington Department of Ecology

Electrical Permit(s) Washington Department of Labor and Industries
Transmission Services Agreement Bonneville Power Administration
Bald Eagle Management Plan Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife

Authors and Principal Contributors

R W. Beck Project Management Land Use
Earth Transportation
Water Public Services and Utilities
Botany Health and Safety
Aesthetics Cumulative Impacts

Jones & Stokes Avian Resources

Associates, Inc. Wildlife

Noise
Air Quality
Aesthetics

Historical Research Cultural Resources

Associates, Inc.
Details on the qualifications of these firms and individuals are included in Appendix A.

Date of Issuance of Final EIS
The final EIS is being issued pursuant to SEPA on May 30, 1995. The final EIS will be issued
pursuant to NEPA upon notice in the Federal Register.

Proposed Date for Implementation
Assuming all permits and approvals are obtained, the proposed Washington Windplant #1 would
begin operation in 1996. Construction is planned to begin July 1995.
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Nature and Date of Final Actions

Final actions will include decisions by various agencies on permit applications, including a
Conditional Use Permit which may be issued by Klickitat County. A public hearing on the
Conditional Use Permit has been scheduled for June 12, 1995. Other permit decisions are expected
in the summer of 1995. Final action by the Bonneville Power Administration would be a Record
of Decision (ROD) for a transmission services agreement with utilities purchasing the Project’s
electrical output.

Location of Background Environmental Data :
Background material for this EIS, including supporting technical reports, is available at the Klickitat
County Planning Department, 228 West Main, Room 150, Goldendale, Washington, 98620, and at
the Bonneville Power Administration, 905 NE 11th Avenue, Public Information Office, Portland,
Oregon, 97232. Supporting technical reports to this EIS include the following appendices:

®  Washington Windplant No. 1 Botanical Resources Field Survey, R. W. Beck (December 1994).

®  Avian Use of Proposed KENETECH and CARES Wind Farm Sites in Klickitat County,
Washington, Jones and Stokes Associates, Inc. (January 1995).

®  Final Cultural Resources Assessment of the KENETECH Windpower Washington Windplant
No. 1 Project, Klickitat County, Historical Research Associates, Inc. (May 1995).

These appendices have been distributed to county libraries and to resource agencies with expertise
or jurisdiction over biological or cultural resources (see Part 6, Distribution List).

Incorporation by Reference

In addition to the technical appendices, the following documents have been incorporated by
reference in this EIS and are available at the Klickitat County Planning Department and the
Bonneville Power Administration Public Information Office:

®  Resource Programs Final Environmental Impact Statement (RP-FEIS), Bonneville Power
Administration (February, 1993).

®  Record of Decision for RP-FEIS (April 22, 1993).

Cost to the Public for a Copy of the EIS

$30.00  per copy of the DEIS

$30.00  per copy of the FEIS

$ 400  per copy of Botanical Resources Field Survey

$10.00  per copy of the final Cultural Resources Assessment
$24.00  per copy of the Avian Use Report
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Summary

S.1 Overview

S.1.1 Proposal

KENETECH Windpower, Inc. (the Applicant), has applied for a Conditional Use Permit from
Klickitat County to develop Washington Windplant #1 (the Project) in the Columbia Hills area
of Klickitat County, southeast of Goldendale (see Figure S-1). The proposed Project would
provide 115 megawatts (MW) of wind-powered electrical generation capacity. Electrical power
from the proposed Project would be transmitted by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
over its transmission system to utilities purchasing the Project’s output. A Transmission Services
Agreement or Agreements between BPA and the purchasing utilities would therefore be required
for this Project. Investor-owned utilities have submitted to BPA a "good faith request,” pursuant
to the implementing regulations of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, to wheel initial of power
generated by the Project over the BPA transmission system.

S.1.2 Existing Setting

The Washington Windplant #1 site is located in the Columbia Hills area of Klickitat County,
9.6 km (6 miles) southeast of Goldendale and to the east of U.S. Highway 97 (US-97). Specifically,
the site is located south of Hoctor Road and north of State Route 14 (SR-14). The 5,110-hectare
(12,630-acre) Project site extends for approximately 23 km (14 miles) along the crest of the
Columbia Hills. The Columbia River serves as a major barge transportation route .and
recreational resource. In addition, the river has been highly developed with dams and associated
hydroelectric generating facilities. One such facility—John Day Dam—is located below the
Project site. A large industrial facility—Columbia Aluminum—is located adjacent to John Day
Dam. KENETECH Windpower, Inc., has collected wind data in the Columbia Hills and has
determined that the area has an adequate wind resource to support a commeraial-scale wind
power project.

Project lands are all privately owned and have been used for grazing and, to a lesser extent, for
cultivated crops for more than a century. Prior to european settlement and private ownership
of the land, the Columbia Hills were used by Native American tribes and bands which ceded
the lands to the U.S. government pursuant to the Treaty of June 9, 1855. This treaty created the
Yakima Indian Reservation, approximately 28 km (17 miles) to the north. Traditional cultural
use of Project lands by Native Americans is discussed in Sectlon 2.6 of the draft EIS and in
Parts 3 and 4 of this document.

The Applicant has entered into wind power easement agreements with Project landowners.
Project lands are currently zoned Extensive Agriculture and Open Space, and are primarily
cultivated or used for grazing. The proposed Project would reduce the amount of land on the
site available for agricultural use by about 1.5 percent. Roads would displace about 1.6 hectares
(4 acres) of cultivated land. The overhead powerline would traverse approximately 2.4 hectares
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(6 acres) of cultivated land, but most of this area could remain in agricultural use following
Project development. The compatibility of the Project with agricultural uses is discussed in
Section 2.8 of the draft EIS as modified in Part 3 of this document.

The Project would add an additional utility facility to the site. A number of existing public
utility corridors currently occupy portions of the Project site. Two BPA high-voltage
transmission lines are partially located on Project lands: the 230-kV Midway-Big Eddy line
crosses the northwestern corner of the site; and the 500-kV Hanford-John Day line passes

through the far eastern portion of the site. A 115-kV Klickitat County  Public Utility District -

(PUD) transmission line crosses the western portion of the site enroute from John Day Dam to
Goldendale. A natural gas pipeline runs east-west just south of Hoctor Road and passes through
the northern portion of the Project site. Several public and private communication facilities are
also located on or near the Project site on Juniper and Luna points. The Project’s potential
impacts on public utilities and services are discussed in Section 2.12 of the draft EIS as modified
by Part 3 of this document.

S.1.3 Applicant’s Objectives

The Applicant’'s primary objectives for the Project are: to construct and operate an electrical
generation project using advanced utility-grade wind turbine technology specifically designed
by KENETECH Windpower, Inc.; to initially deliver about 50 MW of installed wind-powered
generating capacity over BPA’s transmission system to investor-owned electrical utilities that
have entered into an agreement to purchase this capacity; to have the permitted capability to
construct and operate an additional 65 MW of wind-powered electrical generating capacity on
the Project site; to develop and operate the Project in a manner that is compatible with ongoing
agricultural and grazing use of Project lands; and to meet the public demand for additional
energy resources.

S.1.4 BPA Purpose and Need

Public Law 93-454, the Transmission System Act, requires that BPA make excess transmission
capacity available to utilities requesting transmission service. The Energy Policy Act of 1992 also
requires utilities, including BPA, to make arrangements to provide transmission wheeling subject
to certain constraints. Certain investor-owned utilities have submitted to BPA a "good faith
request,” pursuant to the implementing regulations of the Energy Policy Act of 1992, to wheel
50 MW of power generated by the Project over the BPA transmission system. BPA needs to
respond to this request. The BPA purposes that will be considered in evaluating the utilities’
request include:

®  Restoring and enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or niinimizing possible
adverse environmental effects.

®  Assuring consistency with BPA’s statutory responsibilities, including the Pacific Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act (Regional Power Act), the Transmission
System Act, and the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

®  Protecting BPA’s ability to serve its existing contractual obligations and to remain able to
meet the needs of its customers.
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®  Providing electrical system reliability that meets BPA’s reliability criteria.

®  Preserving transmission capability for future BPA resources.

S.2 Relationship to Future or Phased
Environmental Review

The Applicant has applied for a Conditional Use Permit that would apply to the entire 115-MW
Project, and this EIS addresses the environmental impacts of the full Project development.
However, the Preferred Alternative identified and described in this final EIS would require
monitoring of bald eagle use for an additional winter season and peregrine falcon use for an
additional year prior to development in the eastern portion (subarea) of the Project site (see
Figure 5-6). Should evaluation of the additional winter monitoring data substantially alter the
findings of this final EIS, then supplemental environmental review under SEPA could be
required.

S.3 Proposed Action and Alternatives
S.3.1 Proposed Action

Figure S-2 shows overall Project development as proposed on the site. As proposed,
development of Washington Windplant #1 would ultimately entail installation of approximately
345 wind turbines arranged in up to 39 distinct rows (turbine strings). Development within each
turbine string would include turbine tower structures and foundation slabs, controls, small
transformers, underground collection and communication lines, and an access road.

Turbines would be designed and manufactured by the Applicant. Each turbine consists of three
main components: 1) the rotor/generator assembly, which converts wind power to electrical
energy; 2) a tubular tower; and 3) a foundation supporting the entire turbine structure.

The KENETECH turbine (see Figure S-3) is designed to convert wind power to electrical energy
using a 33- to 39-meter-diameter (108 to 128 feet), 3-blade rotor, which resembles an airplane
propeller. The rotor blades are made of laminated fiberglass, and each blade is connected to a
central hub. These turbines use a horizontal axis, upwind, variable speed design, where the axis
of the blades’ rotation is parallel to the wind stream and the rotor assembly is located upwind
of the turbine tower. Tubular steel turbine towers are proposed. Towers would range from
24 to 36.6 meters (80 to 120 feet) high, depending on localized site conditions. Each turbine
would incorporate a tubular, rather than lattice, tower with enclosed climbing ladder to provide
access to the turbine unit.

The speed of the rotor’s rotation ranges from 14 to 54 rpm. Through a series of gears and shafts
(the transmission), the rotation of the rotor shaft induces an electrical current in the generator
to produce electricity. Power from each wind turbine would be fed through underground
600-Volt power cables to small transformers that would "step up" the electrical voltage to
34.5 kV. Each transformer would serve two to three turbines. Communication lines and
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conduits containing electrical power cables would be buried approximately 0.6 meters (2 feet)
below the ground surface along each turbine string.

Power from the underground power collection lines would be fed directly to the overhead
Project powerline, which generally would run east-west across the site as shown on Figure S-2.
The 34.5-kV Project powerline would be supported by single wood poles. The powerline would
connect to a new substation located on-site, where power voltage would be increased to 230 kV
prior to interconnection with the BPA Midway-Big Eddy transmission line. Security fencing

would be constructed around the substation. All electrical equipment.would be designed and

installed in compliance with national electrical safety codes and standards, including NEMA

(National Electrical Manufacturers Association),-ANSI (American National Standards Institute), -

and IEEE (Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers), and with the requirements -of
WAC 296-44.

Project site development would also entail upgrading existing roads and constructing new roads
to provide access to the turbine strings. Generally, primary access roads would follow ridgelines
across the site. Where feasible, existing roads would be upgraded to serve as primary access
roads. Roads would be constructed on grades up to about 10 percent. Where required by site
conditions, such as steep slopes, switchbacks would be used. Temporary staging areas totaling
about 4 hectares (10 acres) for construction equipment and materials would also be required.

The total amount of land that would be disturbed during construction is about 153 hectares
(376 acres). After restoration of temporarily disturbed areas, Project features would permanently
occupy about 76 hectares (187 acres). Less than 2 hectares (less than 5 acres) would be
impervious surface (see Table S-1).

TABLE S-1
Summary of Project Features

Area Temporarily Area Permanently I
Features Disturbed Occupied

Hectares Acres Hectares ! Acres I
Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road' 98 243 33 82
Powerline 15 36 1 28
New Primary Access Road’ 27 66 24 58
Substation <1 1 <1 1
Upgraded Access Road 8 20 7 18
Construction Staging Area 4 10 0 0
TOTAL (rounded to closest hectare/acre) 153 376 76 187

Assumes 30-meter (100-foot) disturbance corridor along turbine strings except where steep terrain
dictates the use of road switchbacks. Secondary roads along turbine strings are about 4 meters

(12 feet) wide plus associated drainage ditches.

Assumes area required for an approximately 5-meter (16-foot) primary road and associated drainage
ditches.

Construction of Phase 1 of the Washington Windplant #1 and each additional phase is estimated
to require eight (8) to eleven (11) months. Construction would require the movement of heavy
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equipment and vehicles to and from the Project site and on-site staging of construction
equipment and materials. Construction vehicles and equipment include bulldozers, graders,
backhoes, water trucks, truck-mounted drill rigs, cranes, concrete mixers, gravel trucks, and
equipment delivery vehicles. Most daily construction traffic would be associated with gravel
trucks bringing off-site aggregate to the site for road construction. The Applicant has not yet
identified an off-site aggregate source. However, it appears that adequate sand and gravel
resources would be available within Klickitat County.

- The Project would provide power throughout the year, but. power generation would wvary

according to seasonal and diurnal wind conditions. Peak power production would occur from
April through September. During the peak season, peak daily power production would occur

~ from late afternoon through early evening. Much of the Project would operate automatically

through an electronic communications and control system. During operations, the Project would
employ approximately nine full-time workers (Business Development Concepts, 1994). These
employees would work at the off-site operations and maintenance facility; however, maintenance
employees would tour and inspect the Project site daily.

Mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant and that will be included as part of the
proposed Project include:

®.  Eliminating the potential for bird collisions with guy wires by installing turbines that do
not require guy wires for support.

®  Reducing the potential for turbine towers to attract birds by using a tubular tower rather
than a lattice tower structure. (Research indicates that lattice towers may be used by birds
for perching.)

®  Reducing the potential for bird electrocution by designing the 34.5-kV powerline with
raptor protection measures. Raptor protection measures will be designed in accordance
with the most current release of Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerlines and
the most current release of Migratory Bird Collisions with Powerlines: The State of the Art.-

®  Providing turbines with overspeed protection to prevent damage to generator and tower
structure.

®  Designing the turbine towers and foundation to survive windspeeds of 161 km per hour
at 9 meters (100 mph at 30 feet) above the ground surface.

®  Providing a climbing ladder on the inside of the tower to provide safe access during icy
weather conditions and designing the ladders to meet all applicable health and safety
standards.

®  Housing gears and moving parts within the nacelle (see Figure S-3) to contain sparks and
reduce fire risk. ‘

®  Providing locks and high voltage warning labels on all control cabinets and transformer
cabinets to reduce the risk of electrocution.

®  Fencing and locking the Project substation and providing warning signs about the presence
of high voltage equipment.
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®  Providing radio-controlled locked gates onto the Project site and signs warning of high
voltage equipment and buried cable.

®  Not using pesticides and rodenticides during Project construction and operation, and using
herbicides only as reasonably necessary for weed control.

®  Designing turbine structures to fall below the 61-meter (200-foot) requirement for lighting
established by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).

® Locating the overhead powerline at least 61 meters (200 feet) from the turbines so that -

cranes working on the turbines will be at a safe distance from the powerlines. - Because of
this safety requirement, powerlines running along turbine strings would be located
underground.

®  Using and upgrading existing roads wherever feasible rather than building new roads.

®  Constructing roads with ditches and culverts sized to accommodate the 100-year storm.
®  Locating roads along ridgelines to reduce the amount of cut and fill (grading) required.
®  Revegetating an); disturbed areas that are not permanently occupied by Project features.

®  Providing a minimum 15-cm (6-inch) gravel surface on Project roads to reduce wind
erosion.

®  Using non-reflective paints to reduce glare and painting turbine blades and towers in a
neutral color except to the extent that different colors are recommended through
consultation with the USFWS and WDFW.

®  Locating turbines in strings to improve aesthetics by providing a more uniform-looking
development.

S.3.2 Alternative Overhead Powerline Route

An alternative route for the Project powerline is shown on Figure S4. This alternative route
would reduce impacts to native plant communities and Priority Habitats primarily by avoiding
most of a large block of shrub-steppe and Oregon white oak habitats located in the western
portion of the site. From Section 9, Range 3N Township 17E east, the alternative route would
follow the same alignment as the proposed route.

S.3.3 Restricted Areas Alternative

The Restricted Areas Alternative would involve Conditional Use Permit conditions that place
restrictions on development in specific areas of the site or on specific turbine strings. Conditions
would specify where development would not be allowed to occur based on the potential for
probable significant adverse environmental impacts that could not be mitigated through other
means. Specifically, development would not be allowed in areas in the western and central
portions of the site containing high-quality examples of Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s
bluegrass community (northern half of turbine string C and associated roads, southern third of
turbine string M, turbine strings S and U, road segment between turbine strings R and V, and
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portions of the Project powerline); and potentially eligible archaeological sites if proven eligible
(turbine strings ] and EE).

S.3.4 Subarea Development Alternative

The Subarea Development alternative compares two options for development of Phase 1 of the
Proposed Project:

Option 1 - Phase 1 development limited to the western portion of the site.

Option 2 - Phase 1 development limited to the east-central portion of the site.
These two subareas are shown on Figure S-5.
The objective of this altermative would be to limit the area disturbed during Phase 1
development. This would reduce impacts during the period of time prior to the development

of subsequent Project phases. In the event that subsequent phases are ultimately not developed,
the long-term impacts of the Project would then be limited to a more confined area of the site.

S.3.5 Preferred Alternative

S.3.5.1 Introduction

The draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and four alternatives (Alternative Powerline Route,
Restricted Areas Alternative, Subarea Development Alternative, and No Action) but did not
identify a Preferred Alternative. Based on the analysis of alternatives in the draft EIS and on
comments received regarding impacts and mitigation measures, the lead -agencies (Klickitat
County and the Bonneville Power Administration) have now identified a Preferred Alternative.

. The Preferred Alternative incorporates aspects of the Subarea Development Alternative,

Alternative Powerline Route, and Restricted Areas Alternative as well as certain mitigation
measures identified in the draft EIS and in comments on the draft. The following discussions
describe the Preferred Alternative including mitigation measures.

S.3.5.2 Phasing, Additional Pre-construction Avian Monitoring and
Subsequent Environmental Review

@ The Preferred Alternative divides the Project site into three subareas as shown in
Figure S-6.

®  Initial development, estimated to include about 50 MW of output from about 150 turbines,
is limited to Subarea 1.

®  Project development could proceed (building permits could be issued) into Subarea 2
following a location and survey of the powerline route and access roads between turbine
strings, conducted in consultation with biologists from the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW), Priority Habitat and Species Program. This survey is to locate the
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powerline and road routes through Sections 11, 12, 13, and 14 T3N, R16E that avoid
impacts to Priority Habitats as identified in the EIS and on site by the WDFW to the
maximum extent reasonably feasible.

®  Project development could proceed into Subarea 3 (building permits could be issued) only
after an additional winter season of bald eagle monitoring is completed and evaluated. The
monitoring program should be targeted at more precisely determining winter bald eagle
flight paths across the Project site between day and night roost areas in support of

development of a Bald Eagle Management Plan. The winter bald eagle monitoring is to be -

conducted in consultation with WDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
with results reported to USFWS and -WDFW, which may comment to Klickitat County
regarding the results of the study prior to the issuance of building permits.

®  Project development could proceed into Subarea 3 only after an additional year study to
better determine use patterns of the pair of peregrine falcons sighted in the Rock Creek area
during EIS studies for the Proposed Action. The study of peregrine falcon use is to be
developed and conducted in consultation with WDFW and USFWS with results reported
to these two agencies. USFWS and WDFW may comment to Klickitat County regarding
the results of the study prior to issuance of building permits.

®  Based on the results of the additional avian monitoring, the lead agencies will review the
assessment of significant unavoidable adverse impacts included in this EIS to determine if
significant new circumstances and information have been developed. If the additional
monitoring concludes that there are significant new circumstances or information relevant
to environmental concerns and indicating the Proposed Action’s probable significant
adverse environmental impacts, a Supplemental EIS will be prepared prior to -issuing
building permits for Project development in Subarea 3.

S.3.5.3 Location of Project Features

To the maximum extent feasible given site topography, project boundaries, the status of
easements, project economics, and safety considerations (i.e., maintaining a minimum 61 meters
(200 feet) between the powerline and turbines), incorporate the alternative powerline route into
the Project design and/or make adjustments to the proposed powerline route and primary access
road locations, after consultation with WDFW, that are designed to meet the following objectives:

®  Reduce disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat.
®  Reduce disturbance to Oregon white oak habitat.
®  Reduce disturbance to Juniper Savannah habitat.

®  Route powerline and roads in common corridors to reduce the overall amount of site
disturbance.

®  Avoid, to the maximum extent feasible, disturbance to areas of high-quality Douglas’
buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass plant community (roughly the northern half of turbine
string C and associated roads; roughly the southern third of turbine string M; turbine
strings S and U; and road segment R to V).
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S.3.5.4 Additional Cultural Resources Surveys

Conduct additional Cultural Resources Surveys prior to construction, including:

®  Precisely locate sites and isolates along turbine strings A, B, E,L, O, U, Y, Z, AA, BB, CC,
DD, GG, and OO using property surveys or other means so that the final design of roads
along the turbine strings and placement of the turbines can avoid the identified sites and
isolates where feasible. Sites located along these corridors occupy limited portions of the
surveyed corridors and avoidance appears to be feasible. The isolates occupy a very
limited area and could be easily avoided during construction. : : ki

®  Conduct additional cultural resources surveys of the Project powerline, primary access
roads, and construction staging areas, once these areas are more precisely identified, and
adjust their locations to avoid any potentially eligible cultural properties where feasible.

®m  Ifdevelopment will include turbine strings ] and EE, complete further testing of the two

archaeological sites located along those turbine strings, and of any other potentially eligible
sites that prove to be unavoidable during final design, to determine their eligibility for
listing in the National Register. Design and implement scientific data recovery where
further testing confirms eligibility and avoidance is not feasible.

S.3.5.5 Hoctor Road Survey

Provide financial support for a detailed County assessment of the Hoctor Road roadway
condition prior to commencement of Phase 1 construction and following completion of Phase 1
construction to determine the amount of road damage caused by construction vehicles and to
allocate the appropriate costs to the Applicant. : :

S.3.5.6 Environmental Protection Plans

Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan
Prior to construction, develop a Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan reviewed
by the Washington Noxious Weed Control Board that, at a minimum, addresses the following:

®  Stockpiling topsoils separately from other soils.

®  Specifications for reseeding any areas disturbed during construction with mixes that are
certified free of noxious weeds.

®  Specifications that any temporary seeding used for erosion control during construction
should also be accomplished with seed mixes certified free of noxious weeds. These
specifications should also be incorporated into the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
discussed in Section 2.1.4.2 of the draft EIS.

® Timing and application rates for seed mixes.
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Specifications for reseeding disturbed bluebunch wheatgrass-Sandberg’s bluegrass and
bluebunch wheatgrass-ldaho fescue communities with seed mixes that include species
native to those communities, especially dominant species.

Livestock exclusion from reseeded native grasslands in shrub-steppe habitat for at least two
to three years and until native vegetation is established.

Coordination with the CARES’ Columbia Windfarm #1 projectto enhance long-term efforts

to control invasive weeds where the two project sites adjoin.

Annual monitoring of restored and/or reseeded shrub-steppe habitat and communities for -

noxious weeds and ongoing actions to control noxious weeds, until restoration vegetation
is reasonably established.

Measures for addressing requests of the Klickitat County weed coordination.

Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan
Prior to construction, develop a Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan
prepared in consultation with WDFW that includes the following:

® A site access plan that designates roads and directs construction workers to use exlstmg
roads wherever possible.
®  Provisions for flagging the limits of construction and flagging and avoiding
environmentally sensitive areas that can be avoided consistent with the provisions of
Section 222 and 2.23 of this document while still meeting the Project objectives.
Environmentally sensitive areas include:
s High-quality native plant communities and priority habitats as described in
Section 2.2.2.
= Areas within 122 meters (400 feet) of any known western gray squirrel nest between
May 15 and September 30 for general construction and within 396 meters (1,300 feet)
for blasting or activities with similar noise impacts between May 15 and September 30.
s Areas within a 23-meter (75-foot) radius of any western gray squirrel nests.
s Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during October through
March unless subsequently modified by the USFWS through the Section 7 consultation
process. Any permanent buffers would also be established through the Section 7
consultation process and development of the Bald Eagle Management Plan.
= Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of red-tailed hawk nests from April through July.
s The southern portion of the turbine string NN from April 1 to September 1 (breeding
season for Swainson’s hawk).
s From March 15 through July 15 areas within 488 meters (1,600 feet) of golden eagle
nests for general construction activities and from March 15 through July 15 within
1 mile for blasting or activities with similar noise impacts.
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= Potentially eligible sites and isolates located along turbine strings A, B, E,L,O, U, Y,
Z, AA, BB, DD, GG and OO if final Project design confirms that they can be avoided.

s Other cultural resources identified during the studies outlined in Section 2.2.3.

®  Provisions for independent environmental monitoring during construction using County-
approved environmental monitors and a tribal monitor appointed by the Yakama Indian
Nation to ensure that flagged environmentally-sensitive areas are avoided.

®  Provisions for training construction workers on the need to avoid cultural properties and
procedures to follow if previously unidentified cultural properties;, including Indian graves,
are encountered during construction.

®  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared to comply with the requirements of the
Department of Ecology’s Baseline General Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with
Industrial Activities (construction over 5 acres).

Operations Monitoring Plan

Prior to commercial operation, develop an Operations Monitoring Plan in consultation with
WDFW that includes the following:

® Ongoing erosion monitoring on a weekly basis and after large rainfall or snowmelt events

®  Weekly monitoring of turbine sites to detect and correct any leakage of hydraulic or
lubricating fluids.

®  Monitoring the site for evidence of unauthorized use and providing additional security as
appropriate.

®  Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan developed in consultation with the USFWS,
- BPA, and WDFW. The goals of the Avian Injury and Mortality -Monitoring Plan would
include: 1) responding to the discovery of injured birds in order to improve their chances
for survival; 2) procedures for providing incident reports to the USFWS; and 3) procedures
for evaluating incident report data on a periodic basis and reporting findings to the USFWS

and WDFW.

Habitat Replacement/Mitigation Plan

Prior to commencement of commercial operation, develop a habitat replacement/mitigation plan
in consultation with WDFW addressing replacement through on-site or off-site preservation/
enhancement of oak/oak-pine woodland and Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass
community, with the goal of preserving similar quantlty and quality of those habitats lost
through Project development.

Decommissioning Plan

Prior to commercial operation, provide a Decommissioning Plan for approval by the Klickitat
County Planning Department outlining the circumstances under which individual turbines will
be removed from the site, methods used to restore areas previously containing turbines, and
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methods for decommissioning the overall Project and restoring the overall Project site to a
natural condition.

S.3.5.7 Additional Mitigation Measures

The Preferred Alternative would include all mitigation proposed by the Applicant. In addition,
the following additional mitigation measures would further reduce environmental impacts and
are included as part of the Preferred Alternative:

Design

®  Design road and turbine foundations and cut slopes in consultation with a professional
geotechnical engineer. If geotechnical studies and final design reveal any unstable slopes
that cannot be adequately stabilized during construction or over the period of Project
operation, avoid constructing permanent or temporary Project features in those areas.

®  Design structural foundations, buildings, and structures in accordance with Uniform
Building Code requirements for seismic zone 2B.

®  Design drainage ditches and culverts considering the effects of snowmelt, and use rock or
other channel protection in steeper drainage ditches and channels to reduce the potential
for erosion and sedimentation. Where technically feasible, limit utility trenches across
waters of the United States to a top trench width of 0.6 meters (2 feet) or less.

®  Provide reasonable and economically feasible design measures, to be approved by the
Klickitat County Department of Public Services, to prevent small mammals from burrowing
under foundations wherever foundations are less than 2 feet deep.

®  Design turbines to heights that do not require lighting. Design other limited site lighting,

if any, to conform with requirements of the Klickitat County Illumination Control overlay
zone.

®  Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted communications
transmitters and receivers when siting individual turbines in turbine strings M, G, [, K, Z,
CC, DD, NN, EE, and OO to guard against potential signal interference. Required
clearances between turbines and signals should be determined using methods generally
accepted by the communications industry.

®  Coordinate tower paint colors to be compatible with those proposed for the CARES
Columbia Windfarm #1 Project. Turbine blade and tower colors are to be neutral except
to the extent that colors and patterns are recommended through consultation with the
USFWS and WDFW.

®  Design slab foundations with berms to reduce the potential for leakage of hydraulic fluids
and fuels to enter soil and water resources.
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Construction

Allow clearing and grading activities only from the late spring through early fall period
(June through October) and minimize grading disturbance to the maximum extent feasible
considering the need to minimize disturbance to Priority Habitats and avoid archaeological
resources.

To the extent present in the existing environment, retain at least 50 percent canopy cover
in oak woodlands within a 120-meter (400-foot) radius of known nest trees. To the extent -
they are available, retain conifers (pine) for 25 percent of the remaining canopy cover. —~

Locate construction staging areas to avoid:

= High-quality native plant communities and priority habitats.
= Areas that would be clearly visible from US-97, SR-14, and 1-84.
s Cultural resources potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

Flag environmentally sensitive areas and monitor construction consistent with the
Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan.

If any previously unidentified cultural resource properties are encountered during
construction, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the site pending
evaluation by a qualified archaeologist and consultation with the State Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation to identify appropriate mitigation measures such as
avoidance or scientific data recovery.

Provide for lubrication and maintenance of construction equipment in contained areas and
use liquid-absorbing booms, socks, pads, or loose absorbent materials in the event-of minor
spills of fuels, oils, lubricants, and other fluids.

Reduce noise levels during construction by employing the following types of measures: -

s Turn off idling motor vehicles and construction equipment when not in use.
= Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms.
s Confine construction activities to daytime hours in proximity to homes.

Coordinate routing of Project construction traffic and travel times with the Department of
Public Services and with the CARES Columbia Windfarm #1 Project to reduce conflicts with
construction work on Hoctor Road scheduled for the summer of 1995. -

To the extent economically feasible, schedule Project construction activities to avoid use of
Hoctor Road during likely periods of freeze/thaw cycles and comply with temporary
County weight restrictions when in effect.

Route construction traffic to the site in a manner that minimizes construction traffic on
Hoctor Road, to the extent feasible.
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®  Employ traffic safety precautions such as traffic control flaggers and signs warning of
construction activity and merging traffic.

®  Provide a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire suppression materials available
on site to allow immediate fire response.

®  Minimize or restrict high fire-risk activities during extreme dry weather periods.

®  Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely communication with the Fire
Department and other emergency services.

®  Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site during construction.

®  Prohibit construction personnel from smoking on the Project area except within designated
areas.

®  Provide all County emergency departments with controls to electronic gates.

®  Provide fire extinguishers and shovels on vehicles and equipment used during construction.

®m  Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades.

m  Restore all disturbed areas consistent with the Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed
Management Plan developed for the Project.

Operation

®  Coordinate with Washington, Oregon, and federal recreational facilities and areas, as well
as Washington and Oregon State Highway Departments, to provide signs directing
sightseers along 1-84, SR-14, and US-97 to existing public facilities that provide safe viewing
areas of the Project site.

®  Provide liquid-absorbing pads under turbines to contain or collect lubricant spills during
turbine servicing.

®  Provide a clean looking facility free of debris and unused or broken down equipment by:
storing equipment and supplies off site, promptly removing any damaged or unusable
equipment from the site, and promptly repairing or decommissioning turbines that are not
functioning or prove to be uneconomically sited consistent with the Project
Decommissioning Plan.

®  Monitor operation consistent with the Operations Environmental Monitoring program
developed for the Project.

®  Maintain sound levels at sensitive receptor residences that are under the maximum levels
for receiving properties based on the receiving properties’ environmental designation for
noise abatement (EDNA) at WAC 173-60 subject to the temporary exceedances allowed in
state regulations.
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®  In the event of a complaint to the County that noise standards may be exceeded due to
Project turbines, require the Applicant to provide appropriate sound level measurements
on the complaintant’s property.

®  During welding operations, have a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire
suppression materials available on site to allow immediate fire response.

®  Minimize or restrict high fire-risk activities during extreme dry weather periods.

®  Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely communication with the Fxre
Department and other emergency services.

®  Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site, if needed, during
operation.

®  Prohibit operating personnel from smoking on the Project area except within designated
areas.

®  Provide all County emergency departments with controls to electronic gates.

S.3.6 No Action

The No Action Alternative consists of KENETECH Windpower, Inc., not building and operating
a 115-MW, wind-powered electric generating plant in the Columbia Hills east of US-97, near
Goldendale, Washington.

S.3.7 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Detailed
Study

The lead agencies reviewed information on a wind power site that was previously considered
by the Applicant but abandoned. The site was located in the vicinity of Rattlesnake Mountain
on the Hanford Nuclear Reservation and included a portion of the National Environmental
Research Park at Hanford and Arid Lands Ecology Reserve. Development of the Rattlesnake
Mountain site would have conflicted with federal policies for the Research Park and Ecological
Reserve at Hanford. For this reason and because of the potential environmental impacts
identified during preliminary work on the site, the Applicant determined that the Rattlesnake
Mountain site was not available for development of the Project and the lead agencies determined
that it was not a reasonable or feasible alternative to the Proposed Action.

S.4 Major Conclusions, Areas of Controversy
and Uncertainty, and Issues to be Resolved

Washington SEPA rules require that EIS summaries identify major conclusions, significant areas
of controversy and uncertainty, and issues to be resolved, including the environmental choices
to be made among alternative courses of action and the effectiveness of mitigation measures.
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Table S-2 summarizes impacts, mitigation measures, and significant unavoidable adverse impacts
that are expected for the proposed Project and alternatives. Based on the environmental review
conducted for this EIS and without considering additional mitigation measures identified in the
EIS, the following potentially significant adverse impacts were identified for the proposed
Project:

®  Erosion and sedimentation during Project construction.

®  Disturbance of certain high-quality native plant communities occurring in shrub-steppe.

habitat.

- Impacts to western gray squirrel habitat and potential disturbance during nesting. -~~~
®  Incidental collision of birds, including special-status bird species, with wind turbines.

®  Disturbance to certain raptors during nesting.

®m  Disturbance of archaeological sites that are potentially eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and indirect impacts to the potentially eligible traditional cultural
property of Juniper Point.

®m  Potential aesthetic impacts to views along Hoctor Road and to certain views near Maryhill
and at other locations near the Columbia River.

®m  Potential exceedence of the nighttime noise standard (50 dBA') at some residential
locations.

®m  Potential schedule conflicts with repairs planned for Hoctor Road in the summer -of 1995.

m  Potential for obstruction of line-of-sight microwave signal transmission at certainturbine
string locations.

These impacts can largely be avoided, minimized, and/or otherwise mitigated. Erosion-and
sedimentation impacts can be minimized by employing Best Management Practices for stabilizing
soils, controlling runoff, and removing sediments prior to discharging runoff to intermittent
streams and drainages. Disturbance to shrub-steppe habitat can be reduced by changing the
routing of Project powerlines and roads; by flagging the limits of construction; and by intensive
efforts at reseeding, restoration, and ongoing weed control. Potential impacts to the western
gray squirrel can be minimized by retaining oak vegetation and restricting construction activity
near nest sites. Potential impacts to birds can be reduced by employing tubular towers and by
minimizing construction disturbance near nesting and roosting sites. Potentially eligible
archaeological sites can be largely avoided by flagging the sites and restricting construction
activities from the flagged areas. Noise impacts can be reduced by modifying the number of
turbines in individual strings. Schedule conflicts with planned repairs to Hoctor Road can be
minimized by coordinating construction activities with County Department of Public Services
and timing construction in areas that do not have to be accessed from Hoctor Road to coincide
with the time-critical construction activities that are occurring on that road. Potential conflicts

! dBA = A-weighted decibels.
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with line-of-sight microwave transmissions can be avoided by placement of individual turbines
to avoid signal paths.

Even with the above mitigation measures, there would continue to be some potential for
significant adverse impacts to occur to a few environmental resources on a few areas of the site.
These and other areas of uncertainty identified in this environmental review include:

1)

2)

3)

Impacts to High-Quality Douglas’ Buckwheat-Sandberg’s Bluegrass Plant
Communities. High-quality examples of this native plant community exist in shrub-steppe '
habitat located in the western and central habitat complexes on the Project site. - This
community exists across a narrow, natural range in Washington on the Project site. This
community commonly exists in shallow, rocky soils occurring along portions of the crest
of the Columbia Hills. These soils exhibit a crust of lichens and mosses. Because of the
low productivity and water-retention capabilities of these soils, the crust plays a critical role
in the ecology of this community. The soil crust can be easily disturbed by construction
activity. Successful efforts to restore this community have not been documented.
Therefore, increased erosion and the potential for establishment of invasive weeds could
result if restoration efforts proved unsuccessful. On-site or off-site preservation to replace
areas of this community lost to development could mitigate impacts and address the
uncertainties surrounding restoration.

Impacts to Potentially Eligible Archaeological Resources Sites Located on Turbine
Strings ) and EE. While most archaeological sites identified for this environmental review
appear to be avoidable, sites along turbine strings J :and EE occupy virtually the entire
turbine string. Further testing would be required to determine if these sites are, in fact,
eligible and, if they are, to design a mitigation plan for scientific data recovery Wlth
appropriate data recovery, impacts would not be considered significant.

Avian Impacts. Year-long Project avian studies suggest the Project site is used by resident
raptor populations and by migrating raptors and passerines such as the western bluebird.

‘However, the Project site does not appear to be in a major migratory flyway. The

Applicant has incorporated several mitigation measures into its Proposed Action, including:
raptor protection of powerlines and power poles; use of tubular rather than lattice towers;
and eliminating the use of guy wires. Nonetheless, some incidental raptor mortality would
be unavoidable. Peregrine falcons, a federally listed endangered species, use the site
infrequently, and their foraging preferences may not make them particularly susceptible to
collision with wind turbines. Nonetheless, one pair was observed frequenting an area
approximately 8 km (5 miles) to the east of the Project site. Although unlikely, if a
peregrine falcon collision did occur, it would reduce the population of the peregrines in the
Columbia Gorge Management Unit, but would not significantly affect the viability of the
species in that management unit since the population is estimated at up to seven breeding
pairs, which likely exceeds the management goal for the area. Bald eagles, a federal
threatened species, winter in the vicinity of the site and some mortality due to collision
would be possible. Klickitat County provides only minor bald eagle wintering habitat
relative to eastern Washington as a whole. Therefore, regional population levels are
unlikely to be significantly affected by the proposed Project, although the local population
could be reduced.
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4)

5)

Aesthetics. The Project would be visible to viewers along Hoctor Road, portions of US-97,
near Maryhill, and from locations along I-84 and SR-14. Although mitigation can reduce
aesthetic impacts, research suggests that some viewers would find the Project visually
displeasing while others would regard the Project favorably.

Traditional Cultural Properties. Review of oral history interviews with certain Yakama
elders and comments from the Yakama Indian Nation of the draft EIS indicate that Juniper
Point, located south of the Project site, might be eligible for listing in the National Register

of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property. Juniper Point is a Yakama legendary -

place; it was used as a vision quest site and a place to gather roots and medicinal plants.

The KENETECH Project proposes no development on Juniper Point itself. Turbine strings -

located about one-half mile and further distant from Juniper Point, however, would be
visible to the north, northeast, and southwest. Because vision questing involved views in
the four cardinal directions, the Project would adversely affect Juniper Point as a suitable
site for vision quests from the Yakama Indian Nation’s perspective. The Yakama believe
that the spirituality of the place would be reduced. They also believe that both the
KENETECH and the CARES projects would alter the traditional cultural value of the
Columbia Hills.

It should be noted, however, that development currently exists on Juniper Point, that views

toward the Columbia River now take in development features such as the John Day Dam,-

and that the KENETECH Project proposes no additional development at Juniper Point.
Further, the Yakama currently do not have access to Juniper Point or the area of the
Columbia Hills where the KENETECH Project is proposed. The Project has a finite lifetime
and mitigation identified in the EIS calls for the windplant to be totally decommissioned
at the end of its useful life. Although the Yakama do not currently practice spiritual
activities at Juniper Point, consultation and review of oral history tapes indicate the Yakama
will view the project as having an adverse effect on its traditional cultural value to them.

Alternatives considered in this EIS would reduce Project impacts and address these uncertainties
to varying degrees:

The Alternative Powerline Route would reduce impacts to Oregon white oak and
shrub-steppe habitats by routing around the extensive habitat complex in the western area
of the site. This would reduce disturbance to high-quality Douglas’ buckwheat-Sandberg s
bluegrass communities.

The Restricted Areas Alternative would prohibit Project development in areas of
high-quality Douglas’ buckwheat-Sandberg’s bluegrass communities and along turbine
strings ] and EE, which contain unavoidable archaeological resources. This would eliminate
the potential for significant adverse impacts to those resources.

The Subarea Development Alternative would restrict Phase 1 of the Project to either the
western or east-central area of the site. Either option would: (1) reduce the overall area
of disturbed soil and thereby the potential for erosion and sedimentation; (2) reduce the
amount of priority oak and shrub-steppe habitat and high-quality native plant communities
disturbed; (3) allow for monitoring and testing of efforts to restore Douglas” buckwheat-
Sandberg’s bluegrass plant communities; (4) reduce construction traffic impacts; and (5)
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reduce nighttime noise impacts at certain locations untildevelopment of subsequent phases
of the Project.

s The Preferred Alternative would reduce impacts to Priority Habitats, cultural resources,
birds, wildlife, traffic, and noise by dividing the Project into three subareas and allowing
development contingent upon field routing of the transmission line to avoid Priority
Habitats where reasonably feasible and additional avian studies. The Preferred Alternative
would require a number of mitigation plans and measures- to further reduce Project
impacts. i

®  No Action. The No-Action Alternative would avoid impacts associated- with- the
development of Washington Windplant #1:. ‘However, impacts caused by ongoing farming
and grazing practices would continue. In addition, No Action could result in increased use
of fossil fuels for energy production resulting in increased localized impacts to air quality
as well as wider-scale cumulative impacts, including ozone depletion, acid rain, and the
greenhouse effect (global warming).

S.5 Timing of Possible Approval

Washington State SEPA rules require that an EIS address the benefits and disadvantages of
implementing a proposal at some future time [WAC 197-11-440(5)]. In addition, NEPA
regulations require discussions of the short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance
of long-term productivity and any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that
would result from implementation of a proposal (40 C.F.R. §1502.19).

The Project would negligibly reduce the amount of land available for cultivation and grazing,
and would provide a source of additional income for site landowners. The Project would utilize
wind, a renewable resource, for power generation and would not result in the irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources since areas of the site occupied by Project features could
be returned to agricultural use following decommissioning of the Project.

Deferring approval would provide time from additional studies of avian use, but could result
in cancellation of the Project due to the Applicant’s contractual obligations to deliver power.
This would eliminate an opportunity to demonstrate a commercial-scale windpower project in
Washington and could ultimately lead to development of additional fossil fuel generating
resources as discussed in Section 1.4 (No Action). In addition, cancellation of the Project would
eliminate a source of income to the agricultural property owners with whom the Applicant has
entered into easement agreements. Because of concerns about impacts to Priority Habitats and
avian use, especially bald eagle and peregrine falcon, providing some additional time for careful
routing of the Project powerline and limited additional studies of avian use while allowing a
portion of the Project to be immediately constructed (once all permits are obtained) may strike
the appropriate balance between the Applicant’s needs to meet its contractual obligations and
resource agency concerns about protection of environmental resources.

Final Environmental Impact Statement Summary
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TABLE S-2

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

Elements |

Earth

Proposed Action

AE: Project site extends along 14 miles of The Columbia Hills on
the north side of the Columbia River in south-central
Washington. Site topography is distinguished by the Columbia
Hills Ridge crest which rises approx. 700 to 800 meters (2,300
to 2,700 feet) above the Columbia River. Site elevations range
from 305 to 880 meters (1,000 to 2,890 feet) above sea level.
Slopes on the site range from 0 to 90 percent. Site geology
reflects folding of the Columbia River basalts, a hard rock formed
from lava that flows from large fissures in the earth’s crust. No
faults have been identified on the Project site.

I: Clearing and grading would disturb approx. 153 hectares

376 acres) resulting in the potential for erosion and
sedimentation. Up to 99,000 cubic meters (130,000 cubic yards)
of gravel would be required for roadways. Construction on steep
slopes would be required.

M: Limit clearing and grading activities to dry months (typically
May-Oct). Prepare and implement an Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan (required under NPDES General Permit) which
specifies stabilization and structural Best Management Practices
(BMPs). Design roads and structural foundations in consultation
with a professional geotechnical engineer. If geotechnical
investigations reveal unstable areas that cannot be adequately
stabilized, avoid those areas. Design structures to meet the
Uniform Building Code, seismic zone 2B. Use rock or other
appropriate channel protection in steeper drainage ditches and
account for snowmelt in sizing ditches and culverts. Monitor
erosion on a regular basis and take corrective action as
necessary.

SUAI: None expected.

Alternative Powerline Route

b ———
AE: Same as Proposed Action.

I Minor increase in the amount
of disturbed soils (approx. 2
hectares, 5 acres) relative to the

Proposed Action.
M: Same as Proposed Action.

SUAI: None expected.

Restricted Areas
Altemative

No restrictions
identified.

Subarea Development Altemative

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
T development to the western area
of the Project site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the Project site.

1: Option 1 would disturb about
65 hectares (16S acres) of on-site
soils and would avoid disturbing
the east-central portion of the site
prior to the development of
subsequent phases. Option 2
would disturb about 81 hectares
(181 acres) and would eliminate
the disturbance of the western
portion of the site during phase 1.
Under both options the amount of
gravel required for Phase 1
construction would be reduced to
approx. 54,000 cubic meters
(70,000 cubic yards).

M: Same as the Proposed Action,
required over a smaller area.

SUAI: None expected.

Preferred Altemnative

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site.

I: tnitial soil disturbance
would be limited to
Subarea 1, subsequently
Subarea 2, and finally
Subarea 3. This would
reduce the amount of
disturbance in any one
phase, and if Subarea 2 or
Subarea 3 were not to be
developed would result in
less disturbance at total
Project buildout.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action, but initially
required over a smaller
area.

SUAI: None expected.

AE: Same as in
Proposed Action.

I: None.

M: None.

SUAI: None,

Key: AE: Affected Environment L Impacts M: Mitigation Measures SUAI: Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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central Klickitat County where most precipitation occurs from late
fall through early spring. Average annual rainfall ranges from 25-
40 cm (10 - 15 inches) per year. The 100 year, 24 hour storm
events results in approx. 8.9 cm (3.5 inches) of rain over

24 hours. Runoff from areas of the site to the north of the
Columbia Hills crest flows into two drainage basins, Swale Creek
to the west and Rock Creek to the east. Runoff from areas of the
site to the south of the Columbia Hills crest flows directly to the
Columbia River via numerous north-south drainages. All streams
on site are intermittent.

I: Erosion during Project construction could result in sediment
Hischarges to intermittent streams. During construction some
surface water contamination could result from fuel or oil spills
from construction equipment. No significant impacts to
groundwater are anticipated.

M: Limit clearing and grading activities to the late spring through
early fall (May-Oct.) to avoid grading during rains and snowmelt.
Limit the extent of grading to the extent that it can be
accomplished while avoiding Priority Habitats and archaeological
resources to the maximum extent feasible. Prepare and
implement a detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan as
identified under “Earth’. Installation of culverts to reduce
interference of stream flow caused by road fill. Account for the
effects of snowmelt in sizing drainage ditches. Monitor the site
for erosion on aregular basis and take corrective action as
necessary. Provide oil adsorbing pads under turbines during
maintenance.

SUAI: None expected.

Action.

1 Minor increase in the amount
of disturbed soils relative to the
Proposed Action. Increases
erosion and stream
sedimentation potential slightly.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAI: None expected.

identified.

1 development to the western area
of the Project site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the Project site.

& Option 1 would disturb about
65 hectares (165 acres) of on-site
soils and would avoid disturbing
the east-central portion of the site
prior to the development of
subsequent phases. Option 2
would disturb about 81 hectares
(181 acres) and would eliminate
the disturbance of the western
portion of the site during phase 1.

M: Same as the Proposed Action,
ut required over a more restricted

area.

SUAI: None expected.

Elements Proposed Action Altermative Powerline Route Re:::"e:'sr:as Subarea Development Alternative Preferred Altemative No Action
Water AE: The Project site is located in the semi-arid region of east- AE: Same as the Proposed No restrictions AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase | AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as the

Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and

eastern portions of the site.

Iz Initial soil disturbance
would be limited to
Subarea 1, subsequently
Subarea 2, and finally
Subarea 3. This would
reduce the amount of
disturbance in any one
phase, and if Subarea 2 or
Subarea 3 were not to be
developed would result in
less disturbance at total
Project buildout.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action, but initially
required over a smaller
area.

SUAI: None expected.

Proposed Action.
L None.
M: None.

SUAI: None.
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Plants

Elements | Proposed Action |
e

AE: No special status plants were found on site. The majority of
the site is range (60%) and cultivated (20%) lands. Priority
habitats include Oregon white oak, shrub-steppe, and juniper.
Shrub-steppe habitat contains examples of several native
grassland communities; Douglas’ buckwheat/ Sandberg’s
bluegrass and others (see Table 2.3.3 in Section 2.3). Three
major habitat complexes exist on the site. The two most
important habitat complexes are located in the western and
eastern areas of the site. The western habitat complex covers
approx. 360 hectares (900 acres) of the project site, the eastern
covers about 125 hectares (310 acres) on site, and the central
habitat complex extends over 73 hectares (180 acres). Wetlands
located on-site consist of excavated stock ponds heavily used by
livestock and would not be considered jurisdictional wetlands
and are not located in areas of Project disturbance.

1: Approx. 153 hectares (376 acres) of vegetation would be
removed or disturbed during project construction. Most
disturbance would occur within cultivated or degraded
rangeland. The remaining disturbance would affect about

10 hectares (24 acres) of oak and 22 hectares (54 acres) of shrub-
steppe habitat, including high quality Douglas’
buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass communities. Indirect impacts
could result from increased soil erosion, compaction fracturing
plant communities/habitat complexes, and establishment of
invasive weeds.

M: Limit construction disturbance to the maximum extent
possible. Conduct ongoing monitoring during construction.
Restrict vehicle access to native grassland areas during wet
periods. Route the powerline in the western habitat area parallel
to the existing road to the maximum extent possible. Develop a
reseeding/restoration/ and weed management plan that is
reviewed by the Washington Noxious Weed Control Board.
Provide on-site or off-site preservation of oak and Douglas’
buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass to compensate for loss to
development.

SUAL: No evidence exists of successful restoration of the
Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass shrub-steppe
community resulting in uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of
restoration in those areas. On-site or off-site preservation would
mitigate this, however.

Altemnative Powerline Route

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action.

& The altemative powerline
route would disturb slightly
more vegetation than the
Proposed Action. However, it
would reduce the amount of oak
habitat affected by about

10 percent and the amount of
shrub-steppe by about

10 percent. It would also
reduce the extent to which
Project features break up the
western habitat complex.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action except for mitigation
related to routing the proposed
powerline through the western
habitat complex.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed
Action.

Restricted Areas
Altemnative

AE: Would restrict

high-quality Douglas’
buckwheat-Sandberg’s
bluegrass communities
from Project
development.

1: Would avoid
impacts to high-quality
Douglas’ buckwheat/
Sandberg’s bluegrass
communities.

M: Same as the
Proposed Action.

SUAI: None
expected.

Subarea Development Altemative

]
AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
1 development to the western
portion of the site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the eastcentral
portion of the site.

I: Both options would reduce
impacts to shrub-steppe, oak, and
juniper habitats. Option 2 disturbs
more oak, juniper, and shrub-
steppe habitat than Option 1, but
would avoid impacts during Phase
1 development to the western
habitat complex, which is the
largest contiguous priority habitat
complex on site.

M: Same as the Proposed Action
except under Option 2 impacts to
the westemn habitat complex would
be avoided and therefore,
mitigation for those impacts would
not be necessary.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed
Action,

Preferred Alternative

———————— 1
AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site.

& Relative to the Proposed
Action would reduce
impacts to Priority Habitats
and high quality shrub-
steppe grasslands by
requiring powerline and
road routing in Subarea 2
to avoid these resources to
the maximum extent
feasible prior to
development in that
subarea.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAIL: Same as the
Proposed Action except
that on- or off-site
preservation of Oregon
white oak and Douglas’
buckwheat/Sandberg’s
bluegrass would be
required to replace losses
due to development.

| No Action I

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

l: On-going grazing
and cultivation could
result in continued
displacement of
native grassland
communities and
priority habitats on
the Project site.

M: None.

SUAI: None.

Summary
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Elements

wildlife
(Non-Avian)

Proposed Action

e e
AE: No non-avian federally threatened or endangered species

were found on the Project site. The site contains habitat suitable
for 9 Washington State listed species, including 1 state-threatened
species (westem gray squirrel) and 1 state-candidate (juniper
hairstreak). Most of the State listed species are common
elsewhere in the United States, but are peripheral on their ranges
in Klickitat County. Other wildlife found on the site include
both common mammals and reptiles. Candidate federal species
including the western sage lizard and some bat species may also
use portions of the site and nearby areas.

L Potential loss of 9 hectares (22 acres) of oak and oak/pine
would reduce populations of western gray squirrel. Direct
habitat loss to juniper woodlands could result in reduced
populations of juniper hairstreak. Impacts to sage lizard and
candidate bat species habitat are expected to be minimal due to
preferences for roosting although bat collisions with turbines
would be possible during foraging.

M: Mitigation discussed for plant communities and habitats
would also help pattially offset impacts to wildlife. Other
mitigation includes: retain all vegetation and restrict entry within
a 23 meter (75-foot) radius of any western gray squirrel nests.
Retain at least 50 percent canopy cover in oak woodlands within
a 120 meters (400 fool) radius of known western gray squirrel
nest trees. To the extent possible, retain conifers (pine) for

25 percent of the remaining canopy. Avoid construction activity
within 120 meters (400 feet) of any western gray squirrel nest
between May 19 and September 30, and avoid blasting during
that period within 396 meters (1,300 feet).

SUAI: Minor reduction in western gray squirrel and juniper
Rairstreak habitat.

Altemative Powerline Route

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action.

1: Would reduce impacts to the
amount of oak and oak/pine
habitat disturbed by approx.

1.2 hectares (3 acres). This
would reduce construction
disturbance to the western gray
squirrel nests associated with
oak habitat.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAI: None expected.

Restricted Areas
Altemative

No restrictions
identified.

Subarea Development Alternative

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
1 development to the western
portion of the site  Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the site.

I: Option 1 would avoid
disturbing juniper habitat in the
east-central portions of the site,
which supports the juniper
hairstreak, during Phase 1
construction. Option 2 would
reduce impacts to the large
western habitat complex and
therefore, reduce impacts on
western gray squirrel nests in that
habitat complex.

M: Same as the Proposed Action,
except over a more restricted area.

SUAI: None expected.

Preferred Altemative

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site,

k Less than the Proposed
Action because mitigation
to protect wildlife is
included in this alternative.
Phased development would
reduce impacts to Priority
Habitats and the wildlife
that depend upon them.

M: Included in this
alternative.

SUAI: None expected.

No Action I

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

1 None.

M: None.

SUAI: None.
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Elements

Birds

Proposed Action

AE: Twenty-two special-status species could potentially be
present in the Project vicinity. Of these 15 were observed in the
study area. One species, the peregrine falcon, is listed as both
state and federally endangered. In the Columbia River gorge
management unit there are up to seven nesting pairs of peregrine
falcon nests not including the pair frequently found at Rock
Creek. Another species observed on site, the bald eagle, is listed
as threatened both state and federally. In addition to the special-
status species observed on site several other non-listed species
were observed in the study area. Waterfowl concentrations along
the Columbia River immediately south of the study area were
observed.

I: Potential impacts to raptors and other birds using the study
area include collision with wind turbines, loss of habitat,
disturbance to foraging and breeding behavior, collision with
overhead powerlines, and electrocution. Construction activities
at some turbine strings could disrupt bald eagle nests if they
occur in winter, Construction activities at other turbine strings
could disrupt red-tailed hawk and Swainson’s hawk nesting
activities. Operation of the Project could cause some birds to
alter their flight paths which could in' turn reduce their foraging
efficiency. Although use of the site by peregrine falcons is
infrequent (2 sightings), peregrine falcon populations within the
Columbia River gorge could be measurably reduced from
collisions with wind turbines. Bald eagle mortality could result
from collision with wind turbines especially in the eastern part of
the site. Mortalities from collision with wind turbines could be in
the range of six to 20 birds annually but would not significantly
affect the regional population of most other bird species observed
in the study area.

M: Establish an ongoing avian mortality and injury monitoring
program. Avoid construction activities on the southern portion of
turbine string NN during the breeding season for Swainson’s
hawk. Avoid general construction activities within 1,600 feet of
golden eagle nests during the breeding season through fledgling,
and avoid blasting within 1 mile during this period. Avoid
construction disturbance within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald
eagle roosts during October through March. Avoid construction
activities within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of red-tailed hawk nests
from April through July. Implement other measures for bald
eagle and peregrine falcon established through the Section 7
process.

SUAL: Incidental mortality as a result of collisions with wind
turbines would be unavoidable.

Altemative Powerline Route

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed
Action.

1: Same as the Proposed Action.

Restricted Areas
Alternative

No restrictions
identified.

Subarea Development Alternative

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
T development to the western
portion of the site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the site.

I: Option 1 would avoid
development of turbine strings
along the flight path between the
Columbia River and a night roost
area used by wintering bald eagles
and reduce impacts to peregrine
falcons that were observed in the
eastern portion of the site. Both
options would provide the
opportunity to monitor partial
development of the site and actual
avian impacts prior to full Project
development.

M: Same as the Proposed Action.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed
Action.

Preferred Altemnative

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and

I Mitigation identified
under the Proposed Action
would be included in this
alternative. In addition,
development in Subarea 3
could not proceed until
additional studies of bald
eagle and peregrine falcon
use were completed.

M: Included in this
alternative.

SUAI: Same as the
Proposed Action.

eastern portions of the site.

No Action

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

L None.
M: None.

SUAI: None.

i
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Cultural
Resources

AE: Human occupation of the Mid-Columbia region dates back
70,500 years. The Columbia Hills cultural resources include sites
from pre-historic Indian tribes to the early settlers of the 19th
century. Field surveys identified 60 cultural resource properties
on the site. Fourteen of the properties are sites and the other 46
are isolates. Eleven of the sites are potentially eligible for listing
on the National Register of Historical Places (NRHP). Various
ethnobotanical plant resources were also found on the site.
Juniper Point appears to be eligible as a traditional cultural

property.

I: Project construction could adversely affect 11 sites and

T isolates due to soil disturbance and unauthorized artifact
collection. Although ethnobotanical resources are located on the
site, current private property owners do not allow access to
Native Americans for gathering. Project development would
adversely affect Juniper Point as a traditional cultural property
because it would be visible from Juniper Point.

M: Precisely locate and flag potentially eligible sites and design

Project features to avoid the identified properties during
construction. Conduct further testing of the two sites that appear
to be unavoidable. Design and implement scientific data
recovery where further testing confirms eligibility and resources
which cannot be avoided. Conduct additional surveys along
final powerline corridor and access roads, and monitor
construction activities. Monitor construction to ensure that
flagged sites are avoided. If unidentified cultural resource
properties are encountered during construction, cease
construction in the immediate vicinity pending further
investigation. Consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation
indicates mitigation or impacts to Juniper Point as a TCP would
not be acceptable to them.

SUAL: impact to the traditional cultural qualities of Juniper Point.

Elements | Proposed Action | Alternative Powerline Route

AE: Same as the Proposed
‘Action.

Lk Additional sites could be
identified along altemative
powerline corridor.

M: Any sites identified along
1he alternative powerline
corridor could be avoided with
minor adjustments to the
corridor or placement of power

poles.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed

Action.

Restricted Areas
Alternative

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

1: Would reduce
impacts to cultural
properties and isolates
by restricting
development on
turbine strings J and EE
should further testing
prove those sites
eligible for the NRHP.

M: Same as the
Proposed Action,
except that further
testing for turbine
strings ) and EE would
not be needed.

SUAI: Same as the
Proposed Action.

Subarea Development Altemnative

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
T development to the western
portion of the site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the site.

l: Option 1 would initially avoid
impacts to sites and isolates
located along turbine strings O, U,
Y, Z, AA, BB, CC, EE, GG, and
OO during Phase 1. Option 2
would avoid impacts to potentially
eligible sites and isolates located
along turbine strings A,B,E,J, and L
in the western portion of the site
during Phase 1.

M: Same as the Proposed Action.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed

Action,

AE: Same as the Proposed

Preferred Alternative

‘Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site.

& Development in
Subarea 1 would initially
avoid impacts to sites
located along turbine
strings O, U, Y, Z, AA, BB,
CC, EE, GG, and OO.
Development in Subarea 2
would initially avoid
impacts to sites located
along turbine strings Y, Z,
AA, BB, CC, EE, GG, and
OO. Impacts to Juniper
Point as a traditional
cultural property would be
the same as for the
Proposed Action.

M: Same as for the
Proposed Action except to
the extent that mitigation
would be phased to
correspond to phased
development.

SUAIL Same as for the
Proposed Action.

No Action

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

I: Cultural properties
ocated on site could
potentially be
disrupted by ongoing
agricultural and
grazing practices.

M: None.

SUAI: None.
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I Elements Proposed Action Alternative Powerline Route Re:‘r:zt':e:'sr:as Subarea Development Altemative Preferred Altemative No Action I
Aesthetics AE: Project site consists of rolling hills and bluffs above the AE: Same as Proposed Action. | None identified. AE: During Phase 1, Option 1 AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as
Columbia River and lies outside of the Columbia River Gorge would be limited to western area | Action except that the site | Proposed Action
National Scenic Area. Similar landscapes occur in east-central 1: Same as Proposed Action. of site. Option 2 would be limited | would be divided into
Washington and Oregon. The site is visible from 1-84 within the |~ to the eastem area of the site. three subareas, in the l: Ongoing visual
scenic area and from portions of US-97, |84, and SR-14 outside | M: Same as Proposed Action. western, central, and impacts from
of the scenic area. The site is also visible from Hoctor Road, the I: Option 1 would be similarto | eastern portions of the site. | agriculture and utility
Maryhill area, John Day Dam, and from towns on the Oregon SUAL: Same as Proposed 1he Proposed Action. Option 2 uses would continue.
side of the Columbia River. Action, would eliminate views of the ;. Same as the Proposed
western part of the site. Action except that
I: Turbines and roads would be most visible from Hoctor Road, development would be
the Maryhill area, and small towns along the Oregon side of the M: Same as Proposed Action. phased and impacts to
Columbia River. From within the scenic area, turbine strings viewers seeing the central
would be visible as a series of white lines along the hillside, but SUA!: Same as Proposed Action. | and eastem portions of the
may be indistinguishable as turbines. Research suggests Option 1 would be visible to more | site would be lessened for
inoperative turbines give visual impression of unreliability and are viewers. a period of time.
viewed negatively. The Project would not block significant views
or alter a unique landscape. Indirect impacts could include M: Same as the Proposed
attracting sightseers along US-97 and Hoctor Road. Action.
M: Prohibiting on site storage. Decommissioning plan. A sign SUAI: Same as the
directing traffic to safe viewing areas at established recreational Proposed Action.
sites.
SUAL: With mitigation turbines would continue to be visible.
Some would view project favorably while others would view it as
in adverse impact.
Land Use AE: The Project site is located southeast of Goldendale, which | AE: Same as the Proposed No restrictions AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase | AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as the
as an estimated population of 3,730 in 1993. Population Action. identified. 1 development to the western Action except that the site | Proposed Action.
density is 8.7 persons per square mile. Project site lands are all portion of the site. Option 2 would be divided into
privately owned and are currently used for range, and to a lesser | I: Same as the Proposed Action. would restrict Phase 1 three subareas, in the ) Existing
degree, dryland agriculture, primarily wheat cultivation. Approx. development to the eastcentral western, central, and agricultural, grazing,
60 percent of the site is rangeland and approx. another 20 M: Same as the Proposed portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. | and utility land uses
percent is cultivated land. There are a number of recreation Action. of the site would
areas frequented in the summer months south of the site. I: Option 1 would initially avoid |): Same as the Proposed | continue.
SUAI: None. impacts to existing land uses in the | Action except that phasing
L Project would be compatible with ongoing agricultural and east-central portion of the site. development would delay |M: None.
adjacent land uses provided mitigation measures for impacts to Option 2 would initially avoid or, if Subarea 2 or
other elements of the environment are implemented. Royalty and impacts to existing land uses in the | Subarea 3 were ultimately | SUAI: None.
lease payments would provide a source of financial support to western portion of the site. not developed, potentially
agricultural landowners. Construction jobs and a few (9) avoid land use impacts in
permanent jobs would be created. M: Same as the Proposed Action. |the central and eastern
portion of the site.
M: Screening and fencing around Project substation. SUAI: None.
M: Same as the Proposed
SUAI: None. Action.
SUAI: Same as the
: Proposed Action.
Summary Final Environmental Impact Statement
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I Elements

Noise

Proposed Action

AE: There are few noise sources in the vicinity of the Project site.
The primary noise sources are traffic west of the site on US 97,
south of the site on Interstate 84 and State Route 14. Other noise
sources include trains, off-road vehicles, farm equipment and
vehicles north of the site on Hoctor Road. Background noise
levels at locations distant from roadways are likely to be between
40 and 50 dBA under calm wind conditions. Wind is the
dominant noise source on site and masks other noises.

I: Noise from construction would generate noise levels between
B0-90 dB at a distance of 15 meters (50 feet), but is exempt from
regulation. No receivers would experience noise levels above
day-evening noise standard (60 dBA). Some locations could
experience noise levels above the night-time noise standard

(50 dBA). However, because the precise number of turbines in
each turbine string has not yet been determined by the Applicant
the noise modeling assumed the maximum number of turbines
that could be developed in each string. This results in a total
481 turbines and overestimates the actual noise impacts resulting
from Project development.

M: Prior to issuing building permits for each phase, the
Applicant should provide documentation verifying nighttime
noise standards would not be exceeded at residential receivers. If
this cannot be accomplished, mitigation, including obtaining
noise easements from affected property owners, could be
implemented.

SUAL: None expected.

Altemative Powerline Route

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action.

l: Same as the Proposed Action.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAI: None.

Restricted Areas
Altemative

No restrictions
identified.

AE: Option 1 would restrict

ase 1 development to the
western portion of the site.
Option 2 would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the site.

I: Neither option would exceed
the daytime and evening noise
standard (60 dBA) during Phase 1
of the Project. Under Option 1,
two receivers could exceed the
nighttime standard (50 dBA).
Under Option 2, five receivers
could exceed the nighttime
standard. This alternative
eliminates some flexibility to
reduce nighttime noise levels
through less density of turbines on
identified turbine strings.

M: Same as the Proposed Action.

SUAI: None.

Subarea Development Altemative | Preferred Altemnative |

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site.

l: Same as the Proposed
Action except that initially
only Receptors 2 and 16
might exceed the nighttime
noise standard. At full
Project buildout, noise
impacts would be the same
as the Proposed Action.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action,

SUAI: Same as the
Proposed Action.

No Action

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

I: None.

M: None.

SUAI: None.

Air Quality

AE: Primary stationary sources of particulate emissions in
lickitat County are scattered industrial facilities, wind-blown
dust from non-irrigated agricultural areas, dust from agricultural
activities, vehicle traffic, construction, and wood stove smoke.
Areas on site have been mapped as critical erosion areas capable
of sustaining net soil losses of 1.8 to 9 metric tons (2 to 10 tons)
per year from wind and water erosion.

l: Fugitive dust during construction would be the main source of
air emissions associated with the Project. An estimated 9 metric
tons (23,000 Ibs.) of fugitive dust would be generated during
construction.

M: Same as identified for ‘Earth’.

SUAI: None expected.

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action,

l: Same as the Proposed Action
with minimal additional
construction disturbance and
associated fugitive dust relative
to the Proposed Action.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAI: None expected.

No restrictions
identified.

AE: Option 1 would restrict Phase
T development to the western
portion of the site. Option 2
would restrict Phase 1
development to the east-central
portion of the site.

1: Option 1 would generate and
estimated 3.8 metric tons (10,000
Ibs.) of fugitive dust in the western
portion of the site during Phase 1
construction, Option 2 would
generate an estimated 4.7 metric
tons (12,000 Ibs.) of fugitive dust
during Phase 1 construction.

M: Same as the Proposed Action.

SUAI: None expected.

AE: Same as the Proposed
Action except that the site
would be divided into
three subareas, in the
western, central, and
eastern portions of the site.

I: Construction of Subarea
1 would generate
approximately 3.8 metric
tons (10,000 pounds) of
fugitive dust. Construction
of Subarea 2 would
generate approximately
1.9 metric tons (5,000
pounds) of fugitive dust.
Construction of Subarea 3
would generate an
estimated 2.8 metric tons
(7,000 pounds) of fugitive
dust.

M: Same as the Proposed
Action.

SUAL: None expected.

AE: Same as the
Proposed Action.

1: Dust would
continue to be
generated from
farming, vehicle
travel on dirt roads,
construction and
other sources.

M: Nore.

SUAI: None.
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Elements Proposed Action | Alternative Powerline Route Resmec:'e:‘?vr:as Subarea Development Altemative Preferred Altemnative No Action

Transportation | AE: Four roadways provide access to the general site area. U.S. | AE: Same as the Proposed AE: No restriction AE: Option 1 would restrict AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as the
nghway 97 (US-97) west of the Project site, Washington State Action. dentified. Phase 1 development to the Action except that the site | Proposed Action.
Route 14 (SR-14), south of the site, Interstate 84 (1-84), south of western portion of the site. would be divided into
the site in Oregon, and Hoctor Road which runs along the l: Same as the Proposed Action. | I: Schedule conflicts | Option 2 would restrict three subareas, in the 1: None.
northern border of the site. A network of other paved and gravel with other development to the east-central western, central, and
roads serve the site area and adjacent properties. Sections of M: Same as the Proposed construction projects | portion of the site. eastern portions of the site. | M: None.
Hoctor Road are scheduled for repairs by Klickitat County in Action. around the project site
May-Sept. of 1995. do not allow for ready | i Under both options sub-area l: Qualitatively, the same | SUAI: None.

SUAI: Same as the Proposed access to the eastern | development would reduce heavy |as the Proposed Action
I Construction traffic is estimated to be 271 vehicle trips per Action. portion of the site, vehicle traffic by approx. 50% except that phasing would
day. Approx. 65 percent of daily trips during construction would alternative routes will | during Phase 1 construction. reduce traffic by at least
be heavy vehicles. Average Daily Traffic Volume (ADT) would require investigation. | Option 1 would further reduce 50% initially.
increase by five percent on US-97 south of Hoctor Road and impacts to Hoctor Road by
three percent on SR-14 east of Stonehenge Drive. Average daily M: Same as the avoiding the east-central portion of | M: Same as the Proposed
traffic volumes on Hoctor Road are estimated to increase up to Proposed Action. site, therefore most of the site Action.
87 percent during Project construction. Heavy vehicle traffic could be accessed off of US-97
along Hoctor Road could result in schedule conflicts with SUAI: Same as the and SR-14. With construction of a | SUAI: None expected.
scheduled road repairs and some heavy vehicles may exceed Proposed Action. new on-site access road from the
seasonal load restrictions set by Klickitat County. Traffic conflicts western portion of the site to the
could arise due to left tuming vehicles at Hoctor Road and site central portion of the site, use of
Access Roads. Hoctor Road could be eliminated
during Phase 1 construction.
M: Coordinate Project construction traffic routing and travel
times with Klickitat County Public Services for work scheduled on M: Same as the Proposed Action.
Hoctor road in spring and summer of 1995. Require Applicant to
pay for repair/restore Hoctor Road to satisfactory condition SUAI: None expected.
following completion of Phase 1 construction. Schedule the
Project to avoid use of Hoctor Road during freezefthaw cycles to
the extent economically feasible and comply with temporary
County weight restrictions. Use on site materials for gravel
production.
SUAI: With mitigation, no significant unavoidable impacts are
expected.
Summary Final Environmental Impact Statement
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Elements Proposed Action Alternative Powerline Route Rei;:::::@tas Subarea Development Altemnative Preferred Altemnative No Action
Public Services | AE: The areas surrounding the Project site are serviced by the AE: Same as the Proposed No restrictions AE: Same as the Proposed Action, | AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as the
and Utilities Klickitat County Rural Fire District #7 and the Klickitat County Action. identified. But Option 1 would restrict Action except that the site | Proposed Action.

Sheriff's Department. Communication systems in the general Phase 1 development to the would be divided into
Project vicinity include microwave, television, radio and 1: Same as the Proposed Action. western portion of the site. Option | three subareas, in the L: None.
navigation systems on juniper Point, Luna Point, Haystack Butte, 2 would restrict development to western, central, and
and Observatory Hill. A number of utility corridors currently M: Same as the Proposed the east-central portion of the site. |eastern portions of the site. | M: None.
cross the site including transmission lines and a natural gas Action.
pipeline. Potable water is supplied by individual domestic wells. l: Option 1 would avoid potential | I: Same as the Proposed | SUAI: None.
Waste disposal is provided by a private company. SUAI: None expected. Phase 1 impacts to communication | Action except that phasing
systems in the east-central portion | would initially avoid
i: Potential increase in demand for fire and medical service of the site and reduce the overall | impacts to communication
during construction and to a lesser extent, operation of the area of construction activities near | systems in the east-central
Project. Potential for turbines in a few strings to block ‘line of the natural gas pipeline prior to portion of the site.
sight’ microwave transmissions. Existing utilities are not expected development of subsequent phases.
to be effected by Project construction or operation. Construction Option 2 would avoid potential M: Same as the Proposed
debris is not anticipated to be generated in significant quantities. Phase 1 impacts to communication | Action.
Impacts could result from broken or decommissioned equipment systems in the western portion of
being stored on site. site. SUAI: None expected.
M: A readily accessible water truck should be located on site M: Same as the Proposed Action.
during all Project construction and welding operations. Restrict
high fire-risk activities during extreme dry periods. Provide staff SUAI: None expected.
with cellular phones for timely communication with emergency
services. Prohibit smoking on the site except in designated areas.
Equip all emergency departments and vehicles with access to
electronic gates. Precisely determine the location and frequency
of potentially impacted communication transmitters and receivers
when siting individual turbines. Avoid construction in the
immediate vicinity of the existing natural gas pipeline or employ
hand-digging if required. Require the Applicant to remove all
turbine structures taken out of operation.
SUAI: With the recommended mitigation none are expected.
Health & AE: Potential environmental risks on the Project site currently AE: Same as the Proposed No restrictions AE: Same as the Proposed Action. | AE: Same as the Proposed | AE: Same as the
Safety Risks include: existing powerlines, farming-related risks, and existing | Action. identified. Action except that the site { Proposed Action
gas pipeline and pumping stations. 1: Same as the Proposed Action. | would be divided into
1: Same as the Proposed Action. three subareas, in the I: Existing risks
I: Potential for electric shock, fires, and worker injury from M: Same as the Proposed Action. | western, central, and would continue.
‘Construction, operation and maintenance of the Project. No M: Same as the Proposed eastern portions of the site.
significant impacts to air traffic safety or from electromagnetic Action. SUAI: None expected. M: None.
fields are expected. L Same as the Proposed
SUAI: None expected. Action. SUAI: None.
M: Develop and maintain an on-site health and safety plan
nforming employees and others on site what to do in case of M: Same as the Proposed
emergencies, including the locations of fire extinguishers and Action.
nearby hospitals, important telephone numbers, and first aid
techniques. SUAI: Same as the
Proposed Action.
SUAI: None expected.
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Part 1 — Modifications to the Proposed

Action

Subsequent to issuance of the draft EIS, KENETECH Windpower Inc. (the Applicant) has filed
two modifications to the Proposed Action with Klickitat County. These modifications include:

Relocation of the proposed Project substation from near Hoctor Road in Section 1, T3N, R16E to
Section 10, T3N, R16E near an existing 115-kV' Klichitat County powerline and the 230-kV BPA
Midway-Big Eddy powerline. Figure F.1 shows proposed Project features including the new
substation location and associated changes to the proposed powerline route. Road access
to the proposed substation would be determined by the Applicant during final design.

Revision to the proposed turbine tower design. The draft EIS evaluated a modified tubular
tower for the proposed Project turbines. The modified tubular tower incorporated a three-
legged support resting on concrete pier foundations. The Applicant’s revised proposal
incorporates a tubular tower extending fully to the ground and resting on an approximately
6-meter by 6-meter (20-foot by 20-foot) concrete slab foundation. The concrete slab
foundation would be approximately 1.5 to 3 meters (5 to 10 feet) deep. Figure F.2 shows
the revised tower design and, for comparison purposes, a typical lattice tower design. The
revised tower design includes a fully enclosed climbing ladder and avoids the use of guy
wires. The Applicant is proposing this design modification in response to concerns
expressed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife regarding the opportunities for bird perching created by lattice and, to a lesser
extent, modified tubular towers.

The lead agencies have determined that these modifications would not result in additional
significant adverse impacts beyond those identified in the draft EIS.
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Part 2 — Preferred Alternative

2.1 Introduction

The draft EIS evaluated the Proposed Action and four alternatives (Alternative Powerline Route,
Restricted Areas Alternative, Subarea Development Alternative, and No Action) but did not
identify a Preferred Alternative. Based on the analysis of alternatives in the draft EIS and on
comments received regarding impacts and mitigation measures, the lead agencies (Klickitat
County and the Bonneville Power Administration) have now identified a Preferred Alternative.
The Preferred Alternative incorporates aspects of the Subarea Development Alternative,
Alternative Powerline Route, and Restricted Areas Alternative as well as certain mitigation
measures identified in the draft EIS and in comments on the draft. The following discussions
describe the Preferred Alternative including mitigation measures.

2.2  Description

2.2.1 Phasing, Additional Pre-construction Avian Monitoring and
Subsequent Environmental Review

® The Preferred Alternative divides the Project site into three subareas as shown in
Figure F.3.

®  [nijtial development, estimated to include about 50 MW of output from about 150 turbines,
is limited to Subarea 1.

®  Project development could proceed (building permits could be issued) into Subarea 2
following a location and survey of the powerline route and access roads between turbine
strings, conducted in consultation with biologists from the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife (WDFW), Priority Habitat and Species Program. This survey is to locate the
powerline and road routes through Sections 11, 12, 13, and 14 T3N, R16E that avoid
impacts to Priority Habitats as identified in the EIS and on site by the WDFW to the
maximum extent reasonably feasible.

®  Project development could proceed into Subarea 3 (building permits could be issued) only
after an additional winter season of bald eagle monitoring is completed and evaluated. The
monitoring program should be targeted at more precisely determining winter bald eagle
flight paths across the Project site between day and night roost areas in support of
development of a Bald Eagle Management Plan. The winter bald eagle monitoring is to be
conducted in consultation with WDFW and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
with results reported to USFWS and WDFW, which may comment to Klickitat County
regarding the results of the study prior to the issuance of building permits.

Final Environmental Impact Statement Preferred Alternative
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®  Project development could proceed into Subarea 3 only after an additional year study to
better determine use patterns of the pair of peregrine falcons sighted in the Rock Creek area
during EIS studies for the Proposed Action. The study of peregrine falcon use is to be
developed and conducted in consultation with WDFW and USFWS with results reported
to these two agencies. USFWS and WDFW may comment to Klickitat County regarding
the results of the study prior to issuance of building permits.

®  Based on the results of the additional avian monitoring, the lead agencies will review the
assessment of significant unavoidable adverse impacts included in this EIS to determine if
significant new circumstances and information have been developed. If the additional
monitoring concludes that there are significant new circumstances or information relevant
to environmental concerns and indicating the Proposed Action’s probable significant

adverse environmental impacts, a Supplemental EIS will be prepared prior to issuing -

building permits for Project development in Subarea 3.

2.2.2 Location of Project Features

To the maximum extent feasible given site topography, project boundaries, the status of
easements, project economics, and safety considerations (i.e., maintaining a minimum 61 meters
(200 feet) between the powerline and turbines), incorporate the alternative powerline route into
the Project design and/ or make adjustments to the proposed powerline route and primary access
road locations, after consultation with WDFW, that are designed to meet the following objectives:

®  Reduce disturbance of shrub-steppe habitat.
®  Reduce disturbance to Oregon white oak habitat.
®  Reduce disturbance to Juniper Savannah habitat.

®  Route powerline and roads in common corridors to reduce the overall amount of site
disturbance.

®  Avoid, to the maximum extent feasible, disturbance to areas of high-quality Douglas’
buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass plant community (roughly the northern half of turbine
string C and associated roads; roughly the southern third of turbine string M; turbine
strings S and U; and road segment R to V).

2.2.3 Additional Cultural Resources Surveys

Conduct additional Cultural Resources Surveys prior to construction, including:

m  Precisely locate sites and isolates along turbine strings A, B, E,L,O, U, Y, Z, AA, BB, CC,
DD, GG, and OO using property surveys or other means so that the final design of roads
along the turbine strings and placement of the turbines can avoid the identified sites and
isolates where feasible. Sites located along these corridors occupy limited portions of the
surveyed corridors and avoidance appears to be feasible. The isolates occupy a very
limited area and could be easily avoided during construction.
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®  Conduct additional cultural resources surveys of the Project powerline, primary access
roads, and construction staging areas, once these areas are more precisely identified, and
adjust their locations to avoid any potentially eligible cultural properties where feasible.

®  If development will include turbine strings ] and EE, complete further testing of the two
archaeological sites located along those turbine strings, and of any other potentially eligible
sites that prove to be unavoidable during final design, to determine their eligibility for
listing in the National Register. Design and implement scientific data recovery where
further testing confirms eligibility and avoidance is not feasible.

2.2.4 Hoctor Road Survey

Provide financial support for a detailed County assessment of the Hoctor Road roadway
condition prior to commencement of Phase 1 construction and following completion of Phase 1
construction to determine the amount of road damage caused by construction vehicles and to
allocate the appropriate costs to the Applicant.

2.2.5 Environmental Protection Plans

2.2.5.1 Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan

Prior to construction, develop a Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed Management Plan reviewed
by the Washington Noxious Weed Control Board that, at a minimum, addresses the following:

®  Stockpiling topsoils separately from other soils.

m  Specifications for reseeding any areas disturbed during construction with mixes that are
certified free of noxious weeds.

®  Specifications that any temporary seeding used for erosion control during construction
should also be accomplished with seed mixes certified free of noxious weeds. These
specifications should also be incorporated into the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan
discussed in Section 2.1.4.2 of the draft EIS.

®  Timing and application rates for seed mixes.
®  Specifications for reseeding disturbed bluebunch wheatgrass-Sandberg’s bluegrass and
bluebunch wheatgrass-Idaho fescue communities with seed mixes that include species

native to those communities, especially dominant species.

®m  Livestock exclusion from reseeded native grasslands in shrub-steppe habitat for at least two
to three years and until native vegetation is established.

®  Coordination with the CARES’ Columbia Windfarm #1 project to enhance long-term efforts
to control invasive weeds where the two project sites adjoin.
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®  Annual monitoring of restored and/or reseeded shrub-steppe habitat and communities for
noxious weeds and ongoing actions to control noxious weeds, until restoration vegetation
is reasonably established.

®  Measures for addressing requests of the Klickitat County weed coordination.
2.2.5.2 Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan

Prior to construction, develop a Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan
prepared in consultation with WDFW that includes the following:

® A site access plan that designates roads and directs construction workers to use existing
roads wherever possible.

®  Provisions for flagging the limits of construction and flagging and avoiding
environmentally sensitive areas that can be avoided consistent with the provisions of
Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 of this document while still meeting the Project objectives.
Environmentally sensitive areas include:

s High-quality native plant communities and priority habitats as described in
Section 2.2.2.

s Areas within 122 meters (400 feet) of any known western gray squirrel nest between
May 15 and September 30 for general construction and within 396 meters (1,300 feet)
for blasting or activities with similar noise impacts between May 15 and September 30.

s Areas within a 23-meter (75-foot) radius of any western gray squirrel nests.

s Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during October through
March unless subsequently modified by the USFWS through the Section 7 consultation
process. Any permanent buffers would also be established through the Section 7
consultation process and development of the Bald Eagle Management Plan.

s Areas within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of red-tailed hawk nests from April through July.

s The southern portion of the turbine string NN from April 1 to September 1 (breeding
season for Swainson’s hawk).

s From March 15 through July 15 areas within 488 meters (1,600 feet) of golden eagle
nests for general construction activities and from March 15 through July 15 within
1 mile for blasting or activities with similar noise impacts.

. Potentially eligible sites and isolates located along turbine strings A, B,E,L,O, U, Y,
Z, AA, BB, DD, GG and OO if final Project design confirms that they can be avoided.

s Other cultural resources identified during the studies outlined in Section 2.2.3.

®  Provisions for independent environmental monitoring during construction using County-
approved environmental monitors and a tribal monitor appointed by the Yakama Indian
Nation to ensure that flagged environmentally-sensitive areas are avoided.
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®  Provisions for training construction workers on the need to avoid cultural properties and
procedures to follow if previously unidentified cultural properties, including Indian graves,
are encountered during construction.

®  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prepared to comply with the requirements of the
Department of Ecology’s BaselineGeneral Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with
Industrial Activities (construction over 5 acres).

2.2.5.3 Operations Monitoring Plan

Prior to commercial operation, develop an Operations Monitoring Plan in consultation with
WDFW that includes the following:

®  Ongoing erosion monitoring on a weekly basis and after large rainfall or snowmelt events

®  Weekly monitoring of turbine sites to detect and correct any leakage of hydraulic or
lubricating fluids.

®  Monitoring the site for evidence of unauthorized use and providing additional security as
appropriate.

®  Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan developed in consultation with the USFWS,
BPA, and WDFW. The goals of the Avian Injury and Mortality Monitoring Plan would
include: 1) responding to the discovery of injured birds in order to improve their chances
for survival; 2) procedures for providing incident reports to the USFWS; and 3) procedures
for evaluating incident report data on a periodic basis and reporting findings to the USFWS
and WDFW.

2.2.5.4 Habitat Replacement/Mitigation Plan

Prior to commencement of commercial operation, develop a habitat replacement/mitigation plan
in consultation with WDFW addressing replacement through on-site or off-site preservation/
enhancement of oak/oak-pine woodland and Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass
community, with the goal of preserving similar quantity and quality of those habitats lost
through Project development.

2.2.5.5 Decommissioning Plan

Prior to commercial operation, provide a Decommissioning Plan for approval by the Klickitat
County Planning Department outlining the circumstances under which individual turbines will
be removed from the site, methods used to restore areas previously containing turbines, and
methods for decommissioning the overall Project and restoring the overall Project site to a
natural condition.
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2.2.6 Additional Mitigation Measures

The following additional mitigation measures would further reduce environmental impacts and
are included as part of the preferred alternative:

2.2.6.1 Design

Design road and turbine foundations and cut slopes in consultation with a professional
geotechnical engineer. If geotechnical studies and final design reveal any unstable slopes
that cannot be adequately stabilized during construction or over the period of Project
operation, avoid constructing permanent or temporary Project features in those areas.

Design structural foundations, buildings, and structures in accordance with Uniform
Building Code requirements for seismic zone 2B.

Design drainage ditches and culverts considering the effects of snowmelt, and use rock or
other channel protection in steeper drainage ditches and channels to reduce the potential
for erosion and sedimentation. Where technically feasible, limit utility trenches across
waters of the United States to a top trench width of 0.6 meters (2 feet) or less.

Provide reasonable and economically feasible design measures, to be approved by the
Klickitat County Department of Public Services, to prevent small mammals from burrowing
under foundations wherever foundations are less than 2 feet deep.

Design turbines to heights that do not require lighting. Design other limited site lighting,
if any, to conform with requirements of the Klickitat County Illumination Control overlay
zone.

Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted communications
transmitters and receivers when siting individual turbines in turbine strings M, G, I, K, Z,
CC, DD, NN, EE, and OO to guard against potential signal interference. Required
clearances between turbines and signals should be determined using methods generally
accepted by the communications industry.

Coordinate tower paint colors to be compatible with those proposed for the CARES
Columbia Windfarm #1 Project. Turbine blade colors are to be neutral except to the extent
that colors and patterns are recommended through consultation with the USFWS and
WDFW.

Design slab foundations with berms to reduce the potential for leakage of hydraulic fluids
and fuels to enter soil and water resources.
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2.2.6.2 Construction

Allow clearing and grading activities only from the late spring through early fall period
(June through October) and minimize grading disturbance to the maximum extent feasible
considering the need to minimize disturbance to Priority Habitats and avoid archaeological
resources.

To the extent present in the existing environment, retain at least 50 percent canopy cover
in oak woodlands within a 120-meter (400-foot) radius of known nest trees. To the extent
they are available, retain conifers (pine) for 25 percent of the remaining canopy cover.

Locate construction staging areas to avoid:

= High-quality native plant communities and priority habitats.
= Areas that would be clearly visible from US-97, SR-14, and 1-84.
s Cultural resources potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places

Flag environmentally sensitive areas and monitor construction consistent with the
Construction Environmental Protection and Monitoring Plan.

If any previously unidentified cultural resource properties are encountered during
construction, cease construction activities in the immediate vicinity of the site pending
evaluation by a qualified archaeologist and consultation with the State Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation to identify appropriate mitigation measures such as
avoidance or scientific data recovery.

Provide for lubrication and maintenance of construction equipment in contained areas and
use liquid-absorbing booms, socks, pads, or loose absorbent materials in the event of minor
spills of fuels, oils, lubricants, and other fluids.

Reduce noise levels during construction by employing the following types of measures:

= Turn off idling motor vehicles and construction equipment when not in use.
s Select the quietest effective setting for back-up alarms.
s Confine construction activities to daytime hours in proximity to homes.

Coordinate routing of Project construction traffic and travel times with the Department of
Public Services and with the CARES Columbia Windfarm #1 Project to reduce conflicts with
construction work on Hoctor Road scheduled for the summer of 1995.

To the extent economically feasible, schedule Project construction activities to avoid use of
Hoctor Road during likely periods of freeze/thaw cycles and comply with temporary
County weight restrictions when in effect.

Route construction traffic to the site in a manner that minimizes construction traffic on
Hoctor Road, to the extent feasible.
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®  Employ traffic safety precautions such as traffic control flaggers and signs warming of
construction activity and merging traffic.

®  Provide a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire suppression materials available
on site to allow immediate fire response.

®  Minimize or restrict high fire-risk activities during extreme dry weather periods.

®  Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely communication with the Fire
Department and other emergency services.

®  Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site during construction.

®  Prohibit construction personnel from smoking on the Project area except within designated
areas.

®  Provide all County emergency departments with controls to electronic gates.
®  Provide fire extinguishers and shovels on vehicles and equipment used during construction.
®  Restore temporary roads and staging areas to preconstruction grades.

®m  Restore all disturbed areas consistent with the Reseeding/Restoration/and Weed
Management Plan developed for the Project.

2.2.6.3 Operation

8  Coordinate with Washington, Oregon, and federal recreational facilities and areas, as well
as Washington and Oregon State Highway Departments, to provide signs directing
sightseers along I-84, SR-14, and US-97 to existing public facilities that provide safe viewing
areas of the Project site.

®  Provide liquid-absorbing pads under turbines to contain or collect lubricant spills during
turbine servicing.

®  Provide a clean looking facility free of debris and unused or broken down equipment by:
storing equipment and supplies off site, promptly removing any damaged or unusable
equipment from the site, and promptly repairing or decommissioning turbines that are not
functioning or prove to be uneconomically sited consistent with the Project
Decommissioning Plan.

®  Monitor operation consistent with the Operations Environmental Monitoring program
developed for the Project.

®  Maintain sound levels at sensitive receptor residences that are under the maximum levels
for receiving properties based on the receiving properties’ environmental designation for
noise abatement (EDNA) at WAC 173-60 subject to the temporary exceedances allowed in
state regulations.
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In the event of a complaint to the County that noise standards may be exceeded due to
Project turbines, require the Applicant to provide appropriate sound level measurements
on the complaintant’s property.

During welding operations, have a readily accessible water truck and chemical fire
suppression materials available on site to allow immediate fire response.

Minimize or restrict high fire-risk activities during extreme dry weather periods.

Provide Project staff with cellular phones to enable timely communication with the Fire
Department and other emergency services.

Provide appropriate sanitation facilities and potable water on site, if needed, during
operation.

Prohibit operating personnel from smoking on the Project area except within designated
areas.

Provide all County emergency departments with controls to electronic gates.

2.2.7 Mitigation Proposed by the Applicant

The Applicant’s proposal includes the following mitigation measures, which are also
incorporated into the Preferred Alternative:

®  Design and install turbine towers that do not require guy wires for support.
®  Design and install turbines using tubular towers with inside climbing ladders. Design the
ladders to meet all applicable health and safety standards.
®  Reduce the potential for electrocution and collisions by designing the 34.5-kV powerline
with raptor protection measures in accordance with the best practices contained in Suggested
Practices for Raptor Protection on Powerlines (Miller, 1975 or its most current release), or
Mitigating Bird Collisions with Powerlines: The State of the Art, 1994 (APLIC, 1994).
®  Provide turbines with overspeed protection including:
s Tachometers to constantly monitor rotor speed.
= A control system programmed to immediately shut-down the turbine by rapidly
pitching the blades to the "feather" position.
= In the event of a failure of the hydraulic power unit, a safety mechanism uses stored
pressure to pitch the blades to the "feather" position.
®  Design the turbine towers and foundation to survive wind speeds of 161 km per hour at
9 meters (100 mph at 30 feet) above the ground surface.
®  House gears and moving parts within the nacelle to contain sparks.
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®  Provide locks and high voltage warning labels on all control cabinets and transformer
cabinets.

®  Provide fencing and locking of the Project substation and providing warning signs about
the presence of high voltage equipment.

®  Provide radio-controlled locked gates onto the Project site and signs waming of high
voltage equipment and buried cable.

®  Locate the overhead powerline at least 61 meters (200 feet) from the turbines so that cranes
working on the turbines will be at a safe distance from the powerlines. Because of this
safety requirement, powerlines running along turbine strings would be located
underground.

®  Upgrade and use existing roads wherever feasible rather than building new roads.

®  Design roads with ditches and culverts sized to accommodate the 100-year storm.

®  Locate roads along ridgelines, where feasible, to reduce the amount of cut and fill (grading)
required.

®  Revegetate any disturbed areas that are not permanently occupied by Project features.

®  Provide a minimum 15-cm (6-inch) gravel surface on Project roads to reduce wind erosion.

®  Use non-reflective paints to reduce glare.

®  Locate turbines in strings to improve aesthetics by providing a more uniform-looking
development.

® Do not use pesticides and rodenticides during Project construction and operation. Avoid
the use of herbicides except as reasonably necessary for weed control.

®  Design turbine structures to fall below the 61-meter (200-foot) requirement for lighting
established by the Federal Aviation Administration.
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Part 3 — Corrections and Modifications
to the Draft EIS

3.1 Introduction

This part of the Final EIS corrects and modifies the text of the Draft EIS based on comments
received and on the modifications to the Proposed Action described in Part 1 of this document.
Deletions are shown in "strikeout" while additions are indicated by a double underline.

3.2 Corrections and Modifications

Changes to Summary

Replace the Draft EIS Summary with the Summary included in this document.

Changes to Part 1 - Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

Make the following modifications to Section 1.1.1, Existing Setting, third paragraph, second to last
sentence:

The overhead powerline would traverse approximately 3-2 2.4 hectares (8 6 acres) of
cultivated land, but most of this area could remain in agricultural use following Project
development.

Make the following modifications to Section 1.2.1, Applicant’s Objectives, first paragraph, third bulleted
item:

®  To initially deliver 50 MW of installed wind-powered rated capacity to three-investor-
ewned electrical utilities (Pac1f1Corp—P&get—-Se&mé—Pewef—aaé—Eigh&—€empaﬂy7 and
Portland General Electric with the possible future participation of Puget Sound Power
and Light or other utilities) that have entered into an agreement to purchase this
capacity in order to demonstrate the technical and economic feasibility of integrating
wind energy into their mix of generating resources.

Make the following modifications to Section 1.2.1, Applicant’s Objectives, second paragraph, last sentence:
Subsequent phases totalling up to 65 MW would be developed once options for additional

generating capacity are exercised by the three investor-owned utilities or once the Applicant
has entered into other sales agreements for the remaining rated capacity.
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Make the following modifications to Section 1.2.1, Applicant’s Objectives, second paragraph, second
bulleted item:

®m  Using medified tubular towers, designing powerline poles and lines with "raptor-
protection” measures and employing other design features to reduce the potential for
bird strikes or electrocution.

Make the following modification to Section 1.2.2, BPA Purpose and Need, first sentence:

As discussed in Section 1.2.1, PacifiCorp;Puget; and PGE have purchased a portion of the
Project’s generating capacity in order to understand the technical and economic feasibility
of integrating wind energy into their mix of generating resources and to meet a demand
for power.

Replace Figure 1.3 and all references thereto with Figure F.1, which is included in Part 2 of this
document.

Make the following modification to Section 1.4.1, Proposed Site Development, second paragraph, third and
fourth, sentences:

Construction of the powerline would temporarily disturb about 37 15 hectares (42 36 acres).
The powerline would permanently occupy about #4 11 hectares (34 28 acres).

Make the following modification to Section 1.4.1, Proposed Site Development, fourth paragraph:

The total amount of land that would be disturbed during construction is about 355
153 hectares (382 376 acres). After restoration of temporarily disturbed areas, Project
features would permanently occupy about 73 76 hectares (393 187 acres). Less than
2 hectares (less than 3 5 acres would be impervious surface-{see-Fable3-2).
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Replace Table 1.2 with the following:

TABLE 1.2
Summary of Project Features

Area Temporarily | Area Permanently
Features Disturbed Occupied

Hectares Acres Hectares Acres
Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road' 98 243 33 82
Powerline 15 4236 H11 34 28
New Primary Access Road? 27 66 24 58
Substation <1 1 <1 1
Upgraded Access Road 8 20 7 18
Construction Staging Area 4 10 0 0
TOTAL (rounded to closest hectare/acre) 455153 382376 7976 193 187

Assumes 30-meter (100-foot) disturbance corridor along turbine strings except where steep terrain
dictates the use of road switchbacks. Secondary roads along turbine strings are about 4 meters (12 feet)
wide plus associated drainage ditches.

Assumes area required for an approximately 5-meter (16-foot) primary road and associated drainage
ditches.

Make the following modification to Section 1.4.2.1 - Turbines, first paragraph, second sentence:

Each turbine consists of three main components: 1) the rotor/generator assembly; 2) a
modified tubular tower; and 3) a foundation supporting the entire turbine structure.

Replace Figure 1.7 and all references thereto with Figure F.2, which is included in Part 2 of this
document.

Make the following modification to Section 1.4.2.1, Turbines - Towers, first paragraph, first sentence:

The Applicant proposes to use smedified tubular steel towers as shown in Figure +7 F.2.

Make the following modification to Section 1.4.2.1, Turbines - Foundations, first paragraph:

Turbine foundations would be constructed in the 30-meter-wide (100-foot) corridor
disturbed along each turbine string during Project development. Following construction,
concrete foundations would occupy a cleared and graded area measuring approximately
6 meters by 6 meters (20 feet by 20 feet). Portions of Fthe graded area would have a
subgrade of compacted native soil and a gravel surface. Conerete foundations would
consist of a slab measuring approximately 6 meters by 6 meters (20 feet by 20 feet) that

would support the turbine tower. Concrete turbine foundations would be approximately
1.5to 3 meters (5 to 10 feet) deep. Conerete-foundations-would-consist-of-D-three-orfour

= : bines, cad e bt 6o (30 inches) i
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wealé—exteael—te—se&nd—-bedfeele The turbme towers would be secured by anchor bolts to
the pier foundations.

Modify Section 1.4.2.3, Overhead Powerline, first paragraph last two sentences as follows:

The length of the powerlme corrldor would be approx1mately 24-6 22 29 km (4-5—3 14 2 mlles)

Modify Section 1.4.5.1, Bird Protection, first paragraph, second bulleted item as follows:

®  Reducing the petential-for-turbine-towers-to-atiract-birds perching opportunities for
raptors by using a sedified tubular tower rather than a lattice tower structure.
(Research indicates that lattice towers may be used by birds for perching.)

Delete the third bulleted item from Section 1.4.5.1, Mitigation Proposed By the Applicant - Bird
Protection, as follows:

Make the following correction to Section 1.4.5.1, Bird Protection, fourth bulleted item:

®  Reducing the potential for electrocution and collision by designing the 34.5-kV
powerline in accordance with the most recent available

fa-pter—preteet-lea—meas&ﬁes
Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection _on Powerline, APLIC and Mitigating Bird

Collisions with Powerlines, APLIC.

Add the following item to Section 1.4.5.1, Mitigation Proposed By the Applicant - Bird Protection:

®  Avoiding the use of pesticides and rodenticides during construction and operation of
the Project.

Modify Section 1452, Mitigation Proposed By the Applicant - Safety Measures, final bulleted item as
follows:

®  Locating the overhead powerline at least 61 meters (200 feet) from the turbines so that
cranes working on the turbines will be at a safe distance from the powerlines.

Because of this safety measure, powerlines running along turbine strings would be
routed undergound.

Modify Figure 1.8 by including the new substation location.
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Modify Figure 1.9-Subarea Development Alternative to include the proposed new substation location and
associated adjustments to the powerline route.

Add the following discussion at the end of Section 1.5.4, No Action, following the sixth paragraph:

In addition, these CO, and NO, air emissions associated with gas-fired facilities may have
adverse effects on wildlife and forest resources, which should be considered in the
comparison.

Add the following discussion to Section 1.5.4, No Action, following the fifth paragraph:

On a per-MW basis, the BPA Resource Program EIS, which is incorporated by reference,
concludes that conservation (increased energy efficiency) in residential and commercial
buildings, industry, and agriculture has the lowest environmental impacts of all the
resources evaluated. The Resource Program EIS identifies concerns about the impacts of
increased energy efficiency on residential and commercial indoor air quality but concludes
that proper building techniques can help prevent any potential indoor air quality impacts.
No other significant environmental impacts are identified for conservation programs.

Replace the third paragraph in Section 1.7, Timing of Possible Approval (Short-term Uses vs. Long-term
Productivity/Irreversible/Irretrievable Commitments of Resources), with the following:

Deferring approval would provide time for additional studies of avian use, but could result
in cancellation of the Project due to the Applicant’s contractual obligations to deliver power.
This would eliminate an opportunity to demonstrate acommercial-scale windpower project
in Washington and could ultimately lead to development of additional fossil fuel generating
resources as discussed in Section 1.4 (No Action). In addition, cancellation of the Project
would eliminate a source of income to the agricultural property owners with whom the
Applicant has entered into easement agreements. Because of concerns about impacts to
Priority Habitats and avian use, especially bald eagle and peregrine falcon, providing some
additional time for careful routing of the Project powerline and for limited additional
studies of avian use while allowing a portion of the Project to be immediately constructed
(once all permits are obtained) may strike the appropriate balance between the Applicant’s
needs to meet its contractual obligations and resource agency concerns about protection of
environmental resources.

Changes to Part 2 — Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation Measures

Section 2.1 Earth

Modify Figure 2.1.2-Project Soils to include the proposed new substation location and associated
adjustments to the powerline route.

Make the following modification to Section 2.1.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Impacts - Earthwork
and Erosion, first paragraph, last two sentences:
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Together, these activities are expected to disturb about #55 153 hectares (382 376 acres)
during construction. Approximately 42 42 percent of this disturbance would occur on silt-
loam soils; about 23 percent would occur on cobbly silts and loamy sands; about 33 percent
would occur on unclassified soils; and about two percent would occur on steep, rocky
outcrops.

Insert the following discussion following the second paragraph of Section 2.1.4.1, Environmental Impacts -
Earthwork and Erosion:

There are currently 32 rock pits and sand and gravel pits that are permitted by the State
Department of Natural Resources in Klickitat County. There are eight permitted sand and
gravel pits in Klickitat County, excluding those operated by Klickitat County Public Works
and Klickitat County Port District No. 1. The eight pits are located 3 to 40 miles from the
Project site. Based on discussions with operators, it appears that there would be an
adequate supply of gravel in the vicinity of the Project to meet the Project’s demand for
gravel.

Add the following to Section 2.1.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, following the first bulleted item:

®  Minimizing soil disturbance from grading to the maximum extent reasonably feasible
given the need to maximize avoidance of Priority Habitats and archaeological sites.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.1.5.1, Alternative Powerline Route - Environmental
Impacts, first paragraph, second sentence:

The alternative powerline route would result in disturbance of about 17 hectares (41 acres)
compared to about 36 15 hectares (39 36 acres) for the route included in the Applicant’s
Proposed Action.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.1.8, No Action, third and fourth sentences:
However, impacts on earth resources associated with ongoing grazing and farming

activities would continue as they also would under the Proposed Action and alternatives.
These impacts would primarily include wind and water erosion associated with working

soil for cultivation and with loss of vegetation on areas that have historically been heavily
grazed.

Section 2.2 Water

Make the following correction to Section 2.2.3.1, second paragraph, fourth and fifth sentences:

Drainage to the east west of Bigby Road is generally to the Swale Creek basin. Drainage
to the west east of Bigby Road is generally to the Rock Creek basin.

Add the following mitigation measure to Section 2.2.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, following the
second bulleted item: '
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®  Provide slab foundations with berms to contain any leakage of hydraulic fluid, fuels,
or other fluids to earth and water resources.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.2.5, Alternative Powerline Route, first sentence:

This alternative would disturb slightly more area (2 hectares, 4 5 acres) than the Proposed
Action and could create a slightly greater potential for erosion, “but would generally have
the same level and types of impacts on water resources.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.2.8, No Action, last sentence:

Impacts to water resources associated with ongoing farming and grazing activities,
including sediment discharge associated with erosion caused by agricultural activities and
any non-point source pollution resulting from livestock, would continue; these agriculture-
related impacts would also continue under the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Section 2.3 Plants
Replace Figure 2.3.1 with Figure F.4 included in this document.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.3.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Impacts - Habitat/
Plant Community Impacts, first paragraph:

Approximately $48-heetares~(365-acres) 153 hectares (376 acres) of vegetation would be
removed or disturbed during Project construction. Approximately 73 percent of this
disturbance would occur within cultivated land or degraded rangeland. The remaining
disturbance would affect about 9 hectares 2-aeres) (21 acres) of Oregon white oak and
oak/pine, and about 22 hectares (54 acres) of shrub-steppe habitat including areas
containing native plant communities meeting Washington Natural Heritage Plan criteria for
high quality (see Table 2.3.5).

Impacts to the western habitat complex would include:

®  Disturbance of about 9 hectares 3-aeres) (20 acres) of shrub-steppe habitat including:
= 2 hectares (4 acres) of high-quality Douglas” buckwheat/ Sandberg’s bluegrass
s 5 hectares (12 acres) of high-quality bluebunch wheatgrass-Idaho fescue

®  Disturbance of about 2 hectares (5 4 acres) of Oregon white oak habitat.

®  Further fragmentation of the large habitat block, resulting in an increased potential for
invasion by noxious weeds.
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Replace Table 2.3.5 with the following:

TABLE 2.3.5
Direct Habitat Impacts

] Area Disturbed During Construction (Acres) i
. . Estimated . Shrub-Steppe
Turbine String mum # Range Cultivated Oak/Oak-Pine Junip Riparian
—— Bunchgrass' | Buckwheat®
A

A 13 4 0 0 0 0 1 0

B .1 30 0 0 0 0 4 0

C iy 13 0 0 0 3 3 0

D hiod 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

E Ay 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

F 23 19 0 0 0 0 2 0

G kxy 12 0 0 0 0 0 0

H T 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

J it 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

K 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

L 2 6 0 0 0 0 0 0

M A 2 0 0 0 2 2 0

PP A 1 0 0 0 5 0 0

N AES 0 0 5.5 0 0 0 0

o 19 5 0 0 0 0 1 0

P T <1 0 0 1 2 0 0

Q 9 3 2 0 0 3 0 0

R T 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

S T 0 0 0 0 <1 1 0

T 5 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

u b3 0 0 0 0 <1 1 0

Y b 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

w T 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

X n 10 0 0 7 0 0 0

Y 7 0 0 3.2 0 0 0 0

z ksl 4 0 <1 0 0 0 0

AA T 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

BB v 5 i 0 0 0 0 0

cC hal 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

DD 8 3 2 0 0 0 0 0

EE ? 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

FF v 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

GG v 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

HH 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0

KK 7 2 0 0 0 0 2 0

LL g 3 0 0 0 <1 0 0

NN iz} 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

0o 4 3 3 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Turbine Strings 181 12 10 8 19 19 0
Roads 43 4 6 4 4 7 0
Powerline 18 19 86 65 <1 4 <1 o
TOTAL® 242 243 2422 21 13 27 27 0

(98 heCtares) (39 E hect ares) (9 hectares) (5 hectares) (11 hectares) (11 hectares)

! High- and moderate-quality bunchgrass communities. See Table 2.3.4.

? High- and moderate-quality buckwheat communities. See Table 2.3.4.

3 An additional 10 acres would be disturbed by construction staging areas that have not yet been located by the Applicant.

‘ Assumes 100-foot disturbance along turbine strings plus additional disturbance where switchbacks are required; 45-foot disturbance along
primary access roads; and 20-foot disturbance along overhead powerline corridors.

® Although a total of about 345 turbines would be required to achieve the 115-MW rated caBaci‘t_z Eroased by the Applicant, the exact
number of turbines in each string will not etermined until final design. The indicated maximum in each string provides a "worse case”
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Add the following mitigation measure at Section 2.3.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation Measures,
following the seventh bulleted item:

®  To the extent that Oregon White Oak and Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass
areas cannot be avoided, replace lost habitat through on-site or off-site enhancement
and preservation of similar habitat (quantity and quality) in consultation with WDFW.

Add the following requirement for the reseeding/restoration/weed management plan called for under
Section 2.3.4.2, Mitigation Measures:

s Measures for addressing requests of the Klickitat County weed coordinator.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.3.5.1, Alternative Powerline Route - Environmental
Impacts, first paragraph:

The alternative powerline route would disturb about 17 hectares (41 acres) of vegetation
compared to about 16-heetares<39-aeres) 15 hectares (36 acres) of vegetation disturbed by
the powerline route included in the Proposed Action. The alternative powerline would
reduce the amount of oak habitat disturbed by the Project by about 43 10 percent (about
12 1.6 hectares or 3 4 acres) and potentially aveid reduce potential unpacts to nesting gray
squlrrels (see Section 2.4). The alternative powerline route would also reduce the amount
of shrub-steppe habitat disturbed by the Project by about 10 percent (about 2 hectares or
5 acres). Most of the shrub-steppe habit that would be avoided consists of high-quality
bluebunch wheatgrass-ldaho fescue communities.

Replace Table 2.3.8 with the following:

TABLE 2.3.8
Direct Habitat Impacts Subarea Development Alternatives
(Phase 1 Construction)

| Habitat Disturbed Hectares (Acres) |
Shrub-Steppe ]
d . . .
Total Rangeland | Cultivated | Oak Juniper Bunchgrass | Buckwheat Riparian
Option 1 66-t64) | 534131 <+ 28441 0(0 503) 5(13) .1 0(0
67 (166) | 54 (132) 2 (4)
S} .  ——
Option 2 7Z79h | 44009 942 8 (19 5(13) &4 6 (14) 0 (0)
78 (193) | 45(110) 8 (20) 7 (17)
R ke B A

Make the following changes to Section 2.3.8 No Action, first paragraph, last sentence:

Ongoing grazing and cultivation, which would also occur under the Proposed Action and

alternatives, could, however, result in continued displacement of native shrub-steppe, oak,
and juniper habitats on the site.
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Section 2.4 Wildlife (Non-Avian)

Make the following modifications to Section 2.4.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts - Habitat Loss, first
paragraph:

As discussed in Section 2.3.4.1, about 148-heetares—(365-aeres) 153 hectares (376 acres) of
vegetation would be disturbed during construction. About 75—heetares—(393—aeres)
76 hectares (187 acres) would be permanently occupied by Project features. This represents
about 1.5 percent of the total site area. About 14-heetares<34-aeres) 11 hectares (28 acres)
would be occupied by the powerline, which would continue to provide some wildlife
habitat.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.4.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts - Habitat Loss, third
paragraph, first and-secons sentences:

Disturbance of Priority Habitats would include about 9—heetares—22-aeres) 9 hectares
(21 acres) of oak and oak/pine woodland, 5 hectares (13 acres) of scattered juniper, and
22 hectares (54 acres) of shrub-steppe habitat.

Add the following into Section 2.4.4.2, Proposed Action - Impacts - Habitat Loss, following the third
paragraph:

The loss of these habitats would represent a corresponding loss in breeding habitat for
several associated species, including western bluebird, Merriam'’s turkey, juniper hairstreak,
and western gray squirrel, among others.

Add the following discussion to Section 2.4.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts - Common Species, following
the last paragraph:

In addition, slab foundations may attract rodents and other small animals that are prone
to burrow under such structures. While turbine slab foundations typically would range in
depth from 1.5 to 3 meters (5 to 10 feet), where burrowing would typically not be a
problem, other foundation structures may present burrowing opportunities. The attraction
of these animals to turbine areas could increase avian prey base in the vicinity of the
turbines.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.4.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts - Special Status Species,
first paragraph, first sentence:

The projected loss of less than 9-heetares—~22-aeres) 9 hectares (21 acres) of oak and
oak/pine woodlands, would potentially reduce local on-site populations of western gray
squirrel, which is a state-threatened species.

Made the following modifications to Section 2.4.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, second and third
bulleted items:

®  To the extent existing in the environment, rRetain at least 50 percent canopy cover in
oak woodlands within a 120-meter (400-foot) radius of known nest trees. To the
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extent these species are available, retain conifers (pine) for 25 percent of the remaining
canopy cover.

®  Avoid general construction activity within 122 meters (400 feet) of any known western
gray squirrel nest between May 15 and September 30, and avoid blasting or activities
with similar noise levels within 396 meters (1,300 feet) between May 15 and

September 30.

Add the following mitigation measures to Section 2.4.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation Measures:

®  Provide reasonable and feasible design measures, to be approved by the Klickitat
County Department of Public Services, to prevent small mammals from burrowing
under foundations that extend less than 2 feet in depth below the ground surface.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.4.5.1, Alternative Powerline Route - Environmental
Impacts, first sentence:

The alternative powerline route would reduce the amount of oak and oak/pine habitat

disturbed by about 3-2-heetares3-acres) 1.6 hectares (4 acres) and would largely avoid the two
relatively large blocks of this habitat located in the western and central areas of the site.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.4.7.1, Subarea Development Alternative - Environmental
Impacts, first paragraph, third and fourth sentences:

Both options would reduce Phase 1 impacts to Oregon white oak habitat, relative to the
Proposed Action. Option 1 would result in a Phase 1 loss of 2-heetares(5-aeres) 2 hectares
(5 acres) of this habitat type; Option 2 would result in a loss of 8 hectares (19 acres).

Section 2.5 Birds
Add the following the Section 2.5.2, Regulations, Standards, and Guidelines, following the second paragraph:

These laws contain prohibitions on taking individuals of protected species that were
primarily designed to penalize active, intentional conduct such as unpermitted hunting or
commercial use. There have been conflicting court decisions about whether and in what
circumstances these prohibitions apply to unintentional conduct such as the construction
or maintenance of facilities with which birds or other protected species might collide or
otherwise be harmed. USFWS issued an April 28, 1994 memorandum that focuses the
inquiry in these circumstances on the windpower developer’s efforts to reduce the impact
on wildlife and to develop safer windpower technology, rather than viewing individual
collisions as violations of the law. USFWS has not yet determined whether particular avian
mortality permits will be required for windplant installation, insofar as it will not consider
takings violations to occur where the operator is exercising such appropriate care.

Whether or not a permit for limited taking of protected species is issued, the USFWS may
direct that the windplant be constructed and operated to meet certain stipulations to reduce
impacts to birds and other wildlife. Stipulations could include, but are not limited to, using
state-of-the-art technology known to minimize wildlife impacts (e.g., using results of
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research conducted by KENETECH's avian task force), locating facilities away from known
avian concentration areas, and scheduling windplant operations to avoid disturbing avian
wildlife during defined critical periods.

This EIS evaluates the full range of estimated avian mortalities and impacts (and those
relating to other protected wildlife species) that might be covered by such permits or
stipulations, if any.

Make the following modification to Section 2.5.3.1, Special Status Species - General, third paragraph, first
sentence: .

Osprey, long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike, sandhill crane, northern goshawk,
ferruginous hawk, and ash-throated flycatcher;. and-Lewis—weedpeeker were observed
infrequently in the Project area.

Add the following paragraph into Section 2.5.3.1, Special Status Species, at the end of the section:

Lewis’ Woodpecker (State Candidate)

Lewis’ woodpecker is widely distributed throughout Washington. It is primarily associated
with ponderosa pine and cottonwood riparian areas (Rodrick and Milner, 1992). The
species was observed to be fairly common within and near oak and oak/pine woodlands
on the Project site during the winter and was also observed flying in rangeland and other
open areas.

Add the following paragraph into Section 2.5.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Impacts - Other
Special Status Species, following the third paragraph:

While these woodpeckers do not exhibit behaviors suspected to be associated with avian
mortality at wind power projects (i.e., diving for prey, foraging in flight), the Project could
cause some incidental mortality to this species.

Make the following modification to Section 2.5.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, first bulleted item:

®  Avoid construction activities within 400 meters (1,300 feet) of bald eagle roosts during
October through March unless buffer requirement is modified through the Section 7
consultation process with the USFWS. Any permanent buffer requirements should be
established through the Section 7 process and in the Bald Eagle Management Plan for
the Project.

Add the following mitigation measures at Section 2.5.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation Measures,
following the second bulleted item:

®  Avoid construction activities on the southern portion of turbine string NN during the
breeding season for Swainson’s hawk (April 1 to September 1).

®  Avoid general construction activities within 488 meters (1,600 feet) of golden eagle
nests from March 15 through July 15, and avoid blasting or other activities with
similar noise levels within 1,300 feet between March 15 and July 15.
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Section 2.6 Cultural Resources

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.1, Cultural Resources - Studies and Coordination, fourth
paragraph, second sentence through end of paragraph:

Although neither the Yakama Nation nor the Umatilla provided comments during EIS
scoping or on the cultural resources study plan, Yakama tribal staff subsequently expressed
concerns about Project impacts to esltaral archaeological sites, traditional cultural
properties, habitat, and native plants that have traditionally provided food and medicine,
degradation of surface water quality, and impacts to fish habitat, aesthetic impacts, and
noise and air pollution. The lead agencies have corresponded and held meetings with
Yakama staff and members of the Yakama Tribal Council Culture Committee to discuss
these concerns. In addition, the Yakama Cultural Resources Program has been conducting
oral history interviews of tribal elders regarding traditional cultural use in the Columbia
Hills area. Information gained-te-date from reviewing tapes of these oral history interviews
is summarized in this EIS.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.3, Affected Environment - Ethnography, first paragraph,
first and third sentences:

Ethnographlc bands that included the Columbia Hills within their territory and-that-speke

may have included Skin, Wayampam, and Umatilla groups. These
groups generally shared the same culture. In the vicinity of the Project site, villages were
located along the Columbia River just west of Wishram, at Wishram, and at the mouth of
Rock Creek, near where a longhouse group is located today.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.3, Affected Environment - Archaeological and Historical
Resources, last sentence of the first paragraph:

Project features that have not been precisely located by the Applicant, or that might be
shifted based on the results of the overall environmental review for the Project were not
surveyed; surveying these areas is identified as mitigation in Section 2.6.4.2.

Add the following paragraph to Section 2.6.3, Affected Environment - Archaeological and Historical
Resources, following the second paragraph:

A Yakama staff archaeologist has stated that he believes the entire Columbia Hills area is
eligible for listing in the National Register as an Historic District based on the
archaeological sites that occur in the Project Area and its traditional cultural use by the
Yakama (Lothson, 1995). Consultation with the State Archaeologist indicates that a
Multiple Property Listing determination may be appropriate to recognize the potential
National Register eligibility of the National Register-eligible archaeological sites and
traditional cultural properties in the Project vicinity. The cultural resources inventory for
the Project cannot provide sufficient information to determine if the entire Columbia Hills
area is eligible as an Historic District because the Project does not encompass the entire
Columbia Hills area. A Multiple Property Listing determination can recognize sites that
represent a series of types, but it does not require exact boundaries as does an Historic
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District. 1n addition, a Multiple Project Listing determination allows the later recognition
of additional site types and specific sites.

Modify the discussion of Traditional Cultural Properties in Section 2.6.3 as follows:

Traditional Cultural Properties

Traditional cultural properties, including cultural landscapes, may be listed in the National
Register if they have defined boundaries and meet other requirements for listing. Klickitat
County and BPA contacted both the Yakama Indian Nation and the Confederated Tribes
of the Umatilla Indian Reservation during Project scoping but received no scoping
comments. Klickitat County and BPA have also sought oral history information from the
Yakama Indian Nation that might indicate if any National Register-eligible traditional
cultural properties are present in the Columbia Hills area. (Such information includes site
location, type of use, and its cultural importance.) As-effanuary11-1995; Yakama staff had
conducted and taped oral history interviews with five nine elders who have ties to and
knowledge of the Columbia Hills area. Some concerns about the oral history data should
be noted. Yakama staff did not include the lead agency’s cultural resource specialist in the
design or implementation of the oral history interviews, precluding any participation in the
framing of interview questions as well as any requests for clarification of the elders’
statements. In addition, most of the interviews were conducted in the Native language
with brief summaries of questions and statements in English. The interviewer appeared

to ask leading questions and sometimes prompt answers based on his knowledge of the
area. It is difficult to determine the accuracy of information that was given to interviewees.
Yakama staff do not know when translations of the taped information will be available,
although they have stated that they will produce a report on their study by June 30, 1995.

Thus, the protocol for collecting the data from which the following information is derived
accords with Yakama cultural practice rather than with anthropological methods.

Information on the Columbia Hills area available from consultation with the Yakama Indian
Nation te-date and e from review of oral history tapes indicates the area’s ethnographic
uses included plant gathermg‘ and hunting, travel, ard camping, and vision questing. The
Columbia Hills landform appears to hold cultural heritage importance to those Yakama
people who trace their ancestry to the vicinity. Elders stated that the ridge connects the
area of the Rock Creek longhouse on the east to the Lyle area on the west. Along the ridge
are such legend-associated features as Juniper and Skinpum Points (Juniper Point is located
on the CARES Project site; Skinpum Point is located east west of US-97 [see Figure 2.6-1]).
In Luna Gulch, north of Hoctor Road, is a rock that represents a woman who was turned
to stone in the legend time. A cinder cone that the Yakama elders call "Tick" or "Hoolie-
Eye' lies to the north of the Columbia Hills. In the legendary flood, animals and people
sheltered high on the ridge, partieslasly-at including Juniper Point and Skinpum Point, and
elders say they have seen the remains of logs that washed up on the high slopes of the
ridge. The height of the ridge gives it a spiritual quality. Eagles frequent the ridge, and
eagle feathers figure into Yakama religious ceremonies. Spirit quests took place along the
ridge, where songs for ceremonial use came to people. Springs that issue from the sides
of the ridge remind the elders of stars in the sky. The Yakama have gathered traditional
subsistence and medicinal plants at places along the ridge, and unmarked burials may
occur there. Elders have stated that they believe spirits still reside in the Columbia Hills
area. In addition, the Rock Creek Canyon, located east of the Columbia Hills, has religious
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value for the Yakama. The original Rock Creek Village site is considered sacred by the
Yakama because it was associated with an Indian prophet. The longhouse at Rock Creek
is currently used for religious practices.

Yakama Nation members have stated that its Dreamer Prophets received guidance from
pirits in the Columbia Basin through dreams and revelations regarding how their religion
should be practiced. Individuals used Juniper Point as one of their sites for "vision
guesting” because of its views of all four directions. Vision questing involves extended
presence in a traditional cultural area such as Juniper Point where spirits may contact an
individual seeking guidance through dreams or revelations.

It is unclear from the elders’ statements whether some of the qualities they mentioned
apply to the entire Columbia Hills or are limited to specific places. Based on information
gathered to date, Juniper Point sight appears to qualify for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property for its value as a legend site and a place
where the Yakama dug roots, collected juniper for medicinal uses,and conducted spirit

quests. Juniper Point would form part of a National Register-eligible Multiple Property

Listing as an example of one type of traditional cultural property. Juniper Point is the only
specific location in the immediate vicinity of the KENETECH Project that has been

specifically and consistently identified by the Yakama elders interviewed. The information
reviewed to date does not suggest a distinctly bounded traditional cultural landscape that
would include the Project site and that would be eligible for listing in the National Register.
The Yakama, however, likely consider all of the aboriginal territory as a traditional cultural
landscape.

(12

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.3, Affected Environment - Ethnobotany, last sentence of
the first paragraph:

Owners of property in the Project Area were interviewed and stated that they do not have
arrangements or agreements with Native American individuals or groups to allow access

to private lands for gathering, and have not observed root digging on their lands in recent
years,

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.3, Affected Environment - Views of Yakama Elders about
the Project Area, first paragraph, last two sentences:

They feel that the Project weuld-ret-help-this-situation could further restrict their access to
the area. The elders do not like the way the area is being used today, believing livestock
grazing and other uses destroy the natural environment.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts - Traditional Cultural
Properties, first paragraph:

Traditional Cultural Properties

As discussed in Section 2.6.3, Juniper Point, located south of the Project site, sight appears
to be eligible for listing as a traditional cultural property. Consultation with the Yakama
Indian Nation is ongoing, and there is some potential that the occurrence of other
traditional cultural properties could be revealed through this ongoing consultation process
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with the Yakama Indian Nation. Some of the closer KENETECH wind turbine strings
would be visible from Juniper Point. Specifically, turbine string M would be located
roughly 1 km (0.6 miles) to the west/northwest of the top of Juniper Point. Turbine string
K would be located about 1.6 km (1 mile) to the southwest of the top of Juniper Point. The
remainder of turbine strings in the western portion of the KENETECH site would be
located about 2.4 to 48 km (1.5 to 3 miles) from the top of Juniper Point. The closest
turbine string to the northeast would be located more than 3.2 km (2 miles) away.

to-aveid,-minimizeor-mitigate-impaets: Juniper Point’s character-defining features as a
traditional cultural property include use as a vision-questing site, where seeing views in
all directions and receiving messages from the spirits were important. In addition, the
elders’ have stated their opposition to the Project. Construction and operation of the
proposed Washington Windplant #1 would not result in changes to Juniper Point but
would alter views from the point, primarily to the southwest and northeast since turbines
would be visible in_the distance in those areas. Thus, although the Yakama do_not
currently have access to Juniper Point and although industrial/utility development
currently exists on the point and to the south along the Columbia River, the proposed
Project would indirectly impact the traditional cultural value of Juniper Point to the
Yakama by altering its potential suitability as a vision-questing site.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.4.1, Impacts - Ethnobotany:

Development of the Project, as proposed by the Applicant, would result in temporary
disruption of plants and habitat during construction and a reduction of acreage of plants
and habitat as discussed in Section 2.3. Shrub-steppe, juniper, and oak-pine habitats (see
Section 2.3), contain plant species and varieties that have traditionally been used by Native
Americans. Consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation revealed their claims to these

resources as part of their Treaty of 1855 "reserved rights" despite the fact that the Project
lands are in private ownership and the rulings of courts that privately-owned lands are not
"open and unclaimed lands” within the meaning of the Treaty of 1855. It is difficult to
evaluate these claims because of cultural diversity. Many claims have foundations in long-
standing opposition to any use of ceded lands for purposes inconsistent with traditional
cultural uses of hunting, gathering and spiritual life. Current grazing and agricultural uses

have also been resisted by Native American interests. HeweveraAccess to site properties,
which are all privately owned, is not currently provided to Native Americans by the

present property owners, and Project development would not alter the status of access
agreements. Fherefere~Based on this, the Project is not expected to change the current
availability of plant resources to Native American groups.

Add the following discussion at the end of Section 2.6.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts, after the paragraph
on Ethnobotany:

Treaty Reserved Rights

The Yakama Nation claims a continued right to use of the resources of the Project site
under the "Reserved Rights" doctrine, including the continuation of off-reservation hunting,
fishing, gathering of roots and berries, and the pasturing of horses and cattle upon open
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and unclaimed lands. The courts have stated that land in private ownership, particularly
where it is obvious to a reasonable person that the land is privately owned, is not "open
and unclaimed” land for which the Yakama can exercise their reserved hunting and
gathering rights.

Under the Yakama Nation view that it did not grant rights to all the resources on the ceded
lands in the Columbia Hills in the treaty of 1855, the Proposal and all alternatives, except
the No Action Alternative, would involve additional uses of the Project site which are
incompatible with traditional uses and reserved rights for hunting and gathering, which is
regarded by Yakama Nation elders as a significant impact. Under the No Action
Alternative, current grazing and other agricultural uses, and the posting of "no trespassing”
signs by landowners, has a similar impact on traditional uses and reserved rights for
hunting and gathering, but would not involve the proposed action’s additional
incompatible uses. Under the Proposed Action and all alternatives, denial of access to
Native Americans could continue as a privilege of property ownership by non-Indians.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, first paragraph, first
paragraph:

Mitigation measures for National Register-eligible cultural properties include avoidance of
impacts, minimization of impacts, and scientific data recovery for archaeological properties
eligible under Criterion D. Avoidance is generally the preferred mitigation strategy for
archaeological ewltaral properties that are fragile and cannot be replaced. For
archaeological deposits, avoidance is preferred over scientific data recovery because it is
impractical t recover all possible data from such sites. No direct mitigation measures for
adverse Project effects on the Juniper Point Traditional Cultural Property appear feasible

or acceptable to the Yakama Nation.

Add the following mitigation measures to Section 2.6.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation, following the last
bulleted item:

m  Allow for and support a tribal environmental monitor, appointed by the Yakama
Indian Nation, to ensure that flagged archaeological sites are avoided during
construction.

®  In the event the Yakama Indian Nation’s Culture Program reverses its decision to
refuse to negotiate an agreement with BPA and Klickitat County regarding mitigation
for impacts to traditional Cultural Properties, continue consultation to identify any
reasonable and feasible measures that are acceptable to the Yakama Indian Nation to
mitigate adverse effects on Juniper Point as a traditional cultural property.

Make the following modification to Section 2.6.9, Cultural Resources - Significant Unavoidable Adverse
Impacts:

Peint; Significant unavoidable adverse imgact on archaeological resources would not be
expected to result from development of the Proposed Action or alternatives if the mitigation
identified above (avoidance, further testing, and scientific data recovery) is imglementec_._
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Indirect impacts on Juniper Point as a traditional cultural property would likely be

considered significant by the Yakama Indian Nation.

Add the following to Section 2.7.4.1, Proposed Action - Impacts, Operation, at the end of the fifth
paragraph:

It should also be noted that some turbines may be on shorter towers than the assumed
120-foot tower for the analysis of aesthetics and that the number of turbines in certain areas
would be less than assumed (see revised Table 2.3.5 for the assumed maximum number of
turbines per string).

Section 2.7 Aesthetics

Make the following modification to Section 2.7.8, No Action, last sentence:

Aesthetic impacts associated with ongoing farming and ranching activities and with existing
communication and utility facilities in the Columbia Hills would continue under the No

Action Alternative as they would under the Proposed Action and alternatives.
Section 2.8 Land Use

Make the following modification to Section 2.8.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Impacts - Land Use
and Zoning, second paragraph, second and third sentences:

During construction approximately 448-heetares<365-aeres) 153 hectares (376 acres) of the
site;exeluding-existing-roads; would be disturbed. Disturbed lands that are currently used

dlrectly for range or agrlculture 1nc1ude about 97—heeha¥es4249—aeres)—ef—t&nge—-19—heetases

h&b&t&t—that—mey—be—&&emtﬁenﬂy&used—fer—graz—mg— 98 hectares (243 acresz of range‘
9 hectares (22 acres) of land currently under cultivation, and 22 hectares (54 acres) of shrub-
steppe habitat that may be intermittently used for grazing.

Make the following modification to Section 2.8.4.1, Proposed Action - Environmental Impacts -Land Use
and Zoning, third paragraph, first sentence:

Following construction, permanent Project features (excluding existing access roads) would
occupy about Z-heetares-{I76-acres) 69 hectares (169 acres) or about 1.5 percent of the site.

Make the following modification to the final sentence of Section 2.8.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation
Measures as follows:

je Hee—i ? 6 S ion- Although site
hghtmg has not been 2rogosed= any future modlﬁcatlon to mclude limited site hghtmg

must conform to the Klickitat Countx illumination ordinance. Turbine structures are not
proposed to heights that would require lighting by the FAA.
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Section 2.11 Transportation

Make the following modification to Section 2.11.4.2, Proposed Action - Mitigation Measures, third
bulleted item:

®  To the extent economically feasible, sSchedule Project construction activities to avoid
use of Hoctor Road during likely periods of freeze/thaw cycles and comply with

temporary County weight restrictions when in effect.
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Section 2.12 Public Services and Utilities

Make the following modification to Table 2.12.1, Communication Systems Near the Washington

Windplant #1 Site:

TABLE 2.12.1

Communication Systems Near the Washington Windplant #1 Site

Owner/Operator l

Type

Location

Description/
Direction

Klickitat County Rural Fire
District # 7

Microwave Repeater

—
Juniper Point

UHF, 2.3 GHz to Goldendale
omnidirectional

Klickitat Valley Hospital

2 Radio Repeaters

Juniper Point

UHF repeater, VHF
transmission, omnidirectional

Mid Columbia Medical
Center

Radio Repeater

Juniper Point

VHF, 75 Mhz,
omnidirectional

Klickitat County Sheriff’s
Department

2 Radio Repeaters

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional and
UHF, link to Goldendale

Klickitat County Roads
Division

Radio Repeater

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional

Klickitat County Public
Utility District

Microwave Repeater and
Radio Repeater

Juniper Point

VHA and microwave to
Goldendale, omnidirectional

Intertribe Fisheries
Department

Radio Repeater

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional

Wheeler Communication

2 Radio Repeaters

Juniper Point

UHF, omnidirectional

Immigration Department

2 Radio Repeater possibly

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional

Department of Natural
Resources

2 Radio Repeaters,
possibly

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional

Army Corps of Engineers

Radio Repeaters

Juniper Point

VHF, omnidirectional

Columbia Aluminum

Radio Repeater

Juniper Point

UHF, omnidirectional

Not Known Ham Repeater Juniper Point 140 MHz

BATS Towing 2 Radio Repeaters Juniper Point VHF link to Biggs and UHF
base to Pasco

Don Coats Radio Repeater Juniper Point UHF, omnidirectional

Columbia Basin Cable

Microwave Repeater

Observatory Hill

To Goldendale

Cellular One

2 Microwave Repeaters

Luna Point and Haystack
Butte

To Roosevelt and to
Goldendale and between

‘ Luna Point and Haystack
Butte
SR

Valley Communication

Radio Repeater

Haystack Butte

To Goldendale

KLCK Radio Microwave Repeater Haystack Butte To Goldendale

KMCQ Radio 2 Microwave Repeaters Haystack Butte and To Goldendale
Stacker Butte

KYYT Radio Microwave Repeater Haystack Butte To Goldendale
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Make the following modification to Table 2.12.2:

TABLE 2.12.2
Potentially Affected Communication Systems

Owner/Operator Location Turbrff:;ri:'gggra 1:§::tially I
Klickitat County Rural Fire District #7 Juniper Point M I
Klickitat County Sheriff’s Department Juniper Point M l
Klickitat County Public Utility District Juniper Point M i
BATS Towing Juniper Point G, I K I
Cellular One Luna Point and Haxstack Butte Zi CCi DDi EEi NN, OO I

Add the following paragraph to Section 2.12.3.1, Impacts - Communication System, following
Table 2.12.2:

There are methods used to determine required clearances that are generally accepted by the
communication industry. Based on known locations of turbine strings and transmitter
locations, required clearances can be calculated. Standard methods consider both the
tendency of microwave signals to bend downward as a result of atmospheric conditions
and the increasing area required to transmit signal energy the further it is from other
transmitters. Information from Cellular One indicates that required clearances where their
signals cross turbine strings would likely be less than 100 feet.

Make the following modifications to Section 2.12.3.2, ninth bulleted item:

®  Precisely determine the location and frequency of potentially impacted
communications transmitter and receivers when siting individual turbines in turbine
strings M, G, [, K, Z,_ CC, DD, EE, NN, and OO. Required clearances between turbines

and _signals should be determined using methods generally accepted by the
communications industry.

Changes to Part 3, Cumulative Impacts

Modify Section 3.2.1, Summary Project Descriptions - Washington Windplant #1,
third paragraph, second bulleted item as follows:

B 24:6 229 kilometers (353 14.2 miles) of overhead 34.5-kV powerline.

Modify Section 3.2.1, Summary Project Descriptions - Washington Windplant #1,
fourth paragraph, last two sentences as follows:

Up to 155-heetares+(382-aeres) 153 hectares (376 acres) or about three percent of the site

would be disturbed during construction. Project features would permanently occupy about

#9-heetares-193-acres) 76 hectares (187 acres), or about 1.5 percent of the site.
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Replace Table 3.1 with the following:

TABLE 3.1

Summary of Kenetech Project Features

Area Temporarily | Area Permanently
Features Disturbed Occupied
_ Hectares 1[ Acres Hectares Acres
Turbine String and New Secondary Access Road' - 98 T 23 33 82
Powerline 215 42 36 411 34 28
New Primary Access Road’ 27 66 24 58
Substation <1 1 <1 1
Upgraded Access Road 8 20 18
Construction Staging Area 10 0
TOTAL (rounded to closest hectare/acre) 455 153 382 376 79 76 493 187
- b

Assumes 30-meter (100-foot) disturbance corridor along turbine strings except where steep terrain dictates the

use of road switchbacks. Secondary roads along turbine strings are about 4 meters (12 feet) wide plus

associated drainage ditches.

Assumes area required for an approximately 5-meter (16-foot) primary road and associated drainage ditches.

Modify Figure 3.1 to show the modified substation location and associated powerline changes.

Modify Section 3.3.1, Earth, fourth paragraph second to last sentence as follows:
Together, these Projects would disturb approximately $87-heetares<466-actes) 185 hectares

(460 acres) of soil.

Replace Table 3.3 with the following:

TABLE 3.3
Cumulative Soil Disturbances
) KENETECH CARES Cumulative' |
Soil Type
Hectares Acres Hectares Acres Hectares Acres J
Silt Loam (slope >15%) 37 92 2 6 39 98
I Silt Loam (slope <15%)' 28 27 69 66 14 34 38 37 84 91
I Cobbly Silt Loam, Loamy Sand 36 35 88 86 15 39 50 49 25 123
] Rock Outcrop 3 8 6 15 9 23
| Non-Classified, Unmapped' 54 50 +26 124 0.4 1 51 426 125
I TOTAL 355153 382 376 38 95 187 185 466 460
el e . =

1

The existing access road at the Hoctor Road and Miller Road intersection will be upgraded for access to

CARES site and would be upgraded to access KENETECH turbine string M. Therefore, the cumulative impact

is not strictly additive.
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Modify Section 3.3.3, Plants, fourth paragraph, second sentence as follows:

Direct impacts from construction of both projects would include disturbance of about six
percent of overall existing vegetation in this complex, including 3-heetares—+6—aeres) of
oak/oak pine, and 40 acres of shrub-steppe.

Replace Table 3.4 with the following:

TABLE 3.4
Direct Impacts to Western Habitat Complex
KENETECH CARES Total
Hectares + Acres Hectares Acres Hectares Acres
Buckwheat! | 32 84 17 43 2019 5147
JR JAE. — I .
Bunchgrass' 5 B312 15 37 20 50 49
Oak/Oak Pine 2 54 <1 <1 3 65
Totals 199 26 20 33 81 43 42 167 101
Hesestesneelill il

1

Shrub-steppe habitats.

Replace Figure 3.2 with Figure F.5, included in this document.

Modify Section 3.3.6, Cultural Resources, first paragraph, first three sentences as follows:

Background research and cultural resources fieldwork identified a total of 144 esltural
reseuree- archaeological properties on the KENETECH and CARES project sites. Twenty-
tow of the properties are sites, while the remaining }_}ro erties are isolates or caimns.
Nineteen of the exltaral archaeological sites on the KENE EgH Project site and eight of the
eudtural archaeological sites on the ES Project site are eligible or potentially e iﬁible for
the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D because they may be likely to
yield information important to history or prehistory.

Modify Section 3.3.6, Cultural Resources, second paragraph as follows:

In addition, review of oral history information prepared te-date by the Yakama Indian Nation
indicates that Juniper Point, on the CARES site, might qualify for listing as a traditional
cultural property due to its importance to the Yakama for plant gathering, wildlife, and vision

. OTIot e t1O syame -
= 5 - O
. .

= N Prainn

e wamceg= gy S

RO v = - 7 eszivawe . "--'--"--' -4 -‘.' .;‘ - ‘.:. 'Ihe
CARES ProP’ would directly im%afct !uniEer Point as a traditional cultural property by
acing wind turbines on the site. e Project would indirectly impact Juniger
oint as a traditional cultural property because wind turbines would be visible from the point,

which would attect its potential suitability, in the view of the Yakama, for vision guests. In
addition, the Yakama have stated that they believe alterations to wind patterns wmﬂ% disturb

spirits and the ecological balance upon which plants depend. It should be noted, however
EEat %e E@a go not now Eve access to IumE Eomt. Consultation to date has revaa
no other potentially eligible tradition. tural properties on the Project sites. However,

landforms in the Columbia Hills form part of the tribal landscape with importance to Yakama
Indians, and past traditional use by Native Americans indicates that burial sites may be located
in this area. Cairns could potentially be burial markers.

Castr iyt o1
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Part 4 - Comments and Responses

4.1 Introduction

This part of the Final EIS includes written comments received on the draft EIS, oral testimony
made at the April 5, 1995 hearing on the draft EIS, and the lead agencies’ responses to those
comments. This part is organized in four parts: 1) general responses; 2) written comments and
specific responses; and 3) the testimony transcript and specific responses to that testimony.
General responses address issues that were raised by several commentors. In some cases,
responses to specific comments cross-reference the general responses.

4.2  General Responses

4.2.1 General Response No. 1 — "Fast Tracking"

Some commentors asserted or suggested that approvals (Conditional Use Permit from Klickitat
County and Transmission Services Agreement from BPA) for the proposed Washington
Windplant No. 1 are on a "fast track." In some cases, commentors linked this statement with a
call for additional avian monitoring or with a regional study and development of siting
standards; in other cases, commentors did not provide specific reasons for their statements that
the approvals for this Project were on a "fast track."

The lead agencies have been evaluating the environmental effects of the Applicant’s Proposed
Action for over 18 months, beginning with initial environmental reconnaissance through over
a year’s worth of detailed site-specific studies of avian use. The key question for the lead
agencies is whether or not these studies provide sufficient information for the permitting
agencies to issue and condition the permits and approvals required for construction. As lead
agencies under NEPA and SEPA and as permit agencies, Klickitat County and BPA must
maintain a balance between the environmental review and permitting processes and property
owners’ rights to fairness and reasonable uses of their land. The lead agencies believe that the
studies conducted to date, combined with the additional studies called for as mitigation to be
conducted prior to construction provide adequate information to evaluate and, where
appropriate, mitigate adverse environmental effects. The lead agencies have, however, identified
benefit from an additional winter season of monitoring for bald eagle use and an additional
year’s study of peregrine falcon use on the eastern portion of the site based on the comments
received on the draft EIS. The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, would
therefore restrict development on the eastern portion of the site until after such monitoring was
conducted and evaluated. (See also General Response Nos. 2 and 10.)
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4.2.2 General Response No. 2 - Need for Regional Windpower/
Avian Studies and Supplemental Environmental Review

Several commentors suggested the need for a regional study to evaluate the effects of
wind power development throughout the lower Columbia River region or the Pacific Northwest
and/or to develop and evaluate siting criteria before permitting the Proposed Action to proceed.
One agency, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), suggested that a
regional plan for siting wind energy facilities or a supplemental draft EIS should be required
prior to further consideration of the Columbia Hills site. However, in subsequent discussions,
WDEFW staff acknowledged that a regional plan could not be required under NEPA or SEPA for
a single windpower development project.

Nonetheless, there may be substantial regional benefits to evaluating and adopting wind energy
siting standards on a regional basis at some point in the future, as has been previously indicated
by the Northwest Power Planning Council. The Proposed Action would not preclude the
evaluation of regional effects of wind energy development or the development of regional siting
standards by government agencies or other public or private entities. Experience to be gained
from the development of the Proposed Action would likely be beneficial to such regional studies,
whenever and by whomever they are undertaken.

Several commentors expressed the opinion that a regional study of the effects of windpower

generation, particularly on birds, was needed as part of the environmental review of the Project.
Commentors differed in the scope and geographic extent of a regional study, but most were
concerned that development of the Project would induce similar windpower projects in the
Columbia River Gorge or in the Pacific Northwest generally. The concerns expressed by the
commentors generally regarded the potential impacts to birds and other wildlife from the
cumulative impact of windpower projects in addition to the KENETECH Windplant No. 1 and
the CARES Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 in the Columbia Hills, and that such impacts should be
addressed in a comprehensive study aimed at regional siting standards and a regional approach
to conducting avian surveys.

No basis is given for the conclusion by several commentors that the KENETECH Windplant
No. 1 and the CARES Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 would induce the development of other wind
energy projects in the region. Conditional use permit applications for both projects are site-
specific and do not seek authorization for any other wind energy development in either the
Columbia Hills or elsewhere. No zoning map changes or zoning text amendments are required
or sought for the Project, and therefore no other wind energy proposals would benefit directly
from approval of the Proposed Action.

The environmental review of the KENETECH Windplant No. 1 has been Project-specific,
including extensive on-site surveys of avian use and migrations, cultural resources, soils and
riparian areas, plants and wildlife habitat, and aesthetics. In addition, Project-specific avian
studies included off-site evaluations of certain breeding raptors in order to evaluate it. The site
was within the home range of nest sites. Evaluation of aesthetics from off-site locations were
also included. Finally, this EIS also considered available information on another site at
Rattlesnake Mountain. It is anticipated that such studies would be required for any other wind
energy project with a similar or greater scope of potential environmental impacts, and that such
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studies would of necessity be site-specific to such other proposals. It has not been demonstrated
that the NEPA/SEPA EISs for the KENETECH Windplant No. 1 and the CARES Columbia Wind
Farm No. 1 proposals could be used to substitute for site-specific environmental review of other
wind energy proposals.

With regard to the potential cumulative impacts throughout the Columbia River Gorge or the
Pacific Northwest of wind energy development, it is important to note that there are no other
pending applications for land use approvals for wind energy proposals that trigger NEPA or
SEPA evaluation. With respect to the Zond 7-Mile Hill Project, Waser County, Oregon, made
preliminary determinations on a conditional use permit application but has not made any
findings regarding impacts to wildlife. This permit application has been held in abeyance by
Wasco County pending the completion of avian studies. Zond has not initiated the required
studies, probably because it does not have a power sales agreement with a utility, and has not
been selected for negotiations of a power sales agreement by any utilities that have requested
proposals in recent years. Based on this understanding of the status of the 7-Mile Hill Project,
the lead agencies have determined that it is too speculative to be considered in a cumulative
impacts analysis for the Washington Windplant #1 Project. While other wind energy companies
have announced project proposals or proceeded to preliminary stages of evaluation, none in the
State of Washington have applications for permits pending before local government or state or
federal agencies. Wind energy developers or property owners may never commit the resources
necessary to evaluate these projects and may never proceed through the process of obtaining
permits required to develop such facilities. Therefore, no other wind energy development
proposals are considered to have become more than speculative proposals.

Neither NEPA nor SEPA requires the evaluation of cumulative impacts of speculative projects.
It is not reasonable or feasible to study the potentialimpacts of other proposals without pending
applications or in areas far removed from the Project site. Despite the apparent location of other
areas in the region that may have sufficient wind resources to consider siting other wind energy
facilities, such areas have not been evaluated under NEPA or SEPA for potential adverse
environmental impacts and development of any such areas is considered too speculative for the
Project-specific analysis of cumulative impacts.

BPA does not have a wind energy development program for the region that requires a regional
programmatic study of avian use and migration. BPA’s 1992 Resource Supply Expansion
Program (RSEP) included a wind power strategy to help host utilities develop small-scale wind
demonstration projects to enable Northwest utilities to address regional barriers to cost-effective
wind development and gain hands-on experience with the operation and integration of wind-
generated electricity. However, only two such demonstration projects have been selected for
BPA consideration—the CARES Columbia Wind Farm No. 1 and the Wyoming Windplant #1
in Carbon County, Wyoming. The Wyoming Windplant #1 is undergoing separate
environmental review by the Bureau of Land Management as lead agency. Due to BPA’s
increasingly noncompetitive market position, BPA is currently reviewing all of its generation
resource portfolio, including the wind energy demonstration projects, to ensure that they are cost
effective and necessary. It is highly improbable that BPA would support any additional wind
demonstration projects, and BPA is not actively pursuing the acquisition of any other wind-
generated power.
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BPA evaluated the comparative environmental impacts of wind-generated power with the
impacts of alternative forms of power generation, including gas combustion turbines, other fossil
fuels, and nuclear power in its February 1993 Resource Programs EIS (RP EIS). The RP EIS is
a programmatic document that evaluates the environmental tradeoffs among generic resource
types and the cumulative effects of adding these resources to the existing system. The purpose
of the RP EIS was to analyze resource acquisition alternatives based on the comparative and
cumulative environmental impacts of various generation types. This document is incorporated
by reference into this final EIS. No additional programmatic review of wind energy is required
because BPA has not altered its resource acquisition strategy to acquire additional wind-
generated power in the region.

A regional study of the effects of wind energy development on migratory birds, raptors, or other
resources of concern may be useful as a management tool for wildlife agencies and local
governments. A regional study of avian use and migration throughout the Columbia River basin
or throughout the Pacific Northwest would benefit the public generally, rather than any single
developer or owner of a site-specific project. It is incumbent upon the state and federal wildlife
agencies and/or environmental organizations to initiate and fund such studies rather than the
developer of a single site-specific project. To require the first developer of a wind energy project
or the first local government to consider a permit application for a wind energy facility in the
region to fund and incur the delays appurtenant to such studies would violate the rule of reason
underlying NEPA and SEPA.

4.2.3 General Response No. 3 — Consistency of the Draft EIS with
BPA Policies and Responsibilities

Several commentors asserted that BPA as the responsible federal agency was violating its

responsibility of "restoring and enhancing environmental quality and avoiding or minimizing-

possible adverse environmental effects." This EIS is the means of complying with BPA’s quoted
responsibility. NEPA requires that BPA take a hard look at the environmental impacts of a
proposed action and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures before making a decision
on the utilities’ request for transmission services for the project’s power output. SEPA places
a similar responsibility on Klickitat County in its evaluation of the conditional use permit
application. The comments prejudge BPA’s and the County’s efforts to comply fully with this
responsibility under NEPA and SEPA, and are considered extraneous to the considered analysis
of potential environmental impacts of this Project. The lead agencies have used the
environmental review process to identify appropriate measures to "restore and enhance
environmental quality and avoid or minimize possible adverse environmental effects" and will
fully consider all the information prior to making their decisions.

4.2.4 General Response No. 4 - Tradeoffs Between the Impacts
and Benefits of Windpower Development

Comments from several environmental organizations, including Greenpeace, Renewable
Northwest Projects, and Northwest Environmental Advocates, support the development of wind
energy as an alternative to other types of power generation, most notably gas combustion
turbines. These commentors stated that the environmental impacts of gas combustion turbines,
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including health impacts from sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions and global warming
from carbon dioxide emissions, are far greater qualitatively and affect a far greater quantity of
the earth’s surface and atmosphere than wind energy facilities. These commentors identified
research findings that wind energy development’s impacts on birds would be less than the
impacts on birds from fossil fuel generation, viewed as a whole. They believe that wind energy
as a non-polluting renewable resource fulfills the mandate of the Northwest Power Act and is
part of the regional and global solution to the impacts of power generation. Finally, these
commentors note the economic competitive advantage of gas combustion turbines -over wind
energy given the low cost of natural gas, and argue that further economic disincentives to wind
energy from unwarranted studies of avian impacts would diminish the prospect for the
environmental advantages of wind energy.

In response to the views of renewable resource advocates, other environmental organizations,
most notably the Audubon Society, focused on the Project’s potential impacts on birds and other
wildlife and the potential cumulative impacts of wind energy development in the region, and
do not believe that such impacts are acceptable to obtain the benefits of the Proposed Action.
Some of these organizations view the Columbia Hills site as an important bird area and advocate
a moratorium on wind energy development until proven technology is in place that prevents
avian, especially raptor, mortality (see General Response No. 11). Other organizations, such as
Central Cascades Alliance, advise that no more than 50 megawatts or 150 turbines should be
developed on the western portion of the site until further monitoring of avian usage and
mortality is undertaken by the Applicant or permitting authorities.

On the whole, the comments suggest a strong difference of opinion regarding the acceptability
to these organizations, wildlife agencies, and individual members of the public of potential avian
mortality from the Project. On the one hand, further studies of avian use of the Project site
could improve the ability to avoid or minimize impacts to birds, although perhaps only
marginally based on the relatively low level of potential avian impacts determined by the draft
EIS and the Avian Technical Report. On the other hand, a requirement for further studies and
the burden of additional costs and delays could make wind energy noncompetitive in the market.
for power resources, and delay or disable the ability of Northwest utilities to purchase wind
energy in place of other forms of power that are cheaper but have greater impacts on the
environment.

4.2.5 General Response No. 5 — Traditional Cultural Properties

The draft EIS indicated, on the basis of oral history information reviewed to February 1995, that
Juniper Point appeared to qualify for listing in the National Register as a traditional cultural
property. Since then, consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation and further review of oral
history tapes confirms this conclusion. Juniper Point is a Yakama legendary place; it was used
as a vision quest site and a place to gather roots and medicinal plants. Eagles perched there.
The following discussion of impacts assumes that Juniper Point is a National Register-eligible
traditional cultural property.

The KENETECH Project proposes no development on Juniper Point itself. Turbine strings
located about one-half mile and further distant from Juniper Point, however, would be visible
to the north, northeast, and southwest. Because vision questing involved views in the four
cardinal directions, the Project would adversely affect Juniper Point as a suitable site for vision
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quests from the Yakama Indian Nation’s perspective. The Yakama believe that the spirituality
of the place would be reduced. They also believe that both the KENETECH and the CARES
projects would alter the traditional cultural value of Juniper Point. Thus, this EIS concludes that
the Washington Windplant #1 would have a significant unavoidable adverse impact on Juniper
Point as a traditional cultural property.

It should be noted, however, that development currently exists on Juniper Point, that views
toward the Columbia River now take in development features such as the John Day Dam, and
that the KENETECH Project proposes no additional development at Juniper Point. Further, the
Yakama currently do not have access to Juniper Point or the area of the Columbia Hills where
the KENETECH Project is proposed. Mitigation includes developing a plan for decommissioning
the Project. Although the Yakama do not currently practice spiritual activities at Juniper Point,

" consultation and review of oral history tapes indicate the Yakama will view the project as having
an adverse effect on its traditional cultural value to them. '

Consultation with staff of the State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (SHPO) has
determined that the eligible archaeological resources identified in the draft EIS and the
traditional cultural property at Juniper Point may be eligible for listing in the National Register
of Historic Places as a Multiple Property Listing. Multiple Property Listings are designed to
nominate groups of related resources in archaeologically or culturally common areas. A Multiple
Property Listing is similar to an Historic District but has the advantage that boundaries need not
be specifically defined, and resources identified in later surveys can be included.

4.2.6 General Response No. 6 — Opportunities for Yakama Indian
Nation Input

The County and BPA have made extensive efforts to consult with the Yakama Indian Nation.
The attached table provides a chronology of these contacts, whether they were accomplished by
letter or meeting, who the participants were, and what subjects were discussed.

Native American Contacts and Consultation

Date of Contact | Type of Contact Participants Subject
February 10, 1994 Letter From Francine Havercroft, Klickitat | Offer to schedule a separate EIS
County, to Fred Ike, Sr., YIN scoping meeting with YIN.
April 20, 1994 Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat Confirm April 22 meeting; request

County, to Johnson Meninick, YIN } YIN concerns; introduce Project
consultants.

April 20, 1994 Meeting YIN Culture Committee Members; | Describe KENETECH and CARES
Kali Robson, YIN Botanist; Rose Projects; discuss environmental
Leach, YIN Wildlife Biologist; Curt | review processes; government-to-
Dreyer, Klickitat County; Kathy government relations; YIN
Fisher, BPA concerns.
April 26, 1994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Jerry Request YIN’s active participation
Meninick, YIN in the environmental review
process.
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Date of Contact
June 13, 1994

Type of Contact

Letter

Participants

From Kathy Fisher, BPA, and Curt
Dreyer, Klickitat County, to Jerry
Meninick, YIN

Subject

Request YIN participation in Project
EIS scoping; offer to schedule
scoping meeting; extend deadline
to July 22, 1994.

June 16, 1994

Telephone call

Gail Thompson, HRA; Johnson
Meninick and Fred lke, Sr., YIN

Discuss HRA request to conduct
oral history interviews; YIN
concerns about Projects; YIN
review of archaeological research
design.

Meninick, YIN

July 8, 1994 Letter From Gail Thompson, HRA, to Request YIN information on
Johnson Meninick and Fred lke, cultural resources and a
Sr., YIN meeting/field visit to discuss YIN
concerns.
July 21, 1994 Telephone call | Gail Thompson, HRA, and Johnson | Arrange meeting/ field visit for

August 8, 1994,

Pelt, CTUIR

August 8, 1994 Meetingffield Johnson Meninick, Fred lke, Sr., Describe Projects; discuss
visit Russell Billy, Jo Anna Meninick, government-to-government
Gordon Lothson, YIN; Dana Peck, | relations; YIN concerns.
KENETECH; Ben Wolff, CARES;
Kathy Fisher, BPA; Paul Spies,
Columbia Aluminum; Scott King,
Gail Thompson, HRA
August 15, 1994 Letter From Scott King, HRA, to Johnson | Request review of cultural
Meninick, YIN resources survey study plan.
August 16, 1994 Letter From Scott King, HRA, to Guy Request review of cultural
Moura, CTUIR resources survey study plan.
August 23, 1994 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Jo Request YIN proposal for
Anna Meninick, YIN participating in oral history
interviews.
August 25, 1994 Letter From Scott King, HRA, to Jeff Van | Enclose additional copy of cultural

resources survey study plan and
request review.

August 26, 1994

Telephone call

Scott King, HRA, and Tom Baylor,
CTUIR

Discuss CTUIR comments on
cultural resources survey study
plan; availability of CTUIR
technicians for field crew.

September 1, 1994

‘Telephone call

Scott King, HRA, and Greg
Cleveland, YIN

Discuss archaeological survey and
availability of YIN technicians for
field crew.

September 1994

Archaeological

Julia James, YIN

Member of archaeological field

Dreyer, Klickitat County, to
Johnson Meninick, YIN

field survey crew.
November 3, 1994 | Meeting CARES Staff and YIN Tribal Presentation on CARES Project to
Council YIN Tribal Council.
November 7, 1994 Letter Johnson Meninick, YIN, and Kathy | YIN proposal for oral history
Fisher, BPA interview.
November 17, 1994 | Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, and Curt | Clarifying expectations for oral

history interviews by YIN and HRA.
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Date of Contact

Type of Contact l Participants

Subject

November 29, 1994 | Letter From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy | Requesting extension of deadline
Fisher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, for oral histories to January 15,
Klickitat County 1995.
December 15, 1994 | Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat Extending deadline for oral histories
County, and Kathy Fisher, BPA, to | to January 15, 1995.
Jerry Meninick, YIN
January 3, 1995 Letter From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy | Enclosing a Tribal Council Culture
Fisher, BPA, and Curt Dreyer, Committee Action changing the
Klickitat County deadline for oral histories from
January 15, 1995, to June 30, 1995.
January 11, 1995 Meeting Johnson Meninick, Fred lke, Sr., Meeting at YIN Cultural Resources
Russell Billy, Walter Speedis, Program Office to discuss cultural
William Yallup, Sr., Amelia resource and other Project
Sohappy, Bill Bradley, Gordon concerns.
Lothson, YIN; Ben Wolff, CARES;
Dana Peck, Steve Steinhour,
KENETECH; Gail Thompson, HRA
January 17, 1995 Letter From Sverre Bakke, Klickitat Discussing the County’s SEPA
County, to Jerry Meninick, YIN review process and offering to enter
into an intergovernmental
Memorandum of Understanding
with YIN.
January 24, 1995 Meeting Johnson Meninick, Fred lke, Sr., Discussing YIN concerns regarding
Reverend Russell Billy, Shirley consultation process, Project
Spencer, Rory Flint Knife, Sharon schedules, and potential Project
Goudy, Bill Bradley, Gordon impacts on natural and cultural
Lothson, YIN; Kathy Fisher, BPA; resources.
Knute Rife, Tom Pors, Klickitat
County (Foster Pepper &
Shefelman); Pat Tangora,
R. W. Beck; Greg Poremba, Mark
Matthies, Jones & Stokes; Craig
Holstine, Eastern Washington
University
February 15, 1995 Letter From Curt Dreyer, Klickitat Discussing schedule for SEPA
County, and Kathy Fisher, BPA, to | review process, request for YIN
Lonnie Selam, William Yallup, and | comments on environmental
Sharon Goudy, YIN Culture impacts, and National Historic
Committee Preservation Act Section 106
consultation process.
April 11, 1995 Letter From Jerry Meninick, YIN, to Kathy | Commenting on Draft
Fisher, BPA Environmental Impact Statements
for the Projects.
April 13, 1995 Letter From Kathy Fisher, BPA, to Discussing comment period for

Johnson Meninick, YIN

Draft Environmental Impact
Statements, site visit planned for
April 26, and BPA’s desire to
discuss potential National Register
eligibility of Juniper Point as a

traditional cultural property.
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I Date of Contact

April 26, 1995

Type of Contact

Field visit/
meeting

Participants

Florence Aguilar, Russell Billy,
Sharon Hill, Fred lke, Sr., Sandy
Kiona, Gordon Lothson, Johnson
Meninick, Amelia Sohappy, Walter
Speedis, Bill Yallup, Sr., YIN; Curt

Subject

Discussing YIN traditional cultural
uses of the Columbia Hills area and
YIN concerns about potential
Project impacts on natural and
cultural resources.

Dreyer, Tom Pors, Klickitat County
(Foster Pepper & Shefelman); Kathy
Fisher, BPA; Dana Peck,
KENETECH Windpower; Ben
Wolff, CARES; Gail Thompson,
HRA

Appendix B to this document includes meeting notes from the April 26, 1995 field trip with
Yakama Indian Nation representatives.

4.2.7 General Response No. 7 - Indian Treaty Reserved Rights

The Yakama Indian Nation claims a continued right to use of the resources of the Project site
under the "Reserved Rights" doctrine, including the continuation of off-reservation hunting,
fishing, gathering of roots and berries, and the pasturing of horses and cattle upon open and
unclaimed lands. The courts have stated that land in private ownership, particularly where it
is obvious to a reasonable person that the land is privately owned, is not "open and unclaimed"
land for which the Yakama can exercise their reserved hunting and gathering rights. The
Yakama Nation’s view of reserved rights for hunting and gathering appears to recognize the
ability of private property owners to deny access to Native Americans, but the Yakama Nation
also claims a kind of sovereignty over plant and animal resources, water, minerals, and other
things necessary to preserve and maintain a traditional way of life. The lead agencies are not
aware of any legal precedent to support such a claim. Nevertheless, the lead agencies recognize
that the Proposal and all alternatives would involve uses of the Project site which are
incompatible with traditional uses of the Project area, which is regarded by Yakama Nation
elders as a significant impact. Under the No Action Alternative, current grazing and other
agricultural uses, and the posting of "no trespassing” signs by landowners, has a similar impact
on traditional uses and reserved rights. Under the Proposal and all alternatives, including the
Preferred Alternative, denial of access to Native Americans could continue as a privilege of
property ownership by non-Indians.

4.2.8 General Response No. 8 - Priority Habitats and Species

Several commentors on the draft EIS expressed concerns regarding Priority Habitats and Species.
Priority Habitats and Species is a WDFW program that provides advisory designation and
management recommendations of habitat types and wildlife species that are declining or
otherwise sensitive to disturbance.

BPA, Klickitat County, and the Applicant were aware of the need to consider Priority Habitats
and Species in the environmental review process. Field studies were conducted to identify the
type and distribution of Priority Habitats and Species on the Project site and to develop Project
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alternatives that consider these habitats and species. Additionally, several mitigation measures
were identified on page 2-27 of the draft EIS to reduce impacts to Priority Habitats. The Project
was developed in consideration of Priority Habitats and avoids approximately 96 percent of the
existing Priority Habitats on the site. In addition, the Alternative Powerline Route and Restricted
Areas Alternative respond to this issue by providing an alternative that minimizes impacts to
several Priority Habitats (see page 2-28 of the draft EIS). The Preferred Alternative, discussed
in Part 2 of this document, includes measures to reduce impacts to and compensate for
remaining impacts to oak and some shrub-steppe habitats. '

Many WDFW recommendations for Priority Habitats call for complete protection of the habitat
and do not provide guidance to minimize or otherwise mitigate unavoidable impacts. For
example, the WDFW guidelines for oak woodlands are "remaining oak stands, regardless of size,
should be maintained or enhanced and no activity should result in a net decline of oak habitat."
Such recommendations calling for complete protection are very difficult to follow within the
realities of Project planning. Sometimes impacts are unavoidable. For example, permits can be
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to fill wetlands, which are federally protected,
during construction of projects when there are no feasible alternatives to meeting the stated
purpose and need for the project. There are no current regulatory protections for priority
habitats from such agricultural uses as grazing, cultivation, and cutting of firewood. Losses of
Priority Habitats, which are advisory and not protected by law, are also sometimes unavoidable.

Of the 1,080 acres of oak and oak/pine habitat present on the site, 98 percent would not be
altered by the Proposed Action. The Alternative Overhead Powerline Alignment, which involves
a shifting of the route, was developed to reduce impacts on Oregon white oak and other Priority
Habitats.

The Priority Habitats and Species and Natural Heritage Wildlife Data (PHS/HRTG) maps

provided by WDFW did not include juniper woodlands on or near the Project site, but patches

of widely dispersed scattered juniper do occur on the Project site. Most (93 percent) of the
scattered juniper areas would be avoided by the Proposed Action. -

Shrub-steppe habitats were identified and, to the extent practical, avoided during development
of the alternatives. Of the 945 acres of shrub-steppe present on the Project site, about 94 percent
would not be altered by the Project. The Alternative Powerline Route, which involves a shifting
of the route to avoid Priority Habitats, would reduce the amount of shrub-steppe habitat
disturbed by the Project by about 10 percent (about 2 hectares or 5 acres).

No riparian habitat would be altered by the Project. Mitigation measures outlined under
Section 2.1 (Earth) and Section 2.3 (Plants) of the draft EIS would serve to further protect riparian
areas.

Priority Species were identified in Tables 2.4.2 (page 2-35) and 2.5.1 (page 2-45) of the draft EIS.
Twelve non-avian wildlife species were found to be on the site, including western gray squirrel,
a state-threatened species. Seven avian Priority Species were found to be present in numbers
sufficient to be considered significant elements of the natural environment. These species
include peregrine falcon, bald eagle, Swainson’s hawk, western bluebird, golden eagle, prairie
falcon, and turkey vulture. Impacts for these species are described in the draft EIS, Section 2.5.4.
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Klickitat County, BPA, and the Applicant are addressing potential impacts on bald eagle and
peregrine falcon through formal consultations with the USFWS.

Consultations with resource agencies, a literature review, and reviews of habitats in the Project
vicinity identified 22 priority bird species that could potentially be present on or near the Project
site. Of these 22 species, seven (western sage grouse, gray flycatcher, burrowing owl,
grasshopper sparrow, bank swallow, black tern, and sage sparrow) were not observed in the
study area nor were they listed as present by the WDFW Priority Habitats and Species data base.
Seven other Priority Species (osprey, long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike, sandhill crane,
northern goshawk, ferruginous hawk, and ash-throated flycatcher) were observed infrequently
in areas proposed for wind turbine development (generally only seen once or twice over the
850 hours of observations made at the site). The draft EIS also identified mitigation for impacts
to Priority avian and non-avian species. As indicated in Part 3 of this document, certain
modifications and additions to these mitigation measures have been made in response to WDFW
comments on the draft EIS.

4.2.9 General Response No. 9 — Migratory Bird Treaty Act and
Bald and Gold Eagle Protection Act and Their Relationship
to the Proposed Action

The Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act contain provisions, enforceable by federal agencies including USFWS, prohibiting
the taking or killing of individuals of protected species of birds, including eagles, peregrine
falcons, and other migrating birds. Neither Klickitat County nor BPA have independent
authority to enforce the penalty provisions of these acts or to issue permits for lawful "takes"
thereunder. The lead agencies and members of the public may complain to the USFWS of a
potential violation of one or more of such laws, however, and this would likely lead to-an
investigation and response from USFWS.

These laws contain prohibitions on taking individuals of protected species that were primarily
designed to penalize active, intentional conduct such as unpermitted hunting or commercial use.
There have been conflicting court decisions about whether and in what circumstances these
prohibitions apply to unintentional conduct such as the construction or maintenance of facilities
with which birds or other protected species might collide or otherwise be harmed. USFWS
issued an April 28, 1994 memorandum that focuses the inquiry in these circumstances on the
windpower developer’s efforts to reduce the impacts on wildlife and to develop safer
windpower technology, rather than viewing individual collisions as violations of the law.
USFWS has not yet determined whether particular avian mortality permits will be required for
windplant installation, insofar as it will not consider takings violations to occur where the
operator is exercising such appropriate care.

Whether or not a permit is limited taking of protected species is issued, the USFWS may direct
that the windplant be constructed and operated to meet certain stipulations to reduce impacts
to birds and other wildlife. Stipulations could include, but are not limited to, using state-of-the-
art technology known to minimize wildlife impacts (e.g., using results of research conducted by
KENETECH's avian task force), locating facilities away from known avian concentration areas,
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and scheduling Windplant operations to avoid disturbing avian wildlife during defined critical
periods.

This EIS evaluates the full range of estimated avian mortalities and impacts (and those relating
to other protected wildlife species) that might be covered by such permits or stipulations, if any.

4.2.10 General Response No. 10 - Inadequate Data on Avian
Impacts

Several comments indicated that data regarding avian use of the Project site were not sufficient
to determine project-related impacts to birds..

While field studies were conducted over a one-year period, information presented in the draft
EIS included existing wildlife data that has been collected over several years, including (1)
WDFW periodic breeding surveys in this area for peregrine falcon, golden eagle, and other
raptor species (several nest sites in the area had been located over the past 5 years) and (2) over
5 years of data from WDFW and ODFW winter bald eagle surveys conducted along the shoreline
of the Columbia River.

In addition, the field studies conducted within the study area defined for this Project were
extensive and included over 850 hours of observations by professional wildlife biologists.

Most importantly, the field data provided information at a level sufficient to answer the basic
questions needed to understand the risks and the amount of avian mortality that could be
reasonably expected. These basic questions are described in the Avian Technical Report and are,
in summary:

®  What species are present and during what seasons?

®  How do the birds use the site (e.g., where do they occur, what habitats do they use, and
at what altitude do they fly)?

®  To what degree is the site used for migration and are there predictable patterns of
migration at the site?

®  [s the site used by threatened or endangered species?

The field studies provided the answers to these basic questions. They documented 14 species
of raptor and 47 non-raptor bird species. For the key species of concern identified during
scoping, the field studies documented use by season, habitat, flight altitude, and many other
factors (see Appendix C of the Avian Technical Report for a complete list of all data categories
collected). The studies directly surveyed migration patterns during the appropriate seasons.
Field biologists located three bald eagle night roosts, bald eagle flight routes to and from roosts,
three bald eagle day roosts, 17 raptor nest sites on the primary study area, and a previously
unknown pair of endangered peregrine falcons (located east of the primary study area). A
10-mile radius from the Project boundary was surveyed twice (using helicopters and on foot) for
nesting golden eagles and peregrine falcons during the breeding season.
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While raptor use of any area may vary from year to year, the general species composition,
habitat associations, and flight behaviors remain sufficiently stable to allow for reasonable
predictions of future use based on the year-long avian study. As reported by Newton (1979,
Population ecology of raptors), breeding populations of raptors tend to remain fairly stable.
Winter populations are more variable, but the basic conclusions found during the winter studies
are not expected to change. For example, the avian study results indicate that rough-legged
hawks are a major component of the wintering raptor population. The abundance of rough-
legged hawks may vary from year to year, but the basic conclusion that they are common during
the winter months would remain the same.

For bald eagle use, which is perhaps the greatest concern regarding winter raptor populations,
the number of eagles assumed to use the Project site was calculated by doubling the number
actually observed. In fact, the number estimated to be present (10) also represents more than
actually seen at any one time (five eagles are the most ever confirmed to be present at any one
time). These allowances provide estimates that err on the side of overestimation rather than
underestimation. This compensates for possible annual variation.

In short, the data provided from the avian studies provide a solid foundation of information on
which to base decisions. Impacts were determined based on this information and on: (1) the
level and type of avian mortality documented at existing wind resource areas (WRAs) (i.e., San
Gorgonio Pass WRA, Altamont Pass WRA, and Solano WRA, California) and (2) established
principles of avian ecology and behavior (e.g., habitat association and foraging behavior).

Additional studies may provide some refinement of the existing conditions, but the basic
conclusions would remain the same. By far, the majority of information regarding this site was
established in this year-long survey. For example, species are not expected to change habitat
use, flight patterns, or foraging behavior over the next few years; bald eagle night roosts are
within distinct habitat that is limited, so there are few other places they could possibly establish
new roosts; hawks and other raptors tend to use the same nests over several years; and the same
non-raptor bird species are most likely to continue to use the site.

In summary, the answers to the basic questions listed earlier have been answered. These
answers, together with the analysis of documented impacts at other wind resource areas and
established principles of ecology, provided the information needed to understand the risks and
the amount of avian mortality that could be reasonably expected. Nonetheless, the lead agencies
recognize the special concern about potential impacts to bald eagles and peregrine falcons.
Therefore, the Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, restricts development
in the eastern portion of the Project site until an additional winter season of bald eagle use and
an additional year’s study of peregrine falcon use are conducted and evaluated.

4.2.11 General Response No. 11 - Is the Columbia Hills An
Important Bird Area?

A frequent comment received on the draft EIS was that the Project site is an important bird area,
although this is not a term with any specific regulatory meaning. The avian studies found many
avian resources present on the Project site and in nearby areas. Bald eagles, a threatened species,
roost and hunt in the area during winter. Peregrine falcons, an endangered species, were also
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observed on the Project site (though on only two occasions). The site is within a transitional area
containing many habitat types, and studies found a correspondingly diverse population of birds,
with 14 raptor species and 47 non-raptor species present.

Based on comparison with other studies, the site is not a "funnel" for migrating raptors.
Extrapolating the 20-minute observation average of 1.21 and multiplying it by 3 to get an hourly
rate, the study resulted in an average of 3.63 raptor sightings per hour. Hawkwatch
International reported a season average of 10.56 raptor observations per hour at their four
monitoring stations in western North America (Hawkwatch International 1992. Patterns and
recent trends in counts of migrant hawks in western North America. Salt Lake City, Utah). Of
the 28 survey-years of data reported by Hawkwatch International, none of the observation
stations reported hourly rates as low as were found on the Project site, and most were twice as
high or more. In addition, most (if not all) of these Hawkwatch monitoring stations are in areas
that have few resident raptors, so almost all of the observations are of migrating raptors.

In contrast, the Project site has an established resident population. Because of this, and because
of the observed flight behavior and the known breeding populations (determined through the
breeding raptor survey), the majority of sightings are believed to be of resident raptors rather
than migrants.

Another comparison that suggests that the site is not a migratory "funnel” is a rating scale
developed by Heintzeman (1986). According to this scale, a migration watch area is considered
"poor” if fewer than 12 birds are seen per hour. A site is considered "good" if over 22 birds are
seen per hour. Over 33 birds per hour is considered an "excellent" site. The level of raptor
observation made at the Project site was considerably lower than this level (averaging 3.63 raptor
observations per hour). Observations were relatively steady throughout the spring and fall
seasons, with no migratory "peak"” observed. If the site were a migratory "funnel,” then the level
of observations at the site would be expected to be at least a "good." However, the level of
raptors observed at the site was in the low end of the "poor" rating.

Another concern raised early in the planning process was that large flocks of wintering
waterfowl regularly crossed the Project site. However, the avian studies showed that this was
not the case. During observations made during December 1993 and in January, February,
October, and December 1994, waterfowl were infrequently seen flying over the site. While the
Columbia River contains large concentrations of wintering waterfowl, these birds were observed
to concentrate their movements along or on the river. Only three flocks of waterfowl] (all geese)
were observed to fly over the ridge during the first winter study and none were observed during
the second winter study. Five small flocks (a total of 48 birds) were observed during spring and
fall studies. This level of observation is relatively low and indicates that the Project site is not
an important waterfowl flyway.

With regard to the threatened and endangered species found in the area, the Project site is not
as important an area as many other areas in Washington. Most bald eagles that winter in
Washington are associated with western Washington river systems. On the east side of the
Cascade Mountains, the upper and middle reaches of the Columbia River (which are north of
the Project site) support the greatest number of wintering bald eagles (see Fielder and Starkey
1987, cited in the Avian Technical Report prepared for this project). Most of these primary
wintering areas in eastern Washington have been mapped by WDFW as priority habitat.
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Klickitat County, on the other hand, supports relatively few bald eagles. In 1990, when the most
recent statewide survey of wintering bald eagles was conducted, only about 1.2 percent of the
total state count was found in Klickitat County (35 out of a total of 2,983). This amounts to
about 5 percent of the total count for eastern Washington areas (35 out of 642).

Although the Project site includes some peregrine falcon foraging habitat, the peregrine falcon,
a federally endangered species, was observed twice during the 850 hours of surveys conducted
at the Project site. No nest sites were found. Until this study was conducted, almost all other
records of peregrine falcons were from west of the Project site, where the core of the Columbia
River Gorge population resides.

Other raptors at the Project site were found to be common, but the actual density of nesting was
not unusually high. During the breeding/nesting survey conducted within the 32 sections of the
primary study area, 11 raptor nest sites were found over the 32-square-mile site (0.34 nests per
square mile). This is not an unusually high density of breeding raptors. For example, in a
widely cited study, Craighead and Craighead (1969) compared two 36-square-mile areas and
found the lowest nesting density of raptors to be 1.14 nests per square mile, or more than three
times that found at the Project site.

The relative population size (i.e., whether it is unusually large) can also be evaluated based on
the average territory size of a particular species. If an area has a density that approaches one
pair per average territory size, that is an indication that the population is close to the maximum
for that species. In other words, the larger the population, the more densely spaced nest
territories should be. Red-tailed hawks are the most common nesting raptors on the Project site.
In a study in similar habitat in north-central Oregon, Janes (1994) reported that non-overlapping
territory sizes of red-tailed hawks averaged 0.9 square mile each. Using this figure, if all land
were occupied within the primary study area by red-tailed hawks, then the Project site should
have contained up to 28 red-tailed hawk nests. However, only 7 nests were found in this study,
suggesting that the Project site does not have a particularly high nesting density.

Of the diversity of species found at the Project site, many of the species were determined to be
rather infrequent visitors to the area (generally seen less than 5 times over the year-long study).
These species include osprey, long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike, sandhill crane, northern
goshawk, ferruginous hawk, and ash-throated flycatcher. The level of use found at the site
indicate that these birds were not present in significant abundance to be major elements of the
affected environment.
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4.3  Written Comments and Responses

This section includes written comments and responses to those comments. In cases where
written comments were not addressed to the lead agencies but the lead agencies were provided
with copies, the written comments are treated as comments to the lead agencies on the draft EIS

and are responded to. Table 4.1 is an index of the written comments received.

TABLE 4.1
Index to Comments on Washington Windpower Draft EIS

Date

State Agencies

State of Washington Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development
State of Washington Department of Ecology

State of Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife-Olympia

State of Washington Parks and Recreation Commission

Tribes
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation (including attachments)'

General Public

Cellular One (including attachments)

Central Cascade Alliance

Columbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to Jan Beyea' (including attachments)
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society Letter to Bill Weiler' (including attachments)
Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

James C. Gleason

Joe Heineck

KENETECH Windpower, Inc.

Larry and Modene Miles

National Audubon Society (including attachments)

Northwest Environmental Advocates (including attachments)

PANACEA, Incorporated

Porteous Mines

Portland Audubon Society

Ray Thayer

General Public

Ronald R. Wiggins (including attachments)
Terry Walker

Terry Walker

William C. & Claudia R. Young

William J. Weiler

William Link

March 30, 1995
April 17, 1995
April 14, 1995
April 13, 1995

April 11, 1995

March 16, 1995
April 17, 1995
March 20, 1995
March 30, 1995
April 17, 1995
April 10, 1995
April 15, 1995
April 17, 1995
April 14, 1995
April 17, 1995
April 17, 1995
February 28, 1995
March 22, 1995
April 17, 1995
April 15, 1995

April 8, 1995
Before Hearing
April 15, 1995
March 12, 1995
April 5, 1995
April 12, 1995

' Will be treated as a comment letter on the Draft EIS.

Final Environmental Impact Statement
Washington Windplant #1
4-16 May 1995

Comments and Responses




STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY, TRADE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION
111 21st Avenve S.W. ® P.O. Box 48343 * Olympia, Washington 98504-8343 * (360) 753-4011

March 30, 1995

Ms. Kathy Fisher
ECN3 Bonneville Power Administration
905 Northeast Eleventh Avenue
Portland, Oregon 972332
Log: 030695-16-BPA
Re: Kenetech Windpower Windplant No. 1
Project, Klickitat County

Dear Ms. Fisher:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft joint NEPA/SEPA Environmental Impact
Statement for the Washington Windplant #1 in the Columbia Hills.

In reviewing this document we would request that you comply with Section 106 of the

National Historic Preservation Act. From our review of this document and the accompanying
reports we note that the archaeological inventory forms have yet to be filed with our office. 1
There is at this time no Determinations of Eligibility for any of the discovered properties.

As we have noted in prior correspondence it is important to address the issue of Traditional 2
Cultural Properties and cultural landscapes. The documentation of both types of properties

needs to be accomplished and Determinations of Eligibility obtained for any properties within

the ares of potential effect.

We would also suggest that you begin discussions with the concemned parties regarding the
development of a Memorandum of Agreement that will incorporate agreed upon avoidance, 3
protection and mitigation measures.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please feel free to contact me should you have

any questions.
Sincerely,
Robert G. Whitlam, Ph.D.
State Archaeologist
RGW:Ims
cc:  Johnson Meninick
- O
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Responses to March 30, 1995 Comment Letter From the
Department of Trade and Economic Development, Office of
Archaeology and Historic Preservation

1.  The Bonneville Power Administration has initiated Section 106 consultation by letter dated
April 14, 1995. Archaeological survey forms have been filed with the SHPO. While no
formal determination of eligibility for discovered archaeological properties has been made,
the final cultural resources report concludes that all but two potentially eligible
archaeological properties can be avoided by flagging the sites during construction and by
minor shifting of turbine strings within surveyed corridors. For the two potentially eligible
sites that cannot be avoided, the EIS and the Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of
this document identifies mitigation including further testing to determine eligibility and
artifact recovery if the sites prove eligible. The EIS also includes an alternative (the
Restricted Areas Alternative) that would avoid development along turbine string ] and EE.

2.  Review of oral history tapes and ongoing consultation with the Yakama Indian Nation
indicate that the Juniper Point area is likely eligible as a traditional cultural property.
Although Yakama Indian Nation representatives have declined to assist with defining
boundaries for the nomination of this property because of their opposition to the Project,
the analysis of impacts and mitigation measures in the draft EIS as modified by Part 3 of
this document assumes that the Juniper Point area is eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places as a traditional cultural property (see also General Response
No. 5 and Part 3 of this document).

3.  Members of the Yakama Indian Nation have stated that they will decline to participate in
the MOA because of their opposition to the Project. BPA, under the Section 106
consultation process, is currently considering items to be included in an MOA or other
form of agreement with the SHPO.
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MOLOGSUREFILED IN (™

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEFARTMENT OF ECOLOGY f
RO, BUX 67600 ¢ Qlppla. Wonkinginn SASO4.7A00 ¢ uqm:nuo a

April 13, 1998 '

Post-it” brand fax lmmmmnt memo 7671 | 1 otpages *

N, Qurs Dreyer
Klickitat Owmty F7Z gy fedat o )
226 Vest Matn , LI T Co . Flamcrist:
Roog 130 ]

Goldsndale, WA 90620

Desr Nr. Dzeys::

Thank you for the opportunity to ComBANt On the dre LT efvirormental impact
statement (DEBIS) for the ¥ashington Vinaplent ®! project, propused by RENETECH
Windpower, Incorporated. We reviewsd the DEIS and have ths following

oommants.

—

The ownsr of & construstion 8iCs whioh disturbs five u.:n or more of total
land ares, and which has of will have & discharge of storm water to a surfese
watel or to & storm sswer, must apply for coverage wo: Roology's Jaseline 1

I Csmarsl Pertuit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial

Activities. Dischargs of storm water from such sites without e permit is
1llegal and sudject to saforcesent sction Ly the Dop.ﬂ:une aof leolog

Applicarion ahould ba mads at ln.lt 30 days prior to commncement of the
construction activitias. A acrorm water permit applicetion fors. referred to
a8 & Notice of Intent, can be nhtainad by calling (360) 407-T156.

A short term modiffoetion to water quality .nm-m -m oot be required if o
hydraulics project approval is obtained frem vuhm;rm Fish and Vildlife.

1f you have eny questions, plecse eall Nr. Max Linden -uh our Vatar Quality
Rrograa at (509) 434-78207. ;

8incerely, ‘ aﬁ/
bt ea (/ y 2y

Rebecoa J. Insan
Bnvizonmental Review Section

R1:93-1296
oc: Max Linden, CRO

Linds Matlook, WQ
Dsbbie Snith, CRO
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Responses to April 13, 1995 Comment Letter from the
Department of Ecology

1.  Comments noted. These permits are identified in the Fact Sheet and in Sections 2.1 and 2.2
of the draft EIS.
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State of Washington

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
Heditat Prograr: 600 Capini Wuy N, Olympin, Wanhingion $0501-1081 - (206) 832534

April 17, 1885

Bonneville Power Administration Klickitat County Planning
ATTN: Kathy Fisher, ECN3 ATTN: Curt Dreyer

505 NE 11th Avenue 228 West Main, Room 150
Portland, OR 97232 Goldendale, WA 98820

Dear Ms. Fisher & Mr Dreyer:

SUBJECT: Joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) -
Washington Windplant #1. Lead Agenciea: Bonneville Power Administration and
Klickitat County. Columbia Hills - T03, R16 - T04, R19.

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the abovereferervad
DEIS. as well as the overall ramifications of the introduction and expansion of wind-
powered electrical generation facilities in Washington state.

Although Kiickitat County, when considering the proposal, has only to decide on the
environmental impact to the Columbia Hills site, the state of Washington and the

federal agencies have a greater responsibility to assess the cumulative impacts of 1
additional wind-generated energy facilities within the state and the region. Innovation

of alternative energy generation should not be at the expense of limited natural

resources. Loss of 'local’ or ‘regional’ populations of raptors may seem acceptable

within the context of the proposed project. But if each additional site proposed is to be
evaluated and permitted solely on its impacts to local or regional populations, the '
cumulative impacts could be devastating.

An area wide approach, encompassing territories of local and regional raptor

populations should be adopted. Within the area, wind resource areas, raptor and other
species and habitats could be identified, and population goals established for 2
vuinerable species. Based on these goals and raptor use of given wind resource

areas, wind-generated energy facilities may be feasible. WDFW proposes that this
approach be pursued through joint agency (local, tribal, states, federal) review and in
conjunction with industry and environmental associations prior to establishing wind
generated energy facilities in the region.
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Our review of the Washington Windplant #1 DEIS, for site specific placement of such a
facility at Columbia Hills, has indicated that there is a significant amount of information
lacking to allow adequate evaluation of the impacts. We find that if an area wide study 2
is not undertaken, the DEIS must be supplemented, incorporating further studies snd
analysis of information custently available, and reissued to provide sgencies with
Jurisdiction adequate information for environmental review. An additiona! altemative
will need to be included to explicate the information compiled that is lacking in the
Dratft.

ADEQUACY OF AVIAN STUDIES:

Within the state of Washington, there are few sites that support the diversity of unique

raptor occurrences as does the area in and around the Columbia Hills. Analysis has 3
shown that only between 0.5 and 5% of 305 sampied areas in eastern Washington

have a similar diversity. This analysis was based on the information provided in the

DEIS which may underestimate the raptor resources present. it is ciear that the

collection and analysis of additional information is crucial for adequate environmental

review and responsible decsionmaking.

Several of the avian studies conducted were insufficient to provide adequate
information to evaluate potential impacts to species which utilize the srea associated
with the proposed project. Winter raptor popuiations vary considerably from year to
year basaed upon prey availability and species diversity, as wall as wintering conditions 4
further to the north. Although additional days were added to the winter survey period,
limited data was coliected overall. No information was gathered for November, and
information gathered for December, January and February represents only sbout 100

- minutes of observation of raptor use within 247 acres of an approximately 12-14,000
acre study area. This is not sufficient information on which to base the conclusions that
were drawn in the DEIS. Additional studies should be conducted to more accurately
depict winter use of the site.

Spring and fall migration study design did not allow for a comparison of raptor use

within time periods. Random plot surveys ware conducted to evaluate migration.

Individual plots were sampled for a twanty minute interval during three time periods of .

the day. Surveys conducted between 8 AM and 9 AM and 4 PM and 6 PM sre

considered outside the prime periods of the day for migration. There is also

considerable varigbility within the morning and evening survey periods based on how

close to midday they occur. Based on the study design, few of the actual observations

may even represent migration depending on what actual time raptors were observed.
Random survey plots do not allow concentration of time at given locations and do not

aliow for comparison of migratory information. Additionally, the implication that times of

day were not important for raptors (Avian Study, page 4-11) does not relate to :
migration. The data is also insufficient for determining placement of turbines based on
location and movement pattems. As mentioned before, spring and fali surveys should 5
be conducted from March through mid-May and from the end of August through esrly
November. Survey efforts should be concentrated based on the bast weather
conditions, time of day, and location within the study area. Random piots are difficult to
use to determine if hawks are migrating through an area.-

§
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The report indicates that the number of raptor species seen during the survey was
small. Contrary to the conclusions made in the DE!S, the opposite may be true, based

interval. Based upon an hourly rate, the number of birds seen either represent a large
resident population of raptors. or a migratory ievel that is considered important snd
indicates a funneling of birds through the area. Based on several factors, such as
breeding success from the previous season, there is a tremendous variability in the
level of migratory raptors present in any given year. WDFW has serious concemns
about the methodology tilized to assess this issue. This information should be
reanalyzed after data from subsequent studies has been obtained.

The avian report end the DEIS indicate that the study area does not receive abundant
waterfowl use and is not considered an important migratory waterfow! comridor. We feel
that this information is under represented as the month of November was not included
in the study. November is considered the peak month for waterfowl migration. Large
flocks of waterfowl mova into the area in and around Columbia Hills in November,
particularly Canada geese which are known to move between the Columbia River and
agricultural fields to the north. In addition, the Columbia River is known as a large
east-west migratory corridor for waterfowl. Certain weather conditions (low clouds and
fog often seen in the Columbia Hills) cause migratory waterfowi to fly lower, closer to
the ground, increasing their susceptibility to collisions. Using comparative informgtion 7
on waterfowl use of the area from mid-winter surveys conducted in cooperstion with
USFWS: and WDFW, a more detailed analysis of waterfowl use should be developed.

No surveys were conducted to determine the noctumal use of the project areas by

avian or chiropteran species. Information from the National Avian-Wind Power

Planning Meeting indicates that these studies area important in determining the

significance for potential impacts. As specified in the Standardized Assessment and -
Monitoring Protocols presented by Sidney Gauthreaux at the National Avian Wind 8
Power Planning (NAWPP) Meeting, noctumal studies should be conducted and the
information obtained shouid be used to modify the proposal and develop mitigstion

measures for any impacts identified.

Additional information is needed on specific bald eagie flight paths from foraging areas 9 :
along the Columbia River, especially from below John Day Dam, and from the identified |.
communal roosts. This information is essential for the siting of turbine strings to

eliminate or significantly minimize turbine/eagle collisions. If the project is permitted

end planning proceeds, bald eagle protection rules require that a site management

plan be developed. Guidelines for the protection of baid eagles take into consideration

the location of perching, roosting, and foraging habitats used by the eegles. Baid eagle 1 0
flight paths and corridors will be protected in relation to the proposed sighting of wind .
turbine strings.

There was no mention of the Columbia River Gorge peregrine population in relation to

nest site productivity. The report identifies seven nesting pairs in Oregon and

Washington. The recovery goal for the area is a minimum of three. In 1994 there were

only five occupied peregrine sites in Oregon and Washington of which only four 1 1
successfully reproduced. Although the Gorge population has shown a gradual

increase in the number nesting pairs, productivity of this population continues to be
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well below recovery goals. (Pagel, USFS, pers. comm.) Due to its low reproductive

success, the viability of the Columbis River Gorge peregrine population has importance 1 1
to the overall survival of the regional population. This information shouid be

considered when identifying significant adverse impacts of the project.

Additional surveys may be necessary to identify chiropteran use of the area. Bat

mortality associated with wind plants, has been noted in other areas of the country. 1 2
Bats associated with the site Myotis thysanodes and M. cifiolabum sre both federal __J :
candidate species. ' :

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED:

Due to the many unknowns associated with siting of the first windplant in Yvashington,
and the potential for impacts to threstened, endangered, and pricrity species, we
stongly recommend that the permit for the Columbia Hills site be restricted to 50
megawatts or less and a concomitant portion of the site. Any further development,
above the initial 50 MW, or authorization for continuous operation, should not be
permitted until the applicant performs studies, approved by WDFW, designed to
document avian mortality at the site. The permit should be further restricted to allow
~ the permitting agencies to supplement permit conditions as warranted by the studies of
the windplant in operation. Supplementary conditions would include the ability to take 1 3
certain turbines, or turbine strings. out of operation, if they proved to be of specific ’
concem related to avian montality.

Results of ongoing industry research and experimentation on avian interactions should

be juried by the scientific community, published, and where appropriate appfied to the - :
project design. Permits need to be conditioned to require retrofitting the turbines with 1 4
paint or other materials as identified by these studies.

Until research results are publicly available, the most current research results should

be applied. As an example, the Califomia Energy Commission Studies indicated thatof - .
the potential factors contributing to avian mortality, end-row turbines, turbines within 1 5
S00m of a canyon, turbine elevation, and lattice-type towers were the most important.

These conclusions should be considered and incorporated into the project design.

Studies of windplants in other locations have determined avian mortality can be

affected by the siting of individual turbines. For example, turbines located in ciose :
proximity to cliff faces seemed to have a higher mortality rate. 8iting of turbines should

be discussed in greater detail in the document, with specific emphasis on proximity to 1 6
cliff faces and similar sites where avian use and mortality may be expected. :

It is unclear why the powerline along the turbine is underground but the powerline
between strings is above ground. The rationsie for that decision needs to be
presented. If above ground powerlines are justified, pianning and design of the project . 4
should include electrocution protection measures which meet the 1895 standards set 1 7
by the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee. These protection messures should

- apply to all newly constructed powerlines, riser poles, etc as well as any upgrades of
existing powerlines that would involve a voitage increase.
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Although there is no mention of lights atop the turbines, their use has been noted on

turbines in other areas. Lights have been identified as an additional contributor to ' 1 8
avian and chiropteran mortality. if lights are proposed, we recommend altematives be
determined and implemented.

Methods used for siab construction should incorporate design features to prevent
rodents or other small mammals from burrowing under the slab. Use of rodenticides 1 9
will not be acceptable in the Columbia Hills area where rodents and small mammais are .

8 major portion of the prey base for other species.

The project has the potential to contribute to siltation of iocal streams, as well as the

Columbia River, during and after construction, until vegetation can be re-established.

Siltation of watercourses should be controlied by limiting ansthstion to the dry 2
season, and by requiring an erosion control plan incorporating Best Management : 20
Practices. Project construction should be monitored daily, to assure the project meets

control standards. Any work within the water would require a hydraulic Project spproval

from WDFW. Any stormwater detention and treatment should meet or exceed the

standards set in the Ecology Stormwater Manual.

The Department of Fish and Wildlife has identified nuanercus habitst types and species
as pricrities for management and preservation. Project design and planning should
incorporate the management recommendations these for Priority Habitats and Species
(PHS) into the development of the east impacting altemnatives for project size, turbine,
road and powarline locations and construction timing and methods. The informetion
provided in the DEIS idertifies many priority habitats and species on or near the project
site.

Priority habitats are those habitat types with unique or gignificant value to many

species. Habitat types on or near the project site listed as priority by WDFW include:

Oak woodlands, Juniper savannah, Prairies and Steppe, Shrub-steppe, Riparian,

Wetiands, Talus and Cliffs. Management recommendations have been developed for . 21
many of these habitat types and should be incorporated into dasign criteria and -
planning for any sites selected for development within Washington. Following is @ brief
overview of priofity habitat recommendations. Additional information and planning

agsistance is available from WOFW.

The DEIS identifies proposed construction of both turbine strings and roads within
existing, documented oak habitat ( Sections 8 & 9, Township 3 North, Range 17 East,
WM end Sections 5 &6, Township 3 North, Renge 18 Eest, WM). Oregon white osk is
the only native oak of Washington. Oak woodiands provide rare and variable habitat
comprising a distinct ecosystem which contributes significantly to the diversity of
wildife found in Washington. WDFW priority habitat management recommendations 21 a
state that: "Oregon white oak woodlands, regardiess of stand size, should not be
clearcut, removed, replaced or patch-cut uniess these activities are inheremnt to the
functional maintenance of oak habitat. Remaining oak stands should be maintained or
enhanced and no activity should result in a net decline of oak habitat.”" (Priority Habitat
Management Recommendations: Oregon Vhite Oak Woodlands, WDW 1/84).

Turbine strings and roads, proposed for areas identified as 08k or oak-pine woodlands
should be relocated to avoid or minimize impacts.
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The DEIS identifies proposed construction of both turbine strings and roads within
existing, mapped juniper woodlands (Sections §&10, Township 3 North, Range 17
East WM and Section 6, Township 3 North, Range 18 East, WM) . Juniper woodlands
provide unique habitat for a variety of species. Birds and mammais consume the
berries and juniper forests provide shade, cover, nesting and hiding components to
many species of small mamynais end birds. Swainson's hawk are closely associated
with juniper woodlands with habitat requirements for nesting and brooding. Deer also
utilize juniper for food and cover. Although specific management recommendations
have not yet been deveioped by WDFW for juniper savannahs, identification as a
priority habitat indicates that it is a habitat type limited in avallability, providing a
habitat component for unique or dependent species and it is vulnerable to habitat -
alteration. (Priority and Habitats and Species List, WOFW 1/95) Turbine stringsand 21D
roads, proposed for areas identified as juniper woodiands should be relocated to evold
or minimize impacts.

The DEIS identifies proposed construction of both turbine strings and roads within
existing, mapped shrub-steppe communities (Section 13&14, Township 3 North,
Renge 16 East, Sections 2,10&11, Township 3 North, Renge 17 East, WM). The
presence of Douglas buskwheat, Sandberg's bluegrass, biuebunch wheatgrass and an
intact cryptobiotic layer, are all indicators of a high quality, reiatively undisturbed
native plant community. These areas are utilized by a wide variety of mammais, birds,
reptiles and invertebrates dependent upon shrub-steppe to mest the majority of their =~ =
life requisites. The areas of high quality shrub-steppe communities should be fully 21 C
delineated on the site, and preserved. No construction, staging or other impects
should be allowed within these areas. Before undertaking construction peripheral to
- shrub-steppe habitat an erosion control pian should be deveioped to protect the area
from encroachment from sidecast material, as well as prompt and aggressive native
revegetation of disturbed areas to eliminate encroachment of noxious weeds.
Fragmentation of any existing steppe or shrub-steppe should be avoided. Re-
establishment or replacement of the components of steppe and shrub-steppe
communities, particularly the cryptobiotic layer and Douglas’ buckwheat dominated e
communities, are not feasible. Mitigation for ioss of the such communities would nquln 21 d
protection of other similar habitat. Construction near delineated high quality shrub-
steppe communities should include protection measures to avoid impacts from side-
cest material

Although Table 2.3.5 indicates that no impacts to riparian areas would occur as a

result of the project, Figure 2.3.1 indicates new road construction within a mapped

riparian area (Section 23, Township 3 North, Renge 16 East, WM). Riparian habitat is
extremely important to wildlite, providing habitat continuity and travel corridors, a

moderate microclimate, water storage and conservation, stream temperature control,

and a diverse and productive habitat for many species. Even those riparian areas that

sre degraded should be preserved with the goal of cessation and reversel of asTent

trends toward loss or degradation. WOFW has established recommended fixed-width

Riparian Habita! Areas (RHAS) derived from a review of scientific literature. RHAS o
generally include a Zone of characteristic riparian vegetstion plus a transition zone 2 1
dominated by upland vegetation. The appropriate RHA should be determined and road e
construction, stream crossings and utility lines within the RHA should be avoided.
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Priority species are fish and wildlife species requiring protective measures and/or
management guidelines to ensure their perpetuation. Species classified as priority by
WOFW identitied in the DEIS as on or near the site or, potentially using the site
include. peregrine and prairie falcons, bald and golden eagles, northem goshewik,
ferruginous and Swainson's hawks, ogprey, westem burrowing owl, westermn sage
grouse, long-billed curlew, sandhill crane, loggerhead shrike, Lewis' woodpecker, '
western biuebird, sage sparrow, juniper hairstreak butterfly, western grey squirrel,
Columbian black-tailed deer, northern pocket gopher, and Merriam's shrew.
Management recommendations have been compiled for most all of these species.

Peregrine faicon were observed within the study area. A pair of was sighted within §

miles of the proposed site. Peregrines hunting territories may extend to a radius of 15

miles from the nest site. Management recommendations include avoiding disturbance =~
during the breeding season (March - August); restriction of access to cliff rims where 2 1 f
nests are built within % and % mile of cliff faces; preservation of all major perches '
around nests by retaining all large snags and large trees; routing of powertines away

from eyries. avoiding the application pesticides near eyries and where winter prey

species congregate.

Prairie falcon were observed perching and foraging within the study area. The :
availability of suitabte nesting cliffs associated with steppe and shrub steppe habitats

capable of supporting abundant prey is a key eiement to their success. Management
recommendations to preserve or provide these requirements are: limit human ) 2 1
habitation within 4 mile of nests; steppe and ghrub steppe habitats should be 9
maintained within breeding home range; and control of ground squirrels and other

rodents should be limited to areas outside foraging areas.

Golden sagles are found both nesting and foraging in the project area. They require
large, open areas for feeding and are sensitive to erratic disturbance. Limiting factors o g o
for goiden eagles are the availability of seciuded nest sites; adequate prey populations 21 h
(large rodent or lagomorphs) located within foraging range of the nest; and minimum )
nesting territory size. Management recommendations to remit these limiting factors
include: avoid large-scaie conversion of rangeland near goiden eagle territories; avoid
development activities that remove vegetation from localized sreas and reducs the prey
base; restrict camping activities below eyries. spatial and temporal buffers should be
used to protect nest sites from disturbance and site-specific management plans should
be developed in cooperation with local wildlife suthorities. avoid disturbing activities
from February 15 to July 15; buffers of approximately 1600 feet should be established
-around any nest sites during breeding season and access within the buffer restricted
untit 45 days after the nestiings have fledged or dispersed; construction within 1 mile of
the nest should be avoided during the period of nesting through fledging (March 15
through July 15).

The northern goshawk, observed in the project area, is a forest habitat generalist, 21 .
utilizing a variety of forest types, ages, structural conditions and successional stages. I
Goshawks and their prey populations - small to medium sized birds and mammals - are

limited by the avaitability of food and habitats. Three components make up the nesting

home range (6000 acres) of the goshawk. the nest area, post fledging-family area

(PFA) and the foraging area. USFS Management recommendations (Reynoids etal,
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1892) are currently used by WDFW and were specificaily designed to provide breeding
season habitat for goshawk and their prey. Management recommendstions include:

~ Three suitable nest areas (30 acres each) should be maintsined per home range. f the
project site is identified as part of the identified northem goshawk nest range and any
part of the site is identified or designated as part of a nest area, adverse management
activities should not occur at any time in those aress; msnagement activities in
identified PFA area(s) should be limited to the period from October through February
and should meet the criteria specified in Reynolds etal 1882 for planned activities
within the PFA,; if any of the site is considered to be essential as part of the goshawk 21 i
foraging area both the desired conditions and management recommendations are
similar to that for the PFA. WDFW is currently assembling specific manggemert
rec>mmendations for goshawk in Washington and these criteria may need to be
considered when developing altematives or mitigation for the DEIS if epplicable.

Ferruginous hawk, although observed infrequently within the study area, prefer .
habitat types thst are available on the project site: sparse. short grassiand and arid 21 j
shrub vegetation. They generally nest on rocky outaops, steep cliffs, or in isolated :
Jjuniper or deciduous trees. Availability of nest sites in undisturbed grassiand habitat

and in close proximity to adequate prey populations is the factor limiting to ferruginous

hawks. Management recommendations include:. retain trees and shrubs greater than

3.3 feet in height and within 1 mile of one another.

Two Swainson's hawk nests were identified within the study area. Since individual -- .
nesting Swainson's hawks vary in their response to human disturbance and the 21 k
~ availability of nesting habitat proximal to suitable hunting habitet is the limiting factor to

their success, management recommendations which should be included in the project

design include: evoid disturbance near occupied nest during the breeding season

(April 1 - September 1); Retain uncultivated tracts, snd netive shrub-steppe habitats

within the range of Swainson's hawks.

Long-billed curlew although infrequently observed on the site, prefer habitats that are 21 |
found on the site. The availability of shortgrass prairie habitat is a limiting factor for
curiew and should be maintained.

Loggerhead shrike require open habitats such as the shrub-steppe areas found within

the study area for both breeding and nonbreeding seasons. Loss of habitat availabilty 24 m)
or loss of prey base are limiting factors for this species. Buffers of at ieast 1100 feet

should be maintsined around nesting and foraging habitat for applications of pesticides

on adjacent croplands.

General management recommendations applicadie to all of the raplor species as

well @8 long-bilied curlew , loggerhead shrike, sage spemow include: preserve

remaining steppe and shrub-steppe habitat types that harbor significant populations of 2
medium sized rodents, hares and rabbits; protect prey concentratiors with a 21n
disturbance buffer of at least 1320 feet; avoid range management activities that

degrade native shrub-steppe habitat; restrict access to the rims of cliffs supporting

nests; avoid development near nests; modify powerlines and poles to prevent

electrocution; use of
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organochicrine, organophosphate, and carbamate insecticides should be avoided or 21 n
substituted with pyrethroid compounds; repelients should be used in piace of

rodenticides in areas where raptors ocour, and spray applications of pesticides should

be avoided.

Juniper hairstreak butterfly is found amongst both juniper-shrub/steppe composite

and juniper cover hills and dunes. It is limited by atteration of habitat requirements. To - 2‘i
preserve local populstions of juniper hairstreak, juniper woodiand should be kept intact, o
not converted to rangeland or used by offroad vehicies. Grazing should be limited,

minimized or halted to aliow nectsr plants to fiower.

Limiting factors for westermn grey squirre] are loss of oak/conifer habitat, habitat :
fragmentation, disease, disturbance, competition, automobiles, and hunting. - 21 o]
Management recommendations include: Retain mixed oak/conifer stands with mast

producing trees and shrubs; limit habitat fragmentation; limit noise disturbance gbove

ambient background levels around nesting habitat during the critical breeding period

(May 15 - September 30); avoid construction of new roads within 1300 feet of occupied

westem grey squirrel habitat. _

Pocket gophers, common on the project site require open, undisturbed tracts of 21
prairie. Management recommendations to meet this requirement include: restrict q
developmeant of open areas where gophers may occur. plow mfroquemly fields used by

gophers and avoid using herbicides in areas used by gophers.

Merriam's shrew are dependent on arid, undisturbed shrub-steppe and steppe
habitats that support adequate numbers of ground dwelling insects. These habitat 2 1 r
types should be conserved and not degraded through conversion or spraying of

pesticides.

MITIGATION:

The DEIS The DEIS is lacking in ils discussion of measures to be taken to mitigate the \\
impacts of this proposal. Mitigation is necessary for the replacement of the loss of
habitat function snd value fram construction of the project. Up to 382 acres will be
directly impacted by roads, turbine placement, etc. Measures need to be identified for
replacement of unavoidable impacts to wildlife habitat.

Results of research presented at the National Avian-Wind Power Planning Meeting 22
(Denver, CO 7/94) demonstrated habitat loss/disturbance effects at distances up to
250-S00 m from the nearest turbines. This should be considered when evaluating the
extent of area to be mitigated. Dependent upon the project design after incorporating
PHS management recommendations, as well as consideration of the value of on-site

vs. off-site mitigation, acreage required for mitigation could vary. If off-site mitigstion is
determined to be the better option, the goal should be in-kind replacement of the ,
function and value of that which is lost on the project site. -..J

Alternative sites for the windplant and aitemative powerline routes are identified with no
identification of a preferred alternative. We recommend that the windplant be restricted 23
to the western portion of the site (Option 1) and that the alternative powerline route be
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. developed as the preferred altemative.

The document indicates that populations of a number of geme species exist on the site

in huntable numbers and that birding and wildiife photographic opportunities exist on

the site. We realize that the site will remain private land and the lsndowner has the

right to restrict access to these types of uses. Windplants can occupy significant 24
amounts of acreage and we want {o ensure that these sites will not be completely

closed to public use. We recommend the applicarnts be restricted from requiring the

private landowners to ciose their lands to public access. in other words, the level of

public use of the lands currently allowed by landowners should not be changed by the

siting of a windplant on the land.

The document states that up to 10,000 loads of gravel will be needed for site

construction. The source of such an extensive amount of gravel needs to be identified

since mining of this much gravel can have significant fish and wildiife impects. I 25
necessary, measures to mitigate these potential impacts need to be identified.

We hope that the next step in the process will be the development of a regionalized

approach for siting wind-generated energy facilities. Regional planning is vital for

protection of existing natural resources. If the Columbia Hills site is to be further 26
considered prior to the development of a regional plan, a supplemental DEIS will need

to be produced and distributed for review.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the documents prepared for the Washington
Windpliant #1 proposal. If you have any questions regarding the comments provided
please call me at (360) 802-257S.

Sincerely,
(o= 2~

Constance lten
Habitat Biologist

cc. David Mugd
David Anderson

Cerl Dugger
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Responses to April 17, 1995 Comment Letter from the
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife

1.

2.

Comments noted. See General Response No. 2.
Comments noted. See General Response nos. 2 and 10.

The comment regarding the diversity of species present is noted. As described in General
Response No. 11, the Project site was found to contain many species of birds, including
raptors. The raptor species and their habitats, including roost sites and nests, were listed
in Section 2.5 of the draft EIS.

Based on a conversation between David Anderson of WDFW and Steve Hall of Jones &
Stokes Associates, it is our understanding that the WDFW’s method for determining
species diversity was based on comparing existing WDFW raptor data (collected with
varying techniques and levels of survey intensity), for random blocks of land located
throughout eastern Washington. It is typically not possible to make strong quantitative
comparisons between areas that have had different levels of study. The intensity of raptor
surveys conducted for this environmental review is expected to be significantly greater
than for the 305 areas identified by WDFW.

There are two specific points regarding the comparison made in the comment. First
WDFW has compared Project-specific site data collected through an intensive, site-specific
study, with general Priority Habitats and Species data collected from a variety of sources.

Secondly, two features of the site make raptor nest sites more likely to be noticed on the
site than on many lands in eastern Washington: (1) the site is along a major roadway with
easy access to viewing locations and (2) the site contains a steep ridge face that allows for
relatively easy identification of raptor nests. Many areas of eastern Washington are more
isolated and less access to raptor habitats.

Therefore, while the Project site contains a diverse array of raptors (as listed in Section 2.5
of the draft EIS), a quantitative comparison with the 305 other sites is not possible because
of the problems associated with comparing different areas with different levels of studies,
different accessibility, and different visibility of nesting areas.

See also General Response No. 10 and response to comment nos. 5 and 6.
The avian study team consulted with the WDFW and other agencies for input regarding
methods needed to study wildlife use at the Project site and to discuss findings.

Consultations with the WDFW, ODFW, USFWS, and others included:

® A letter from Carl Dugger (WDFW) to David Every (Dames & Moore), November 29,
1993.

] A letter from David Anderson (WDFW) to Steve Hall (Jones & Stokes Associates),
February 1 and 11, 1994.
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® A March 8, 1994 meeting with Mr. Anderson, Mr. Dugger, Chris Kerry (Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife), Mr. Hall, Jon Ives (Jones & Stokes Associates), Pat
Tangora (Beck), and Kathy Fisher (BPA).

u A telephone conversation with Jody Bush (USFWS) and Mr. Hall, February 15, 1994.

] A meeting with Ms. Bush, Jeff Haas (USFWS), Mr. Hall, and Ms. Tangora, March 10,
1994.

® A meeting with nationally recognized experts on study design issues, including
Harvey Nelson (USFWS, Ret.) and Dale Strickland (West, Inc.), March 22, 19%4.

® A meeting with Mr. Anderson, Mr. Dugger, Ms. Fisher, Mr. Ives, Mr. Greg Poremba
(Jones & Stokes Associates), and Ben Wolff (CARES) on November 28, 1994.

® A meeting with Ms. Bush and Michelle Eames (USFWS), Ms. Fisher, Mr. Ives, and
Mr. Wolff on December 14, 1994.

Many of the studies, including the expanded breeding bird survey, the survey timing, and
the year-long study were in direct response to WDFW recommendations. Following these
meetings, a copy of the Avian Study Plan was provided to the WDFW for comment.
Because of this consultation, and because no additional comments were received after
WDEFW reviewed the Avian Study Plan, the lead agencies concluded that the studies were
acceptable to the WDFW.

In response to WDFW comments specific to the winter surveys, these surveys involved
over 150 staff hours by Jones & Stokes Associates in the field and covered over 12,000
acres. Studies conducted included fixed point observation stations, wintering bald eagle
surveys (using the same techniques employed by WDFW studies in Klickitat County), and
waterfowl surveys, in addition to the large amount of incidental observations made while
conducting formal surveys or traveling between survey stations. An additional 100 hours-
of study was conducted by Dames & Moore prior to the start of the Jones & Stokes
Associates study.

While winter raptor use varies from year to year, the general species composition, habitat
associations, and flight behaviors remain sufficiently stable to allow for reasonable
predictions of future use. For example, the results show that rough-legged hawks are a
major component of the wintering raptor population. The abundance of rough-legged
hawks may vary from year to year, but the basic conclusion that they are common on the
site during winter months would remain the same. For bald eagle use, the draft EIS
doubled the number estimated to be present to compensate for annual variations, and the
number assumed to be present (10) in the evaluation of impacts represents more individual
eagles than were actually seen at any one time (five eagles were the most ever confirmed
to be present at any one time). This doubling was intended to compensate for possible
uncertainties inherent to field observations, including annual variation.

5. The spring surveys were conducted from March to mid-May 1994, and fall surveys were
conducted from September through October 1994. These survey periods were discussed
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with WDFW staff (see the response to comment no. 4) during telephone conversations and
meetings and were selected based on WDFW and other recommendations.

The study did not "concentrate on the best weather, time of day, and location" because
such concentration would bias the data and potentially invalidate the results. The
approach the avian team used was to systematically look at the whole area over the course
of different seasons, different times of day, different habitats, and different weather
conditions (excluding severe weather). The survey points used on the Columbia Hills site
are well distributed within the Project area. They were developed in response to WDFW
recommendations that a larger area be surveyed than just the areas being considered for
turbine placement. To select a narrow range of locations and conditions to study, as is
suggested by this comment, would provide an opportunity for researcher bias, could
introduce some invalid presumptions (which may lead to invalid conclusions), and would
leave many time periods and areas essentially unstudied.

6. Raptors are indeed an important natural feature of the Columbia Hills area, and this is
acknowledged in the draft EIS. However, the level of raptor use does not stand out as
either an unusually large resident population level or a "funneling" of migrating raptors.
This conclusion is based on numbers published from other sources.

During the breeding/nesting survey conducted within the 32 sections of the primary study
area, 11 raptor nest sites were found over the 32 square-mile site (0.34 nests per square
mile). This is not an unusually high density of breeding raptors. For example, in a widely
cited study, Craighead and Craighead (1969) compared two 36-square-mile areas and
found the lowest nesting density of raptors to be 1.14 nests per square mile, or more than
three times that found at the Project site.

The population size (i.e., whether it is unusually large) can also be evaluated based on the
average territory size of a particular species. If an area has a density that approaches one
pair per average territory size for that species, it is an indication that the population is
close to the maximum for that species. In other words, the larger the population, the more:
densely spaced nest territories should be. Red-tailed hawks are the most common nesting
raptors on the Project site. In a study in similar habitat in north-central Oregon, Janes
(1994) reported that non-overlapping territory sizes of red-tailed hawks averaged
0.9 square-mile each. Using this figure, if all land was occupied within the primary study
area by red-tailed hawks, then the Project site should have contained up to 28 red-tailed
hawk nests. However, only 7 nests were found in this study, suggesting that the Project
site does not have a particularly high nesting density.

A comparison with other studies was also used to evaluate if the site serves as a "funnel”
for migrating raptors. Extrapolating the 20-minute observation average of 1.21 and
multiplying it by 3 to get an hourly rate, the study resulted in an average of 3.63 raptor
sightings per hour. Hawkwatch International reported a season average of 10.56 raptor
observations per hour at their four monitoring stations in western North America
(Hawkwatch International 1992. Patterns and recent trends in counts of migrant hawks in
western North America. Salt Lake City, Utah). Of the 28 survey-years of data reported
by Hawkwatch International, none of the observation stations reported hourly rates as low
as found on the Project site. In addition, most (if not all) of these Hawkwatch monitoring
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stations are in areas that have few resident raptors, so almost all of the observations are
of migrating raptors. In contrast, the Project site has an established resident population.
Because of this, and because of observed flight behavior and the known breeding
populations (determined through the breeding raptor survey), the majority of sightings are
believed to be of resident raptors rather than migrants.

Another comparison that suggests that the site is not a migratory "funnel" is a rating scale
developed by Heintzeman (1986). According to this scale, a migration watch area is
considered poor if fewer than 12 birds are seen per hour. A site is considered "good" if
over 22 birds are seen per hour. Over 33 birds per hour is considered an "excellent" site.
The level of raptor observation made at the Project site was considerably lower than this
level (averaging 3.63 raptor observations per hour). Observations were relatively steady
throughout the spring and fall seasons, with no migratory "peak" observed. If the site were
a migratory "funnel," then the level of observations at the site would be expected to be at
least a "good." However, the level of raptors observed at the site was in the low end of
the "poor" rating.

7.  While no data were collected in November 1993 or 1994, sufficient data were collected in
December 1993 and in January, February, October, and December 1994 which indicated
that waterfowl infrequently fly over the site. There is no reason to assume that major
waterfowl movements occur over the site during November but not in late October or early
December. Only three flocks of waterfowl (all geese) were observed to fly over the ridge
during the first winter study and none were observed during the second. Five small flocks
(a total of 48 birds) were observed during spring and fall studies. This level is relatively
low and indicates that the Project site is not an important waterfowl flyway. While
November may be the peak month of migration, major daily movement patterns that occur
in November should be detectable in prior and subsequent months. In addition, flocks of
waterfowl observed wintering along the Columbia River during winter studies in 1993 and
1994 were not observed to fly up over the ridge and actually cross the Project site.
Waterfowl movements were observed to be concentrated along the river.

8.  Impacts on bats were disclosed in the draft EIS. Bats, including two federal candidate
species (Townsend’s big-eared bat and fringed myotis) were assumed to occur on the
Project site (see pages 2-34 and 2-35, Section 2.4.3.3 of the draft EIS). Impacts to bats were
identified on page 2-38, Section 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS (see also response to comment
no. 12).

During the development of the avian study, the avian study team determined that
nocturnal migrants (most of which are passerines) were at low risk because nocturnal
migrants typically fly well above the ground and out of danger with colliding with ground
features. In addition, passerine mortalities at California projects are low relative to their
abundance in the area.

Because of the high elevation at which nocturnal migrants typically fly, the most likely
time to observe such birds would be at dawn and dusk. If the site were a major migratory
flyway, then it is anticipated that larger flocks of birds (greater than 25) would be seen
during these periods. However, avian study observers (who were regularly on the Project
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10.

11.

12.

site at dawn and dusk during peak passerine migration periods) observed no large flocks
entering or leaving the site.

Klickitat County, BPA, and the Applicant are addressing potential impacts on bald eagle
and other threatened and endangered species through formal consultations with the
USFWS. Bald eagle flight patterns were recorded and addressed in the draft EIS. Field
staff recorded the location of the observation, the flight behavior, pattern, direction, path,
and altitude of each bald eagle seen and mapped movements on USGS maps. - A copy-of
the variables is provided in Appendix B of the Avian Technical Report; a copy of the
survey form is provided in Appendix C.

Roost sites and regular flight paths were identified and considered in the impact evaluation
discussed in the draft EIS. Figures 2.5.2 and 2.5.3 in the draft EIS show bald eagle daytime
perch locations and bald eagle night roosts. As described on page 2-54 of the draft EIS,
turbine strings that bald eagles could encounter on their way to and from night roost sites
include strings Z, Y, AA, BB, and CC. The Fact Sheet to this final EIS document identifies
a Bald Eagle Site Management Plan under "Permits and Approvals."

The lead agencies recognize, however, the importance of agency concerns regarding the
bald eagle. The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, therefore
would prohibit development in the eastern subarea of the site until an additional winter
season of bald eagle monitoring is conducted to better determine their flight paths and
roosts. This information would support preparation of the Bald Eagle Management Plan.
Appropriate operating buffers will be set during the Section 7 consultation process with
the USFWS.

Klickitat County, BPA, and the Applicant are addressing potential impacts on bald eagle
and applicable mitigation measures through formal consultations with the USFWS. See
also response to comment no. 9.

Available information, as described in this comment (five nests with four successfully-
reproducing) and as described in the draft EIS (up to seven nest sites), shows that the
peregrine falcon population has exceeded the recovery goal for the Columbia Gorge
Management Unit (three nest sites with 1.5 young per nest). A previously unknown pair
of peregrine falcons was found during the avian study conducted for the draft EIS, so the
population is actually greater than the five pairs indicated in this comment.

The draft EIS concludes that turbine-related injury or mortality to peregrine falcons would
unlikely jeopardize the peregrine falcon population in the Columbia Gorge. However, as
part of consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the USFWS will be
making its own determination regarding the Project’s potential to jeopardize the continued
existence of the peregrine falcon in the Columbia River Gorge.

Bats are addressed in Table 2.4.2 and Section 2.4.4 (on page 2-38) of the draft EIS. These
species are assumed to be present and at risk of collision. Additional surveys would not
change this conclusion unless some of the bat species were found to be absent (in which
case the anticipated level of impact would be lower than identified). The draft EIS’s
conclusions are therefore based on "worst-case" assumptions for the presence of bat species.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Several commentors suggested that restrictions should be placed on the extent of initial
development, some on the basis of installed MW and others on the basis of number of
turbines. Based on a review of the information in the draft EIS and supporting technical
documents and on comments on the draft EIS, the lead agencies have identified a Preferred
Alternative that would restrict initial development based on geographical area and that
would specifically prohibit issuance of building permits for development in the eastern
subarea of the site until after an additional winter season of avian monitoring for bald
eagle and peregrine falcon use is conducted. (See Part 2 of this document.) The lead
agencies believe such a geographic restriction is more likely to protect avian resources than
a restriction based simply on MW or number of turbines. In no circumstance, however,
would the total project physical development as discussed in this EIS be allowed to exceed
that specified in KENETECH’s Conditional Use Permit Application without additional
environmental review. See also General Response No. 4.

Comments regarding jurying ongoing industry avian research are noted but are beyond
the scope of the lead agencies for this Project. Conditions requiring retrofitting based on
future research results would be very open ended with no means of determining the
feasibility of the measures.

Although studies are currently being conducted to determine the underlying causes and
circumstances of avian collisions with wind turbines, there are currently no known
scientifically supportable measures to prevent incidental mortality altogether.

Design features have been proposed for this Project by the Applicant to reduce the
mortality associated with collision with wires, electrocution, and lattice type towers (see
Section 1.4.5 of the draft EIS, Mitigation Proposed by the Applicant and Part 1 of this
document). Based on studies at Altamont Pass (BioSystems Analysis 1992), 19 percent of
avian mortality resulted from collision with wires (11 percent) and electrocution (8 percent).
An additional percentage of mortality occurred on lattice ty pe towers. Based on mortality
data collected during 1993 and 1994 at Altamont Pass by the USFWS, electrocution
accounted for 12 percent of the mortality while collisions with wires accounted for
2 percent (Struzik personal communication). To reduce avian collision with wires, turbine
towers would not include guy wires. To reduce avian electrocution, the Applicant
proposes to use the most current raptor-protection measures on overhead powerlines and
poles. To reduce mortality associated with lattice towers, turbines would be mounted on
tubular steel towers rather than on lattice type towers.

Turbine string locations are discussed in Section 2.5.4.1 of the draft EIS, page 2-53 (relating
to raptor nest sites) and page 2-54 (relating to bald eagle roost sites). Raptor mortality
studies at Altamont Pass have indicated mortality to be higher near canyons than away
from canyons (Biosystems Analysis 1992). Struzik (personal communication) surmises that
the higher mortality is a result of providing perching sites for raptors adjacent to areas that
are frequently hunted. The use of tubular steel towers and enclosed ladders, and smooth
nacelles, would reduce the attractiveness of the towers as perch sites at all locations,
including adjacent to cliff faces.

The powerlines along turbine strings are proposed to be below ground because of safety
issues associated with the proximity of powerlines and turbines. Sections 1.4.5.1 and 1.4.5.2
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18.

19.

20.

21.

21a.

21b.

21c.

have been modified to clarify this situation (see Part 3 of this document). For the
powerline between turbine strings, raptor protection measures are proposed. It should be
noted that the general area around the Project currently includes a number of high and low
voltage overhead powerlines. As a point of clarification, no upgrades involving voltage
increases to existing powerlines are proposed.

As stated in Section 2.13.4.1 on page 2-126 of the draft EIS, turbines would not be lighted.

A discussion of these impacts has been added to Section 2.4.4.1 of the draft EIS (see Part 3
of this document). In addition, a mitigation measure has been added to the EIS (see Part 3
of this document) to address this issue. Specifically, the Applicant would be required to
submit a design that incorporates applicable and feasible measures to control burrowing
mammals for foundations extending less than 2 feet below the ground surface for approval
by Klickitat County Department of Public Services. This mitigation measure is also
included in the Preferred Alternative. Chemical controls for rodents or small mammals are
not proposed.

Proposed erosion control and soil contamination control measures are described in
Sections 1.4.5.3, 2.1, and 2.2 of the draft EIS. An erosion and sediment control plan will
be required under the NPDES General Permit for the Project.

See General Response No. 8.

Of the 1,080 acres of oak and oak/pine habitat present on the site, approximately
98 percent would not be altered by the Project. The Alternative Overhead Powerline
Alignment, which involves a shifting of the route to reduce disturbance of Priority
Habitats, was identified by the lead agencies because of concems about potential impacts
on Oregon white oak and other Priority Habitats. The Preferred Alternative, described in
Part 2 of this document, incorporates measures to reduce impacts to Oregon white oak and
to mitigate (through enhancement and preservation) any impacts that do occur.

The WDFW did not map any juniper woodlands on or near the Project site (based on
Priority Habitat and Species maps), but patches of scattered juniper were found to occur
on the Project site. Most of the juniper areas would be avoided by the Proposed Action.
Alternatives evaluated in the draft EIS would further reduce impacts to juniper woodlands.
The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, includes mitigation that
would involve routing roads and the Project powerline to avoid juniper woodland where
feasible. It should also be noted that the juniper areas that would be affected contain
scattered juniper. See General Response No. 8.

Of the 945 acres of shrub-steppe present on the Project site, 94 percent would not be
altered by the Project. The Alternative Powerline Route, which involves a shifting of the
route to avoid Priority Habitats, would reduce the amount of shrub-steppe habitat
disturbed by the Project by about 10 percent (about 2 hectares or 5 acres). Most of the
shrub-steppe habitat that would be avoided consists of high-quality bluebunch wheatgrass-
Idaho fescue communities. The Preferred Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document,
would include adjustments to the proposed powerline route that would reduce the amount
of shrub-steppe habitat disturbed. In addition, the Preferred Alternative calls for avoidance
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21d.

2le.

21f.

21g.

21h.

of Douglas’” buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass community, and where avoidance is not
feasible, mitigation through on-site or off-site preservation of this community.

The response to comment no. 20 addresses concerns regarding erosion control.

The comment recommending off-site protection of habitats similar to the ones disturbed
is noted. The Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this document includes on-site
or off-site preservation of Oregon white oak and Douglas’ buckwheat /Sandberg’s bluegrass
communities.

No riparian habitat would be altered by the Project. One road in Section 25, Township 4
North, Range 16 East is outside and above a draw that was identified as riparian habitat.
Mitigation measures outlined under Section 2.1 (Earth) and Section 2.3 (Plants) would serve
to further protect riparian areas by controlling Project erosion and sedimentation.

As described in Section 2.5.3.1 on page 2-47 of the draft EIS, no peregrine falcon nests are
located on the Project site, so management recommendations for nest sites would not apply
to current or proposed activities at the site.

Based on Call (1978) and on WDFW recommendations, a 10-mile radius was used to
establish the greater study area to search for golden eagle and peregrine falcon nest sites
(see the response to comment no. 4 above), as described in Section 3.3.2 of the Avian
Technical Report. No pesticides are proposed to be used by the Applicant.

The one prairie falcon nest site identified through avian studies is located near SR-14 and
is over 1 mile from proposed Project activities. The most recently published WDFW
management recommendations (1992) do not contain recommendations for prairie falcon.
However, the Proposed Action and alternatives are consistent with the mitigation measures
identified in the WDFW comment letter. Prairie falcons were found to use all habitats on
the site, including agricultural lands. Data did not indicate concentrated use within shrub-
steppe habitat.

No measures, such as rodenticides, are proposed by the Applicant for controlling ground
squirrels or other rodents; however, requiring design measures to prevent burrowing under
certain foundation slabs have been identified as a mitigation measure in Parts 2 and 3 of
this document.

The Proposed Action and the altermatives would not include large conversions of
rangeland. Because only about 3 percent of the vegetation on the Project site would be
disturbed, Project-related activities are not expected to have a major effect on the raptor
prey base.

The one-mile construction limit for golden eagle was not identified by WDFW during early
consultation (see the response to comment no. 4), nor does it appear in the most recently
published WDFW management recommendations (1992). Conversations were held with
WDFW to darify the 1,600-foot nesting construction buffer versus the 1-mile nesting
construction buffer, both of which were mentioned in this comment. As a result of this
conversation, Part 2 and Part 3 of this document incorporates a 1,600-foot buffer for general
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21i.

21j.

21k.

211

construction and a 1-mile buffer for blasting during the nesting through fledgling period. It
should be noted that the golden eagle nest site located south of the primary study area would
be shielded from construction noise and activities by the ridge. As indicated in the draft EIS
and the Avian Technical Report, studies have shown golden eagles to be particularly
vulnerable to collisions with wind turbines. As a worst-case analysis, the draft EIS assumes
the Proposed Action and the alternatives would likely result in golden eagle mortality.

Northern goshawks are not considered to be significant elements of the affected
environment. Only one sighting of northern goshawk was made (see Table 4-1 in the
Avian Technical Report), and the species is not associated with the types of habitats found
at the site; they are birds of old-growth and mature forest, not of open rangeland. No
northern goshawk nests were found on the Project site and based on their 6,000-acre
habitat requirement, the 1,080 acres of oak and oak-pine habitat is not sufficient to support
northern goshawks. The sighting made at the site most likely represents a nomadic, non-
breeding individual. Because of this, the WDFW or US. Forest Service management
recommendations would not be appropriately applied to the Proposed Action or
alternatives.

Ferruginous hawks occur infrequently on the Project site. Only four sightings were made
during the one-year study and no nest sites were found on the site or within the 10-mile
radius greater study area (see Section 5.4.2, page 5-37, of the Avian Technical Report). The
site is outside of the normal range of ferruginous hawks, which are located generally
northeast of the Project site within the channeled scablands of the Columbia Basin.
Because field data indicate that the hawk occurs on the Project site infrequently and does
not breed on or near the site, the management recommendations to protect nesting
ferruginous hawks would not be applicable to this Project.

Of the two Swainson’s hawk nests found on the site, one is located downslope near
Goodnoe Hills and is within 0.25 mile of turbine string NN. The other is sufficiently
distant (about 1 mile) from proposed activities to not be disturbed. Based on this
comment, an additional mitigation measure has been added to the EIS (see Parts 2 and 3
of this document) to reduce construction-related disturbance to the nest site near turbine
string NN.

Approximately 97 percent of uncultivated tracts would be retained after Project
development, including 94 percent of native shrub-steppe habitats. The Preferred
Alternative, described in Part 2 of this document, would further reduce disturbance of
shrub-steppe habitats.

As indicated in Section 2.5.3.1 of the draft EIS, single long-billed curlews were observed
on two occasions during the avian study: once during the first winter study and once
during spring migration study. They were not observed during the spring breeding survey.
While this species may be present, the level of observations indicate that the Project site
is not a major breeding area. However, the site is within the general range of the species
and, therefore, wind energy development could potentially result in collisions and loss of
habitat for this species. As indicated previously, about 94 percent of shrub-steppe habitat
would not be disturbed by the Project.
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21m. As with long-billed curlew, loggerhead shrike were determined to be uncommon on the

21n.

21o.

21p.

site (3 sightings, as stated in Section 2.5.3.1 of the draft EIS). Potential nesting areas
include the edges of oak woodlands, which are mostly avoided by the Proposed Action.
No pesticide use is proposed by the Applicant. However, because the land for the Project
will be under easement, the Applicant has no control over the use of pesticides on
croplands by the existing landowners.

Please see the response to comment no. 21c regarding protection of shrub-steppe habitats.
The recommendation to protect "prey areas" with one-quarter-mile buffers is vague and
would be difficult to implement. There is no accepted definition of "significant
populations" of prey or of prey concentration areas. In addition, raptor hunting strategies,
as with most predatory strategies, are as closely tied to prey vulnerability as they are to
prey abundance. For example, prey abundance is typically quite low on tilled cropland,
but several raptor species tend to hunt in these areas because the prey is relatively easy
to see and catch (see Bechard 1982. Effect of vegetative cover on foraging site selection by
Swainson’s hawk. Condor 84:153-159). Because of this complication, and because of the
lack of definable criteria, the lead agencies believe this recommendation could not be
effectively implemented.

Range management activities are outside of the scope of the decision being made because
(1) the Applicant is not proposing changes in range management for the properties it has
easements for and (2) the Applicant does not have authority to require property owners
to change their practices.

Cliffs are located mostly south of the area proposed to be developed. Construction or
operation of the Project would not require access to these areas by the Applicant. The
Applicant would not have authority to restrict other access historically or currently made
available by property owners.

Powerlines would be constructed and maintained using the most recent guidelines for
minimizing the risk of bird electrocution.

Use of insecticides by existing landowners is not related to the Proposed Action. No plans
are proposed by the Applicant to use insecticides or to use poison to control rodents or
other animals.

The scattered juniper woodlands on the Project site are currently grazed and, in most
places, contain non-native grasses and weeds. Little or no sagebrush is present among the
woodlands. As previously mentioned, alteration of existing agricultural activities,
including grazing, is not within the authority of the Applicant and is outside of the scope
of the Proposed Action.

Potential impacts to oak habitat was a major consideration factored into developing
alternatives for evaluation in the draft EIS as discussed in General Response No. 8. The
Alternative Powerline Route would result in the minimum amount of disturbance and
habitat fragmentation.
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The 1,300-foot buffer is greater than the 400-foot buffer recommended by WDFW during
consultation meetings and phone calls (see the response to comment no. 4), and the 400-
foot buffer previously recommended by WDFW was included as a mitigation measure in
the draft EIS to protect western gray squirrels during the breeding period. Following
receipt of WDFW comments on the draft EIS, the lead agencies asked WDFW to clarify this
apparent discrepancy. As aresult, Parts 2 and 3 of this document add mitigation to avoid
blasting or activities with similar noise impacts within 1,300 feet of western gray squirrel
nests from May 15 through September 30. WDFW has indicated a preference that the
1,300-ft buffer apply to any activity; however, the lead agencies do not believe sufficient
justification for such mitigation has been produced by WDFW. It should be noted that a
1,300-foot buffer is not included in published Priority Habitat and Species Management
Guidelines. '

Portions of the project site (approximately 97 percent) will remain undisturbed (see
Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.5.1 of this document) and available as pocket gopher habitat.
Restriction of herbicide use on the site has been defined as a mitigation measure proposed
by the Applicant (see Part 2 of this document).

As stated previously, the Applicant does not have authority to alter long-term use of the
Project site by landowners for agricultural purposes. Again, the Applicant does not
propose to use pesticides on the site.

As indicated previously, the Proposed Action would retain about 94 percent of the existing
shrub-steppe habitat. The Preferred Alternative would further protect shrub-steppe habitat.

The Preferred Alternative includes on-site or off-site preservation of oak woodland and
Douglas’ buckwheat/Sandberg’s bluegrass community. This measure will be considered
by decision makers when considering whether to issue and how to condition permits and
approvals.

The draft EIS did not identify a Preferred Alternative because the lead agencies wanted the
opportunity to review input on the alternatives and mitigation identified in the draft EIS
prior to identifying a Preferred Alternative. Upon consideration of the comments received
on the draft EIS, including comments from the Department of Fish and Wildlife, this
document identifies a Preferred Alternative as described in Part 2 as is consistent with
NEPA requirements.

The Preferred Alternative incorporates features from several of the alternatives identified
in the draft EIS consistent with WAC 197-11-440(5)(c)(vi), which provides that an EIS may
evaluate a "range of alternatives or a few representative altermatives, rather than every
possible reasonable alternative..." The Preferred Alternative incorporates several mitigation
measures that were identified in the draft EIS and from comments on the draft EIS and is
designed to reasonably avoid, reduce, or mitigate impacts to Priority Habitats and Species.
As described in Part 2 of this document, the Preferred Alternative divides the site into
three subareas, would restrict Phase 1 development to the western subarea, would allow
development in the central subarea subsequent to a routing study for the Project powerline
to reduce impacts to Priority Habitats, and would restrict development in the eastern
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subarea until after an additional winter season study of bald eagle use and an additional
year’s study of peregrine falcon use are conducted.

As discussed in the EIS, the Applicant proposes to provide locked gates on privately-
owned roads providing access to the Project site in order to limit access and control
vandalism. The Proposed Action does not include fencing around the entire site, and
private land owners would continue to be free to grant access to their lands according to
their own discretion. The level of public use of these private lands is a decision that will
continue to rest with the land owners.

As a point of clarification, the EIS estimates that up to 10,000 trips could be required for
hauling gravel to the site for road construction. Because each trip is one-way, this is
equivalent to 5,000 not 10,000 loads of gravel (see notes to Table 2.11.3). This estimate
assumes that all Project roads would be constructed during the initial phase of Project
development. The Preferred Alternative identified in Part 2 of this document would
require less gravel initially. Discussions with gravel pit operators indicate sufficient gravel
would be available for the Project.

See General Response No. 2.
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CLEVE PINNIX
Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON ,
WASHINGTON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION

7150 Cleanwater Lane KY-11 o P.O. Box 42650 * Olympia, Washington 98504-2650 ® (206) 753-5755
April 14, 1995

RE: DEIS - Cokumnbis Wind Farm £1
and Wasghington Wiraiplant #1
Comments

Ms. Kathy Fisher, Project Lesder
Bonneville Power Administration
805 NE 11th Avenue

Portand, OR 97232

Dear Ms. Fisher:

Thank you for sending us a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Stataments (DEIS) for the Columbls
Wind Farm #1 and the Washington Windplant #1projects proposed by CARES and KENETECH,
respectively. Following are some concems about potential impacts to Goldendale Observatory State
Park by the proposed projects. With over 30,000 visitora per year the observatory sustasins meny
recreational, sducational, and economic benefits to the area surrounding Goldendale. Our primary
concem with the wind plant projects rests with preserving the quality night shy environment in the
Klickitat Valley vicinity so that celestial viewing opportunities from Goldendale Observatory are not
degraded. State Parks sturf requests thet you respond to our concems surrounding this proposal.

Uighting design for the project area:

Neither DEIS describes nor evaluates a lighting design for any structures in the analysia of the project 1
proposal. Pictures and diagrams of the proposed turbines do not show aircreft waming lights of any

kind. Although section 2.13.4.1 ststes thet lighting for thess structures is not required under 14 C.F.R.

77, any diversion from this original stand may have Impacts on the night sky enviconment. Also, there

is no mention of lighting schemes for any project support buildings. What are the plens for on site

Kohting? Wll this lighting, if any, conform to the Klickitat County Hiumination Control Ordinance (ICO) @
described in section 2.8.2.2?

increased Dust Emissions:

Another possible impact to the night sky environment is the increased emissions of particulate matter

from the Columbia Hills ares. Section 2.10.4.1 describes emission control during the construetion

phase of the project. However, the DEIS does not discuss the totsl increass in particulste emissions 3
from areas left disturbed aftar construction. Nor does it discuss the measures to control the amissions

efter the project is completa and in the operating phase. After consruction what percent of project

acreage would be bare or disturbed soil surfaca? A significant amount of dust in the eir in Kfickitat

Valley above the current level would cause problems with operation of talescope eQuipmant and hinder
viewing of some celestial objects.

increased turbulence:
Our third concem deals with air turbulence. Telescopes parforrn best when the column of sir extending

outward from the front of a telescope tube is very caim. The largest impacts to viewing occur within 4
the first 50 miles. If sir movemem (turbulence) occurs in the various layers of etrosphere in front of a

) (L 0]
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telescope, the image can be severely distorted. What are the effects of turbulence on the stmasphare
nesr the turbines? How fer reaching are thess effects? At what slevation sbove the trbine blades ere
these effects negligible? .

Thank you for your sttention to thess concems and giving us the opporasity to carwrant. Please call
me st (360) 902-8833 if you have sny questions.

%&M Specialist,

ec: Dave Heiser, Envirorsrartal Programs Manager
Ange Taylor, Eestern Region Perk Manager
John Scarole, Perk Menager, Goldendals Area
Steve Stout, Perk Ranger, Goidendals Observatory
Bill Fraser, Parks Planner, Eastarn Region
Dave Thies, President, Columbia Gorge Audubon Soclety
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Responses to April 14, 1995 Letter From the Washington State
Parks and Recreation Commission

1.

Aircraft warning lights are not shown on the pictures and diagrams of the proposed
turbine structures because they fall below the height requiring lighting by the FAA, and
no turbine lighting is proposed by the Applicant.

No support buildings are proposed on the Project site. The discussion of mitigation in
Section 2.8.4.2 of the draft EIS has been modified (see Part 3 of this document) to add a
statement that, if the Applicant proposes limited site lighting in the future, that any such
lighting must conform to the requirements of the Klickitat County illumination ordinance
and Illumination Control overlay zone.

No areas are proposed to remain disturbed after Project construction. Roads would be
graveled, and turbine foundations would be paved. After construction, approximately
79 hectares (193 acres) of the site would be permanently occupied with Project features
(e.g., buildings, roads, and tower platforms). To minimize the amount of wind-blown dust
generated on site during construction, the Applicant would follow soil erosion measures
required under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General permit
discussed in Section 2.1.2 of the draft EIS. Specific measures are identified in Section 1.4.5.3
of the draft EIS, including preparation of a sediment and erosion control plan. After
construction, areas disturbed during construction but not permanently occupied with
Project features would be revegetated and roads on the Project site would be covered with
a 15-cm (6-inch) minimum gravel surface (see Section 1.4.5.3 of the draft EIS). A small
amount of dust would be generated by vehicles traveling on the gravel roads. However,
it is anticipated that proposed improvements to the roadbeds and revegetation would
minimize the amount of particulate emissions generated on site during Project operation.

As a general estimate, turbulence effects are negligible at a distance of 10 times the height
of the turbine structure. Because turbines would extend up to about 184 feet, turbulence
effects would be negligible at about 1,840 feet (about 1/3 mile) from a turbine. Thus
turbulence-related impacts at the observatory would not be expected.
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April 11, 1995

s. Kathy Fisher, ECNS
Bonneville Power Administration
905 NE 11th Avenue

Portland, OR 97232

RE: Comments on the joint NEPA/SEPA Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Washington Windplant #1 (Kenetech Project)
and the Columbia Hills Wind Farm #1 (CARES Project)

Dear Ms. Fisher;

The YAKAMA NATION is a federally recognized tribe and is comprised
of the Fourteen Confederated Tribes and Bands of the YARAMA. The
YARAMA NATION is a sovereign Nation with governing powers, with
elected tribal officials to represent the YAKAMA NATION which is
sanctioned by the United States Government.

The YARAMA INDIAN NATION takes this opportunity to submit the
following general comments on the Draft EIS of both Kenetech and
CARES wind power projects.

track -- much too fast. The windpower project under the NEPA 1
process, as proposed, the BPA as a responsible Federal Agency is -
violating one of its major responsibilities, which is:

"Restoring and enhancing environmental
quality and avoiding or minimizing :!
possible adverse environmental effects.'

The wind turbines are to be placed adjacent to the Columbia River

Gorge Scenic Area at locations known to be frequented by golden

eagles, bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and other wildlife. There

is no question that the wind turbines are a threat to migratory 3
‘ bird populations.

These wildlife are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16
USC - 703 - 712, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, 16 USC -

668 and the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

Disturbances of cultural sites that are potentially eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Cultural
resources surveys show that the area has a relatively high
potential for archaeological sites. A survey conducted on the
proposed wind turbine site identified nine archaeologically
significant sites. Which included six areas with scattered rock
tools, rock clusters, rock cairns, and other isolated artifacts. “
Cairns in the Columbia Hills region could mark places of importance

to aboriginal peoples, such as -- trails, burials, and traditional
religious sites.

Post Office Box 151, Fort Road, Toppenish, WA 98948 (509) 865-5121
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Kathy Fisher
April 11, 1995
Page 2

The YARAMA INDIAN NATION cultural staff have identified Juniper
Point as being associated with legend and vision quest use in the !5
past. Therefore; Juniper Point should be eligible for listing as

a traditional cultural property.

The elders of the area who are members of the YARAMA INDIAN NATION

are opposed to these proposed projects because of their past ‘;
experience of removal and taking of their cultural and religious

way of life. These elders and the YAKRAMA NATION as a whole has not
been afforded sufficient opportunity to voice their serious
concerns in regards to the Wind Power Projects and of its potential 7
impacts on treaty reserved rights.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact: Mr.
Johnson Meninick, Manager, Cultural Resources Program at (509) 865-
5121 Ext. 737 or Mr. Frederick 1Ike, Sr., Cultural Protection
Analyst, Cultural Resources Program at (509) 865-5121 Ext. 733.

Sincerely,

YAKAMA INDIAN NATION

) /it
erry/ Meninick, chairman
Ya Tribal Council

JM/fla

Copy: Gail Thompson
Ben Wolfe
Curt Dreyer
Executive Committee YIN
Cultural Committee
Carroll E. Palmer, Deputy Director, DNR
Wildlife Prograa: Bill Bradley
Gordon Lothson
In House Counse.. '
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Legal Overview of Treaty Rights, Trust Responsibilities,

and Reserved Rights:

While the doctrine of discovery is recognized by the United
States Supreme Court (US 8 ‘Wheat.] 543 [1823] discovery gave
Europeans and the United States, as the discovering nations'
"ultimate dominion" over the 1lands they discovered within
aboriginal territory, this dominion remained '"subject -- to the
Indian right of occupancy." Under this doctrine, Indians were
recognized as the '"rightful occupants" of the land with legal claim
to possession.

This right to use, occupy, and enjoy the land and water, came
to be known as "Indian Title'" or aboriginal title. ‘

Aboriginal title encompasses aboriginal richts, such as, the
right to fish and hunt. They are independent of aboriginal title
to land, a treaty, or an act of congress.

The relationship between the U.S. Government and Indian tribes
is also bound by treaties. The U.S. Constitution proclaims that
"all treaties made, or which shall be made, unde:r the authority of
the United States shall be the Supreme Law of the Land; and the
judges in every state shall be bound thereby, anything in the
constitution or laws of any state to the contrary notwithstanding.

Treaties with 1Indian tribes are contenplated by this
constitutional provision. Tribal rights secured by treaty are
superior to the rights other citizens enjoy. Furthermore, and the
preservation of treaty rights is the responsibility of the entire
Federal government. The Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has

an affirmative legal duty to protect treaty rights.
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The Supreme Court has expressly held that an Indian treaty is
"not a grant of rights to the Indians, but a grant of rights from
them." The purpose of an Indian treaty was not to give rights to
the Indians, but to remove rights they had. Thus Indians have a
great many rights in addition to those describes in treaties. 1In
fact, any right not expressly extinguished by a treaty or federal
statute is reserved to the tribe. This fundamental principle if
Indian law is known as the '"reserved rights" doctrine. (Pevar 1992)

The privilege of taking fish at all the usual and accustomed
places, and the continuation of off-reservation hunting, fishing,
gathering of roots and berries, and the pasturing of horses and
cattle upon open and unclaimed lands, were considered as
"privileges secured to Indians" and guaranteed in the Treaty of
1855 "Swindell 1942"

(YARAMA NATION 1994)

In addition to respecting aboriginal rights and treaty
reserved rights, the United States must honor its trust
responsibilities to Indian tribes. This doctrine arose through the
judicial interpretation and analysis, and has since been
supplemented and reinforced by formal federal agency policy.

The: trust responsibility doctrine can be traced to Cherokee
Nation w. Georgia (30 U.S. (5 pet.] 1 [1831], in which the U.S.
Supreme Court stated that Indian tribes were not foreign nations,
but constituted '"distinct political" communities 'that more
correctly were domestic --- nations whose '"relation to the United
States resembles that of a ward to his guardian." This language,

first enunciated the doctrine of federal trusteeship in Indian
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Affairs, a doctrine that continues to govern the relationship
between tribes and the United States today.

Numerous court decisions have defined and described the trust
responsibility as requiring the federal government to adhere to
stringent fiduciary standards of conduct in matters related to
Indian tribes. The trust responsibility applies to all federal
agencies according to the ©principles of federal trust
responsibility, government departments and agencies must utilize
their authority to scrupulously safeguard that which is the subject
mﬁtter of federal treaties with Indian tribes -- Indian Trusts
assets. Trust assets are property in which Indians hold and
maintain legal interests, and which are held in trust by the United

States for tribes and individuals. These assets include, but are

essentially everything that is necessary to preserve and maintain
a way of life. .
Treaty

The religion of the YARAMA, Columbia River Indians, is not a
matter of certain days and set observations, but it is part of his
every thougat and daily life. Heritage is a precious possession of
the Yakamay. It is a heritage so old that no one knows when it was
actually born, only the Supreme being knows. It is a heritage of
a religion that recognized a creator who gave life to the Earth and
to its possessions. The Yakama people still practice the religious
beliefs, traditions, and customs of their ancestors. Traditions
that have been passed down through the countless generations, so

that the 1Indian way of 1life will continue for our future
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generations.

Over one hgndred years ago treaty makers assembled in a
cottonwood grove at Walla Walla, Washington and entered into the .
Treaty of 1855, which was ratified by the Senate, proclaimed by the
President of the United States and became law in 1859.

The Yakamas paid a great price for the treaty: 10,828,800
acres, or 16,920 square miles of lands were ceded to the United
States Government. However; the Yakamas stipulated in the treaty,
reserved and guaranteed certain aboriginal rights which have been
exercised by the Yakamas since time immemorial. These legally
protected rights belong to the Yakamas and are regulated and
enforced by the inherent sovereign powers of the YAKAMA INDIAN
NATION. These powers are limited only by the Treaty of 1855 or
specific acts of congress. This treaty has now matured into a
heritage for the present and the future members of the YAKAMA
INDIAN NATION. |

The wise o0ld chiefs with the inherent powers of gifted
leaders, realized that the lives of the YAKAMA Indian people must
and would change when the unwanted treaty was thrust upon them.

Cultural Resources

The definition of cultural resources is not 1limited by
dictionary meaning or by governmental identification. The richness
of the American Indian heritage has no price tag and cannot be put
on paper, for it would make little sense without understanding the
culture. The religion is the real life of the Yakama Indians and
all the resources are identified clearly within their beliefs,

traditions, customs, and 1legends. The most obvious cultural
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resources are those identified by the first foods ceremonies: the
water, salmon, venison, roots, and berries. Water is the defining
element of the Indians existence. Unwritten laws are guarded by
the elders, who possess the knowledge for cultural stability and
hand the information of teachings, ceremonies, songs, and stories
down to the younger generation in their native language.

This tradition has been ongoing for centuries.

The elders are windows to the roots of their own identity, to
the visions of earth and life that came before modern times. The
sharing of knowledge between the elders and the young is what makes
survival possible.

Mother Earth

Until the age of Enlightenment in the 1700s and the
"Scientific Revolution" that accompanied it, the prevailing
viewpoint among the peoples of the earth was that the planet itself
was a living being. Most cultures shared this belief whether they
were 'Western" in orientation (Sumerians, Greeks, Romans) or
whether they still lived within nature. They believed that the
earth was a being with skin, soul, and organs as well as spirit.
The sl.in was the soil; the soul was coatained within the rocks and
bones of the dead; the organs included rivers (bloudstream) and
wind (the lungs) the spirit. Earth wazs alive. We lived upon it as
millions of tiny micro-organisms live on human skin.

Most cultures believed that the earth was a female being --
the actual mother of life.

This is different from the '"scientific revolution" paradigmé

that gave impetus to the idea of human superiority over animals and
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nature implanted by the Judeo-Christian tradition.

The power to alter nature gave the wegtern culture false proof
of their superiority. Thus the patriarchal, hierarchical, western
technological society that has raped the earth. Failing to see
that planet as alive they have become free of mor#l and ethical
constraints and have benefitted economically from exploiting
resources at the earths expense.

All native groups literall} speak of the planet as "mother"
and they truly believe this. All life as we know it is nurtured at
her breast.

We have germinated within her -- we are a part of her and we
burst into life from her -- in the end we dissolve back into her to
become new life. Every culture that maintains this attitude about
Mother Earth also has restrictions against any individual owning,
mining, or selling the land. Such ideas were unthinkable to native
people until they met the invading western cultures.

Religion

One of the most fundamental precepts in the founding of our
country is the Freedom of Religion. As citizens, Indians have an
inherent right to the free exercise of their religion. That right
is reaffirmed by the U.S. Constitution in the Bill of Rights as
well as by many Federal Statutes, by State and Tribal law. The
practice of traditional native Indian religions outside the Judeo-
Christian mainstream or in combination with it, is further upheld
in the 1978 Indian Religious Freedom Act. Unfortunately, in recent
years there have been increasing incidents of infringement of the

religious rights of American Indians. New barriers have been
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raised against the pursuit of their traditional culture -- of which
the religion is an integral part.

It is clear that these incidents did not result from a
Government policy to abridge the religious freedom of Indians.
Rather, events were allowed to occur because there was a lack of
Government policy. Lack of knowledge, unawareness, insensitivity,
and neglect are the keynotes of the Federal Government's
interaction with the traditional Indian's religion and culture.
This state of affairs is enhanced by the perception of .iany non-
Indian officials that because 1Indian religious practices are
different that their own -- that they somehow do not have the same
status as a 'real" religion. Yet the effect on the individual

whose religious customs are violated or infringed is as intense as

The Columbia River Indians developed a unique culture from
what Nature had in store for them. They were also referred to as
being the Children of Nature. Their very life-style and religious
ceremonies were developed from all or parts of the living things
and gave salutation to the forces of Nature and its elements. They
did this with spiritual feeling and thinking.

In a mysterious spiritual way, the Great Spirit communicated
with the people. They understood that He made this beautiful and
wonderful creation and He created them to enjoy His handiwork.
Then they realized that their very existence depended upon
everything in this world.

In trying to express their thankful appreciation for life . int

his world, they developed religious ceremonies to glorify the
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Creator. In doing so, they used various things in their ceremonies
such as: the feathers of the various birds and their parts, skins
and pelts of the animals and their parts, various vegetation and
different kinds of herbs they found that had healing properties,
different kinds of wood, rocks, and things of the water such as
fish, shells, pelts of otter, horns of deer and elk as well as
claws, hooves and teeth. These things are an integral part of all
the ceremonies and become an established belief.

My People studies the characteristics and traits of things
mentioned, and these became texts similar to a verse of the bible
from which a sermon is preached.

It has been taught by the Dreamers and the Prophets that
religion is man's response to the Creator/God. There is a basic
mystery in all religions and a sacred law that presents a culture
of People. The Columbia River Indians are guided by the Natural
Elements of the world, this religion has many symbolic aspects
where He feels that there is a Supreme Being that designed all of
nature for us to appreciate and express thanks through rituals with
spiritual harmony in mind.

Through our religion the Creator allowed certain truths and
revelations of spiritual power to bhe known by our ancestors.
Certain people were chosen by the Supreme Being by opening their
hearts to gain knowledge to know certain religious rites and
ceremonial use of His sacred creations.

A few examples are the Dreamer Prophets; Smowhala of Priest
Rapids Band, Xanapu of Kah-milt-pah Band whose teachings are now

followed by the Rock Creek Band, Dreamer Meninoch of Skin-pum
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Longhouse, and Jacob Hunt of Husum as one of the last Longhouse
Prophets. The Dreamers and Prophets had walked the Columbia Basin
and they received their teachings through Dreams and Revelations of
how the religion is practiced today. The graves of our ancestors
are testimony unto themselve§ of the religious beliefs, culture,
traditions and the heritage they left behind for the future
generations.

IN CONCLUSION: The YAKAHA NATION is not acting or pretending to
develop an alibi to discourage industry for personal reason in a
selfish manner.

The YAKAMA NATION wholeheartedly and truthfully is serious in
opposing the planned Wind Farm (s) to be constructed on so called
Columbia Hills.

YAKAMA NATION knows beforehand how the wind farm (8) is going
to destroy the Cultural and Natural Resources that are
irreplaceable under any mitigation plan without fully understanding
the important value of religious and spiritual sites that are
located in their original places since time immemorial.

YAKAMA NATION knows that the wind farm (8) will not be
beneficial to YAKAMA RATION in any way at all.

YAKAMA NATION knows that the wind farm (s) has no proof of
why wind farm (s) should be justified to be located at so called
Columbia Hills and under whose demand it is mandatory.

YAKAMA NATION, its members, all the resources is first in

time, first in right, versus any new planned projects.
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DATE: 4/3/94
TO: William Bradley, Ph.D.

FROM: Gordon A, Lothson, Ph.D.
Archaeologist-Geomorphologist
Special Projects Manager

SUBJECT: The Traditional Use and Archaeological Potential
Extant Wwithin the Boundaries of the Columbia Hills
wind Farm Project--Management Protocol.

As per your request, I have pulled together a specific management
protocol that addresses the questions posited in my earlier

evaluation of the archaeological reports written for the Columbia
Hills Wind Farm site by Historical Research Associates Inc. (HRA)

and Eastern Washington University (BWU). It assumes the worst

This protocol does take issue with the recommended procedures
written for the archaeological properties set forth in the HRA
and EWU documents. We do not agree with the conclusions reached
in those documents and also feel that both HRA and EWU have
failed in their application of the National Register of Historic
Places (BRHP) criteria--specifically 36 CFR 60.4; criteria c. and
d. We recommend to you and the tribal council the following:

1. The g¢conclusions reached by HRA and EWU should be dis-
carded and reevaluated in terms of both criteria c. and
d. (see HRA documentation pp. 4-3, 4-4 for criteria).

2. Traditional use sites and their significance should be
studied and evaluated by the tribal cultural resource
program and not an outside consulting entity. Only the
tribal cultural resource program have the personnel who 10
speak the language, understand traditional land use and
‘che significance of continued land use, and most impor-
tent, the significance of the area as a place of
reglaze and economic importance.

3. All of the ar:chaeological sites found by HRA and EWU
should be surface collected so as to minimize secondary
impact caused by the construction activities. This 11
surface collection should be a controlled collection so )
that the materials can be replaced on the landscape if
the wind farms are abandoned. HRA and EWU should under-
take this surface collection as they know the location
of the archaeological sites. The tribal archaeologist
or designated representative should oversee and monitor
these collection activities. Surface features should be
mapped in some detail and the information recorded in
by special drawings, notes and photographs. TO DATE
THIS HAS NOT BEEN DONE!!!

4. Areas impacted by proposed construction should be shovel 12
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tested to make certain that archaeological sites do not
exist buried beneath the surface. Areas of high
potential should be shovel tested at a higher frequency
than areas of low potential--the frequency .of shovel
testing to be determined by the consulting archaeo-
logists in consultation with the tribal archaeologist or
his designated representative.

5. Additional special studies of man land relationships,
particularly spatial relationships of the various
structural and physical features identified by the
consulting archaeologists should be undertaken by HRA 13
and EWU. This spatial archaeological analysis should
be extensive and should explore spatial relationship
between the physical features. The purpose of such
analysis is to spatially determine the physical relat-
ionships between these features, determine patterns of
use and to facilitate data collection for historic dis-
trict evaluation. This pattern of use and the concept
of the HISTORIC DISTRICT (NRHP criteria c.) were not
addressed properly in the HRA and EWU documentation.

6. HRA and EWU should have nominated the Columbia Hills
location to the National Register as an National
Historic District (NHD). IT IS NOT HRA OR EWU PLACE TO
DECIDE WHAT IS or WHAT IS NOT, A NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE.
WHEN IN DOUBT THE SITE OR DISTRICT SHOULD BE NOMINATED
AND THE DECISION PLACED IN THE HANDS OF .THE STATE
ARCHAEOLOGIST AND THE ADVISORY COUNCIL OF HISTORIC
PRESERVATION. There is ample evidence for such a desig-
ation. Both HRA and EWU were in error on two counts:

1. the Columbia Hills area easily qualifies as a NHD
given the spatial and site data presented in the HRA and
EWU documents and 2. advise should have been sought from
the state archaeologist as to the qualification of the
area or sites within the area to the NRHP.

7. Lastly, a field monitor from either HRA or EWU should be 15
on site during the initial roadway and turbine pad con-
struction. The two contracting agents should also fund
a tribal monitor who would be on site to facilitate the
protection of traditional use areas and archaeological
sites. This later person should be from the cultural
program or a designated person from tribe who has some
archaeological training.

These are the minimum things that should be done from a technical
archaeological perspective. The cultural program and its

director Mr. Johnson Meninick and Mr. Fred Ike Sr. most certainly 16
will have others to add. My feeling on the project from purely

an archaeological-traditional use perspective, is that the

project is a bad idea. I know full well that there are other

factors that drive final decisions and one has to balance off one
advantage over another-often one cultural resource against
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another. Thankfully this is not my decision and the above
remarks are to be considered a response to your request for
additional what if data. -

If I can help you, Johnson or Fred with any other information
please feel free to ask.

cc: Johnson Meninick
Fred Ike Sr.
Reverend Russell Billy
Greg C. Cleveland
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Responses to April 11, 1995 Letter from the Confederated Tribes

and Bands of the Yakama Indian Nation
(Including Two Attachments Entitled: 1)Legal Overview of Treaty Rights, Trust

Responsibilities, and Reserved Rights; and 2) Memorandum from Gordon A. Lothson, Ph.D
to William Bradley, Ph.D.)

1.

2.

10.

See General Response No. 1.
See General Response No. 3.

Comments noted. The draft EIS in Section 2.5.4.1 discusses expected impacts to golden
eagles, bald eagles, peregrine falcons, and migratory birds. The draft EIS in Section 2.4.4.1
discusses impacts to other wildlife.

Construction and operation of the windplant will avoid impacts to all but two
archaeological sites that might be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places. Although the potential National Register eligibility of the stone cairns is unknown,
construction and operation of the windplant will also avoid them. None of the isolated
artifacts were believed to be eligible for the National Register and will not be avoided by
Project construction.

See General Response No. 5.
The opposition of the Yakama elders in the area of the proposed Project is noted.

See General Response No. 6, which summarizes the opportunities that the County and BPA
have provided for the Yakama Indian Nation and the elders to voice their concerns about
the projects and their potential impacts. Appendix B to this document includes meeting
notes from the April 26, 1995 meeting with Yakama representatives on the Proposed Project
site.

The lead agencies do not respond to the legal overview presented by the Yakama Indian
Nation as it is outside the purview of NEPA or SEPA. See General Response No. 7.

The County and BPA have directed the cultural resources consultant to consider whether
the archaeological sites that have been determined National Register-eligible would
appropriately constitute an eligible Multiple Property Listing. Juniper Point would be part
of such a determination as a traditional cultural property (see also General Response
No. 5).

The County and BPA have requested Yakama assistance in describing the boundaries,
physical nature, and cultural significance of Juniper Point as part of the consultation
process under Section 106 of the Natural Historic Preservation Act. The Yakama Indian
Nation Culture Program has refused to negotiate a MOA with BPA, the County, and the
SHPO because of their opposition to the projects (see Appendix B).
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

National Register-eligible archaeological sites will be flagged as areas to be avoided by
construction activities. Under the environmental monitoring plan for construction (see
Part 2 of this document), an environmental monitor and a Yakama representative would
monitor the avoidance of these cultural resources. The lead agencies believe this method
of avoidance will have fewer impacts to cultural resources than controlled surface
collection of all eligible and potentially eligible sites.

The Study Plan provided for clearing vegetation in areas where less than 50 percent of the
surface is visible, from 1-m? plots with hand trowels at 100- to 150-m intervals. Crew
members also deviated somewhat from survey transects in low visibility areas to inspect
drainage cutbanks, disturbed areas, and other surface exposures. The Study Plan also
provided for excavating 30-cm-diameter shovel probes at 50- to 100-m intervals along
survey transects in areas characterized by significant deposits of loess, alluvium, or both.

The County and BPA have directed the cultural resource consultant to prepare a
determination of eligibility form to recognize archaeological sites and the Juniper Point
traditional cultural property. Assembling the context documentation for a Multiple
Property determination will entail evaluating the environmental relationships of these sites.
The form will also discuss the four National Register criteria. See General Response No. 5
and Part 3 of this document.

The County and BPA point out that according to cultural resources regulations and
procedures, it is appropriate for the consultant to make recommendations regarding
National Register eligibility. The SHPO reviews these recommendations and determines
whether or not it concurs with the findings. As discussed in the responses to General
Response No. 5 and other specific comments, consultation with the SHPO staff indicated
that the eligible archaeological resources and traditional cultural property at Juniper Point
may be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places as a Multiple Property
Listing. Multiple Property Listings are designed to nominate groups of related resources
in an archaeologically or culturally common area. A Multiple Listing is similar to a
Historic District but has the advantage that boundaries need not be specifically defined,
and resources identified in later surveys can be included. The County will direct its
cultural resource consultant use data developed for the cultural resources assessment to
prepare a Multiple Property Documentation Form for the eligible archaeological sites and
for the Juniper Point traditional cultural property. This National Register form will identify
the property types of which examples have been inventoried in the Project vicinity.

The EIS identifies monitoring of National Register-eligible cultural resources during Project
construction by a tribal archaeologist or representative as a mitigation measure (see Part 3
of this document) and as part of the Preferred Alternative described in Part 2 of this
document.

Comments noted.

Comments and Responses Final Environmental Impact Statement

4-66

Washington Windplant #1
May 1995



Cellular One Center
1600 SW 4th Avenue
Portand, OR 97201

Dmect Tapveg

Oz (803) 248-7404

Somz (603) T80-7848

Fax B03-248-7400

CELLULARONE"

March 16, 1995 INAGINE NO LIMITS®

Curt Dreyer, Klickitat County Planning Director
Klickitat County Planning Department

228 West Main St., Room 150

Goldendale, WA 98620

Dear Mr. Dreyer:
RE: Washington Windplant #1 Project- Draft EIS

Enclosed is a copy of a memorandum from Carol Friz, an RF Engineer for
McCaw Cellular Communications, Inc. in Portland, Oregon. We are very
concerned that the proposed development by Kenetech may interfere
with our microwave communications in this area.

As noted in the memorandum, the wind generators may block

established microwave paths from our sites at Haystack and Luna. .
Based on the information available, we are very concerned about the 1
impact to our interstate communications. Since this could potentially

jeopardize our communications throughout the Columbia River gorge,

and, until resolved, we must go on record with limited opposition to the

phase of the project in the area shown on the enclosed map.

We will appear at the hearing on April 5 to explain our concerns. | am 2
certain we can work out the issues with Kenetech and have no desire
to interfere with their project.

Please call me if you have questions.

n Fowler, Real Estate Manager
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Memorandum for Record
From: Carol Friz
Date: March 7, 1995

Subject: Impact of Proposed Kenetéch Washington Windplant #1 Development on
Columbia River Gorge Microwave Sites

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Washington
Windplant #1 proposed by Kenetech Windpower, Inc., dated February 1995. Based on
the information contained in the EIS, there is a real possibility for interference with our
Haystack - Luna microwave path.

Attached is a copy of the path profile for the 18.6 mile Haystack - Luna path. As can be
noted on this profile, there is an area near the Luna end where the terrain is quite flat and
very near to the centerline of this path before it drops off severely a couple miles west of
Luna.

The second attachment is a copy of the 7.5 minute map showing our Luna site and the -
path centerline toward Haystack. I’ve made some rough sketches of the proposed turbine
strings per the EIS. Turbine strings EE and CC are of direct concern, and there is some 3
possibility that strings DD and Z may impact the path, depending on their exact location.

Although Table 2.12.1 in the EIS shows interference candidates as Haystack and Luna, on
paths toward Roosevelt (Arlington) and Goldendale, our Haystack - Arlington path runs
south of the proposed development and, based on the information in the EIS, should not
be impacted by this development. A possible future Haystack - Goldendale path should
not be impacted since both sites are west of Highway 97 while the proposed development
is east. I am unaware of any present or planned paths from Luna, except that existing to _J
Haystack.

Using the industry standard clearance criteria of full first Fresnel zone clearance at K=4/3, 4
where K = Effective Earth Radius Factor, our required clearance at each of the points

where the proposed turbine strings cross the path is calculated in the following table. This
clearance is required in a concentric circle around tie path centerline, that is, above,

below, and to each side.

Comments and Responses Final Environmental Impact Statement
Washington Windplant #1
4-68 May 1995




Impact of Proposed K enetech Washington Windplant #1 Development

March 7, 1995
Page 2
Turbine Approx Distance First Fresnel Earth Bulge Required
String from Luna Zonc Radius at K=4/3 Clesrance*
(feet) (feet) (feet) (feet)
EE & DD 2800 36.6 4.8 41.4
CC 5000 48.4 8.4 56.8
Z 10,000 66.4 15.8 82.2

¢ Technically, this figure is the required vertical clearance since earth bulge is a ventical phenomenon.

Horizontal clearance would equal the First Fresnel Zone Radius.

Since the EIS did not contain exact coordinates for the proposed turbine strings, I have
extracted the locations as well as possible. Thus, some of the above requirements may
increase or decrease when exact locations are known.

In summary, the proposed windplant has the potential to severely impact our existing
microwave network in the Gorge. We will need to ensure that the turbine strings are
located so as to minimize or negate this impact.

Any questions, I can be reached on 503-274-6163.

Attachments (2)

cc: Ed Menteer
Ken Seymour
Norm Davis
Ron Fowler v
Bob Hansen
Mike Heinig
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